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CHAPTER ONE

RESEARCHING MSPs. AN INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction and problem context

The concept of Multi-Stakeholder Platform (MSP) hbscome popular as an
institutional framework for resolving complex resoel management problems.
However, MSPs are a new phenomenon and the teofieis applied to many different
institutional forms involved in exploring and regiolg such problems. In South African
water resource management, the emergent Catchnaradément Forurh§CMFs) are
one of these new institutional forms being refeneds MSPs. This research takes a
critical examination of the central issues relatioghe emergence and operations of the
CMFs in transforming water and land management.t€has MSP and CMF are used
interchangeably in this thesis since they reféehéosame phenomenon.

Fundamentally, the emergence of MSPs for water gemant in South Africa was
ushered in by institutional and water reforms résglfrom the transition made from
the minority-led apartheid government to a majeelkycted democratic government in
1994. The newly majority-elected democratic govesnmembraced the emerging
consensus that MSPs presented a relevant instittivamework through which
holistic management of natural resources such aterwaould be promoted.
Accordingly, South Africa’s water law suggests floemation of participatory water
institutions to be responsible for achieving threémdamental water resource
management goals. These include:

* Achieving equitable access to wat#nat is, equity of access to water services, to
the use of water resources, and to the benefits fhe use of water resources.

« Achieving sustainable use of watby, making progressive adjustments to water use
with the objectives of striking a balance betweeatew availability and legitimate
water requirements, and by implementing measurpsotect water resources.

» Achieving efficient and effective water digseoptimum social and economic benefit.

To achieve these goals, South Africa has paid apextention to transformation

approaches that also help reach agreed governance|es for these goals. Three core
governance principles stream through the NationateWPolicy (DWAF 1997), the

National Water Act (RSA 1998) and the National WaResource Management
Strategy (DWAF 2004), which constitute fundamerg#iategies for achieving the
above management goals. These core governancépfegoclude regarding water as
an indivisible national asset. National governmedit act as the custodian of the
nation’s water resources and its powers in thianegvill be exercised as a public trust;

! Note the use of the word ‘Forums’ rather than For&nglish, the word ‘Fora’ is popularly used the
plural term of Forum. In its plural term, the wdFebra’ connotes public places where topics of ubl
concern are discussed and opinions expressedefineg'Forums” in this instance is preferred as aemor
contemporarily colloquial word that refers to ‘onjsed groups.’
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(i) that water required to meet basic human needs @ndaintain environmental
sustainability will be guaranteed as a right, whisiter use for all other purposes
will be subject to a system of administrative autations;

(i) the responsibility and authority for water resouroganagement will be
progressively decentralised by the establishmensuiable regional and local
institutions. These will have appropriate communitsacial and gender
representation to enable all interested persoparticipate.

The third governance principle, suggests the dewveémt of organisational capacity to
achieve water resource management goals by intioglisome form of institutional
framework decentralised to suitable regional ama@lltevels. Decentralisation of water
management is understood as the devolution of nesnet duties to relevant
stakeholders in each predetermined hydrologicalnBary. Participation in water
resource management by all local resource usertrimideed offer tremendous scope
for achieving a sustainable resource use. Moatchl (1999) contend that effective
water management is inherently a question of garera involving establishment and
execution of roles and responsibilities by paraci{s — who does what, how, where and
to what end. Water related issues ripple througkouatety and affect basic livelihoods
and deeply embedded social values. As a resuly, inest be addressed at a societal
level through the complex array of political, ecomo, institutional and social processes
by which society governs itself. Mitchell (1990ka#gs that water resource management
is largely a human factor. He observes that people are inclined to co-operate and
are enthusiastic can often make a poor system wetk Conversely, a technically
well-designed system may falter if the participaars determined not to work with each
other. Indeed several discourses abound that ahs¢nnstitutions with their actors are
central to successful sustainable resource managef®ee Roling and Wagemakers
1998; Daniels and Walker 1997).

In this study MSPs are seen as public initiativieed bring together a diversity of actors
in the water sector, to a common negotiating tatdendertake consensual decision
making regarding the use and preservation of wattreir designated area. How and if
such MSPs can evolve in South Africa and link witidler norms and institutions and
broker the local achievement of water resource gamant goals will remain an issue
to which conclusions of this thesis can contrib(teus the objective of this research
was to contribute to the debate on whether and M&#®Ps can constitute approaches
that build new institutions and governance strigguo facilitate water governance and
achieve management goals. Specifically, the rebeatudied two Catchment
Management Forums (CMFs) in the Eastern Cape RielBCP) of South Africa - in
the Mthatha and the Kat catchments, to see if thoesd participatory approaches will
fundamentally change ways in which water resouaresmanaged at river basin level.
The purpose of studying two distinct CMFs was tarheabout the practice of MSPs
from different perspectives, including similaritiasd dissimilarities.

The diagnosis of these MSPs unfortunately doegeoérate prescriptions to the many
dilemmas faced by these MSPs. However this resedtempts to provide more clarity
and probable explanations to the causes and naitiihese dilemmas, which in itself is
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the beginning of improving the practice of multstholder participation in water
resource management. MSPs are a social phenoméabrpitesents complex and
dynamic problems that may not have specific or rdefi explanations or solutions.
However a clear understanding of the variables thftience multi-stakeholder
participation in water resource management can igeoan opportunity to reshape
policy and practice in water resource managementicplarly in developing countries
for which this study is most relevant. This studstiried to provide a comprehensive
contemporary description and analysis of the cistamces under which actors operate
in a collective action to transform the managenwna common pool resourcén a
developing economy. Thus another intended purpbs@research is to contribute to
the wealth of knowledge regarding the conditionglarnwhich multi-stakeholder
participation in water resource management at oach level can contribute to desired
outcomes in resource development and managemeist.fif$t chapter of the thesis
attempts to familiarise the reader with the subfeatter and the content of this thesis.

1.2 The rise and rise of MSPs

MSPs are being promoted across the globe as amofot environmental management
and sustainability issues. Rhoades (1998) contémalsenthusiasm for participatory
watershed management is so high that virtuallynaljor development organisations are
promoting the approach in hundreds of communitiesd throughout North and South
America, Asia, Africa, Europe and Australia. Usesl @ form of participation by
resource users in common pool natural resourcesageament, MSPs are postulated to
offer tremendous scope for achieving sustainaldeuree use. The idea is that multiple
stakeholders, who have different interests and sxeeith respect to water, should
organize and arrange water use and conservatiaesisamongst themselves. The
popularity and mainstreaming of the MSP concept banlinked to the influence
streaming mainly from the following three discoww:se

(i) Stakeholder participatory discourse

MSP practice is largely influenced by a globallyndoant liberal ideology, which
recognises that the diversity of voices and valéh respect to water use should
include a wider circle than experts alone (Warr@&). Management of water has for a
long time been a technocratic affair controlledtbg state, whereby water engineers
and hydrologists have had an upper hand in deterqiitne hydraulics, development
and management of water resources. MSPs have einasgihe new exciting concept
that is seen to challenge this status quo. This shpolicy from reliance on the state as
an important force in water resource managemenarasvan inclination to accord
stakeholders a right to manage their resourceniglaly spreading new agenda that was
given impetus by Agenda 21 in the Rio discussi@ox(1.1). One important success of
water resource management has come to be seenitothie setting up and facilitating
processes that bring different groups into constracengagement, dialogue and
decision-making.

2 This term is used repeatedly in this thesis inrefee to water resources on the basis that the
government owns them in trust for the communitglbfesource users.
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Box 1.1Agenda 21

Agenda 21 is a comprehensive blueprint for globtiba into 2% century designed to solve
the twin problem of environmental destruction arte tnecessity for sustainable
development. It was adopted by more than 178 gowents at the United Nationjs
Conference on Environment and Development (UNCE&Y hin Rio de Janeiro, Brazil
from 3% to 14" June 1992. Among key aspects of Agenda 21 are ttrapters dealing with
importance of increasing the roles of local acteush as women, youth, farmers, trade
unions, NGOs, industry etc. working in partnershith governments. Agenda 21 specifies
that participation of these groups in resource rgameent is absolutely crucial. Many sge
Agenda 21 as the first United Nations documentiir@ss extensively the role of differept
stakeholders in the implementation of the globaéament on sustainable development.

Source: UN 2004.

(ii) Decentralisation and democratisation discourse

State governance strategies are shifting from akmommand and control to the
reintegration of civil society. Politics of ‘goodogernance’ now recognise the
importance of participation of beneficiaries in nmgk management decisions. The
changing role of the state from ‘provider’ and ‘eledler’ to ‘promoter’ and ‘facilitator’
has brought about the need for strong tripartitstitutions. Thus decentralisation and
democratisation has entered governance discourskeasltimate source of political
legitimacy.

(i) Stakeholder interdependencies in water reseunse

MSPs have been particularly popular in Natural Res®o Management (NRM) due to a
growing recognition that natural resource manageérpeoblems are the outcome of
disjointed actions among resource users, and can lmn solved by some form of
cooperation. Natural resources are characterigetulmerous users and uses. Water
use for instance can be classified as either copBwen or non-consumptive use. In
consumptive use, a group of users withdraw watesuich a way that it is no longer
available to other users (e.g. municipal, agricaltuindustrial and commercial), Thus
competition for usage may occur across sectors égugculture and industry), within
sectors (e.g. allocation to one farm versus andéyen) or regionally (e.g. upstream
versus downstream users). In non-consumptive usgerwuse does not result in
significant reduction in net stream flow, and degpieg on the type, may allow for
multiple non-conflicting uses at the same time kowdtion (e.g. reservoir storage with
fish habitat and passive recreation such as swigiramd fishing). However, even in
non-consumptive uses, problematic situations mayrowhen usage interferes with or
lowers the value of water precluding or impairitgjuse by others. For example, when
water diversion for hydropower generation interfemgith aquatic life in estuaries
downstream or when the river is used to disposgadially treated or untreated waste
resulting in degradation of water quality at theenxse of other uses.

3 Collaboration between state, private sector avitisnciety
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As a result of this multifaceted characteristic wohter, the management of water
resources has been recognised to require collaboratong all users. It is argued that
collaboration is achieved through the creation afective actions and the building of

capacity for collective learning and decision-makinThis collaboration also creates
social capital or the arrangement of human ressuxanprove flows of future benefits

from the resource use (Ostrom 1992).

Since ambiguous terms often blur analytical andgective clarity, it is important at

this stage to proceed with further probing the ephof MSP to fully capture its origin,

underlying principles and reasons behind its mesasbhing in water resource

management. This will be achieved by exploringdiseoursesthat shape the concept.
After all “it is through discourse that people defi their situation and assess
possibilities for action” (Hilhorst 2000; p 37).

1.3 MSPs as ‘participatory’ initiatives

While the term ‘participation’ may not necessagbnstitute part of the MSP acronym,
it however constitutes the fundamental principlebedded in MSP concept. Since
multi-actor collective initiatives invite divers¢éakeholders to ‘participate’ in decision-
making and in sharing management responsibilitiess term ‘participation’ constitutes
a key concept in the MSP discourse.

Echoes from the era of participation

In many villages in Zambtawhen a young woman comes of age, the whole wllag
celebrates with an initiation ceremony calladisungu. ‘Participation’, like a young
woman from these villages, has also come of ageadindountries, developed and
underdeveloped are celebrating tih@sungu of participation to an extent that Goddard
and Cotter (1987) assert that participation is\ehigment strategy that has been over-
sold. In some form or other, participation is nownaist’ in most development planning
and practice as well as in natural resource manegenit is cited in all funding
proposals to donor agencies and frequently featuregovernment strategies and
implementation plans, while all Non-Governmentag@nrisations (NGOs) claim to use
participatory approaches. The adoption of partiopa approaches as a resource
management strategy can be seen as part of a broadsensus with extraordinary
diverse buy-in.

Participation is a practice that has found accemdmoth in the south and northern
economies. In South Africa, participation has beeshrined in the national constitution
(RSA 1996), requiring that people be allowed totipgrate in making decisions that

“A discourse is considered herein to be an instinaised way of thinking that also is responsilolethe
creation of a specific social perspective and #iftescts the views on how things ought to be donseiA

of statements and communicative language that itatesta discourse are most often organised by
specific ideology(ies) which in turn provide cogwét foundation for the attitudes and actions oficas
groups in society as well as furtherance of thealg (Mills 2004, Blommaert 2005). In this contetkie
‘MSP discourse’ can be viewed to be a set of coniocative objects (such as text and language) that
have influenced ‘beliefs’ about and responsesemtanagement of natural resources

® Also true in many other countries throughout Adric
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will affect their lives. The European Water Framekv®irective, under its Article 14
now asks for public participation in the establigand updating of river basin
management plans. For GTZ, the implementing agdacyGerman Technical Co-
operation, primary stakeholder participation hasnbene of five quality criteria as early
as 1986 (Forster 1998).

What are the origins of participation and its megnin resource management? The
concept of participation has a long history. Frefk891; p14-23) traces the concept
from as far back as the early 1940’s. In his exilon of the practice of participation,
Frerks shows that several early attempts of plarsoaial change included forms of
popular participation, such as community actiomthi& United States since the civil war
and community development in the Third World aft®orld War Il. He shows that
during the 1970s and 1980s, participation of ineéehdeneficiaries was a central issue
in all development planning and implementation.

Mainstream development practitioners have gondénannals as the first to institute

and use the term participation in its current nmxtular context of community driven

initiatives (Cohen and Uphoff, 1977). Participatopractices gave rise to the

establishment of new local institutions through ebhipeople would participate

collectively to improve their circumstances. In dbo early days, participatory

approaches also won their support for their couatitim to efficiency and effectiveness

in enabling marginalised groups to strengthen theice for their self-development.

Experience gathered over the years by developmeattifoners shows that

participation is an important factor contributing success and sustainability of

programmes but mainly under the following condii¢Rrerks 1991, p 19),

» Participation is not a panacea

» Participation cannot be externally imposed

» Participation is a process which cannot be rushed

* People will not sacrifice to participate withoutvaads

* People will not be able to accept and sustain netivikes unless they are given
both initial and follow-up support.

These conditions can be summed into one sentendefitte participation as a process
that the participants identify with, which becontksir voice with a mandate to act on
the outcomes of their decisions that result in beia outcomes. Others have described
participation more in terms of analytical typologisee Arnstein 1969, Pretty 1993 and
Creighton 1998 for details on typologies of pap#tion).

Historically, the state and its exp&rtsad kept their projects away from this form of
participation by civil society, preferring contrahd predictability to the complexity of a
crowded decision-making desk. In the field of watesources and flood disaster
management, the huge investment costs of greaegisofdams and flood control
infrastructure) generated the desire to controlpifeeesses by the state and its experts.
Thus participation efforts had for a long time beesolutely non-political. However,

® The host of bureaucrats, consulting engineers ciedtists.
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following failures and defective development preet{around the world), participation
of beneficiaries in the processes of managemenshaping rural transformation begun
to gain momentum. Community-based participatoryetigyment organisations started
to emerge in the local institutional landscape.dBedly, as awareness grew among civil
society, that good governance constituted inpuhfsbakeholders, participation filtered
into the politics of governance. Images of paratipn as a mechanism for social
inclusion started to emerge and public participahad entered governance discourse as
the ultimate source of political legitimacy. WodB07; p 79) asserts that participation
is now a claim forgood governance’which is interpreted as wider involvement of
citizenry in managing their own affairs.

As participation became normalized and bureauaatithrough the exercise of
mainstreaming, participatory approaches becameethinvith discordances. Some
practitioners, especially government bureaucratseatly pay little attention to the
conditions for participation. Motivated by the nedmeet the goals promised to the
electorate, the state is most often lured intoatiiety the terms for participation. In
South Africa for example, where participative armmenunity based approaches to
development are being advocated, there is also oavigg need in government
departments to spend, show results and avoid veltso The pressure to produce results
has led governments into labeling mere consultgti@tesses with civil society as a
form of participation. As a result, participatioashrecently been labeled as “The New
Tyranny” (Cooke and Kothari 2002). In Cooke andot's book, 12 different writers
took a rigorous and critical insight into developrparticipation discourse. Three sets
of tyrannies could be identified from the writefiy:the tyranny of decision-making and
control, which includes the illegitimate and/or ustj exercise of power, (ii) the tyranny
of the group, whereby the heterogeneity of acterigmored consequently masking the
processes of conflict and negotiation, inclusiod axclusion, and (iii) the tyranny of
method which imposes particular participatory apphes as suitable in all situations.

In concluding this section on participation, itimsportant to observe that the inclusion
of participatory approaches in development practices not always build the social
ideal. Participation as a practice has severall@ageés to deal with. The dissonances
that can occur in participatory approaches are mgrdights to remind us that
participation, in which the MSP concept is rootsidould not be taken for granted, but
Is something about which to be a little more cirepect. Modern democracies are faced
with an unusual social conflict which involves badang the freedom of individuals or
groups to determine their welfare on one hand atjéhe need for the state to predict
and control ‘for the benefit of all' on the othén using participatory approaches to
broker this dilemma, modern democracies are cotdtbwith several pitfalls, such as
obstacles of power, social exclusion, coercion aftipipants into programmes not
necessarily intended for their benefit and oppastunon the part of the poor to gain
access to the much needed scarce resources. Asllg tee participatory content of
most resource management initiatives remain momngbsiic than substantive. Ahmed
(1994) has argued that several participatory invés have engaged the public,
community based institutions or local people toéhaeme input into their plans and
projects for reasons of legitimisation or just taka political gains. When practice is
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pitted against rhetoric, the articulated ‘parti¢gyg’ ideology by the state is little more
than an elaborate and consciously formulated ctavadvance the political self-interest
of the state.

The meaning of participation in the context of M8Ps is one of the issues addressed
by this thesis. While South Africa set out its pglto create participatory institutions,
the underlying motive was to bridge the dividesatiety and empower those people
who had been marginalised hitherto. It could beuadgthat in the years following,
participation has become part of a neo-liberal dgemhere participation means in the
first place that people themselves have to bearbitmt of sharing the costs of
development.

The era of participation echoes dissonances tlet#w consensus on participatory
natural resources management needed to circumVhos neoclassical discourses in
natural resource management appear to have reewéparticipation’ by taking on
fresh terms and hopefully new meaning and actidhg. new terms have repackaged
‘participation’ into new ideological constructs witbroad-based appeal. They have
come to promise an entirely different way of doibgsiness. One such term that
constitutes an important ideological construct mitthe MSP concept, which can also
reinvigorate public action in resource managenmet&takeholder Participation’

Stakeholder participation

There are many subtle forms of usage of the tst@keholder but | would like to
suggest that the popular and general image tredirats through most definitions within
Natural Resource Management field is that of anviddal or sector who has control
over or access to a resource or service and/oslsalche form of legitimate knowledge
that can be brought to a negotiating table. Bru2801) for instance identifies
‘stakeholders’ as individuals or groups who possesse form of personal investment
in natural resource management outcomes and trargl 9b lose or gain from
management processes of the resource. Ramirez )(188€erts that the term
‘stakeholder’ transcends several fields of studyluding business management,
international relations, policy development, papitory research, ecology and NRM.
However, the origin of the term ‘stakeholder isedited to students of business
administration and corporate management, who dgfin@s any group or individual
who can affect or is affected by the achievemenheffirm’'s objective (Freeman 1984;
p 25, 46). Thus, while mainstream stakeholder gheefers more to the stakes in the
firm, ‘stakeholder in the NRM field refers to stk in the resource rather than the
institution (firm). While a ‘stakeholder’ in the otext of a firm exerts influence on the
operations of the firm, stakeholders in NRM exertluence on the resource and
retrogressively on the institution responsible fmnaging the resource. Thus in NRM
discourses, often this ‘stake’ considered is alio®d dependence on the resource in
question. Hence Roling and Wagemakers (1998; méitify stakeholders simply as
natural resource users and managers.

Stakeholder patrticipation underscores the impodaat involving ‘all’ concerned
individuals and groups in the management of a megoun NRM, where community



Researching MSPs: An Introductiof

participation and farmer-centered agricultural tese management has already a long
history, multi-level and multi-actor partnershipse arather a new paradigm shift

embedded in stakeholder participation. Participatdatural Resource Management
(PNRM) discourses assert that involving (all) stakders in natural resource

management leads to more profitable and lastingtisols resulting from consensual

decision-making regarding management of naturaluress.

Historically, stakeholder participatory approachesNRM were largely community
based, considering mainly local actors as the stékeholders, hence the title
Community-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRKis was because natural
resources were considered to be a primary sourtigedihood for local communities
upon which they heavily relied. However, recendyorked terms such as PNRM have
assumed new meanings, recognizing the complexityatdral resource management
and therefore requiring multi-actor approaches fhailitate joint learning and action
between local actors, government, NGOs, privatediand sometimes international
actors such as donors.

In water resource management, stakeholder patticiphas largely been influenced by
a broader debate on participatory development ameerd by ascendance of new
paradigms of public action and the role of theestat resource governance. These
include liberalism — market deregulation and pizatton, state decentralisation and
democratisation of local institutions, co-managemeh natural resources, reduced
political intervention in national economies and/alation of decision-making powers
to stakeholders (Mollinga and Narain 2001). The katentieth century was an era of a
new realisation that civil society too had ideagnagement skills, technical insights
and uncontextualised local knowledge to contridotéhe development process. More
generally, it was recognised that each community h& own competencies and
capacities that can be drawn on to sustain devedapmrojects. This ‘social capital
potential can be tapped to supplement societalrganee needs (Abrams and Warner
1997).

The increasing integration of civil society intoetipolitics of state governance has
positioned stakeholder participation in neo-libed@mocratic thinking that it is a

democratic right of citizens to be involved in uehcing decisions that affect them.
This debate argues that participation of stakemsldea democratic ideal that provides
freedom of the individual or group to grow and depeas functional systems. In this
sense, the term participation is used in a morenative or ideological perspective, in
which participation is viewed as a desirable, it resential element of development
strategies and approaches (Frerks 1991; p 191).

International donor agencies and financial indgbng that have recognised and
emphasised the limited ability of most governmenotsleliver goods and services to
their citizenry popularly support this view. It & contemporary debate rooted in the
paradigm of governing failures and leadership ingetance. This debate asserts that
the state, because of the inherent shortcomings tfditional instruments, is not able
(any more) to solve the economic and social problgras identified. Since the state is
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not able to steer social development in a prefed&dction, in order to prevent
unwanted developments, it is either necessarydk for alternative instruments or to
lower the aspirations of central-state control (ktay1993; p 10). In this instance,
stakeholder participation is considered as anratere and desirable instrument.

Stakeholder participation is now increasingly enmeggas the hoped-for panacea for
resolving complex and often subtle and ‘wicKewater and environmental problems.
Since ‘wicked problems’ are understood to be sbcidefined (Roberts 2005), getting
the ‘whole system’ on one table to enable peopledon from one another is found to
be useful in reaching widely accepted resolutioRsoponents of stakeholder
participation claim that it allows multiple usefscommon pool resources to move from
a conflicting position towards cooperation, colledt®mn, partnership and that it is
consensus building and promotes social learningo@ 2004). The stakeholder
participation discourse presents high hopes andengpals. Hence stakeholder
participation literature is littered with example$ ‘success stories’ resulting from
participative processes (Upho#t al 1998). Some researchers even argue that
stakeholder participation has a statistically digant relationship to successful
watershed management (Duram and Brown 1999; p 485')-

On the other hand, Vanderwal (1999) in his analydispublic participation in
environmental management presents a gloomy sideeatheory. In affirmation of my
earlier insinuations regarding pitfalls in partaipry practice, Vanderwal argues that a
closer examination of stakeholder participation cdisse reveals that this
“involvement” is often on the terms of the bureawst, which wants to know what the
public values, but does not want to lose contrahstein (1969), whom Vanderwal
(1999) describes as one of the most widely citddreaces in public participation
literature, shows through her typology of partitipa and case studies that the ideal
and genuine stakeholder (or public) participatigrighly elusive due to the potential
for corruption and the downloading of responsil@titwithout requisite resources. She
argues that many public participation efforts wesienply either forms of non-
participation or tokenism, with only a few resudfiln any shared decision-making.
Indeed, just as there are numerous success stidr&sakeholder participation, so are

" Wikipedia, the free encyclopaedia online, explahet the concept of ‘wicked problems’ was origipal
proposed by H.J. Rittel (a pioneering theorist esign and planning, and late professor at the Wsitye

of California, Berkeley) and M. Webber in a semitr@atise for social planning to contrast difficult
problems which have incomplete, contradictory, aménging requirements and solutions to them,
against the relatively ‘tame’ problems such as ewidtics and puzzle solving. Many writers have since
described ‘wicked problems’ in varying ways. Acdagl to Conklin (2003) for instance, the four
defining characteristics of wicked problems aretlfg problem is not understood until after formiolat

of a solution, (ii) Stakeholders have radically feliént world views and different frames for
understanding the problem, (iii) Constraints argbugces to solve the problem change over time iahd (
The problem is never solved. Waalewgihal (2005) describe wicked problems as clusterstefialated
problems, characterized by high levels of uncetyaimd a diversity of competing values and decision
stakes. Crucially, wicked problems cannot be solbgdany single organization acting alone and are
intractable, sincewhat constitutes a solution for one group of individuatgails the generation of a new
problem for another.
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there also many illustrations of pitfalls in stakkter participation (Long 1977,
Robertson 1984; Chambers 1983; 1993; 1997; Coottdathari 2002).

Most often, it is the state regulated or top-dovapraaches that are the culprits for
failed stakeholder participative processes. Thisiccde attributed to the fact that the
state has targets to reach in its governing missi@hreaching those targets is crucial to
its staying in power which is determined by itscébeate. Stakeholder participation in
the management of water resources is indeed playactomplex and dynamic sphere,
particularly when the approaches are implementestas regulations. Pitfalls of such
approaches may emanate from either or both siddéseafoin: the state on one side and
participating stakeholders on the other. The stptditicians and government
bureaucrats may lack innovation and skills to feat# genuin® participation. Their
policies, implementation strategies and resourtecation may promote stereotyped
participation that flouts many of the conditionsden which participation makes a
meaningful contribution to development. Participgtistakeholders on their part may
not perform sufficiently well in ensuring the effeeness of the newly constituted
participatory institutions. The complexity of thiustion may further be confounded by
the characteristics of the resource being manaWéater for instance is a natural
resource with multiple claims, multiple uses andltiple users. In the collective
management of water resources in a catchment,hsitlers face no risks of exclusion
(from water and services) or punishment if they ad® not to participate in the
collective management of the resource. This silnais explored in Chapter Six as a
contributory factor to poor stakeholder participatin CMFs.

Having traced the trajectory of MSP discourse fitbie core principles of participation
to stakeholder participation, the next section peals with the investigation of the
emergence of the terrmulti’ as an additional construct in this (fundamentally)
participatory discourse.

1.4 ‘Multi’ -Stakeholder Platform (MSP)

(Multi)Stakeholder Platforms and other variants, u({fiiStakeholder Processes,
(Multi)Stakeholder Partnerships, (Multi)Stakehold@alogues and (Multi)Stakeholder
Participatory Process are all forms of stakehojgticipation rooted in the principles
of participation discussed in the preceding sestidven though the ternrmulti’ has
not (yet) infiltrated the terrain of NRM to genexatrms such as ‘Multi-Stakeholder
Natural Resource Management, it has however rgcgathed considerable importance
in the mainstream natural resource management wiseo Put together, the terms
‘multi’, ‘stakeholder’and participation’ have come to evoke a (new) world where
everyone (especially including the poor) gets anckao take part in decision-making.
The words have found themselves in a new alliarfceerons that work together to
evoke meanings that rationalise policies that ¢atl the building of stakeholder
participatory institutional frameworks. In some wathiey promise optimism and
purpose and appear to represent considerableirshiie natural resource management

8 Genuine participation is here defined as thetghnli local people to exercise influence on upward
decision-making process as well as the abilityctooa their concerns.
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approaches. For instance, even though the teévlti-Stakeholder’is linked to
‘participation’, a term that has recently earned a reputatiordigEsonance, the newly
configured ‘buzzword’ — ‘Multi-Stakeholder PlatfornffMSP) has come to evoke a
different set of possibilities. It carries a newaith of equivalence that contrasts
significantly in function and tactics from the piraysly known participatory
approaches.

The term Multi-Stakeholder Platform(MSP) may not necessarily be formally in use in
South African philosophy or indeed in the philosppf many other water resource
management initiatives. It is nonetheless generitts usage. The notion ofmulti-
stakeholder’is derived from the existence of a variety of waisers who, aware or
unaware, have atake'in a common pool resource in their operationahanedomicile,
who may also use or promote different knowledgeesys. The multi’ term refers
specifically to the diversity of identities of sttolders rather than ‘multiple stakes’
(Warner 2006). Themulti' prefix connotes there being both different levéds be
represented (such as local community people andntonty organisations at micro-
level, local government and private sector at nmesel and national government,
national NGOs and international representationatrotlevel) as well as representation
from a diverse sectors of society (e.g. industgyicalture, leisure, mining, both private
and public). Warner (2006) contends that a roughsmes of therhulti’ inclusiveness
of an MSP is whether state, civil-society and pevsector actors at several levels are
represented. Others even refer to it asalti-angled partnership (Caplaet al 2001).
This is specifically the reason why this processspnts a unique and challenging
situation, since in a multi-angled partnership,tpens can hold strong and divergent
values and perceptions about what is at stakeolrthSAfrica, the multi’ concept in
participation presents new and complex challengesa country with a long history of
ethnic, racial and economic segregation, a cooperanitiative between upstream,
downstream, farmers, ordinary residents, local gowent, industry, black and white
people, men and women, varying goals, wealth disgsrculture and norms is overly
challenging. Chapter Three explores these chalkeregensively by tracing South
Africa’s socio-economic history to show how it hiayed a role in breeding prejudices,
creating gaps in information and knowledge anch@ducing social divides.

The term platform’ in the MSP acronym refers to a forum for negatiatia space
where people interact and may share resource mareegeesponsibilities, knowledge
and information. Platform’ connotes a level playing field signifying equityaccess to

a common pool resource and the role of negotiatiomesource usePlatform’ is
explained in the Oxford English dictionary as & #arface raised at a higher level. In
this sense, | see multi-stakeholder water instigibeing created in South Africa as
raised in terms inclusivity (open participation fall) and functionality (catchment
rather than sub-region or local). Warner (2006)ssg#atform’ as connoting the
conspicuous nature of MSPs, which act in the pufhace and are therefore open to
public scrutiny.

Unlike its predecessors, Water User Associationt)f)vand Participatory Irrigation
Management (PIM), which tend to be sector specdig,. involving the agricultural
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sector only and which are often group membershipetbaorganisations, Multi-
Stakeholder Platforms ideally deal with holistic magement, representing multiple
economic sectors, diverse public action groups idedlly public, private and civil-
society interest. In so doing, they aim to managgtipte-use water conflict, promote
more integrated forms of water management andititeil social learning (Warner,
2006). They are popularly applied to common-posbtgce management such as water
resource management, coastal management, foresttyfisheries resources. The
empirical focus of this research is on MSPs for &/&esource Management. These are
Multi-Stakeholder Platforms that bring togethereedsity of actors in the water sector,
to a common negotiating table, to undertake consdrdecision making regarding the
use and preservation of water in their designated. &6ling (1994) perceives MSPs as
adaptive processes in which actors faced with agihg environment, realise their
common predicament and mutual interdependencealisirgg solutions and decide to
take joint action. As they start talking, a proce$dearning by doing takes place in
which power gaps and institutional hindrances arekdn down. If they see the
interdependencies of their stakes in the sharedlures, and agree to sit together to
negotiate about pressing issues, they might devbl®sense of ownership required to
manage these issues, and manage the resource oreasmstainable way. Warner
(2006) views MSP as &elief inspired by Habermas theory of communicative
rationality, which believes in the power of dialegand consensus-building to break
down institutional and power barriers, and theighdf stakeholders to take the lead in
managing local negotiation and learn together. &MISPs can emerge as a result of
active internal actor(s) (bottom-up), Warner (200®tes that MSPs are almost
invariably set up because of external enthusiasnthenpart of external, third-party
actors such as national governments (South Afrind @imbabwe’'s Catchment
Councils), donors (the EU in Mozambique, the Ikemerican Development Bank in
Bolivia) and NGOs (India and Peru). Nonetheless,PslSdirected by principles of
participation, draw on the self-organising capaafyactors. Warner contends that
participation of actors can be particularly difficwhen systemic legitimacy is low. He
argues that there is an intimate link between wasource and the state since the water
system is associated with the government. If a gowent is seen to be illegitimate, so
will be the water system. Using South Africa’s dpard government as an example, he
notes that a large section of the population refuseaccept piped water because the
government was perceived as illegitimate. Theygrretl exploiting their own marginal
natural resources rather than integrating with atesy that they rejected. For a
government to support an MSP initiative means aoogpnteractions and preferences
of civil society, which are to a great extent urgiceable.

Improved management, social learning and empowerarenanticipated outcomes of
MSP initiatives. MSPs have promised increased wNitsipconsensus and democratic
decision-making in relations among different ingtrgroups. (Borrini-Feyerabend
1997; FAO 1999; Ramirez 2001). Trust, legitimaaythanticity, diversity, openness,
communication and collective commitment are sompufar terms used in the MSP
discourse to describe the advantages of the cancept
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Notwithstanding, incorporating diversity makes farfar more complex system of
governance. It includes the loss of control andljotability, and includes the difficulty
of resolving issues contended by multiple hetereges voices and interests. Thus
involving multiple identity groups may not serveetinterests of everyone involved.
Warner (2006) contends that the prospects of causgmlecision making and action in
an MSP is threatened by clashes of identity, ecandimparities and power gaps. Then
there is also the possibility of an MSP being dmivsy opportunity, which is exploited
by the state or powerful individual(s) rather thanthe group. As argued earlier, in
state sponsored MSP initiatives, state bureauaisds known to succumb to the
temptation of cooptation and coercion (capture) stdkeholders since the mere
formation of an MSP is a measure of success of gmeleavours.

To conclude this exploration of the MSP discouisesould be useful to reflect on
whether the construction of the (‘new’) term (MSH) lead to meaningful change in
the condition of the resources and the users. Calramd Brock (2005) argue that as
ways of world making, policies combine buzzword® iohains of equivalence; strings
of words work together to evoke a particular setafanings. As a word comes to be
included in a chain of equivalence, they arguese¢hmeanings that are consistent with
other words in the chain come to take precedenee ather more dissonant meanings.
The more words that become part of the chain, tbeenthat meaning resides in the
connections between them. Could this be the cagh wie newly emerging
terminological constructs in the field of naturafource management? The exploration
of the MSP discourse has shown how the age-oldegtraf ‘participation’ along with
its known dissonances has now been enshrined ewdyrconstructed terms including
PNRM, which in turn have come to evoke particulat ef meaning that assume
equivalencies with terms such as social learnimgpaverment, consensus building,
collaboration and democratic decision-making. lingportant to investigate whether
this reconfiguring and repackaging gbarticipation’ can make a difference in practice.
It was the mission of this research to undertaGemprehensive look at what was being
achieved by MSPs in South Africa.

1.5 Selecting the object of study. Why CMFs?

In South Africa’s water resource management ar€atgchment Management Agencies
(CMAs), Water User Associations (WUAs) and Catchinéfanagement Forums
(CMFs) are all recognised institutional arrangersdot water resource management,
all of which might be considered as forms of MSR#$at then was the rationale behind
the choice of CMFs as the object of my study, amdenso, CMFs in the Eastern Cape
Province, particularly when CMAs and WUAs are thdydegislated water resource
management institutions?

Following South Africa’s successful review of itsater policies and laws, a lot of
research interest has been drawn towards the enwergend functioning of CMAs and
WUAs (Westeret al 2003; Waalewijn 2002; Faysse 2004; Waalevdjnal. 2005;
Anderson 2005). This interest has been concentmatagas where there has been more
public action such as in the Olifants and Nkomatchments in the Northeastern parts
of the country. Relatively little attention has hegaid to participatory initiatives in
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marginalised areas such as the Eastern Cape Pepwilere the majority of the poor
reside. This is the first study that comes out a$tern Cape Province and that focuses
on CMFs as a form of MSP. Albeit so masked, thiseaech argues that CMFs have
surprisingly the most important lessons to offer the practice of stakeholder
participatory water resource management at catchleeel. My personal experience of
having lived in the research area for at leastteygars, together with my literature
reviews revealed that there was a unique storglkdrom these marginalized areas. It is
apparent that these areas offer great potentiaé¥atuating the difference that MSPs
can make to local poor populations. | was movecd Wite conviction that lessons
emerging from areas such as this will contributethe practice of water resource
management in more regions of the developing wtnkh Eastern Cape Province
alone. In my opinion, most catchments in the dgvelp world exhibit the political and
socio-economic conditions that obtain in South &i$ Eastern Cape Province.

There are more than 200 CMFs that have emergedaiiious catchments in South
Africa. They have become the first level of papatory catchment management.
Ironically however, the current South Africa’s Natal Water Act No. 36 of 1998
(NWA) makes no mention of CMFs specifically, excépt section 90 (1b) mentions
the requirement to establish ‘consultative foruméanetheless, this research asserts
that CMFs represent the only water institution outh Africa capable of achieving the
NWA’s appeal for maximum participation in the desismaking process by
representatives of all water users. The intendeel lef participation in water resource
management hinted by the law is very high. An id#alation is asserted to be a level
where all residents of a catchment are in a postiionegotiate water allocations and
resolve resource based conflicts in an equitable tsough democratic channels. The
Act requires, in section 2, that all institutionsishhave "appropriate community, racial
and gender representation” Currently, | see CMFghaonly medium through which
this expectation could be achieved.

Research scope for Catchment Management AgencMSBs

Catchment Management Agencies (CMAs) are legislatdkeholder participative
water institutions in South Africa that operateaahydrological scale referred to as a
Water Management Area (WMA)I see that several factors render CMAs questienab
MSPs for water resource management. First and fasgnWwater Management Areas
(WMASs), at which spatial scale CMAs are supposefutation, are highly diverse in
terms of their geology, ecology, and demographystvid them encompass more than
three major catchments. Such spatial heterogemmajtlies that management issues in
one area will not be comparable to issues in an@tiea in the same WMA. Given such
broad spatial scale, the complexity of issues witbhe WMA makes it extremely
difficult to genuinely involve the full range ofalteholders, their interests and concerns.
The vast disparities in population densities anchalgraphic resource endowments
within one area for example, would make it nearasgible to reach consensus on how
water should be managed in a given WMA to meet famtlogical and other needs.
As a matter of fact, some researchers have raiseitsl about the success of

° A more detailed explanation can be found in Chapheee.
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catchment-wide participatory resource managemétidtimes, arguing that despite their
logical appeal, they have a high probability ofue (Rhoade®t al quoted in:Frost
1999; p.2). What chance then, do CMAs, which spael catchments, have? Second,
even if CMAs are statutory self-regulatory authest participation processes in their
formation exhibited a strong top-down “directivgipoach. For instance, the Minister
of the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (BW, the Department that oversees
water resource management in South Africa, is gthenauthority to appoint the board
of the CMA (NWA section 63 (2)). Since an appointggverning board ultimately runs
CMAs, participation of a wider range of stakehotdehappens only through
consultations during the formation phases. Thig@ggh is in contrast to MSP concepts
in which governance processes are expected toer@sttd stakeholders. Third, DWAF
was to build the capacity of CMAs by transferring s$taff and other resources to the
CMA management to help with its establishment amthing. Such an arrangement
makes it unclear whether CMAs are state agencista&eholder-based, self-regulatory
institutions rooted in stakeholder participatiorhisl elementary examination of the
CMAs shows that the substance in the practice dfi+stakeholder participation was in
conflict with the underlying principles of MSP inater resource management. For this
reason, CMAs did not appear to offer sufficienesesh scope for this MSP study.

Research scope for Water User Associations as MSPs

A WUA will normally operate at local level withingiven catchment and be concerned
with a single purpose such as regulating waterauseng a group of farmers. The NWA
(p. 98) states that although WUASs are water manageénmstitutions, their primary
purpose, unlike CMAs igot essentially water manageméatnphasis supplied). They
operate at a restricted localised level, and afectfely cooperative associations of
single-sector water users who wish to undertakemwalated activities for their mutual
benefit. Thus in the South African context, WUAs ymaot meet the inclusivity
principle that is desirable for an MSP. Since WU¥merate at a local level within a
catchment, while CMFs jurisdiction covers an entb@&chment or sub-catchment,
WUASs can then be considered subordinate to CMFdlamirequire representation as a
water user sector on the CMF. Essentially, WUAstarbe subsumed by CMFs with
regards to the management of water at catchmeat. Ileike CMAs therefore, WUAs
too did not appear to offer sufficient researchpgctor this MSP study.

Research scope for Catchment Management ForumsS&sM

CMFs on the other hand, were organised on the iptex of stakeholder forums

organised on the basis of the strength of the nhinterests of stakeholders. Following
the promulgation of the current NWA in 1998, CMR®leed out of a realisation that

there was limited capacity at grassroot level (hyamong the black rural population),

to make a meaningful contribution at the scale ait&/Management Areas (WMAS) at
which the regulatory CMAs were to operate. Thislisaion became more apparent

1% Inclusivity here refers to involving all affectedater users. WUAs are not necessarily represeatativ
bodies, as they do not represent all water useasgiven area. In South Africa, most WUAs have only
just been reconstituted and are still strugglingatdieve a full transformation that offers genuine
participation of all water users in their desiguladeea.
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with the formation of the first CMA in South Afrith That process which took well

over five years proved that extensive capacityeding, funding and empowerment
processes were required in order to comply with dleenands of the consultation
processes for the formation of CMAsEstablishment of the Inkomati CMA proceeded
without an initial involvement of a CMF in the are@he involvement of CMFs, rooted

in grassroot structures as they are, could haveiged the needed grassroot-wide
participation of stakeholders in the consultatiomcgess for the formation of the

Inkomati CMA. Reports (Westeet al 2003; Waalewijn 2002; Faysse; 2004) from
Inkomati indicate that participatory processes he formation of the CMA were

derisory, as marginalized groups or less formadigstituted user groups were reported
to have failed to make any considerable input éopfocess.

The major reason cited to have impeded a smoo#blediment of an MSP at WMA
level was seen to be the gaps that existed betstadseholders, whereby the process
was driven by a minority of socio-economically wedsourced white commercial
farmers and industries when the majority water sis@re black rural people with poor
education and a massive skills deficit, whose waser was limited mainly to domestic
purposes and small-scale irrigation. Nonetheldsis, group could not be ignored,
sidelined or indeed silenced on the pretext thay theld an insignificant consumptive
stake. When South Africa attained a new politicelpdnsation in 1994, this group
began to lay vociferous claims to their previousdnied water entitlements. Thus their
participation in the negotiations on catchment wate became crucial.

The difficulties associated with formation of a CMA the Inkomati area of South
Africa testify to the fact that a multi-stakeholdearticipatory approach should
recognise the crucial role of the poor local comitiess CMFs remain the best prospect
for achieving this ambition. CMFs apply themseltescatchment-wide (and sub-
catchment) issues and provide opportunity for agdstanding collective identity.
Catchments, at which spatial scale CMFs operaterdaé closer association of people
with their environment than WMAs would. At CMF ldystakeholders make a better-
informed agreement to the management strategy Hwegehave a fair understanding of
biophysical characteristics of their area. Thisriical where water sharing and transfer
are to be negotiated. Since CMFs are located hangekivil society and operate at
catchment level, they offer a better opportunibhatt CMAS) for the grassroots to make
a meaningful contribution to water management. Tpr@yide non-discriminatory entry
points for civil society to participate in waterspairces management. While only one
CMA may operate in a given WMA, there can be sdve€MFs operating at different
hydro-physiographic level such as catchment and-catdhments. They take up
responsibility and accountability at local levelhély provide a mechanism through
which a broader range of stakeholders can be iedluih other terms, CMFs constitute
the decentralisation of functions to a catchmemellavith a significant role for civil

1 This was in Water Management Area 5 (The InkomB&HtAQ:

12 Consultative processes demanded that as muchsaibleo all stakeholders, especially the rural poor
black population, were fully involved in the proses of forming a Catchment Management Agency
(CMA).
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society in water resource management. They promdeffective platform particularly
for grassroot stakeholders to voice their needs ragdirements for socio-ecological
protection and socio-economic development. CMFs arah have worked as building
blocks towards development and constitution ofdargatchment authorities such as
CMAs, whose legal, executive and fund-raising statould retrospectively depend on
local needs. As a matter of fact, DWAF admits snNlational Water Strategy (DWAF
2004) that in its own experience, bodies such a&€£Nave proved to be of great value
in initiatives leading to the creation of CMAs andaddressing local water management
issues. Without CMFs, a large operational gap cewidt between water users in the
catchment and a CMA since CMAs are not necessesiyed in the grassroots. The
emergence of CMF therefore facilitated the closnfighis institutional gap between
lower grassroot levels and CMAs operating at Witanagement Area scale.

It clear from this examination of existing stakedesl participatory water resource
management institutions in South Africa that WUA®l &CMAs offered very limited
research scope in studying the dynamics of muttiraprocesses, which also include
poor local communities. Strong justification pedtto CMFs as the most legitimate
MSP approaches in South Africa’s water resourceagamentCMFs have provided a
focus for public consultation and for integratinget water-related activities of
government, nongovernmental and community-basednisgtions, which constitutes
an essential qualification for a Multi-Stakehol@&atform.

On the other hand, one wonders whether the fattQhtes are not statutory initiatives,
would render them to be temporal and haphazardutishs that do not merit scientific
study. On the contrary, one of the NWA's main oliyes is to progressively
decentralise the responsibility and authority foatev resource management to
appropriate regional and local institutions in argemong other things, to enable water
users and other stakeholders to participate maéeetefely in the management of water
resources. Some of these institutions have to bated, whilst some of the existing
institutions had to be transformed to reflect nevelvanged responsibilities in terms of
the new approach embodied in the Act. This is whbhee CMFs fit as institutional
spaces where emergent representational possibititid participatory action can shape
new institutional forms and programmes. | see tie of CMFs maintained for as along
as the stakes of poor local community stakehol@aist and are protected. DWAF,
through its National Water Resources Managemerdtegly (DWAF 2004; p. 4)
recognises the importance of CMFs and promisesitsinued support:

“The Department will continue to support existimgudms and encourage

the creation of new ones where the need arises.”

1.6 Positioning CMFs

Is catchment management, from which CMFs deriver thide, the anticipated
responsibility of these MSPs? What form of resouramagement can these MSPs be
identified with? Since MSPs can be often confronteith wide-ranging problem
domains within the domain of natural resources manmeent, this section attempts to
position the study of CMFs by clarifying the cehtcmncern of these MSPs. This
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exercise will go a long way in avoiding ambiguogsessment of their achievements at
later stages of the discussions.

Olson (1965, p 1) contends that one way of ideimtifyan institution is with its purpose.
However, due to the many approaches to water resguanagement that have evolved
over the past 300 years, it is not easy to aseripgecific purpose to a natural resource
management institution. Over the past 300 yeaxsgrakapproaches to water resource
management, in which stakeholder organisations péxgeed a central role, have been
advocated and tried. Most popular ones have induBerer Basin Development,
Planning and Management (RBDPM), Integrated Catchndanagement (ICM),
Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM) androtariants such as Sustainable
River Basin Development (SRBD). All these facetscamnpass water resource
management. The task at hand is to establish Wigateéntral concern of the study
CMFs is, in relation to the above approaches, arestablish how and why MSPs have
come to occupy a central position in undertakingnping and management tasks in
these approaches. This section will review the giefsam South Africa in how it tries
to rethink how management tasks can be applie¢h@ee the desired goals in water
resource management. The section will look at qotscend debates that have emerged
from ideas about river basin management and howetHmk with more recent
approaches being debated of River Basin Developni&anning and Management
(RBDPM), of Integrated Water Resources ManagemBNMRMW) and of Integrated
Catchment Management (ICM) and how these have dhapater resources
management in South Africa.

The RBDPM, ICM and IWRM concepts recognise rivesiba (or catchments) as the
most appropriate spatial units for natural resouteeelopment and management. The
reasoning behind this recognition is beyond thepscof this research. Suffice to
mention that the suggestion that a river basinhé most appropriate planning and
administrative unit is over three centuries old ¢@&y 1969). Barrow (1998) contends
that most of the land surface, with the exceptibmost arid and cold areas, is divisible
into river basins whose boundaries are normalltirdis easily mapped and stable and
therefore have sufficient commonality of hydrolaic geomorphological and
ecological characteristics for them to serve aselyidpplicable operational landscape
units for planning and management. Teclaff (199€3eds that river basins found
expression as functional units for human institugidong before they were fully
understood. On the other hand, Wester and War@2j2contend that the choice to
manage water on the basis of river basins is orpplaical choice and Jinapakt al
(1996) have argued that catchments as closed humitmare external bureaucratic or
researcher fantasies, not indigenous ones. Whatlee@ase maybe, it is a matter of fact
that there is growing pressure on water resourcestlaat there exists hydrological,
social and ecological interdependencies betweetragm and downstream water users
that have led to a widespread recognition of thednfor integrated approaches to
natural resource management within a recognisadbply/sical boundary. The term
‘integrated’ that emerges in all these approackéss to the act of ‘bringing together’
into ‘one whole’ all perspectives relating to tdevelopment and management of
environmental resources within the context of acluamient. Generally, the term



20 Water, Stakeholders and Common Ground

‘integrated’ renders the distinction between thiéfédent’ approaches (RBDPM, ICM

and IWRM) blurred. The term tends to expand resoydanning in all approaches to
encompass planning and management of all aspectgtafal resources including
socio-economic and institutional management. Nazle#is, it is the shifts in emphasis
and application that have come to distinguish tlaggmoaches one from the other.

RBDPM

RBDPM is advocated as a basin-wide developmentegtydor optimum beneficial uses
of a river system and its watershed (White 1957hitg/contends that the concept has
come, during the past sixty years, to be employédelyw as a technical tool for
achieving social change. It encompasses three coempadeas, which have come to be
associated with each other in present-day theodypaactice. These are the ideas of (i)
multi-purpose storage (a concept in which a nunadbevater development goals, such
as irrigation, hydroelectricity generation, navigat flood control, municipal water
supply etc, are simultaneously pursued by the @isesingle dam) (ii) comprehensive
development approach (a planned, complex, contsmuwou interdisciplinary process
which is controlled on a systems analysis basinohtd to improve living conditions
for river basin residents through social and ecanatavelopment) and (iii) basin-wide
programme (a concept which seeks to coordinatela@vent and management plans
for a river system from its headwaters to its magta single unit).

RBDPM is advocated as a vehicle with which to adslr@ wide range of development
issues. Even though each of the three ideas abayebedifferentiated by the extent to
which they encompass priorities and development arahagement actions, the
underlying strategy in this approach is taking @abler view of water resource planning
to encompass all aspects of natural resourceslaeddo socioeconomic growth and
cultural conditions of society. However, where ther still a gap is in rethinking how to

plan, develop and manage the local scale infrastreedfor people’s livelihoods and

social needs — for drinking water and sanitatiam,lbcal irrigation, for roads and for

reduction of vulnerability to hazards of floods grallution. While RBDPM models are

being promoted, these also have still lingeringpaisgion with interest of large-scale
infrastructure development agencies and modelsteTisestill a struggle to meet these
broader development needs. The struggle on howrtouiate agency capable for this
still remains, not only in breadth of action butthe civil and private bodies that might
be involved. It is here that MSPs such as the stOilfrs are hoped to begin a new
integrative water management option if they cambgtutionalised.

ICM

ICM is a concept that recognises that a catchnseativing ecosystem in which a large,
interconnected web of land, water, vegetation,ctiral habitats, biota and the many
physical, chemical and biological processes erisnhutual inter-dependence. The joint
management of all these facets of an environmesichene to be known as Integrated
Catchment Management (ICM). It is one in which #&leaent or sub-catchment (a
physiographically defined drainage area) serveshasterritorial unit for achieving
integrated management of all environmental rescufEsvertet al 2005; Lal 1999;
Heathcote 1998 and Abernethy 2001). The core ofGMeconcept is the recognition of
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the need to integrate all environmental, economid social issues into one overall
management process. To achieve this managemenessto@ multi-stakeholder
participatory management approach is recommendedefgigning and implementing a
strategy that allows equitable access to and swadile use of natural resources (Lal
1999). For instance, the Murray-Darlington Basim@uattee in Australia recognises, in
its policy statement, that ICM is a process through which people carelt® a vision,
agree on shared values and behaviours, make inflodeeisions and act together to
manage the natural resources of their catchment.

IWRM

IWRM is based on the perceptionwéteras an integral part of the ecosystem, a natural
resource and a social and economic good (UNDP 1§93). In South African
philosophy, IWRM is defined aa process and an implementation strategy to achieve
equitable access to and sustainable usevater resourcesby all stakeholders at
catchment, regional, national and international elevy while maintaining the
characteristics and integrity efater resourcesat the catchment scale within agreed
limits (WISA 2000). Murty (1995) observes that IWRfMcuses on the maximum
development ofvater resourcesentailing conjunctive use of water, flood managatn
(or storm water control), water and sanitation lfaes along with socio-economic
considerations and policy formulation. Similarlyjtdhell (1990) explains three ways in
which IWRM may be contemplated: (i) it implies tegstematic consideration of the
various dimensions of watesurface and groundwater, quantity and quality RIW
concept encompasses types of water (such as suvitee and groundwater, brackish
and fresh water), combining both quantitative (8apds, droughts, consumption) and
qualitative aspects (e.g. pollution, water tempegemthanges, ecological functions). (ii)
is a component which interacts with other systemeh ss land and the environment and
(i) IWRM interrelates between social and economé&velopment of water, offering a
platform for managing actual and potential condliaitnong various interests and users
(e.g. households, industries, agriculture, natiisberies, energy and navigation. This is
where MSPs plug in by creating an institutionalcgptor collaboration of stakeholders
to ensure that the spatial and sectoral views fanh sector are shared at the catchment
scale.

As can be noticed from the descriptions of thedhrencepts, the approaches to river
basin management have been broadening over the {@anclude emphasis on the
values of biodiversity, a shift from state domimhtand single-sector institutional
responsibilities and decision-making, towards miotegrated, multi-sector decision-
making processes and a focus on stakeholder patiien in the management of water
resources. The concept of stakeholder participatas brought with it innovations in
institutional arrangements that bring together digestakeholders to a joint water
management initiatives identified herein as ‘cdliezactions’ (Chapter Two).

13 This policy statement can also be found on thebsite:
www.mdbc.gov.au/naturalresources/icm/icm_framewudrR.



22 Water, Stakeholders and Common Ground

Recently, ICM and IWRM, which have come to incogierthese values, have enjoyed
greater popularity and found expression in manyntguprogrammes including South
Africa. South Africa’s white paper (DWAF 1997) aeguthat water resources cannot be
managed in isolation from other natural resourcBse complexity of all these
interactions calls for a complex and integrated rapgh to water management.
However, Gorgenst al. (1997), in their suggested guidelines for implatirgy ICM in
South Africa, noted that the goal of ICM is difflcuo achieve and that the more
realistic goal of Integrated Water Resources Mamage (IWRM) should provide the
focus for current developments in natural resournesagement. Their point of view
elucidates the argument that while ICM is concedptwatractive, its implementation in
operational terms leaves much to be desired. Téation of multi-actor platforms that
could deal with joint management of water, landtdiand aquatic ecology could be far
more challenging than anticipated. The potential doch stakeholder institutions to
achieve holistic resource management could be &d br could at least take much
time and effort to explore and operationalise. WI(it998) also asserts that experience
shows that it is extremely difficult for any orgaation engaged in water management,
to examine and deal effectively with the whole mmd choice theoretically open to it
in pursuing the public interest. He argues thatetfiective management of river basins
encompasses many different sectors such as agreuénergy and transportation, and
it is difficult to undertake a truly comprehensiamalysis. He contends that the
constraints of professional training and competertbe limits of organisational
authority and the ignorance of the outcomes of magtjons, past and future, impede
the balanced formulation of all potential solutiatesaling with such aims as efficient
use of water for food production, or for transptiota or for ecosystem health.

As a result, the management of water resourcesfgpdlg, has remained the focal
point of catchment management in South Africa. Tikiproven by the fact that all
catchment management action, which includes intital building, is translated from
the National Water Act, implying that all forms gdarticipation in catchment
management is essentially water resource managehhemte the core responsibility of
Catchment Management institutions is the manageroemtater resources (DWAF,
1998a). Management practices are extended to o#smurces, such as land and
forestry, but only to the extent of constraining tmpacts created by these resources on
the quality of water resources. This implies thet MSPs studied in this research were
not aimed at becoming comprehensive frameworkswbatd deal with the entire range
of environmental issues in a catchment but rathereviundamentally water resource
management institutions, even though they may pursther aims such as
environmental sustainability and livelihood devetamnt.

IWRM and flood hazard management

The concept of IWRM essentially tries to providdusons to complex challenges

facing water management and sustainable livelirey@siems. One specific water status
that introduces insecurity to livelihoods is a fliodisaster scenario. Recent socio-
economic developments that have occurred in sewdeskloping countries have

resulted in the settlement of poor people in pa#ipntdangerous flood zones. This is
also evident in both the Mthatha and Kat catchments
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Recent developments in sustainable utilisation @ftew to accelerate social and
economic progress have come to include the safaiparian human life and property.
In averting flood disasters and securing local pesiplivelihoods, flood hazard
management can be considered as a crucial compohestter management in a river
basin. Flood hazard management is a form of watenagement since a flood is
essentially storm water or an unusually high-wateamario. Logically, a catchment and
its river(s) and floodplain(s) are closely linkeRliver channels lie within catchments
and transport water and sediment loads. Lying adjacr away from the river channels
are floodplains that act as temporary stores didriglows. Occasionally “overspills”
(a term from Bishop and Prosser, 2001. p 107) oacwvhich water overflows its
natural or artificial banks onto normally dry lamm@using a flood event that may or may
not become hazardous to the residents of the flaodprhis link places flood disasters
in the geo-hydrology of the catchment. Since a dlamay cause environmental
disruptions within a given catchment, flood mitigat planning will obviously involve
integrated catchment managemeieduction of flood losses can therefore be
considered using a river basin as the basic plgnamt and generating knowledge of
water uses, diversions, storage, and managemectigein all parts of the basin, as
well as the antecedent, present, and forecasteconodétgical and hydrological
conditions.Thus concerns of flood-risk management can becseffily tackled within
the concept IWRM, since this concept integrates paltspectives relating to the
development and management of water resourcesmithicontext of a catchment.

Bandyopadhyay (2004) comments on the pitfalls pas&ting the management of water
resources from prevention, adaptation and mitigatipproaches for sustainable flood
management. He argues that it is the reductiomsadigm of traditional engineering
that categorises situations of inundation as nhtisasters and hence official steps get
limited to providing relief. He contends that thewn paradigms for integrated
management of water systems offers top priorityh® ecological understanding of
hydrological extremes and preparedness of the pebjance it was also in the interest
of this research to investigate whether or noteheas a role to be played by CMFs in
flood hazard management in Mthatha and the Kahoagats, as a contributory strategy
towards flood disaster management. One of the Kestegies for flood disaster
management is risk reduction. In this context, didmzard management is seen as a
strategic approach to risk reduction and ultimatelffood disaster management.

While water deficit situation is the norm in Sowfrica, responses in my interviews
and documents on flood disasters pointed to atgituavhere a large majority of

catchment residents were vulnerable to flood hazarnd therefore were at risk to flood
disasters. Since popular responses to flood haodtels include the participation of the
victims, and particularly through relevant locadtitutions, it was in the interest of this
research to examine whether and how CMFs' agendéd coclude flood hazard

management. Water institutions worldwide are kndwrtackle storm water control

measures within the broader aims of water managenBex 1.2, which shows the
involvement of water agencies in flood hazard managnt in different countries,

confirms that flood hazard management is also aceron of water management
institutions.
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Box 1.2 How flood risk reduction strategies are relatedvéier management
Strategies undertaken by governments across thmeegto implement flood mitigation
and risk management, testify to the appropriatengfssntegrating flood disaster
management strategies into overall water resoud@agement strategies. Water sectprs
take the lead in the implementation of flood mitiga strategies and the strategies
themselves are focussed on water and land managémeatchments. The following
examples from reports presented at the MinisteBiahference during the™3World
Water Forum in Japan in 2003 illustrate this argoime

e Zambia (Leading sector - Ministry of Energy and @dbevelopment)
Flood mitigation strategy Riverine/River banks conservation.

* China: (Leading sector - Ministry of Water Resosice
Flood mitigation strategy Implement plans for utilizing rain and flood oesces,
intercept water in lowland areas as is demandedth®y occasion, recharge
groundwater, conduct dynamic research of waterlldedow the flood-control
standard of large reservoirs, appropriately adjustmeans of reservoir scheduling
and operation, and make efforts to utilize rain #iodd resources.

* Indonesia: (Leading sector - Directorate GeneralWater Resources)
Flood mitigation strategy support comprehensive flood management plan fer|th
basins in Java by strengthening the capacity faghated River Basin Management
(IBRM).

e Papua New Guinea. (Leading sector - Laloki Watesadreces Management Project
Flood mitigation strategy Protect water quality of the Laloki River. Instdlbod-
warning systems and control land-uses; and ensistaisable use of the water resourges
from the catchment.

e Greece - Region of Crete (Leading sector - DeptWafer Management and Dept. pf
Development Planning)
Flood mitigation strategy- Develop and implement a plan for integrated
management of water resources by introducing theejat of risk management.

1.7 Positioning CMFs within sociotechnical resealton local water management

In addition to reflection on water resource manag@nctoncepts, | also reflected on
interdisciplinary research approaches to water g@mant. For this | drew on the
sociotechnical approach of the Irrigation and Waiegineering Group, and the actor-
oriented approach of the Rural Development Socioldgroup at Wageningen
University, and their joint work in the Zimwesi pect in Zimbabwe - particularly the
research related on institutional reform and orggional dynamics in resource and
system management. This has influenced my recogniti the importance to recognise
the social context of reforms, and the need to stded social construction, social
conditions of use and social effects of new podigkRaping resource management. It has
also shaped my attention to the process of ingtitat change and agency action
consequent to reforms (Mollinga and Bolding, 20@4)d of how newly formed
institutions struggle to merge and gain legitimaoy viability (Kloezen, 2002; Zawe
forthcoming).
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Studies of institutional models for irrigation mgeanent reveal that management
capacity to control and utilise water require clsapporting and enabling policies that
will safeguards stakeholders. (Khanal 2003, Bold28§4, Chidenga 2003; Manzungu
1999). Thus paradigm changes have occurred alswigation management, shifting
from the traditionally centrally controlled and &xp dominated approaches to ‘new’
stakeholder holder participatory management aphexmceferred to as Participatory
Irrigation Management (PIM) and also joint managetmaodels between the state and
farmers. These models, like the MSPs, also procl@@volution of decision-making
power to groups of Water Users. However, as Kh§p@03) argues in his research
study in Nepal, these models, many of which arg@glted by state policies, have also
not been spared from the npitfalls of implementingp@y-driven, top-down
developments using ‘designer participation’ mod€ksilure of participatory irrigation
models has also been linked to failure to link @ctg with broader development
objectives. These diverse lessons in water managanstitutions will serve as flags in
understanding the operations and social dynamicsdfdy MSPs in water resource
management. For instance, since it was observedaiiare of participatory irrigation
models could be linked to failure to link projegigh broader development objectives,
Chapter Six of this thesis also evaluates the asle® of MSPs to broader local
development needs within areas in which they apgamented.

| took up Kloezen’s point (Kloezen 2002, p.232)attalyse processes and mechanisms
by which institutions work, rather than by focusing only the manifestations of
institutions (such as rules in use etc). It is Hdyseryving practices, strategies and
interactions between all actors involved in cording, implementing and applying
new institutional arrangements, that it can be a@&@xpd why and how these
arrangements are adopted and reformed (or noezeh noted that this was why new
institutions, once implemented and really runningganifested themselves as being
contingent rather than static structures. Procemsemore important than arrangements
by recommended design in shaping viability and antability. Manzungu (1999) also
noted how the smallholder irrigation systems hedistll in Zimbabwe practised
contingent management, as needed rather than foljogiven institutional designs.
These approaches were studied in the two orgammsa{CMFs) studied here.

Looking further to the Southern African researchémsm this group, | noted

Manzungu’s (2004. p. 29) argument about the weaasesn main theories driving
institutional reforms (in Zimbabwe), such that nealicies and organisations were
invoked without real understanding of the temparad social challenges in structuring
new social action. Chidenga and Vincent (2004)\dimdent and Manzungu (2004) also
show how both existing and new water organisatitangee often not been realistically
understood in their capabilities to take up newpoesibilities. Such findings shape
discussion in Chapter Two and Six. | also followekhnzungu’s approach to the
methodological challenges in analysis of institmsidManzungu, 2004 p. 30) in which
he argues that ‘if institutions exist because tfegylitate the resolution of given and
perceived problems, then problem identification artitulation by the institutions was
a legitimate entry point to understanding how theyk’. | also noted the work of

Moyo (2004), that showed the struggle to build adég participation where there is:
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unequal bargaining power between different types fafmers; literacy and
communication problems limit wider knowledge ofamehs; equitable representation is
weak in existing water organisations; and relatibesween higher-level established
agencies and new organisations are unclear. Thheged my study of stakeholders in
subsequent chapters.

1.8 Common ground

The term ‘common ground’ which appears in the titi¢his thesis came about when |
remembered a specific incident that happened teaveral years ago. In Zambia’s first
multi-party elections in 1991, Kenneth Kaunda, flst national president, lost his
presidency. One of the policies that made him gvenipopular was the nationalisation
of foreign owned companies. As a result of thatqyolmany foreign owned companies
including the giant international soft-drink manctizring company - Coca Cola, left the
country. The soft drink industry collapsed for ailwhbut the beer industry remained
sustained by the state. However, the poor qualitythe beer made by the new
parastataf breweries was evident from the fact that at eyemchase of a beer bottle,
the imbiber had to lift the bottle up against lighlookout for impurities floating in the
beer. It was during this period that as a young iamstudent, | travelled to England
for studies and had an opportunity to visit a poalihe company of another Zambian
colleague. Upon entering the pub, as a teetotdllguickly bought myself a Coke,
which | had greatly missed. My colleague boughtdgia beer. Instinctively he lifted
the beer bottle against the light to lookout fopurities. The bartender quickly noticed
the practice and pointing to a gentleman sittirapalin the corner of the pub, he said,
“there is a friend of yours seated in that corngvg both turned and took a careful look
at the gentleman seated in the corner of the pidyieg his beer unperturbed. Even
though he was black, as we were, we could not r@sedhim as someone we knew, let
alone a “friend” of ours. My colleague, suspectthgt the bartender was being racist,
demanded to know why the bartender assumed thajahiieman seated in the corner
of the pub was our friend. The bartender innocergplied, “he prayed to the same god
as you did upon receiving the beer bottle”.

Apparently, the other gentleman in the pub, eveugh we did not know him, came
from Zambia. He too had instinctively lifted hisdoebottle against light, to lookout for
impurities, before he sat to drink his beer. Thedraler did not understand the reason
behind the ritual. A common norm streamed througgsé two actors. They shared a
common culture, which dictated coherent values lagidaviour. Their responses had
been moulded by a shared life-world.

The main picture emerging from my field data intksathat MSPs can make
meaningful difference to actors and their environtnenly when a common culture
amongst them begins to form. Beginning with formatof a group, the process of
institutionalisation, which is a process of intdisiag the rules and norms, reaches a
desirable stage where stakeholders begin to sHar@namon grountwhich is a shared
frame of reference and shared values. A sharedefrainreference or indeed shared

14 A company owned or controlled wholly or partly e government.
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values facilitate internal collaboration and colmere within the group. Thus common
ground is thesine qua norof successful MSPs.

Notwithstanding, the study reveals that achievingoanmon ground among highly
differentiated actors, divided by gaps in wealde and the many forms of political
and socio-economic divides can be elusive. Clegi&99, p 602) asserts that
institutions of water governance depend on too mgrgy areas and ambiguities
regarding issues such as rights of access, congpliaes, and the whole unpredictable
outcomes of social interfaces. This study is aenapt to unravel some of these
predicaments that confront participatory water goaace. South Africa presented me
with two interesting cases where | observed howdlactors played themselves out.

1.9 Rationale behind this research in MSPs

An MSP is still an unknown theoretical and manageneatity. Little is known about
the potential of establishing institutional desigrased on participatory approaches at
levels as high as catchments (and higher), witbradrom extremely diverse socio-
economic and cultural backgrounds. Rhoades (1998mg that the newness,
complexity and ambition of multi-purpose, multi-ecand multi-stakeholder watershed
approaches make success elusive even in the bastwhstance. Project implementers
have to manage an organisational complexity hithenheard of in their field. Rhoades
further contends that the practice of stakeholdartigpation in water resource
management also appears to be anchored on sereswsnptive discourse about human
behaviour, by assuming that state bureaucrats takdl®lders will act with noblest of
intentions without breaching the intended groupenests for a collaborative and
consensual collective initiative. Furthermore, watself presents stakeholders with
diverse and extreme challenges ranging from meltiptes, seasonal and spatial
variability, to drought and flood disaster situasolt is in the light of these challenges
and predicaments that in the recent years, a ggowody of progressive analysis on
MSP approaches has emerged and this thesis malamttibution to this body.

By requiring that multi-stakeholder institutions mage hydrological zones and
catchments, South Africa’s has subscribed to thd®Ntfeology. The National Water
Act 36 of 1998 (hereafter referred to as the NWAQuires that stakeholder
participatory institutions be established at deliee hydrological zones called Water
Management Areas (WMA) and at catchment and loeatl£>. The newly created

institutions become responsible for drafting andolementing water management
strategies for their designated areas. The assestithat by mobilising participation of
stakeholders through recognised and legislateditutishs, the desired water
management goals will be achieved. This researemaes how plausible such an
assertion is by studying the following researchstjoes:

« How and why have CMFs developed as an instituti@rehngement for water
resource management?

'3 Details of these are the subject of Chapter Three.
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* What problems have CMFs acted upon and how hasntipiacted on the process of
institutionalisation as legitimate groups capable achieving water management
goals and satisfying peoples’ needs?

* What potential exists for MSPs that emerge as tilndysCMFs, to pursue a holistic
water management approach that also incorporatasdirisk reduction?

The focus of the study is on MSPs as an institalidramework for action in water
resource management. The study tracks two Mulebtalder Platforms in the Eastern
Cape Province of South Africa, investigating trezimtergence, operations and the results
they have achieved.

This research was commissioned as a result ohteeeist that Wageningen University’s
Irrigation and Water Engineering Group took in expig the concept of MSP. As part
of the University’sWater for Food and Ecosystemssearch programme, the MSP
project was launched with the financial supportrfrime Dutch Ministry of Agriculture,
Nature and Fisheries, to draw lessons from differsase studies situated in four
continents, to see if there were common potengiat$ pitfalls or striking differences.
Three PhD researchers were recruited, includingeifiyand one Master of Science
degree candidate. The research was conducted ith Néest Europe (River Scheldt
basin), South East Asia (Sabermati basin, Gujdtat)p America (Andean watersheds,
Peru) and this one from Southern Africa (Mthathd &at river basins, Eastern Cape
Province, South Africa). The idea was to investgabw the MSP concept was
conceived and practiced in different socio-cultumabl political environments and to
analyse reasons why MSPs in water management amoped and the results they
achieve.

Context-independent outcomes were expected frorsetlgtudies. Generation of a
typology of MSPs in Integrated Catchment Managenvea$ also embedded in the
objective of the project. As a result, at the efidhoee years of research, a list of
descriptors was derived, from which important disiens were generated, on which
the functioning of MSPs could be assessed. Thisareh has therefore made a
contribution towards the development of an anadytiool for generating a typology of
MSPs (see Warner and Verhallen 2005, for this tool)

1.10 Research methodology

Research methodology here refers to the frameworkahd the methods used in
collecting data and the manner in which data waslleal to make sense out of it. A
strong justification for selecting CMFs as the wiitinalysis has already been presented
in the preceding sections. Having selected CMF¢hasunit of analysis, stakeholder
groups and individuals participating in the Forumesame the units of observation. The
conceptual framework for the study is outlined ima@ter Two.

The procedure followed to accomplish this studydenaise of several methods for
collecting information and for learning. Participaibservation was the main approach
for learning. As a researcher based in the fieldatoleast three years on a part-time
basis, | had several opportunities of being in aontvith stakeholders and individuals. |
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observed the procedures and actions during théoialf meetings, workshops, tours
and informal gatherings. | took notes relating tbatvwas being discussed during
meetings, while specific issues of interest thaémyad during meetings were followed
up after meetings with more concise interviews wilevant members. Interviewing
more than one member from the same organisatioillage allowed the exploration of
various interpretations and points of view. Intews provided the basis for
understanding and clarifying the observed phenonarh many are quoted in the
thesis. Since lengthy and multiple interviews canchmbersome, the interviews were
condensed using exclusively the words and expnessod the interviewee. During
meetings, | made notes on modes of communicatitio, spoke most, and why, what
the body language could imply. During gatheringsoted the attendance distribution
i.e. stakeholder representation, including theorati women to men and what roles
different participants were playing (their mode pairticipation). | did not restrict my
observations to the functions of the Forums aldredso attended other public events
such as cultural day celebrations, launching ohtemweek, and municipal consultation
meetings etc. to capture the many dimensions ilwhiater issues emerged and were
shaped by social, cultural and economic practices.

The desk study involved the collection, collatiomdgoerusal of available published
(research papers, books, journals, government tgazetewsletters) and unpublished
reports, maps, drilling logs, test pumping dataugdwater quality data and documents
obtained from various sources including the Depantinof Water Affairs and Forestry
(DWAF), Council for Geosciences and HydrogeologiCahsultants. This information
provided me with a deeper understanding of the nieeh characteristics of the
hydrological situation and biophysical charactasssof the areas, policy backgrounds
and insights to the socio-economics and histothefarea.

To obtain a wider view of the issues at stake tathment and to capture a diversity of
perspectives, | tried not to limit my researchtakeholders participating in the CMFs. |

undertook an informal survey that included thosenivers of the community who and

organisations that were not directly in CMF actest The survey yielded useful

information on what were regarded as the most obioles issues regarding water
resource management in the catchment.

Workshops as a form of action research

From the conception of my research, it was my deirgive a practical relevance to
my research work. Having worked as a rural devekmnpractitioner in my personal

career, | was not one to be content with pure avadeesearch albeit its valuable

purpose of generating useful scientific knowlediyewas my desire to engage with

action research with the aim of contributing baihtte practical concerns of the people
| was researching and to the goals of social seidaycengaging in a joint collaboration

(between me and research participants) within aialiytacceptable ethical framework.

Action research in this case is interpreted asarebethat seeks not only to develop
understandings of social settings but also to vetee in those settings in ways likely to
be helpful to those people being studied. Sinadlg-fledged action research approach
was not possible due to limited research fundstaneframe, | utilised workshops as
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tools not only through which | could validate mysearch but also a means through
which my subjects could reflect on their actionsl &aake interventionary strategies to
their practices. | consider myself to have beerreex¢ly fortunate to be readily
accepted by the two Forums within a short spacénw. | credit this to thelbuntd®
culture that exists in South Africa. My suggestidizss workshops and meetings
presented to participants were readily adoptedaamuership’ of the entire workshop
processes remained with the participants.

Three workshops, whose details are discussed ipt€hgive, were held throughout the
field study period. My strategy for achieving actioesearch was to initiate joint
workshops that brought together diverse actors friovo separate and different
environments. This approach was an extremely baakfne considering that the two
Forums emerged in different styles, and their maidemergence had profound impact
on their ensuing operations. The Kat CMF hostediteseworkshop. The choice of the
Kat catchment as the first workshop venue was drliie, as the Kat Forum had gained
sufficient experience in undertaking such eventd ams more familiar with their
catchment than the Mthatha CMF was with theirs. Tinst workshop took an
exploratory stance whereby an understanding optbhblems relating to the emergence
and functioning of the Forums was explored. It masvo-day workshop that begun
with a tour of the Kat catchment on the first d@y the second day, Forum members,
joined by international and national researcheatipnal and local government officials
and other water resource management practitiosleased experiences and reflected on
their purpose as constituted water institutionsgiBeing the workshop with a
catchment tour was specifically useful in that jggyants could relate their opinions to
real life situations seen in the field. For instngarticipants discovered that the surface
area of the Kat dam had expanded to an extent wdarewater had covered some old
graves. This was obviously a traumatizing expegeioc some participants considering
the importance that local people attached to therestors. This experience raised
interesting debate regarding roles of a CMF andhasiging the critical task that such
institutions could play in guiding the cultural dimsion of water resource management.
As a matter of fact, as a result of that tour, Kla® CMF worked in close collaboration
with DWAF to arrange for the removal of human remsairom the bottom of the dam.
Therefore in some way, this research could be deemave made a practical
contribution towards achieving this outcome. Theniediate research objective for the
workshop was to accord me an opportunity to seeesdrom the perspective of the
stakeholders and understand how and why CMFs hae aato being.

The idea and desire to hold a second joint worksdroprged from the Mthatha group.
The experience of a catchment tour in the Kat ca&tt spurred the Mthatha Forum to

'8 Which | can explain in simple and uncomplicateung as ‘humanism’ - every person is important and
the centre of life. Every person should therefe&reabcorded support and attention.

" The Kat CMF demonstrated ‘ownership’ of entire vabidp processes through the handling of
workshop preparations and activities. The CMF preghdine workshop programme, which was reviewed
and agreed upon by all participants on the opedanyg The venue and the meals were all arrangedeby th
CMF. The CMF members drew up the first-day tour peagme and they worked as tour guides for other
participants.
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conduct a similar tour of their own catchment whttley had never done since the
formation their CMF. The second joint workshop ated two years later. This one
took on an analytical stance, whereby the two gsoap CMFs took a tour of the
Mthatha catchment and discussed how geophysicabctesistics of the catchment
impacted on the functioning of a CMF. The third dast workshop was designed to be
innovative research that would observe the capafitgcal stakeholders to act on their
voices. The strategy was to identify and fund aewa¢source management initiative
originating from the community that the communitgdhfailed to implement due to
limited resources. The objective of the researcls vatest the assertion that local
people were interested partners in water resoueze@gement and that given the means,
they are capable of implementing projects and pnognes that addressed local needs in
water resource management. The beneficial outcdrtfesoresearch was intended to be
the strengthening of organizational capacity ofalocommunity stakeholders for
identifying priority needs and implementing theirater resource management
strategies.

Workshop proceedings from the three workshops h&emn summarised and presented
in Chapter Five. While they constitute useful dedarce for research purpose, | see that
the most beneficial outcomes of these workshopstiv@aswinning of the two Forums
that occurred and the social learning that occuthedugh the creation of intimate
knowledge of the catchments by members and the realmae created across race,
ethnic and professional boundaries.

Stakeholder analysis

Stakeholder analysis was a useful tool for gaignginderstanding of the operations of
the Forums by means of identifying the key actorsstakeholders and assessing
respective interests and the value that each stédexhgroup or individual brought to
the platform. This was done by identifying partatipg organisations and interviewing
their respective representatives who attended CMEtimgs as well as some members
of those organisations and groups who were not ataddto attend CMF meetings.
Details of how stakeholder analysis was accomplisired the data it generated can be
found in Chapter Five.

Data analysis and presentation

From the foregoing, it can be noted that | utilisechulti-method approach to learning
and data collection with the aim of achieving aidtm@ understanding of the
environment in which CMFs operated. All textualadat my field notes — arising from
interviews and observations and the many heapsubfished papers, minutes of
meetings and articles collected — were analyseddogparing and contrasting to find
patterns and interconnectedness of facts as a Wwapnaerstanding how the CMFs
emerged and why they functioned the way they detsbns learned through narratives
and empirical data from my interviews, informal \seys, workshops and participant
observation were used to explain what was happemdgo arrive at conclusions

The presentation of information took the formaegplanation building technique (Yin
2003; p 120-137). This is an iterative process isting of gradual description of the
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case, constantly returning to important details fiidg in additional information to
explain the arguments. For instance, even thougbt mb historical perspectives are
discussed in Chapter Three, additional historieshits necessary for analysing specific
outcomes are discussed again in Chapters Fouriand S

Although the research covers two case studies freondifferent areas within Eastern
Cape Province of South Africa and there are sutdifterences between the two case
studies, | avoided making a separate analysis di eaividual case in my analytical
approach. This was to avoid making the discussionatonous. Rather, | chose to use a
cross-case analysis so that the fundamental dritiatsshaped action, which happened
to be similar in both cases, were not continuouspeated in the discussion. In cross-
case analysis, individual cases were used as soafavidence from where examples
were drawn to give insight of what was happening.

1.11 Thesis structure

Chapter One was used to acquaint the reader wihstiope of this research by
attempting to clarify the why and how questionst titeaddresses. In this chapter, |
examined the theoretical discourses and debateshbpe MSP practice, starting with
participation wherein the MSPs discourse is rootédurther explored the origins of
participation and how the concept has found reneammptance through the newly
emerging participatory approaches such as MSPiskdaquestions that the study
explores in the analytical chapters regarding wdretbuch approaches represent
considerable shift in the practice of natural reseunanagement.

Chapter Two develops an approach for studying MByPsnalysing why and how
collective action happens in natural resources gemant. It then proceeds with a
detailed explanation of the analytical frameworkealeped for learning about ‘group’
action. Since this study of MSPs was approachenh fam institutional perspective,
Chapter Two also presents a synthesis of some amfleinstitutional analytical
approaches, from which a unique analytical framéwbat better fitted this case study
was developed. It was an integration of relevanhgples drawn from different
approaches to institutional analysis. In Chaptere@&h the South African socio-
economic, political and resource environment in cwhthe MSPs are embedded is
presented. This chapter is crucial in capturing m@ter resource governance is shaped
and reshaped by biophysical conditions, history autial dynamics. A clear
understanding of the accounts of this chapter gessian appreciation of the practices
that are described in the subsequent chapters.

Chapter Four presents the study areas and thgaectge CMFs. It provides a full
description of socio-economic and biophysical cbads and the emergence processes
of the two CMFs, which constitute the units of gs&. Whether MSPs do exist and
how their creators perceive them is discussed mp@&hn Five where the data collection
methods are described to show how learning about<CWhas achieved through the use
of multi-method research approach. Chapter Sixgmtssthe core empirical findings of
the study and goes beyond mere provision of ddsezignowledge. Using the cross-
case analytical approach, Chapter Six pools expeggefrom both the Mthatha and Kat
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catchments. It introduces some additional infororatio unravel the reasons behind
specific practices and attempts to find factors amdiables that influenced the
functioning of the CMFs. Chapter Seven examines fibed disaster management
framework in South Africa with the aim of assessivitether a potential role existed for
CMFs to contribute towards flood risk reduction ailgh their actions of water
management in the catchments. This is an integestmapter in that it examines
whether water institutions have a predeterminece rd play in flood disaster
management based on the principles of integratéerwesource management.

Chapter Eight examines the institutionalisationcesses of the CMFs as a way of
determining whether these institutions are capaiflemeeting their purpose and

consequently earning their legitimacy. In conclasi®Chapter Nine is both (i) a

reflection on whether the MSPs that emerged inBEhstern Cape Province of South
Africa are those that could broker local water twse management and (ii) a review
and discussion of some crucial factors that emengetle thesis that seem to impede
the attainment of a&cbmmon groundamong participants of the studied MSPs.

Although a few comparative lessons on the functignof MSPs are beginning to
emerge, most research projects still start out ivaauum, with seemingly little
experiences to digest from earlier studies. Chapsgr was included to share insights
into the approaches of researching multi-actorectiNe actions. Since MSPs are a
social phenomenon, the researchers world-view pagsucial role in finding meaning
in the ongoing practices and interpreting data.pBdraTen provides insightful personal
experiences and approaches and how these cannicdlue researcher’s analysis and
conclusions. It is my aspiration that, through @ac] simple and insightful explanation
of methods, analysis and discussion of scientifit personal views, the contents of this
thesis will provide not only meaningful reading falgo insightful knowledge regarding
stakeholder participatory water resource managenterthis context, this thesis will
have achieved its purpose if it contributes to @aber understanding of the complex
factors involved in stakeholder participatory watsource management.
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CHAPTER TWO

RESEARCHING MSPs: CONCEPTUAL DEBATES AND ANALYTICAL
FRAMEWORK

Knowledge can be acquired from diverse sourcesydinty sources such as amusing
stories, which on face value may seem trivial. €hisra joke, which is told from an
African village perspective whereby a village bayls to distinguish a school ‘ruler’
from a traditional ‘ruler’. Though trivial, this kg reminds me to always keep my
arguments in context to avoid being misunderstdbe. joke proceeds that a young boy
from the village turned up in his class with hidlage headman. Surprised at the
presence of the elderly man dressed in tradititeeders’ gear, the teacher asked the
boy why he had brought with him the honorable gdlaeader. The boy excitedly
responded that the teacher had requested thetoldssg with them a ‘ruler’ for the
following days class exercise. The man who sat teekim was a ‘ruler’, but of course
not the ruler that the teacher meant. In analysmg joke, | assume the teacher had
announced that the exercise would involve measuremef areas. In the African
village setting, village headmen are responsible dtbocation of areas, either for
settlement or cultivation. Perhaps therefore thgwas not completely mistaken in his
conclusion to bring a traditional leader insteadaokchool ruler since to him, the
measurement of areas required the presence aiadnal ruler.

Indeed, all experience is embedded in context. ifate my MSPs in context and

rationalise my analytical approach, this chaptest fiexplores conceptual debates
concerning collective initiatives in NRM and theropeeds with providing rationale for

considering these collective initiatives asstitutions’ and consequently why and how
they render themselves to institutional analysiaraanalytical framework.

2.1 Why and how people work together in resource manageent.

Can an MSP be considered as a collective actionfe@ive initiative’ or ‘collective
action’ arises when the effort of more than oneviddial is needed to accomplish an
outcome. The Oxford Dictionary of Sociology deseslihe term ‘collective action’ as
“action taken by a group (either directly or on litshalf through an organisation) in
pursuit of members’ perceived interests”. Wikipediacyclopaedia online defines
‘collective action’ as simply “a pursuit of a goaf set of goals by more than one
person”.

MSPs in natural resource management constituteelstdédkers who pursue joint
decision-making and action. They represent cooperéiehaviour among actors faced
with a common predicament, which in this case shared water resource. Whether or
not the members of the MSP form a group with aatetevel of shared interest is one
of the questions this thesis wants to address.t¥etmderstand the collaboration around
a common pool resource, in the case of this reBeavater, it is useful to take into
account the literature on collective action. Thektéor this section is first to explore
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theoretical notions regarding whether and how iildials can cooperatively debate and
decide to resolve a complex problem with interdeleeicies, and how common action
becomes an ‘institution’. Then the discussion peoisewith the establishment of how
empirical research that studies factual existendefanctioning of group activity can be

conducted. A substantial body of theoretical angbigoal research that discusses the
existence and performance of ‘institutions’ for ragimg natural resources already
exists (see Ostrom 1990; Ostraeh al 1994; North 1990; Sandler 1992). However,
Ostrom (1990; p 25) notes that theoretical explanabased on human choice for self-
organised and self-governed enterprises is nofuigt developed and accepted. As a
result, major policy decisions have continued tojusified on the presumption that

individuals cannot organise themselves optimally mew initiatives, and therefore

always need to be organised by external autharities

Several theoretical notions postulate that indigldware unable to bring about a desired
situation by themselves. The tragedy of the commgterdin 1968), the prisoner’s
dilemma (Harding 1982) and the logic of collectaaion (Olson 1965) are examples of
closely related theoretical concepts that haveuémnfted the views on how individuals
behave in their attempts to achieve collective bendJnder the ‘logic of collective
action’ for instance, Olson explores the difficutif getting individuals to pursue their
joint welfare as contrasted to individual welfare challenges the optimism expressed
in group theory that individuals with ‘common inést’ would voluntarily act so as to
try to further these interests. Ostrom (1990) idist free-riding and opportunistic
behaviour of actors as central problems defingti@se theoretical notions on collective
action. Whenever a person cannot be excluded fnenbénefit that others provide, each
person is motivated not to contribute to the jafiort, but to free ride on the effort of
others. Implicitly, this notion postulates that atgnmtial situation exists in the
management of common pool resources whereby ald aignificant number of
stakeholders choose to free-ride and the colledimeefit cannot be achieved. Also
implicit in this concept is a situation in whichdimiduals are not motivated to
participate in a collective endeavour to manageranson pool resource in which there
is no possibility of excluding someone once itficently conserved.

Such theoretical notions have been associated palicy decisions that lead to
centralised control of natural resource system$uBpfor instancequoted in:Ostrom
1990; p 8) has argued that because of the tragédlieocommons, environmental
problems cannot be solved through cooperation dretefore the rationale for
government with major coercive powers to act cdlgtres overwhelming. This
argument concludes that common pool resourcesreegantral government control if
economic efficiency is to result from their develmgnt. Such arguments have been
linked to centralised control of natural resoursesh as the nationalisation of forests in
some third-world countries.

Notwithstanding, other schools of thought argue thvcertainty about the decision of
others prompts interdependencies among users @imemon pool resource and can
motivate resource users to participate in a caollectaction especially when
transactional costs involved are manageable. NA@80; p 13) for instance refers to
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Axelrods book on the evolution of cooperation tu@e to the ability of human beings
to devise cooperative solutions to problems withtbetintervention of a coercive state.
However, most empirical research that proves thstence of cooperative behaviour
among stakeholders of a common pool resource Aessthat it occurs mainly under
‘certain conditions’. Galjart (1976) for exampleaded on his studies on the peasant
mobilisation and solidarity in Chile, argues thatidarity behaviour was noticeable
whenever there was a clear identity between s&df@st and communal interest. He
observed that the main reason why agricultural exerlaccepted a communal farm was
their expectation of material progress for themsgI heeconomic succegemphasis
supplied) of a cooperative was chiefly importantdiese on it depended the acceptance
of the organisation by members. Olson (1965; pag¢epts the possibility of collective
action happening without external coercive powérd, mainly in small groups. He
argues that the attraction of group membershipotsso much in sheer belonging but
rather inattaining somethingemphasis supplied) by means of this memberstspro6
(1990) affirms this argument when she states tmamotivation for participating in a
collective action by individuals is in the economaturns gained from the common
pool resource and hence individuals join the ctllec action to enhance their
productivity. She argues that stakeholders are tiedether in a lattice of
interdependence as long as they continue to shaiagée resource. When they act
independently in relation to the resource genegatitarce resource units, the total net
benefit they obtain usually will be less than cobklachieved if they had coordinated
their strategies in some way. As long as stakehsld&y ‘unorganised’ they cannot
achieve a joint return as high as they could haceived if they had organised in some
way. To this, Olson (1995; p 1) would add that wdlials must be able to discern that
the collective benefit is achievable only throughcallective action. Otherwise
participants would see no purpose of a collectistion when individual, unorganised
action can serve the interests of the individualva as or better than an organisation.
Potential members may also have reservation oreelr dnable to help build new
collective organisations if the transaction costs ®o high. | have alluded to both
arguments as basis for analytical thought in snglywhether and how stakeholder
participation could happen in water resource mamage in the Mthatha and Kat
catchments (Chapter Six).

Responses to collective action by stakeholders atew management are further
complicated by the fact that interest of particigamay not necessarily be ‘common’.
Blomqvist (1996; p 22) for instance argues thatmiost instances, the interests of
stakeholders are not common but rather divergesesan individual’'s way (or group)
of viewing the world is to some extent dependentt@ninterest s/he represents. Based
on her study on collective action among irrigatfarmers and textile industrialists in
India, she argues that it is reasonable to belieaea dyeing industrialist perceives the
effects of industrial pollution as being less negathan an affected farmer would,
because he knows that a part of his profit is déeen on the continuation of
discharging effluents into the river. She continttest similarly, a head-reach farmer
with good water supply may be inclined to point dly maintained irrigation
infrastructure and other similar factors outside ¢ontrol as the main reasons for water
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scarcity at the tail end, rather than admittingt tha is benefiting from the unequal
distribution of water.

Thus theoretical notions regarding the ability ¢dkeholders to work together to
address an interdependent problem show the unugreand complexity associated with
the practice and consequently the difficulty of lgsia of institutions for natural
resource management. Nonetheless, these theosesalp to bring into focus some
important issues and make it possible to isoldevamt phenomena at a desirable level
for detailed analysis. The question therefore beomwhat concepts are helpful in
addressing the research questions. For instance famgamental situation that
challenges collective action theory is how indiatbuor stakeholders who are in an
interdependent situation can organise and goveemgblves to obtain joint benefits
when they are faced with temptation to free riddoecome opportunistic or feel they
face impossible costs in participating. As arguedChapter One, a key feature of
collective actions is the assumption that they mimote collaboration and consensual
decision-making with regards to natural recoursenagament. In this context, free
riding would challenge this noble goal of colleetiaction. | will return to this argument
in Chapter Six when | discuss the varying resporsfesvo contrasted groups of
stakeholders (Organisational Stakeholders and ComyniuStakeholders). Ostrom
(1990; p 27) contends that the common set of prablthat collective actions have to
deal with include (i) free-riding, (ii) solving camtment problems, (iii) arranging for
the supply of new institutions and (iv) monitorimglividual compliance with sets of
rules. These arguments constitute some entry acal fwints in studying MSPs are
common regardless of whether the collective agsaarranged by an external ruler, an
entrepreneur or a set of principals (whom | idgnéi§ stakeholders). These arguments
constitute some entry and focal points for studygrgups such as MSPs and are
constantly revisited throughout the empirical ckeagt For instance, the concept that
participants of a collective action are fundameéwntadotivated by a ‘collective benefit’,
which is achievable only through interdependentoactis extensively explored in
Chapters Six and Nine. Also emerging from thesements is that, in studying MSPs,
establishing the purpose of the collectivity isatall Olson (1965; p 1) contends that
the logical place to begin any systematic studgrghnisations is with their purpose and
one purpose that characterises most organisatsotigifurtherance of the interests of
their members. Chapter Six has therefore expldredssue of ‘purpose’ of MSPs from
perspective of different stakeholders to estaldisv and why stakeholders have taken
(or lost) interest in the collectivity.

2.2 Seeing MSPs as ‘emergent’ institutions

| have clarified in the preceding section that fibeus of this research is on collective
action in the management of water, studied hera asmmon pool resource. In this
section, | discuss why | view these collective @tsi as ‘institutions’ and why | chose to
utilise an institutional analysis approach to ekphay observations.

Several definitions ofinstitution’ abound in the sociology literature (see Ostrom2199
Ostromet al 2002; Rowe 1989; Saleth and Dinar 2004; Fafchagqis!; Lane and
Erssons 1999; North 1990 etc). However, the commoderstanding that streams
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through all definitions is that institutions ardestin-use, regulations and norms, which
govern members of the institution and sometimes prayide a structure to human
interaction. Of useful and additional consideratisrHospes (2000) understanding of
institutions, which he derives from the Oxford HslglDictionary. Institution’ in the
English dictionary has been described as (1) utsig or being instituted, (2) long
established law, custom or practice, and (3) (mgidof an) organisation with a
charitable purpose or for social welfare (e.g. gghanage). Hospes asserts that three
concepts that can be deduced from this descriptdode (1) the activity of instituting,
establishing or forming, (2) normative and/or cdigei elements transported in cultural
carriers and (3) a socially constructed group withi geographical location. Thus
according to Hospes, the concept ofstitution’ denotes a process, an object and a
subject, all at the same time. Accordingly the mi&bn of ‘institution’ utilised in this
research is rather a “common sense” one, emphgdizenprocess ohstitutingrules of
action (externally imposed as well as internally genatateansported in dormal or
informal structureand operationalised by a group of willing partaips within a
geographical location.

Based on the above descriptions of how an ‘ingititcan be defined, one can
investigate whether CMFs are emergent institutiang evaluate the extent to which
they are institutionalised. CMFs emerged followihg promulgation of the NWA in
1998 and they exist within a legal framework thabvided a structure for human
interaction over the use of water resources. Thguirements for stakeholder
participation were built into the water law and edyacked by participation guidelines
issued by DWAF (DWAF 2001c) along with a time frafoethe establishment of these
participatory institutions. Through the NWA, thevgonment made provision for the
emergence of ‘institutions’ and established workingles that dictated which
individuals and organisations interacted over whigsources and space. The
government therefore recognised that the instiatidramework was one of the most
important aspects of water resource management. B\&gserts in its participation
guidelines (DWAF 2001c) that ‘institutions’ are iomant in determining the
effectiveness of policy implementation and provgdan avenue for a wide consultation
with water users.

The emergence of CMFs and their organisationatstres provided actors with rules
that shape interaction over water resources amsasiere also in return subject to rules
set by higher levels such as the NWA. Olson (19%6erts that when a collectivity
attains mechanisms for direct or indirect co-ortlora of action, it becomes an
organised group. In this sense, CMFs can be vieagedrganised groups, considering
that through the establishment of management caewsit they attained mechanisms
for coordination of action. Since most descripsiari what an ‘institution’ is can also
be ascribed to CMFs, the studied CMFs can therdferdewed as ‘institutions’. CMFs
are purposeful (wherein a group of actors is aawbrauthority to manage a national
resource), externally induced, structured and bolend, wherein actors are expected to
get together to carry out specified functions. Thpgrate under specified geographical
and functional boundaries. | do not see CMFs agioisations’ because this term most
often takes a more formal meaning whereby orgadonisatare perceived as more
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permanent and systematically controlled (by mana&ggn groups. The term
‘institution’ rather connotes that the groups canibformal, unpredictable and even
temporary

Institutions are more readily identifiable and dsnused as an explanatory variable in
understanding how and why a group of actors codpdémamanage a given resource.
Vanderwal (1999) who undertook a similar study mitiBh Columbia, indicates in his
analysis that individuals often use their orgamgags a reference point in explaining
who they are, why they have acted in a certain \&ag, in evaluating the behaviour of
others. In my analytical framework, | focus on hih@se institutions operate, the results
they generate and how they exert their influencewater resources. Institutional
analysis therefore became the preferred framewarkhie description of my empirical
material for this thesis.

2.3 Understanding institutions

Institutions are faced with uncertainty and an emrs amount of variables that
impinge on their functioning. Hence institutions dot assume predictable outcomes
that would render themselves to easy analysisppase that if one set out into the
study of MSPs with the broad and popular definitiormind that there were a form of
institutions governed by rules-in-use, regulatiangl norms - and therefore hoped that
s/he would find people’s behaviour governed by suleegulations and norms as
immutable as the laws of physical science govetaraa one would be met with great
disappointment and disillusionment. Hence the stoflynow a given ‘group’ or
‘institution’ functions has been approached fronmwamber of different perspectives.
Entire textbooks have been written on this subjdahe (Peters 1999 and 2000) and |
cannot attempt to review them all. Rather, | haeteded approaches that best
demonstrate the potential for application to myecasidy. In this section | discuss
theoretical notions that became key to the constmuof my analytical framework.

Having come from an Agricultural Economics backgrdul was greatly influenced by
the rational choice theory whose underlying loggsatibes institutions as arrangements
of rules and incentives, and members of the ingiituas rational actors who behave in
response to those basic components of institutistratture, choosing the alternative
that is likely to give them the greatest satisfactiHeath 1976). Actors in these
structures are seen as motivated by the wants als gbat express their preferences.
Rational choice theorists see social interactibias déccur in these structures as a social
exchange of rewards and punishments (or costs)ikesgoods and services constitute
factors of exchange in economic action. Actionnafividuals is motivated by pursuit of
a ‘profitable’ balance of rewards over costs. Threat of punishment or the promise of
reward may motivate an actor. Thofit’ that a person gains in interaction is measured
by the rewards received minus the costs incurreaindhs (1961) argues that no
exchange continues unless both parties are makipgoft. Thus individuals will
continuously pursue goals that are important tanthéut ignorance and limited
computational capabilities do not enable them tcaadhey would with full rationality.
Nonetheless, sometimes individuals may also beenfted by intrinsic values such as
fairness and reciprocity. Such theoretical notiomgly that actors of a collective action
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may participate only for as long as they find oftable, i.e. when the rewards received
exceed the costs incurred in the process of paaticig. An actor who experiences a
‘loss’ finds interaction (participation) more cgsthan rewarding and so will have an
incentive to withdraw. Therefore the interactiorl wontinue only if all participants are

making a ‘profit.” Institutional analysis rooted this theory focuses on exploring the
appropriateness of existing rules and incentived haw changing the rules and
incentives could alter the behaviours of individual

Notions from this theory largely influenced my clusions discussed in Chapter Six
and Nine. This is because collective initiativesSmuth Africa that bring diverse actors
together have not happened before and are unlikelyappen spontaneously in the
absence of a purposeful and deliberate scheme ingémtives. Empirical data was
therefore put under critical scrutiny to estabimsbtivation for participation or the lack
of it by stakeholders. Consideration of the higtariand current social-economic
environment in which actors operated pointed tdtusmton where actors’ rational rule
following was found to be the basis for their papation or dissention. Generally, as
argued under section 2.1, rational consideratioasrdrinsic in stakeholders’ decision
to participate in collective actions. Thereforeiméitely, stakeholder participation in
resource management is ideally a rational choicewgR1989), even though many
institutional authors also argue that there are aisral, cultural or altruistic dimensions
of human behaviours that may influence decisigpaidicipate (Ostrom 1990).

The other theory | found relevant to my work is #eor—oriented perspective (Long
1989; p 245-256), which gives priority to individsiaas social actors in the institution.
Long emphasises the need to enter the actors wiiidds” to understand the way
individuals manipulate norms, values and developgnercreate space for their ‘own
projects’. In my analysis, | used this perspectwveyualify the perspective of rational
choice at individual level. While rational choiceebry assumes that actors respond
solely on the basis of their interests, the acta@rbed approach perceives of actors as
social beings whose perceptions and strategiesslaaped in social processes and
negotiations. Applying this perspective in instibaial analysis implies focusing on
individuals (or actors) who are constituents of itiitution - understanding how their
interactions and the social order shape their hebes: The actor-oriented perspective
provided insights in understanding how actors frdifierent backgrounds develop
entirely different notions on the meaning of the R4S despite the common interests
they apparently seemed to share. The conceptualeWwarks of rational choice and
actor-oriented analysis are not normally considéogéther or as compatible. However,
| think that this “logic of appropriateness” is yemportant in studying people’s action
in the harsh economic realities of the ex-homelamdsle | also acknowledge that
actor-oriented approaches also yield much morenmdtion on the wider strategies and
experiences of individuals and political dynamiced aevolution of organisations. |
return to this in Chapter Six.

Another useful perspective was North’s view of stiwes as the primary carriers of
institutional rules. North (1990) tends to emphagiz role of rules and laws embedded
in cultural carriers. DiMaggio and Powell (1983)epent a coercive institutional
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typology explaining that a powerful actor or cdalit of actors, who enforce rules that
forge their interests, often establish(es) ingohg. Huntington (1965; 1968) seems to
present a similar argument, but places his conpemarily with formal government
institutions as coercive institutions. He arguestf@® importance of structures in civil
society for developing stable and effective demograThese perspectives view
institutions as structures and place the focustwdyson structural arrangements and
operations of the institutions. These perspectwere useful in developing arguments
regarding the performance of CMFs since the Mth&M¥ in particular exhibited a
coercive institutional typology whereby governménteaucrats emerged as powerful
actors who enforced rules that forged their intistes

The final theoretical notion that attracted my rifiten could be labelled as the historical
approach expounded upon by Steinetoal (1992). The main argument of this
approach is that policy and structural choices matdthe inception of the institution
will have a persistent influence over its behavitar the remainder of its existence.
This is referred to as the behaviour of “path deleeicy”. This approach tends to be
useful in explaining how the direction of governmenlicies influence emergence of
institutions. This approach lays emphasis on pdicglysis with regards to institutional
reforms as the focus of study to understand irgiitg. Influenced by these notions, my
analytical framework included an extensive analysfisSouth Africa’s history and
policy environment (Chapters Three and Four) to gasights on the influence of these
factors on the emergence and functioning of the €Btldied. Path dependence can be
imputed on the emergence of MSPs in South Afrioaesicurrent policy and structural
choices have been influenced by the desire to cionistorical mistakes.

A careful consideration of the theories presentbdva shows that there are some
features that unify the approaches just as thexrealso important differences. In my
opinion, the unifying features can be used to dgveh unified approach, which
interacts theoretical concerns, and helps to pwosgh empirical analysis. The
different perspectives will be used as sets ofdern®s illuminate different aspects of
institutions because after all, they all say sometlabout what institutions are and how
they affect actor behaviour in resource management.

2.4 Analytical framework

The complexity of variables that affect the emeogeand functioning of an institution,

as revealed in the foregoing discussion, is ovelwimg. My task was to arrive at an

analytical framework that could unlock the multgily of dilemmas presented in this
field. If detailed understanding of the phenomererenmo be achieved, it would be
necessary to specialise in a single perspectivevithstanding, specialisation in itself

is flawed as all institutional analysis perspediwbviously influence and inform one
another. Just as there are important differencéweesm the different perspectives
discussed above, so are there elements that tn@fggproaches. Therefore, in arriving
at a relevant analytical framework, | opted foremhectic approach, whereby relevant
elements from each perspective ere used to infoemahalysis. Different aspects from
each perspective elucidated different aspects ®¥S
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The different aspects from the various instituticen@alysis approaches discussed in the
foregoing were used to arrive at a single anallyficanework relevant for this study.
Notwithstanding, a unified framework to institutedranalysis already exists, developed
by scholars of Indiana University at a workshoptitical theory and political analysis
in 1973. It is called the Institutional Analysiscabevelopment (IAD). The approach
was intended to provide a theoretical foundatianafmalysing institutional performance
using a multidisciplinary approach (Oakerson 199241-59; Ostronet al 1994). It
takes into consideration concerns from sociologymn(&n relationships) economics
(efficient use of resources) anthropology and Iystthe context within which a
situation is located) and political science (powetations and conflicts among
participants). (Ostrorat al. 2002; p 273).

To achieve a holistic view of my unit of analysis,needed an approach that
encompassed the principles of IAD. Therefore thB ffamework became a relevant
entry point for me. | integrated concepts and idgesaming through most institutional
analysis theories into the IAD framework to arratea unique framework that suited my
case study. The framework in Figure 2.1 was desldp

Figure 2.1 Analytical framework.
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capture the complex interplay of factors in my cstsglies. The focus of the framework
is the holistic analysis of the institutional emriment in which MSPs are embedded.
This involves studying both the MSPs as institutiofstructure, actor behaviour,

processes and outputs) and their environment (fdateevolution and prevailing socio-

economic and biophysical conditions). In my anayfr instance, | have presented
evidence to show that the mode of participatiorstakeholders is largely influenced by
historical factors as well as the prevailing soeomnomic circumstances. The over-
arching premise upon which | have cast my analytreanework is that the capacity of

CMFs to achieve their intended targets is influehaeleast by three realities: historical
reality (political and socio-economic evolutionyepailing socio-economic and hydro-

ecological reality and internal institutional dynam Each of these realities will be

discussed extensively in its own chapter as showiigure 2.1. The discussion is then
brought together in Chapters Eight and Nine.

The institutionalisation process

Institutional analysis can be complete only whee oaptures the extent to which the
institution creates meaning to stakeholders. Taeaehthis, | found the concept of
‘institutionalisation’ particularly useful. | utilised Uphoff's (1995) fiation of
institutionalisation whereby institutionalisationdescribed as a process, which earns an
institution legitimacy for having satisfied peopeneeds:Institutionalisation’ can be
understood as a process of internalisation oftutginal norms and behaviours over
time. A given cooperative initiative can becomeitnsonal over time to the extent that
it enjoys special status and legitimacy. Selznk35({) explains that institutionalisation
involves “infusing a structure with value”. The molegitimacy an institution enjoys
from various sectors of the public, the more itlveé able to command respect and
other resources that raise the level of compliaanoé hence be said to beffective!
Formation of values and norms that become embeitidsatial relations and valued by
society occurs over time, it is part of the ingtdoalisation process.

This concept emerged as most relevant becausgitfivgis congruent with the concept
of ‘common grounddeveloped as part of the theme and title of thdystl have argued

in Chapter One, that beginning with formation of group, the process of
‘institutionalisation’, which is also a process ioiternalising the rules and norms,
reaches a desirable stage where stakeholders feegitare a ‘common ground,” which
is a shared frame of reference and shared valeen8ly, the concept is well suited
for understanding whether the structure and funstiof any institution concerned with
the management of common pool resources can acthevdesired results. To study
the process of institutionalisation, | developeitecia by adapting analytical concepts
that study institutions. On the basis of the foafismy study as explained in the
preceding paragraph, | adapted three of the fowmedsions presented by Huntington
(1968)® and one from Watson (2088)to arrive at a unique combination of four

'8 Huntington’s criteria includeddaptability-rigidity, complexity-simplicityautonomy-subordinatioand
coherence-disunityHuntington’s content of each criterion is slightifferent from my own because
Huntington’s interest was with the evaluation ofifozal organisations.

19 Watson (2000) utilises the ‘outputs’ criterion dogue that participation in collective action whik
sustainable only when actors see tangible beriefil®ing so. He however does not consider ‘processe
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dimensions through which the process of institlsation of the CMFs could be
examined (Figure 2.2 below). These includetGmomy’which represents a concern
with the capacity of an institution to make and lement its own decisions,
‘adaptability’ which measures the extent to which an instituteordpable of adapting
to changes in the socio-economic and political @aseor more importantly capable of
molding that environmentjriternal operationswhich demonstrates the capacity of the
institution to construct internal structures tofifuits goals and cope with its business
environment and finallydutputs and outcomes’

Figure 2.2 Framework for studying the process of instituticsadion.

Each of these criterion have been applied to setgras of institutional arrangements
in different combinations and meanings (Huntingt®88; Polsby 1968; Watson 2000)
and they do provide one avenue for understandiegtrdmsformation that structures
must make in order to survive and to be able ttuémice their members and their
environment.

To be able to make the assessments in line with eat¢hese criteria, a set of key
observation points where used for each criteriolob®ws:

as a form of ‘output’ as | do. In my criterion adutputs and outcomes’, | argue that in addition to
tangible benefits, such as financial rewards tdgigpants or an improvement to the environment,-non
tangible benefits constitute an important contitoutof MSP processes. These are considered as
‘outcomes’ as opposed to ‘outputs.’” Examples idel@xperience gained from participating in an MSP
project or the development of a new way of doiriggh.
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(i) Autonomywas explored using the following key observatioms:
» Examining management structures.
» Establishing the available physical resources talaot business.
* Observing the decision-making processes to eshatiies source of influence for
CMF’s actions.
» Establishing what mandate the CMF had for its decss

(i) Adaptabilitywas assessed using the following key observatamtg

» Observing whether and how political dynamics infloed the operations of the
CMF.

» Determining response time to problems, the prooégzoblem identification,
resolution and action.

* Observing how the CMF responded to the emergendeeaistence of other
similar institutions and organisations in order position themselves as
legitimate players in water resource management.

(i) Internal operationsvere observed by using four key variables:

e Studying the operational rules of the CMFs

* Membership forms and roles (reviewing the repredent of stakeholders on
the MSP and public participation processes. Edhinlg how equity was
achieved through expression of opinion, in accessinformation and in
influencing decisions).

» Establishing financial resources available to aqu@sh assignments.

* Personnel to carryout CMF functions

(iv) Outputs and Outcomagere assessed using the following key observations:
* Observing of goods and services directly attriblgtady MSP activities.
» Taking stock of planning initiatives and procegsetin place by MSP.

| also recognised that the process of institutisatibn was not only affected by the
internal environment of the CMF as described thhotlge above parameters. There
were several external factors that influenced thectioning of the CMFs. A careful
observation of the CMF operations yielded threeciatuimpediments to the smooth
running of the CMFs; (i) stakeholder representatmiCMFs (ii) the spatial scale at
which CMFs were expected to operate and (iii) waigints and title deeds that local
people enjoyed. These three factors fell outdigejurisdiction of the CMF but had a
direct impact on what the CMF could do or could dot They therefore form part of
the discussion of the institutionalisation procdesShapter Eight.

2.5 Conclusion

It can be observed that the analytical frameworkbptedd is one that takes into

consideration both the external and internal emvitents of the institutions being

studied. This approach will allow for a holisticderstanding of the variables that shape
the structure and functioning of CMFs both fromsidg and inside. The theoretical

notions discussed in section 2.3 inform the anslysunderstanding and explaining the
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underlying forces that shape behaviour and decisiaking of stakeholders. While the
external environment was one that could be studied explained without much
assistance from CMF members, the internal envirenmexjuired diligent observation
and much interaction with actors in the CMFs toamsthnd and explain the actions and
underlying reasons for observed phenomena. Theauethised to understand both the
external and internal environment and how thesd&aoust produced the understanding is
the subject of Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE CMFs’ ENVIRONMENT

Since people exist within an environment and alidwour and attitudes take place
within the environment, understanding the environimg important in positioning actor
behaviour and attitudes and how these in returpestaand reshape institutions. This
chapter explores the interactions between peop#to(k, culture, attitudes) and their
environment (land, water and institutions). It Hights how history has influenced the
prevailing ideologies in water resources managenmenbouth Africa. | begin by
focusing on social-political and policy developnemtith the objective of establishing
how these developments can be linked to the mameavhich participatory water
institutions have emerged and function in Southicafr This exploration will provide
insights to the underlying influences and sociorernic and political drivers in
participatory water resource management.

3.1 How history matters

There is one specific English idiom that remindsaheny high school English teacher.
He always alluded to an English idiom “dead men tales” whenever we did
something in the present unaware of the consegaghaemay come in the future. The
idiom asserts that bygones can have influencearmpthsent. An author unknown to me
stated History matters in a specific manner. It mattersttie sense that events in the
distant past can initiate particular chains of catisn that have effects in the present
Indeed, societies are the products of their hiséony circumstance.

| have chosen to go far back in the history of Soéfrica to demonstrate how the
historical development of events shape currentasdmattles fought over access to
resources and to show how current practices ofuresomanagement is intimately
intertwined with South Africa’s colonial historyh€& history of South Africa can be told
in varying details. Since it is not necessary tif@r purpose of this research, to provide a
detailed and fully comprehensive account of SouthicA's history, | have chosen to
paint in extremely broad strokes only those forokkistory that could be seen to be
impacting on the current participatory policy forlamions and social behaviours. | see
my study of MSPs as an analysis of social intepasti actor behaviour and how these
feed into institutional functioning. My historicaxploration therefore deliberately
focuses on those forces that were responsiblehfamges in the manner in which people
interacted. These relate to the polarization oftls@drica’s population and creation of
ethnic tension. It would not be a mistake to lookhas exploration as a polarization
discourse considering that the legacy of aparthed left South Africa polarized
between white and black, rich and poor, republid Bantustan, the urban and the rural
(Nauta 2001; p 78). Indeed South Africa is a sosialcture divided by huge extremes
of wealth and poverty, by racial and ethnic anirmesj and by deep-rooted
administrative fragmentation and incapacity to éxtent that Cousins (1995) asserts
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that the current new majority-rule government fage&inenviable and daunting task’
of ushering in radical reforms.

South African society emerges from a highly skewadd greatly politicised
background. The current contest on water resowaasbe traced back to a troubled
social history. It is a history that dates backh® mid 1600s, when the Dutch East India
Company (VOC) set up a station in Table Bay (cutyeBape Town) to service passing
ships. Beginning in 1657, European settlers wetettatl farms by the colonial
authorities in the arable regions around Cape Tawere wine and wheat became the
major products. In response to the ‘colonists’ dednfor labour, the VOC imported
slaves from East Africa, Madagascar and the Eadiesn By the early 1700s, the
colonists had begun to spread into the hinterlaaybibd the nearest mountain ranges.
As they intruded further upon the land and waterses, and stepped up their demands
for livestock and labour, more and more of the gedious inhabitants were
dispossessed and incorporated into the coloniahaay as servants (Mbeki 1997).
Trade with the indigenous people for slaughterkstmon degenerated into raiding and
warfare. The advanced weaponry that the Europesed in the warfare, together with
diseases such as smallpox, which they introducestindited the indigenous
communities, contributing to the decline of theiftares (O’Meara 1996).

The economy was boosted by the development of quigatations in the subtropical
coastal lowlands of the current KwaZulu Natal Pnoe. Labourers were imported from
India to work the plantations and many Indian tradend market gardeners followed.
These Indians, who were segregated and discrintiregainst from the start, became a
further important element in South Africa’s popudat It was in South Africa that
Mahatma Gandhi refined the techniques of passisistesce, which he practised later
in India (Freund 1998). The discovery of dry deosi diamonds at what became the
city of Kimberley drew tens of thousands of peofieck and white, to the first great
industrial hub in Africa, and the largest diamongpdsit in the world. The mineral
discoveries had a radical impact on every spheooiety. Labour was required on a
massive scale and could only be provided by blaftic@ns, who had to be drawn away
from the land. While the white settlers expande€irttiarm areas and agricultural
production, a substantial black peasantry arogendby means of sharecropping or
labour tenancy on white-owned farms. At the saime,tAfrican communal struggles
to maintain access to the land in rural areas paspdwerful challenge to the white
state.

During the period 1934 — 1948, the official goveemn policy towards black and
coloured Africans had become that of segregatiogb@gnberg and Spies 1993). It was a
policy that politically excluded Africans from meaagful participation in the affairs of
the state while it sought to consolidate white supacy in the face of a growing
African proletariat. Liebenberg and Spies (1993joaleport that in the field of
education, the Bantu Education Act of 1953 wasllabéby the Methodists church as
directed at conditioning the African people to agetermined position of subordination
in the state, a criticism voiced even by a hosothier church bodies and educational
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institutes. To this date, South Africa’s black plapior?® lags behind other races in

literacy rates and in their capacity to assertrthights. This is an important point to

note since Multi-Stakeholder processes involve tiagon processes, which should
result in consensus-based solutions. How this eaachieved in approaches that bring
together actors with diverse backgrounds as tla®lyi is unravelling is the challenge
that this research attempts to explore.

As a result of laws and regulations mooted by ttades such as the Natives Law
Amendment Act of 1937, South Africa has to dateenited a legacy of segregated
settlements where blacks, coloured and whites eesiddifferent settlements. The
classification of people into black, coloureds aviiites was a social apartheid At
which provided for the classification of people.eTtacial group of an individual was
determined by his or her appearance and by geaecaptance and repute. In spite of
the anguish and hardship that such laws broughtapfartheid leaders saw it as a small
price to pay for the “advantage” to be accrued strigt separated society.

According to Liebenberg and Spies (1993), the GrAugas Act of 1950, which cut
across all traditional property rights and led e teviction of thousands of blacks,
Indians and coloureds from their homes, was theerstone of apartheid and became a
source of deep resentment. In 1913, the first Ud@vernment enacted the seminal
Natives Land Act. This Act defined ancestral laretsd declared illegal all land
purchases or rent tenancy outside these lands.eThess were subsequently called
‘homelands’and ‘bantustans and eventually comprised about 13% of South Afsc
land surface. Large-scale forced removals from t&/tareas affected some 3,5 million
peoplé? and vast rural slums were created in the homeJaedslting in overcrowding
and impoverishment. Development investment was eatgdll in these areas. Both
Mthatha and Kat catchments lie in former homelathes called Transkei and Ciskei
respectively. The Border Corridor, which was anaatigat fell into the Republic of
South Africa, separated Transkei and Ciskei. lluded white owned farmland and the
city of East London

As a result of migration laws, which restricteddidayeople to their homelands, high
densities and communal land ownerships meant timatetl and marginal land was
farmed and harvested more intensively, resultingdegradation of the natural
environment. To this day, these areas suffer fioenégacy of inappropriate production
and investment decisions left by the former ap&ithgevernment. For many people in
these areas, economic and social decisions renmiditoned by the unequal and
distorted access to natural resources, marketoppdrtunities. Economic power and
privileges had been concentrated in the handsehtmority white population to the

20t is important from this point to state that ‘bkais used more as a political than an ethnic otation.

It transcends racial boundaries to include colosiraad Indians. This assertion is supported by Berge
and Godsell (1998; p 138).

%1 Registration Act of 1950

%2 Nauta (2001; p.7) obtained this figure from thegBis People Project (SPP) which was an initiatif/e
concerned academics from several universities ittSAfrica. The SPP was established in February of
1980 to coordinate and initiate research projextts population relocation in South Africa.



52 Water, Stakeholders and Common Ground

extent that the disparity between white and blacklescribed to be one of the most
inequitable in the world (Venter 1998). For instanehite farmers who numbered only
70 000 in 1998 owned almost 70 percent of SoutlicAf total arable land which was
estimated at 86 million hectares. A notable SoufticAn politician summed up this
colonial history as follows:

“It is about 500 years since the first foreign tedher Vasco da Gama, arrived here and
about 350 years since the Dutch followed him. k58 years since the British decided
to take our country and more than 40 years sineeriost vicious system visited this
country - apartheid. An entire country was takeragvirom its owner’s just like that.
That is the history of this country. There was lmsgal plunder of resources, land,
forests, water, the riches of the soil — all weasein away. We now have political
democracy but we do not yet have economic demacracgnomic democracy
presupposes that land, water and other resourcest eiredistributed, and that people
must have access to the means of production anthtap(Tokyo Sexwale, in Sunday
Times. April 2005)

In 1912, the current ruling party, The African Ne@l Congress (ANC) was founded
mainly with constitutional protest as its main cent After a long negotiation and
bloody conflict, South Africa held its first dematic election in April 1994 under an
Interim Constitution (RSA 1993). The African NatarCongress (ANC) emerged with
a 62 percent majority. Its main opposition camemfrehe National Party (NP)
constituting mainly of white population and suppdrtstrongly by coloured voters.
South Africa was then divided into nine new adnimiive boundaries (provinces) in
place of the four old provinces and ten ‘homelandsat existed previously.
Nonetheless, to this date, as a result of the iamuals in investments by the apartheid
government, South Africa still exhibits the chaegistics of both the first world and
third world countries. Berger and Godsell (199&85) put it this way:

“In many respects, South Africa does appear like Aarstralia superimposed on a
Nigeria. White fertility rates exhibit a first warlpattern of very slow growth with white
schools facing a decline. South Africa’s spatiadlity combines modern cities, which
look like Boston and Sydney, with typical third ldosquatter settlements and rural
wastelands.”

The length, intensity and impact of colonial andtlee interventions severely

undermined indigenous structures and social netsvask well as created deep racial
schisms. Post-apartheid strategy therefore bechateot creating economic equity and
consensus, which meant creating a non-racial soeled one in which the dominant,
but marginalised black people were reflected inlipuand resource-use institutions.
This called for the simultaneous pursuit of dembsaéion and socio-economic change,
as well as reconciliation (Davenport 1998, 1991).

This historical exploration provides the premisedaderstanding the rationales that lie
behind the current actions of the state and comrectbetween decision-making,
changes in structures guiding resource flows ared dfnucture and functioning of
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institutions and society at large. For instances tationale behind the elaborate
institutional framework in the water sector, an@ tharticipatory approaches being
instituted cannot be viewed as solely an exclusffeeiency strategy for economic
development and the sustainable management ofahaesources. Since the entire
history of black protest was directed at contra¢moor inclusion and integration into the
institutions of resource management and controlyitgqin resource use and
empowerment of formerly disadvantaged stakehold@&sn a significant, if not
overriding underlying principle. The attainment &kedom unshackled people’s
identities and aspirations. The black populationldaow stake their claims to their
long lost entitlements.

The current government has put emphasis on salicigenuine participation and
representation of the majority black and poor comityumembers. Challenges for the
government, as an initiator of collective actionviater management, are immense
particularly because one group of stakeholdersthgagjovernment wants to ensure their
participation is an emasculated group of stakehsldew referred to as the Historically
Disadvantaged Individuals (HDIs) or Previously Digantaged Individuals (PDIs)
(Faysse 2002). HDlare defined as South African citizens, who dueht® dpartheid
policy that had been in place had no franchise ational election prior to the
introduction of the Constitution of the Republic®duth Africa. Past apartheid policies
completely removed opportunities for consensual emdual understanding among
different races. As a result, the marginalized gsyuspecifically the black majority,
having been excluded from decision-making proceskes a long time, were
disenfranchised to the extent that they are un@bteake a meaningful contribution to
the current situation without having to undergo eoform of capacity building and
empowerment.

3.2 Path finding: Water reforms in South Africa

Thus the preceding exploration of South Africa’stbry can be seen as the general
context, which gave rise to the development ofgiedi that underpin the shift to more
participatory water resources management. Howedidrthe attainment of freedom
create sufficient space for local people to as#etnselves in the management of
natural resources? Judging from the long list oficees and Acts calling for
participation of civil society in resource managemet is apparent that resource
management strategies were to be politically driazred ideologically motivated. It was
assumed that institutional reforms could unleastermi@l economic capacity through
productive participation by the ordinary people wiave for a long time been relegated
to the subsistence sector, or to informal sector.

The empowerment campaign through civil societyipigdtion was mainly fueled by a
largely socialist vision underpinned by calls fooc®-economic equity and
environmental sustainability, seemingly addressihg real issue of poverty and
inclusion of the formally disadvantaged into theimsaream economy. It was a policy
strategy that claimed to start from the needs efpople, all the people, and attempted
to make the economy cater for people’s needs.
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On the other hand, to achieve the much-needed agongrowth, others argued that
South Africa needed to heed to the voice of thermdtional community to keep in step
with internationally promoted norms. Thus a nealbeapproach seemed inevitable.
Balancing the need to increase productivity andrteed to increase expenditure on
caring activities (which include the cost of carifay the ever increasing HIV/AIDs
burden, social grants, housing, improving acceshé&aper education etc) for the ever-
expanding population, made the economic ‘burdeet enore challenging to carry. As
it was discovered in due course, neoliberalism madnswer to the problem of poor
people’s inability to pay for services and to suppenvironmental regulation. Such
policies also gave little new framework for buildimew local organisations for
resource management and services, leaving pofiiciand researchers to explore
existing and new institutional frameworks that migklp (Schreineet al.2002. Bond
2006).

The policy support for water management can be sagnst two ever-evolving
contexts. The first of these is the constitutionedponsibility allocated to national
government for the provision of adequate and aébkel infrastructure to all people.
This implies establishing an environment in whiah parties feel excluded from the
decision-making processes. In the realm of equitg, White Paper (DWAF 1997)
declared that:

In the context of the reform of the water law, tight to equality
requires equal access by all South Africans to, aedefit from the
nation’s water resources, and an end to discrimoratwith regard to
access to water on the basis of race, class orgend

This definition of and commitment to equity wasrttggven operational content through
several Acts and activities. For instance, as &bssed, citizens had right to water
whether they could afford it or not. In responseths right, the state president Mr.
Thabo Mbeki made a promise of 6 kiloliters of frieasic water per household per
month. Municipalities had to bear the responsipifivr financing free basic water.
Thus the free basic water policy became a toolllgviate poverty and improve the
lives of the poorest. Policy documents stressubgent attention should be given to the
‘poorest of the poor’ including those who do novéiany access to a safe supply of
water although municipalities that were able toyldosupply free basic water to all
citizens. This happened at great financial coshiéogovernment.

The second context, was the implementation of hedi reforms in an effort to avoid
‘going against the grain’ knowing that donors may be willing to fund projects that
did not operate within the neo-liberal paradigm. &snatter of fact, the extent of
international opposition to free basic water waslewt in the World Bank’s sourcebook
on Community Driven Development in Africa, whiclgaed that ‘work is still needed
with political leaders in some national governmeotsnove away from the concept of
free water for alf®. Thus South Africa also ventured on the path towarivatisation

23 p. Bond ‘The benefits of lifeline water being iged’ in Mail and Guardia9/3/2001
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of water supply and sanitation, through the pupligate partnerships in municipal
water delivery. This was necessary because maral gmvernments in South Africa,
which sat with the burden of meeting water supplgl aanitation services, also lacked
resources to do so efficiently. Thus private setteestment into this service was seen
as leverage to the financial and human resourcetheatdisposal of multinational
companies. In due course, private sector involvenie the supply of water and
sanitation services came to be blamed for the proldf high water prices reflected in
the ten million water disconnections during the 18990s (Bond 2004).

Given the massive inequality and poverty, not tontie® an upsurge of anti-

privatisation protests around the world, the cohogprivatisation in effect came to be
seen as a drift away from serving the interesggoof people and playing into the circuit
of global neo-liberal power, and hence begun teoaettformidable protests through
popular mass action — with slogans such as “desh@ymneter, enjoy the water” (Bond
2006). Many civic groups also protested intensiymunicipal water cut-offs, with

especially fierce demonstrations in townships oiv&o, Alexandra, Thembisa, and in
some Durban and Cape Town townships (Bond 2004)racently in a number of

towns of Eastern Cape Province (Pauw 2006).

Given the strength of this sort of critique andealisation of the possibility of social
polarization, which the president Thabo Mbeki aé dime termed ‘water aparthéfy
politicians begun to adjust their formerly pro-pemtship rhetoric. Thus actual social
struggles for basic needs, underway across rudhpaor urban areas, began to be seen
as important as inspirational goals such as eguitysustainable water resources.

Thus, there are considerable challenges in therredkresource management that raise
guestions as to whether the South African govermcem remain committed and garner
capacities for representative and participatoryicpes to bring much needed local
change. This quick glance at the struggles arouaigmreforms reveals that there are
social and political hurdles to be overcome in thglementation of institutional
reforms for water resource management, and sabdbkdrop to later chapters of this
study.

3.3 South Africa’s water situation

In general, South Africa’s water situation presemtstrong justification for urgent and
comprehensive management interventions. The usefraxth water is quickly

outstripping the available water while the potdntfar recharge from natural
precipitation regimes is extremely low. This isdant from the following account.

Covering an area of 1 221 000knSouth Africa lies in a semi-arid to arid subtii
climate with a highly variable rainfall pattern amigh evaporation rates. Average

24 Welcome speech at the World Summit on Sustain@l#eelopment in Johannesburg. August-
September 2002



56 Water, Stakeholders and Common Ground

annual rainfall is estimated at 497 mm per amfunith the Eastern Cape Province,
where this study is focused, lying on the drieresidven though there are pockets of
fairly wet areas. Only 25 percent of South Africalgers are perennial most of which
are irregular. Four major river basins, which tbgetcover about 60 percent of South
Africa’'s land area and account for around 40 peroérihe total surface runoff, are
shared with neighbouring countries. Turtehal (2003) report that with a combined
mean annual flow of 49 000 million m3 for all rigein the country, South Africa has
less than half of water yield flowing in the Zamb®&iver, the closest large river in
Southern Africa. Groundwater plays a pivotal raleesspecially rural water supplies.
Because of the predominantly hard rock nature @&buth African geology, only about
20 percent of groundwater occurs in major aquiysteans (DWAF 2004).

The natural temporal variation in water supply nged#me conversion of rainfall to
runoff is among the lowest in the world, hence 8Soifrica has become a major dam
builder, being listed by the World Commission omi3aamong the top 20 countries in
the world (Turtonet al. 2003; p 54). About 320 major dams, each with |lasupply
capacity exceeding 1 million Inhave a total capacity of more than 32 400 millioh
(DWAF 2004). Inter-catchment transfers constitutaother important strategy
employed to address the water stress situation quentity of water physically
transferred from one catchment to another amoutaexbout 3 000 million m?3 in the
year 2000.

Gakpet al (2000) and Bassost al. (1997) contend that South Africa’s water economy
has already reached its mature stage. Physicabkgattable indicate that full utilisation
of water resources has been reached and even exceedany parts of the country.
Now looming is the complete depletion of the ovecahventional water resources of
the country, which is likely to occur in about 38ays should the efficiencies of water
utilisation by different water user sectors notdsamatically improved and should the
current growth trends in primary and urban (dongestind industrial) water
requirements, mainly as a result of population ghowemain unchanged. Evidently
there is an increasing pressure on the countrygscecfresh water resources. The
growing pressure coupled with the challenges riegufrom the dawning of the new
South Africa’s pose further demands on the reallonaand sustainable use of the
nation’s water resources leading to dramatic chaungéhe ways that the country wants
its water resources managed. These changes ag dréren by the desire to improve
efficiency, equity, sustainable use and ecolodieallth of rivers.

At South Africa’s attainment of freedom in 1994, hillion people (over 40 percent of
the total black population) had no access to damesiter supplies while 20 million
(roughly 75 percent of black population) lackedibasnitation (White paper 1995; p 5.
guoted in Mukherjee 1996). These figures improved by 198912 percent of the
population without access to clean water and 3@querstill dependent on pit latrines

%5 This is said to be well under the world averageictviis estimated at 860mm per annum (Turbal
2003).



The CMFs’ Environment57

and a further 14 percent using bucket systefhe bucket system was considered the
only accepted form of sanitation service for blpgople during the apartheid era. To
date, 231 000 households in the Eastern Cape Re\ane considered to still use
buckets as toilets In informal settlements, most of which can benihin towns such
as Mthatha, the percentage of those using pinkdrstands at 44 percent. (Napier and
Rubin 2002).

Irrigation represents more than 60 percent of dked tvater requirements in the country,
urban requirements constitute about 23 percentl@mdemaining 15 percent is shared
by the other four sectors, mining, manufacturiraye$try and tourism. Commercial
white farmers were the largest users of river watgh an estimated gross average
application of about 8 000hper hectare on a total irrigable area of 1.3millf@ctares.
They accounted for 67 percent of all directly useder in South Africa (Koch 1996).
Backerberg quotedin: Mukherjee 1996) asserts that irrigation efficiemeyuite poor

in South Africa as it wastes half of the water asked from the dams. Forestry is viewed
as a major threat to water resources as it is lilafoe severe reductions in surface
water. Estuaries constitute the other major wadersu

A DWAF draft position paperguotedin: James 2003) highlights the main issues

concerning water supply at national level as being:

* Lack of equitable access to potable water and saation, particularly in rural
areas (hence greater time and effort spent on wateectdn by vulnerable groups
including women, the poor, the aged, infirm anddren).

e Increased water demand from competing users(i.e. agriculture, industry,
domestic and ecosystems, leading to sectoral armbs-trorder tensions,
impediments to economic growth and developmentdagiadation of ecosystems.

* Unsustainable funding schemes for the provision ofvater and sanitation
infrastructure and services and hence a concentration on delivery with lichite
attention to issues of sustainability.

The South African government has committed itsefards clearing the backlog of
people without access to clean water by the ye@B8.2During the campaign for local
government elections in September 2000, the stasdent Mr. Thabo Mbeki made a
promise of 6 kiloliters of free basic water per selold per month. For an average
South African household of eight people, this tlatesl to 25 litres of free water per
person per day. Any consumption beyond this prowisvas to be paid for. This was a
government attempt to ensure that the poor hadsadoewvater. Free basic water for the
poor was a legal provision of the Water Services #1997, which states that a basic
level of water should be provided to those who cauaifford to pay. Since the provision
of free basic water was a responsibility of muratiipes who are obliged by the

%6 The bucket system is a method of using a buckattaget, which is covered and later emptied when
full.

27 Statement made by the Minister of DWAF Ms. Buyel®anjica captured by the Representative
(Queenstown local Newpaper) of Friday March 10t6620
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constitution to supply water to their constituesgithis provision can be seen to have
had serious ramifications to poorly resourced mpalties such as OR Tambo in
Mthatha and Nkonkobe in the Kat catchment.

As will be elaborated upon in Chapter Four, both bithatha and Kat catchments, the
study areas, are still ‘open’ catchments in thaythre not (yet) faced with water deficit
and there is potential for mobilising new waterimegs. For these areas therefore, the
important challenge for water institutions liesewolving strategies that will address the
above three problems identified by DWAF, particlylars new water users and uses are
mobilised.

3.4 Hydro-policies

Three major phases can be identified in relatiowater policies in South Africa; (i) an
early phase in which agricultural needs dominatatewpolicy; (ii) a second phase in
which industrial needs were dominant and (iiiydhithe current) phase in which water
resources (and demand) management and water pmovitd disadvantaged
communities took priority. The first and second g#® were characterised by a
dominant role of the central government while semionomic imperatives and
international trends have influenced the governnemingage stakeholder participation
in the third phase.

Of courses it would be difficult to assign cleartefato these phases of water
management since they tend to blur into one anath@riorities and emphasis shift and
change. From early 1913, agricultural needs domthatater policy decisions largely
because the then ruling National Party governmess wot only heavily dependent
upon the political support of farmers to keep ipower, but also relied on agricultural
capital to finance the small, but rapidly expandiffjikaner® business sector. Not
surprisingly, the government department respondiimevater management in South
Africa until 1950 was called the ‘Department ofigation’ (DWAF 1986). It was only
with the implementation of the 1956 Water Act thatattempt was made to statutorily
recognise water user sectors other than agriculiure promulgation of the Water Act
of 1956 was therefore indicative of the transitioom the first phase to the second
phase, which gained momentum in the 1960s and 1830mdustrial development
assumed increasing economic and political impodamowards the 1990s, the growing
public dissatisfaction over poor water and sarmtatservices increasingly drew the
attention of the state and local authorities towahds problem and soon after 1994, it
became a priority as the ensuing state policiexatel. The new national constitution
(RSA 1996) provides all citizens of South Africathwihe right to sufficient water and
obliges the state to take legislative and othersmess within its available resources to
progressively realize this right. In response ts ttonstitutional requirement, three
important legislations with respect to water usé aranagement that emerged included
the National Water Policy of 1997, the Water Sessiédct of 1997 and the National
Water Act of 1998.

% This is a term generally used to refer to whitéleset of mainly Dutch descent whose adopted languag
became Afrikaans.
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Historically, the segregational policies of the r@ipaid government that were enshrined
in the Irrigation and Conservation Water Act of 2%nd later the Water Act No. 54 of
1956, led to an extreme bias against the majotégkbpopulation. The right to abstract
water was principally riparian, giving water-usghts only to those who had access to
water through ownership of land adjacent to waterees. The state had little control
over how private and riparian water rights weredudeor non-riparian land, water
allocation could only be obtained by court ordehisTled to heavily skewed access to
water in favour of whites, who constituted a pegéd minority of private landowners.
The 1956 Water Act made no mention or consideratfon participation of all races in
water resource management.  Agricultural water jsevho constituted white
commercial farmers, established Irrigation Boaodsiainage water for their own mutual
benefit.

At the advent of democracy in 1994, the ANC governtrseized the opportunity to
formulate policies that could achieve an equitaldlad sustainable resource
development. Institutions became the instrumendudjn which the injustices of the
apartheid era could be redressed and resourcesl ¢tmulrelocated equitably. The
process of formulating the current National Wateat £1998) began in earnest soon
after 1994 with the involvement of civil societyoSultative meetings were held in all
the new nine provinces, organised in such manraras much as possible, voices of
the rural poor (the disadvantaged) could be headltaken into consideration. The
consultations were concluded in October 1996 abdexyuently led to Cabinet approval
of the Fundamental Principles and Objectives foresv Water Law for South Africa
(Anderson 2000). In 1997, the government adoptddational Water Policy whose
overriding principle was to ensure that the qualiguantity and reliability of the
national water resources achieved optimum longsteznvironmentally sustainable,
social and economic benefits for the society. Tew National Water Act (Act No. 36
of 1998) became the legal instrument for implenmenthe National Water Policy. The
Act states that the National Government, actingugh the Minister of the Department
of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF), is the publizstee of the nation’s water
resources and will ensure that water is proteaisdd, developed, conserved, managed
and controlled in a sustainable and equitable marioethe benefit of all persons and
in accordance with its constitutional mandate (RI28). The NWA describes public
trusteeship as mere custody of water resources@nawnership, since the preamble to
the Act recognizes that "water is a natural resstinat belongs to all people". However
the Minister has overall responsibility and, impaoitty, the authority to ensure that all
water everywhere in the country is managed for leeefit of all persons. This
responsibility includes ensuring that water is @ed equitably, and that environmental
values are promoted. In recognition of tpablic utility’ property of water, the Act also
provided for reservation of minimum flows (the nesg for environmental purposes
and basic human needs. It allows free access f@n@nwho wishes to use river water
for reasonable domestic use, gardening, stock imgtand recreation.
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Policy principles

In line with the Reconstruction and DevelopmentgPam (RDP) that the government
embarked upon in 1994, some of the principles atbas the basis for the water supply
policy were?

* Development should be demand-driven and commuriseth. Decision-making
and control must be devolved as far as possiblactmuntable local structures.
There should be a reciprocal obligation on comnemito accept responsibility for
their own development and governance, with thestsssie of the State.

» Basic services, which include water and sanitatmoa,a human right.

* “Some for all rather than All for somé. To give expression to the constitutional
requirements, priority in planning and allocatiohpablic funds will be given to
those who are at present inadequately served.

* Water has an economic value. The way in which wseevices are provided must
reflect the growing scarcity and value of good duabater in South Africa without
undermining long-term sustainability and economiavgh.

* Integrated development. Water development is nssipée in isolation from
development in other sectors.

Notwithstanding, some researchers observed thakecsion of all water rights to public
property subject to governmental control has leavé&ter rights not being adapted to
hydrological circumstances. The lack of enforcemeit legislation has led to
encroachment of surface water rights, treatmengrotindwater as open-access and
therefore, overexploitation of water resources K@eloerg 1997). A specific incident is
recited in Chapter Four in which a community memhdhe Kat Catchment expressed
his newly found ‘freedom’ to pump water from the tKRiver without fear of
conviction.

3.5 Hydro-institutional map

Generally, institutional reforms constitute the ecoof post-apartheid resource
management initiatives in South Africa. The initias have an underlying political
connotation. They are seen to provide mechanismmugh which power, formerly
concentrated within the ruling white minority, caow be distributed to a majority of
citizens. The initiatives are also intended toiliulhe ANC political slogan Amandla
Awetu’ (power is ours or power belongs to the masses) dsemhg the fight for
freedom. Institutions are seen as the means thrabgth the masses can gain access to
national resources as well as participate in thegance of the country.

Institutions concerned with management of wateousses may be divided into three
broad categories; national government institutiostskeholder participatory water
management institutions (statutory and non-stagiitand water services institutions
(under the wing of local government district ant-slistrict levels).

29 Adapted from Thomsoet al. (2001).
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National government institutions

The 1996 constitution of the Republic of South édrindicates that the government is
constituted into National, Provincial and Local spts. The constitution states that
these spheres are distinct, interdependent, bt mi®rrelated, and sets out the
functional areas for each. Water resources managermean exclusively national
government function. Managing waste-generating/diets and the waste generated and
regulating land uses that might affect water resesircould, just as the provision of
water services, be either an exclusively natiooahcurrently national and provincial,
exclusively provincial or a local government fuictj depending on which sector and
activities are involved (Thomsaet al. 2001).

There are nine provincial governments across thmtep, which are political entities
with their own provincial administration. These Wrwial governments relate to the
National government above them and to local govenis below them. DWAF
constitutes the highest national level governmerstitution concerned with water
management. It is responsible for carrying out ttrgnal as well as legislated
provisions for sustainable, equitable and efficies¢ of the country’s water resources
and sanitation. Thus the overall responsibilityi@ter management in the country lies
with DWAF. DWAF performs its duties through sevedaectorates. The Directorate
for Catchment Management was creaietgr alia to address the past inequalities in
accessing water and to oversee implementation @amung of catchment management
processes. For each of DWAF directorates, thesoise devolution of responsibility
from national level to nine regional offices, whifinction as satellite offices for the
Head Office and lie within the Water Management asreand thus their functions
traverse provincial and local administrative boureta

Apart from DWAF, several other government departimerontrol issues that impact
directly and indirectly on water resource managdmaost notably the Department for
Provincial and Local Government (DPLG), the Depaninfor Environmental Affairs
and Tourism (DEAT) and the Department of AgricudtfpOA). Communal irrigation
schemes that were developed by the state goverproerthe former ‘homeland’
governments, are now the responsibility of the Dipants of Agriculture. The DOA is
also responsible for setting norms and standandsidsigning drainage systems. The
Conservation of Agricultural Resources Act No. 43883 makes specific reference to
the sustainable use of water and land. The Depattof Environmental Affairs and
Tourism, which controls environmental conservatielated issues is responsible for
monitoring and management of estuaries and aqglifgticThe National Environmental
Management Act of 1998 (NEMA), which is overseem amplemented by DEAT,
governs the overall conservation and correct atili; of natural resources. It obliges
DEAT to take an active role in the management ofewaesources. The NEMA
embodies amongst others, principles of cooperainxéronmental governance, polluter
pays, a people-focused approach and sustainabébogevent.

A statutory requirement of NEMA is the developmeof Environmental
Implementation Plans and Environmental ManagemelainsP for environmental
resource management. This is parallel to the CatohnmManagement Strategy
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requirement of the National Water Act (NWA). Howevéhe relationship between
Environmental Implementation Plans and ManagemetdnsP and Catchment
Management Strategies still needs to be clarii@MA, like the NWA, also makes
provision for the establishment of institutionselithe National Environmental Advisory
Forum for policy issues and the Committee for Emwmental Coordination.

Stakeholder participatory water management insong

The NWA recognises the importance of involving ksociety, private sector, industry
and NGOs in the management of water resourcesut&tatstakeholder participatory
water management institutions specified by the N\Wwalude CMAs, WUAs and
international bodies such as the Lesotho HighlandteW Project (LHWP).
Organisations that exercise public powers or perfpublic functions in terms of the
water legislation are considered as organs of thte sand therefore fall within the
ambits of DWAF. Civil society also participates water management through non-
statutory institutions such as CMFs, Farmers’ Usjorillage level water committees
and other lobby organisations such as the SouthcafiNational Community
Organisation (SANCO).

Through the promulgation of the NWA in 1998, thevgmment declared the
establishment of water management institutions #red “catchmeri®” became the

primary unit for participatory water resources ngeraent. As an organisational
strategy, South Africa was demarcated into 19 Hpdioal boundaries called Water
Management Areas (WMA) whose boundaries traverseiqeial and local government
boundaries (Map 3.1).

A Water Management Aredecamea large-scale contiguous region of the country,
defined by macro-hydrological boundaries, whichvites the focus for national water
balance planning under the National Water ResouBtestegy (DWAF 1998a).
Within each of the Water Management Area, a Catcltielanagement Agency (CMA)
is required to be established. @atchment Management Agenadyg a self-regulatory
corporate body with a Governing Board and an exeeudr administrative structure
that has the statutory responsibility, power andricial autonomy to perform a range of
catchment management functions in a declared Viamagement Area. Section 80 of
the NWA describes the functions of catchment mammye agencies as to (a)
investigate and advise interested persons on tlegegiion, use, development,
conservation, management and control of the watssurces in its water management
area; (b) develop a catchment management strai@ggp-ordinate the related activities
of water users and of the water management insiisitwithin its water management
area; (d) promote the co-ordination of its impletaéion with the implementation of
any applicable development plan established indesfithe Water Services Act, 1997
(Act No. 108 of 1997); and (e) promote communitytiggation in the protection, use,
development, conservation, management and corfttbeovater resources in its water
management area. The CMA was to be assisted iratiperby Catchment Steering
Committees and Advisory Committees.

%A catchment in South Africa context is equivalengtriver basin as well as part of a river basin.
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Map 3.1 Water Management Areas and the study areas.

WATER MANAGEMENT AREAS
IN SOUTH AFRICA
and the two case study catchments

BOTSWANA

NAMIBIA

Mtata
Catchment

Pon‘Eﬁaﬁer ~ Kat
Catchment

Source: DWAF

To sufficiently allow for micro level participatioim the establishment of CMA, DWAF
promoted the formation of a micro-level water ington referred to as the Catchment
Management Forum (CMF). Batchment Management ForuniCMF) became a non-
statutory body, representative of stakeholders arghns of state in a declared
Catchment Management Area or part thereof, whicdmptes catchment management
implementation through consensual participatioraddition to CMAS, the Act requires
the formation of new Water Users Associations (WUWh)transformation of the old
water user boards such as lIrrigation Boards (IBg} existed during the apartheid
government, to be reconstituted in accordance thiighnew regulations. AVater User
Association (WUA)is a statutory body, representative of water usera declared
Catchment Management Area or part thereof, whioke the power to develop and
operate individual water supply schemes or engagany (operational) water-related
activity. A Water User Association falls under tlthority of the Catchment
Management Agency in whose area of jurisdictiomperates to the extent that the
agency has received delegated powers from the tdini® direct the association's
activities. An association may receive delegatedvgre and duties from, or be
contracted by, the Catchment Management Agencyntiemiake activities that are
within its capacity to perform.
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The Department of Water and Forestry (DWAF), whooh behalf of the state is the
custodian of water resources, was mandated to enier implementation of this
elaborate institutional infrastructure. CMFs becamme first water management
institutions to be established since their estabiesnt required no state registration and
was not dictated by any accompanying strict gumsliand stringent regulations. The
process of establishing CMAs and WUAs posed unsisgechallenges. Only a few
completed proposals for the establishment of CMAd been submitted to DWAF
Minister by the end of 2002. At the end five yesirece the promulgation of the NWA
in 1998, only one CMA had been approved. As for VUAnly 43 proposals for the
transformation of the old Irrigation Boards hadmeecepted by DWAF out of the 272
that were submitted by the end of 2002 (Faysse )200he main reason for the
rejection of most proposals for the formation of &/&nd reconstitution of WUAs was
attributed to the poor public participation proessdt became apparent that, to be able
to establish a sufficiently participatory MSP, aolpnged mobilisation process of
stakeholders from poor communities was required.

Water Services Institutions (WSIs)

The Constitution of the Republic of South AfricaSR 1996) states that the provision
of water services to people for supporting life g@eadsonal hygiene is a functional area
of Local Government even though the National Goremnt has the authority to make
legislation for the effective performance by thgamisations in the local government
sphere.

A range of policies developed over time make logavernments central players in
water resource management. These include the IGmaérnment Municipal Structures
Act (Act 117 of 1998), the Municipal Structures Amdenent Act (Act 33 of 2000),

Municipal Systems Act No. 32 of 2000 and the We&ervices Act of 1997. These
documents provide the policy background and a ldgahat through which local

government can provide water and sanitation seswize@ugh either internal or external
mechanisms. Should a municipality opt for an exkemmechanism, this involves
entering into a service delivery agreement withaage of possible partners which
include another municipality, a Water Service Cottewi, a traditional authority, a
community based organisation or a licensed watsicgeprovider.

There is legislation, which regulates the actiohslbthese forms of Water Service
Institutions (WSIs). The Water Services Act (of9TD identifies a WSI as a Water
Service Authority (WSA), a Water Service Provid&/P), a Water Board or a Water
Service Committee. Municipalities, including distrior rural councils, are identified
(by the Local Government Transition Act of 1993)\WSAs responsible for ensuring
access to water and sanitation services. A WSRyi®atity involved in providing water
services to consumers or to another water sermsgtution. This implies that WSAs
have a governance function while WSP have a pmvifiinction. A WSA regulates
how water and sanitation services are provided whd provides them and must
progressively ensure efficient, affordable, ecorm@inand sustainable access to water
supply and sanitation services. This implies thatnitipalities have the ultimate
responsibility for water service provision in thalesignated areas. As a WSA, a
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municipality must understand the water supply aaditation needs of consumers
within its area of jurisdiction and ensure thatrastructure for reticulation (i.e.
reservoirs, pumping stations and pipelines) is bpes, operated and maintained as
well as managing revenue collection and maintaicmgsumer relations.

WSAs (municipalities) are required to generate \W&ervices Development Plans,
which are part of Integrated Development Plans rfarnicipal areas. The total
allocation of water for various uses within a mupét has to be in consonance with
what is specified in the Catchment Management &jat(CMS). The CMS is a
prerogative of CMAs and retrogressively CMFs. Thisans that there is a planning and
an institutional relationship between CMAs/CMFs aWudinicipalities. CMAs and
retrogressively CMFs are, in terms of the NWA, lieeg to take into account relevant
national and regional plans prepared in terms of ather law, including any
development plan adopted in terms of the Wateri&esvAct. Thus when a CMA or
CMF prepares its Catchment Management Strategycfwinicludes an allocation plan
for allocating water to existing and prospectiversy the CMA/CMF needs to take into
account the water requirements of the WSA as adlinn its Water Services
Development Plan (WSDP). Likewise, when preparimg\WSDP, the WSA must refer
to the CMS to determine whether there is sufficiemter available to support the
proposed water services targets. The Catchment géament Strategy (prepared by a
water resource management institution) and the MWaervices Development Plan
(prepared by a municipality) are two important ctengentary instruments for water
management.

In addition, WSA (municipalities) are legally olbdig to consult communities in

preparing their WSDPs. The institutional relatiapsbhetween WSAs and catchment
management institutions is provided for in the NWMjich indicates that relevant local
authorities are to be represented on the govebmagds of the CMASs. It is important to

recognise the position occupied by municipalitd&SAs) that municipalities occupy in

the information is crucial in understanding theicai role that municipalities have to

play in water resource management at catchment, [egace the importance of their
participation in MSPs (Chapter Six).

In practice, the NWA suggests a water managemantidwork that brings together all
the three broad categories of water institutiorstussed above - national government
institutions, stakeholder participatory water maragnt institutions (statutory and non-
statutory) and water services institutions whidhdader the wing of local government
district and sub-district levels. Figure 3.3 on thext page is an illustration of the
current institutional structure for water resouroganagement. Multi-stakeholder
participation is expected to happen at each lddelvever, catchments are the only
level where maximum multi-stakeholder participat@an be expected to occur since at
this level, even the local actors have a highencbaf participating.
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Figure 3.1An overview of existing water institutions in Soufrica
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CMA = Catchment Management Agent
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CMF = Catchment Management Forum

WSP = Water Services Provider (largely private@®ct

Source: Field data. 2002

3.6 Institutional framework for flood disaster management

Since overspills of water (floods) occur within dahents and cause disasters, it is
important to contemplate on how the institutionanmework for the management of
water relates to institutional framework for mamagflood disasters. In South Africa,
the National Water Act (NWA) promulgates the ingitnal framework for water
resource management while the Disaster Management(AMA) promulgates the
institutional framework for the management of dieesincluding flood disasters. The
Minister of DWAF heads water resource managemeritewthe Minister for Local
Government heads disaster management.

The current institutional framework for disastermagement came into place in January
2003 soon after the promulgation of the Disasten&gment Act No. 57 of 2002. The
Act positions the management of all forms of deest(floods, drought, fires,
hurricanes, storms, snow, industrial etc.) unde¥ thsponsibility of the National
Disaster Management Centre (NDMC) housed in theaRemnt of Housing, Local
Government and Traditional Affairs. This impliesathall water-related disasters are
managed within the broad framework of national stisa management policy and
legislation.
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One of the core functions of the NDMC is to actaasepository of, and conduit for
information concerning disasters, impending digastnd disaster management. In
addition to the NDMC, the Act proposes the estabtisnt of Provincial and Municipal
Disaster Management Centres. All disaster manageceatres operate with input from
Advisory Forums, which can be described as statutoulti-stakeholder platforms
intended for consultation and co-ordination of @usi and matters relating to disaster
management at their designated levels (Figure 3.2).

Figure 3.2 Disaster management institutional framework.
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Source: Field data. 2003

3.7 Conclusion

South Africa’s history reveals social dispossessionnvasion of indigenous
communities, discovery of natural minerals whicimsequently led to the diversion of
black labour from agriculture to mining, displacemef indigenous people from
productive land, an extended period of social ¢ctsfland oppression, emancipation of
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the indigenous people and finally a genesis ofaduoealing through reconciliation.

Post-apartheid strategy therefore became that ehtiog economic equity and

consensus, which meant creating a non-racial soeied one in which the dominant,

but marginalised black people were reflected inlipuand resource-use institutions.
This called for the simultaneous pursuit of demtisaion and socio-economic change,
as well as reconciliation. Not surprising that asfethe three management goals for
water resources contained in the National Wateici?@ the achievement of equitable
access to water.

The pursuance of stakeholder participation in waésource management in South
Africa has happened simultaneously with the emeargenf society from a history of

division, resistance and social struggle. Consimdethat 70 percent of the population
that is poor and poverty stricken can now equivgaantest for national resources, the
state has no doubt a daunting task of creatingnableg environment for amicable

negotiations that would achieve equity among deeasltures and at the same time
maintain a sustainable use of the contested resourc

The exploration of institutional frameworks for watresource management and flood
disaster management has revealed that policy fationk, planning and reality with
respect to management of water resources in amatuh do not reflect the principles
of IWRM whereby a holistic approach which also wketo consideration the risk
paused by hydrological imbalances (floods and drts)ds comprehensively tackled by
the relevant catchment water management institsitidiow this may affect responses to
flood risk and whether there is potential for CMBsexpand their agendas to include
flood hazard management is the concern of Chajgtesrs



CHAPTER FOUR

A TALE OF TWO CATCHMENTS

Rowe (1989) recognises that the world is compodedphysical facts’ and ‘social
facts’. | see ‘physical facts’ as the ‘*hardwarée part of the world that is tangible, such
as all the natural resources and technologies tiregligneir cycles, and ‘social facts’ as
the ‘software’, the part we cannot touch but isti@nn regulating the use of resources
and related technology. As in computer technolagywhich the ‘hardware’ interacts
with ‘software’ to produce results, society too gwoes results from the use of resources
and related technology. Even though the subjectematf social science is largely
composed of social facts, physical facts constitiéebasis of social interactions. This
chapter presents the interaction between the pdilyaid social facts in the study areas.
It introduces the two MSPs and their environmehe Mthatha Catchment and its
Forum herein referred to as the Mthatha CMF anK#hteRiver Valley Catchment and
its Forum herein referred to as the Kat CMF. Thaptér is largely a descriptive
summary of the origins of the two CMFs and detaflthe immediate environment in
which they are embedded.

As a result of marginalisation of former homelanidsing apartheid era, geographical
information about these two areas is very scantoanpletely non-existent. Most of the
information about Mthatha catchment was obtainegimfrrecent studies of the
catchment (Mthatha River Basin Study Volumes 1-B)lertaken by consultants
contracted by DWAF. These studies were undertakemr@sult of DWAF's interest in
generating a catchment management strategy for tMtheatchment. Since no such
interest existed in the Kat catchment, recent teahninformation from the Kat
catchment was very limited at the time of complgtinis study.

4.1 The Eastern Cape Province

The apartheid government created a South Africahferwhite minority and ‘reserves’
then known as ‘homelands’ or ‘bantustans’ for thabitation of black people and
governed by puppet regimes. The Mthatha catchmehtltee Kat catchment both lie in
these former ‘homelands’, then known as Transkal &iskei respectively. It is
important however to note that only approximateif bf the Kat Catchment fell within
the Ciskei from 1980 onwards. Prior to 1980 onlgnaall area of the Kat (Healdtown
District) was part of the Ciskei. In 1976 the dpaid government granted full
independence to the Transkei government and toeCisk 1981. As a result of
emigration restrictions, these areas became demsmgivlated. Having been located
mostly on marginal lands with limited socio-econonmfrastructure and confounded
with high unemployment rates, residents of thesasabecame impoverished. In 1995,
South Africa held its first democratic local goverent elections and Transkei and
Ciskei became re-integrated into the new Eastenpe@ovincial government. (see
Maps 4.1 and 4.2).
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Map 4.1 Position of Eastern Cape Province in South Afand the research study.
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Map 4.2 ECP in relation to the former Transkei and Ciskei
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Map 4.3 ECP river system with Kat and Mthatha catchments
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The Eastern Cape Province is one of the nine pcesirin South Africa and covers an
area of 169 875 square kilometers and has a papulat approximately 7 million
people representing 15 percent of the country §S#t2005). The great majority of the
population is Xhosa speaking, with minorities spegkAfrikaans, English and Sotho;
65 percent of the population is classified as rurake most densely populated districts
are those of the former Transkei, reaching as laghapproximately 93 persons per
square kilometer in the Mthatha District (ECSECO®@0The Eastern Cape is, by most
indicators, the province with the highest inciden€@overty in South Africa: it has the
lowest mean monthly household expenditure andawedt Human Development Index
(HDI), which is a measure of socio-economic develept of a given society (UNDP
2003). The great majority of the poor are locatethe former Ciskei and Transkei and
poverty is particularly pronounced among blackaland female-headed households.
Landlessness, vulnerability, unemployment, lack bafsic services and above all
poverty, remain central to the lives of the majoof the population of Eastern Cape
(Lahiff 2003).

Diamond and gold mines that were established ab@ditkiiometers away to the north
of these catchments had a profound impact on thesas. Black males were drawn
away from these rural areas to provide labour enrthnes. Lahiff (2003; p 6) reports
that the Eastern cape was traditionally the greasegplier of labour to the
Witwatersrand, the majority of which went to thddiields. As a result, to this date, a
large percentage of rural households are femalddaeaAn old man in Mthatha shared
with me his version of why he thought rural develgmt was never a priority to the
apartheid government. He asserted that creatireplihly peasantry that sustained itself
as agriculturists and turned the homelands inithgicentres of agriculture and industry
would have threatened the existence of the midednaur force as well as the existence
of the unemployed mass who could be drawn on wieeessary. In this respect, it was
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the deliberate design of apartheid policies to ma&nthe former homelands in a
permanent state of underdevelopment in order @bheto drain its labour resources.

The integration of Transkei and Ciskei into the n&astern Cape Province also
required the introduction of new institutional stiwres since the apartheid regime had
marginalised and destroyed African indigenous s$astiaictures or modified and co-

opted them into structures of power through the élamd systems. Nauta (2001; p 90-
96) explains that both Transkei and Ciskei hadatlictal government systems during

the apartheid era and traditional leaders wereéharge of what could be termed local
government. Colonial powers, which became the hpattregime in later years, used
local leaders to manage the affairs of black ardass creating apartheid puppets or
loyal groups of leaders. As a result, rural peaptestly the youth, motivated by distrust

of their collaborating tribal authorities, took reas of local rule into their own hands

and formed civic organisations. These ward comestt&illage committees and other
aggregations of citizens liaised with a united deratic front to oppose all forms of

organised resource management emanating from dkes sbnsequently leading to the
disintegration of indigenous environmental managensystems. Natural Resource
Management initiatives were thus perceived as progres to facilitate social and

economic domination by the state. Any form of mapttion in resource management
was seen as collaboration with the oppressor.

This history is largely responsible for the absewfeindigenous natural resources
management institutions embedded in traditionalicttires or indeed government
supported and community based organisations in thetiMthatha and Kat catchments.
Rivalry between elected local government and tribathorities and the lack of

community-based structures has meant that governdegartments and municipalities
remain key actors (and in many cases the only s)ciar decision making over the

management of natural resources (Lahiff 2003). @dcel significance in terms of

socio-economic emancipation of rural people wasRbeonstruction and Development
Programme (RDP). RDP was a strategic plan develbgediNC and its allies to map

out and implement the reconstruction of South Afnicociety. Municipalities became
the major vehicles through which huge sums of dtatds were channelled to support
local level development initiatives (domestic wasepply, housing, electricity, etc).

Thus government departments and municipalitieseett¢heir positions in society as the
main conduits through which local people could eshtfor natural and financial

resources. The absence of NGOs with specific istarewater resources in Mthatha
and Kat catchments is notable but not surprisingmithat historically, there was more
focus on emancipation of society than on resour@eagement.

This history implies that the newly emerging CMRd dot have horizontal or vertical
institutional structures within the water resoum@nagement sector to which they
could anchor nor were there traditional structumhin which they could be

embedded. They emerged as grassroot institutiomsrely the term ‘grassroot’
referred to the representation from local commasitihat the institutions were
anticipated to attract. CMAs, if they had existed these catchments could have
provided a useful vertical link. The long journeyfteedom that the local people had
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travelled placed such newly emerging resource nmamagt institutions in an awkward
position, since local people perceived such insbiis as avenues for gaining access to
long lost entitlements and income.

4.2 The Mthatha Catchment and its CMF

Towards the east southern border of the Eastere @apvince of South Africa and
within the borders of an area formerly known asn$kei, lies the Mthatha Catchment
(Maps 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3). In terms of the Southdafg established hydrological zones,
the catchment falls in the Water Management Areanafhely referred to as the
Mzimvubu to Keiskamma WMA.

Map 4.4 Mthatha catchment map showing the main Mthatha Raith its tributaries and the
Mthatha dam on the upper reaches of the catchment
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Geo-physical environment

The Mthatha catchment is made up of three secordchments covering a total area
of approximately 5500 kfn The catchment forms a deltaic (triangular) shaped
catchment. It extends 95 kilometers along the tioastarrowing inland. It is generally
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hilly and rugged rising to about 1700m above seallé@Map 4.4 and Plates 2 and 3).
The coastal areas where the river joins the Indoean, boast extensive and
impressively breath taking scenic views referreédahe ‘wild coast’, which provides

the catchment with sufficient potential for tourishon-water related infrastructure in

the catchment include three surfaced main trunigpan airfield, telecommunications,
electricity and extensive tourism infrastructurers coastal areas. A railway line exists
which is non operational and appears run downraad terms, most infrastructure can
be described as underdeveloped.

Water resources

The Mthatha River is the major river draining thetobhment with an average mean
annual runoff of 382 million fper annum (DWAF 2001b). The quality of water ie th
Mthatha River is being degraded due to the ser@asion problems in the catchment
as well as pollution through the discharge of rawage effluent.

The Mthatha dam constitutes the main reservoirhenupper ranges of the catchment.
With a surface area of about 25kmand a total gross capacity at 254 milliori of
water, it is the largest dam in the Province. Théatha River emerges inland from the
dam and flows southward for about 100 kilometerajrihg deep valleys towards the
southern coast where it ends into the Indian Océhaa.dam has a 1 in 50 year yield of
145.5 million m3/annum of which approximately 22llmh m3/annum is allocated to
the Mthatha Water Supply Scheme for domestic awdistrial use. This is said to
represent 15 percent of the dam yield. The remainsleallocated to Electricity
Company of South Africa (ESKOM) for hydropower geai®n at First and Second
Falls hydropower stations downstream of Mthatha DBRVAF (2001b) indicates that
the Mthatha Water Supply Scheme has sufficient pogypstorage and conveyance
services to supply Mthatha consumers until the 2887 based on a population growth
rate of 2.5 percent per annum. Urban water requrgsnconstitute 58 percent of
domestic requirements (even though the urban pbpnlaresently constitutes only 13
percent of the catchment) of which 99 percent ippbad to Mthatha city alone.
Notwithstanding, the Mthatha Basin Study report tho historical measurements for
raw water supply to Mthatha city or releases to E&Kfor hydropower requirements
were available until as recent as 1998 when meten® installed to record these
abstractions. Consultancy reports on the interrakmreticulation infrastructure of the
city indicate that up to 51 percent of the existvafer supply is unaccounted for due to
the losses and unmetered connections.

Even though 90 percent of water use is suppliech fsarface water, the catchment has
significant groundwater resources too. Informationboreholes recorded on 1:50,000
topographic map sheets covering the catchmentsaingat from the National
Groundwater Data Base (NGDB) of DWAF reflect onlgraall percentage of the total
number of boreholes drilled in the catchment oheryears. Bembridge (1984), which
can be considered to be an old report, puts theststa at more than 700 wells and
boreholes. Based on a generally accepted groundwetbarge estimated as being
between two and five percent of average annualigotatton, the annual groundwater
recharge for the study area is estimated at 9048 rillion nf/annum, which is a
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substantial amount of potentially exploitable grdwater, a portion of which

contributes to base flow in the rivers. DWAF (DWARB01b) estimates that between

89.1 million nf/annum and 245.3 million #annum of groundwater recharge is

theoretically available to the Mthatha River cateminassuming a recharge of two to

five percent of annual precipitation. This représea significant resource, which

according to DWAF is capable of supporting wateppy schemes of various sizes

such as:

* Primary point source supply throughout the stuedaar

« Small reticulation schemes from boreholes produgirgxcess of three liters per
second for villages of up to 3 000 people

* Medium reticulation schemes in areas where groutelvekevelopment potential is
moderate or high i.e. up to 10 liters per secomdbé&sic supply to 10 000 people

In terms of water supply to rural population, thheundwater resources are considered
to be able to support about 800 to 2000 personsgpgare kilometer over most of the
catchment, assuming the free basic water policsoliters/person/day. With regard to
the ability of groundwater to support an urban watemand, estimated to be 200
liters/person/day, the resources over most of #tehenent are able to support between
100 and 300 persons per square kilometer. The abpul density for Mthatha is
estimated at 93 persons per square kilometer.dle&r therefore, notwithstanding the
simplifications inherent in these calculations, tthhe groundwater resources are
sufficient to make valuable contribution to the &rasupply needs of the catchment
(also confirmed by the story in Box 4.1). My eleraay hydrocensus, which |
undertook through an exploratory tour of the catehinrevealed that groundwater
resources are currently under-exploited. The coatlin of surface water and
groundwater resources in Mthatha catchment showas ttiere are sufficient water
resources to play an important role for future watgply development.

Box 4.1 Groundwater might prove the sustainable solut@ndsidents of a rural villag
in Eastern Cape Province

A study by the Department of Water Affairs and Bomg (DWAF) indicated massiv
underground reserves in Lusikisi area in the Olivambo Municipality in the Mthath
catchment. The Lusikisi Groundwater Feasibility dytuwas conducted by SR
Consulting Company, which was commissioned to ua#erexploratory work to asses$s
underground water resources. Modern satellite imyagknown as Landsat Linegr
Mapping was used to highlight geological formatidiedow the surface. Interpreting of
this information on the surface using electro-maignand magnet techniques helped
define 24 drilling targets around prominent saellineaments associated with doler|te
intrusions. After 18 exploration holes were drillexhe provided an airlift of 85I/s, an
two each of 22l/s.

DWAF engineers considered these finds ‘exceptioddlese groundwater reserves could
provide up to 50 000 people in the area with atlasbasic supply of potable water.

Source: The Water Wheel 2006. Volume 5 No.4
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Summary of the hydrological data on next page,ceugis a projected total water
requirement of 61 million fannum for the year 2025 (Table 4.2) while the labée
water in the year 2000 was 136 millior/ennum (Table 4.1) confirming that, unless
something drastic happens to the catchment hydyotbgre will be ample water in this
catchment for sometime.

Table 4.1Available water in year 2000 in WMA 12. (million®fannum)

Natural Resources Usable Return Flow Total |Trans Grand

Surface | Ground Mining | local | fers | =
Sub-Area Water | Water [irigation  |Urban |and Bulk| Yield® | in
Mzimnvubu 84 3 2 2 0 91 0 91
Mthatha 129 1 0 6 0 136 0 136
Mbashe 112 1 0 1 0 114 8% 199
Kei 325 14 14 6 0 359 0 359
Amatola 122 1 2 24 0 149 0 149
Wild Coast 4 1 0 0 0 5 0 5
Total 776 21 18 39 0 854 85 939

'After allowance for the impact on yields of: ecdtmd component of reserve, river losses, alien
vegetation, rain-fed agriculture and urban runoff.
(Source: DWAF, 2001b)

Table 4.2Year 2025 base scenario water requirements for WiRIAmillion n/annum).

- c c —
| | 2 |3k, E
c < = 8 e o
Sub-Area 2 — . o . O % 22 23 -
S| $| 8| Ex|22| 5 B3| & 5
o 2 5 |£E3|3a| £ | 83| F o
= D 0 = m oo < - xx (O]
Mzimnvubu 15 8 8 0 0 3 34 0 34
Mthatha 4 24 4 0 0 29 61 0 61
Mbashe 3 2 5 0 0 0 10 0 10
Kei 135 23 10 0 0 11 | 179 85 264
Amatola 33 83 5 0 0 4 125 0 125
Wild Coast 0 1 3 0 0 0 4 0 4
Total 190 141 35 0 0 47 413 85 413

Includes component for Reserve for basic humansiae@5l/person

Mining and bulk industrial water uses, which aré part of urban systems

SWater for hydropower generation, which representmall portion of power generation in
South Africa, is generally available for other uasswell.

(Source: DWAF, 2001b)

Climate

Mthatha experiences a temperate climate with masifall occurring during the
summer periods. Generally, rainfall is influenced tbpography in Mthatha since it
decreases from abovel000 mm per annum along tis¢ wohetween 700 and 800mm
per annum in the central plateau area before iscrgdo above 1000mm in the higher
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ground further west and northweMore than 60 percent of the annual rainfall occurs
during the summer period from October to March, nedsvhich occurs as moderate to
heavy falls. Extremely heavy falls of rain, exceggihe monthly mean in 24 hours, can
occur and freak storms causing severe localisedagamare well documented
throughout the catchment.

Temperature variations throughout the catchmerd al®w a relatively small annual
range, and are closely related to elevation angimity to the coast. Along the coast,
temperatures are greatly influenced by the warmavidaque Ocean current and high
temperature extremes can occur as a restibobergwinds. June, July and August are
the coldest months with mean temperatures of betw@e5°C and 14.4°C at Mthatha
(inland) and between 17.4°C and 17.8°C along tlestcdextremely high temperatures
of over 40°C can be experienced in the inland postiof the catchment during the
summer months while at the coast the extremesem® pronounced. Frost is never
experienced at the coast, but at inland areas asdithatha, mild to moderate frost
(0°C) is experienced on an average of 3.8 dayyewar, mainly in June or July.

The potential evaporation throughout the catchmgmnelatively uniform and ranges

from between 1300 mm and 1400 mm in the upper nsgad the catchment to less than
1200 mm in the eastern coastal parts of the areehws well in excess of the rainfall

over much of the catchment. The highest evaporaitmurs in the summer months of
December and January while the lowest monthly enadjpm occurs in the winter

months of June and July.

Ecosystem dynamics

The Eastern Cape Province in general is widelyidensd to be South Africa’s second
most biologically diverse province in plant speciaer the Western Cape Province.
The Mthatha catchment comprises four natural bignmesnely forest, grassland,
savanna and thicket with grassland and savannasepied in similar proportions.
Coastal grasslands cover about five percent ofctitehment. Rolling hilly terrain
covered in Karoo shrubbery and sparse grass exteratsmost of the catchment. The
lush coastal vegetation supports an abundancedaingered species and is subject to
extensive local grazing and increasing pressure froastal development.

While the ecological status of sub-catchments rstered generally good, the Mthatha
River ecology is considered highly degraded. Theh fand invertebrates surveys
indicated that these species were being affectedabghment degradation caused by
water pollution occurring upstream and changesanfiow regime due to the presence
of the dam upstream and the three hydroelectricep@gnerating stations operated by
ESKOM (DWAF 2002).

Land use systems and agriculture

Communal land tenure system is the dominant systaime catchment. The main land
use system is veld and grazing, taking up 70 pe¢afeihe land followed by settlements
and subsistence agriculture (Bembridge 1984, beral. 2000).Large areas have been
planted with commercial forests, corresponding teaa of highest rainfall. The
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economy of the catchment is dependent largely wsiock farming. Sheep and cattle
farming provide a living for rural subsistence fanf A keen ethnographer can easily
note that there is a special relationship betwéenXhosa and their cattle. Cattle in
terms of quantity are an index of wealth amongttaditionalists and play an important
role in the social and religious aspects of trilifal Livestock water requirements are
met mainly from surface water sources, but groundwéwells and boreholes) does
play a minor role in some areas. The Departmenfgriculture indicated that the
catchment is currently overstocked even thoughotherstocking factor could not be
determined (pers. comm.). Other researchers natenthst communal areas may carry
up to five times more stock than would otherwiserbeommended for commercial
farmers in equivalent vegetation types (ARDRI 1986,Bruyn et al. 1998, Gogwana
1998). It is observable that over-grazing contelsuto the excessive sediment runoff
that is experienced in many sub-catchments.

Irrigated agriculture is insignificant in Mthathaatchment. The total area under
irrigation is estimated at 293 hectares while the@otential in excess of 1200 hectares,
based on an estimated annual requirement of 6 G0Gfannum (DWAF 2002; p. 16).
Nonetheless, it is anticipated that demand fogation water will increase significantly
when irrigation schemes that have fallen into ¢lianeare refurbished and new areas for
irrigation schemes are identified. Most of thegation takes place over the eight
months from March to October. Irrigated crops ciouist mainly vegetables (mostly
cabbage) and maize, which is marketed as greerentdigtoricallysorghum accounted
for the largest percent of area under food gralbsge to increasing absence of men as a
result of engaging in migrant labour, adjustmentshie cropping systems resulted in
sorghum giving way to the more manageable plantimigsnaize intercropped with
beans and pumpkins along with food legumes, vetgtand other minor crops. In the
absence of any industrial revolution, agricultutél semains the main source of
employment and therefore fundamentally the soufdatore development for the local
economy.

Demographical and socio-economic characteristics

The Mthatha Catchment is generally under-developed,the area is characterised by a
high degree of unemployment and high poverty levéle only major town in the
catchment is Mthatha where 21 percent of the cagclirpopulation resides and the
remaining three percent reside in two other sulauréreas. For a long time, the main
economic base of the catchment has been the goeatrsactor, but has been shrinking
since 1994. Mthatha town used to be the governrheagatal of the Transkei homeland
during the apartheid era. It functioned as thereeiatr trade and business in the region.
It currently boasts a commercial airfield, which gempletely absent in the Kat
catchment. However in the new political dispensgtithe government provincial
offices were moved from Mthatha to Bisho, whichaisnore central town for Eastern
Cape Province and lies about 250 kilometers away fiMthatha catchment. Statistics
South Africa projects the population figures forhgtha Catchment in 2005 to be 657
425 (DWAF 2001b). The overall population is progettto grow to peak at
approximately 660 000 in year 2007 before decliniogg00 000 in year 2020. The
negative growth rate in the projected populatiogufes is attributed to outward
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migration due to the absence of economic activity ® the impact of HIV/AIDS. As a
result, water demand for the future is not expedtedrow significantly. There are
relatively few urban and industrial water users nieg that existing primary water
requirements lie in the rural areas. It is estimdkbat about 75 percent of the population
is rural, living in remote villages with poor ingt&ucture. The rural communities
comprise relatively low-density but numerous scatlesettlements characterised by
informal housing with poor road access.

Over the last decade, Mthatha has experiencedga laflux of people into the peri-

urban areas and rural villages surrounding the a&itgf new settlements and villages
have been established all of which require sudténavater supply. Upon entering

Mthatha city, one can quickly see the informallsatents that are mushrooming on
municipal land* and in peri-urban areas. Some informal settlentéatshave now been

recognised by the municipality as official settlense and designated for housing
projects could actually conflict with future demantbr expansion of the city and

economic development while some may lie in floodand and insecure areas.

The evolution of Mthatha CMF

The formation of the Catchment Management Forum FCM Mthatha was initiated
by DWAF in 1999. My interviews with DWAF staff inclate that the main reason why
Mthatha catchment was selected as a pilot propgcitbkeholder participation in Water
Management area 12 was the amount of pollution t@tMthatha River had been
subjected to. The serious pollution of a sectiorthef river that crosses Mthatha town
center at an area called circus triangle was usedvalence of the problem. Local
residents and small informal enterprises dumpiatik of waste materials alongside the
banks of the river all of which eventually end upoi the river. It was assumed that
bringing stakeholders on board in the managemethieofiver would reap longer lasting
and more effective results. But as will be discedein the exposition later, pollution
control became overshadowed by what emerged todre serious concerns such as
domestic water supply. In any case, the informdaunmeaof the CMF meant that the
organs responsible for water pollution control conbt be obligated to come on-board
or take action.

To form the Forum, DWAF enrolled the services giravate consulting firm to assist

with the mobilization of stakeholders. The recrwtihof a planning committee was the

first step taken by the contracted consultants. Mi$teof members recruited in the

planning committee includes:

« ESKOM, which is an electricity Company with thregdhoelectric power stations
along the Mthatha River.

* UNITRA, the local university in Mthatha.

* Amanz abantu services, a non-governmental domesatier supply organisation.

%1 Due to political pressure to recognise the plighpoor rural homeless households, these informal
settlements are in the process of being legalisesh ¢hough they are positioned on non-scheduled
municipal land.



80 Water, Stakeholders and Common Ground

* Oliver Tambo Municipality, the local district mum@lity with jurisdiction over the
catchment and beyond.

» Department of Agriculture, a government departmresponsible for agriculture in
the whole catchment and beyond.

* Department of Economic affairs Environment and Ty a government
department responsible for ensuring a sustainabieromment and promoting
tourism.

It is clear from the above list that there was ndial representation from local

communities or community based organisations. Thgoatives of the planning

committee were listed as:

* To initiate the process of formation of the CMF.

* To raise awareness of the process of the develdpohéine catchment management
strategy.

e To provide input in the planning process to beofekd in forming the CMF-.

* To facilitate in the identification of stakeholders

* To provide input in the drafting of the terms offer@nce for the CMF.

Meetings of the planning committee where chairedabyepresentative from DWAF.
Records indicate that the planning committee methoge occasions during which time
it developed terms of reference for the CMF, ddhftée information document about
catchment management and the need for a CMF amehgdapublicity campaigns for
the formation of the CMF. The committee then orgadithree public meetings in the
more densely populated areas of the catchment whegeorded a highest attendance
of 60 people representing local communities, govermt departments and NGOs.
These meetings were specifically designed to repaiticipants of the CMF. In April
2001, an inaugural meeting was held in the cityghhrise office building which houses
DWAF and other government departments in MthathBuring that meeting a
management committee for the CMF was elected. Tlamagement committee
comprised a chairperson and deputy, a secretarydapdty, a DWAF representative
and three additional committee members. These ipositwere not systematically
allotted to different categories of stakeholdersiyway, nor were there guidelines to
provide direction on how the management committess wo be constituted. For
instance, the position of chairperson was andli§’sccupied by a representative from
the local University. This can only be attributedthe fact that academics are the most
suited to roles requiring planning and administratihrough consultative meetings. The
deputy chairperson was a councillor from the lanahicipality and a lady representing
an NGO was elected in the position of secretarye ©hly government department
represented on the management committee was DWAPBreRentatives from two
communities and one from a community-based orgaaisdilled the positions of
committee members.

%2 The word ‘still’ is used with references to thedi of writing this thesis, which was five yearseathe
inauguration of the CMF. Two other chairpersons fdllmwed after the first chairperson also camerfro
the same University.
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The purpose of the management committee was tddadeadership and oversee the
day-to-day functioning of the CMF. It would alsonse as a liaison between the
regional DWAF directorate and the Mthatha CMF. Therum remained an open
platform whereby representatives from local commesj Community Based

Organisations, The University of Transkei, Non Qoweental Organisations,

traditional leaders and representatives from lauahicipalities (six municipalities lie in

the catchment) and the Departments of Water Aff#iggiculture, and Environmental

Affairs were free to attend meetings and make theintributions. However, in due

course, participation of community representativesned and that of local

municipalities became problematic.

At a workshop in Mthatha, organised by the CMF @02 at which local community
members participated, important water issues ttablled by the CMF were listed as
being,

e Hydroelectric schemes affecting ecosystems doveastr

» Alien vegetation on river banks reducing runoff atretam flow

» Lack of piped water supply in many areas

* Pollution of Mthatha river

* Land degradation causing sedimentation of the river

» Poor sanitation as a result of poor managemeheamnunicipal sewerage plant

» High water losses in existing water distributiostgyn

» Poor payment by consumers for water services

* Land tenure system pressure

* Poverty

Discussions during the formation phase of the CMéF @ the above workshop indicate
that provision of piped water to rural communitresnained the most highly contested
issue. This was to be expected considering thabnibapf people in the catchment had
no access to clean water and sanitation and thetHat little improvement had been
achieved since the advent of freedom in 1994.

DWAF made significant financial investment into thyeerations of the Mthatha CMF.
The mobilisation process took an extensive modeecnisarketing strategy whereby
several avenues of the public media were usedatthras many people in the catchment
as was possible. Announcements of public meetingee wnade in both local and
English languages in the local newspapers and .rédiier the CMF was established, a
number of meetings continued to be announced tihroegvspapers and radio while at
other times, members could be called by telephoneemind them of the meetings.
Meals and documents for meetings were all providgdDWAF. At least one (and
sometimes two) senior DWAF staff flew in from thedld office in Pretoria to attend
most meetings.
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4.3 The Kat Catchment and its CMF

About 350 kilometers to the west of Mthatha, is Ket River Valley catchment. In
terms of South Africa’s 19 hydrological zones,i@slinthe Water Management Area
15, also known as the Fish-to-Tsitsikamma WMA.

Map 4.5 Kat Catchment with dam on the upper reaches ofdtehment
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Geographical and demographical characteristics

The Kat River is a tributary of the Great Fish Rjwhich ultimately discharges its
water directly into the Indian Ocean. The Kat cateht extends approximately 90km
north to south, and covers an area of approximat@goknf (Maps 4.1 and 4.5 and
Plates 1 and 4). The topography is characteriseuidgly mountain ranges, with the Kat
River cutting through the middle of the catchméat,dered by mountains on both sides
of the catchment.

Several small settlements lie along the Kat Rivwegrahe 90-kilometer stretch of the
catchment. The catchment is home to about 178 000 people. ganent of the
population resides in Fort Beaufort, the largestintowhich sits at the bottom end of the
middle of the catchment (Magni 1999). The rest led population resides in rural,
remote villages and on white commercial farms as)fevorkers. The Ciskei areas of
the Kat are not especially densely populated coatptir the Mthatha catchment.

Water resources and usage

At an average of about 500mm per annum, rainfadleiscribed as the greatest limiting
factor to agricultural development in the catchmexbnetheless the mountainous
regions of the upper Kat receives an annual rdiofalp to 1200mm, most of which is
captured in the concrete reservoir upstream, aocisil by Department of Water
Affairs in the late 1960s. The concrete multipleradam has a 56.6m high wall with a
storage capacity of 26.1 million’wovering a surface area of 214.1 hectares. The da
was constructed mainly to supply water to commeéngldte irrigation schemes at the
bottom of the Kat River Valley.

Consuming an estimated annual amount of 9 millichofnwater (this research), the
white commercial farms are the largest water usethie catchment followed by

domestic water pumped to Fort Beaufort town whictoants to only 2.5 percent of that
consumed by commercial farms. Irrigation represe@fs percent of the total

requirements for water. Our own resedfcrrived at the following estimates of water
usage by white commercial farms in the lower Kat.

Table 4.3Water usage on commercial farms in the Kat catcitme

Type of Irrigation Area under irrigation Volume of water used Total
(ha) (m*/ha/annum) (million
m°/annum)
Drip irrigation 859 6 000 5.154
Micro Jet 429 9 000 3.861
Total 1288 9.015

Source: Field data (May 2004)

Water use by WUA members is charged by DWAF atta oh approximately $22 per
hectare. Demand for domestic usage in urban aneupen areas (Fort Beaufort and

% This data was collected with the help of Armath bong who was one the research students from
Wageningen University.
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Seymour) was small due to low populations, leavimg white commercial farms the
major water user in Kat catchment. Other water uselsided rural domestic use and
small-scale irrigation projects. My research cdless who were stationed in the
catchment established that there was an additestamhated 34 million fimean annual

runoff coming from 6 tributaries lying in the tofb kilometers of the catchment.
Indications were such that it will be a long whidefore water demand outstripped

supply.

Commercial farmers down-stream confirmed that eixéep 1984 when there was a
serious drought in the area, they had never exparteany serious problem with water.
The available water in the river was sufficientrt@yate up to 1800 hectares per annum
(pers. comm.) while the currently irrigated comni@réarmland is estimated at 1200
hectares (personal communication with Mr. Robatgpommercial farmer in the Kat
River Valley). However, much of the scheduled famnd is not in full production.
Notwithstanding, the water availability situatiooutd see a rapid change should a
drought occur. Redevelopment of upper Kat farmland the joining of black farmers
in serious agricultural production would also ceestress on the Kat River.

Water from the dam is released only upon request\ByA members who are
commercial farmers living in the lower part of tdat catchment from about 40 to 70
kilometers below the dam. The majority of catchmessidents occupies the upper 40
kilometers of the river but undertakes very liitieggated agriculture mainly due to land
ownership problems and lack of access to inputterAt994, local people recognised
their right of access to water released from tha dad have since been known to use
amounts significant enough to create a shortfathan water requested by commercial
farmers downstream. However, this situation had(yet) caused any serious problems
with water use and distribution as the dam opersitmiply released extra water than
normally requested for by commercial farmers. Tamaperator referred to up-stream
users of water as ‘unauthorized’ users. This waseféection of the legacy of
discriminatory policies that regulated access ttewaOne such ‘unauthorised user’ of
river water was a hard working middle-aged manll sgifer to as Chris. Chris was a
stakeholder representative of his community onkKhe CMF. | found this man very
enterprising, as he was one of the few local peofile were still eking a living out of
irrigated farming in the face of hard times. Histplmeasuring close to an acre lay
adjacent to the river. He grew cabbage, Irish pataid occasionally tomato. He owned
a small old pump which frequently broke-down. Theaome from his garden earned
him a decent living worthy of envious looks fromettocal neighborhood. Chris,
oblivious of the requirements for a water licers®)sidered that the coming of freedom
meant that he could pump as much water as he wahtedxplained how such a
situation could have landed him in great troubléhim previous political dispensation.

Domestic water is supplied mainly to Fort Beaufand Seymour by a water service
provider contracted by the local municipality whidVAF runs rural water schemes in
two communities in the catchment. The rest ofrdsdents who constitute 80 percent
of the population depend on rivers, streams andgpvater.
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Land use systems and agriculture

The land-use system in the Kat is characterizeda byariety of uses ranging from
export-oriented citrus farming in the lower reacloéshe catchment to commercially
oriented rangeland stock farming in the upper reachence commercial farms are the
major employers of labour. In the middle reachesthef catchment can be found
community-based or small-scale agriculture andksfacming. Commercial forestry
exists in the northwestern upper reaches (McM&6P). Like the Mthatha catchment,
over-grazing and denudation has significantly insesl the quantities of sediment that
reach the riverdmportant crops include citrus, potatoes, luceme @aize. Vegetable
gardening is an important occupation for many sreedile producers. The availability
of fertile plots lying adjacent to rivers and stresamakes irrigation by hand possible on
small plots. There are four game reserves in tea Aot tourism has not (yet) gained
importance. Even though the area has extensivatptwwowned white farms with high
levels of production and employing most labour, tmesidents are subsistence to
emergent black farmers, characterized by low leeglproduction. A high degree of
poverty and unemployment is observable in the rderesely populated sections.

Among the observed serious environmental problens®il erosion as a result of steep
slopes and denudation that characterise the lapdsziathe catchment. This problem
has led to an increasing sediment output, whickersously affecting the health of the

river. Other problems identified through communitgrkshops included lack of clean

water and sanitation, over-fertilization, littertime settlements, water-pollution, reduced
tree and grass cover, sand extraction for buildamgl the removal of culturally valued

resources, such as plants and clay (Motesud. 2001).

The evolution of the Kat CMF

The Kat CMF emerged at about the same time pesatieMthatha CMF. Unlike the
Mthatha CMF, the Kat CMF emerged as a result oiviliels of researchers from
Rhodes UniversityResearchers, mainly from the Geography departmerdertook
anthropological research in 1996 and 1997 thatltesbun workshops in 17 villages
from late 1999 to mid 2000. The aim of these wookshwas to create environmental
awareness (co-operative and responsible resourceagement), introducing the
concept of a Water User Association (WUA) and fedihg an understanding of the
need for a Catchment Management Forum (CMF). Uastrdownstream relationships
between the villages was role-played and analysatkr, representatives from each
village that would participate in the Forum wereatéd at workshops.

The main thrust of activities of researchers frohoées University was on facilitating
stakeholder participation in the initiation of ttransformation of the white commercial
farmers’ Irrigation Board to a more inclusive Watéser Association (Motteugt al.
2001). The awareness creation conducted througlicipatory Rural Appraisal
methods led to the build-up of the formation of @&chment Management Forum in
which broader issues relating to catchment managercw®uld be tackled. Since the
focus of Rhodes University researchers’ activitiwas on the empowerment of
previously disadvantaged communities, the CMF becaooted into the community
structure of the rural Kat River areas, particyldhe upper and middle reaches of the
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catchment. Representation from government depatsnBiGOs and local government
remained minimal.

The Kat CMF became actively engaged with a Lané-&noject intended to address
the gully erosion problem, which was prominentha tipper and middle reaches of the
catchment. The project was run by stakeholders tamal communities and funded by
the Department of AgricultureDespite the existing lack of management skills and
project management experience among the commuhéypperations were proceeding
well.

At the first joint workshop held as an initiativéthis research, differences between the
Mthatha and Kat CMFs were summarised by particgastin the table below:

Table 4.4 Differences between Mthatha and Kat CMFs
KAT RIVER FORUM MTHATHA RIVER FORUM

The Kat River Valley Catchme|The Provincial Department of Water Affairs &
originated from the initiative of lociForestry initiated the Mthatha Forum.
people who wanted to addre
problens of land acquisitior
conservation as well as limited wa
resources.

The Forum is composed of maitl The MthathaForum has a majority of adults who co
youth  from the  surroundir{from various institutions and organisations. Itoalgs
communities and projects. District Municipality and Local Municipalit
representatives.

This forum does not receive a This Forum enjoys some finaial and administrativ
financial support from government|support from DWAF.

4.4 Conclusion

To sum up this tale of the two catchments, theofaithg factors can be identified to
characterise the catchments and also influenceipatory water resource management
practices:

« The dependence of several users on single riveersgs (Mthatha and the Kat
River) for diverse water uses (hydroelectricity gowgeneration, domestic and
industrial water supply, irrigation, rural commue# for domestic and productive
water uses, estuaries and leisure), justifies sgiated and collaborative planning
to regulate the ecological flow requirements ofikrers.

* Itis important to note that in spite of the faeat catchments may straddle political
administrative boundaries, both the Mthatha and Wat catchments lie
predominantly within the Eastern Cape Province.attih catchment falls within the
confines of the Oliver Tambo district Municipalityhile the Kat catchment falls
within the Nkonkobe District Municipality. This infips that complications that are
associated with institutional complexities arisifgm mismatched management
boundaries may be limited in this case. This isdrtamt to note because based on a
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case study from the Northeastern part of SouthcAfrPollard and Du Toit (2005)
have argued that due to a discordance that ocaivgebn catchment and district
boundaries, a mismatch can exist between wateureseonanagement (which is to
be undertaken by a CMA/CMF) and water services iprow (a prerogative of
district municipalities).

* Both Mthatha and Kat CMFs emerged as a respons&#a requirement to involve
grassroot stakeholders in water resource manageatecttchment level. The
processes were externally induced whereby Mthatii& @as initiated by DWAF
with a strong top-down approach and Kat CMF wadiated by academic
researchers from Rhodes University with a strongobo-up approach in which
PRA approaches were used to mobilize community neesnfor collective action
towards environmental management.

* The two catchments are predominantly black arehs.mhajority of the population
is uneducated, live in outlying rural areas andehbittle to no income. Provincial
statistics indicate that despite the availabilifyeducational infrastructure, evident
from the presence of five universitiésthree technikoris and 20 colleges in the
Province, only five percent of the population haspleted higher education.

« DWAF owns and operates most water supply and se®esgkrvices in both
catchments. Considering that these services areireelqto be handled by
municipalities, this situation is a reflection ohet lack of capacity among
municipalities in these catchments.

* The majority of rural population does not have asde potable water supply due to
lack of infrastructure. As a result, most waterrase both catchments depend on
untreated river water without any significant méigia from public agencies or any
organised water services provider. This makes nvater quantity and quality an
important issue.

* Itis apparent that both catchments are still dpesins since not all-utilisable water
is committed to present uses. Thus it is possiblen¢trease consumption without
adversely affecting downstream users.

* While most focus is still on surface water resosrmaind in the main river systems,
there is potential for exploiting groundwater res@s as well as springs for rural
water supply.

« Climate, rainfall data and general precipitatiodigate that there is potential for
expanding rain-fed agriculture in both areas. Timeent perceptible situation is that
local people are not necessarily unproductive beedlnbey are allocating resources
inefficiently but because they are caught up ini@ous circle of lack of land,
capital, inputs, credit, information technology amérketing facilities. Economic
forces have not accorded any real incentive or dppity to increase volume and
quality of production.

% In Mthatha, the University of Transkei lies insithe city and the chairman of the CMF comes from
this institution. In the Kat, there is the Univéysof Fort Hare, which lies 70km away, and Rhodes
University lying approximately 120km away from tt&chment.

% Technikons are tertiary institutions that providehnical education mostly to high school leavers an
are a popular option for many learners who fagnter Universities.
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« Both surface and groundwater resources exceed ribjected consumptive and
environmental water requirements to the year 202&armannualised basis for both
catchments and yet there is substantially underedil potential for irrigated
agriculture in both catchments. In the Kat catchiyere is a large contribution to
the surface base-flow made by groundwater throygings positioned in the
fringes of the catchment.

 The catchments have excellent tourism potentialis Tdédconomic activity has
potential to engage rural communities and to addpewerty concerns. However,
neither Forum has active representation of stakiehsifrom the tourism industry.

* An important impact of labour migration that is aily observable in the two
catchments is the preponderance of womerdaddcto’heads of households. This
has placed women in an unenviable position of bgrnme decision makers in
agriculture.

* The rapid growth of urban population in Mthathaantrasted with rapid decline in
agricultural land use.

* The resource status indicates that rural commumigmnbers constitute the most
seriously affected stakeholder group that hasrgalsues to contest. Water quality,
supply of domestic water and availability of wafer productive uses constitute
their main concerns.

* Physical data together with results from workshopganised by CMF initiators
point to the following issues as critical concefmsboth catchments:

o domestic water supply,

o environmental degradation,

0 means for utilisation of water by poor househotatsproductive uses
o water pollution.

These characteristics are a summary of the crsoeib-economic and physiological
factors that seemed to influence whether and hakesblders, particularly community
stakeholders, participated in the collective actimm the management of water
resources. How these forces and demands have sh#pedevolution and
institutionalisation of the CMFs is discussed ia @nsuing chapters.



CHAPTER FIVE

LEARNING ABOUT MSPs — METHODS AND TECHNIQUES

Do MSPs exist? Many natural resource managemestigwaers would attest to the
existence of collective action for resource manag@mHowever, newly formed social
groups may not necessarily be the organisationsdtiberents say they are. The critical
challenge of research methodologies is to showdhé practices of new institutions,
whether they have power to further the interesthefr members or are just tokenistic
forms of MSPs. This chapter fulfils two roles. taliments the qualitative methods of
enquiry considered critical in studying these negrotip’ forms of resource
management institutions. It also brings out firdbrmation about the real existence of
CMFs in the eyes of different actors. Thus | docoim®th how | built the knowledge
and learned about CMFs, as well as how other CMkesiolders learned about their
own CMF to believe in their existence and relevanttion.

5.1 Studying the existence of MSPs.

To begin answering the first research questiorosetn Chapter One, several research
methods were applied. Research can be conceptulasea learning process, which
generates knowledge, skills and information tattzdt get involved in it. To be able to
learn, a researcher employs various methodologisptoaches. According to Vincent
(2003; p. 142) learning (lessons) can refer to achiang exercise ... structured to
provide facts, skills or information, or to tineeaning and awareness that is extracted
from an experiencéemphasis supplied). In this chapter, | discuss ttos ‘extraction

of meaning and awareness from an experien@s achieved through the use of various
research methods to learn (lessons) about MSPs. mbaning and awareness also
extends to social groups, for themselves and hay #ee themselves. In working to
study CMFs, my methods for learning allowed menteract with, and shape other
actors and the CMFs themselves (even though tbiseps itself was not understudy).
Figure 5.1 on the next page is a figurative illastm of the research design used to
achieve learning. The connectors in the diagramifgigthat the methods are
overlapping, interlocked and iterative. Exampleglafa and lessons that each research
approach generated are discussed in the respsetitiens of this chapter. The research
design consisted of ‘methods’ and ‘tools’ that gamg research a concise structure
relevant for achieving the desired learning. | theeterm ‘method’ in the sense defined
by the Oxford English dictionary, as means or mamfi@rocedure, especially a regular
and systematic way of accomplishing somethingchrigjue of acting. In social science
research, ‘research method’ is generally understoothclude research design, data
collection and analysis (Punch, 2005). However, ¢ngohasis in this discussion is
particularly on processes and data generationewdny research methods from the
pool of methods increasingly used to explore insthal frameworks for natural
resources management, that document actor experdégmtcnarratives.
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Figure 5.1 Research methods and tools link together to extrasning and awareness about
CMFs.

Figure 5.1 presents six different research methusasl to learn about the existence of
MSP and itsnodus operandnd how participants perceive their own institasio

» Desktop research

» Oral interviews

e Informal survey

e Participant observation

» Stakeholder analysis

*  Workshops

The research process was not a linear procesedssting of methods above and the
ensuing sequential discussion may appear. As amnaittfact, in qualitative research,
unlike quantitative research methods, one canrarfpghdifferentiate between research
methods and processes. For instance, the procegsdeftaking an informal survey

involves interviewing actors in a manner that doesdifferentiate it from the process
of conducting other oral interviews. Also the pree®f collecting data is not mutually
exclusive from analysis. These processes overldpgrdarm each other. As a matter of
fact, the collected data continually informs theeacher on how to proceed (May
1997; Punch 2005; Wolcott 1994). In many instantesas directed on where to go
next by what | had discovered from an interviewpublic meeting or from reading

published documents.

5.2 Desktop research (Secondary data collection)

Desktop research is in some way a misnomer ashjues an image of undertaking

research from ones desk. On the contrary, it mishanvolves extensive travel to

libraries, offices and a general ingenuity in pngkup pamphlets, reading and listening
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to media bulletins. Desktop research is a methatluhlises secondary data sources to
learn about a situation. Secondary data sourcegsafel in constructing social realities
and versions of events (May 1997). However May algmes that documents cannot be
viewed to be neutral artefacts. They can be vieagdmedia through which social
power is expressed and may be viewed as attempteratiasion. May’s views are
particularly important when one studies externaitguced initiatives, as | did,
particularly those introduced by governments sisceh initiatives are most often
accompanied by literature that may be propagandist.

In researching CMFs, | found desktop research ugefgaining a holistic view of the

situation, particularly the range of available sm# that described CMFs and
differences between them. While the research psoses largely qualitative, desktop
research provided means for collecting data withobjective of quantifying certain

institutional environmental features. For instan€able 5.1 is an illustration of how
statistical information was acquired and summartsesugh desktop research.

Table 5.1 Summarised quantitative data on study catchmemt<dMFs from archival and
documentary sources

Type of information collected through desktop resela Mthatha Kat
catchment catchment
Catchment [Size of catchment 5500Km 1700kt
physical Population 657 000 178 000
features Population density (urban) 92personfkm |Data unavailable
Size of upstream dam (capacity) 254 millioh m [26.1 million n?
River flow (mean annual runoff) 382 million°m O;/er 34 million
m
Total potential irrigated land 1200ha 1800ha
Actual irrigated area 300ha 1200ha
Rainfall (per annum) 700 — 1000mm 500 — 1200m
CMF Dates of inauguration of CMF April 1999 2000
processes |Size of CMF membership (Steering |35 12
committee)
Number of stakeholder groups 8 4
represented in the CMF (at inception)
Average number of official CMF 4 3
meetings per annum
Key issues of » Catchment eLand
concern Management degradation
Strategy eLivelihoods
» Mthatha River |Water quality
water quality
» Water use
licensing

Source: Secondary data from desktop research. 2002

It is important though to note that data in Tablé Wwas further validated and clarified
through the use of other methods such as oralvietes and participant observation.
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For example, information regarding area under atri@n and river and stream flows in
the Kat catchment was further validated throughsqgeal communication with water
users in the catchment (oral interviews) and thihaageraction with other researchers.

Furthermore, there were other sources of documase information that provided
analytical data upon which the discussions in syibset chapters are based. A
summary of the type of information sourced fromutoents is presented in Table 5.2
below:

Table 5.2 Examples of documentation used in understandiegitiit of analysis

Type of document Area Information extracted from
document
Minutes of 14 CMF meetings Mthatha catchmept Stakeholder attendance

* Resolutions
* Plans and activities
* CMF outputs

Minutes of 8 CMF meetings Kat catchment |« Stakeholder attendance
* Resolutions

* Plans and activities

* CMF outputs

Mthatha River Basin Study (DWAF) Mthatha catchmefpt Geology and Hydrology of

the area
» Socio-economic status of the

area
Mthatha Catchment Management Mthatha catchment|e Plans regarding basin water
Strategy (DWAF) resource management
Water Resources Situation AssessmefMthatha and « Water accountin for the
(DWAF) Kat catchment catchments
Development and coordination of Kat catchment * Emergence of WUA in Kat
catchment for empowerment of rural Catchment
communities (Water Research « Emergence processes of the
Commission Report) Kat CMF
Workshop evaluation reports and projgeithatha and Kat |« CMF self evaluation reports

proposals catchment  Performance records
» CMF strategic plans

Source: Field data. 2002 - 2005

Documents in Table 5.2 revealed that CMFs certaditly exist for their organisers.
However they also began to not only show the diffees in catchments where CMFs
operated, but that the scope and nature of the CMé&se very different. This
information reshaped my research design to stuffgrdnt processes, experience and

% Water accounting information refers to the estedammount of water in the catchment and a
description of water use systems. The water acaogiméiports provide estimates of the amount of water
received in the catchment, how, how much and faatvalirpose this amount of water is used.
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outcomes of institutions and to facilitate sociekrhing’ by enabling interaction
between participants from the two CMFs. With refiee to my analytical framework
developed in Chapter Two (Figure 2.1), this infotiorawas essential in understanding
and explaining the interrelationships between CMRd in describing the biophysical
and socio-economic conditions that existed.

5.3 Informal survey

Surveys are one of the most frequently used methodscial research (May 1997).
They are defined as a method of gathering infomnatiom a number of individuals,
referred to as ‘a sample’, in order to learn sometlabout the larger population from
which the sample is drawn (Reinharz 2002). The @egmf surveys in social research is
varied and beyond the scope of this discussionthismresearch, the purpose for using
survey as a research method was to canvass themjpiha larger population than the
participating stakeholders only. The survey reswise used to establish the relevance
of the CMFs to the needs of catchment residents.

The survey was an ‘informal’ one whereby a quesi@re with semi-structured
questions was used in personal interviews. Evem skt of structured questions was
followed during interviews, | could probe beyone thet questions to seek clarification
and sometimes even varied the question wordindit¢d wide-angled opinions from
interviewees. The survey was conducted only invillages that had representatives
attending the CMF meetings. This way, it was pdedib establish the embeddedness of
the CMFs in the social environment in which theiembership originated. In the
absence of population figures and maps for thdeges, which could have facilitated a
systematised random selection of intervieweesffardnt strategy was used whereby, a
household to be interviewed was selected by simydiking through a village and
following a random path as illustrated in Figur2.5Che interview was conducted with
whoever was found at home as long as that persos aa adult who was
knowledgeable of local socio-economic issues. Wiile largest number of those
interviewed were a female-headed household as showkigure 5.3, there were
situations were both the husband and wife as veetitaer adult family members were
present and participated in the conversation, eawd expressing their individual
opinion.

For the purpose of this research a probability $armpthe population to be interviewed
was not relevant since | was not aiming at makiagjsical inferences from my sample
onto the population. While this approach may b&ocised for its weakness in relation
to external validit§? of the survey results, | see that having usedipielsources (120

8" Water resource management practitioners have lissiath that MSP approaches demand social
learning. Woodhill (forthcoming) and SLIM (2004) rdend that social learning enables participants of
water governance to better manage and innovatéuations characterised by uncertainty, complexity,
rapid change and conflicting interests. Socialdedy is understood as a process of knowing in which
participants modify their points of view on issussd on their practices. The process causes them to
understand and act differently by asking the qoastHow can | do what | do in a different way?”

% Here referring to the ability to generalise theules of my survey to the rest of the residentshef
catchment.



94 Water, Stakeholders and Common Ground

interviewees) allowed for multiple mapping of réab, leading to interpretations that
could be considered ‘typical’.

Box 5.1 on the next page shows the issues expldueidg the informal survey. The
survey was conducted in two different communitred/ithatha catchment (Libode and
Mganduli), which can be located on Map 4.3, anedhdifferent communities in the
Kat River Catchment (Ntilini — middle Kat, Platforamd Balfour — Upper Kat), which
can be located on Map 4.4. There were an averagderof 24 interviews in each

village.

Figure 5.2 lllustration of how the selection process of hehads interviewed during informal
survev was conducted.
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Box 5.1Informal survey guestions

Location (A description of the area where the resiemt resided)

Interviewee profile (respondent’s gender, age, Bbakl size, occupation,
education, how long lived in the catchment, distatacwater source, water uses,
etc)

Historical knowledge of the catchment (social oigations, weather, productive
activities, land and water rights, flood and drdudjsasters that had occurred in th
area)

Current knowledge and views on CMF operations (Dbesespondent understang
government policy regarding water resources managem the catchment? Does
the respondent know about the existence of the CIfif&s, what opinion does the
respondent have on CMF usefulness?

Current views on improvement to livelihood (Whatsweeeded to improve the
respondents standard of living?)

If respondent is a member of the CMF, how did heefsbcome member of the
CMF? What did he/she think was the driving forchibd the operations of the
CMF? How independent of outside assistance waSthE? Was such
independence possible or even necessary? Whatheeneajor problems faced by
CMF and what changes were needed?

|
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Figure 5.3 Informal survey - demographics of respondents.

Kat catchment

m Female
headed
households
75%

B Male headed
households
25%

Figure 5.4 Informal survey- demographics of respondents

Mthatha catchment

@m Female
headed W Male headed
households households

63% 37%

Respondents’ demographics in Figures 5.3 and Srowed the gender imbalance in

household heads that exists in the Eastern CapénBeo(Chapter Four). In general, a
household survey of 1999 indicates that 42 peraehtack households in South Africa

are headed by a female (RSA 1999). This figurebmassumed to be bigger for areas
such as Mthatha and the Kat, which were histogicedlurces of male black labour for

the mining and industrial sectors. This informationderscored the desirability of

including women in decision-making regarding wateesource management

(Zwarteveen 2006).

Figures 5.5 and 5.6 on the next page indicatenttuet interviewees in Mthatha earned
their income mainly through informal businessesjcWwhs commonly observable in
these areas, as most street vendors of foodstu# wemen. Social grants ranked
second in Mthatha and first in the Kat. Informasimesses were not common in the Kat
catchment, probably owing to the remoteness ofvihages where the survey was
conducted. Many families in the Kat catchment swedlion government social grants.
In Mthatha, probably related to the fact that tbenmunities selected were in the peri-
urban areas, a good number of interviewees weoeesigaged in formal employment.
This information begun to reveal the priorities alifé strategies that influenced
community members’ participation in collective acis for resource management.

Other data collected in the informal survey was mamsed in Chapter Six in which
opinions regarding most pressing issues in thehoadot are discussed. As can be
observed from the survey questionnaire (Box 5.1)estjon (iii) explored issues
regarding flood and drought hazards. This infororativas relevant in explaining local
interpretations of integrated water resource mamegée to study whether local
discourses took into account such hazards as altégrcatchment water-flow. A few
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narratives regarding flood disasters that were wapt during the survey have been
presented in Chapter Seven.

Figure 5.5Main sources of income in Mthatha catchment.

Mthatha catchment
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Formal employment
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Figure 5.6 Main sources of income in the Kat catchment

Kat Catchment

Remittances from relative |
Social grants |
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Formal employment |

Main source of income

Informal Employment |
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Number reporting

Source: Field data. 2003

5.4 Interviews

Conversing with people was my main data collectmwl. Depending on how relevant
the conversation was, | would decide to recordfthieconversation in my notebook
while in some cases, and | would only take notehef critical information. Informal
daily conversations were the most popular sourgefofmation even though | also held
focused face-to-face verbal interactions with onenore respondents. Table 5.3 on the
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next page shows a list of key informants interviewm focused face-to-face
interactions.

Table 5.3 Key sources of information through interviews

Informant No of
Interviews
National officials of the Department of Water Affai 5
Regional officials of the Department of Water Affai 8
National and Provincial Departments of Agricultared Land Affairs 3
Water Research Commission (Pretoria) 1
Council of Scientific and Industrial Research (Brigt) 1
International Water Management Institute (IWMI ©réd) 1
National Disaster Management Centre (Pretoria) 1
Eastern Cape Province Disaster Management Centre 1
Water User Association in the Kat River Catchment 2
Amanz Abantu (Water Service Provider) King Williaifiswn 1
Water and Sanitation South Africa Pty (Service [er) Eastern Capge
Province 1
Mthatha CMF Members 13
Kat CMF members 15
Local institutions in Mthatha and Kat catchmentsGQ@S, Educational
institutions, Hotels, Private Businesses 12
Individuals in private capacity (Councilors, farrmeunemployed residents,
informal business owners, government officials)etc. 35

It should be noted that interviews with CMF membeexe not necessarily one-off
interactions. | had several repeated interactiorth WMF members as new issues
emerged throughout the study period. For instahtad at least 8 interviews with a
single member of the Kat CMF over the period of stydy. Interviews with the last

group of informants in Table 5.3 were generallyturgured, meaning that there was
no planned list of targeted informants to be in@med in a given area and most
interviews occurred spontaneously when | met someaho could provide useful

information. For example, the following narrativendonstrates how | occasionally
‘stumbled’ upon useful information and how suctonnfiation was further validated:

After a focused oral interview with the Agricultirengineer in the Department of
Agriculture in Mthatha, he invites me to join himorfa meal at a restaurant downtown.
At the restaurant, my host introduces me to anotbeal person we find in the

restaurant. He is a prominent local businessmaolved in construction projects,

which included construction of water supply systeiifsis person shows interest in my
work and | proceed to interview him after asking fos permission to record (by

writing) our conversation:

Researcher: You mean you know about the existence of the CN#ghatha?

Interviewee: Of course | do. | saw the advertisements aboubit®ation in the local
papers. Honestly | was not sure what such an osgian could achieve
in the face of the difficulties being faced by owmnicipality. At one time
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Researcher:

Interviewee:

Researcher:
Interviewee:

Researcher:
Interviewee:
Researcher:

Interviewee:
Researcher:
Interviewee:

Researcher:
Interviewee:

Researcher:

| even wondered whether it was not just another ANy to outsmart
the UDM influence in Mthatha.

Do you then think that the formation of the CMfnsre a political ploy
than a water management strategy?

In Mthatha many issues are political my friend. Yall discover that if
people see that the new organisation has no powecantrol or
redistribute resources, no one will show interdstaders yearn for
power to control while the public wants accessdsources. If you can
talk people into believing that you can give thérat taccess, they will
follow you. Don’t you see that UDM became popularehin Mthatha
because they argued that ANC was failing people thiatl they were
going to provide the alternative solution to théduiees of ANC. You see,
whenever people see new developments or instisudiorerging, they ask
which party is behind it or what power does the mestitution have.
What chance then, has the CMF to make any differentthatha?

My honest opinion is that | doubt greatly whethecdl people will
respond positively once they realize that the Fohas nothing to do
with delivery of services. Government workers anppsrtive of any
government initiative because it is their duty tosw; they are just doing
their jobs. For instance, they were requested tmfthese Forums. They
have to do it as their duty. If everyone else lmagdt involved, then it
should be clearly explained why and what benefisagcrue to those
participating, or the public in general, for spendi ones time in such
new initiatives. As it is now, local people knowowias the power to
control these resources and therefore might seé ttigir involvement
will just be a waste of time.

Where do you live by the way?

Hah, hah, hah, is it about me now?

Yes it is about you because this is your persopalion which | think is
influenced by your frame of reference and your ggpees in terms of
where you have lived and who you have dealt wah;td/ou think so?
Look here my friend, | am a local guy and | havdertaken a number of
projects in this town. | know how these people afeger.

Which people?

The municipal and government workers?

Does everything here depend on these people then?

Of course, they are the only ones with the mandateprovide
development and social services. They control theld and natural
resources and everyone knows about it. The genmralic associates
the failure in delivery of social services suchdafmestic water and
sanitation, housing and employment with the mualtyp and
government departments.

Don't you think then, that by participating in iftstions such as CMFs,
local people and other stakeholders can voice themcerns over poor
delivery of such services and could be a usefuitista point for
changing the situation?
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Interviewee: Unfortunately, government officials are forming gkanstitutions under
their own terms. | am sure government cannot fonm irstitution
intended to criticize itself. It obviously has sofoem of self-interest in
forming the institution. In most cases, if the nmstitution will be
powerful in terms of control of resources, therdititte chance for local
people to play a leading role. As it is, the goveemt knows that all that
is needed from local people is their presence atimgs to sanction its
own programmes.

A week after this conversation in the restauramhel a Farmer’'s Union member who
was also a member of the CMF. An excerpt from myveosation with him illustrates
how individual opinion can be confirmed from mulésources:

Researcher: Why do you think there is this problem of poor gvation of municipal
workers in the CMF?

Interviewee: Simple, it is power. People here in Mthatha likentcol. Everything is
politics. If by participating in the CMF, it wereopsible to gain control
over water resources, by being able to decide wadistribution and
having access to funds for water development pisjege could have
political fights over who should be a member of @F, who should be
the chairman and who should be secretary. The prabivould not be
poor participation but serious contestation ovemntership.

This second interview, and several others, valai#tte opinions of the earlier interview
in the restaurant. Information from several suderiiews was useful in creating and
interpreting pictures of social issues and for alo@alities. The analysis in Chapter Six
was founded on such information.

Besides generating huge amounts of textual infaomgtecorded in notebooks and all
kinds of pieces of paper), this form of researchpdé® me develop first hand
understanding of the social environment, processekto situate CMFs from wider
stakeholders’ point of view.

The interviews were either focused interviews ideshto collect information regarding
iIssues of specific interest (in this case a lisstafictured questions would be used) or a
more general discussion intended to collect germadeptions of catchment residents.
The questions, which were fashioned as both claseldopen-ended questions, formed
the basis for eliciting narrative stories that wexeorded in the field notebook and then
transcribed to serve as data for analysis. Soreevieivs were more formally scheduled
sessions consisting of series of open-ended questiat were designed to allow the
respondent to describe, in his/her words, the matey goals, problems and policy
issues. Usually | asked questions in the conteatmfactice | had observed.

Interviews tell both a collective and an individsabry but the analysis of the narrative
may focus more on one than the other dependindgi@mbject of study (Kvale 1996).
For instance, several interviews with members ef @MF in both catchments yielded
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narratives on the individual as well as on the Cd#~the following excerpt from an
interview with a CMF member in the Kat catchmemicates:

Researcher: How long have you lived in this area?

Respondent: | was born here. | cannot remember when my parsatded in this
place. | know that they moved from the North Eas@ape to come and
work on white farms here

Researcher: It appears that you still live with your parentshy®

Respondent: Yes | do, even though | do have my own house withinparents
homestead. It is not easy for one to acquire orein land for
settlement. Moving away from my parents will algamowning my own
farmland or other productive means for survival. vitwer, | am
preparing to find my own place soon as | am plagnia marry my
fiancée with whom | have a son.

Researcher: How do you earn your living, do you have to depemgour parents?

Respondent: Life is tough but that is how everyone survivesehdty parents have a
piece of land where | help out to produce vegetbléhey also get a
pension from the government, which is a major mtewiof our needs.
Occasionally | also earn some money from doing ktimé jobs ... such
as working at the land-care project of the CMF.nlolv that | have to
think of some ways of earning a steady income dersg that | will
soon have a wife and son to take care of.

Researcher: What type of plans could those be?

Respondent: Such as improving my education so that | can ggtbal intend to do
some skills training. | am learning a lot from tlaad-care project and |
hope that | can formalise the skills | am pickimgni the project by
obtaining a craftsman’s certificate. Then | can sseh a qualification
to get a job.

Researcher: Where can you find a job?

Respondent: It is a pity that one has indeed to leave this aredind a job. That is
why we are working hard in the CMF to create emplept
opportunities, so that local people can earn anome through the
activities of the CMF

Researcher: So you think that the CMF is not exclusively ineshébr management of
the environment, but also for creation of employnogportunities?

Respondent: Yes, | don’t think that many of us could be inter@sf we were to spend
our time just working to ensure that we live in@d environment. We
also have to think of how we can survive.

Information from this excerpt of an interview ané&my other similar interviews was
useful in understanding the reasons behind theesit€or indeed lack of it) in the CMF
by stakeholders. There were several similar reggons interviews with the youthful
members of the Kat CMF, which begun to shape tbheige that showed that there was
more expected from their participation in the CMkart merely land and water
conservation practices. While issues of persorial dmerged in the interviews, the
object of the interviews was to establish the rageats’ connection with the CMF and
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hence | always steered the interviews that way.s&hmaterviews were critical in
understanding the real embeddedness of CMFs anihtivests of stakeholders and
how these factors were translated into functiopalitthe new institutions.

5.5 Participant Observation

“Participant observer” is a well-established figdethnique in social sciences. It is also
often referred to as ethnography since it is a oteih which a researcher enters and
spends a certain amount of time interacting andemibyy local life in order to
understand and document how things work (May 19%fQwever, some social
scientists such as Punch (2005), assert that ethplog refers much to the study of
culture, having originated from cultural anthroppfo Hammersley and Atkinson
(1995) also contend that the goal of an ethnogcaphidy is to carefully surface the
hidden structure of a specific culture. Nonethel®dday (1997) argues that there is a
central ethnographical component to every succksafuey work since it is important
to understand people’s frames of reference to madaningful analytical conclusions.
Ethnography can also be applied to understanding secial groups emerging in a
complex society (Cohen 1976) and to both inter@st action groups as well as in
understanding of who holds power over which resesiignd people. In relation to my
own work, the application of ethnography to ingtdgos involved not only identification
of gender, ethnicity or work function but also udéd identification of shared values,
recruitment methods, agreed organisational pragtioetworks and interdependencies
that existed. Thus through my active participatiorihe social world of stakeholders,
achieved through attending social functions and CAdtvities - to observe the way
they conducted their personal (or organisationabiress, the way they interacted as
members of the same institution and the way thegensnse of the events which they
experienced, - | was able to build pictures of nmeguregarding relationships and
functioning of the CMFs. This is a form of ethngghec analysis achieved through
becoming familiar with data from interviews in coimdtion with observation (May
1997).

Participant observation allowed close-up immersxperiences that made it easier to
collect qualitative data. For instance, the idécdtion of critical variables that
influenced the process of institutionalisation k¢ {CMFs (discussed in Chapter Eight)
can positively be attributed to the use of partaipobservation. By observing carefully
and following up on the issues that were tableddiscussions in meetings and the
activities that were undertaken by CMFs, | was dbleiscover the important factors
that contributed towards the difficulties faced WyMFs. Taking stakeholder
representation as one example, my discovery offttior came as a result of careful
and long-term observation of what stakeholders idgide and outside CMFs. This
personal experience testifies to May’s asserti@®T}). that participant observation gives
opportunity for ‘eurekas’ or ‘pop-through’ discoiwes than would, say, a one-shot,
impersonal administration of an open-ended surgeydroup of sample subjects.

Data from every event attended, (all CMF meetingg public gatherings) generated
through participant observation was entered in botgks and summarised as indicated
in Table 5.4 on the next page.
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In addition to these observations, | went aboutngohow catchment residents spent
their time, what actions of water use impacted oatew quality, quantity and
distribution. Data from these observations was wisef establishing events that were
typical and widespread. For instance, the focuorod of the cultural days held in
Mthatha in 2002 was basically to highlight the riflat local people played in the fight
for freedom and hence the need to begin to recosepéreir sacrifice. The dancing,
poems and songs were symbols of acquired poweraticipated recoup of long-lost
resource entitlements.

Table 5.4How data was summarised from participant obsesaati
Event observed Observations made in each event

Regular CMF meetings » A description of the venue of meetings

(four meetings in Mthatha | «  Attendance list, noting gender representation, leggu

and five in the Kat members and new attendees.

catchment) « Commencement time and end time of meetings

* Agenda — whether set in advance and by whom and wha
issues it addresses.

* Repertoire: how the chairperson sets rapport, \plealss
most, over what, who stays silent and why.

Public meetings * Purpose of meeting

(Two in Mthatha) « Estimated number of participants, distribution apiés of
participants

* Representation of officials from different sectofsociety

e Cultural symbolisms and their importance

» Activities and themes of the speeches ands hove thes
related to natural resource use and management.

Land-care projectinthe |+ Gender distribution of workers

Kat catchment (Three « Method of recruiting workers

management meetlngs . Work schedule

attended and three work | . gpecific activities undertaken by workers

sessions observed) « Management of the projects (administration of fires)
workers etc)

* Results achieved

5.6 Stakeholder analysis.

Stakeholder analysis has emerged as an importsganeh tool with the appearance of
participatory collective initiatives in natural mmgce management that have labelled
participants in resource management as ‘stakef®ldarhis discussion on stakeholder
analysis, Ramirez (1999; p 1-2) traces severalinwigf stakeholder analysis, which

include political economy, participatory methodspobject designs such as rapid and
participatory rural appraisal (PRA) and the soaietior perspective in the sociology of

development. With increasing collective actions natural resources management,
stakeholder analysis has also become increasirggifulmess as a research method in
understanding how such institutions function. Basedthe information | generated

through the use of stakeholder analysis, whichstuls in this section, | would argue
that in studying resource management groups sucM$Bs, stakeholder analysis
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constitutes a key research tool without which ademstanding of how these groups
function cannot be accomplished.

Without returning to the definition of ‘stakeholderwhich has already been explored
in Chapter One, ‘stakeholder analysis’ is definedaaresearch tool or approach of
understanding a system by means of identifying staé&eholders in that system and
assessing their respective interests, objectiv@sepand relationships (Grimbgt al
1995). Ramirez (1999) sees stakeholders analysisresisting a ‘range of tools’ for the
identification and description of stakeholders dme tbasis of their attributes,
interrelationships and interests related to a gigsne or resource. The purposes for
using stakeholders analysis as an analytical teokaplained by Grimble and Wellard
(1996), Engel (1997) and Rdling and Wagemakersg)La8: (i) to empirically discover
existing patterns of interaction; (ii) to analyligaimprove interventions; (ii) as a
management tool in policy making; and (iv) as a toopredict conflicts. Whenever
stakeholder analysis is used as a step in estalgisan NRM initiative or in
understanding resource use or as a tool to predidfiict, the process of undertaking
stakeholder analysis begins with the identificatioh ‘all’ stakeholders that may
influence the management of a given resource. Hen®&RM literature and resource
use research, stakeholders become categorised iastoge of classes such as primary,
secondary and key stakeholders (ODA 1995).

My reason for using stakeholder analysis was bigiadth respect to the first purpose
stated above, which is to empirically discover &ngs patterns of interaction amongst
participating stakeholders and to establish thenciple interests (or stake) each
stakeholder held in the water resources of thehoaot. This was more relevant in
studying the real powers and symbolism of the nevergent institutions. As a result,
my approach consisted of identifying only ‘regdtamembers of the MSP rather than
all existing or potential stakeholders. In underigkstakeholders analysis, | listed
organisations and groups represented on the CMRydimg their mission, interest (or
stake) relating to water resources and expectations participating in the CMF.

In line with Ramirez’s assertion that stakehold®algsis consists of ‘a range of tools’, a
researcher can generate various stakeholder nmatfazeunderstanding stakeholder
circumstances. The International Centre for Devalept Oriented Research (ICRA
2000) provides a range of examples of stakeholdatrices, which include (i)
‘Stakeholders pay-off matrix’ which is used for ®dcequity screening; (i)
‘Stakeholder problem-perception matrix’, which aisa&ls problems in relation to their
importance to each stakeholder and ‘matrix of dtalder influence’ for assessing
power differences among participating stakehold@rs,importance/influence matrix’,
used to map out relative importance and influende key stakeholders; (iv)
‘conflict/complementary matrix’ a framework for nj@ipg areas of cooperation and
conflict between key stakeholders and (v) ‘actokdige matrix’ used to map linkages
and flows of information. As can be noticed, vasdarms of stakeholder matrices can

% In this instance, ‘regular’ members were identifiss those who participated in at least 50 pero&nt
the CMF activities.
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be generated from a stakeholder analysis depermutirtheir relevance. For the type of
institutional analysis | was conducting, | utilisadstakeholder interest matrix’, which |
found useful in describing stakes, interests angbeetations of participating

stakeholders in relation to the perceived purpds€MFs. The stakeholder interest
matrix assisted me in defining the typology of stadiders participating in the CMFs
(Table 6.1).

5.7 Workshops.

Even though workshops are generally not discussed sesearch method in social
science research methods, in the study of MSPskslops can provide a useful
research tool through which a researcher may obs#relose proximity the interactions
and interchange of knowledge among participants vdoostitute the units of
observation. Workshops have become a common toolany interactive designs for
NRM and policy reformation and service provisionoN&hops allow groups of people
to make critical assessments of their institutitm®ugh the exchange of ideas and
evaluation of their actions. As Brooks-Harris antbc®-Wood (1999) confirm,
workshops are basically conducted with a purposecfeating an environment for
interactive learning.

Fleming (1997) provides a definition of workshopttlemphasises the development of
competence, interactive learning among participagportunities for hand-on practice,
practical and intensive interaction, small grouprkvand application of new learning.
Brick-Harris and Stock-Wood (1999) show that eartiefinitions of workshops also
identified similar themes while Sockgyoted in Brooks-Harris and Stock-Wood, 1999)
defines a workshop as a relatively short-term amdnisive problem-focused learning
experience that actively involves participants e tidentification and analysis of
problems, communication of experiences and in teeeldpment and evaluation of
solutions.

These definitions show that workshops engage p@atits in problem articulation,
improved communication and may result into actibherefore when a workshop is
used as a research tool that engages participattsaction to produce results, the
research becomes an ‘action research.” Punch (2665¢ribes action research as
research that brings together the acting (or doarg) the researching (inquiring). In
contrast to the ideas of inquiry for its own sakel duilding knowledge for its own
sake, action research aims to design enquiry aitd knowledge for use in the service
of action to solve practical problems. The wholepose of action research is to lead to
action to solve a practical problem or to answeractical question. In general, action
research is understood as a research design oersgguntended to bear upon a
practical problem, which requires a solution (Sjen 1999). What are called
‘workshops’ can also be explained as forums oefistg sessions, where information
can be gathered from and between stakeholders.

Including workshops in my research design was ohednto make a contribution
towards the practice of participatory water reseuranagement in the catchments by
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providing stakeholders with an opportunity for maetive learnind® and problem
identification and resolution. Documentation of atdissions, visions and opinions
became relevant for the future of the CMFs and fsthe purpose of this research to
assess them and understand their form, structuréuaistions.

Three workshops were held during the course of ralg fstudy, totalling five days
together. The initial workshop brought the two CMitégether to a joint learning
experience (Buret al. 2003). The attendees and scope of discussion eohdrgm
within them and set the focus for subsequent wanssh These workshops allowed
stakeholders to present their own assessments apes fof the CMFs, and learn from
them. The learning that streams through the dismoussrelating the process of
institutionalisation discussed in Chapter Eightéy emerged from my encounter with
CMFs in workshop settings. Box 5.3 to 5.5 are bmggforts of how the workshops were
organised and the results they achieved.

Box 5.2 First Joint Workshop between Kat and Mthatha GMI8 and 29 January
2002

Workshop ownership
The idea to hold a joint workshop for the two CMifgyinated with me as the researcher.
However, to achieve the intended purpose of theksymp, as well as to contribute
towards capacity building of the CMFs, an approaes followed that could allow th
CMFs themselves organize the workshop. My initedkt therefore was to lobby fqr
approval from the CMFs and then handover the prapréind organisation of th
workshop. A series of meetings were held with BOMFs at which | presented the idea
of the workshop.

After a series of meetings, an agreement was finaached on the need for a joint
workshop. Each CMF was given an opportunity to @®rshosting the workshop.
decision was reached that the Kat CMF was beti&regl to host the workshop on the
basis that it had more activities happening on gheund to show-case during the
workshop and to use as discussion points. Consdgumare meetings were held with the
Kat CMF to prepare for the workshop. One of thelgoé these meetings was to transter
the ownership of the workshop to members of theifor

“O Interactive learning here is understood in terithe SLIM project (2004) definition which describe
it as the knowing that occurs through convergerfcgoals, criteria and knowledge, leading to more
accurate mutual expectations, and the buildinglattions of trust and respect. Interactive learmogurs
through face-to-face exchange of experience aniewewf practices resulting into co-creation of
knowledge needed to understand issues and pradticeay result in a change of behaviours, nornt an
procedures arising from development of mutual ustdeding of the issues, as a result of sharedrectio
such as physical experiments, joint fact-finding garticipatory interpretation.
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Box 5.2 continued..

Who came to the’jjoint workshop?
The workshop was primarily intended for the Mtha#imal the Kat CMFs. However, other
practitioners of water resources management amdurelsers were also invited to assist wijth
facilitation as well as learn and appreciate iofithal challenges faced by members of the
CMFs.

In attendance were:

* The Director and Assistant Director: Department\fter Affairs and Forestry
(DWAF), Catchment Management Directorate.

» Six staff members from the Regional offices of DWAFatchment Management
Directorate.

» Eight facilitators and researchers from Rhodes bhsity: Catchment Management
Research Group.

* Six Wageningen University researchers.

» 35 participants from the Kat CMF, which includetisdééering committee members, one
municipal councillor and community representatives.

e 15 participants from Mthatha CMF, which includednagement committee members
two participants from the CMF secretariat and twanioipal councillors.

What did participants expect from th&jbint workshop

Participants were allowed to present their expexiatas individuals and as members of a

group that included researchers, practitioners @MF. All expectations were then

presented back to all participants and then satea be revisited at the end of the

workshop. The long list of expectations were sunigear into 22 common expectations.

Some key expectations were as following:

» To identify problems common to the catchments équa to the catchments

» Gain a better view of the current situation fortboeatchments, together with the madin

issues/threats/problems that are apparent and dshemed the approaches used py

participants to address them.

To find out common challenges facing the two catehti-orums, such as issues of

sustainability of these groups.

* To see what we can learn from the different methiode/hich the two Forums wer
established.

» To acquaint ourselves with what is going on in Fesun the Eastern Cape Province.

To know the extent of progress of the two catchmé&arums.

To identify possible solutions to the challengasthby Forums.

» To shared ideas/experiences and learn from eael. oth

» To improve catchment management and document qariexces.

11%

What happened on the first day of tfigdint workshop?
All participants met in the Kat River valley catcbm. The first activity was a tour of th
catchment, which began in the afternoon. The Mth&@MF arrived later than expected.
This resulted in the tour being shorter than apéitgd although a lot of catchment activity
was covered in the tour. The tour followed projentd landmarks

[S3N¢)
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Box 5.2continued ...

lying mainly along the arterial road. At each laradky which included a dam, river, bridgg,

CMF Office, land improvement project, village, gparticipants had a chance to discuss and

reflect on the status of the landmark and its impache lives of the catchment residents

There was a large contingent of participants frowa Kat CMF. As the host Forum, th|s

situation worked out well because these member®npeed as tour guides, meaning that

there was no short of informants for visiting pagants.

What happened on the second day of thiht workshop?

On the second day of the workshop, participants ated remote venue outside the
catchment. The day was spent in group work botbdnsland outdoors, sharing information

and knowledge, problem identification and seekingwaers. Each CMF made a presentat
during the plenary session based on:

* History of their CMF
» Their understanding of the definition of a CMF
 Strength and weakness of their CMF.

How can the % joint workshop be useful to anyone?

The outcome of this workshop could provide:

v CMF members the grounds from which to launch their negotiasidor consensual
decision-making and action with respect to partithpy catchment management.

v Government staff lessons in the practice of participatory catchtmeanagement and

on

the kind of roles required of them to support atrérggthen catchment management

process.

v/ Catchment management practitioners with a view of the challenges faced by
stakeholders and what action is required from themalleviate some of thesg

challenges.
v Catchment management researchersan insight to the dilemmas of the participatd
catchment management and the challenges of docingehte visions and opinions d
stakeholders.

v All readers of these workshop proceedingsthat dialogue and collaborative learning

can be fruitful and can bring about beneficial iessto participants.

What action resulted from thé' joint workshop?

* Plans were made to secure appointments with lanatallors and mayors to canvas fpr

their support to CMFs.
« Commitments were made to table the evaluation efwlorkshop at the consecutiy

Forum meetings to inform members who missed th&sbmp. This commitment was met

by both Forums at their successive meetings tludt ptace soon after the workshop.
« Participants from CMFs vowed to regularly attengirtfrorum meetings (even though it

possible that those who attended the workshop \wewsbably already the committed

members of the CMF who already attended their mggtiegularly).
» Academic researchers and government officialszedlthe need to provide

— =
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Box 5.2 continued ...

assistance to CMFs through facilitate negotiatiomsnagement support and
providing advice for the general functioning of EM

» Participants from government departments made p@ansvestigate reasons for po
participation by local government and other stakedrs.

» DWAF staff indicated in their commitments that theguld support further workshop
for CMFs.

 Discovering that a lack of funds was a major litiita in the operations of Forums

practitioners made plans to get involved in writihgsiness proposals for Forums
source funding.

[72)

to

Box 5.3 Second joint workshop between Mthatha and Kat CMtFand &' May 2004

Why the ¥ joint workshop was held.

The overriding reason for holding the workshop imaged from the desire by the Mthatha

CMF members to acquaint themselves with their catait as the Kat CMF had done wi
theirs. The Mthatha CMF members therefore plannaghtiertake a tour of their catchme
and extended the invitation to the Kat CMF to jdirem, as way of reinforcing th
partnership that was developing since their fisttjworkshop in the Kat catchment.

For me, as a researcher, this was going to bea#iepportunity to be with both groups
the same time and therefore became a useful occmioeceiving feedback from the CM
members about what | had learned and also an apyityrto thank them for the cooperatid
I had enjoyed during the three years of my fieldigt

Who were participants of thé%joint workshop?
The workshop was hosted by the Mthatha CMF, whiels vepresented by 35 participan
including two municipal councillors, the managemeoimmittee, the CMF secretariat ai
representatives from NGOs such as Working for WRt@ject. Fifteen participants cani
from the Kat catchment including one councillor.efd were ten researchers from Rhog
University and two from Wageningen University. Thigector of DWAF for Eastern Cap
Province was also present.

What happened at th8%Joint workshop?
The workshop begun with a tour of the catchmentherfirst day. The first landmark visite
was the Mthatha dam, which is considered the sonfrédthatha River. The entourage the

proceeded to the Mthatha Water Treatment Plantciwlg run by the local municipality].

The third stop was the Waste Water Treatment Rilgotoperated by the municipality. He
the whole process of how wastewater is recycledk hache river was explained to th
entourage. The entourage then proceeded to the ESKWSctricity Power Station furthe
down the Mthatha River. An ESKOM staff member, vdigo represented ESKOM on th
Mthatha CMF, took the entourage on the tour ofgbeer plant, to explain the process
electricity generation. Participants observed

th
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Box 5.3continued ...

one serious problem of a waterweed that had invéldedlam from where water was fed
into the power plant. From the ESKOM power statitiie entourage proceeded further
down the river to visit two emerging commercialnfers engaged in irrigated agriculture
along the Mthatha River. The tour terminated latetie evening at the Mthatha River
mouth where the river joins the sea. The Anchorhgeel, which is situated by th
beachfront close to the Mthatha River mouth, becdhg overnight resting place fd
participants as well as the meeting venue for doersd day workshop deliberations.

D

= (D

Second-day deliberations begun with a review oftthe. Participants asked questions|to
clarify what had been observed and discussed havaicecatchment operations and
features could be modified, developed, managedcomtrolled to achieve sustainable
management of catchment resources. The rest afayis activities included presentations
from a representative of the NGO, “Working for WalReoject”, who explained their plans
and operations, a presentation from DWAF represigatavho introduced a discussion over
the proposed Mthatha Catchment Management Stratedyinally | had an opportunity to
present my research findings resulting from myehyear field study of the functioning of
the two CMFs. | also took this opportunity to thahke participants for the wonderful and
cordial working relationship accorded to me. Mye@sh propositions discussed during this
session have been included in the concluding resriarthis chapter.

Box 5.4Last research workshop in the Kat catchmefitJshuary 2005

Why was this workshop held?
The workshop was intended to extend awarenesseofdtchment management to villages
that were currently not participating in water n@s@ management through the Kat CMF.
This initiative was expected to increase the numifestakeholders participating in the
CMF.

The researcher’s additional interest in the workshas to establish the capacity of local
actors in following up their plans and implementpagticipatory management.

Who were the participants?

» Two researchers from Rhodes University who had beeolved in the emergence and
functioning of the Kat CMF and who also played ailfetion role for the workshop an
compiled the workshop report.

» One researcher from Wageningen University.

» Two representatives from local NGOs; ‘Spiral Trustd Working for Water'.

* One member from the Department of Agriculture

* One member from the farmers’ training centre

* 16 community representatives from the 15 villagesaaly participating in the Kat CMF.

j -
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Box 5.4continued ...

» 36 community members from the local community wheeworkshop was held
(Ephumleni)

Where was the workshop held and why?

reaches of the Kat catchment. It has an estimatedbar of 3000 thousand resider]
(personal comm.). The village holds a historicabamance in that the main tribal chief fq
the larger part of the Kat River valley residedtliis village. The village does not ha
piped water service and residents rely on watemfiwo main streams, which forr

grants.

through the Kat CMF. This is what prompted the Catéering committee to hold a one-d
workshop in this community with the aim of canvagsior their participation in the CMF.

What activities were undertaken at the workshop?
The workshop took a focused stance whereby steeongmittee members introduced tl
CMF to participants, specifically to inform commtynmembers of the origins and purpo
of the CMF and then proceeded with a plenary sedsialiscuss how community membe
of Ephumleni village could participate in the CMF.

What was the outcome of this workshop?

» Community members from the local community of Eplanmnregistered their interest t
participate in the Kat CMF operations.

» Workshop participants identified the need to altecny available resources (particula

argued that workshops consumed a lot of funds litite corresponding returns from th
investment. They argued that despite the large eundd workshops held in thg
catchment, a larger number of residents still reewi ignorant on the issue
participatory water resource management. Follovangextensive debate on this issl
participants finally resolved that the Kat CMF shiballocate anymore funds remainir
from the organisation of this workshop towards tomign T-shirts that carried messag
intended to educate residents of the catchmentrdiggathe need for participator
catchment management.
 Participants observed that the office of the KatFCias poorly equipped in terms

office equipment required for the functioning oet&@MF. The CMF chairman reporte
that some funds had become available to allow th# Qourchase a computer and
printer. This was accredited to the support of texgs partnerships with NGOs an
research organisations such as Rhodes and Wagenidge&ersity. The chairmar
mentioned that the acquisition of a computer aridtgr would improve the quality o
communication and documentation of CMF activities.

Ephumleni community where the workshop was helsl iliethe western side of the midd|e

tributaries of the Kat River. The majority of thesidents survive on government sodj

In spite of the strategic position the village quied in the catchment, community membe
have never participated in the management of catohmesources and specifically wate

funds) towards environmental awareness campaighsrréhan workshops. Participants
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Workshops produced a wealth of research data thraegumented observations and
recorded workshop proceedings, which have been umsedore detailed analysis in
subsequent chapters. Workshop observations provigledble data since they revealed
the internal awareness of each CMF and the existitgorks of these groups and how
these two factors impacted on the operations of GMFs. As will be noted, the
analytical chapters contain numerous referenctsete workshops.

5.8 Conclusion:How learning was achieved through multi-method apgh

It is evident that the analytical object shapegaesh approaches and methods. When
studying institutional arrangements such as MSHsclware embedded in several
socio-economic, political and biophysical domaiby, combining several research
methods, as | did, provides multiple sources obrimiation and allows for in-depth
understanding of the phenomenon. This is a dest§erred to as a multi-method
approach (May 1997). My multi-method approach hellpleow the institutions in both
their visibility to involve practitioners and thgpartial visibility in wider society, and
how such groups can begin to initiate and developesion and action. The use of
multi-method approach was also a form of crossdedilbon and triangulation of
information to ensure its reliability. It assistaith crosschecking of information. For
instance, it is important to note that while desg-tesearch provided a holistic and
detailed description of the macro and micro-lewsiues, workshops were relevant in
understanding the same issues from the standpdinstakeholders who were
participating in the CMFs. Perceptions of the pulait large, which was not directly
involved with CMFs, could not have been capturethaut an informal survey. Also,
the combined use of participant observation, fodusterviews and analysis of minutes
of the meetings (and meeting documents) meantnibiass collected from my personal
observations of the interaction and dialogue dul@gF meetings and those from
focused interviews could be compared with the dahiautes of the meetings to build
holistic interpretations of the situations. Thush® able to construct local realities,
several research methods had to be brought to Wedcott (1994) puts it this way:

“three major methods for gathering data come togethearticipant
observation (experiencing), interviewing (enquijing@nd studying
materials prepared by others (examining)”.

These approaches enabled me to achieve a holmstlgsis on the existence of newly

emerging institutions, how they link individualsdasociety, their power for action and

their symbolic value. In terms of seeing the exiseeof CMFs, | learnt that even though
much existed on paper, more about reality had tdebened especially about the

differing and unclear expectations and meager ressuthat CMFs had to contend with

and how this scenario affected their institutiosetion process analysed in Chapter
Eight.

Towards the end of my study, | put together whabrsidered to be my core learning
from the whole research process and presentedhkttbgarticipants of MSP in the two
catchments in form of statements | called ‘proposg’ of lessons learnt. | needed to
verify my learning, to confirm whether the pictuteat | had created in my learning, of
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the status of Multi-Stakeholder Participation anstitutional arrangements was indeed
a true reflection of what the rest of the partiofsawere experiencing. During the

second joint workshop in Mthatha, | distributed nisr (a total of 75) carrying 12

propositions, to all participants to agree or disagvith my propositions based on their
own experiences. The results presented in Tableb&l&w indicate that except for

proposition (iv), the participants of CMFs in bathitchments where overwhelmingly in
agreement with my learning that | had acquired upghothe use of multiple research

methods over the research period.

Table 5.5Propositions of lessons learned.

Agree Disagree

PROPOSITION
N =75

() A large majority of catchment residents atit shaware of the 63 3
Catchment Management Forum process.

(i) Stakeholders are categorized in two gro@msnmunity 62 5
Stakeholders (local residents) and Oggitinal Stakeholders
(representatives of government and noregowvental departments

(i) Since Community stakeholders constitute thajarity in the 55 20
catchment and the most affected by water stttiag, should be
allowed to drive (to lead) the functioning of tik@rum.

(iv) All Stakeholder representatives must be liter@t least able to 23 52
read).

(v) The Forum should yield tangible benefits to tesidents of the 75 0
catchment.

(vi) All key stakeholders existing within a catchmenust actively 55 20
participate in the forum.

(viii) The forum should maintain “open door” poliégr any stakeholde 63 10
to join or leave as they please.

(ix) The forum can perform better if it were a staty body with legal 63 11
rights.

(x) Organizational Stakeholders need capacity mgldoo. 52 15

(xi) Forums need financial support 75 0

(xii) Forums need a permanent administrative cta.s 68 2

Source: Second Joint Workshop in Mthatha. May 2004.
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Plate 1 Participants of the First Joint Workshop engaggint learning
over land degradation in the Kat catchment
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Plate 2 Typical landscape of the Mthatha catchment
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Plate 3 The contrast between Mthatha urban and Mthathel. rBrincipally also
reflecting the contrast between background andreste among Organisation
Stakeholders and Community Stakeholders

Plate 4 Export Citrus orchards along the Kat River




CHAPTER SIX

AN ENQUIRY INTO CMF EMERGENCE AND OPERATIONS

Chapter Four introduced the two CMFs and their idiate environments while
Chapter Five explained how the learning procesbestahese CMFs occurred. In this
chapter | explore the evolution of the practiceshaflse CMFs, by probing four crucial
aspects: emergence processes (sub-sections 6;1s@k¢holder representation (sub-
section 6.3 and 6.4); how CMF agendas fitted theipose (sub-sections 6.5 — 6.7); and
stakeholder priorities (6.8).

Rather than probing each CMF separately, the chagites the format of a cross-case
analysis related to these aspects. It also preseldisional information on emergence
processes not discussed in Chapter Four. In eatiorsethe chapter revisits some of
the concepts and theories reviewed in Chapter Woch mentioned how different
concepts were used together to explore the diffetgnamics of MSPs. To understand
the outcomes of the operations of CMFs, the chayibses the explanation building
technique (Yin 2003) whereby explanations are gaHiglbuilt using metaphors and
field data.

6.1 Emergence processesnstitution-constitution complexities*

There are specific issues that are crucial in thi&ding and functioning of externally

induced initiatives. To highlight these issues,i$iwto invoke a popular folklore, also
used by Blomgvist (1996) in her study of the dyr@smof collective action among

irrigation farmers and textile industrialist in Sbundia. In the folklore, a chief requests
all (all!) his subjects to contribute towards a communéiebration by bringing a litre

of (white) wine to the palace. The wine was to loerpd in a large container at the
chief's palace. The chief's administrative struetiwere to coordinate the collection of
wine. At the end of a week-long collection of wiraad on the day of the celebration,
the chief, to his great disappointment, discovehead the liquid in the container tasted
more like water than wine. The implication was thany villagers had poured water
rather than wine into the container. The folklomanstrates the difficulty associated
with coordinating, monitoring and enforcing a cotlee action. It reveals how

individuals, though bound by social norms, are pi@vented from making personal
decision not to comply. Since it was difficult toonitor what each villager poured into
the container, compliance of the rule (one litrendfite wine) was a function of the

internal norms that guided the actions of the ¢hiefubjects and indeed their
interpretation of the benefits associated with ¢bh#ective action. Also, the chief in

requesting everyone to contribute one litre of wilié not take into consideration the
different capacities of his subjects in being aiolanake or buy a litre of wine. The
decree, having come from the chief and enforceldi$wdministrative structures, which

41 nstitution-constitution complexities’ may be werdtood as simply the difficulties associated \fii
constituting or formation of an institution.
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were also responsible for guarding the containgceal at the chief's palace, could have
cast a shadow of suspicion among villagers abautdpitimacy of the decree. Thus a
combination of factors that included the sourcaletree, the enforcers of the decree
and the type of resource around which actors wembperate, all contributed to the
opportunity of the villagers to disobey the chieadislers.

This metaphor highlights the institution-constituti complexities associated with
initiating a collective action. As a social phenamoe, MSPs are almost invariably set
up because of external enthusiasm on the parttefred, third party actors particularly
national governments (Chapter One). | begin thelogapon of the operational

challenges faced by the CMFs by examining the eemmg processes. Due to
prevailing circumstances in South Africa, the CMfa&l to be externally induced. The
social facts presented in Chapter Three and Fouwe wet sufficiently supportive to

allow bottom-up initiatives in which stakeholderbemselves initiate collective

actiond®. The institutional reforms in water resource mamagnt that were instituted
within a short space of time meant that externalucement and facilitation was
required to build capacities and bridges betweemakaand ethnic divides that had
existed among all participating stakeholders. Havevconstituting multi-actor

participatory institutions through external inibegs calls for a careful balancing act
between cooptation (or imposition) and facilitati@impirical evidence emerging from
this study shows how notoriously difficult such aldncing act can be and how
legitimate institutional building can result intb-designed institutions that fail to meet
their intended purpose.

What are the observable initial indicators thatnpdd problems in the mobilisation
processes employed to introduce both the Mthatlakat CMFs and how did these
processes impact on the subsequent constitutiorfuenationing of the CMFs? In this
section | attempt to establish a direct and stitorigbetween the mobilisation processes
(or the manner in which stakeholders were inviteceoruited), and the resultambdus
operandiof CMFs.

The immediate challenge of the hydro-policies @ thNC government, or indeed of
any state that attempts to introduce stakeholdeicpgatory institutions, is the manner
in which the mobilisation processes intended tauggdparticipation are conducted. In
South Africa, considering the troubled history tf people, this process was to be an
immensely challenging one. The outcomes of the lisalion processes in both CMFs
herein under study indicate that little attentioaswpaid to social analysis and careful
consideration of the circumstances of all stakedrsld In spite of the allegedly
‘strategic’ mobilisation techniques, membershipatifrelevant stakeholders in CMFs
was problematic in both cases, subtly in a diffeneay for each case. In Mthatha,
DWAF put its financial muscle behind the mobilisaticampaign, by hiring the services
of professional social organisation consultantssgite of the use of costly modernistic
communication strategies by the hired consultaatseach a wide section of the public,

42 The apartheid era had fragmented the society Et@lrand ethnic segments in which avenues for
cooperation were decimated.
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stakeholder participation still remained cunningisoblematic. Poor participation of

community members became a major concern for theagement committee and
emerged as an important agenda item in many CMRimgse | had estimated an

average participation of two community members garh meeting held. There was a
maximum of four community members in one of the timgs and none in many

meetings. The participation of the local municifyalithe OR Tambo District

municipality, was also problematic. This too reeelvits share of debates in the
meetings.

Unlike the Mthatha approach, the campaign in theé Eatchment took a social
environmental awareness approach. University reBees camped in the villages
within the catchment and used participatory rumapraisal methods to work with
community members in workshops and group meetingsliscuss the need for a
cooperative and collective action towards environt@le management. Participatory
research techniques used were based on the rdoogthit local communities too
possessed relevant local knowledge of resourcesskifid to effect sustainable use
management of these resources. However it is noteydo observe that the PRA
workshops did not include staff of state organs N@Os. They were exclusively
targeted at local people. It is as though there amsassumption that the schooled
officials of state organs and NGOs were sufficiekihowledgeable about these issues
and about modalities of collective action towardsstainable natural resource
management. Nonetheless, invitations were serfiteim tto attend meetings intended to
form the CMF. Attendance at the first meeting atohthe Forum was inaugurated
indicates that there was representation from thaicipality, DWAF, Department of
Agriculture and the Water User Association whicld luast been constituted but not as
yet duly registered with DWAF. Initiating researchérom Rhodes University played
the critical role of facilitators. However, in dusurse, participation of government
departments, the local municipality and NGOs becproblematic in the Kat.

While it was the participation of community membensd municipality, which was
problematic in Mthatha, in the Kat it was that epresentatives from NGOs and state
organs. Considering that the processes of mohdisah both Mthatha and the Kat
claim to have involved ‘public consultation,” why @ve observe such a queer outcome,
whereby, stakeholders from the community and theiomality take little interest in
Mthatha and stakeholders from Government and N@®&s little interest in the Kat?
Why did local municipalities take little interest both cases?

The continued absence of community representafrees CMF meetings in Mthatha
was tabled for discussion in several meetings.na of the meetings, it was resolved
that more workshops needed to be held for localngonities. Thus, it was considered
that insufficient public consultation before thauguration of the CMF was the reason
behind poor community participation. Some DWAF serstaff blamed the use of
consultants as service providers in the formatibthese CMF as a problem as the
following comment captured in one of my interviewdicates:
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“Consultants were not a useful approach becausg tred their time
frames and took on numerous tasks. They put engpbasproducing
impressive reports{NM]

However, while indeed there was insufficient pubtionsultation, particularly in
Mthatha, | wish to postulate that empirical evidepoints to the unclarified purpose of
the CMFs during the conception phase as the maisorefor poor initial response.
Comments captured during interviews reveal thdtestalders held varying degrees of
expectations from the CMF. During interviews withtME members in Mthatha,
interviewees’ sentiments pointed to the expectatioreated during the mobilisation
processes. A representative of a government depattput it this way:

“Representatives from communities expected too rfroom the CMFs.
They wanted tangible results to start flowing imragdy after the
CMF had been organised. Now after a number of megsfithey
realise that it is mainly about planning and resoty old water
problems, so they have lost interegtS[*

“Most community representatives did not understaimel purpose of
the CMF clearly. | think they were expecting tocchnin terms of what
was to be delivered [FM]

Community members’ sentiments reflected similatisgmts:

“We hoped that we would start discussing provisobrclean water to
communities which have had no clean water for aylome. But it
appears that most of the people in that meetingectsom areas where
there is piped water already. Water supply to peapho do not have
piped water is not their priority.[GK]

“How can | represent my community to discuss issukgh are not
important to my community? The burning issue inaognmunity is
domestic water supply, but they are discussingra#iseies, which are
important only to them. | think it is not the rigtum for us.”[MK]

The consultancy company responsible for the matiibs process in Mthatha denies
that local communities where not adequately infatrabout the purpose of the CMF.
But they do accept that domestic water supply twalrcommunities was the hottest
water issue in the catchment. Mention was madendysublic meetings that once the
CMF was formed, domestic water supply could beet@libr discussion and community
members may get involved in planning for the priovisof such services. This was to
be the reason why it was important for local comities to send representatives to the
CMF. Community members who attended public meetisiggwed a great sense of

* Interviewees wished to remain anonymous and thexefnly their initials are reflected here. This way
only themselves and the researcher may know tinifge
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expectation regarding access to clean water. SiheeCMF could not meet that
expectation, the inevitable outcome was a gradutidwawal from participation by
community members.

In contrast to the Mthatha case, the Kat mobilsaprocess had a different outcome. It
created interest among local people and disinténm@st government and private sectors.
As in the Mthatha case, sentiments from CMF paudicts and non-participants

revealed misconceptions;

“l think they are scared (government departmentsgaduse we the
community formed the Forum[PM]

“Government departments are only interested in\aiigis which they
themselves initiate. If communities start somethitigey are not
interested[Jazz]

On my last meeting in the Kat, | spoke to two DWAEIff to enquire why a
representative was not coming to attend the Kat GMdeting. Their responses were
perplexing:

“We do not see our role in the Kat since it wadrtlosvn initiative. They
should be able to function without our involvemd®ihodes University
should continue to play their supportive role sirtbey facilitated the
formation of the CMF.[DN]

“We are aware of the existence of a Forum in thd Kad we shall
remain supportive if assistance is required. Peremnmembership
however is not necessary since the Forum was ceedeby the
community, meaning that they have their own amistieegarding why
they initiated the Forum{TM]

The Department of Agriculture in Fort Beaufort imetKat catchment held similar
notions:

“We do send staff to attend Forum meetings whendwenot have

pressing matters to attend to. The Forum was i@tiaoy the community
and we anticipate that it has to do with commuigsges rather than our
issues.”[MN]

Katberg Hotel, situated in the western upper readfiehe Kat catchment, is a potential
key stakeholder whose participation in the CMF dduhve made a significant impact.
The Hotel is a popular destination for people segld countryside lifestyle since it is
located in lush, hilly and picturesque surroundimgth an extensive golf course. The
Hotel had on its staff, a well-qualified landscapeanager who has a good
understanding of land and water resources of thec&@hment. | observed that he had
a keen interest in the catchment ecology and he¢ ikgmressive records of the local
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weather and precipitation of the catchment. He alas aware of the existence of the
CMF. However, his perception of the CMF was nofedédnt from representatives of
other organisations as the following statement fhosninterview reflects:

“I have heard about the CMF but | understand thatis a local
community group addressing their problems.” [GM]

6.2 Emergence processes: The challenge to mobiligitontemporary collective
action.
There is no doubt that in addition to widening paicbnsultation, it was important also
to clarify the purpose of CMFs to all stakeholdétswever, we might wonder whether
indeed by simply stating in clear terms the impuctaof stakeholder participation in
water resource management in a catchment would mmatwated all' stakeholders to
take keen interest in participating in CMFs. As atter of fact, the process of drafting
water policies and laws involved public consultati@herefore one would anticipate
that a certain group of stakeholders, particulgdyernment organs, were sufficiently
aware and knowledgeable about the need for stattehpahrticipation in water resource
management in a catchment. Furthermore, the gowrhextensively publicized the
new approaches through public media (newspapeio eadl free leaflets) particularly
in Mthatha. At this stage, it is possible to postel that besides getting public
consultation right and clearly stating the purpofka collective action, there still existed
another important variable that dictated the moti@articipation. What could this
variable have been?

To situate and explain this argument, | wish tokevtheoretical notions explored in
Chapter Two. | see that the rational choice petspesccould assist in unraveling the
dilemmas associated with the outcomes of stakehohdilisation in Mthatha and Kat
catchments. | wish to argue that there is a linkvben the prevailing socio-economic
conditions in the study areas and actor responstateholder participation in CMFs
that can be associated to propositions made bynadtichoice theory. Actors in
contemporary societies are entrepreneurs who chihesalternative that is likely to
give them the greatest satisfaction. They are aop#ira who in normal situations act
purposefully. In their social interactions, they ighe carefully and take into
consideration costs such as delays, uncertaintiesgaining, obstructions and
chicanery, together referred to as transactionstisqgHiubbard 1997; p 239-249). Actors
in contemporary societies view institutions as cosgal of incentives and/or constraints
on behaviours and respond to them according to tlesired utility within and without
institutions.

March and Olsen (1989) view that preferences oividdals are endogenous, meaning
that it is the (dis)incentives offered by the ington that influence individual’'s choices.
| see that preferences are both endogenous ancmeg; meaning that individuals
weigh their experiences both inside and outsidenstitution and choose to pursue the
outcome that gives them greatest satisfaction.CEiméral theme of this argument is that
people act rationally. They act so as to maximisged-defined and stable objective
function representing their personal preferencégestito information on the constraint
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facing them. In a more pragmatic way, Rowe (19&8)tends if people act rationally
in their purchases and sales of goods and servigbg,should they not act rationally in
all other activities as well?”

Participation as a rational choice

| see that the rational choice concept can helgluminate the reasons behind the
different outcomes of the mobilisation processesbwoth Mthatha and the Kat
catchments. The outcome of the mobilisation praeds the establishment of CMFs
could be considered as the sum total of rationaistns made by individuals and
organisations, based on interests that can betolggcdefined and known. The areas’
historical path, coupled with the current econogircumstances, could be considered
to have created a socio-economic environment irchivactors strive to “create space”
for their own survival (Long 1989). The need to eopith ravages of poverty in the
society has meant that pressure to conform to nasrbeing replaced by the desire to
survive. Exposure of rural communities to urbarediffles, which occurs through
reading newspapers, listening to radio, watching Talong with the glossy
advertisements that accompany the media) and thraigjts to urban centres, is
dissolving the great urban-rural divide. Rapidlyaebing patterns of social behaviour
and emergence of modern socio-economic structuremdtary driven economies,
globalization processes, individualism and nucfaarilies rather than community) has
led in some cases to the erosion of historicaligitronal values. Durkheim’s theoretical
exploration of individual behaviours in modern stgi(uotedin: Douglas 1987; p 13)
affirms this view when he argues that a differeegists between modern and primitive
(or traditional) societies. He argues that pringtigocieties did not depend on the
exchange of differentiated forms of goods and sesriAs a result individuals came to
think alike by internalising their idea of the salcorder. In such systems, problems of
legitimacy were readily solved since individualsread around the social order inside
their heads and projected it out onto nature. Hawewn advanced division of labour,
postulated by today’s lifestyles, destroys thisniamy between morality, society and
the physical world and replaceswith solidarity dependent on the workings of the
market €mphasis supplied).

Individual behaviour manifested in contemporaryatdife in South Africa exhibits the

desire for economic survival and it is underpinisdthe historical socio-economic
development. The Xhosa people who inhabit bothMhleatha and the Kat have for
many centuries subsisted by practicing a mixed ifagnsystem, which was based
mainly on the rearing of dairy cattle, but alsodiwed cultivation on a limited scale.
Hunting and gathering supplemented farming. Bothting and the handling of cattle
were male domains and cultivation was essentiakyresponsibility of women. Crops
(mainly sorghum and maize) and vegetables wereugestion small fields or gardens,
and soil fertility was managed using shifting cwdtion (Van Ransgt al. 2000).

Van Ranskt al explain that in the IBcentury, white settler farmers moved from the
south and western coastal areas towards the ehsicanpied most of the riparian land
in the nowadays Eastern Cape Province. Noteworththis account is that livestock

production was the basis for both white farmereetiand the local Xhosa people. As a
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result, both groups started competing for land Itieguin armed conflicts. When the
British took over the Cape, they provided the miltmight to settle conflicts in favour
of the white colonists, resulting in loss of lamat the Xhosa. This resulted in the
creation of new social strata in which the localdil population hired their labour to
white farmers.

It is now observable that there is little subsiste economy to be found in the two
catchments of my study. Local people are dependanformal cash employment,
migrant remittances, government grants and infomeahomic activities. Hebinck and
Smith (2001) affirm this shift in livelihood strafies, when they observed, in their
research focused on two communities from the BEas@ape, that rural peoples’
livelihoods are currently hardly based on agriaakyproduction, but basically rely on
incomes from claims against the state and“kiHebinck and Smith (2001) state that
one of the essential characteristics of livelihoatlsEastern Cape generally is the
demise of agriculture as a source of livelihood #melincreasing importance of both
migration and reliance on grants from the state &imd (remittances from urban
relatives). Their snap survey indicated that 8Cce@etr of respondents relied on social
welfare grants as their source of income. Othercgsuof income included wages and
salaries and income from self employed activitieshsas petty trade. Income earned
from crop cultivation and livestock was relativeiyall and not widespread.

It is evident that the traditional way in which Xdspeople provided for a living has
been altered to one in which impoverished blackofeeaow depend on the “workings
of the market.” Consequently it can be assumetinid@vidual values will change only

in response to the assortment of opportunitiescamstraints that new institutions are
prepared to offer. Thus the most important questiaised by participants when
considering participation in collective actionswgat is it costing me?” If it costs them

some effort, energy and sacrifice but the paybackat exponentially greater than
drawbacks, then the initiative may not be consideverthwhile. For example, during

the first joint workshop of the two CMFs, particiga were asked to list problems
affecting their CMFs. The list prepared by partifs from Mthatha CMF included the
statementlack of incentives - volunteering does not exish ws.

This argument contradicts ideologies that postutatg stakeholders participate in
natural resource management in the interest ofgtens that will accrue to the entire
society. Such conceptions of participation glossrpat least de-emphasize the power of
vested interest in self-realisation of participgtindividuals. Based on some statements
quoted below, captured in my interviews, | conctidieat many individuals could not
care less how their actions affected the entiréesp@s a functioning system, if their
participation required self-sacrifice alone.

44 Claims against the state here refer to social welfmants, which are paid to people above the age o
65 and to children below the age of 16.



An Enquiry into CMF Emergence and Operatichg3

“It is not easy to convince community members tée taactive
participation in emerging institutions such as tbeIF because everyone
is preoccupied with finding means for survival.eAtling meetings like
the CMF is a major strain on our time as communitgmbers.”
[Community representative on the Mthatha CMF]

“I suppose there are people who are elected to takee of our
environment on behalf of everyone. | can only gtiestssuch people are
remunerated for setting their personal activitiesde when they spend
their time at CMF meeting$Farmers Union member in Mthatha
catchment]

“I wonder whether | can be able to set aside myifiauties to attend
CMF meetings if | were nominated to represent myroanity. You see,

I have such a big family to take care of and mybhus is about too old

to be left behind with the children each time | tomattend workshops
and meetings.[Female community member at a meeting at which the
community was nominating a CMF representative eKhat catchment]

The importance of taking into consideration a paséint's opportunity co$t for
participating in an externally induced activity walso recognised by a research team in
Zimbabwe. Mudege (2005; p 50) reports how she a&dbpin approach of offering
‘tokens of appreciatiof® to local farmers who participated in the reseasteidly. While

it can be assumed that those ‘tokens of appreniatiere intended to be thank you
gestures (even when it was possible to say thaokwgthout payments), it can also be
concluded that the gesture was a recognition ofdbethat local people too incur an
opportunity cost in participating in activities thariginate from outside their decision
boundary, and some form of compensation for sushismecessary.

The basic argument of course is that there is gorpnity cost for engaging in any
activity. It is recognised that individuals with rmdservable market wage, as jobless
community members might be, do not necessarily leal@wv or zero value of time.
McConnel (1975) contends that far from having a lopportunity cost of time,
unemployed individuals may have much higher timeiesthan employed individuals.
Accordingly, when stakeholders representing lo@ahmmunities in Mthatha carefully
considered the benefits for participating in the EEMheir immediate response was
disinterest and gradual withdrawal. A senior DWAFHfictal responsible for
empowerment and participation concerted duringhgerview that:

4> Opportunity cost is an economic concept that gagtthe essence of alternative choices. It explains
that every choice results in sacrificing anothégraktive choice. Thus the opportunity cost of aicd is

the value to the decision maker of the best altermdhat could have been chosen but was not chosen
(Mohr and Fourie 2000; p 11). Thus every time aighds made, such as attending a CMF meeting, the
decision maker forgoes another opportunity suctermgaging in a productive activity or visiting a
relative. The value to the decision maker of thgdoe activity is the opportunity cost for atterglihe
CMF meeting.

6 Mudege reports that goats and money were givéarioers who participated in the research study.
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“How can we expect a poor woman who is selling goodthe streets to
feed her family, leave her place to come to the CiMéeting, she
obviously weighs her benefits in doing thghM]

Participation of organisations

While the principles of the theory of actor-oriesht@pproaches and rational choice can
be used to explain the reasons behind the apatiBoofmunity Stakeholders towards
CMFs, how can the disinterest from government csgspecifically in the Kat and
municipalities in both catchments be explained? exmanation could be found in the
manner in which these organs operate. North (19%);explains that organizations can
be thought of as groups and individuals bound togreby some common purpose to
achieve their objectives. Thus organizations wilfque those activities that directly
satisfy achievement of their mission. The missibmro organisation forms a cognitive
map that provides broad parameters within whidorinulates its goals and forges its
actions. Thus organisations are legitimately endagectivities that ensure thewwn
survival. Thus their participation in a collective actionll be pursued as a means to
secure their own technical goals through actionstiérs. This ‘self-serving’ side of
organisations means that stakeholder represergatnieonly participate to the extent
to which the process will not create any operatioma financial burden on the
organisation. Frostt al. (1985) also identify the ‘self-serving’ side afganisations as
the reason that encourages most public agencieskao their own interests first and
societal welfare second. During my field studybserved that this was particularly true
with regards to municipalities. Many municipalities South Africa are faced with a
debilitating shortage of skilled human resourcéso(abserved by Kihato and Schmitz
2002). For instance, the local municipalities ie tkat and Mthatha catchments had
only one water engineer each who, in addition tencdlors, was expected to represent
the municipality on the CMF. However, the water iaegrs’ job demands were such
that they could not find time to participate norreveghey able to answer to CMF
demands.

| see government organs, NGOs and the private rsecmaining resolutely
technocratic, preferring to pursue their goals wlittle interference. Warner and
Simpungwe (2002) assert that should an NGO perdkatgoining an MSP might put it
at risk of losing its legitimacy with a constitugrihat expects it to rally support against
popular government decisions, it may think twicewthjoining such a decision-making
process. The lack of interest on the part of tlvallonunicipalities can also be linked to
the apolitical nature of CMFs. CMF mandate did hate a legal backing and the
institutions emerged as simply platforms for dialegThis meant that councillors did
not see how CMF activities could produce vote-wignaction. Local municipalities
represent arenas where national politics are figroentested. Councillors from
different political parties play out their actsitopress the voters and local institutions
vie for membership of councillors to earn theirifiegacy. My interviews with three

4" Nauta (2001; p 28) also observed that NGOs tobade this ‘self-serving’ side that forces them to
pursue projects and programme that will sustaiir thven objectives.
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local councillors (two from Mthatha and one frone tkat) all gave a similar response
for their failure to attend CMF meetings:

“We councillors have numerous activities to attéadWe are interested
in all activities that benefit our people, but orgsers of meetings must
ensure that their meeting dates do not coincidé witr activities and we

must be informed in good timgBM]

Logically, if a local political figure requires toe implored to attend a meeting, it is an
indication that he or she does not see such a mge&ti be a vote-winning activity.
When | confronted water engineers in the municijgalito explain their failure to attend
CMF meetings, they positioned the problem in thefesion that existed in the
delegation of duties within municipalities, as amaipal staff put it in Mthatha:

“Attending CMF meetings is not part of my respoiigies. | have my
boss whose duty is to assign me such responsiffiling felt it was
necessary for me to do. | cannot just take offlaagte my desk to go and
attend some meeting just because it deals with rwaseles. In fact,
invitations to such meetings need to be addressad/tboss.[SN]

Thus organisational workers did not think it wastireir mandate to attend CMF
meetings. In the Kat catchment, the Departmentgricdlture sent a junior member of
staff® to represent the department at CMF meetings. Whealled him by phone to
investigate why he had missed so many CMF meetimgsndicated that his mandate
did not include attending such meetings and he ocalye when his boss said he could.
Stakeholders from state organs also presentedfereatif kind of apathy towards the
CMF, they tended to send new faces at subsequerit @Bktings. As a result, there
was poor continuity in dealing with issues discdsaeprevious meetings.

Evaluating the application of the rational choidebry

It is important at this stage to admit that thaoral choice notion alluded to in this
discussion to explain possible reasons for pograrses from stakeholders representing
local communities in participating in the CMFs hasious limitations. After all, a
theory is only a syntactic statement, which maynberpreted in various ways. Hardin
(1982) has argued that people do not ‘always’ amomling to rational choice
principles. As a matter of fact, Zey (1998) hasvamdhat two interlinked problems
have bedevilled attempts to depict theories ofora action as general theory of
individual and organisational action. These are ghablems of collective action and
social norms. Rational choice theory has diffi@dtin explaining why some people
invest time and resources in all kinds of colleetactions such as demonstrations and
campaigns even though this might be irrational frtme standpoint of strategic
rationality. Social norms is related to why peogpéem to accept and follow norms of
behaviour that lead them to act in altruistic waydo feel a sense of obligation that

“8Rather than taking the responsibility themselvesj® subject matter specialists positioned atridist
Offices sent a field extension staff member torett€ MF meetings
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overrides their self interest. It is therefore evitthat there are alternative motives
behind decision-making besides rationality.

Nonetheless, how we interpret theory depends ocoitgext. | see that rational choice
theory is consistent with the decision-making psses involved in the management of
the resource at stake and with the drivers of seoédfare that pertain to the study of
catchments. The socio-economic status of the stddtets and the type of resource at
stake in this case, may be crucial in actors’ raspoto a collective action. With

reference to the folklore presented at the begmwointhis chapter, in which the chief

requested his subjects to contribute a litre oftevkiine, the fact that the chief's order
did not take into consideration the different cajpas of his subjects and that wine was
to be white (white wine was not very distinguistealilom water), contributed to the

infringement of the chief's order. Thus the capaat actors and the nature of the
resource (or good) around which actors are to aad@eas a factor in how participants

respond in a collective action.

According to the rational choice model of humanisiea making, expected costs and
benefits would be the factors that influence anviddal's choice as to whether or not
become involved in an institution working for a legtive good (Blomqvist 1996). In
consideration of transactional costs associatedh \participating in the collective
management of a public good, Olson (1965) contehds poorer individuals will
usually have little choice but to opt out for thed rider strategy. In this instance, the
behaviour demonstrated by stakeholders who wereoteg@ to participate in CMF
activities, but chose not to do so, can be consilas ‘free-riding’ on the management
outcomes achieved by the (few) participants wh tth@ interest in participating in
management decision-making for catchment wateruresomanagement. CMF group
action is presumed to promote water resource usgeey and sustainability. Free-
riding constitutes a behaviour challenging thesesdaoals of group action.

Thus as a public good, | see water to be highlgaesive to rational choice principles.
Three critical features of water in a river maksusceptible to rational choice principle:
(i) individual consumption can diminish its qual@yd/or quantity; (i) no member of a
collective initiative or one outside can be excldii®m using it; and (iii) no member of
the public can claim to have produced it (Koundd20D3, Perryet al. 1997). The
‘official view’ of the purpose of CMFs was mainlg allow stakeholder participation in
decision-making regarding utilisation and conseovatof the water resources (sub-
section 6.5). Under such conditions, an individoalsector behaving according to
rational self-interest will not contribute to a ledtive management of the water
resource beyond expected benefit. Since the nafuneater use, particularly by poor
communities in the two catchments, is such thatetl®e not a possibility of excluding
someone once it is efficiently conserved, and itmservation involves many
contributors, the individual's rational calculatigparticularly when one has limited
personal resources as poorer members of the saidyraent are) will tend to stop him
from contributing if he considers that his trangawl costs (or difficulties associated
with participating) are beyond his perceived bdasefunder these circumstances, a
stakeholder can choose to take a “free ride” expgdehat his/her own contribution will
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be of no consequence. After all, no social sanstiare available to penalise non-
participation in the collective action for decisioraking over management of the water
resources.

6.3 Stakeholder representation: Attracting the inérest of stakeholders

Following from the preceding discussion, it is @iffit to imagine why stakeholders
would choose to participate in a collective acttbat requires sacrifice on their part
even when they are not obliged to participate. Thiglies that the novelty of the MSP
concept in externally induced initiatives might ueg accompanying regulations that
necessitates participation of relevant stakeholdBrzording to Olson (1965), the

problems of collective action as stated in the thenf rational choice can only be

solved by coercion, which is the motivation of papants through a ‘threat’ of

regulation, or by activity that has low transacsiboosts to the participating individual
or by a mixture of the two. The ideological assumpimplied in the MSP discourse,

that once management of water resources has be&eivel@ to stakeholders, they will

respond unanimously and take interest in a collectiction might not be plausible.
Emergence of the Kat CMF may be considered astarbaip process while that of the
Mthatha CMF may be considered as a top-down prodéswever, both were faced

with different kinds of participation problems. Shindicates that in externally induced
initiatives additional regulations or incentivesyrze required to attract the interest of
stakeholders

Proceedings of the first joint workshop between tlve CMFs could testify to this
argument. When each CMF was asked to present Hiedeomposition of their CMF,
the Mthatha group came up with what could be cared a comprehensive list of
stakeholders as following;
o DWAF — Water Services and Planning division
o DWAF — Directorate of Water Resource Management
0 Provincial Government Departments:
- Dept. of Agriculture
- Dept. of Local Government and Housing
- Dept. of Healthy
- Dept. of Education
- Dept. of Economic Affairs
- Dept of Environmental Affairs and Tourism
Local Government
Community representatives
Traditional leaders
Educational institutions (University of Transkei)
Water Services Providers such as — Amanz’Abantu
Semi Government Organisations:
- Eastern Cape Community Development Corporation
- East Cape Appropriate Technology Unit.
- Eskom (Electricity Company)
- Wild Coast Spatial Development Initiative
- Eastern Cape Tourism Board

O O O0OO0OO0OOo
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- Local Business Service Centre

However when the group was then asked to list probl affecting the efficient
functioning of their CMF, it was interesting to edtat non- participation of most of
the listed stakeholders was a serious concerredssttbelow shows:
* Not all stakeholders have come onboard
* Poor local government involvement — few officialsme to attend meetings from
the municipalities.
e Councillors do not completely understand the catinboundaries and hence their
poor involvement in the Forum
* Some key stakeholders are not fully involved, sach
= Eskom (electricity company operating a power statiothe catchment)
= Team leaders
= Government departments such the Department of Aiguie and Land Affairs
= Grassroots participants: We have not achieved yoatid older people as
stakeholders. Youth come and go. They need totisected.
» Lack of incentives - Volunteering does not existiwis.

It is evident that CMF members recognised the needa broader participation of
stakeholders. At this same workshop, both the Kal Mthatha CMF members listed
poor participation as a major weakness of their CH&rticipants then explored how
the active participation of government and privagetor organs was to be achieved and
whose responsibility it was to ensure that theséose were actively involved. Since no
specific resolutions were reached regarding tlsgsaswas an indication of how unclear
the rules regarding stakeholder participation aattiment level, were.

Essentially, in state-induced participatory reseumtanagement, the MSP practice is a
self-defeating exercise if state organs respongdsleesource management are absent
from a collective action. Municipalities and goverent departments (DWAF, DOA
and DEAT) are organs in the delivery of water aaditation services (Chapter Three).
It is difficult to imagine how community membersutd be expected to participate (and
lead) in a state-induced multi-actor initiativeviinich these state organs do not show
interest.

To finalise my argument, let me allude to a proviedon a tribe in Zambia, since most
evidence of poor participation seem to point thieeation. Whenever there is a
suggestion for a collective action, this Zambiabairpeople would intimateUpanfiwe
eulwa nechibi. A literal translation of this statement to Eistjl would be Whoever is
in a hurry fights with the door.” This proverb emanates from a situation baseden t
African village setting where toilets were builttside the main house. In those villages,
lions were known to knock down house doors in otdeget their human prey. As a
result, most village house doors were designed itostand massive knocks from
hungry lions or indeed other predators. The doasigieincluded placing several huge
logs, across the inside of the doorway to reinfoilce outer reed-mat door. This
arrangement meant that at night, should someorfadsel with an emergency call of
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nature, one had to work extra hard and to remamnaitted to the task to make his/her
way out of the house to the toilet. During the gtrle with the door, the rest unaffected
members would remain sleeping. Children would uUguaé¢ assisted by ‘concerned’
adults and escorted outside. This situation fouselfiin the proverb to explain that
when there is a task to be done, only those tha¢ Isarious concern will make the
effort. Similarly, is it surprising that stakehotdean collective actions will act rationally
in choosing whether or not to participate in thenagement of a common pool resource
depending on the assortment of available incentares$ costs involved in doing so?
This argument is brought to a sounder conclusiddhapter Nine.

6.4 Stakeholder representationProviding a portrait of an MSP

The main enthusiasm for the concept of an MSP cofr@s its principle of the
tripartite partnership whereby the public, privated civil-society actors are brought
together to a consensual and mutual decision-makKihig is also the anticipated state
of affairs in the studied CMFs. However, a carafokervation and analysis of actors
involved in the studied CMFs revealed a bilateasther than a multi-lateral structure.

While not abandoning the ‘multi’ aspect of CMFs,amtby stakeholders represented
different government departments, NGOs, academitd @ommunities, my field
observations revealed that the local stakeholdmodrse within the CMFs had invented
an interesting and unique portrait of their MSRak&holders grouped into two general
categories; those who represented an organisatidrntreose who represented a local
community®. The two groups of stakeholders were identified ‘@sganisational
Stakeholders{members of the CMF who represented an organigatiod Community
Stakeholders{members of the CMF who represented a communitiiencatchment). |
observed that there was no individual known to betigpating only in his or her
personal capacity, even if this was not excludefduhd this simplified categorisation
of stakeholders appropriate and relevant for urndeding stakeholder behaviours
because essentially, their nature of participationaction and behaviour (which
constitutes my point of departure) was largely atetl by whether a stakeholder
represented a local community or an organisation.

Organisational Stakeholders

This description referred to members of the CMF wdyaresented an organisation with
regularised operations and that were distinguighaby name. The member’'s

contributions to the CMF were not intended to mfidlne member’s personal opinions
or interest but those of the organisation s/heesgmmted. The member’s participation
on the CMF was limited to his/her term of officetie organisation, and was subject to
the demands of his/her organisation i.e. he/shddwaitend to the requirements of the
CMF (meetings, workshops, business) only when thlegee no other organisational

9 The word ‘community’ in social science literatuig,used to describe a range of overlapping social
units which serve as the locus of social activitg/ar shared identity (Dynes 1998). In the contéhthis
research, the most important attributes of the conity are its geographical boundary and a shared
identity. Hence a ‘community’ is identified as aogp of people leaving in a common environment and
interacting with one another. Accordingly, localopk in the study area use the word ‘community’
interchangeably with the word ‘village’'.
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duties that required his/her attention. In manyanses, members of the CMFs who
represented an organisation would send a ‘sulstitapresentative to meetings. This
meant that their participation in CMFs was orpgrticipation by proxy’ | noticed that
Organisational Stakeholder was also a residuatjoagdor any stakeholder who did not
come from a village (community) since even as &aesher, | was perceived as an
Organisational Stakeholder. In principle they weight since | was involved in
facilitating some processes but in reality | was mecessarily a stakeholder since the
objective of my being there was just to observeptfoeesses.

Organisational Stakeholders may also be referredstdexpert systems’ (Chambers
1993), referring to people and structures construeiround conventional knowledge
gained from traditional education believed to béerstific as opposed to local or

indigenous knowledge. Organisational Stakeholdersgive themselves as specialists
in their given fields. They rely on ‘scientific’ kmvledge and use technical tools and
paraphernalia to situate their position. | obseryed Organisational Stakeholders were
not necessarily deeply embedded in local commundie field workers but operated
from urban locales and pursued their organisatiohjsctives and schedules.

Community Stakeholders

This group constituted members coming to the CMRheir individual capacity or
representing a local community. Community Stakedddwere local residents on
whom the status of water environment and manageirahthe highest impact. They
were mostly poor and living in the outlying aredshe urban centres. Their livelihood
system depended on the status of the state of ewal bf management over the
hydrological cycle. The hydrological status of ttechment dictated the (un)certainty
of their lives. This group of stakeholders may omymnot be homogenous.
Representatives from communities spoke on behatfi@fpeople they represented and
indeed on their own behalf and that of their kirs IAwill elaborate further, they also
pursued their individual incentives and aspiratidns participating in the CMF.
Community Stakeholders had a defined social spagéhich they existed. This was in
contrast to Organisational Stakeholders who existec& boundless social sphere,
whereby the catchment was just a workspace thatgelth with the assortment of
incentives and opportunities.

Notwithstanding, | am aware that sociologists wanabether a distinct ‘community’,
to which one can attach a representative, does. &tigy argue that communities are
erroneously seen as relatively homogeneous, whosebers share characteristics
distinguishable from ‘outsiders’. Mohan and Stok@900; p 264) describe a
‘community’ as a fluid sphere of social interacsaiather than fixed or discrete entities.
Indeed, describing people as a ‘community’ is terefjard ethnic, cultural and other
differences as well as great power differentialghimi a local community that bloke
them from functioning as a unit. However, OstrorB9Q; p 232 — 233) contends that
communities are characterised by a degree of shaveds, values and patterns of
reciprocity, capable in principle afooperative behaviourlt is on the basis of this
potential for ‘cooperative behaviour’ that commynitembers have been classified into
one category as ‘Community Stakeholders'.
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The limitations in this simplified categorisatioh siakeholders are acknowledged and
precise and rigorous definitions that distinguisb two categories may not be easy to
arrive at. For instance, an academic representiloga University in Mthatha argued
that he would not place himself in either categdmyt rather in a different category,
which he referred to aa¢ademic! He defined this as those without a direct stakiéné
resource and whose role was merely to facilitageltéirgaining between user interests
through the provision of information and knowledgéound it difficult to accept this
argument because | observed that in famtatdemics’held much stronger decision-
making power than the rest of the members of theFE€Mince they chaired the
meetings (in Mthatha) and were more articulate thag other members (both in
Mthatha and the Kat). They therefore provided mdeas for action and were looked to
as a source of ideas. | therefore maintained they belonged to the category of
Organisational Stakeholders, as identified by thdsen the community. This
categorisation is also problematic when one consitieat certain individuals can play
‘hybrid roles’ or ‘multiple roles’, such as was tbase with one member of the Mthatha
CMF. This person was a staff of the consultancy gamy, which facilitated the CMF
operations, and was a councillor in the local myaidty and was a representative of
the community from where he resided. All the threles that he occupied in society
qualified him to be member of the CMF represenpingate sector, local government or
indeed local community and he could be categoriaesdboth an organisational
stakeholder as well as a community stakeholdereNbeless, that was a unique and
rare situation.

The fact of the matter is that any given society rba differentiated in several classes
and sub-classes (based on gender, wealth, ethnétdy The categorisation of
stakeholders alluded to here does not necessafér to ‘sameness’ or ‘functional
cohesion’ of the stakeholders in each class. Ratheefers to the analogous or
comparability of stakeholder representatives, whesene individuals represent the
interests of organizations to which they associated during the term of their
employmentand others represent a social group to which bedgng in terms of their
livelihood In general, classification is actually a mattérconvenience. Douglas
(1987, p 58-59) argues that classification dep@md@/hich properties are selected. She
qualifies her argument by referring to what shemter‘an archaic religious
classification’ from the Christian Bible, where thelikely threesome, the camel, the
hare, and the rock badger get classed togetheniasla that chew the cud, but are
excluded from the cud-chewing angulates becausehbeves do not part like the rest
of the class (Leviticus 11.) Concluding then theateness is not a quality that can be
recognized in things themselves, but that it iSeaad upon elements within a coherent
scheme. In a similar manner, within water managémanages of cooperative
‘communities’ do exist as counter-discourses todbminant control over resources by
state and private sector.
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A typology of stakeholders and their stakes inkdhtand Mthatha catchments

The Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF)

The DWAF, which underwent a transformation, frore #ipartheid era Department of
Water Affairs (DWA) to the post-apartheid era Depant of Water Affairs and
Forestry (DWAF), is a national government departneaded by a Minister and has its
headquarters in Pretoria. The Department statest tisaboth a poacher and gatekeeper
in water resource manageméhtThis statement was intended to describe the dial r
that DWAF occupies in water resource managemeriio#ts a stakeholder as well as
guardian of water and forestry resources in Soutic# At national level, DWAF is
primarily responsible for the formulation of poliggverning water and forestry sectors,
while 9 regional offices are responsible for thiemplementation. Even though local
governments provide water and sanitation servinetheir areas, DWAF has overall
responsibility for such services. The Water Sewiéet (1997) instructs DWAF to
regulate water services through compulsory natisteldards, norms and standards for
tariffs and contracts between WSAs and WSPs (Chdjptee).

DWAF’s other functions and responsibilities inclusher-catchment water transfers,
drought and flood management, safety of dams, cbotrer the abstraction of public
water and management of water quality. The Diretéoof Catchment Management
within DWAF is directly responsible for water resoe@ management in the catchments
as well as ensuring stakeholder participation. Safiéhese responsibilities include
capacity building and training to facilitate thetadishment of water management
institutions, such as CMAs, WAUs and CMFs. DWAF éeps and monitors the
implementation of policies, and guidelines withaets to catchment management and
stakeholder participation. It is DWAF's responstiito ensure that CMFs (and indeed
all forms of participatory water institutions) cgout their functions effectively. It can
be concluded then that DWAF has considerable cbatrer the functioning of CMFs
and other water institutions. According to the NWDAWAF>! is ultimately accountable
for the management of water in the catchment. T® day, DWAF still commands a
large degree of centralised power over the watérf@arestry resources.

The management of water resources (surface anchdnauer) in the Kat and Mthatha
catchments is the sole responsibility of DWAF. Thsludes monitoring of water
qguality and quantity. The two dams in both catchimeare owned by DWAF.
According to NWA, CMAs are expected to take oveesth functions from DWAF.
However the establishment of CMA in Water Managenfgeas 12 and 15 where the
Kat and Mthatha catchments fall, respectively ndaubtedly still a long way away.
DWAF's Catchment Management Directorate in the &astCape Province is
represented by a regional office in Cradock, whishsituated about 400km from
Mthatha catchment and ‘only’ 200km from the Katctament. Other DWAF satellite
offices exist in King Williams Town, about 150knof the Kat catchment, and within
Mthatha town. It was ironic, considering the presenf DWAF in the vicinity of the

*0 This statement can also be found on its websitenat.dwaf.gov
*1 The Minister of DWAF is specifically mentioned imet Act
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Kat catchment that its participation in the Kat CM&s problematic while the Mthatha
CMF meetings were attended by at least four DWAHf shembers and occasionally
senior staff from DWAF headquarters in Pretoriavfl® the catchment to attend the
meetings. DWAF Cradock office, which lies closerktat catchment than to Mthatha,
argued that it was too overstretched to send aeseptative to the Kat catchment.
However DWAF had a staff member in the Kat catchmetime dam operator - who
could be considered a relevant DWAF representatime the basis that he was
responsible for regulating water flow in the Katv&i and he resided only a few
kilometres away from the usual meeting place ofGMF-. His surprising absence from
the CMF is discussed in Chapter Eight.

DWAF's ability to successfully play both roles aakeholder and facilitator could be a
subject for a separate fully-fledged research.i&iffo mention here that sentiments
from Mthatha CMF members indicate that memberfhiefGMF observed paternalistic
tendencies in the manner in which DWAF conductselfit

“DWAF wants to ensure that the CMF concept works.cbncern is to
see that government policies are adopted or imphtete The staff of
DWAF is therefore having to supervise and managé @wtivities since
it reflects on their performance as government wsK [BS]

Local government

As mentioned in Chapter Three, South African gowent is organised into three
spheres of administration; the National level, Bronal and Districts. Districts are
referred to as local and constitute the third éiegovernment. They fall under the arm
of the National Department of Local Government anaditional Affairs. South Africa
has six metropolitan municipalities, 47 district mmaipalities and 231 local
municipalities. For the purpose of political adrsination, each local municipality is
further demarcated into smaller regions called wad ward councillor who is a
political representative from a specific politigadrty represents each ward. A ward
councillor is an executive member of the districtmeipality.

The Mthatha catchment lies within the Oliver Tamblnicipality while the Kat
catchment falls under the Nkonkobe District Munédity. CMFs desire that Water
Engineers from the municipalities and ward couadsllfrom wards that lie in the
catchment represent the municipalities on the CW&ter Engineers because they are
the technical officers in water issues while wandrcillors represent the interest of the
grassroots and are crucial in decision-making ofdatrict plans. As discussed in
Chapter Three, municipalities are key role playiersvater resource management at
catchment level considering that as WSAs, theylifatg water use and had the greatest
impact upon water resources (supply of domesticemvateatment and disposal of
wastewater, pollution and disaster management).

The District Municipalities are faced with high t®@®f water and sanitation services.
The cost of provision of these services is confadhdby the scattered nature of
settlements. Due to lack of capacity to handle wael sanitation services, DWAF still
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has to provide water supply and sanitation servases in some cases, municipalities
contract private water service providers who ase atgulated by DWAF-.

The National Water Resources Management Strategyiress that when preparing its
water services development plan, a municipality tmager to the relevant catchment
management strategy for information about the afdity of water to support:
proposed water services targets, the source ofvdter and the requirements for the
quality of wastewater that is to be returned towaer resource after use. Catchment
management cannot therefore be effectively cawigdwithout full participation from
local government. The Water Services Act also iaidis that municipalities are
responsible for facilitating meaningful communitarpcipation in decision-making
processes of its activities and therefore are redquio support forums where the public
can give its inputs in a structured and meaningfahner.

The Department of Agriculture (DOF)

The National Department of Agriculture is a keykstaolder in both the Mthatha and
Kat catchments. District offices of DOA existednath catchments. Its responsibility is
to support the agriculture sector in maximising dtmtribution to economic growth,
food production and reduction of poverty. Land-canel support of irrigation schemes
are important concerns for the department. Foraimts, this department funded the
Land-care project in the Kat catchment. The Department was alsoseeing the
smooth running of several irrigation schemes in &thl catchment. The Agricultural
engineer in Mthatha indicated to me that there vgaeeral soil erosion control and
irrigation projects that are being implemented 9Ain the catchment but which had
not (yet) come to the knowledge of the CMF.

The DOA had a regular representative who attenddé& @eetings in Mthatha. In the
Kat, a junior extension officer from DOA offices apdically attended the CMF
meetings. Since the department was financing tmelicare project, it can be assumed
that the Department’s interest as a stakeholderglated more to the land-care project
rather than to water resources management. Thiscaalsrmed by the fact that the
Department’s representative appeared mostly atingseset to discuss the Land-care
project.

The Department of Environmental Affairs and Tour(&r&AT)

As a department responsible for the conservatiomaitiral resources, marine and
coastal management, the Department of Environmekftairs and Tourism holds a

stake in water resources of both catchments. Aesgmtative of the department
attended meetings of Mthatha CMF. DEAT was howalesent in the Kat catchment.
Its absence was attributed to the fact that theneewao DEAT offices close to the Kat
catchment. In Mthatha, DEAT's interest lay in trevelopment of the wild coast mainly
for the purpose of tourism but also for povertyewathtion of the impoverished local

®2 The Land-care project is extensively discussed uitdeswn subsection in the next section of this
chapter.
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populations and for environmental management. Mesnbé the Mthatha CMF were
keen at exploiting this potential.

Electricity Company of South Africa (ESKOM)

With two hydro-electricity generation stations ajathe Mthatha River, ESKOM was a
crucial stakeholder in Mthatha catchment. A higiphaced official from ESKOM
represented the organisation on the Mthatha CMK@$ was absent in the Kat
catchment since there were no hydropower generatitivities on the Kat River.

Records indicate that ESKOM utilised up to 240 imil nt/annum of water from
Mthatha River. However, it was considered non-comgive since it was returned to
the river. Unpublished research reports indicated ESKOM activities of regulating
the flow regime of the river negatively affecteck testuaries downstream since it
amounted to the manipulation of the ecosystem (DW2B2). Thus hydropower
generation was in direct conflict with the temposahkle for water required for the
natural environment. ESKOM saw its participationtbe CMF to be crucial in terms of
‘convincing’ the members that the benefits accruingm hydropower generation
probably exceeded the negative effects. An examaplbis effect was a conducted tour
of its plant by all members of the Mthatha and KaiFs, which was included in the
second joint workshop of the two CMFs held in Mtzat During the tour of the
ESKOM plant, the staff pointed out the efforts tB®KOM was making to maintain the
integrity of the river ecology.

University of Transkei (UNITRA)

The University of Transkei, which is based in Mttatown, was established during
apartheid era to provide university education widents of the “homelands.” During
the process of mobilisation for the formation ofhsitha CMF, scientists from the
Department of Geography and Botany were specifidalNited to contribute towards
assessing and generating information regardingé¢leenorphology, riparian and aquatic
biota of the Mthatha River. As a result of theivaivement in these activities, these
University staff took interest in the activities thie CMF and at the inauguration of the
CMF a University staff member accepted the posibbehairman of the management
committee of the CMF. The University is often regmeted by at least 4 staff members
at each CMF meeting.

Rhodes University

The interest of Rhodes University in the Kat catehincan be linked to the several
research studies that were undertaken in the KagrRialley by researchers from the
Geography Department of the University, most ofalihalso informed this study (for
some of these studies see McMagerml. 2001, Rowntreeet al. 2000, Motteux and
Rowntree 1997, 1998, Motteux 2002, Motteak al. 1999a, 1999b). Within the
Geography department of the University is a cataitnmeanagement group that took
interest in exploring management practices of cagait ecology. Rather than conduct
an exclusively academic research, researchersad&anterest in undertaking an action
research approach that would yield specific besdfit the local communities. The
research activities that began in 1996 resultegtiercreation of an intimate relationship
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between the University and the communities of tle &atchment, to an extent that
local people begun to perceive the University as‘farent®® of the CMF.

From its research budget, the University providewis to the CMF to hold its meetings
and conducted a number of capacity building workshdhe University saw its role in
the Kat as that of providing backup knowledge fbe tmanagement decisions
undertaken by both the WUA and the CMF. For instanicplayed an advisory role in
the implementation of the Land-care project andlifated the transformation of the
Irrigation Board to a Water User Association. Aseault of these initiatives, Rhodes
University also provided a research network that dlelped in workshop processes of
group development and also created a learning optatffor several researchers
interested in social processes involved in catchimwater resource management.

Eastern Cape Appropriate Technology Unit. (ECATU)

This is a government-sponsored institution resgmedor conducting applied research
in appropriate technology. It picks up communitpjpcts such as making sanitation
designs that improve the quality of rural life. my interview with stakeholder
representative of this organisation, | learnt flespecific interest in the catchment lay
in the institution’s concern for appropriate uali®n of catchment resources. By getting
involved in the CMF, the institution was hopinglte able to identify areas that needed
innovations for the upliftment of rural people’sds. At the time of my research, a lady
representative of this institution was serving he secretary of the management
committee of the Mthatha CMF.

Water Users Association (WUA)

Since CMFs are charged with the task of managintenesources for the whole
catchment and WUAs are important water users withigiven catchment, they
(WUASs) are eligible and key stakeholder memberthefCMF. There was no WUA in
Mthatha at the time of my research. This was atted to the limited agricultural
activities in the area. As for the Kat catchmemt,iraigation board had existed in the
lower part of the Kat catchment. It had just beansformed (2002) from an irrigation
board composed of exclusively white framers, tdmeiusive’ WUA as required by the
NWA. The participatory processes undertaken teerarsvironmental awareness among
community members in the Kat included some joinrksbhops and meetings with
members of the irrigation board as a way of anclgptthe board’s transformation
process into the on-going community mobilisationogesses of the catchment
management. However, most members of the WUA adithe from the lower part of
the catchment where commercial farming was conatgdrand had little concern for
the upper Kat where the CMF was active.

At the formation of the WUA, some emerging commarblack farmers and a number
of community members (not necessarily farmers) wemrporated into the new
structure of the WUA. Even though the WUA in the tKalaimed to have

representatives on the Kat CMF, my observations iatetviews indicated that the

%3 Sentiments made by participants of the Land-cagduation workshop held ori"&nd 6" May 2003.
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people who were supposedly WUA representatives dcawdt possibly genuinely
represent the interests and concerns of the WUAhenCMF. | learnt that the few
(three) community members who got positions in itenagement committee of the
WUA were incorporated to represent the interesticdl communities specifically to
ensure that water-use activities of commercial &srdid not infringe upon the needs
and interests of local communities. They were etqueto monitor the operations of the
WUA, with respect to water use from the Kat Rivada@am, ensuring that these did not
put community water users at a disadvantage. Theanmthat these three WUA
members from the local community actually represgntonsumptive uses of water
rather than productive uses.

These three community members, having been invowitd the emergence of the
CMF also sat on the steering committee of the CMiAce these local community
representatives were members of both the WUA aedGMF, they became WUA
representatives on the CMF by default. There wasigio of interest in the CMF by the
original members of the WUA who constituted the t@htommercial farmers. The
amount of water abstractions (discussed in Chdpoer) did not correspond to their
margin of interest in the co-management of thehoamt resources. An interview with
one white commercial farmer from WUA revealed tHadm their own perspective,
their absence on CMF was justified by the fact tthere were some community
members attending CMF meetings who also were ceresidto be WUA members. One
of the responses from the white WUA member weriobaws:

“It is not necessary for us (white farmers) to atileCMF meetings in the
Kat. We feel adequately represented by some merfiidack community
members) from our association. They understand @dies better than
we do and so we leave it to them. Should ther@nlgeserious concerns,
we shall be informed and we shall be glad to he]RR]

It is difficult to justify that the interests andomcerns of the WUA were fully
represented on the CMF by the community membepeogally considering that these
‘supposedly’ WUA members did not own any farms, didt live in the lower
commercial farming region of the catchment and weod engaged in irrigation
activities of any kind. Considering that most memnsbef the WUA were wealthy
educated commercial farmers, | cannot assume liegt lacked understanding of the
interdependence of human activities in the up-sirdawn-stream dynamics. The lack
of interest of the white community in the lower Keatchment and that of the
management of the Katberg hotel in the upper Kathoaent can only point to the
historical racial divide that still looms in Sou#frica (Chapter Three - how history
matters). Writing about his experiences in the Katchment, one of my research
colleagues who happened to be a white Dutch studentirms these sentiments when
he made the following remarks in his field notes:

“On my first day in Fort Beaufort it was immediatetlear that this
research was going to be different from the onéherUpper Kat, only
40 kilometres further up the river. The farmersehare big scale, rich
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and almost all white. It was sometimes clarifyisg) sometimes rather
shocking to hear their views on the black commesitand the

capabilities they believe these communities havely Tthe apartheid

hasn't stopped influencing daily practices heré & shame to say, but
for me to be white surely seemed to be an advanfagenost farmers

were very welcoming towards me and the amountsftéec| got offered

during the interviews could have kept me awakeéhfemext year” [AD]

Thus it was possible that white WUA members viewssl Kat CMF as something for
the black communities. On the other hand, it is &gical to conclude, based on South
Africa’s legislation* that WUA members in the Kat could have considetieeir
institution more legitimate than the CMF and therefdid not feel compelled to
participate in an institution, which was not backgdany statutes.

Mpofu Farmers Training Centre

This institution existed only in the Kat Catchmelbtis a government owned farmers’
training centre. Its stake in the catchment liegssrownership of 20 hectares of irrigated
cropland. It pumps its irrigation water from thetKiver. The centre has a number of
livestock too. Pump failures and problems with famanagement stalled crop
production.

The centre was frequently used as a venue for Wwogssand meetings by the CMF. As
a matter of fact, the first joint workshop betwdbr two CMFs was convened at this
place. The Centre, though an important stakehatdéne catchment, does not send a
representative to CMF meetings. The principal ef¢kntre explained that they did not
have sufficient staff to send to CMF meetings. Hevéver felt that he made his

contribution to the CMF by providing facilities f@MF meetings and workshops.

South African National Civics Organisation (SANCO)

Formed during the eighties, SANCO emerged as a agntynbased lobby organisation
intended to add impetus to the United Democratantfight for freedom. It was seen
as a legitimate and democratic structure by thgressive forces of the masses. It was a
national organisation with branches in many rudack communities where political
activism was rife. Although the organisation helgeddraft the Reconstruction and
Development Programme (RDP) following South Afrgapolitical freedom, it
progressively lost strength and political relevaraféer the political parties were
unbanned (Nauta 2001; p 93).

The Mthatha SANCO branch was a strong player intipsl but no group existed
within the Kat catchment. The Mthatha branch of $XINwas actively involved in the
CMF and was represented by its articulate and vecal chairman. He saw his role as
that of eliciting important issues affecting locaimmunity members and ensuring that
the needs of the poor local people were not sidélin

*¥ Based on South Africa’s legislation, WUAs are ity institutions and therefore have legal backing
which CMFs do not have since they are non-statutwtjtutions.
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Local communities

This group of stakeholders refers to local resigl@iftthe catchment who live mostly in
remote rural villages. It includes small-scale farsp emergent commercial farmers,
farm workers and the general residents who userwasenly for domestic purpose
alone. They all have a critical stake in wategarelless of whether one’s abstraction of
water includes agriculture or is limited to domestsageor struggling for better water
and soil conservation and reduction of environmehtzards. The majority access
water directly from the river and the hydrologytbé catchment has a direct impact on
their livelihood system. They can be considerethaskey resource users. Their actions
are critical in defining resource management pasteHence their involvement in the
CMF is crucial.

In the Kat, community representatives constitue rtrajority of stakeholder members
on the CMF. There were about 36 villages in the &&thment. The original list of
community representatives on the Kat CMF indicatest there were 45 members
representing 15 different villages. This indicatteast only 50 percent of the catchment
villages are represented on the CMF. The Mthatha&erRCatchment Management
Strategy document (DWAF 2002; p 8) indicates thate are up to 1050 rural and peri-
urban settlements (villages) in Mthatha and yetyamb to 4 members came from
villages to attend CMF meetings. The CMF managenearmittee in Mthatha
indicated that this was an unacceptable situatitich they were keen to address.

Representatives from local communities were electedndeed nominated by their
respective villages. In the Kat, core members & @MF called a village meeting
specifically to discuss the CMF and its functiomsl ahen solicited for elections of
village representative(s) (in some cases up to vhimees were nominated to the CMF
from a single village}® Elections were done by show of hand as a votirgqzture
after a name was proposed. | observed that theegso of electing village
representatives in the Kat was considerate to gdvalance. This was as a result of the
influence of the researchers who originally ing@tthe process. Communities were
encouraged to make deliberate effort to include amepresentatives. As a result,
records of membership and meeting attendancedistsy that at least 35 percent of
village representatives in the Kat CMF were womBme process of recruiting village
representatives in the Kat seemed to be a contthooe as a result of the CMF’s
interest to involve as many stakeholders as wasilges In Mthatha however, the
process happened only once, at the initial formatioCMF.

As argued earlier, the critical issue regardingestaheld by community members in
both these two catchments was not necessarily sdoesvater resource, but rather
productive utilisation of the resource. My obseiatand informal survey results
indicated that it was the systems and the cap&eityarness their claims to water that

%5 The number of representatives from a given villages determined by the size of the village. The
bigger the village the more members it was allowedominate to the CMF. However, there were no
written guidelines on the mechanics of estimatimg dizes of village and the number of represemstiv
required. This was arrived at arbitrarily.
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were absenf. A combination of factors which included naturalctors such as
insufficient rainfall to support crop productiondamse of marginal lands with low
natural fertility as well as man-made factors whioklude the legacy of apartheid
which had left local people with no meaningful dathents to productive resources,
had created an impoverished community, dependardiaams from government and
sale of labour where possible. This meant that avgd access to water resources
would become meaningful only if it were accompanigdsufficient means to exploit
the resource.

A common description can be attributed to CommuSBitskeholders in both Mthatha
and the Kat. They are impoverished with no jobs laadlly any farming opportunities.
Statistics indicates that approximately 84 peradritouseholds in Mthatha catchment
earned less than two US dollars a month (DWAF 2@@2i)e in the Kat, 63 percent
earned less than a dollar. Only 39 percent ofdimmunity members in the Kat
catchment were in any gainful employment while 8tcpnt relied on old-age pension
grants and the rest depended on income from infotrade and remittances from
distant relatives. Except for urban and peri-urbasidents, there were no standing
water pipes for Community Stakeholders. Past inggoi water services between the
different groups in South Africa indicate that odly percent of blacks had piped water
against nearly 100 percent of the other groups rfigsmnet al. 2001; p 41). The large
majority of rural residents are still dependentwater from open streams, boreholes or
stagnant sources. (Schreiner 20§2otedin: Mlazbenderet al 2005). In the Kat, only
three villages of the 15 villages participating the CMF had piped water. The rest
relied on river water. Unlike urban dwellers, Commty Stakeholders had no waste
collection services. Access to water-borne sewelagen-existent. Most of them used
pit latrines or the bucket syst8mThe major problem of such sanitation is the l@agh
of waste into groundwater and rivers, especiallgrghpit latrines are built within close
proximity to the river and when individuals chodeeuse bushes to relieve themselves.
This is a matter of concern considering that Mthattad experienced 3 cholera
outbreaks during the period of my research study

Stakeholders are serviced by dust roads, poor ésidigw public phones and highly
dispersed and poorly staffed clinics and schodleere was limited public or private
transport available to Community Stakeholders toilifate participation in CMF
meetings and workshops. Thus, for Community Staklens, attending a CMF meeting
was not an easy task.

% Local residents were aware that they could absivatgr from the rivers as they wished without being
stopped. All DWAF required was to ensure that salo$tractions were registered.

" The bucket system is a method of using a buckattaitet, which is later emptied when full.

%8 This comment does not necessarily intend to impudéect link between the use of pit latrines @ th
bush and the outbreak of cholera. The outbreakhofeca in Mthatha may be linked to several other
factors and such a discussion lies beyond the sobjhds research. However, it is important to nibtat
there were several sources of pollution of rivetevancluding poor municipal wastewater management.
Many people affected by cholera were those tha¢aided upon open rivers or stagnant sources.
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Table 6.1Summary of Stakeholder Typology

Stakeholder®

Stakeholders’ interests and expectations in relatitm

water or environment, expressed through the CMF

le) 9yl ul Jussald

eUIRUIA Ul JUSSaid

Local communities
Stake

Expectations

First level users of water. Most of them access
water directly from the river. Water quality is cral.

Currently demanding provision of piped water. Htpe

access water for agricultural purposes.

They see CMF as a process through which they
gain access to water and land entitlements andowveg
their livelihood.

ng

174

can

DWAF
Stake

Expectations

DWAF is the guardian of water resources in Sd
Africa. Also responsible for ensuring that CMFs are
place and operate efficiently in assisting DWAFsk
in resource and catchment protection.

DWAF hopes that CMFs will improve the processes
monitoring and regulating water use in catchme
Thus it is through the activities of institutionsch as
CMFs that DWAF hopes to achieve its mandated
of protection, use, development, conservat
management and control of the water resource
water management areas. The CMF in Mthatha
also viewed as the initial stage towards
establishment of the statutory CMA in the area.

uth

v

5 of
nts.

role
on,
5 in
was
the

DEAT
Stake

Expectation

As a department responsible for ensuring sustaén
catchment ecology and promoting tourism indus
DEAT strives to maintain an attractive and heal
environment.

DEAT hopes that through the CMF, all stakehold
will appreciate DEAT's programmes and strategiess
that CMF will become a platform where informati
can be shared and community needs identified.

abl

try,
thy

ers
an

% For full descriptions of abbreviated titles oflstholders, refer to the preceding discussion on

stakeholder typology.
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v | ¥
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Stakeholdet® Stakeholders’ interests and expectations in relatitm 2 =

water or environment, expressed through the CMF = 2

5 | §

X =

21 3
DOA Responsible for providing support to farmipg
Stake community including irrigation and land-care

Expectation

initiatives.

DOA hopes that CMF will provide a platform for the

justification of its programmes and where inforroat
can be shared.

v

Municipalities
Stake

Expectation

Responsible for the provision of water and sarita
services to all residents of the catchment.

ti

Municipalities hope that the CMF will providey

backstopping of its service provision efforts ahdtt

stakeholders will empathise with its strugglestealao
limited capacity.

SANCO
Stake

Expectation

Main interest is in ensuring that community members
received their entittements as promised by govemme

in the freedom charter. SANCO works as a pres

sure

group to ensure that government organs provided the
community services to required standards. SANCO
sees itself as a lobby group and whistle blowermr gove

sub-standard community services.

SANCO expects that CMF will ensure appropri
service delivery to poor communities.

ate

Universities
Stake

Expectations

Provide knowledge backup for catchment management
practices and database generation on flooding, rwate

quality, quantity, distribution, land managemeuial
processes etc.

Improved capacity among stakeholders to be abl
undertake sound catchment management.

Vv

e to

Mpofu Training
Centre.
Stake

Expectation

Sees itself as a training venue for catchment

management processes. In its individual capadit,
an important user of river water through irrigati
practices.

Hopes that through CMF, it can gain recognitioraas

training institution and make a contribution towa

on
v

d

knowledge information dissemination regarding water

resource management
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o | I

Stakeholdet® Stakeholders’ interests and expectations in relatitm =4 %

water or environment, expressed through the CMKF i 2
5 | §
~ =1
21 3

Water User Entirely relies on Kat River and dam to irrigat it

Assaociation citrus crop. v

Stake
Hopes that the CMF will take into consideration |its

Expectations water requirements when dealing with upstream water
management.

ECATU Provides appropriate technology for the utilisatién

Stake catchment resources.

Expectations Hopes that CMF will be a channel through which v
technological needs for rural communities could|be
identified and those already developed could | be
promoted.

ESKOM Major water user in the Mthatha catchment. It das

Stake an environmental impact through ‘its damming
practices which affects river flow and consequently
affects estuaries down stream

v

Expectations Hopes that CMF can become a channel through which
company operations could be justified and a platfor
where catchment management plans can be accgssed
for the information of the company.

It is clear that there was a wide range of concameng stakeholders that determined
the stakes. Reading through the expectations ktéxliin Table 6.1, it is apparent that
Organisational Stakeholders considered that ppdiicig in the CMFs would accord
them with the leverage they needed to promote &fehd their existing actions. Thus
the CMF accorded them a platform to legitimise rtleevn projects and programmes.
For Community Stakeholders, their main concern g&Bsing access to clean water and
its productive utilisatiorand reducing environmental hazards to their liaidts. Thus
participating in the CMF was anticipated as meansugh which the expected services
would be received.

6.5 The fit of CMF purpose and agenda: Exploring te CMFs’ purpose

What purpose did different stakeholders give toGMF and how did that influence the

functioning of CMFs and consequently the benefitsaing to society? In this section |

attempt to scrutinize the issues that the CMFs @anthemselves with by exploring the
agendas and how this was translated to the actailsagement of water resources. It is
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hoped that this process will resolve the first perthe second research question that
needs to be probed, which is; what problems havé&atted upon?

The purpose of a CMF — the ‘official’ view

| begin this exploration on the premise that CMRgerged as non-statutory institutions

with no legal power to enforce their decisions.device from documentation indicates

that from the point of view of the state, the irted purpose of CMFs was simply to
initiate the participation processes that must gpidethe establishment of CMAs

(DWAF 1999; p 2). In Mthatha, DWAF (2001a; p 2) siied the purpose of CMF as

being:

e To provide all interested and relevant stakeholdeithie Mthatha Catchment Area
with a communication channel for raising water tgse management issues at a
local catchment level.

e To provide a platform for consultation and inteiactof a wide spectrum of
stakeholders on water resource management issues.

e To provide a platform for debate, and stakeholdérsy-in® of the Mthatha
Catchment Management Strategy, which addressegayeand means of achieving
objectives of managing water resources in the oagch area.

This list of functions for Mthatha CMF indicatesathit was set-up as a dialogue
platform as well as to undertake planning functiotsshould be noted that these
functions were generated by DWAF, which initiated Eorum.

With respect to the Kat CMF, documents that exptagmemergence process (Motteux
2001; p 2) state that the purpose of the CMF wasduide a platform to discuss water-
related issues of common concern to people liviinthe catchments and seek ways of
addressing these. The picture emerging from thasensents indicates that CMFs were
essentially committees with representation fromiotesr government departments,
NGOs and community groups, meant to discuss watated issues and make decisions
and plans. However, since CMFs were non-statutodids with no legal power, their
decisions were not expected to be binding. Theyetbee were to rely largely on the
willingness of other agencies to comply with theidens.

The purpose of a CMF — the stakeholders’ view

During the first joint workshops between Mthathal atat CMF, held as part of this
research strategy, CMF members were offered anrappty to define the purpose of
their CMF from their own perspective (as a grougther than from the government
point of view’. The Mthatha members presented a concise purpose:

“A platform where representatives of each stakedoldn the
catchment come to discusatchment management issues.”

0 The exercise of defining the CMF was undertakeseiparate groups — the Mthatha CMF as a group
and the Kat CMF as another group. Brainstormingr@aagh was used, whereby every member of the
group was asked for his or her opinion regardingtwie/she thought was the purpose of the CMF. The
answers were then collated into one concise stateme
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The Kat CMF members presented theirs as being

“Organised to dealwith environmental issues. Also ways of using
water. The aim is to educatemmunity about environment awareness.
It is a liaison between community and governmdrdrieg ideas, how

to improvethe status of our water and how to cdoe our land for
future generations. It is intended to clear our dsnabout the
importance of our environment and land e.g. the gdsn(gullies),
trees, water.”

It is interesting to note that while the Mthathaogp perceived their Forum as a
‘deliberative assembly’ by using the word “discuss'their definition of the purpose,

the Kat CMF members used ‘action’ words (which haeen underlined) in describing
the purpose of their CMF. In a recent document that Kat CMF prepared for

soliciting funding for their projects, the goaltbe CMF was stated as

“to fulfil the Catchment Management Strategy which aimssauation

in which stakeholders in a Catchment would be ablalentify critical
issues affecting them and take ownersbiphow best could these be
addressed

The dual purpose of the CMFs

It is evident from the preceding discussion tha tWo categories of stakeholders —
Organisational Stakeholders and Community Stakehs|dheld different perceptions

with regards to the purpose of the CMFs. The Mth&MF, having been dominated by
Organisational Stakeholders defined their CMF dmkbgue Forum while the Kat CMF

having been dominated by Community Stakeholdenseegftheirs as being responsible
for ‘dealing’ with environmental issues. Thus whi@rganisational Stakeholders’

discourse emphasises ‘dialogue’, Community Stakihsltend to emphasize ‘action’.
This implies that CMFs could embrace both perspestto include dialogue and action
in their purpose, as one senior staff of DWAF, axpd in an interview:

“The purpose of the CMF is taken from what the biadi Water Act
which states basically the need for participatiop &takeholders in
decision-making regarding water use. But this doeslimit the CMFs
from taking on a wide range of roles that mightlinie projects and
programmes’FM]

Considering the socio-economic conditions that@oeenmunity Stakeholders endured,
specifically poverty, environmental vulnerabilityda poor access to clean water and
irrigation, it is logical to anticipate that the@dmmunity Stakeholders) would expect
that the emergence of a Forum that addressed vgates in a catchment would bring
‘hope’ of having their conditions bettered. In flage of poor service delivery that they
were experiencing as a result of failures by gowemnt departments and municipalities,
CMFs could have been perceived as a ‘glimmer’ opehdowards resolving their

concerns. Therefore, being able to sit in a Foruhere they could engage service
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providers (government departments and municipatiaf§) was a more than welcome
development. It is logical therefore to concludatt@ommunity Stakeholders were
ready to participate in CMFs on the understandiveg the Forums would be able to
take ‘action’ on decisions arrived at.

For Organisational Stakeholders (particularly gawegnt departments) on the other
hand, the mere existence of a Forum that provideldtform for dialogue was the end
in itself. Thus by implication, while Community &holders perceived CMFs as the
means to the end, Organisational Stakeholderstsanw &s the end in itself. As a matter
of fact, certain Organisational Stakeholders ewwsumed that CMFs could not achieve
results desired by Community Stakeholders as thewimg statement captured in my
interview with a stakeholder representing the Ursitg in Mthatha testifies:

“l see the CMF as a policy body with regards to erattilisation and

quality issues. Implementation roles such as ptejesupply and
distribution of water are a prerogative of municiph@s and government
departments. It is something beyond the CNMBC]

Some Organisational Stakeholders even thought df€a% merely whistle blowers as
the following comment shows;

“We need these Forums to monitor the actions o¥iserproviders, as
eyes of the state on the ground, to warn the natignvernment what is
going wrong or right’[NM]

6.6 CMF purpose and agenda - the case of Mthatha Civ

What did the CMFs actually do and how did theinaii¢s impact on participation and
management of water resources? The answer canthmeib by sifting through the
activities that took place in the years that | $peith the CMFs. Being informal groups,
CMF activities were punctuated by long periodsnafction. The most usual and vivid
activity was meetings. If meetings were a measturefficiency, the Mthatha CMF
could be considered very efficient. Keeping to¢hiure of expert systems, meetings in
Mthatha were scheduled to a regular cycle of oneyequarter. At the end of each
meeting, the meeting date for the next meeting eisrmined. In the Kat catchment
however, the culture was that of the traditionadtegns, where a meeting was called
only when the need dictated. Without any importauginess to be handled, there was
no need for a meeting. The need for a meeting sorastemerged from a community
meeting unrelated to the CMF or from the need tendt to requests emerging from
outsiders, researchers or visitors. In most catesKat CMF met when there were
issues to resolve regarding the Land-care project.

Table 6.2 on the next page shows actual activtties the Mthatha CMF undertook
during my research period. This information wasraoted from the minutes of
meetings and workshops conducted by the CMF throwigthe period of my research.
Table 6.2 shows that dealing with internal operatloissues, (poor participation of
stakeholders and reimbursements of travel costs} o large portion of the CMF
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agenda, followed by the preparation of the Catchmdanagement Strategy and
resolving the problem of pollution of the Mthathav&. It is evident from the number
of times that the issue of pollution was discuésétat the CMF had limited power in
ensuring that its decisions were acted upon byaaleagents.

Table 6.2Issues that Mthatha CMF concerned itself with miyiiesearch study perid

No. OF
MEETINGS
AGENDA ITEM IN WHICH RESOLUTIONS
ITEM WAS
RAISED
Decreasing number of 5 * Publicity campaigns to be intensified.
participants. « Forum and DWAF to put pressure on
OR Tambo municipality to address the
Non attendance of meetings problem.
by local municipality and « An editor from a local newspaper to be
community members invited to the CMF as a way of giving
the CMF public recognition.
Travel costs reimbursements 4 Secretariat to collect money from DWAF
for Forum members to reimburse community representatiyes
who attend meetings at a rate |of

R75/person/meeting.

Mthatha Catchment 3 * A consultant has been contracted to

Management Strategy undertake the preparation of the
Mthatha Catchment Management
Strategy (MCMS).

» Capacity building workshop to Re
organised to enable members |to
understand the process of preparing |the
MCMS.

Pollution around circus 3 » The problem too complicated for District
triangle (Raised by SANCO) municipality to address.

* Publicity campaigns to be intensified.

e Forum and DWAF to put pressure on
OR Tambo municipality to address the
problem.

New faces attending 3 * Problem attributed to non-
meetings each time reimbursement of travel costs.

* Also requires awareness meetings to he
held again.

Vision statement for the 2 To be presented in meeting by consultants
Mthatha Catchment

Management Strategy

(MCMS)

1 The issue of pollution was discussed in three aorise meetings. Since these were quarterly
meetings implies that the problem remained a conoeer a period of more than nine months.
%2 This information was extracted from the minutes ¢dtal of 13 meetings.
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Plan for OR Tambo District

council

meeting

No. OF
MEETINGS
AGENDA ITEM IN WHICH RESOLUTIONS
ITEM WAS
RAISED
Registration of farmers as 2 » Farmers, workshop to be organised.
water users. Lack of interest « Department of Agriculture to facilitate
among farmers causing this exercise as an educational  activity
concern. for farmers to learn and appreciate the
importance of water user licenses.
Preparations for National 1 Members invited to attend DWAF
Water week planning meeting and to participate
actively.
Priority issues that need to he 1 Each stakeholder to present their priofity
addressed in Mthatha issues that need to be included in the
catchment MCMS and to reach DWAF regional
offices before next meeting.
Joint workshop with the Kat 1 » DWAF to contribute towards transport
CMF and accommodation costs for Mthatha
participants.
* Members to start preparing for the
workshop.
National Water Resource 1 Members should fully acquaint themselvyes
Management Strategy with this strategy as it has been gazetted.
Bridge construction across 1 The consulting firm that intends to put up
the Mthatha river a bridge will be addressing the CMF at the
next meeting to inform members of the
implications of the project (Environmental
impact)
Arrangements for Mthatha 1 Arising from the experience during the
catchment tour Joint workshop in the Kat, a tour of
Mthatha catchment will be arranged by
consultants.
Poor circulation of minutes gf 1 DWAF would draw up new contract for
meetings secretariat
Water Services Development 1 To be presented to the CMF at next

Source: Minutes of Mthatha CMF meetings. 2002 -4200

Based on the list of priority concerns (reproduocadcext page) raised during the initial
community workshop in Mthatha (Chapter Four), ihdze argued that the Mthatha
CMF did not concern itself with the salient issuased in that workshop. Except for
the pollution issue, the rest of the concerns didseem to feature in the CMF agenda.

* Hydroelectric schemes affecting ecosystems doveastr

» Alien vegetation on river banks reducing runoff atictam flow
» Lack of piped water supply in many areas
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* Pollution of Mthatha river

e Land degradation causing sedimentation of the river

* Poor sanitation as a result of poor managemehgeatiunicipal Sewerage
Plant

» High water losses in existing water distributiosteyn

» Poor payment by consumers for water services

* Land tenure system pressure

* Poverty

Based on Table 6.2, it can be concluded that theatla CMF concerned itself with
mainly information sharing and planning. Duringarhation sharing sessions, invited
presenters prepared handouts and made power-pes#mations of their departmental
activities. Planning meetings involved strategisimghow the water weé&kwould be
spent, how a workshop would be organised and paépar of the catchment
management strategy. Preparation of the Catchmemnalyement Strategy was mainly
undertaken by DWAF with the assistance of constdta@GMF members were then
requested to submit their contributions. | howeseserved very little input from most
Organisational Stakeholders and none from Comm8takeholders.

Commentary on Mthatha CMF activities

This analysis of Mthatha CMF activities raises dqueas for consideration. It is difficult
to imagine that Community Stakeholders would beared to incur transactional costs
involved in attending CMF meetings when the ageaddressed largely those issues
and resolutions that appealled to thedus operandof Organisational Stakeholders.
This argument elicits conclusions reached in eadiscussion in section 6.2, that the
waning in the interest of Community Stakeholdershia CMFs was related to rational
decision-making on their part. Community Stakeboddhad to shelve their domestic
chores (a high opportunity cost particularly formen in the rural areas), as well as
incur transport costs and inconveniencies involvechaking the trip from their remote
villages to the meeting place. To sustain the @sierof Community Stakeholders,
DWAF in Mthatha CMF arranged to pay them an allogeafor attending the CMF
meetings. It was considered as a reimbursemetiédorost of attending CMF meetings.
However, there were delays encountered in procgsbiese reimbursements through
the government bureaucratic machinery. Hence in didterent meetings, this problem
was tabled for discussion and was blamed for tiserat® of community representatives
during CMF meetings. During my interviews, one hgineesponse regarding this
problem, from a Community Stakeholder was:

“We community members are not on level ground wiih colleagues
from organisations since in attending meetings;hage to draw on our
personal resources, time and money, while our aglies draw on
official resources. We need to be compensated phpmpnd

appropriately.” [GS]

%3 National “Water Week” were weeks designated fanpaigns to make civil society conscience and
aware of the importance of wise-use of water asaece resource.
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One suggestion made during a CMF meeting, to attfee interest of Community
Stakeholders, was to move the venue for CMF megtiaghe villages. Even though
this suggestion never received serious consideratidMthatha, meeting venues could
have been a serious factor in creating conditiomsreable for a transparent participative
atmosphere. Meetings in Mthatha took place inhisart of the city, at the fourth floor
of a tall concrete building, with stringent secyrtthecks at the entrance. | saw this
environment as a composite of intimidating factfms community members some of
whom came from remote informal settlements (Platén3the Kat catchment, meetings
were held in the village community halls, whichdbpeople identified with. During the
organisation of my first joint workshop between M¢hatha and Kat CMFs, the Kat
CMF which was responsible for hosting the worksbhpse to hold the workshop at a
distant, less glamorous and less expensive venudh® reasons that community
members will find the venue more accommodating kg intimidating than if the
workshop were to be held at an expensive and axelt&atberg hotel nearby.

The difficulty that the Mthatha CMF encountereddealing with the water pollution
problem could be considered to be as a demonstrafidghe dilemma that could be
encountered when an institution has decision-makiogers but lacks mandate to
enforce its decisions. In one of the Mthatha CMFetimgs, a SANCO representative
tabled water pollution of a section of Mthatha Rias a serious problem that needed
urgent attention. The problem was located at aeptatied Circus Triangle, which was
a section of Mthatha town centre where the rivesses the town. Local residents and
small informal enterprises dumped all kinds of wasiaterials alongside the banks of
the river all of which eventually ended up into tfiner. Other pollutants came from
untreated sewage discharges from the surroundingtteg camps and from a nearby
prison located upstream. Resolutions were passéiorée meetings requiring that the
municipality attend to the problem. As it turnedt,othere was no action from the
municipality and there was not much that the CMEldalo than to continue searching
for alternative means of alerting the municipaldythe seriousness of the problem.

6.7 CMF purpose and agenda — the case of the Kat GM

As mentioned before, CMF meetings in the Kat cathinwere not as frequent as in
Mthatha. In the Kat catchment, meetings were matalled when there was a specific
task to be attended to. Table 6.3 is a record @feis that the Kat CMF attended to
during the seven meetings that took place duriegpiriod of the research study.

Table 6.3Issues that the Kat CMF concerned itself with migiiiesearch study peritid

, Number of times that the issue was
Agenda item . . .
discussed in meetings
Land-care project 5
CMF joint workshops 3
Campaigns for participation of more villages 2
Environmental awareness meeting 1

® This information was summarised from a total ofese€MF meetings. Unlike Mthatha CMF, the Kat
CMF did not produce and circulate minutes of itsetimgys. The CMF secretary took at each meeting a
brief record of proceedings in a book. The researtterefore also made his own record of procesding
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The Land-care project took the largest portionimietin Kat CMF meetings followed
by workshops. Since the meetings were intendedstaugs the ongoing implementation
activities of the Land-care project while workshogsre intended for knowledge
generation and information sharing, it is logiaalconclude that ‘action’ distinguished
the Kat CMF from the Mthatha CMF. The list of issusovered under the agenda of
each of these two CMFs reveals that while the MithaCMF spent most its time
‘dialoguing’ and ‘planning’, the Kat CMF spent mdt time ‘doing’ things, such as
implementing the Land-care project, conducting wbdps and undertaking
environmental awareness campaigns. Results of meymial survey indicate that the
Land-care project was the main reason why most aamitgnmembers (those that did
not participate in the CMF) knew about the existerof the CMF. Participating
community members cited the Land-care project @Kt catchment to be their main
reason for their interest in the CMF.

Commentary on Kat CMF activities.

Unlike the Mthatha CMF, the Kat CMF had limited dimces for conducting its
meetings. While the Mthatha CMF could afford toehér catering company to provide
meals and snacks and offered reimbursements to QaityStakeholders for attending
meetings, the Kat CMF members prepared their owmalsnand did not provide
reimbursements to members for attending CMF megti@gganisational Stakeholders
who came to the meetings made an effort to asamlicpants with transport to and
from the meetings. The ‘little’ funds used for canting meetings were drawn from the
Land-care project (if the meeting was held to discthe project matters) or were
contributed by researchers and other partners. &/been did the commitment by
Community Stakeholders come from in this case? denag that the meetings were
not merely deliberative, but the decisions reacimethe meetings resulted in visible
activities on the ground, it is logical to conclutten that Community Stakeholders
considered attending such meetings beneficial erb#sis that they saw tangible results
that resulted from their decision-making process.

Box 6.1The Land-care project in the Kat catchment

The Land-care project emerged as an initiative oim@unity Stakeholders to begin
addressing some environmental problems in the oaohsoon following the formation gf
the CMF. Land-care was prioritised due to the esitenand vivid land degradation that had
occurred as a result of the steep slopes that ciesised the landscape of the catchment
coupled with the communal land-use system of conahgrazing of livestock. Soil erosioh
had created huge gullies referred to dmmgasin the local languagéPlate 1). Land
degradation was blamed for the sedimentation oK#teRiver and the reduction in cropped
land. Sedimentation was also blamed for excessatemtreatment costs in Fort Beaufort
town water supply scheme down-streafihe CMF (Community representatives,
representative from the Department of Agriculturad aResearchers from Rhodes
University) worked together to develop a fundingpmsal for the project, which wads
submitted to the National Department of Agricultared successfully attracted a three-ygar
funding. A financial consulting firm was contradtéo assist the CMF in managing the
overall project funds while the day-to- day runnofghe project was the responsibility of a
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Box 6.1continued ...
four-person management team who were employed éypthject and selected on mefit
from among CMF members. They were responsible ¢oQNF Steering Committee. The
CMF Chairperson was the chair of the steering cdtemibut was not part of th
management team. It was a point of principle tlasteering committee member could also
hold a paid post. Handling of huge sums of monegumal South Africa is relatively risk
due to rampant heists, but the Kat CMF never erteoed any thefts of either their funds
project equipment. CMF members transported largassaf cash from the bank to the

villages, a distance of about 70 kilometers in reEsnmuntryside. This exercise had been
done more than eighty times without a single hgdd-Whe financial manager of th
consulting firm that facilitated the funding of tipeoject attributed this relative security to
the approach of allowing local people take owngrstiithe project including handling and
administering of the cash payouts.

The project budget included wages, purchase ofpegemt, and work allowance far

committee members (amounting to $7 for each plapaimd management meeting attended)
and mobile phones. The Land-care project becamenih@é source of income fo
community members, members involved with the progscwell as for the CMF. Besides

paying for the implementation of the project, pobjiinds were also used to cover expenses
incurred in holding CMF meetings. The project emplb local community members
construct loose-rock check dams acrtss dongas,planting of regenerative plants, and
erecting fences around the excessively eroded ama®strict movement of grazin
animals. Effort was made to employ as many womemags in the project. Teams of
workers were contracted to the project for a maximaf two weeks after which new teams
were contracted. The aim was to provide an incarastmany local people as possible.

Benefits of the project were described as a regéee@renvironment and an improved rivier
health as a result of reduced sedimentation. lenegs commercial farmers, who farmed
downstream and the municipality, which pumped wdtem downstream were indiregt

beneficiaries of the Land-care project since witduced sedimentation, more and better
guality water reached them. In this respect, corsiakfarmers and the municipality could
be referred to as ‘free riders” in that they enpbyke benefits of a participatory initiati
upstream without having to contribute to the preceBhe major benefit accruing
Community Stakeholders upstream was considered etothle improvement to their
environment and the quality of river water. Howeveuring the informal survey|
community members perceived the provision of emplent and consequently the much-
needed income, as the major benefit of the Land-paoject.

Despite the existing lack of management skills praject management experience amgng
the community, the operations proceeded well. Uasterg the financial and organisationgl
aspects of the project provided a way to gain igsdrmanagement skills and confidence.
From the Kat CMF experience, | saw how projectdddwe a driving force in a cooperative
participatory initiative by providing a platformah propels a group into positive synergy.
During my interviews with local people in the Katchment, | noticed that they referred |to
several social outcomes of the land-care initiatiwdnich included trust (local people
perceived the CMF initiative as a worthwhile adiyj creation of partnerships (several
researchers were involved in the designing and @mphtation and mere study of the
project. Their involvement brought with it alliarecebetween themselves and their
organisations and local people) and capacity mgldind empowerment.
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Box 6.2Meetings as a CMF activity

Meetings were a major function of CMFs. Unlike tkat CMF, | observed very littlg

activity that the Mthatha CMF performed other thmeetings. A secretariat, contracted py

DWAF, administered the meetings in Mthatha. The iattration of meetings included

activities such as making announcements for meetlates, circulation of minuteg

preparation of documentation for meetings and iatering services. Even though the

CMF had it own secretary, her duties were limitedaking of notes during the meetings
and reading out to members the minutes of the pusvineetings. The actual compiling pf
the minutes was done by the contracted secretriaty observation, this arrangement led

to a situation where the CMF secretary occasiorgdlye excuses for being unable to come

to meetings or to prepare minutes. She was awateatpaid secretariat was on hand to
the job.

CMF meetings in Mthatha were usually held in the AfMboardroom on the fourth floor @
a ten-story concrete and glass building which hdusest government departmen
including DWAF, and sometimes in the auditoriumtba ground floor of the same buildin

or were held in a hotel in the heart of the citysdw this to be most suitable for

Organisational Stakeholders who had their officed homes in the cityMeetings were

do

f
ts

g

conducted in an atmosphere of formality and prooedan agenda to be followed, speakgrs

speaking through the ‘chair’ and the chairman qugdnembers to keep to the issues on

agenda.At one of the meetings in Mthatha, a community memivho addressed his
concerns directly to another member was servedaviioint of order’ and asked to redireft
his concern through the ‘chair’. English constituthe official language. It was rare for

Community Stakeholders to actually speak in theseetings except for influentig

community leaders who were already acquaintancegowérnment officials. 1 saw how

‘expert culture’ became a form of exclusion for coomity members.

In Mthatha, most resolutions coming out CMF meedtingere those that were to |

the

e

addressed by organisations outside the Forum. # ma@t unusual to repeat the samme

resolution in more than one meeting as was demnatesirby the pollution problem. Thi
situation was created partly by the fact that depants that were expected to act on cert
resolutions were not present in CMF meetings.

In the Kat catchment, CMF meetings were held adtiely in three different communit
halls within the villages. Members from distantlagies traveled to meetings either
hiking or with the helpof Organisational Stakeholders who drove to thetimge Such
travel arrangements meant that meetings could taot at scheduled times. There we
instances when it was lunch before the meeting dcaadmmence. The chairman ali
secretary came from among the community memberd: @lmbers themselves underto
all activities pertaining to the administrationrogetings including preparation of meals.

this activity traditionally fell on women, it deprived them ofetlopportunity to participate
fully in the proceedings of the meetings since tispgnt most their time preparing the

meals.

The Kat CMF used the local languagdsiXhosaas the main mode of communicatig
during their meetings. Someone was always avaitabieterpret to English and vice vers
This atmosphere led to active participation of camity members with heated debates
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Box 6.2continued

between the old and the young, women and men. possible that this relatively better
articulation of ideas among community members enKlat CMF, compared to community
members in Mthatha CMF, was partly due to the smallmber of experts present in the
meetings in the Kat CMF. In Mthatha CMF meetingspegts outhnumbered community
members. This difference could also be attributethe discursive styles, whereby in the
Kat, discursive styles were more accommodatingg(lage and formalities) than they were
in Mthatha. Most resolutions in the Kat were thdbat were to be implemented hy
participants. If a workshop was being planned tameple, participants shared the roles for
organising the workshop.

6.8 Relevance of CMF activities to the wider envinament

An important question that remains to be probatiesawareness of the CMF activities,
explored in the preceding sections, among the oéghe catchment residents. To
resolve this question, results from the informalvey conducted using a semi-
structured questionnaire (Chapter Five) became yhahdble 6.4 below shows the
summarised results from the informal survey.

Table 6.4Results of the informal survey

Kat Catchment Mthatha Catchment
Important concerns raised by Number of times mentioned Number of times mentioned
interviewees out of 60 respondents Out of 60 respondents
Employment 44 28
Agricultural Development 16 35
Piped water supply 25 46
Water quality 6 15
Capacity building 5 3
Public phones 3 7
Electricity 4 9
River health 2 1

Source: This research informal survey

The average distance to the nearest source of walether a standing public tap or
river, was recorded as 150 meters in the Kat cagchirand 70 meters in Mthatha. This
information revealed that many community memberkke&darelatively long distance to

access water, thus making the provision of domesgier a serious concern for them.
Considering that fetching of water is a traditibpabomen’s activity in these areas, and
the majority of households are female-headed, libie then that domestic water
supply is a concern of the majority of the popuwlati Related to the provision of

domestic water is the concern for water qualityjolvhemerged as the fourth most
important concern. The insignificance of river ltiean relation to the other issues was
notable. One would expect that with river-waterlytadn problems in Mthatha, river

health would rank high. However, the need for pipeder supply, which was ranked
highest in Mthatha, would explain the puzzle. Pipeater supply could have been
perceived as a solution to poor river health. Tikia cardinal point in understanding
how local communities perceive issues. If one rexiwater from a tap, one is out of
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danger of contamination from polluted river watgrce tap water is considered better
quality in comparison to water collected directlprh the river. This is probably
because tap water is known to be treated watem Rhis perspective, the need for
piped water supply is paramount over river hedttinvas not surprising then that piped
water supply was ranked higher in Mthatha than Katchment considering that
Mthatha had experienced three cholera outbreakilfvigha waterborne disease) during
the period of this research.

Unemployment emerged as the most important conicethe Kat catchment. It was

blamed for outward migration of young people infboatchments. Outward migration
of young people to urban areas left these rurasanath a generation of old people who
saw themselves as too old to make any meaninghfitibation in initiatives such as the

CMFs. As one interviewee lamented in the Kat catafim

“What do you expect from an old man like me. lawgler have sufficient
energy to be travelling to attend meetings and slooks and participate
in community projects. Our young people are supgpdsde taking over
from the older generation. But look at what theg dpoing, they are all
going to towns and leaving only the old peoplehia tural areas. What
will become of us and our environmen{®IM]

In Mthatha, agricultural development emerged tarimege important than the need for
employment. This may be indicative of the fact thatal people realised that
opportunities for formal employment were limitedgr/culture was therefore viewed as
an alternative to formal employment. Agriculturabguction was considered as the best
alternative means for earning an income. Howevégrang agriculture implied access
to secure land, irrigation facilities and inputslsas seed, fertilizer and chemicals.

This discussion of the survey results reveal thi#hout addressing issues relating to
poverty and domestic water supply, CMFs were nadresking ‘real issues’ that
concerned the majority of catchment residents.

6.9 Conclusion

It is evident that the different views, on the pasp of CMFs, held by the two identified
categories of stakeholders, created a problemdtiat®n that affected the mode of
participation and retrogressively the operations tbe CMFs. Organisational
Stakeholders attached abstract terms of referenGMs by defining their purpose as
being generally institutions for dialogue and piagn For instance, a senior officer
from DWAF stated in one of the Mthatha meetfighat the CMF were formed to
disseminate information andere not decision-making bodig¢emphasis supplied).
Community Stakeholders, on the other hand, attashédnt goals that gave practical
purpose to the CMFs. They expected that CMFs woaoldribute towards the provision
of better conditions for catchment residents. TGasmmunity Stakeholders emphasised
outcomes rather than processes. In Mthatha CMEicipants were merely providing

% Minutes of the forth Forum meeting of the Mtha@MdF page 2.
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information regarding the perspectives and interesthe groups they represented and
in advising how to resolve emerging water issuesth@ catchment. In the Kat,
stakeholders were more involved in implementinguese management activities.

An emerging conclusion from this exploration alsngs to the fact that the manner in
which a group of stakeholders define the purpostheif MSP influences the agenda
and consequently the functions that will be pursuedhe discussion, | showed how
different categories of stakeholders in Mthatha #&at catchments gave different
purposes to the CMFs. Community Stakeholders deéfi@®Fs as institutions that

could ‘deal’ with environmental issues. As a restiiey participated in CMF activities

with an expectation that their participation woulehtribute to their self-realisation. By

self-realisation here, | refer to material develeptand/or the improvement of living

conditions. Taking the Land-care project in the Katchment as an example, the
community members’ desire to attend to environmemdgradation problem was also
related to the desire to earn an income from tbegss of attending to the environment.
As pointed out in the evolution of the Kat CMF, theoup consisted largely of

unemployed youth. In my discussions and assocstsith them, | saw in them a

desire to make rural life worthwhile. Even thouglsnof them had completed their
primary school education, they were aware that autia college qualification, urban

life was beyond their reach. The emergence of th& ®Grought with it a new realism

that new skills and capacities could be gained &kerthe needed shift in self-worth.
The group was committed towards generating propdsalfunding of various activities

ranging from workshops, trips and projects.

It is important to note however that the ‘self-reafion’ argument can only be advanced
in the context of contemporary social order, whitheturn is rooted in the theoretical
notions developed earlier in this chapter. Thithe&t contemporary societies consist of
individuals who are boundedly rational, and thatythvill try to pursue activities that

will yield their goals. However, they also struggfe strategies of actor networks to
build new opportunities and gain agency for sorehsformation. The attribute of self-

realisation becomes stronger as local people beconegrated into the market

economies. Emerging paradigms in the functioninga@hmunity organisations argue
that stakeholder organisations should be considasedollective answers for self-

realisation of its members, in particular those iera considered as marginal
(Shallcross and Robinson 2008&)s mentioned earlietthis argument is in complete

opposition to the imagery of stakeholders, paréidyl the rural poor individuals, as

voluntaristic agents whose involvement in waterouese management is motivated
mainly by the interest in their environment andttbé society at large. Statements
captured during interviews with community memberdhe Kat catchment confirmed

that Community Stakeholders did not participatea@antaristic agents:
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“Voluntary work is not highly rewarded in this areed it is difficult to
keep people interested and enthusiastic when tisen® progress or
nothing going on.TTim Smit]®

Traditional business ethics respond to such ratibnenan behaviour by defining the
purpose of the business solely in terms of satigfyihe interests of stakeholders.
Accordingly, since we are dealing with contemporaogieties, in which individuals
pursue self-realisation goals as they participata icollective action, | wish to argue
that water management goals and complex resourcagaaent problem solving will
be realised only when the outcomes of the watdituisns are defined in terms of
satisfying the interests of stakeholdeaad when stakeholders are able to build the
collective capacity they need to contribute to fpeabresolution.

® The statement was recorded by Tim Smit who was orleree student researchers who had worked
with me in the field as part of his own fieldwodwtards his MSc degree. He spent one month in the Ka
and one month in Mthatha observing and investigative day-to-day activities of CMF members and
how these related to the functioning of the CMFe(Senit 2003).
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CHAPTER SEVEN

MSPs AS ACTORS IN FLOOD HAZARD MANAGEMENT

In Chapter One, | showed that flood hazard managem&as a potential field of
responsibility in all the water management framéwaand resource care frameworks
presented in section 1.6, and that new paradigmfegrated management of water
should offer priority to ecological understanding extremes and preparedness of
people. Using information contained in Box 1.2hbwedl showed how flood hazard
management strategies form part of water managesteategies and how in many
countries, water agencies played a central rofoad disaster management. Arguably,
the inclusion of concerns related to flood hazamdwater resource management
strategies by relevant management structures igratige. However, the discussion
regarding institutional frameworks for water restms management and flood disaster
management, presented in Chapter Three, reveaéiht®outh Africa, these functions
remain segregated institutionally, consequentlgdoing the advantage inherent in the
interrelated nature of these two realms and coregetyu limiting official action to
providing relief. Is there indeed no role for wak&Ps in flood hazard management in
South Africa or for MSPs also to debate planningHazard management? How does
the current policy environment create a paradakénimplementation of IWRM within
catchments? This chapter explores these questighstine aim of establishing the
breadth and depth of CMFs agenda in the conteXxt\d®M. The chapter includes
narratives from the filed to show the views on ti@und from Community and
Organisational Stakeholders, and shows how sociatlitons still keep apart useful
frameworks and hopeful dialogues.

7.1 Flood disaster management — paradigm shifts.

The global scenery indicates that the world is b@ng increasingly vulnerable to flood
disasters. Between 1991 and 2000, the number gfl@edfected by natural disasters
rose from 147 million per year to 211 million peray. In the same period, more than
665,000 people died in 2,557 natural disastersyroth 90 percent were water related.
Of these water related disasters, floods repredeabmut 50 percent (UN 2003Db).
Floods make some three million people homelessyeyear (IFRICS 1999; p 11).
Globally, flash floods are considered second weatbkated killers. Southern Africa
and South Africa in particular is an increasinglgofl disaster-prone area (Bladeren
1996). Science, management and people have overawolved varying frameworks
for dealing with disasters. Warnet al (2002) have categorised these frameworks into
four different paradigms, which even though notessary mutually exclusive, they
have been sequential in dominating disaster stualies management over time. The
first framework is thetechnocratic paradigm,which is explained as an era of
technological and scientific solutions to flood &ais. During this era, disaster studies
remained a domain of geologists, seismologists lafrologists whose response to
flood hazards was physical intervention to “tamieg tivers and safeguard life. This
was followed by théehavioural paradigmwhich sought to eradicate flood hazard by
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changing the behaviour of people living in the fptains. This paradigm is said to be
based on the premise that people strategically sthdo live in floodplains due the

incentives that the environs provide and that peaain be dissuaded in doing so by
providing them with incentives that attract themt @fi the danger zones, through
educational programmes or by putting in place lagea that deters people from

choosing to live in hazardous environments. Fstaince, section 169A of the repealed
Water Act 54 of 1956 in South Africa specified thattownship could be established or
extended in areas below the floodlines establislyddcal authorities.

Following criticisms that the behavioural paradigweglected structural relations that
caused people to move into danger zonesyitih@erability or structural paradigmera
emerged, placing emphasis on the political roosealof disasters. This paradigm has
its concepts embedded in the definition of disassér which is explained as a complex
interplay between natural hazard on one side aridexability on the other. This
paradigm understands the poor and powerless to dre at risk because of social,
political and economic exclusion (Hewitt 1983) ahd solution would be to transform
social and political structures that breed povefinally, the more contemporary
thinking has been theomplexity paradignmwhich Warneret al. (2002) explain as the
complex interrelationships between nature and spae which humans become
vulnerable to hazards as a result of their enviremsal activities. As response to flood
disasters, this paradigm places emphasis on piipess and stakeholder participation
and understanding of the ecosystem of a regiorhandto live in it. The paradigm shifts
from the technocratic through to the more conterporcomplexity paradigm, even
though all co-existiny, hold strategic important implications for reséaamd practice.
Operationalising the complexity paradigm for inst@nimplies appreciating that
significant intellect resides in stakeholders wihe @ contention for water resources.
Warneret al (2002) argue that Multi-Stakeholder Platforms @4¥ specifically, can
play a significant role in flood risk managemenieTintegration of multiple disciplines
that MSPs offer, together with the active partitipa of the grassroots who in most
cases are the victims of flood hazards, make th@d8ore suitable institution for this
task. Watson (2000) has also indicated in his rebehat flood disaster mitigation can
effectively be dealt with by an MSP. This argumeatomes the basis for probing how
institutional frameworks in South Africa’s water soairces and flood disaster
management arenas complement or indeed conflibtewth.

7.2 Vulnerability of local people to flood disasters

Research data reveals that poorer nations of thiel\@ce disproportionately affected by
flood disasters and the most vulnerable and mdigathpeople in these nations bear
the brunt (IFRCS 2002). In agricultural based ecaies, floods and droughts threaten
people’s lives as well as their livelihoods, theguiring their participation in a co-

ordinated collective response to fundamental rigk iasecurity. Some of the narratives
collected during the informal survey, discussedCimapter Five, revealed how local

" These paradigms are sets of references that flaenedy in which science, management and people
understand and act upon the world around them. @heyot necessarily mutually exclusive since many
organisations hold more than one view at any ane {Hilhorst et al. 2002).
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people are affected by flood hazard and disastevithatha and Kat catchments and the
government’s response to flood risk.

Narrative 1: Ntombikhaya Maqubela. Female householdhead, living with two
grand children. Platform Village. Kat River valley catchment.

“I am 63 years old. Even though there isn't muchna this area, | have withessed two
floods of the Kat River. It is difficult for me temember the exact years when the
floods occurred. No one was reported dead in bloibding but a number of fields were
swept away including the bridge towards Balfourwasl as a few houses, which were
built near the river. As you can see, not many feebpre build too close to the river
due to the steep slopes towards the river.

On the other hand, one cannot build too far awayrfithe river, since we get our water
straight from the river. Building a house far awiagm the river, on the higher ground

is a problem when it comes to collecting water. ias to walk long distance for

water. We try to strike a balance ... not too closé aot too far away. Especially when
the children grow up and they leave home, and attime we are much older and may
not have enough energy to walk up and down to &md the river.”

Can you choose where to build your home in lindwiur needs?

“Not exactly. The place where one wishes to stayotsdetermined by ones own wishes.
One has to stick to the place where the familylivasl for a long time because all other
places belong to other people or maybe to the gowent. It is very difficult to get a
new place where one can build a house. Maybe oneasily find a free place in really
bad places where no one wants to be.”

Like where?
“Like where there are too many rocks, or too muldps or very low-lying areas which
easily flood or where the land is bare and eroded.”

How do you respond to calamities ... like if your Beus destroyed by a storm, what
do you do?

“If something like that happens to me, like if nouke got washed away in heavy storm
or got burnt, | would count on my relatives anckirils and church mates to help me. |
know they would come to my aid. If | lost evengHimvould stay with them for a while.
They are my only security. Most of the time it épful to have grownup children
working somewhere because it is their respongpilib help their parents.
Unfortunately for me, my two-grownup sons are motmny gainful employment so |
would not depend on them.”

Would you not expect to be supported by the govenifh
“The government helps, but it is not dependableyTiake a long time to respond. They
have to have meetings, lots of meetings beforerdspond.”
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Narrative 2: Vuyolwethu Mahlangu. 58 years old femée household-head living
with four grownup children and one grand child. Mganduli Village. Mthatha
catchment.

Do you remember any flooding of your local river?

“Yes, | am not sure of the year... but it is somerestie the early 70s, most probably
1974 when | heard that three people had died frieenhteavy downpour that happened.
The disaster started unfolding late in the everfigr the rain had been pouring for the
whole night and the whole day. By the evening effélowing day, there was a lot of
water coming down the river. The river was so bigl all the houses near the river
were swallowed into the water. Our house was clogbe river but not so close. Water
came only up to somewhere close to my knees. Bau&e it was not such a strong
house, we had to move our things quickly fearirag thwould be swept by the floods.
The rain had been so heavy that the rushing waer ¢reated huge erosion dongas
and gouged deep into vegetable gardens and malds fil think that the loss of our
crop fields was as bad as the loss of houses.”

How did you manage to move your things?
“We did not have too many things. Mainly the beddiand kitchen stuff. We only
needed little help from other people.”

Where did you go?
“To my auntie,...my mothers sister who lived neahlgy,house was on higher ground
and she was safe.”

Did she have a big house?
“Not so big, but we fitted, we stayed in her louragel shared the kitchen.”

How long did you stay there?
“Maybe one week or so ... until the water subsideentl went to clean my house. We
were lucky it did not fall down. Many other peolast their houses.”

What happened to them, did they get help from theeghment?

“Most of them stayed with other people ...their redas. The government asked people
to stay at the community hall where they providesht with some blankets and food.
But that was after a day or two... most people westay with their relatives.”

Did you not know that the floods were coming?

“People were talking about how it had rained thréuthe night and the possibility of
the river bursting its banks ... and we saw watethmriver rising slowly initially. But
we were not sure, you see ... and it is difficuldézide to move when you are not
sure.”

Did you not receive official warning about the pbggy of floods and to evacuate?
“No, who is responsible for doing that? The goveemt? Do you think there is an
office for things like that here? Maybe the radiol&¥ can tell people, but then how can
the media know about it when they do not live hiere?
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Do you think it might happen again?

“Yes it can happen any time ... | know that. But wd@at | do... | have no money to
build a big house on another ground ... on top thAred the river where | get my water
will be too far from me.”

Are you not aware of anything that is happeningladrout discussion forums on how
to prepare for disasters... through ward committees?

“No | have not heard anything about that. We jusahthat if we have a disaster the
government would help us.”

How?
“With money ...maybe to build new houses and aldo fedd.”

These few quotes form part of the many narratieggured during informal survey and
focused interviews, and are ‘typical’ of the comseand responses of the actors to the
real threat of flood disasters in the catchmenteyTshow that people are aware of
flood risks yet are limited in their possibilitiés take action. As Mrs. Maqubela neatly
points out in the first interview, people have tddnce the fact that the river can pose a
threat with the fact that the river is also ther@ry source for water, by building not too
close yet not too far from the river. The interviedepict a people at ri&kand how
flood hazar® is an integral part of the social system. Howeveris also the
cumulative effects of social exclusion outlineddhapters Three and Four that have left
people in vulnerable places dependent on their @ocial networks. Population
densities and settlement patterns keep affectedersiow but perhaps also invisible.
Indeed, the variations of discharge of water iratcltment affects the way local people
make a living and hence justifies the need for aceded flood disaster management
framework that takes local people, who constitube tvictims, as important
stakeholders

7.3 South Africa’s flood disaster scenario.

Flood disaster management in South Africa is néed¢sd by annual and seasonal
variations of rainfall that create incidents of ypected flash floods, which can rise to a
peak in less than 10 hours. Rainfall of the mag&twf 150mm within an hour
(personal experience on2December 2004J is not a rare occasion. Catchments in the
Eastern Cape particularly, are moderately sizeth wjtarsely vegetated steep slopes.
Many poor people are settled in low-lying areaslose proximity to rivers, which
constitute their source of water. They live in temgyy housing not sufficiently strong
to withstand any amount of flooding. This combioatiof rainfall pattern and the
landscape geography, create catchments that dnly lpigone to flash floods, while the

% The term ‘risk’ is used here in the context of Biaiet al (1994) definition in which ‘risk’ is equated

to hazard + vulnerability. Risk is the extent oftieipated losses (lives, injuries, property damage,
disruption to economic activities) from the impata given hazard.

% The concept of ‘hazard’ is used to refer to a lattanger or an external risk factor of a system or
exposed subject.

0 This particular storm, which ravaged the whole o§tEan Cape Coastal area, caused extensive floods
that resulted in power failures, collapsing of hemiand death of one person.
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housing conditions of poor households contributénér vulnerability to flood hazards.
Box 7.1 and Box 7.2 illustrate the seriousnesdauafd hazard while Table 7.1 gives an
account of the history of recent floods in Southridsf, highlighting the impact in
Eastern Cape Province.

Box 7.1Four die in floods

Two girls aged between twelve and seventeen yearamong four people believed to hayve
drowned in separate rivers in Lady Frere followhagvy rains this week.

Queenstown Area Police spokesman Superintend Geipék Taleni said in one incident,
the body of a 12-years-old girl, believed to barfrBhomeni village, was recovered at the
Cacadu bridge near the town of Lady Frere.

“We believe that the victim was with two other chién at the time and we are busy
searching for more bodies,” he said. In the sedénadent, three bodies were found in a ¢ar
believed to have been washed away by a floodinghiids river near the Kubengy
Administration Area in the Lady Frere area.

According to Taleni, the victims included a 48-yetd female school principal, a teachgr
aged 37, and a 17-year-old learner. All the thrie&ims were reportedly from Luthuthu
Junior Secondary School. Chris Hani District mypedity spokesman Nolitha Mbangcolo
said “several low bridges had allegedly collapseéd tb the floods. This had resulted |in
restricted access to many schools in the area. &/e heen informed that more than fgur
low bridges, including Mthwakazi, Mtshula, Myakubad one in Kubengu, had collapsed
because of heavy rains, but our disaster managdae®mntis still assessing the damage.” |At
the time of going to press, police continued tadeaivers in the area for more bodies after
reports that more people have drowned.

Source: The Representatif@ueenstown Local Newspaper)

Friday January 20 20C

Box 7.2The Southern Africa floods of 2000
In 2000, South Africa, Swaziland, and Mozambiquiesad devastating floods. Napier and
Rubin (2002) report that the region received alntiote quarters of its seasonal rainfall|i
just over three days. In Swaziland 10 of the coustrivers overran their banks while the
Inkomati, Umbeluzi and Sabie Rivers in South Afrimached their highest levels ever
recorded. Some rivers rose more than eight metergeatheir flood level. It is estimated
that 2.5 million people were affected in one wayaaother by the floods. About 20 0Q0
cattle drowned and 140 000 hectares of crops westrayed. Health centres as well jas
water supply and sanitation infrastructure in mamyns and villages suffered extensiye
damage, exposing a million people to water-borrseabes such as cholera, malaria and
diarrhea. The destruction caused by floods wasnastid at $600 million. In Mozambique
it is estimated that 250 000 people lost their hmnmide floods killed 900 people, washed
away roads, destroyed schools, grazing land, dgrialiland, crippled hospitals and ruined
people’s livelihoods. Those worst affected by tloeds were people in informal settlements
who lived in dangerous locations and whose houselsi eot withstand the floods.

=




An Enquiry into CMF Emergence and Operatich85

Table 7.1 Recent histories of flood disasters in South Asfric

Place Disaster Details
Ladysmith 1994 flood disaster R50 million damages
4000 families evacuated
Merriespruit 1994 flood disaster a®&45 million damages
result of dam failure 17 lives lost
Pietermartizburg 1995 floods 173 lives lost

Emergence shelter needed
for 5500 people

Ladysmith 1996 floods Damage to infrastructure
worth R25 million
Northern Province 1996 floods R105 million damages
Mpumalanga 1996 floods R500 million damages
Northern Province 2000 floods 50 lives lost
R250 million damages
Eastern Cape Province | 2000 floods 13 lives lost

R20 000 worth of
equipment lost
Eastern Cape Province | 2004 floods 2 people lost lives
Millions of Rands in
damages

Source: Green Paper on Disaster Management. 1998.

While drought, floods, veld fires and mining disastcontinue to be areas of concern
for disasters, most people interviewed during therse of this research, indicated that
floods presented the most frequent and freakiesistiers in South Africa. The Climate
Information Project indicates that between 1975 20@i1, South Africa experienced 16
major floods, which led to the loss of 1179 livetirectly affected another 76 300
people and left 22 835 people homeless (Napier Rakin 2002). The Provincial
Coordinator for disaster management in Eastern @apeénce, considered floods as the
second most important hazard in the Province, &fee(Narrative 3).

Flood vulnerability is not only related poverty baltso movement of people, risky
leisure and sound anticipatory risk design of tedbgy. An account of how thirteen
people, all workers and family members from one gany drowned in one of the most
tragic flood disaster in South Africa illustratésstargument. The disaster happened on
the Storm River, which lies within WMA 15, belowetliKat catchment. The river cuts
deeply through the coastal plateau as it flows lssatds towards the Indian Ocean.
Towards the confluence with the sea, the Storm rRiwgoined by its tributary, the
Witteklip River, forming a fast flowing stream withpids, cutting through deep gorges.
This part of the river is popularly known as ther8t River Resort, famous for black-
water river tubing.

On Saturday 2% March 2000, a group of family members from maioihe company in
Port Elizabeth took time out for black-water tubiregcreation. Unbeknown to resort
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managers, the rains of Friday and Saturday nigtitdneated a sudden swell of water
up-stream. The combination of the landscape andiraxpected rainfall, created a
sudden freak flood that swept through the StormeRpatchment that day, tragically

sweeping away children and their parents. Thirfsople were reported drowned in the
most tragic flood disaster in South Africa. Historainfall records from rainfall stations

around the area indicated that rainfall of the nitaigle experienced over the accident
period had a recurrence interval of three timesa yHorgan 2003).

Flood risk can be expected to increase in the déutiure to increasing encroachment on
the flood plains in both urban and rural areas af due to climatic changes. Most
flood damage in urban areas is related to lossfef dlestruction of buildings, and
disruption of water supplies, sewage reticulatiod aommunication. In rural areas the
damage, besides loss of life, includes the logsraduction due to inundation, and the
damage to land due to erosion and the depositiaediment. This results in long-term
disruption of rural peoples’ livelihoods. Other @otial consequences in both urban and
rural areas are the contamination of water souaresthe incidence of water related
diseases such as cholera and typhoid. In the Mihatid Kat catchments, flood
forecasting and flood hazard assessment has ir#iility, creating a potential
hazardous situation, particular when both catchenbave dams upstream that are not
necessary designed for flood control.

7.4 Frameworks for building flood awareness and prepardness

To emphasize the rationale for involving water M3@#Pfood hazard management and
to show why local water institutions could have aykrole in flood disaster
management, this section presents a relevant ctuadegpproach to understanding
flood disasters. In the two preceding sectionsvehtaed to show the link between flood
hazards and vulnerability by showing how factorshsas the occasional high rainfall,
the local landscape, the hazardous location desatints and the structure of the homes
have placed local people at risk. The situatioexacerbated by the socio-economic
conditions discussed in chapters 3 and 4 and coefir by the narratives in the
preceding section. Some of the socio-economic awda@mental factors cited in the
earlier discussion include, high population deasitend growth, unplanned urban
settlements, inappropriate land use (e.g. overstgalf animals) and poverty. All these
are important determinants of vulnerability. Instliontext, Blaikieet al. conceptual
framework (1994) can be used to understand thatstu According to Blaikieet al,
risk is a result of interaction of hazards and euddility. Meaning that there would be
no risk if there were hazards but vulnerability wakor if there were a vulnerable
population but no hazard event. A disaster occurerwa significant number of
vulnerable people experiences a hazard and sudt@res damage and/or disruption of
their livelihood system in such a way that recovisrynlikely without external aid.

Vulnerability, which is understood here as the ektéo which an individual,
community, sub-group, structure, service or gedycab area is likely to be damaged
or disrupted by the impact of a particular disagtestze and Holloway 1996) is an
important concept in understanding the extent tlwhisky events could be disastrous.
As a socially determined concept (O’ Briem al forthcoming; p10), vulnerability
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explains why some people will suffer loss and atlescape. For instance, the woman in
the first narrative attested to the limited chditat some people have on deciding where
they can settle. Concerns for old age resultecemchoosing to settle close to the river
to reduce her walking distance to her source oewadthis situation also meant that she
lived in an area where the risk for flooding wasajrand therefore she was in great
danger of suffering in an event of a flood disasBame studies have shown that those
at the extremes of age can be expected to suftgopronately more in hazard events
(see for example WCC 1992). Another example isrthral-urban migration that has
created rapid and unplanned growth of shanty comg®un Mthatha (Chapter Four)
and consequently creating potentially disastrotisagons due to the large numbers of
people who live in threatening homes built in flptadns.

Bankoff et al (2005; p 2) and Frerkst al (1991) assert that understanding disasters
through the lens of vulnerability provides a precimeasurement of exposure to risk.
They argue that critical to discerning the natufrelisasters is an appreciation of the
ways in which human systems place people at rigklation to each other and to their
environment. It is a relationship that can be usied in terms of an individual's, a
household’'s, a community’s or a society’s vulndighi Thus proponents of
vulnerability, as a conceptual explanation of risksert that while hazards, such as
floods, may be natural, disasters are generallyBamnkoffet al. 2005), rather they are
an outcome of accumulated risk produced throughsyefavulnerability and underlying
hazard. Thus measures to mitigate the risk neéattes on reducing vulnerability.

Since risk is a function of both hazard and vulbéitg, and hazards are — at least to
some extent — known and constant, vulnerability rge® to be the main factor that
distinguishes those who suffer loss and those veoape (O'Brieret al forthcoming).
Consequently, vulnerability concept for flood dieasmanagement suggests, among its
measures, initiatives to alleviate vulnerability affected people (Allen forthcoming).
This is also the growing global policy option orsakter prevention, preparedness and
mitigation In this respect, participation of locgleople in disaster prevention,
preparedness and mitigation and local capacitydimgl has been receiving increasing
emphasis in the last two decades (Allen forthcomiag a means of increasing
resilience to natural hazard events. However, mgldoreparedness and mitigation
needs conscious public concern, combining knowleafgpublic agencies and local
people. Previous paragraphs suggest that thereitisen public nor local framing of
flood hazards and vulnerability within existing waimanagement structures. The next
sections look at “consciousness building” from &diter” perspectives

Since participation of actors in collective actimmembedded in institutions, MSPs
being a prime example, an exploration of the ingthal framework for flood disaster
management in South Africa can reveal the mardim®kaboration or conflicts among
participatory institutions intended to build logagople’s resilience to flood disasters.
Both concepts - the water management at catchreeelt &nd the disaster management,
recognise that local people and stakeholders whkie t@live with the consequences of
floods should do most of the work. It is in thisntext that the argument regarding the
potential role for CMFs in flood disaster managetigexplored in this chapter.



168 Water, Stakeholders and Common Ground

7.5 Flood hazards and disaster management policy ronment

Narrative 3: Peter Hlazo. Provincial Co-ordinator — Provincial Disaster
Management Centre. Eastern Cape Province. BISHO

“I have been involved with disaster managementesib@98. The initiative for disaster
management in the Eastern Cape Province has beplade since 1998 because of the
many disasters that befall people in the province.

Up to 70 million Rands has been spent on disastaragement in the Province since
1998. Before the formal government legislation regsy disaster management came
into place, the province had in place some inforstalictures, which included using
existing Rural Development Programmes (RDP) to ioorand respond to disasters.
However these structures were not properly coor@idaand most people did not take
this activity seriously as it was not seen as patheir own mandate.

Since the promulgation of the 2002 Disaster Actrkalwops are being held at
provincial as well as local (grassroot level) tosdiuss disaster mitigation and
preparedness with all people that can play a roldime with the recommendations of
the Act.

The Disaster Management structure has now been wmlade and formalised. Meetings
are held once every month at Provincial Level.

Each member government department is responsiblepfaointing a representative to
the Advisory Management Forum. We also requirenddace of representatives from
district municipalities and metropolitans. In fueyrwe shall have representatives from
ward level were we expect that public participatiil be encouraged.

We do not have a concise database for disasters\WWet compile the database as
disasters happen. Our operational plan is that dtioa disaster occur, our ward

chairman, or any representative present sends artefpom the local level, to the

district municipality who should then relay the asion to us at Provincial level. | am

responsible for relaying information to the Natibhavel.

Strategies for mitigations and response are requite be included into the district
management plans and this is a responsibility &arhemunicipality.

If I were to rate the disasters for Eastern Capepluld say bush and house fires are the
most problematic due to the dryness of the provarmakthe large numbers of informal
settlements as a result of poverty levels in Eas@ape province. | would rate flood
disasters as second most important.

Flood disasters were reported in most catchmentsnguthe wet season of 2000.
Except for assistance provided to people who losisessions (assistance in form of
food, blankets and temporary housing such as tehts)government did not respond
strategically and in a coordinated manner. But vopd that once the plans are drawn
in advance, a better response can be achieved.”
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As this interview from a disaster coordinator showsaster management in South
Africa has only recently become institutionalizeédoaver administrative levels. It was a
flood disaster that occurred in June 1994 in Cégis,fCape Town that prompted the
Cabinet to resolve to re-evaluate South Africaititplio deal with risk reduction and
disaster management (Green Paper 1998). The degjoimesponse and the
unpreparedness to the disaster led to the creatiarsingle disaster management centre
to be responsible for disaster management in thatop Before the implementation of
the new disaster management Act, management afugaforms of disasters fell under
diverse government departments (Police, Fire sesyibining sector etc). This was a
reflection of the past apartheid policy approachws ‘separate development.’
Institutionally, the management of floods and diasdor instance, was the concern of
the Department of Water Affairs. Management proegswere embedded in the
historical systems where experts within the depamtmcontrolled the means for
mitigation based on the perception that they hadntbcessary data and the means to
make an economical and timely response to disa$tersupportive lower level or civil
society institutional frameworks existed. This digst management scenario fitted well
within the dominant structure of emergency and dleyaplanning and management,
which is based on a ‘command and control’ modelvds a pragmatic response that
emphasised centralized, ‘top-down’ approach.

After 1994, there was a growing awareness thatstlisalosses could be more
effectively reduced and, in fact, averted througiprioved development planning and
civil society participation. After several constiibas, and a process to which the green
paper of 1998 contributed, a Disaster ManagemenhtN&ac 57 of 2002 was passed. The
Act provided for (i) an integrated and co-ordinatidaster management policy that
focuses on preventing or reducing the risk of desas mitigating the severity of
disasters, emergency preparedness, rapid andiesfeaesponse to disasters and post-
disaster recovery (ii) the establishment of theidwet, Provincial and Municipal
Disaster Management Centres (NDMC, PDMC and MDMspeetively) and (iii) the
formation of Disaster Management Advisory Forum$1@F) at National, Provincial
and Municipal levels.

The new disaster management strategy incorporaednanagement of all forms of
disasters (floods, droughts, fire, wind, earthqsakenow, mining etc) under one
comprehensive institutional framework. The instdnél framework falls directly under
the responsibility of the Minister of Housing, Ldc&overnment and Traditional
Affairs. The Minister of Local government chairs later-governmental Committee that
coordinates disaster management among the spHegegseynment at National level. At
National, Provincial and Municipal levels, AdvisoRorums, chaired by the heads of
the NDMC, PDMC and MDMC respectively are resporesilibr coordinating the
preparedness, mitigation, effective response astigisaster recovery activities at their
designated level. This disaster management instiait framework is presented in
Figure 3.3.

At the time of writing this thesis, only nationahdaprovincial disaster management
centres and their respective Advisory Forums haehbestablished. More aggressive
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educational campaigns and capacity building wasired to take municipals onboard
(Provincial Disaster Management Coordinator — Eas@ape Province; pers. comm).
To be able to achieve grassroot participation, Aoy Forums will need to be
established at ward level, which is the lowesttmali level within local government
(voting boundary). Ironically, the Disaster Managern Act does not specifically
suggest participation of the grassroots at thisl|@mplying that grassroot participation
Is absent in the current framework.

In the context of the conceptual framework for ustinding disasters, discussed in the
preceding section, this policy environment presentoomplex scenario for grass-root
level participation. In the current framework, wa@mmittees would be the local-level
institutions anticipated to redistribute flood risi setting rules and assigning roles for
actors in their wards. Ward committees subscriljgotical boundaries, which in many
cases are not aligned to hydrological boundariet st catchments. Municipalities,
within which wards exist, straddle more than on&luaent and so do some wards,
falling partly in one catchment and the other ragnother.

While under the Disaster Management Act, mitigatipreparedness and response to
disasters was brought under the responsibilityhef government authorities, certain
policy statements in the NWA assign water instiaé a managerial role in the
management of the flood hazards. For instance W& Narries a regulation requiring
that water management institutions be involvedharhanagement of flood and drought
hazards. Part 3 of Chapter 14 of the N\WW&4uires that certain information relating to
floods, droughts and potential risks should be naadglable to the public. As a matter
of fact, one of the objectives of the NWA is to trdvute to public safety and security in
water matters. To this effect, water managemeiituions are required to use the most
appropriate means to inform the public about goaitad floods, droughts or risks posed
by water quality, the failure of any dam or anyestiwaterworks or any other related
matter. The Minister of DWAF is required to establiearly warning systems to
anticipate such events. Thus in one way or anothater management institutions are
required by law to attend to disasters relatinfidods and droughts.

The requirement to include management strategiethé safe and sustainable use of
the floodplains in Catchment Management Strategfealso evidence of the strong
relationship between water resource managementl@od hazard management. In its
flood disaster management strategies, DWAF inteted€nsure that flood hazard
management plans are incorporated into all catchmanagement strategies and in the
business plans of water user associations. In rsitsvio DWAF head offices in
Pretoria, | observed that computer based informagistem in DWAF is appropriately
and directly connected to the South African WeaBmwices to ensure that rainfall data
is efficiently and speedily shared between the btsganisations, allowing DWAF to
efficiently monitor and respond to flood hazards.

Much of the risk to life and property associatedhwiloods is the result of the
inappropriate occupation and use of floodplains atter flood-prone areas. However,
there is yet another relation between water managemsnd the occurrence of floods.
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Technological failure can also be a source of serilooding Effectively, water
institutions can be held accountable for flood hdgaesulting from failures of their
water structures, which place at risk, people wbeupy and use floodplains. The story
in Box 7.3 is a case in point:

Box 7.3 DAM FAILURE CAUSES FLOODING IN CAPE FLATS.
Cape News. Sunday 30 March 2003

Controversy surrounds the failure of a dam near tislgun to stand up to heavy rains duripg
the floods that ravaged towns in the Klein Karcgi lmonth. The Water Affairs Department
vowed this week to bring to book those respondibtehe dam, the failure of which they
say contributed to the mayhem caused by the flood.

But, in another twist, the body responsible for daen appears to have been disbanded With
no one taking responsibility for it. The Bellairrdawith a 16m-high wall, was built in the
Gourits River catchment area north of Montagu i22L9t sits on the Sanbona Wildlifg
Reserve and stores 10 million cubic metres of water

D

The rain started falling in that catchment arealkaiut 9pm on a Sunday night at the end of
March. By the following day the area was floodea] an Monday night the dam wall burs
devastating lucerne crops, orchards, and some homes

—

The same flood - the worst since the Laingsburgd¥oin 1981 - also cut off Montagu,
washing away bridges at the town's entrances. an@sdfailure contributed to flooding in
the area, but did not worsen the damage to infretstre in Montagu itself.

The Department of Water Affairs and Forestry s#id tveek that the Bellair Irrigation
Board was the registered owner of the dam andithvabuld consider taking legal actio
"once more information becomes available aboufatiere of the Bellair dam".

=)

Schofield said that the dam - built for irrigatiparposes - had been in perfect condition and
"structurally sound" until the walls broke. "It wasbelievable the amount of water that fell
- 375mm in 18 hours, killed the dam," he said. "Hnea was already flooded before the
dam wall broke."

Schofield said that the dam had “failed” when theterw went over the top of the wall,
washing the wall away and resulting in some dantaghe 100ha of lucerne, 19ha of frdit
trees and some houses.

Croucamp said the dam had been classified as hawigly hazard potential”, but nqgt
because there was anything wrong with it struchpralBecause of road crossing
downstream and the proximity of river beds to dimgh, this dam was classified as being a
high hazard,'he said.

He said they were surprised that the dam had faiked had a high storage capacity [in

relation to the annual run-off in the area.
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DWAF acknowledges, through the National Water 8tggatframework (DWAF 2004),
that water institutions have a responsibility todgaflood disaster management in their
designated catchments and the newspaper storyxn/Boaffirms this argument. The
National Disaster Management Centre too, recogrisedeading role of DWAF in
flood disaster management and has appointed tharidegnt to lead the working group
for the development of a national flood managerpelty.

Considering that flood disaster management falldeurthe wing of a ministerial
responsible for political administration while othstate regulations still hold water
institutions responsible for flood management magidate that some ambiguity
prevails in the policy environment regarding appiaie participatory institutional
arrangements for flood disaster management at-lecal. This situation has potential
of creating operational gaps among grassroot utsiits. The use of multiple
institutional spaces, whereby political structum® assigned the responsibility of
attending to flood hazards within an environmentvimch relevant water related local
institutions exist, has potential of resulting insjdinted disaster management
interventions. Supposing that water institutionsrevéo respond to their mandate as
stated in the NWA, they would logically address ftaod hazard problem in the
context of hydrological boundaries within which yheperate. On the other hand,
disaster management plans made by political strestuvould logically be in the
context of political boundaries, which straddlecbatents. In fact, there currently exists
a disaster management-training programme fundethdéyprovincial departments for
local government, which draws participants fromitpml circles through municipal
structures and does not take recognition of watmagement actors in the catchments.
Such a nebulous situation could create ambiguitidf®od disaster management. The
central argument in this discussion is that considethat flood hazards affect
floodplains of catchments, catchment-wide instimé could be considered better
placed in dealing with flood hazards than would itmallly oriented disaster
management institutions that straddle catchments.

7.6 An anatomy of disaster management actions

The Disaster Management Act 2002, in Chapter Twtiee 7 (2)(b), identifies the core

principles of disaster management as preparedpesgention and mitigation: that is,

reducing the potential for loss of life and injugnd the economic and environmental
costs that result from disasters by taking appatersteps aimed at:

* Increasing preparedness for disasters and improgsgonse capacity among all
sectors of society by, among other things, dissatimg relevant information and
undertaking programmes of awareness creation, édoamnd training;

* Reducing the probability of disasters occurring aaducing the severity of the
consequences when they do occur; and

¢ Reducing the vulnerability of communities, espdgi#the poor and disadvantaged,
to the hazards and threats posed by disasters.

Following from the above core principles, most tlodisaster management activities
have involved contingency planning and emergencynagament. Since current
activities involve high level meetings and trainmigProvincial and municipal actors, is
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an indication that expert systems perceive thasehiinctions do not require the
involvement of local grassroot actors. The GreerpePa(1998) described the
responsibilities of Disaster Management Centresdinde:

Prevention

Actors are expected to prevent disasters by comduatertain activities before a
disaster occurs. These can include constructiraaal levee to control floodwaters; or
control burning-off programmes in a veld fire ar€avil society has an important role
in this function in planning and identifying zontsit need specific attention. However
little grassroot involvement is currently obseneaini this respect.

Mitigation

These are measures that can be taken to minimsgtaudéve and disruptive effects of
hazards and thus lessen the scale of a possilalstelisThe establishment of a Forum at
local level can, in itself, be considered as a gaiibn strategy since such Forums
contribute towards preparation and implementatibdigaster management plans. For
example, rural Forums may have plans for contrgiiald fires, responding to droughts
and improved water management.

Preparedness

This is the function that is currently receiving shattention at National and Provincial
levels while very little to nothing is being donelacal levels. The measures currently
being undertaken can be described as logisticdinmess to deal with disasters. This is
being done by investing in response mechanisms fieegbrigades) and procedures,
rehearsals, workshops for Advisory Forum membeuhlip education and building
early warning systems, which includes provisioncefl phones to Advisory Forum
members for relaying urgent messages to the Natidisaster Management Centre.

Relief and rehabilitation

If a disaster occurred, then response and relieé hia take place immediately. The
Disaster Management Act 2002 part 2, assigns goresibility to deal with a national
disaster to the NDMC, irrespective of whether aiamatl state of disaster has been
declared. Currently, contingency plans are beingipwplace at mainly National and
Provincial levels. Response to disasters suchesrbk cited in Box 7.1 for instance is
left as the responsibility of the Provincial offjaghich responds by assessing mitigation
measures to reduce further occurrence of similaidénces. In management terms,
relief and rehabilitation functions are undertakmainly by National and Provincial
level disaster management centres since local lesghcity (municipals) is not (yet)
well developed. Thus this set up does not seemetedsentially different from the
pragmatic centralized top-down approach sinceilltestcludes grassroot participation
specifically in activities that would contributewards reducing risk such as risk
mapping, advocacy, early warning and preparedness.

7.7 MSPs and flood hazard management.
Public participation is considered as one of th&cied components for flood disaster
management and public awareness and conscientisatiaction is a forerunner to this.
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The central argument of this discussion has beahnieasures to reduce vulnerability
and prevent disasters, cut across several socitiepblspheres such as local-rural to
urban development patterns, and hence requiresi-stakieholder approaches to
problem solving. MSPs can play a crucial role isagter risk reduction as concerns and
measures to curb disaster losses, raising awar@amesszards and vulnerability and
gaining local and scientific knowledge on how tauee risk through minimising
hazards, reducing vulnerability and enhancing ap@nd adaptive capacity (Helmer
and Hilhorst 2006).

Thus, there is credible rationale for CMFs’ to playrole specifically in flood risk
reduction through flood risk reduction and hazardnagement. The overriding
rationales being that first, flood management plars required to be included into
CMF’s catchment management strategies and secamtigipation of grassroot level
multi-actors in flood hazard management is stilssimg in the current flood disaster
management framework in South Africa. Thereforethem than crowding the
institutional landscape for managing water by idtrcing new institutions for
monitoring and responding to flood risk, it may aepgplogical to strengthen the already
existing water institutions and consequently imprdheir legitimacy. Flood hazard
monitoring could provide an opportunity for a CM& garner resources, increase its
capacity to contribute towards reducing local veddities and hence improve its
legitimacy.

On the other hand, in the face of all these commgeliactors for involving CMFs in
flood hazard management, several considerationtatailagainst the incorporation of
flood hazard management activities into the agefdiae current format of CMFs:

(i) Classification of flood disasters in South &&iWhile the argument that the context
and dynamics of flood hazards can be better urmtsisand resolved within the context
of IWRM is plausible, the South African approachdisaster management has been to
integrate all forms of disasters (floods, drougfites, wind, earthquakes, snow, storms,
mining, famines, technological disasters etc.) ote management framework overseen
by political structures. To ‘formally’ involve CMF& flood hazard monitoring might
result in complex linkages between political stames and hydrological management
structures, both of which operate in different itogibnal spheres. To management
information systems needed to perform activitieshsas early warning and flood
disaster response when actors resided in divesséuiions might render flood disaster
management even more complex. Hence the centratisat the management of all
forms of disasters under the local government neried was considered most
appropriate.

(i) Perceived magnitude of disastenSlood disasters are generally considered to be
serious and expensive events particularly wheretlhes been poor preventative and
response action. The traditional perception is tbatl institutions rooted in civil
society, are generally not well equipped, partidylan terms of financial resources and
communication facilities to deal with the occurrenof flood disasters. Therefore
mitigation, preparedness and response prerogatvesto be vested in provincial and



An Enquiry into CMF Emergence and Operatichg5

national level administrative structures where riicial resources and professional
expertise reside. However this approach has resuitéhe erosion of the incentive to
take responsibility for disaster preparedness amioegl people as the following
comment captured in one of my interviews with a Gamity Stakeholder illustrates:

“The government has lots of resources to addresallproblems. | just
don’t understand why they should even waste loeaple’s time to start
discussing these issues in various local committdéKk]

Experience has shown that there is capacity anefrrdetation among local people to
take responsibility even for activities that expemight consider beyond local action
such as rescue and relief. One example is an inmicidelca, Peru narrated by Warner
and Oré (forthcoming), in which local people rosdlte challenge to deal with a flood
crisis situation in the face of failure of centgalvernment structures:

On 23 January the riverbanks started to overflovitizEns called for
Lima and for the Civil Defense to supply heavy nraaly to reinforce
the river defenses and clean out the channel. Biikel other zones
declaring emergency zones, no support was forthapnirom the
capital.

The volume coming down the river was approximagély ni, while the
river channel capacity was only 258mnd on 29 January heavy rains
started to fall again. In the end the floods in thiy left 70 dead and 22
000 homeless, in what is said to be the worst ftapdh Pert in 50 years
(CNN 1998).

In the absence of formal mechanisms, sudden ayai® rise to local
self-organisation...In the face of disaster, the dajlswing the flooding
were followed by spontaneous formation of orgaiorst Neighbours
and mothers’ clubs (who provided emergency foottibigion) took the
lead in forming the Civil Front of Ica, constitugjnneighbourhood
organisations, agriculturalists, irrigator organizans, professionals,
local authorities and dignitaries.

Warner and Ore contend that in a way, communitytasipromptu disaster response
should not come as a surprise. They assert thaaotc’ local response to disaster
remains the primary coping mechanism, despite é&s¢ &fforts of disaster management
agencies and institutions to take care of the heedt.

(iif) Extensive nature of political structurel terms of geographical coverage, formal
political structures tend to have an advantage awany other forms of social
organisation Therefore, positioning flood disaster managementhiwi political
institutions maybe considered as a form of ‘widgnparticipation. For instance, the
whole country is demarcated into wards as micrelleones for the participation of
people in the politics of the country. The existeraf these micro-level zones was
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therefore recognised as a more appropriate avénoegh which a larger representation
of ideas and concerns regarding disaster managerogltt be achieved. However, this
advantage could only be realised if indeed thedfldsaster management framework
included grassroot level institutions since sudmsgroot level institutions built up their
knowledge and folklore on ecosystem extremes avabfhazards that have occurred
over an extended period of time.

(iv) The current role, capacity and visibility of9®s: The discussion in Chapter Six
revealed how, as a result of participation problemd unclarified purpose, CMFs were
struggling to cope with their agenda due to primargaknesses with regards to
resources, mandate and absence of legislativesegunthatory powers. It is evident that
CMFs were still poorly conceived institutional arggments. For instance, the issue of
sustainability of CMFs was raised by participaritshe first joint research workshop in
the Kat catchment as a serious concern. CMF members not certain of the
permanency of the institutions due to financial a@ns. On the other hand, the
certainty of flood risk and insecurity requires iabllity and embeddedness of
institutions involved in prevention and mitigatiostrategies. Warner and Ore
(forthcoming) contend that like IWRM, MSPs have ngt yielded immediately
appealing success stories. They argue that thgratten of water management with
flood hazard monitoring can bring specific problemsa river basin context. They
assert that in many cases, the interest groupsheaajifferent for water management
and disaster management. For example while inhabitaf the floodplain could be
interested in risk reduction activities, farmershogher fields might not be interested so
much in flood reduction.

7.8 Conclusion Room for manoeuvre?

Thus it is still debatable whether a CMF’s agenldlausd be expanded to include flood
action planning and flood monitoring activities. Wiever, are political structures, as
presented in the South African case, indeed bedteted for incorporating local
priorities in reducing vulnerability and preventidigasters?

The exploration of South Africa’s disaster manageirscenario revealed that while
flood assessment stays focused on high impactidmsatind within expert systems,
public concern and awareness does not get builfimdd action planning. Statistically,
flood risks are low or even not studied in the CMEas researched. However, risks are
there. It is social forces apart from such riskat tlekave people living in vulnerable
places and fatalistic and unmobilised towards aruré flood events as reported in
narratives in this chapter. Thus a more holistigrapch to water management has been
argued in this chapter to enable planning with adeustanding of these hydrological
and social extremes.

| have consistently argued that the relevance demiISPs in contributing towards
flood disaster management lies in their direct eation with water in the catchment as
well as their multi-stakeholder approa@nd consciousness raising on hazards,
information sharing and social learning. The msiékeholder approach enjoins a
dialogue among various sectors and groups of soceetprocess that facilitates
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information sharing and learning. | see these ampimas transcendent. While the
newly proposed disaster management strategy inhSifica relies on building new
multi-actor consensuses, there are counter argenterthis approach, which suggest
that a strategy that uses existing user-basedutistis rather than setting up new
organisations or committees in vitro will likely Ineore successful, and yet this option
is rarely selected. Sharma and Krosschegllofedin: Rhoades 1998). Sharma and
Krosschell argue that any new initiative has a greehance to succeed if the project
uses and strengthens existing structures. Onliiaeet cases where there are relatively
separate populations with conflicting use rightsll w be necessary to build new
institutions capable of mediating between and comication with diverse stakeholders
(Fisher 1995). Since no conflicting roles existagsigning CMFs the responsibility of
monitoring flood hazards in their catchments, i t& argued that there is no necessity
to build new local institutions for flood hazard nitwring. However, it has yet to be
prioritised by them, and made part of a social netvthat builds secure possibilities for
action.

The Kat CMF can be used as an illustration of tbemtial and synergy that can exist
within well-mobilised local MSPs to deal with aklevant water related issues. The
Land-care project in the Kat was a demonstratioload! people’s awareness of the link
between the amount of water that is shed off dethsdefaces rather than seeping into
the soil and degradation of land and its effecthenriver. Thus the Kat CMF shows a
start in adopting the complexity paradigm (Hilhd2805; Warneet al. 2002) discussed
at the start of this chapter. White (1957) repthtt early in the histories of scientific
agriculture and river engineering, the idea tookpehthat the management of land and
its vegetative cover is closely linked with the peo management of the flow of water
in the streams, that the magnitude, variationscaradity of water moving in a drainage
basin is, in some measure, influenced by the trewatraf the land. Thus the Kat CMF
demonstrated their ‘advanced’ understanding of -later interactions. The
implementation of the solution to land degradatadso took concerns for poverty
alleviation by offering an income to mostly womdmwaugh employment on project.
Local communities could not scientifically artictdathese facts. However, they were
able to tackle the land degradation problem throwgtategies which included
awareness workshops in which a large number of aamtgnmembers were involved in
discussing how to address their environmental probl The Kat CMF experience is an
example of how a well-mobilised MSP was capableealécting and implementing a
measure, which specifically and uniquely addredbedvulnerability of marginalised
groups within the community. Given this amount oépacity and ingenuity,
demonstrated by Community Stakeholders, we canledachat CMFs can be capable
of incorporating, into their water management axdjonitiatives that contribute towards
flood risk reduction.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

INSTITUTIONALISATION OF CMFs

MSPs are envisaged to be viable mechanisms foewaoli new outcomes relating to
sustainable water resource management since tleatecplatforms for change and
action and are central to IWRM (Chapter One). Tlamagement of water resources is a
continuous function and requires committed monii@f users and uses (abstractions,
distribution, quantity, quality etc) and gaps arekas in services. Empirical evidence
emerging from this study reveals that these funstipose special demands on the
functioning of CMFs as groups especially when tloegupy the ‘lowest tier’ in an
existing state agency. The question to be prob&hether the studied CMFs manifest
sound ‘institutional arrangements’through which the expected results could be
achieved? This chapter explores how CMFs aretalfienction as a group and be able
to achieve their anticipated results discussedhénpreceding chapters. The concept of
‘institutionalisation’discussed in the conceptual framework (Chapter)Tisvased here
to undertake this exploration. This concept wasntb appropriate for this purpose
because it examines the internal processes thatiestitution legitimacy for having
satisfied people’s needs (Uphoff 1995). The moggiteacy an institution enjoys from
the various sectors of the public the more it Wwél able to command respect and other
resources that raise the level of compliance. tligthalisation results from
‘regularised’ practices arising from established processes.fdilnecriteria developed
in Chapter Two, which include autonomy, adaptahilitnternal operations and
outcomes and outputs, are used to undertake tlasiaation of the functioning of
CMFs. Three additional external factors which ideustakeholder representation,
operational scale, and confirmation of entitlemeate also discussed to capture a full
picture of the variables that influence the operaiof CMFs.

8.1 Autonomy

Autonomy represents a concern with the capacityawofinstitution to make and
implement its own decisions. It also representscty@acity of an institution to manage
its own workload and to develop procedures to edasks in a timely and reasonable
manner. In addition, an institution would be expédcto make its own decisions about
its core tasks and beliefs and filter out diversjoarguably, to the extent that it is not
dependent upon a charismatic leader, influentiab@®, an organisation or indeed
another institution. In externally induced institms, autonomy may represent the
extent to which decentralisation and evolution @fidion making powers to local actors
has happened. Mollinga and Narain (2001) conteadl¥WRM implies decentralization
and devolution of decision-making powers to locs#ng. In South African philosophy,
the process of IWRM also requires that stakeholBersvolved in aself-regulatory

™ The term ‘institutional arrangements’ has been rdefiin many different ways. In this thesis,
institutional arrangements are defined after Milici{#990) as the combination of legislation and
regulations, policies and guidelines, administettructures, economic and financial arrangements,
key participants or actors.



180 Water, Stakeholders and Common Ground

process! In essence, autonomy is a measure of the ldveletf-governancé of an
institution. Autonomy of the CMFs was observed base the following criteria:

() Management structures

Management structures of both CMFs portray a pectiirself-governed institutions. At
their inception, both CMFs adopted structures inictvha management committee
(referred to as steering committee in the Kat catafit) would run the day-to-day
activities of the CMF. The committees had a chairmesponsible for coordinating the
activities, a secretary to keep the records andwcncorrespondence, a treasurer to be
in charge of funds and committee members to prosiggort. The committees were
expected to undertake administrative functions MFS, which included planning of
CMF activities, arrangements of events such as stamgs, meetings, tours and
archiving of information.

Notwithstanding, the members of management comesitia both CMFs were not
necessarily in the employ of the CMFs. As staketotépresentatives, they performed
their duties voluntarily. The demands placed omiHgy CMF functions cannot be
underestimated. This scenario can be blamed foindgility of the CMFs to attain
sufficient autonomy. In Mthatha CMF for instancepshmembers of the management
committee were staff of government departments.yTiwere fully engaged in the
activities of their respective organisations to ¢téent that they were unable to perform
CMF tasks at all. The chairman of the Mthatha CMHRo was also a University
lecturer asserted:

“I have a demanding schedule at work since | ano @isrsuing my PhD
studies besides lecturing. It is difficult to keegck of CMF activities.
Many times | pick up the minutes on the mornindhef meeting and
quickly update myself of the issues of the previmegting. | often
discover | hadn’'t acted on a number issues thatak w required to,
before a meeting. | am lucky to have the secretaltianakes follow-ups
on behalf of the management committee. | cannothsee the CMF
could have functioned without the secretariat tD&AF engaged.”

The Kat catchment, where most of the managementmitte@ members were
community stakeholders, experienced a similar @bl Unemployed community
members have commitments too that require theenttin. On several occasions,
management committee members missed meetings lecttmyswere away attending to
their personal demands such as visiting a relatateending a funeral or seeking
employment. This was done without taking ‘officildave’ from the CMF and
justifiably so since they were not in the employtted CMF.

(ii) Physical resources available
The unavailability of office facilities emerged asother crucial barrier to CMFs’
autonomy. Both CMFs depended on the good will oftigpating Organisational

2 This refers to the functions, balances and strastinternal to the group.
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Stakeholders who provided office space, furniturel @quipment for the CMF to
perform its operations. The Mthatha CMF used DWAEilities and the services of the
secretariat for its operations while the Kat CMFedisocal government facilities. The
Mthatha case could provide a useful illustration hmiw resources such as office
facilities could impact on the autonomy of thes&titations. In my discussion with the
chairman of Mthatha CMF regarding the roles oftberetary and treasurer when there
was a secretariat, which performed most of theaicfions, he confirmed that without
office facilities, it was difficult for CMF managesnt to function:

“It is not easy to expect our secretary or treasute perform their

duties since they are also busy at their workplaes$ most importantly,
they do not have access to computer, printer afegpl®nes that they
need to perform their duties[SN]

This sentiment underscores the importance of offresources in performing
administrative tasks. Both CMFs did not have tlwsun office space and facilities for
conducting their business. It is difficult to imagi how an institution expected to
manage a highly contested resource such as watdd function without resources to
maintain records, run awareness campaigns and spomd effectively with
stakeholders and the wider external environment.

The strategy of engaging a secretariat in Mthathiwhenent was indicative of the
necessity of a fully functional administrative sgt- On the other hand, the fact that
DWAF had made the arrangements to contract theuttorgs firm to provide secretariat
services, without needing the approval of the C&s also indicative of the overriding
power that DWAF had on the CMF and the dependefht¢beoCMF on DWAF. As a
matter of fact, the Mthatha CMF momentarily cea#iedactivities for eight months
during 2003 when DWAF could not meet its finanaligations to the consulting
firm.

In the Kat, the steering committee members perfdrrakk the administrative tasks
voluntarily. The appointed secretary compiled thewutes of meetings and other
members prepared all that was needed for meetimgs veorkshops (including

preparation of teas, lunch etc). The limited cajyaim document minutes and archive
proceedings was evident from the absence of thesentents. Without access to office
equipment, all documentation was hand written, pkcr documentation that

researchers assisted with.

(iii) Decision-making

Autonomy includes the capacity for an institutiam define its own problems and
manage its own workload. My observations revealeat since DWAF provided

funding for activities in Mthatha catchment, the EMas largely dependent on DWAF
in making decisions on what was to be done and ly. WWAF determined the social
and technical information that needed to be caléend it undertook capacity building
and empowerment workshops in cooperation with tresglting firm that provided the

secretarial service. Consequently, it was only allsgroup of experts who defined the
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key problems and assessed the urgency of one prakder another and who implicitly
often conceptualised the solutions to the problehhsis, the community stakeholders,
and other lay individuals were totally disqualifiécbm the process. In the Kat
catchment, on the other hand, stakeholders took ipamctivities that identified
environmental issues of concern and they workedettmy with researchers in
producing documents on the status of their enviemmTable 8.1 on the next page
shows some activities undertaken by the CMFs aadxtent to which members of the
CMF were involved in executing the activity. Itilgeresting to note that all activities in
Mthatha catchment were undertaken by consultingsiwhile in the Kat catchment,
CMF members participated in executing most tasks.

Table 8.1 0perations undertaken by CMFs

Mthatha CMF Kat CMF

Activity Undertaken by Activity Undertaken by

Generation of DWAF First environmental | Rhodes University

Catchment awareness workshop

Management

Strategy

Generation of Vision| NS/GMA consultantg Land-care project Kat CMF

Statement for the

Catchment

Management

Strategy

Capacity building Social and Rural Community out- Kat CMF

workshops Development reach programme

Consultants (RDA)
Awareness RDA Research in Participatory
campaigns determining the water research approach
guality of Kat River | between Rhodes

University and Kat
CMF members

Joint workshop in RDA Joint workshop in Kat CMF

Mthatha catchment Kat catchment.

Source: Field data. 2004

(iv) Mandate
Autonomy also includes having a mandate to acthendecisions made. The CMFs’
ability to act on their decision was limited by tfect that they were non-statutory
institutions with no legal power to enforce deamrsicarrived at in their deliberations.
They therefore relied largely on the willingnessaéfected agencies to comply with the
decisions.The chairman of the Kat CMF lamented to me that:
“The only way we can begin to be seen to be sen®tis have our Forum
formally registered as a legal institution capablef enforcing our
decisions”. [LN]
The Mthatha CMF also expressed similar frustratidren its decision to summon the
Oliver Tambo Municipality to the CMF meetings, tonge and explain how it was
addressing the pollution problem of the MthathadRiwent unheeded. It is evident
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from this analysis that CMFs were had little pow@renforce its decisions and were
largely dependent on external support. In top-d@ehective initiatives, such as the

Mthatha CMF, the initiator of such processes ugualinains in control of the processes
and provides resources to sustain the initiatimeéodttom-up initiatives such as the Kat
CMF, members struggle to sustain the initiativelionted resources, which in return

hampers performance.

8.2 Adaptability

This criterion measures the extent to which anitirigin is capable of adapting to
changes in the socio-economic and political ararasiore importantly is capable of
moulding that environment. Water resource managémea wide environmental and
developmental arena such as a catchment is affesmbed controlled by a set of
interacting and overlapping institutional and ip&nsonal social processes embedded in
political and social life of the area. The existemt processes that allow an MSP to fit
into this set of relationships is a vital precurdor establishing a framework for
negotiation over competing claims. MSP participantsuld require knowledge and
better still, a personal transformation that alldivsm to understand the issues at stake
and be able to position themselves as key andirtegie players in water resource
management. Adaptability of the CMF was observedgushe criteria as follows:

(i) Political arena

In the political arena, | observed that while deadiénce existed between Mthatha and
the Kat catchments in terms of political activiswhereby Mthatha catchment was a
more highly politically charged ar€athan the Kat catchment, political dynamics did
not seem to shape the activities of either CMF,thwredirectly or indirectly. In fact it
was the pervasive absence of the ‘political’ thad la profound influence in the
functioning of these institutions rather than itegence. The absence of the political, as
the reader should have observed, also meant ipadided using the ‘political discourse’
when examining the emergence and functioning of M8Ps and rather focused on
‘institutional discourse’. This was not ignoringetifact that participatory resource
management initiatives can be essentially politicahsidering that they can involve
power to accumulate and redistribute resources frmrstate and among participating
individuals. Rather it is a revelation of the fabat the studied MSPs had no real
mandate and support from the political sphere. éshsactors (particularly political
actors at grassroot level where CMFs exerted th8uence, such as ward councilors)
considered that CMFs were not potent arenas winene dould contest their interests.
Political leaders are known to strategically seek avenues that will earn them
recognition. They do not seem to have time anduress to deal with issues that
contributed little political credit to their names.

3 As a matter of fact, a number of South Africa’snfaus politicians originate from Mthatha area
including Nelson Mandela and the current presiddrabo Mbeki. This area is also the home of the first
South African post Apartheid multi-racial oppositiparty called the United Democratic Movement
(UDM) headed by Bantu Holomisa who once was presidéthe former Transkei Homeland and lived
in Mthatha.
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With reference to concerns aired by local peopleh@ Mthatha catchment, CMFs
represented environmental concerns that were siletite political arena, at the time.
Since the real stakes of water management relatdtribution of domestic water and
access to productive uses of water, issues thatesbeo fall outside CMFs’ concerns at
the time, a real socio-political contest in wateanagement happened outside the
CMFs. This implies therefore, that by disengagihgntselves from ‘real issues’ in
water management, CMFs assumed apolitical natutecansequently lost legitimacy,
at least in the political arena. | did not obseany strategy adopted by CMFs to adapt
and reassert themselves in this context.

(ii) Multiplicity of institutional spaces

The real challenge for CMFs came from the multipliof institutional forms or forums
dealing with water or generally catchment managénssaes. Table 8.2 shows the list
of other related institutions that engaged locdlomsc into catchment management
related activities.

Table 8.2Wider institutional environment in the Mthatha dfat catchments.
Type of Institution Issues of concern |
CMF with membership from diverse sectors. Water RessurManagement, specifically
environmental care and water quality and
quality monitoring.

Working for Water Programme (WWP) Elimination of alien plants that are seen to|be
DWAF sponsored agency employing local | responsible for the excessive encroachment
people. of crop and livestock lands, the reduction| of

groundwater and nutrient mining.
River health ProgrammeDWAF sponsored| Monitoring of quality and quantity of river
programme. Recruits local people to form | water as a result of the activities of water
village committees that monitor the status plusers. Requires participation of people
river health. leaving along the rivers.
Farmers Union (Mthatha only)Cooperative | Securing inputs, product markets and land
movement of emerging commercial farmersuse advice including irrigation water use for
members.
Water User Association (Kat catchment Securing cooperative support in irrigation
only) Largely white commercial farmers. | water use for members.
Ward committeesPolitical platform of local | Responsible for the identification and
community actors within a voting zone. overseeing of community development

projects such as road building and water and
sanitation projects.

Source: Field data: 2002 — 2004

Table 8.2 shows that CMFs were apparently not thg imstitution that engaged with
water related issues. Since multiple interactirgiitutions can shape peoples’ resource
access and control, CMFs came under pressure idataltheir identity, retain the
interest of participants and continue attractirgpteces and interest of stakeholders. In
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addition to institutions listed in Table 8.2, thevere also up-coming small-scale water
user associatiofsthat were being introduced by DWAF in rural areas.

All these institutions, which were crowding the tingional space for resource
management in catchments, sought participatiorocdll community members. They
provided different entry points to resource manag@mfor local people and
consequently shaped local peoples’ access to amdotof catchment resources. Even
though there was congruence between them, seVelfage institutions were not fully
aware of the activities of their counterparts. Fatance, interviews with Working for
Water Project (WWPF5 in the Kat revealed that they were not fully awafethe
activities of the Kat CMF. However, most membershef CMF were fully aware of the
activities of WWP. How could this have been so?mpde investigation pointed to the
possibility that as a government-sponsored insiyit WWP was endowed with
financial resources that attracted the interestahmunity members. Not surprising
then, | discovered that certain members of the @MFe negotiating with WWP, to get
involved in their activities by processing alieramis that WWP was eliminating from
the catchment. The idea was that the uprooted aliants could be processed into
charcoal, which could be sold as a source of thehameeded income. This was indeed
an innovative idea. However, it was ironic thastiiea never surfaced within the CMF
as an institutional initiative in which the CMF ddwengage with the WWP, to establish
a strategic institutional alliance that would allawe CMF and WWP to address
environmental and poverty issues jointly. After #ile CMF’s Land-care project was in
some way related to WWP alien plants eliminatioojgut. Both were concerned with
soil and water conservation goals. For exampleesinkey strategy in the CMF’s Land-
care project was the introduction of fast-growirgngs in eroded patches of land, the
CMF could have benefited from the plant speciesstedge that the WWP had. Rather
than seeking ways of establishing a bilateral i@tghip between the two institutions,
some members of the CMF (apparently all of whom ewer the management
committee) sought to access resources from the V&@®Rdividuals, outside the CMF,
by seeking to process WWP plant wastes.

Indeed, in a multiplicity of institutions, that addfering varying levels of resource
endowments, actors become unsettled by the allurewie benefits offered by the
different institutions. Different actors come tdyr@n different institutions to create
space for themselves in order to carryout their gwojects.” Thus local community

" The formation of WUAs for historically disadvantageommunities was a new approach initiated by
DWAF in response to the poor accessibility to ficiah resources that small-scale irrigators were
experiencing. It was anticipated that accessibitityesources for small-scale irrigator could berioved

if they formed groups that were recognised andsteggd.

> The Working for Water Programme (WWP) was a jaation and environmental program of DWAF.
It was a high profile program of the national gawaent and perceived to be particularly succesgful,
had received very high levels of funding and expahdapidly. DWAF calculated in 1998 that it had
grown to 240 projects with over 42,000 workers availy (DWAF 1998b, p 6). The program had two
main benefits: job creation, and increasing watailability. The WWP included skills training and
education, support for SMMEs, and local institutiooapacity building as part of its mandate. It also
encouraged secondary industries, and targeted woroath, and the disabled as beneficiaries.
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based institutions can become launch pads uponhwbeal actors build alliances and
garner resources.

Strategic partners

Establishing strategic alliances, as a means wav&m a multiple institutional spaces
was a useful strategy used by both the MthathakatdCMFs. For example, when
DWAF introduced its River Health Project, and agcin Mthatha in 2003, the CMF
requested that the River Health Project become & @ldmber. The Mthatha CMF also
requested the membership of WWP. Such initiatiaes lie viewed as positive ways of
co-opting newly emerging institutions and estalitighlinkages with other congruent
actors to adapt and maintain position in a dynamsttutional environment. The Kat
CMF too had established several alliances and mksnmith:

* Rhodes University researchers (who provided inféionaand skills for running the
Forum).

* University of Witswatersrand researchers (who medi support information on
environmental issues).

* Wageningen University researchers (who providedeareh information and
facilitated interactive learning through workshaps)

e Spiral Trust (NGO which provided skills in persortednsformation and social
change). The Kat CMF and Spiral Trust now view teelves as permanent partners
to the extent that the Spiral Trust attended mast-Cactivities and provided
guidance to the CMF.

The Kat CMF also made an effort to obtain recognitiith the Nkonkobe municipal
council by attending a municipality developmentrpieng meeting in which they
submitted their report. This move was also a gsat® attract funding from the
municipality. Rhoades (1998) contends that pamigeand collaboration with other
agencies to implement projects are commonly cited aharacteristic of successful
watershed initiatives.

In conclusion, it is evident that in order for CMEs claim their ‘space’ in resource
management in the catchments, they needed to addapt multiple institutional
environment. Both CMFs achieved this by forging litmes and networking with
collaborating institutions as well as with the ngwhmerging institutions. The desire to
establish political links was also apparent. Thigswevident from the fact that the
presence of a ward councilor (a local politicalufig) during a CMF meeting or
workshop was highly sought for, acknowledged anatepated. Thus adapting to their
environment was a function that both CMFs strived through partnerships and
alliances within and across the various institugion



An Enquiry into CMF Emergence and Operatich87

8.3 Internal operations

This criterion refers to rules of engagem@riforms of membership, leadership, and
management procedures) that were in place for acigiehe specified purpose of the
CMF. This criterion demonstrates the capacity @& ihstitution to construct internal

structures to fulfil its goals and cope with itssmess environment. Institutional

structure and function should reflect and be appatp to the type of goods and
services that are "produced" by the catchment (Awivand Gonzalez 1998). Gittel

(1980; p 89-113) has demonstrated in her researdheocharacteristics of community
organisations, that the internal structures of agawised group of actors are a
significant determinant of the ability of the grotgpbe effective in its endeavours. The
internal characteristics, she argues, are at mimmdecisive factors in how the

organisation functions and in its selection of theeans of survival. Indeed,

organizational structure of an institution is atéman effective catchment management
(Dreager 2001). Four key variables were identifiedlefine the internal operations of
the CMFs: operational rules, membership, finarstiadus and staffing.

(i) Operational rules

The immediate observable feature of the CMFs wadlabk of guidelines relating to

membership, administration and financial procedwkshe institution. The situation

was further exacerbated by the absence of a catistitor comprehensive operational
rules. CMFs operated under informally acceptedstuéghich governed meeting dates
and procedures, membership, finances and agendasrésult, a CMF could engage in
varying functions that were difficult to verify witrespect to its purpose. Without
established rules to be followed, members couldpnetlict what was to be done in
different circumstances and invariably the chairmanold always ‘call the shots’. For

instance, commencement time for meetings in thew&at not, in many instances, one
that was set by the CMF but one that the chairmaterchined to be appropriate in
accordance with what he saw to be a ‘good’ numberaembers present.

(i) Membership

A significant administrative complexity was obsetvia the ‘open door’ membership
system whereby any resident of the catchment cattdoshd the CMF meeting and make
his or her contribution. Thus anyone was a memb#éteCMF. This implied that these
institutions did not have specified or registeregimbers. Participants had the freedom
to belong as well as the freedom to leave whenewsyr felt that their participation was
no longer beneficial. During the first joint worlgh participants recognised the ‘open
door’ membership approach as a strength of the GMfirmatively, | observed that the
open door membership approach was a means for wgléimne solution space of the
CMFs. This presented a paradox though, since haairgpnstitution that specified
membership regulations could have improved pasdicim through recruitment of

6 Ostrom (1992) defines rules of engagement to cim@p(i) operational rules (boundary and access
rules, allocation rules, input rules, penalty rudesl conflict resolution rules) (i) collective dhe rules
(guidelines for formulating and changing operatlandes which define who is eligible and how future
rules will be made) (iii) constitutional rules (esl relating to how an organisation interfaces gitbups
beyond its collective boundaries). There was no reexploring the CMFs rules of engagement to this
depth since they were only newly emerging informatitutions.
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‘committed’ participants. The open door memberstpproach also translated into ‘felt-
need participation’ approach, which had seriousemssions on the efficiency of
CMFs. These approaches left CMFs with no recoursalitsenting key stakeholders,
such as municipalities, whose participation wagexquuisite towards efficient water
resource management.

(i) Financial resources

Performing administrative functions or indeed toplement plans requires funds.
Financial independence is critical to any instdantthat hopes to produce results. Both
CMFs had no secure sources of operational fundsugimout my interviews, members
pointed to the lack of operating funds as the maggrediment to the success of CMF
practice. Nonetheless, DWAF remained the finaniciedefault in Mthatha catchment.
The Mthatha CMF did not need to make any officejuest for funding from DWAF.
As for the Kat CMF, Rhodes University provided thdial funding from its research
budget. This scenario changed when the CMF acqudueding for their Land-care
project. Funds for all CMF operations were themalrérom the Land-care budget. This
was obviously not a sustainable situation becausé.and-care project had its own life
span.

(iv) Personnel

Money produces results only when there are apmtgphuman resources to effect wise
expenditure and management of processes. Duringetfied of my research, | observed
that the availability of a ‘driver(s)’ or ‘champi¢s)’ to administer the operations of the
CMF was crucial to a smooth functioning of the CM&ince most CMF members
tended to stay away from CMF activities soon afieretings, someone had to ensure
that the resolutions were followed up and that arations for the next meeting were
taken care of.

In Mthatha catchment, in addition to the secretaaaDWAF officer, whose official
responsibility was to coordinate the implementaitdrcatchment management, played
the role of ‘driver’ or ‘champion’. The DWAF officeensured that the secretariat was
appropriately remunerated and he personally woikedlose collaboration with the
secretariat in ensuring the implementation of CMfEvéies. It was clear from the
comments recorded during interviews with memberMtifatha CMF that the DWAF
officer was the central pillar of the CMF. The @lling sentiments captured during
interviews attest to this (Mr GD being the DWAFio#f):

“The agenda for all our meetings has to be prepanredonsultation
with Mr. GD. Even meetings dates have to, in mases, to fit into the
DWAF schedule to ensure that there is a DWAF affiattending the
meeting [UNITRA representative]

“We have to consult Mr. GD whether to proceed witbrkshops. Mr.
GD also assists in ensuring that our meeting venaes secured”.
[Secretariat]
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“l think the Forum has so far achieved what it hbscause of the
commitment of Mr GD”[Department of Agriculture representative]

It was not easy to identify the ‘driver’ in the Keatchment. A number of young men
took an active interest in the running of CMF aBaiHowever, the chairman of the
CMF was the immediate contact figure with outsidensl he played a central role in
coordinating CMF activities. Being an unemployednoaunity member, he dedicated
most of his time towards CMF activities.

Without doubt, MSPs need champions to carry theseaGaplaret al. (2001) assert in
their findings about partnerships in water resosinc&nagement, that champions can
reduce layers of management in order to propeleptsjinto action. They further
contend that champions should be created if theyadexist. They see that champions
assist participants in engaging in social intermgaln, which is essential for creating
ownership of the process.

Notwithstanding, perceptions of coercion are reicdd when such ‘champions’
originate from the initiators of a collective actioSuch was the situation in Mthatha
catchment. Since Mr. GD who was considered the pi@anof the CMF was also staff
of DWAF, the organisation which initiated the CM#s activities were perceived to be
motivated by DWAF'’s interest in ensuring the susce$ the government policy of
participatory water resource management. Thus awgituation can become a limitation
on the process as it creates dependency and partisilack ownership of the process
and ultimately communities begin to feel patronised

8.4 Outputs and Outcomes

The actual results achieved by an institution aobgbly the most crucial indicators of
effectiveness of an institution. Without demonsdapositive effects, the commitment
of stakeholders is unlikely to be maintained. Lopabple find it more rewarding to
participate in initiatives that are oriented towsethieving tangible goals as the case is
with institutions like WUAs, Farmers Unions and WWP

Outputs are considered as goods and services liwehilst outcomes are non-
tangible benefits such as experience gained (wWhenths to self-actualisation), processes
developed and overall objectives that are beingeaeld.

(i) Outputs

A recurring argument of this thesis has been thetijevement of self-realisation and
tangible benefits, constitute the fundamental reasdy stakeholders, particularly
Community Stakeholders will take interest in papiting in collective resource
management. | have argued that the two categorfestakeholder members -
Organisational Stakeholders and Community Stakehnsld perceive the purpose of
CMFs differently. To reiterate momentarily, Orgatienal Stakeholders engage in
catchment management more as managers, faciliatatsmplementers and therefore
see their role as merely planning, consultative addisory. As far as Organisation
Stakeholders are concerned therefore, the curmatepses of participation through
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dialogue and joint planning meet the desired outwf an MSP. Their concern is in

setting explicit technical goals for environmentahnagement, such as maintaining
water of a good ecological status. On the othedh@ommunity Stakeholders engage
more as users and desire that their participatiokl$P initiatives yield some tangible

results. They are concerned with use of catchmesdurces for service provision and
poverty reduction. These seemingly contradictorplgidhave also been a source of
frustration in the functioning of the MSPs from bagfroups of stakeholders.

It is evident that CMFs need to pursue multiple lgda embrace these seemingly
contradictory goals. Besides developing sustainadméutions to water resource
management, the purpose of the CMFs should inajodés that attempted to provide
survival strategies for the poor, building poveatyd gender concerns into catchment
management strategies. While the Kat CMF can bamkts Land-care project as
evidence of tangible results through income to desis of the catchment and
improvement to the environment, it was still hanggeby the lack of a sustainable
source of financial resources to maintain its d@otis. As a matter of fact, the funding
for the Land-care project was coming to the endatol the end of this research. |
could sense the amount of anxiety that was dewadpgimong CMF Community
Stakeholders. Mthatha CMF had pursued mostly thgeaations of Organisational
Stakeholders, with little attention to the expeotad of Community Stakeholders’,
consequently losing their participation.

(if) Outcomes

Benefits resulting from CMFs activities cannot beasured only in terms of tangibility.
CMF processes bring about other significant outm@pportunity for social learning
that CMFs created could be considered one impodatdtome of CMF activities in
both Mthatha and Kat catchments. Workshops and ingsebrought together people
from different walks of life (peasants and commaré&armers, black and white people,
bureaucrats and private business people, upstremmdawnstream residents) to a
formal interactive learning situation through fotmaeetings, catchment tours, as well
as through informal associations over lunch, colfesaks and relaxation time. The list
of expectations generated at the beginning of itlsé¢ jbint workshop showed that 50
percent of what participants expected to come btheworkshop was networking and
social learning. Participants emphasised theirrdesi know more people involved in
this practice, to share experiences with each @hdrto have a better understanding of
the practice of participatory water resource mansge. At the end of the workshop,
more than 50 percent of the expectations met, weyse relating to interaction and
social learning. During the first joint workshopetlist of strengths generated by the
Kat CMFs included the opportunity to learn from aodnix with others. For instance,
one exercise | observed with interest, during tingt foint workshop, was a group
exercise that required members of the same CMFegxribe their catchment by
drawing catchment maps and listing river tributsridgams and villages that fell within
their catchment. Since Community Stakeholders cénm@ different corners of the
catchment, | noticed how quickly the catchment mamse developed, with each
participant citing a physical feature from his/keea. Physical and social characteristics
of the catchment became less conspicuous. Therextaissive knowledge sharing. For
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example, when the Mthatha group drew village boueda there was a sudden
realisation that there was only one village whieh €ompletely within the boundaries
of the catchment. Consequently participants wecedawith a new realisation — that,
since most villages did not completely fall withime boundary of the catchment, the
population figures for the catchment, which wengédy based on village population
figures, might not have been accurate after all.

The social bonding that collective actions createnot be underestimated. For instance,
one year after the first joint workshop betweenNtbatha and Kat CMFs, which took
place in the Kat Catchment, | discovered that allssgale farmer from the Kat
catchment had established a professional bondamtacademic from UNITRA in the
Mthatha catchment and they had kept in contact wibh other through telephone
communication. The farmer narrated to me how he digdyed the time they spent
sharing experiences during the two-day workshop had their ‘friendship’ had
developed thereafter. At the end of the joint wbhdgss, many participants could be seen
exchanging contact details indicating the estabieht of social and professional
bonds. At the second joint meeting between the@Mi-s, a spokesman from Mthatha
CMF remarked in his opening speech that a cordiahdiship had been established
between individuals from Mthatha and the Kat catehts.

Indeed, increased interaction can lead to a feefihgamaraderie and even shared
values. For South Africa, this outcome can prowadeeneficial end in itself when the
process manages to build relations of trust angeadetween individuals from groups
that have been at odds with each other in the pashany cases, unless for those
stakeholders engaged in community work, Organisati&takeholders often have little
information about and ignore the poor. Through tmmtinuous interactions with
Community Stakeholders, (meetings, meals, tours waodkshops) Organisational
Stakeholders have an opportunity to gather andg riefarmation from the field to the
higher decision-making levels in their departmentd other networks.

Pooling of information can be considered as anotl@wable outcome of the MSP
processes. Most information relating to water reseumanagement and environmental
concerns is traditionally kept separate in différgavernment departments and often
may be contradictory. In both Mthatha and Kat catehts, the MSP initiatives

provided an opportunity for the participating orgations to share and refine
information. For instance, the development of ta&lement management strategy in
Mthatha involved the collection of information Ignn various departments and NGOs
and discussing its authenticity in one forum. Thasulted in the development of a
single, common database and source of informatimuitathe catchment. This situation
was also advantageous for this research since thasemainly a single source of
information in Mthatha (CMF secretariat) and the Batchments (Rhodes University).

8.5 Impediments to successful institutionalisation
While the CMFs were faced with several challengethiw their echelons, other
external factors contributed to this complex intaypof variables that rendered the
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running of the CMF affairs notoriously difficult. Ubing the research process, three
major impediments to successful institutionalisatd these CMFs were observed:

(i) Stakeholder representation

Of all folklores | ever heard in my childhood, tfigklore about the race between a hare
and a tortoise fascinated me most. It is also gdiyest very popular folklore in Africa.
In this folklore, the fast running and witty Mr. Halost the race to the slow moving
Comrade Tortoise. The hare lost the race becauggdssly underrated the tortoise to
the extent that he took a nap on the racecourske Wie tortoise remained focused and
committed to his task. While the lesson in the lfwi& focuses on the need for one to
never give up even in the face of tough competitidaund the gist of the story to lie in
the implications of the win. The animal kingdom hagjanised the race in order to
identify a quick runner who would keep watch oveslb fires. It was agreed that the
winner of the race would represent the animal kimydas a fire disaster early-warning
monitor. Since most animals believed that the maas the fastest runner, they did not
find it necessary to enter the race, except thtwisar of course, whose reason for
entering the race was not necessarily winningtdoueceive recognition as an eminent
member of the animal kingdom. The result of theerapelt doom for the animal
kingdom because obviously the tortoise was notritjle candidate for the task. Thus,
their ‘system’ for nominating a ‘representative’ ssiiawed.

In MSPs, participants or members are often ‘dekgjair ‘representatives’ nominated
by their respective social groups or organisatidingey are ‘delegates’ because they are
supposed to be ‘delegated’ to do so by a groupctira they represent. The degree to
which the MSP is representative of the broaderetpdlecomes an important proxy for
public participation. The question to be probeaviether MSP members are capable
and genuine delegates of their respective bodidh @i mandate to represent the
interests of their organisation or community andwhthis situation affects the
functioning and legitimacy of the MSP.

Accepting that MSPs are viable systems for incapog diversity and addressing
common problems, achieving a form of stakeholdpregentation that incorporates this
diversity and produces results is crucial. To §famy argument, let me evoke the
discussion on theoretical notions discussed in (na@®ne, regarding the term
‘stakeholder’. In water resource management, everys a stakeholder in the sense that
everyone is a water user. Theoretically therefereryone should participate in the
management of the resource. However, it is prdticanpossible to enlist the
membership of all (water users) stakeholders on M&P since the population,
catchment size and individual interests preclude trarticipation of everyone.
Nonetheless, participation of all stakeholdersyater users) is achieved through direct
and indirect participation. One participates diseethen one is personally involved in
the activity of planning and deciding how thing®sll be and what ought to be done.
When a person acts on behalf of another througheseptation or delegation, the
represented person participates indirectly. This hm~v the concept of public
participation in water resource management in Séifica can be explained. It implies
that the needs and desires of all inhabitants chtahment are expressed through
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representative democracy. To attain this stateffairavhere the public participates
through representative democracy, it is logicagxpect that first, the few members of
an MSP should be a close reflection (representatdrall sectors of the catchment
society and second, that the public which partteipahrough representation will be
aware of the activities of the MSP and can reacédessary to the decisions reached.

To what extent did this form of representative deraoy occur in the studied CMFs?
There were 1055 villages in Mthatha catchment. @fua total of 30 members who
‘regularly’ participated in the CMF, only four meeis (representing less than one
percent of the villages) represented local comnesiivhose population constituted 71
percent of the catchment residents. These four Qamiyn Stakeholders were
nominated during the first round of public campaigupposedly by the ‘public’, which
attended those meetings. During interviews with @ummity Stakeholders in the
Mthatha CMF, | was interested in knowing the extentvhich their contributions in the
CMF were a reflection of the interests of commusitihey represented as well as how
the activities of the CMF were reported back tartleenstituencies. Responses were
common and predictable;

“Because of the way our communities are, it is pasy to get an
opportunity of meeting all community members whare could solicit
for input to the CMF meetings or even to report lbbaghat was
happening in the CMF.IMT]

“I know in general terms what my community needs since | am a
community member, therefore | do not necessarigdn® meet all
community members to solicit for their inpufGJ]

“As a matter of fact, | have not come across isstlest need the
attention of my community. Our CMF meetings mainiylve reports
from departments and consultants and are not rele¥ar community
consumption.”TKN]

Notwithstanding, a community member who attendedME meeting in Mthatha for
the first time intimated in my interview that:

“I am surprised at the things | heard in this meeti | have never heard
them discussed at any of the meetings in my cortynewen though |

know someone from our community has attended thiting before.

What | know is that people come to represent themesdiere. On the
other hand, even if | wanted to represent the gty of the community
at large | would not know how to do that becaussmuinity meetings
which would provide me with the opportunity of seglout community

interest do not take place so ofteiiNM]

With respect to representation of Organisationaké&tolders in Mthatha catchment,
only three departments were represented on a relgasés — Agriculture, Water Affairs
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and Forestry and Environment and Tourism. The looahicipality sent someone only
occasionally. However, since in many instancesettgepartments sent new faces at
each meeting, these representatives were oftemagnhof the matters from the previous
meetings. The local University in Mthatha (UNITR&lways sent a large contingent of
representatives to CMF meetings. However whethay ticould be considered
‘delegates’ is questionable since they were noesgarily nominated by the University
but rather came as faculty staff that had interesbmmunity action in environmental
management. ESKOM was the only organisation that ve@resented by the same
member consistently, who also was a senior staffibes of the company.

A similar difficulty with representation existed ithe Kat catchment. Community
representatives on the CMF came from 15 of the iB&ges found in the catchment.

The CMF was non-existent in the lower Kat catchme&here irrigated commercial

farming took place. Participation of Organisatiosakeholders remained extremely
problematic. One ward councilor occasionally repmésd the local municipality. It is

therefore logical to conclude that the interestfanisations were not sufficiently
represented on the Kat CMF.

This under-representation of stakeholders, padrbullocal communities in Mthatha
catchment along with the questionable system otcsien of delegates from
communities clearly demonstrates how ‘unrepreseetathese institutions were. In
return, this situation raises questions regarding éxtent to which stakes were
epitomised in the CMFs. In considering of the siaéshe two catchments, (5500&km

for Mthatha and 1700kffor the Kat) there was just too thin stakeholdgresentation

to legitimately administer management of water veses on behalf of catchment
residents.

The issue of appropriate stakeholder representatiagarms of numbers and mandate
(delegation) is crucial rather than trivial in MSRAS$ interrogates the fundamental
principle in the MSP ideology, since by simply reiieg to ‘multiple stakeholders’ the
ideology does not take into consideration the flaat these ‘stakeholders’ are not single
entities, but each one represents a complex comglimof individuals each of which is
highly differentiated internally (hierarchy, gendeability, culture and individual
interests etc). Such factors have tended to beolgfin the theoretical assumptions of
the potential for multi-stakeholder platforms. Irfeet, without addressing this
complexity of stakeholder representation, the idgpl of multi-stakeholder
participation becomes a vague concept. It follosesnfthis that a pertinent issue in the
design of stakeholder participatory institutionsymat be how to improve participation,
although that is essential, but how to facilitdte tepresentation of the different groups
with mandated delegates.

To further clarify this argument, reference camimle to two situations in Mthatha and
Kat catchments. In one of my interviews with a fstabmber of the Department of
Agriculture in Mthatha, regarding irrigation projscin Mthatha, the Agricultural
Engineer for the department indicated that he hacheard about the existence of the
CMF. However what emerged as most intriguing was rhention of an integrated
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landcare project that was being launched by hisde@nt around Mthatha dam area.
Apparently this important project, which had sesidmplications for water resource

management in the catchment, had not (yet) been lyathe CMF. Meanwhile, in one

of its meetings, the CMF had discussed the prolaesilting of the Mthatha dam as an
urgent concern. The project that was being plarmethe Department of Agriculture

would in effect address this concern. How could #ind of discrepancy in information

sharing occur when the Department of Agriculture wepresented on the CMF?

The only way that the CMF could have become awathe plans of the Department
from Agriculture regarding a landcare project amuvithatha dam was through the
‘delegate’ from the Department of Agriculture. Agppntly, this ‘delegate’ was
unaware of the launching of the landcare projectabse he came from a different
section of the department. While the Agriculturaigiheer, who was unaware of the
existence of the CMF was busy with his environmled&velopment projects in the
catchment, the agricultural extension worker, whpresented the department on the
CMF was unaware of such plans. This situation datggestions regarding ‘appropriate
stakeholder representation’. Thus with regards tga@isational Stakeholders, who
decides which individual in the organisation sitstbe MSP? When an MSP delegate is
nominated, how does he/she collate the departmenfiaimation relevant for the
consumption of the MSP and how does he/she feeld tmatche department, MSP
activities, in a manner that informs the departnedsaut water resource plans for the
catchment?

The complexity of this issue can further be illagtd from the following conversation |

had with the dam operator in the Kat catchment. ddma operator could be considered
a key DWAF personnel in the Kat catchment considghie controlled the quantity of

water that flowed in the Kat River, even if he didunder the command of another
senior officer away from the catchment. He resiglethe catchment and he knew the
conditions under which local people lived. Howeker insights were a reflection of the
difficulty of stakeholder representation in MSPs:

Researcher What do you know about what is happening to themaleased from the
dam?”

Dam operator. All | know is that there is a group of farmers iorE Beaufort who
request for water from my boss in Sommerset Ed&s&n Ty boss calls me to tell me
about how much water | should release from the dam.

Researcher Do you know how many farmers there are and how muathr they use?
Dam operator: No. | know they have an irrigation board, whichoodinates their
activities including the payments for water usewidwer | don’t know how much money
they pay as it is done directly with DWAF.

Researcher What about other water users in the catchment, wlbagyou know about
their water use?

Dam operator; | know there are people who pump water from therrivm the up
stream before it reaches the farmers down streamy Tare not supposed to be doing
that because they are stealing from the water alied to the farmers in Fort Beaufort.
When they pump water from the river, it means thtemreleased for the farmers down
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stream will not be sufficient. However, to meetréguested amounts, | usually release
more than the amount requested by my boss.

Researcher Do you know about the Kat CMF?

Dam operator; Yes, | know the guys. | know they are trying tasdmething for the
catchment

Researcher Have you ever been asked to be a member of the CMF?

Dam operator; Yes, but | cannot be a member without the pernmissiony superiors.
Researcher But your superiors do not live in the catchment #gratefore do not know
about these problems regarding users extractingemttey are not entitled to.

Dam operator; Yes, but even if | attended the CMF meetings, haothink that |
would be allowed to make statements on behalf efdépartment since | am not
officially delegated to do so.

It is not difficult to see that both DWAF and thatKCMF could have benefited from
the presence of the dam operator in the CMF me®tiBigice the actions of residents up
stream affected the amount of water that reachghion farmers down stream, the
CMF could have provided DWAF a useful platform fesolving this problem. While
the dam operator was prepared to participate in abivities of the CMF, his
participation depended on some other senior officatside the catchment and
furthermore, even if he were to be allowed to paréite, he doubted his ability to make
statements on behalf of DWAF.

The foregoing illustrations explain how stakeholdepresentation relates to MSPs
capacity to perform. They reveal that since MSP e 1do not necessarily participate
in MSPs in their individual capacities, the manimewhich the delegates are nominated
can influence the results an MSP can achieve. Redeto the folklore presented at the
beginning of this section, even though the tortdiae legitimately won the race, he
obviously lacked capacity to undertake the requiesk. Therefore, while the animal
kingdom recognised the fact that the tortoise hexbme their delegate, they obviously
did not put their trust and confidence in his @pitio provide prompt warning for an
impending fire outbreak. This could have prompted animal kingdom to rely on
individual fire security strategies. This could deery likely outcome for many water
resource management initiatives in which stakehsldepresentatives lack proper
mandate from their respective groups. As testareeftitis argument, below are some
comments captured during interviews regarding thigyof CMFs to produce results:

“I really doubt whether these institutions can makwey difference. Our
ward councilor has failed to make any differenchowvill pay attention
to these local community member&B Kat catchmeit

“May be they will do something, even though whecohsider their
credentials | wonder what impact they can make. &mithe underlying
problems are bigger than what the CMF can achievehink our

problems require political commitment more than oamity

participations” [HM — Mthatha catchment]
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“Do they have any power to hold liable anyone tbanhtravenes their
decisions? If not, then what difference can thekaRa[CN — Mthatha
catchmernit

“What can they do that the departments involvedwater — our
municipality and the government departments havedido do? They
can talk but the power to act still remains withvgmmment departments
and municipality.”[JC — Mthatha catchment]

“Even though the CMFs exist, | am sure organisagiccommunities and
individuals are carrying on as though they did motist ... “ [JM —
Mthatha catchment]

The conclusion emerging from this discussion i¢ Whighout a systematised procedure
or process for selecting suitable and mandated M8Rgates, and without a
systematised liaison process between the repréisentand his/her constituency, there
is a likelihood that the MSP participants reflebieit own biases, interests and
sympathies. Consequently, there is little chancthefrest of resource users to follow
proposals and management procedures suggestedibgsiSP.

(if) Operational scale

Participation and conflict resolution become comphath the increase in spatial scale
and number of participants. A Zambian proverb comdithis assertion with a proverb,
which says Ubwingi bwaminwe, tabusanfya mpQtbterary translated asjt does not
get easier to wash a pot by introducing more hawddo it”. This proverb emerged to
contradict a traditional belief that larger fanslizvere advantageous. While this might
have been true in the olden ddysocal people used the proverb to argue that thare

a downside to a large family. It meant protracted aomplex negotiations to reach
satisfactory and equitable sharing of the meagennees.

Accordingly, having a catchment-wide CMF implies ving catchment-wide
representation of stakeholders and consequenthyirneg that down-stream and up-
stream issues be negotiated on a single platfoilme. t€mporal and spatial issues of
management of an MSP are challenged by the diyeo$iperceptions and interests
brought to the table. The difficulty in resolvingetup-stream down-stream complexities
can logically be expected to be directly relateéddale. The bigger the catchment, the
more complex the management will become since tadeshas a bearing on the
diversity of interests, stakeholders and the edesysRhoades (1998) contends that as
the number of stakeholders increase, the likelihafocbnflict increases. He argues that
this reality runs counter to a participatory rhatavhich envisions good-willed people

"In old African settings, large families were arfoof security against extinction as a result of ireny
diseases and other life threatening devices tlafueld society. Since aging parents were to depend o
surviving children for care and support, a largenbar of offspring increased the chances of having
‘caretakers’ when parents aged.
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sitting down around a mythical ‘conversation tabie’ resolve their differences. In
effect, resolving differences at a crowded tablik iwwolve more than just a dialogue.

The problems of stakeholder representation expeggbrin the study catchments as
discussed in the preceding section can also bedirtk the issue of spatial scale.
Achieving a meaningful stakeholder representatipnaschment level poses a unique
challenge in developing countries due to socio-eooa challenges highlighted in

Chapter Three. This was also confirmed in a dsonsthat occurred during the first
joint workshop in Kat catchment, between a Kat Cpairticipant and one from Mthatha
CMF:

Kat CMF participant : How many community representatives are thereury

Forum?

Mthatha CMF participant : There are lots and lots of villages. Our area iggp that
you cannot have village representatives from evélgge — otherwise there would be
thousands of people in the Forum. So we have reptasves from each organised
group in each town — so it is not really villageesfic. Like Farmers’ Unions from each
town and other organised groups.”

Logically a catchment-wide institution that reqagirthe participation of community
members has serious implications on the transacomts that community members
have to incur in terms of travel and time spentyafam their activities. In the absence
of any form of compensation, the participation @n@nunity Stakeholders comes at the
expense of their personal time and meager resaubeemg the first joint workshop, |
heard pitying words from the Mthatha CMF membergaals the Kat CMF when they
learnt that unlike the Mthatha situation, there wasform of monetary compensation
received by the Kat CMF members for participatingCMF activities. Not surprisingly
then, that travel costs were largely to blame foorpparticipation of community
stakeholders in the Kat catchment.

Catchment-wide MSPs also present the challenge eafirdy with diverse actors.
Smaller scales or local environments are knownresgnt more homogenous groups
who may share common concerns, such as a farmifighing community, creating a
‘community of common concerns’ (Bandaragoda 20002p On the other hand, larger
scales bring together actors from different walkdife. What skills are intrinsic in
participants of such collective actions to accomateddivergent views, interests and
cultural differences? This difficulty was demongtcby the behaviour observed among
white commercial farmers and the white-owned Kajlbestel management in the Kat
catchment, whose lack of interest in the CMF cancheively be linked to their
divergent attitudes they held towards local comryuimitiatives (Chapter Six).

In the face of the difficulties faced by catchmemde MSPs in developing economies,
the rationale for management of water resourcesales as large as catchments is an
issue that warrants careful consideration. The DuBtatement and Agenda 21 state
only that water should b@anaged at the lowest appropriate levekchnically, as also
argued by an FAO report (1977), impacts of land astvities on hydrological and
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sediment-related processes can only be verifieshratller scales (up to some tens of
square kilometers) where they can be distinguidhath natural processes and other
sources of degradation. This suggests that the afiseconomic instruments and
mechanisms will also be most effective at this escélssumptions that relationships
observed at smaller scales hold at the largestscahd that processes observed in one
particular region can be applied to another, haftenoled to inappropriate and
ineffective responses, because different procemsesiominant at different scales. Of
course it is true that certain impacts of land aisevater quality, such as salinity, have
an impact at larger scales as well. However, atalge scales, impacts are difficult or
impossible to verify because of a long time lagneetn cause and effect, and many
overlapping factors. This situation makes decisimaking on large-scale resource
management a complex matter, and it is difficulatove at agreements between users
about rights and responsibilities needed to implmmanagement decisions and
benefits at large river-basin scales.

Given this scenario, should not a possibility dealative modes of organising water
resource management be considered? During thegadiins workshop in Kat catchment,
| captured a thought-provoking conversation betwaenparticipants:

Question What negative impact can the villagers have orritres — particularly
because most of the villages don’t have represeetbn the Forum?

Answer:  The villagers can be part of the water catchmembmittees in their own
area, which are looking specifically at water issu&€hey may not have to
be members of the Forum.

| followed up this discussion with the Mthatha papant who gave the above response
to establish whether what he said was indicativevibat was happening in Mthatha
catchment. He explained that village water comm#tbad been suggested in many
district forums including municipal council meetsgnd village meetings. Even though
this arrangement had not happened yet, it is aal iday of mobilising participation of
catchment residents. Logically, allowing local gs&r create nested platforms, which
are committees of smaller groups of villages, whospresentatives then become
members of the main CMF, constitutes sound planniigs way, ‘the sub-forums’
become responsible for management of smaller scabesin return, the level of
participation is improved both at local levels atdcatchment level since members of
the catchment Forum emerge as genuine delegatékeosub-forums. The larger
catchment-wide CMF, with representatives from thb-forums, then becomes nested
and supported by a larger institutional networlchsas a CMA. This approach could go
a long way in resolving dilemmas such as faced [§PH! like Mthatha and the Kat
CMFs, which had representatives from only a fracbbthe catchment.

(i) Confirmation of entitlements

Currently, participants in the CMFs, and particiyla@@ommunity Stakeholders, have to
participate in decision-making over the managenwniand and water resources to
which they have no entitlements and in many inganno access. Response to
participatory resource management among local satan be expected to be deeply
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intertwined with the entitlements and rights todaand water resources that the locals
enjoy. In South Africa, political history and agw®eid-induced disempowerment is
manifested in the communities’ neglect of theiriemvment, characterised by pollution,
erosion and the deteriorating quality of water meses (Motteuxet al. 1999; p 227-
231). Indeed, property rights can affect the ineestindividuals face, the actions they
take and the outcomes they achieve.

The recurring argument of this thesis is that compterary societies rely on commodity
and labour exchange as the main mode of interaetnwhas the means towards self-
realisation. Subsequently, to be an “owner” meandd capable of bargaining with
others. Ownership (of factors of production speeify) determines economic
independence of individuals and reduces uncertaiRgjlure to ensure that people own
(that they have title deeds to land and rights @aewy renders sterile the enormous value
of these assets since insecurity of tenure has $&Emin many societies as the heart of
the matter in resource utilisation (Derman and &sog 2000). Research in many NRM
sectors has indicated that the more complete gtefaights’ held by an individual or
group, the more likely they are to invest in auityoand developing rules that define
how they exercise their rights of extraction of teeource (Ostrom 1990), meaning that
when people have to face the consequences of tsmisions, they make better
decisions.

Even if attempts have been made through the NWreptace the previous system of
water rights and entitlements, many of which wegiedd on the ownership of riparian
land with a system of administrative, limited-peri@nd conditional authorisation to use
water, the majority of the catchment residents thdtha and Kat catchments still live
under the previous conditions. In both study cathis, those without access to land
constitute a largest proportion of stakeholders. iMgrmal survey revealed that only
five percent of those interviewed could resolutellgim ownership of a piece of land
they were cultivating. The rest of the residentsth@d catchment, if not commercial
farmers, were merely farm workers residing on fakmers’ land or they occupied state
land. Given the historical fact that black peopieSouth Africa were systematically
stripped of their land rights, the principles ofuBoAfrican previous water law ensured
that white landowners enjoyed privileged accessata] use of the country's water
resources.

In general, it has been estimated that more thaie8éent of all water currently used in
South Africa is either privately owned or used unistorically obtained riparian rights
(Mukherjee 1996). The previous water law remainelstgantially irrigation-oriented.

Private owners of riparian land had rights, basedheir riparian landownership, to
divert and use a portion of both the normal flovd aurplus flow of a public stream.

8 Ostrom (1990) identifies this ‘set of rights’ asneisting of three main categories of rights: (i)
Operational rights; which include access rights waitddrawal rights which translate to the userghtito
harvest from the resource and to retain benefimfthe harvest, (ii) Collective rights which inctud
management rights — the right to exclude othemseadlsas alienation rights (such as rights to satil (iii)
Constitutional rights, which is the authority tocite who qualifies to make decisions on the grantih
operational and collective rights.
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Groundwater was considered private water unless# drawn from a public stream.
Mukherjee (1996) explains that the distinction kestw public and private was not
altogether clear as the terms were not definedch & way as one being the opposite of
the other.

Community Stakeholders’ land entitlements

Fifty nine percent of land in Eastern Cape Proviiscstill in the hands of 6 500 white
commercial farmers who employ approximately 70 @0én workers (ECSECC 2000).
A substantial proportion of households, in bothnfer Transkie and Ciskei areas, are
landless or near landless. While no precise figuaes available for landlessness
estimates of 40 — 50 percent of households are @ryneited (Lahiff 2003). The land
tenure system that currently exists in both in Nthaand Kat catchments has its basis
in African customary law, particularly outside tieban centers (Mthatha and Fort
Beaufort towns). It combined elements of individaad collective property rights. An
individual's entittement to land flows from membleis of a traditional, ethnic
community (a village or tribe). Land for arable wmsidential purposes is usually
obtained through the relevant chief. A chief is thieal head of an area, which usually
includes several villages. Usually, each village heheadman who represents the chief
of that area. Once allocated, the land is resefgeaxclusive use of the occupying
household, which cannot be sold or transferred. llbceted land is available to
community members as common resource, mainly fazigg. This arrangement takes
away the collateral value of land and does notipiegecurity for credit use. This land
tenure system also eliminates any form of ratiomahagement of land

In the early 1990s, the local magistrates were eswith the authority to issue
permission to occupy certificates (PTO), which gedrexclusive life-time usufructuary
rights to individuals, but not allowing for sellinghortgaging, leasing or subdividing.
However, while the PTO guaranteed permanent ocmupdhe holder was nevertheless
vulnerable. For instance, PTO holders could be ibrcremoved without being
consulted, if the government, the nominal ownethaf land, deemed it fit (Ntsebeza
1999). Eventually, PTOs were not recognised bynional institutions as collateral, even
though the two ‘homelands’ in the current Easteapé&CProvince (Transkei and Ciskei)
continued to issue them. Legally, most of the comahland is owned by the State, but
held in trust for special tribal communities antbehted by the authorities to people
living under their jurisdiction on a usufructuargdis (Thompsoet al. 2001)

Today, a Land Rights Act exists that would (i) giegal recognition to the rights of

occupiers in communal areas, (ii) create a systedemocratic community-based land
management and (iii) provide additional land inaareof severe overcrowding or

overlapping rights. However, communities residimgtihe study areas have not yet
started benefiting from this Land Act. Without asgdo private land, water use by the
majority of the stakeholders in these catchmentsanes to this day, what it was during
the apartheid era.
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Community Stakeholders’ water rights

With regards to water rights, the NWA has now adoviree entrance to all local small
non-riparian water users into the legal water sghystem. There exists a general
authorisation to abstract limited amounts of watghout having to apply for a license.
Schedule 1 of the NWA permits the use of relativalyall quantities of water, mainly
for domestic purposes, including non-commerciabllgaing and stock wateringhere
are no specified generally applicable numericaitino any of the Schedule 1 uses.
However, the NWA requires that the extent of susbsunust be reasonable with regard
to users' needs and not be excessive in relatitinet@apacity of the resource and the
needs of other users.

The Act's provisions in respect of Schedule 1 asd,use under general authorisations,
are primarily intended to reduce the administragffert of authorising every use in the
country individually. However, any water use thateeds a Schedule 1 use, or that
exceeds the limits imposed under general authmisgt must be authorised by a
license. A license to use water is reviewed byr#sponsible authority at least every
five years. For this purpose, DWAF has embarkedaoprocess of registering all
existing water uses and users.

In the Kat catchment where irrigation is importdoe to commercial farming of export
fruits, the Water User Association still dictatesshmuch water is released from the
reservoir up-stream. In the previous political disgation, local communities fell

outside the jurisdiction of the then Irrigation Bdaand therefore did not have legal
access to the river water for the purpose of itiiga The NWA has revoked those
exclusive rights that white farmers had then. Hosvewat the time of this research, the
control of water supply from the dam had remaindtt was previously. Water was
still being released from the Kat dam based on ireqents dictated by white

commercial farmers in the lower Kat. A few blackadkhscale farmers in the upper Kat
were now pumping water from the Kat River to irtggaheir plots. The dam operator
indicated that this was creating problems for hintes the amount of water released
was calculated according to the needs of the vdaitemercial farms only. Based on the
current legal water rights system, everyone now'Wwater rights’ on the basis that the
term ‘rights’ refers to particular actions that aasthorised, but not necessarily
‘ownership’. The authorised actions include accasd withdrawal rights. An access
right is the right to gain entry to the resourcegr) and withdrawal rights being the
right to obtain or extract the resource (water).

One would wonder why the historical allocation adter from the Kat dam and water-
use rate from the Mthatha dam and River has coadinvithout much contestation from
the local people. The answer can be found in rikerrielationship between water and
land use. Access to water for most local peoplé anly make a difference if they can
withdraw it for use in productive uses such asadjure. This would mainly become
possible if they had access to land and agriculinputs. The historical imbalance in
land tenure can therefore be considered as an impatlto peoples water use and
retrogressively to their participation in a coligetaction that discusses these resources.
While some areas in Mthatha have begun benefitiogn fthe land reform programme
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(Leyseele, 2004), a number of applications for lagstitution are still pending in the
Kat catchment. Given these factors, it is difficidtsee how Community Stakeholders
can be attracted in participating in catchment rgangent in the absence of resource
use rights.

8.6 Conclusion

In summary, both the CMFs show limited institutiisation and very few regularised
practices. The autonomy, adaptability, internalrapens of these institutions need
more thought and action to improve outputs andaues and indeed to allow them
earn legitimacy for having satisfied people’s neddsgeneral, no specific rules were
established that could provide guidance regardimg operations of these MSPs.
Meaning that activities were undertaken based omritten and ad hoc rules. Faced
with such a situation, it is very unlikely that sBuMSPs could transcend the three
external impediments (stakeholder representatipetrational scale and confirmation of
rights and entitlements) and be able to expresaghkves fully in the management of
water.
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CHAPTER NINE

CONCLUSION

The newness, complexity and ambition of multi-pwgyo multi-scale and multi-
stakeholder participatory water management ingtidél models warrants progressive
analysis of the approach to establish whether aowd the approach adds value and
transforms IWRM. The objective of this study was itwestigate the potential of
establishing institutional designs for water mamaget that are based on participatory
approaches at levels as high as catchments, witinsaitom extremely diverse socio-
economic and cultural backgrounds and that are alde to pursue holistic water
management. The objective of the study was purbyddvestigating (i) how and why
CMFs in Eastern Cape Province of South Africa depet as an institutional
arrangement for water resource management, (iiloerg the problems these CMFs
acted upon and how this impacted on the processstifutionalisation as legitimate
groups capable of achieving water management goalsatisfying peoples’ needs and
(iif) exploring the potential for MSPs that emerge the study CMFs, to pursue a
holistic water management approach that also ircatps flood hazard management.

In addressing these research questions, the soailsdd on two participatory multi-
stakeholder initiatives in the Mthatha and Kat batents that had different origins, and
studied how they were set up and evolved as orgois for collective actions in
water management. This study has unearthed thet@dtand limitations that exist for
MSPs such as the study CMFs, to fully express tpempose in water resource
management. While keeping to the fore, the argusnentthe importance of holistic
water resource management, which also includesdflbazard management as a
contributory strategy towards flood disaster manag#, the study unearthed problems
associated with multi-stakeholder participationhaghly diverse actors and also the
complexities inherent in expanding the agenda e$e¢hgroups to include flood hazard
management. The study has shown that althoughsitben argued that effective
management of water resources in catchments requivdti-stakeholder participation,
the practice is confronted with several predicasamd complexities. This concluding
chapter is a critique of the manner in which CMRFegeged and functioned in relation to
their anticipated purpose. It then reflects on stesesons that can be learnt which could
be used in reinterpreting and reshaping the MSProappes in natural resource
management.

9.1 A critical overview of CMFs

Can water management institutions such as theestudMFs, function as collective
actions in which all stakeholders express themsebguitably and can such groups
effectively address themselves to holistic watemaggment issues and adequately
attend to the diverse interests and concerns odiceants? On the basis of this study,
the prognosis is not encouraging. Intrinsicallye #MSP discourse makes an implicit
assumption that ‘participation’ would make a quamtieap from the early simple



206 Water, Stakeholders and Common Ground

processes of collective initiatives among more hgemous groups who shared common
concerns within a familiar geographical zone, tanptex interactions of layers of
diverse actors, who have to make decisions ovexrsa mosaic of complex ecosystems
and diverse needs. This study has revealed thabutitegal and regulatory frameworks
to support participatory processes and emergingtutisns, such an expectation is
illusory, at least in developing countries.

Evidence examined in this thesis has shown thatewhe rationale behind an MSP
approach to transforming water management is ajggahstitutional arrangements
that take the format of the studied CMFs will beadaquate in achieving their
expression and purpose in the holistic manageménvater in a catchment. A
particular finding of this study coming out of ChepSix is that achieving @mmon
ground that facilitates the needed internal collaboratiand coherence among
participating stakeholders is highly elusive. Tisiattributed to the contrast that exists
between the general nature of the lifeworlds of adigational Stakeholders and
Community Stakeholders who are the fundamental titoasts of these MSPs. The
multi-stakeholder approach advocated in IWRM tetoddraw attention away from (or
ignores) the very real social and economic diffeesnthat exist between stakeholders,
which also shape priorities and purpose of the Mi3fe. absence of @mmon ground,
vividly demonstrated in Mthatha for instance, ledthe absence of a shared vision,
resulting in varying interpretations of the purpasfiethe MSP among participants.
While Organisational Stakeholders professed a ma&anagt and planning role for the
MSP, Community Stakeholders professed an execatwagservice delivery role. Thus,
without resolvingaccess to water for drinking and growing food aradieating poverty
as desired by Community Stakeholders, there wasamemon platform for the two
categories of stakeholders that constituted the MBPhis analysis of the challenges
faced by multi-stakeholder platforms, Faysse (20@Bp observed that one of the
‘unfavourable circumstances’ for MSPs was the higbcial inequity among
participants. This argument is further expoundednum sub-section 9.3 where |
explore whether or not these collective actionsewedeed ‘coalitions of the unlike’.

Second, the examination of the institutionalisatiprocesses revealed that the
‘institutional arrangements’ as exhibited by thedgt CMFs were not appropriate for the
anticipated task of these institutions. The stuglyealed that non-statutory MSPs were
hampered by their archaic institutional arrangesienincluding unstructured
administration, lack of mandate and absence ohti@ support, which rendered their
contribution to the management of complex wateimeg and service provision that
obtain at catchment level a far-fetched objecti@dFs were essentially informal
structures since they lacked supporting legislatiegulations, guidelines and financial
support. Informal institutions also come with infaal boundaries. In the absence of
evident and clear boundaries regarding rules obgement, the management task is
unattainable. Information contained in Table 5.Xicated that there was an
overwhelming agreement by participants from the &tta and Kat CMFs (over 84
percent in all cases) regarding propositions (i), (xi) and (xii), which relate to rules
of engagement. Participants recognised that mosengaded to be done regarding the
institutional arrangement of CMFs.
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Without a clear mandate and decision-making poweis, difficult to claim that the
CMFs were involved or even making real progressatoe the management of water as
intended in the core governance goals discuss€tapter One. Since water users were
not accountable to any decisions reached by the<Ck#Source conservation could not
be achieved through the actions of CMFs. Only fewsks$ could be proposed or
coordinated through the actions of CMFs, althoughdcare activities didontinue
under the CMF in the Kat catchment. Chapters Six, Seumh Eight showed that no
other new initiatives came from CMFs to improve avatise for livelihoods or reduce
vulnerability to hazards. Clearly, if the desirémiation was tachieve equitable access
to water, achieve sustainable use of waaeg achieve efficient and effective water use
through the establishment sxfiitable regional and local institutionthen the CMF were
weak institutions for achieving the desired sitoiatiA major reason for this is that,
within policy formulation regarding stakeholder f@pation at catchment level, there
were neither legal nor administrative provisionptovide the means to implement and
fulfil proposed courses of action, and give thesrdibn and support these emergent
institutions.

9.2 Avoiding throwing away the baby together with lath water.

Is the formation of catchment-wide MSP a virtuouas that people will feel pleased to
see and comply with or indeed as Wester and W#R@86) contend, a quintessentially
political process that revolves around mattershaiice and legitimacy? This thesis has
shown that it will be both, but it is important ¢ontinue to work with MSPs to build
new options and address dilemmas between the vidhaly natural resource
management practitioners will agree that it wouddillogical to return to the expert
dominated and centrally controlled systems thabrgnthe importance of placing
stakeholders at the helm of management decisiondeetd, the centrality and
importance of stakeholder participation in natuggources planning and management
cannot be overemphasised. Wengert (1957) contdratsnb matter how suitable a
catchment may be as a spatial unit for the solutbnwvater and other resource
problems, the absence of political and administeatbrganisations and institutions
competent and responsible for decision-making, leasfhis approach. Scudder (1989)
also contends that catchment management is tooriami@nd too complex a process to
be left to state authorities alone. Riparian pojahs as represented by their local
organisations must be involved throughout. In theeace of stakeholder institutions in
natural resource management, there exists a plitysisienforcing decisions that have
not been examined in terms of public interest aad mermit development decisions to
be made by default. Undeniably, MSPs have a ceraral crucial role in the
implementation of IWRM.

South Africa’s National Water Management Strategyswjuoted in Chapter One,
confirming that DWAF will continue to support exigj Forums and encourage the
creation of new ones where the need arises. Theréie role of CMFs is likely to be
maintained for as along as the stakes of poor lomaimunity stakeholders exist and are
protected. In this context, the critical questismot whether MSPs can make a valuable
contribution to the manner in which water resouesmanaged. Certainly, no one can
argue against the involvement of actors in planrand management of a resource in
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which they hold a stake. Some form of stakehol@g@resentation in water resource
management appears to be indispensable.

Therefore, as argued by Leeuwis (2004) when heudss&s rethinking innovation and
agricultural extension, governments may not abandew uncritically adopted
participatory approaches that promise optimism pungbose. Leeuwis contends that it
requires the struggle for a new organisational aphere. Since, a system of
intergovernmental cooperation, which also strivegromote private and civil society
partnerships, is still emerging in South Africapperative relationships among actors in
regional and local areas are anticipated to devel@p time and will open niche areas
for MSPs. For instance, since the objective fotipigatory approaches in South Africa
transcends the need for sustainable resource maeatieto include social
transformation, MSPs may contribute towards theciipeobjective of sustainable
resource management as well as the wider objecdfivecial transformation, as the
outcomes of workshop processes in the Mthatha aat ddtchment demonstrated
(Chapter Eight section 8.4). Thus MSPs in Southcafcan indeed also play a coalition
role, where white and black, rich and poor, theaarand the rural poor can meet to not
only resolve resource use and management but a&sdogappreciate each other’s
circumstances. In terms of the definitions over [$®fade in Chapters One and Two,
the CMFs; did make starting steps to be particiyatostitutions, they did build in
stakeholder participation; they were collectivdiatives in how they wanted to discuss
new public action in local management needs anduitnl a platform or network to
linked in other groups; and they struggled conssliowith being emergent institutions
whose remit would be changing — but their werethtnons in these steps and further
action is needed. A key issue now is what new &dearning can follow for new
initiatives, which | discuss in sub-section 9.3.

Leeuwis (2004) asserts that the management ofctiokenatural resource management
requires new forms of coordinated action and caatpmT within groups and between
that group and other stakeholders. In this conteikty specific reference to Mthatha
and the Kat CMFs, | see that there is need foregmtiating alternative institutional
models and concepts that bring stakeholders tovarmm ground in dealing with water
resources. In Chapter Six, | hinted on enablinggn@ot participants to build their own
institutions (small-scale local platforms) that Hknissues according to their own
priorities. Sokile and van Koppemjyoted in Sokile et al. 2005) also observed that
informal lowest institutional tiers tend to solicitore deference and recognition at the
grassroot level of water management and thesetutistis tend to prevail over the
formal arrangements.

Small-scale, local platforms can be further intégplahorizontally and vertically into

larger associations that transcend individual gé& or common customs
neighbourhoods to create a web-like institutiomahfework. In this way, an MSP is
also about coordinating multi-stakeholder processes a range of organisations and
locations with a range of social learning toolsalved, and not just in one meeting
point, as authors like Woodhill 2004 have describElde local institutions (or sub-

catchment stakeholder groups) would ensure thahoant-wide groups do not get
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overwhelmed by the many interests and conflict$ #éxsst across an entire basin and
also does not develop strategies and initiativasadre not relevant to sub-catchments or
local areas.

Generally, when local people participate in decisimaking, they also desire to act on
their decisions. Thus, action and results are keguccessful participatory resource
management institutions. This was affirmed by fingdi of a study conducted in India
(Molden et al 2001), regarding the appropriate institutions i@ater management in
rural development. The study observed that ond®five most important institutional
changes required for most resource managementtulitstis, was to replace
administrative institutional forms with action anted, service delivery organizations.
Notwithstanding, further rigorous investigation hvigreater understanding of the
processes of formation of multi-actor water ingittas that involve poor local
communities and their applicability to water resmumanagement is necessary.

9.3 Afinal diagnosis

Three specific predicaments can be identified iis #tudy, to be responsible for
rendering the MSP approach in developing countriasique and challenging practice.
| see that without addressing these predicamehts,MSP approach to IWRM is
flawed, at least in developing countries. The fifsthese predicamentstise challenge

of externally induced MSPdn Chapter Six, where the emergence of CMF was
discussed, it was clear that the processes ofuitety’ stakeholders to an MSP is a
complex matter with long-lasting effects on the moof participation that ensues
thereafter. In my observation, inducing participatamong socio-economically diverse
actors is a great challenge. The second is disparity that exists between
Organisational Stakeholders and Community Stakehns|dvhich emerged strikingly
vivid in the discussion on the typology of stakelesk in Chapter Six. The third is the
importance of MSPs tgield benefits that improve local peoples’ livelihoassa way of
legitimising their existence. This closing sectimmalyses how these issues impact on
the viability of collective actions for resource magement in developing countries.

(i) The challenge of externally induced MSPs

To reiterate, by externally induced MSPs, | ammraig to MSPs that emerge as a result
of initiative undertaken by facilitators from owutsithe environs of the participants. This
study has shown that expectations held by parttgpabout what a collective action
intends to achieve influences the ensuing partidpaand functioning of the
constituted institution (Chapter Six). It is evidleras demonstrated mainly by
community stakeholders in Mthatha, that when staldsgits come to a collective action,
they bring along with them their own diverse exp@ons and therefore the
management of water resources may mean differengghto different groups of
participants. Therefore the manner in which the itigation processes are conducted to
resolve these varying expectations and agendasietgirmine the mode of participation
that will ensue. Experiences from the Kat CMF destiated the usefulness of an
inclusive approach that creates ownership of thbilisation processes by participants.
Years of development experience also have shown whhout some sense of
ownership by participants, projects are not likéty be sustainable. An essential
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requirement for participation is that people musant it, know it, and be able to do it
themselves (Frerks 1991).

The South African experience, demonstrates thanhvileed with a society divided by
huge extremes of wealth and poverty, and expetumulversus traditional systems,
implementing externally induced MSPs requires sopalicies and instruments, and
extensive groundwork in identifying and mobilisisigikeholders. The act of bringing to
one negotiation platform, diverse stakeholders wkigt in different life-worlds, with
divergent interests, requires a profound understgnof the roots of life strugglegbat
differentiate the stakeholders and shape theirwibelds. Since water MSPs bring
together diverse stakeholders to one platformjrthial steps in induced MSPs should
include building acommon groundhat creates a shared frame of reference andsvalue
among participants. The Mthatha experience is amele of a case where little effort
was invested in understanding stakeholder integesisexpectations in the early stages
and then addressing the divergent interests anelcéaqions to negotiate the boundaries
of interests, so as to create a shared purposegeor & shared vision of the direction
where stakeholders wanted to go, with regards ¢oute and management of water
resources. The purpose of the CMF was formulatedthrer general and vague terms as
‘to initiate the participation processes that must upde the establishment of CMAS'.
The Mthatha experience showed that divergent petisps on the purpose of a
collective action must be clarified, acknowledged addressed before they invariably
result into desertion by some stakeholders

It is evident that even though DWAF invested heawilthe Mthatha CMF, in terms of
funds and expertise, the functioning of the MSP wase problematic there, than was
the Kat CMF. This situation may not be a surprisimgurrence. With reference to the
metaphor presented in the opening paragraph offitee section of Chapter Six,
regarding the chief who ordered his subjects tatwine for a tribal celebration at his
palace, it is clear that having kept the administeaframework for collection of wine in
the hands of the chief's workers, contributed ® fdlure of the initiative even though
the initiative itself could have been genuine.ofdws then that in induced initiatives,
the administrative framework for a collective aantishould be left in the hands of the
participants rather than the state, as the caseinddthatha. Rather than merely,
facilitating the emergence of water institution/VBF positioned itself as the lead
agency in the formation of these institutions aeshents from the National Water
Resources Strategy (DWAF 2004; p 3) also indicate:

“The Department (DWAF) will leathe creation of the new institutions,
which will take a number of years, and support guide them in the
execution of their tasks.”

The state may do the regulating, guiding and sugiery, while the stakeholders are left
to implement the operational processes at all staf@rticipants musiwn the initiative
and, as much as possible, have the same undergjanfdine purpose of the collective
action. Polarities of power are easily identifiallben a government organ, such as
DWAF in Mthatha, undertakes to spearhead formatiomn MSP. Participants evaluate
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and analyse the source of initiatives. Non-paréitgn on the part of local actors in
such instances may become a strategy or attemfpartgain with the state in order to
claim their position. Such could have been the= dasMthatha, where Community
Stakeholders’ interest in the MSP waned upon rieglighat there was little attention to
their highly prioritised domestic water supply pier.

As shown in Chapter Six, it is overly challenginogstrike an objective balance between
coercion and facilitation in externally induced MSRMiany governments adopt a
coercion strategy to contain challenges and toieme to be moving forward. Within
the coercive strategy, institutional reforms an#d &bout participation have dominated
political and economic statements. By unilateralliefining how participative
institutions are to be constituted and functionrtipgation remains a mobilisation
process biased in favour of state interests (Chaptee). This was evident in the
Mthatha case where the planning committee estadulish spearhead the formation and
drafting of terms of reference of the CMF excludsammmunity Stakeholders (Chapter
Four).

One aspect worthy considering in the metaphor ciaf who asked for contributions
from his subjects, in Chapter Six, was that thee#zenno mechanisms to ensure that
everyone did bring their contribution and that twntribution was white wine rather
than water. Considering that the initiative origethfrom the chief with little consensus
from his subjects, regulatory measures were negessansure success of the project.
Without regulation, there was too much room leftdessenting residents to ignore the
chief’'s order and for those who could not afforchevior did not trust the system, to
bring water rather white wine. Similarly, in parpatory institutions that emerged in
Mthatha and the Kat catchments, there was neitlbeonapanying legislation nor
instruments that compelled stakeholders to padteipeven though the state had put
policies in place for multi-stakeholder particifetiin water resource management.
Stakeholders were not under any form of obligatmm@ome to the table, thus leaving
too much room for dissenting. In reality, stakeleotdcame to the table if and when
they felt the need. Thisfélt-need participatioh approach resulted in ill-conceived
institutions in which stakeholders who were a pyarsite to the effective performance
of the institutions, such as municipalities, deditie dissent, consequently rendering the
institution impotent.

Woodhill (2004) suggests a combination of approachemplementing MSPs that also

could have made significant difference to how thhdtha and Kat CMFs emerged and

functioned:

» bringing different organisations into the proceasgd getting their commitment to
share information and support the new initiative

» thinking about the diverse forms of activity thaigbuild MSPs and their networks
in workshops, in tours, in driving some specifiadameaningful new operational
goals and achievements and tasks rather thasiftisg in meetings

» allowing time for setting up and evolution of groagtion and cohesion, while also
having planning and practical tasks, and undertpkiwaluations that help transform
processes
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(i) The challenge of melding the unlike

The nature of the coalition that exists among pigodints is a pertinent factor in the
functioning of a collective action. In Chapter Sik,brought to fore the glaring

disparities that existed between Organisational kebtalders and Community

Stakeholders in the study catchments and the prablef getting both types of

stakeholders to share information and build theidew personal pressures and
objectives. In this section, | expound on the amfasequality and how such disparities
impinge on the potential for a cooperative and tedd collective action. The central
argument is that the two main categories of stakiene occupy different ‘life-spaces’

as well as different ‘life-worlds’, consequentlyndering the CMF a ‘coalitions of the

unlike’ (Weber 2003; p 107).

Two specific areas can be identified that critigalllistinguish Organisational
Stakeholders from Community Stakeholders and aksaken potential for collaborative
initiatives. These are: socio-economic circumstarasel the technical relations:

Socio-economic circumstances

Contemporary socio-economic conditions in Southcafhave created conditions under
which material inequality between black and whiteated by the apartheid government
is now being extended to an objective intellectaiatl economic inequality between

expert systems and local poor community memberstuin, these inequalities are

redefining dimensions for collaboration in resoum@nagement.

Organisational Stakeholders to begin with, whetkpresenting NGO, private sector or
government department, attended CMF meetings agakels from their respective
organisations. They were generally trapped in timstitutional identity and the mission
orientation towards their employ tended to clouckirthpersonal flexibility and
innovation in the multi-actor environment. Their rjg@pation in the MSP was
dependent on the demands made on their professenates (their official diaries). It
was for this reason that some government departmerte represented by a new
member at each consecutive meeting, consequeptying problems with continuity of
issues carried over from previous meetings. SitiimgCMF meetings in Mthatha
catchment, | observed that the chairman was, it megtings, compelled to repeat the
deliberations of the previous meeting, sometimeneeintroducing the purpose of the
CMF, for the benefit of new members. The obligatadnOrganisational Stakeholders
lay with fulfilling their organisational tasks tohich their rewards (salary increments,
bonuses, promotions to head offices etc.) werelath For instance, during one of my
visits to the office of an organisational stakeleolcepresentative, he confessed that he
had not given much thought to the proceedings efpitevious CMF meeting due to a
pressing workload on his desk. This implied thatewlOrganisational Stakeholders
returned from CMF meetings, the proceedings ofrnieeting took backstage or were
completely shelved away. Their actions and contidims were shaped by the policies
of the organisations they represented. For exanipleas fortunat€ to witness an

| consider it ‘fortunate’ because this experienoafirmed my belief that Organisational Stakehadder
were conditioned by policies of organisations thepresented. This incident happened when | went to
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incident where a superior was warning her membestaff who was to attend a CMF
meeting in the Kat catchment, not to make any pditatements at the meeting, that
might find their way into public media.

In the economic dimension, local community membeeswv government officials,
researchers and NGOs as avenues for accessinguitte maeded financial resources.
Considering that government departments, munidipaliand sometimes researchers
invest in rural development, local community mensbesme to associate these groups
with the flow of financial rewards. Also there ar@ny instances in which politicians
have used handouts of materials and projects asgmwveigth which they ‘buy’ votes. A
member of the Mthatha CMF representing the Fartdersn put it this way:

“When local communities see a government offictedy see a source of
money [PS]

Unlike most Community Stakeholders, OrganisatioBtdkeholders had an assured
monthly income, in addition to various forms ofnfye benefits. They worked from the
comfort of their offices and many of them drove soeral and/or organisational

vehicles. They came to meetings with all kinds afgphernalia from their offices

(documents, laptops, diaries, notebooks, pens, lengdiones etc). They are experts
with specialised skills within their own fields evehough this specialisation also
tended to limit their appreciation of problems iagsfrom fields other than their

specialty.

Most Organisational Stakeholders live in towns anpby the amenities associated with
urban lifestyles. At a personal level, they havantgaone single use and source of
water, domestic purpose and municipal water redtcuh respectively. In essence,
catchment water status is not a serious conceanpatrsonal level, except where piped
water becomes contaminated or runs dry. To mosti@sgtional Stakeholders, the
catchment was a place where they ‘worked’ rathan ththere they ‘lived’. They existed
in a boundless social space, which was a workplaatecould change with assortment
of incentives. A water engineer of one of the mipalties told me he was considering
leaving the place (the catchment) because he wasatisfied with working conditions
in his organisation. The catchment was not his ‘&nh was his ‘workplace.” A few
Organisational Stakeholders originated from theesaatchment. However, as a result
of a cosmopolitan lifestyle, their lives had beg@naoted to the extent that they had little
attachment to the catchment.

On the other hand, Community Stakeholders, unlikga@sational Stakeholders, have
a defined social space in which they exist. Theloaent is a place where they live.
Their livelihood is intimately intertwined with ecditment resources, giving them a
strong sense of belonging and hence they tendve &docal perspective. They depend

give this member a lift to a CMF meeting. | wasstiag in the corridors of his office when | overtlea
the member informing his superior about his absemzkhis superior responded with a warning not to
divulge internal organisational strategies at sucoheeting.
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on the local environment for fuel, water, inputs flee construction of their homes and
source of a variety of medicinal products. Theyehawltiple uses of water; domestic,
watering of their animals and home-gardens and nawéple sources of water; river,
rain, boreholes, hand-dug wells and springs. ConitmBiakeholders in South Africa
come from a background of decades of dislocatisspa$session and confinement to
servile status imposed upon them by colonial aradthpid policies. Many are illiterate
and economically insecure. For instance, up to &tegnt of the population in Kat
catchment had no formal education at all (McMag@02). Their knowledge of the
catchment is long-term but it is not held in higlyard by Organisational Stakeholders
because it is sentimental, unstructured and undented. When they came to CMF
meetings, they brought no gadgetry for note-takamgl they presented no written
reports during meetings. They came to meetingsnigoiiiat there would be a resolution
that could improve their predicament in some way.

Technical relations

In the technical dimension, Organisational Stake¢ud perceive water management as
requiring considerable technical expertise and rméiion, thus portraying that it
largely is their preserve than that of Communitgk&holders. Community Stakeholders
on their part may perceive their role only as infation providers for the expert
systems. Such perceptions are also largely driyepdwer imbalances. Even though
the concept of power has not been a central corafdins thesis, the power imbalance
can also be seen to contribute towards renderiagCiFs ‘coalitions of the unlike’.
Rather than presuming that power was an importamsal factor, the focus of the study
was on observing modes of stakeholder participatiod interactions. It is however
important at this stage to comment on how powetufed in this interplay. Indeed, |
would be presenting a truncated picture of CMFk did not elaborate the effect of
power in the interrelationships between stakehslder

Having found the characterisation of stakeholderthe two groups as of considerable
relevance in this study, | found Greenstein’s (90@3alysis of power most relevant to
my study. Greenstein asserts that while power basral dimensions, three of them
have particular relevance to state-civil societlatiens. These are (i) social power
(access by individual and groups to resources amira over their allocations), (ii)

institutional power (strategies employed by group¥d institutions in exercising

administrative and legal authority) and (iii) dissiwe power (shaping social, cultural
and political agendas). As agents of the state,bseoved that Organisational

Stakeholders articulated hegemony and exercisext ttieee dimensions of power. For
instance, in claiming that the state was the cumstodf water resources and owner of
land, the state monopolises authority and movagesdeyond contest over decision-
making and control to unquestioned acceptance. Bsua custodian and owner, the
state has monopoly over the information and knogdeckgarding the status of these
resources and how the resources could be preservegploited. For example, it is

stated in the National Water Management StrategWAP 2004) that the National

Government, acting through the Minister (of DWARas the power to regulate the use,
flow and control of all water in the Republic. Eeitly through such discourse, the
state, though a bonafide stakeholder and partitiphan MSP, has undue advantage
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over other stakeholders regarding resource cor{tesulting in social power), in
exercising administrative and legal authority (Hsg in institutional power) and in
deciding the agenda (resulting in discursive powen) addition, Organisational
Stakeholders have better access to policy decisaers and it is generally understood
that the closer the stakeholder is to the decisiakers, the greater the stakeholders’
power (Majchrzak 1984).

In Mthatha catchment, Community Stakeholders weteimvited to participate in the
planning committee that prepared terms of referemzkeformed the CMF. This could
be a reflection of the social and institutional gowhat the state and its allies exert over
Community Stakeholders. After the CMF had been @&atpthe discursive tone and
interaction style exhibited by the CMF was that ethapplied to the sensibilities of
expert systems. In their discussion on river basanagement in Mexico and South
Africa, Westeret al (2003) asserted that in cases where the procassdwen by
government agencies as the major stakeholdergrdoess was essentially overridden
by a combination of technical and economic concantsinteragency politics and there
was no room for less organised ‘informal’ interestspecially poor people, to fully
participate and gain access to water resourcess Thalso argued how it was quite
rational for some potential Community Stakeholderde disinterested in taking up
roles in CMFs, which had high transaction coststi@m with few tangible outcomes
and benefits.

My personal experience in one of the Mthatha CMFetings also confirms this
observation. A consulting engineer presented anbasudy report, which was
extensively discussed exclusively by experts wbdenmunity members ‘watched’ the
debate with stupefied silence. At the end of thesentation a community member
complained that the presentation was just too teahfor their understanding and that
they could not be able to explain it to their cdnsincies. No resolution was offered to
address this concern. It appeared as though tbacsebased technical information that
had been presented was the only objective basisréating meaningful plans for the
catchment and there was no alternative approachsliaring the knowledge with
community members. | saw that what community mesbeally desired was to be able
to understand the proceedings and make their bomitwns rather than the sole reliance
on expert specialist knowledge of which they h#tklunderstanding.

Nonetheless, on one occasion, | observed a dematinstrof shared knowledge and
understanding in the Kat catchment. During one gf frald trips, | accompanied a

group of community members, a technical engineer arsoil scientist from Rhodes
University to visit the Land-care project. At theoject site, a technical argument
ensued between the technical engineer and thes@eiftist regarding gully correction

works. Even though community members were leftauhis discussion for a while,

the soil scientist, who could speak the local lagg) took the trouble to interpret the
discussion into the local language and to explairumderstandable terms what the
discussion was about. As a result, community meslare able to contribute their
understanding of what could be done to addressdheern.
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In conclusion, it is clear from the preceding dsgion that the contrast that exists
between Organisational Stakeholders and CommurtiékeBolders creates contours
between the groups and determines the terrain opearation and non-cooperation.
Evidently, a class inequality that also shapes kedge and power inequality, exists
between Organisational Stakeholders and Communéake8olders that would create
dominance of one over the other and consequentiyepeate privilege in decision-
making and negotiations.

The MSP practice in developing countries hangs lun lialance if the disparities
between Organisational Stakeholders and CommuniétkeBolders are not addressed.
The problem of the disparity is usually attributeda lack of empowerment on the part
of Community Stakeholders, and consequently, ceastlcapacity building and
empowerment training programmes and workshops baea targeted at community
members. It is assumed that once the capacity a#l Ipeople has been enhanced,
collaboration between Organisation Stakeholders @mehmunity Stakeholders would
improve. This skewed view of the case may be famfrthe reality. In effect, all
participants in an MSP require capacity building ampowermert®

In the course of my rural development practice,al’/éh come to learn that expert
discourses construe empowerment aslightenment’, ‘awarenessand ‘capacity
building” for ‘locals’, who are usually ‘unschooled’ andriskilled’. Empowerment is
seen as a process of passing on knowledge ans skith experts to locals. However,
on the contrary, with regards to stakeholder padtory water resource management, |
see empowerment as an education process, whichstomd both learning lessons
through evaluation and being prepareduttearn and to change. We experts cannot
deny that we have a lot to unlearn about the bitisgstraditional education tends to
impose upon us. Attaining the ability to decondtiihe contents and interpretations of
one's education and professional experience antsftnan ones approaches is a
necessary and useful skill for us. Mutual respewtrag stakeholders means recognising
that all participants have essential knowledgeit Beientific or indigenous, to bring to
the negotiating table. Since stakeholder collalbmmain water resource management
could be considered as a novel approach, all gaatits should consider themselves as
active members of a research process that presgmsrtunities for learning by
practice, each group of stakeholders requiringfferént kind of learning. The process
leads all stakeholders to a common ground wherécjpants develop ‘joint and
complementary competencies’ (SLIM 2004).

In participating in MSPs, new facilitation skillgat ‘traditional education’ does not
currently provide are required. Organisational 8kaders, impaired by learning biases
that traditional education often imparts, also neeir own form of empowerment that
encourages critical reflection of their actions &Btbers 1993). Rather than imposing
‘expert culture’ on MSP processes, Organisation@kéholders need to take into
account differences in styles of conduct such awateristics of village meetings,

8 This was also supported by 70 percent of the [aatits at the second CMF joint workshop in
Mthatha. See Table 5.5
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language and discursive styles of local peopleraestihg with formal practices which
expert systems are accustomed to. This is notgoeathat science-based information
and expert culture is not necessarily and objedbasis for creating consensus in an
MSP, but the objectivity is usually framed by exjsedefinition of what the problem is.

A range of core competences which include systemnskibg, facilitation skills,
emotional intelligence and logical thinking are teahto managing job requirements
which involve working with multiple stakeholders camrenas of negotiation among
individuals and groups (Woodhill 2004). Implemesteasf the Social Learning for
Integrated Management (SLIM) project, which is adp@an Commission sponsored
project in Europe, also observed in their Policyeéng bulletin (SLIM 2004), that
competence to facilitate interactive processes eaguired and needs to be
institutionalised within resource organisationsddad, a fundamental reorientation of
the minds of Organisational Stakeholders is needadone who has gone through
‘traditional’ education system myself, | feel tifarmal (traditional) education has its
own way of conditioning people. Unbeknown to théaued, a specific culture is
internationalised which makes one believe thatcgmeways of doing things exist’
(Chambers 1993). Great effort is being made to eveparass-root level community
members to be able to interact as equals in MSRepses without realising that
Organisational Stakeholders find themselvessémpowered'(or at the very least
maladjusteglin light of the new approaches.

There is no doubt that Community Stakeholders resgxacity building to be able to
make meaningful contribution in the MSP practiceople can only participate in a
system they understand. It is evident from thet@gssocio-economic conditions faced
by Community Stakeholders that their ability to tmapate in water resource
management is restricted by their level of educasinod impoverishment. Through a
lack of education or a limited education, many peajp not have the basic skills and
information needed in order to participate in watssource management. One cannot
assume that participation will take place by simpifling a meeting or organising a
group of people under the umbrella of an MSP. Ming the structures, systems and
platforms may not be enough nor does making swaealbody is representative of all
water users guarantee meaningful participation.

Thus the glaring disparities that exist betweentée groups of stakeholders in MSPs
found in developing countries are a unique feathe¢ can be a contributor to weak
performance of MSPs. Research reports indicatentbat successful cases of MSPs lie
in developed countries where the disparities batwthese two groups of stakeholders
are minimal due to well-educated publics. The Tesae River Authority in North
America (Mitchell 1990), the Alouette Water Use rifleng Authority in British
Columbia (Vanderwal 1999) and Murray-Darling Rigasin in Australia (Macdonald
and Young 2000) are some examples. In Chapter Calkjded to the Inkomati case,
where the disparity between an educated and weatbyp of stakeholders, who
happened to be white commercial farmers, and thpowerished resource poor
community members emerged to be the greatest iaedito a smooth and quick
establishment of a CMA at WMA level.
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(iif) The challenge of generating benefits that roye livelihoods.

This challenge is particularly unique to developawgintries where the central concern
for one group of stakeholders (Community Stakehs)des to escape poverty. Two-

thirds of the populace in third world countries eres absolute poverty (Myers and
Kent 1995; p 71). Poverty levels of up to 71 pet@er recorded in the study areas (IDP
2005/06), which is also reflective of the natiolesdel statistics.

In its economic dimension, poverty refers to thabifity for one to attain a minimum

standard of living measured in terms of basic comngion needs or income required to
satisfy them (Hazell and Haddad 2001; Neubert 200@)ers expand this definition to
include lack of power and knowledge to make indelpan decisions that contribute to
ones well-being (UN 2003c). Both definitions hapedfic relevance to MSPs. First, if
an actor is unable to satisfy his/her basic consiemmeeds, his/her life strategy can
logically be expected to be one that focuses onngoptrategies for a sustainable
livelihood, rather than on environmental sustailigbiconcerns. Second, if local

community members are expected to be equal panvigrother stakeholders in MSPs,
it is logical to expect that their knowledge andess to and processing of information
should be improved to empower them to engage wilibrostakeholders in a balanced
negotiation and consensual decision-making process.

The significance of poverty in developing countriesans that resource management
should yield benefits that contribute towards povetleviation. While some may argue
that poverty alleviation is a development objectragher than a water management
concern, in essence, there is a paradigm shiftrongufrom traditional pathways of
poverty eradication (such as on-farm productivibcreases, greater employment,
general equilibrium effects and the lowering ofdgarices) to newer pathways which
include community empowerment in managing natueslources through collective
actions (Hazell and Haddad 2001). For instance,stiared water vision for Africa
categorically recognises the need to address poweithin the water resource
management framework as the following statemententgadAfrica’s water Ministers
indicates:

“An Africa where there is an equitable and sustilea use and
management of water resources for poverty allemmtsocio-economic
development, regional cooperation, and the enviremrh

(PANAFCON, 2003; p 12)

The above statement links water resource managemvéht poverty alleviation,
implying that water MSPs, particularly in develogicountries, should integrate poverty
alleviation strategies in their water managemerdtegies. South Africa’s National
Water Resource Management Strategy (DWAF 2004) rélsognises that many South
African people are poor and advises that the isgygarticipating in water resources
management cannot be divorced from poverty all@riafThe United Nations too, links
water resource management with poverty alleviatuen it argues that for humanity,
the poverty of a large percentage of the populdtdroth a symptom and a cause of the
water crisis. Giving the poor better access toebettanaged water can make a big
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contribution to poverty eradication (UN 2003a). $hwhile some Organisational
Stakeholders may not consider poverty alleviatiorbé a priority for a water MSP,
Community Stakeholders on their part may not find televance of participating in
managing a resource that does not contribute t@nargroving their predicament.

9.4 MSPs and the challenge ahead

The challenge for water MSPs therefore is in gdmeganew forms of consensus in
resource management, which also yield benefits #gwtisfy the needs of all
participating stakeholders. For instance, whiklajue, collaboration and negotiation
are important ingredients in an MSP, they remauotaite practices mainly for expert
systems. As far as Community Stakeholders are coede these activities largely
produce food for thought rather than food for th@emsach. Some NRM practitioners
also assert that sustainable water resource mareageannot be brought about just by
‘talking together’ (SLIM 2004; p 6). Thus when Onjgational Stakeholders engage in
drawn-out deliberations and preparation of pland dacumentation, the poor who
share the platforms cannot help to think tiihbSe who eat their fill speak to the hungry
of the wonderful times to corh.

Rather than remaining a deliberative and consuéigbiatform, the Kat CMF opted to
engage with water resource management through mgpigation of projects and
environmental awareness workshops. As a result,latge majority of catchment
residents were aware of the existence of the KaF@Minly because of the Land-care
project which they were able to see and from whmshny earned their income.
Evidently, the Land-care project in the Kat catchimgroved to be the driving force
behind participation of Community Stakeholderspibvided an operational platform
that engaged participants in producing results,ctwhincluded income earned by
working in the project and physical results on gineund whereby degraded patches of
the soil where reclaimed.

The United Nations Secretary General, Mr. Kofi Anpasummed up the MSP
challenges, all of which have been confirmed by thsearch, as follows:

“Major groups participation in sustainable developnt continues to
face numerous challenges. Among them are geograpihibalances in

participation particularly at the international le¥, growing dependence
on the mainstream major groups as intermediaribs, rieed for further

work on setting accountable and transparent pgoation mechanisms,
lack of meaningful participation in decision makipgpcesses and lack
of reliable funding for major groups ...”

“One of the major challenges is to find ways of amting meaningful
and practical involvement of major groups in susédile development,
and governance structures for natural resources ag@ment at various

81 Quote from Bertold Brecht — A German Primgupted in Chandhuri and Chandhuri (2003).
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levels, both national and international...[UN Secretary General's
report to the UN session. 8 March 2001]



CHAPTER TEN

EPILOGUE

A popular local saying from Zambia influenced mycideon to include this chapter in
the thesis. In the local language the saying réalsshiku bufwile nsofu, nelyashi
lyansofu’which can literally be translated am'the day that an elephant has died, all
conversation is about the elephanthe saying originates from remote village setting
were the death of a single elephant resulted inatralability of meat for the whole
village. In many rural villages in Zambia, the d€apf an elephant attracted the whole
village to the scene of its death. The enormoue sizthe elephant allowed every
household in the village to harvest sufficient mesion to last for several days. In the
days succeeding the death of the elephant, conigrsaon every dinner table in the
village were about the elephant since every hoddehmenu would consist elephant
meat. Interesting however, the confusion (resultingm the excitement of the
availability of so much meat) at the point of meatlection prevented many ‘meat
collectors’ from noticing each other. Consequentifien the stories of the death and
the sharing of the elephant meat were told, vilagecounted similar experiences to
each other over and over again on the assumptadritte other had missed the drama.

As the world fast tracks conservation and equityvater use, the MSP discourse has
come to play an important part in framing solutiomsd the practice is gaining
considerable purchase in the language of mainstregegrated water resource
management. As a result, the practice has alsactdtt considerable research interest
from academics, this thesis being one. In an effortircumvent a similar episode
narrated in the folklore about the death of anteep, from happening among students
and practitioners of multi-stakeholder participatibhave included this chapter to share
my experiences and approaches to allow othersintighest in learning about the MSP
practice to avoid ‘re-inventing the wheel.” Thisapter also explains my world-view.
An account of events and analysis can only be fatynprehended when one
understands the premise upon which ones perceptiens constructed since how we
interpret the world depends on the frame of refezame use. This chapter also contains
experiences that a researcher undergoes that nbdipmehooom in the main body of text.
In theatrical arts, such experiences may be refdoas the ‘behind the scenes.’ Just as
the ‘behind the scenes’ greatly influence the ouiemf an artistic presentation, so do
research planning and personal life sketches ofrékearcher influence the resultant
thesis. Sharing personal life sketches illuminatess point of view and consequently
provides readers with an appreciation of how ang wdrtain conclusions were made.
This chapter presents three activities that weitecak in shaping my perceptions: the
process of identifying MSPs, relationship betwessearcher and the researched and my
personal life sketches. These are discussed irefipeective order.

8 This was death brought about by hunters ratherhlyatisease or otherwise.
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10.1 The beauty of the beast

Warner (2006) developed the metaphor of a beasha agay of configuring the
phenomenon of the MSP and working to find appraerigols for analysing the
concept. In his metaphor, Warner conceived an MSR mysterious beast, which was
confronted by several inquisitors from differenteditions, whose understanding of the
beast resulted in diverse definitions based orr traied points of view and frames of
reference. Warner also speculated about the halfitdte beast and conditions under
which it flourished. Warner’'s metaphor underscdhesnovelty of the concept of MSPs
and hence the absence of clear prior definitiorsse on Warner’'s metaphor, it
became necessary for me to venture out into thehbwhere the ‘beast’ could be
located, before seriously commencing the reseanctjet a glimpse of the ‘beast’ to be
studied. Exploratory survey therefore became adtetegy in identifying the unit of
analysis.

To undertake exploratory survey, | had the oppdtyuof travelling to the study area
and holding discussions with several practitionarsl participants of stakeholder
participatory water resource management in Soutit&fl spent three months visiting
government officials, NGO staff and academics tarhineir views and how they
interpreted the water policy. Having lived in clgz®ximity to the study areas, | also
bore my own understanding of the water practicepafticipatory water resource
management. Since the term ‘MSP’ did not existont8 Africa’s philosophy or in the
vocabulary of the water resource management paawits, it was not easy to articulate
exactly what | was looking for in my study. Howewbe discussions were useful in
distinguishing specific patterns of behaviour eieih in different collective initiatives.
Since the practice of stakeholder participationwater resource management was just
beginning to gain pace in South Africa, fuelled pglicy support and political
imperatives, there was overwhelming informationhgaéd about forms of collective
initiatives that were mushrooming all over the doynTo be able to begin my research,
| had to identify, from several forms of collectiations that were emerging, the
phenomenon that more closely encapsulated the M&Bept (my envisioned beast).
Part of this discussion was presented in Chapter;, €ection 1.8.

In general, | discovered that when one studiessa known social phenomenon,
exploratory survey is an extremely relevant antlahstep needed to be taken. This step
also shapes the research proposal by clarifyingreyhgow and why the suggested
activities will be undertaken. For instance, evéough my focus of study was
originally intended to be exclusively on the Kat EMnformation from the exploratory
survey revealed the scope in including the Mtha&héchment in the study. As result,
my research proposal took a new and unforeseemdiore The reader may affirm that
my analysis of multi-stakeholder participation ural catchments could not have been
sufficiently extensive had it been based on the @it~ alone, where the problems of
participation were in contrast with those of thenitha catchment.

Notwithstanding, my meeting with specific DWAF d$tafho influenced my research
direction was not by design. It was really by mesencidence that | met someone from
DWAF Mthatha office who came to give a student afienfrom the College | worked,
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in Eastern Cape Province, a lift. From a brief d&ston we had together before they
left, 1 had developed a feeling that there was &ue story to tell from Mthatha
catchment. As a result of this encounter, | hath&rdiscussion with several DWAF
staff that finally influenced my decision to inceidMthatha CMF. When research is
likened to mining diamonds (Barley 1983), sometirhéisink it refers to exploratory
survey. Just like one gets through a ton of rulbdblget an ounce of pure diamond, so
does one get through numerous liaisons and exeerevelling and discussions, to
make sense of the unity of analysis that ones neddsus on.

10.2 The researcher and the researched

Research can be conceived of as a journey to anowrk destination. While in many
types of research, the researcher walks this jgumdene, in studying MSPs, |
discovered that a researcher was never the ongopezxperiencing the learning, but
that the research subjects were actually ‘co-rebeas’ with whom the researcher made
the journey of discovery. Researching MSPs is uniiquthat the concept is novel and
the participants of MSPs are in a way researclweras they continually try new ways
of doing things and discover what works and whagsdaot. Participants are engaged in
a ‘learning by doing’ process in which | saw myer@s that of documentalist of the
lessons learned.

When [ identified the study of CMFs, there was adHer sampling and choosing of the
units of observation. All members of the CMF auttioa@ly became units of
observation. Beyond being mere units of observatiaiso realised that there was a
special kind of relationship that developed betweagnhat earned me sufficient trust to
be able to call upon them whenever | found it neaely. In most research approaches,
the traditional role of the researcher as an im&rer has been one of an interested, but
effectively detached observer who plays ‘a neuto& on the one hand, casual and
friendly but, on the other hand directive and ingo@al’ (Fontana and Frey 1994; p
364, 367). | think that in MSP research, one treawnlsa thin line of being objective
while at the same time becoming involved in whaigems. Objectivity comes with not
being sentimentally attached. The importance oédbjity is that one stands back and
sees what is happening from the outside. When fagt#dthe requirements of MSP
research, one would wonder whether such objectigtyeven possible. LeCompte
(1993; p 11 — 12) has argued that positivisticremeimposes a false distance between
researchers and the researched by mandating theggbarcher maintains an artificially
impersonal stance towards the people studied atdhls detached perspective results
in data that presents a partial and therefore ,(faled an elitist and therefore biased
reality. LeCompte suggests that authenticity isiewdd, not merely by attributing a
sense of genuineness to the quality of the nagabut that authenticity is reflected in
the relationship that exists between the reseamt@the researched. She argues further
that authenticity cannot be achieved when those argoresearched are placed in a
position that is subordinate to that of the redsar.c

| attribute the quantity and quality of informatigollected during my research to the
cordial but clear relationship that | establishedthwmy co-researchers (MSP
participants). It was for this reason that | chesemask their identities whenever |
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directly quoted their sentiments in the thesistHa local culture, it is considered a
breach of trust for one to divulge a friend’s idnivhen reporting to the public certain

sentiments tat the friend shared in privacy. Thensjth of friendship | established with

my co-researchers was demonstrated through thiiingmiess to allow me stay in their

homes rather than left to lounge in hotel roomso Divmy research colleagues from the
Wageningen University were also accommodated inhibrees of CMF members or

close relatives.

Since MSP practice brings along with it distressaithieving results, | saw that
participants looked to nfféas a mediator between two silences: the silendginéand
the silence without. In mediating to the silenceghwm, participants hoped that the
researcher would assist in giving voice to theimotioughts and understanding of
events and circumstances in the larger contexheir town lives. This was evident
especially during workshops and other meetings alheparticipants looked up to me
to resolve certain issues. | remember one incittaninstance, during one of my visits
to the Kat catchment, when one of the memberseoftirum invited me to accompany
him to visit a local NGO officer who was overseeairrigation project. My presence
was to give credit to my host in brokering his dedh the NGO staff. In mediating to
the silence without, the researcher’s role can besinderstood as mediating between
local people and those in power. This was evidanthe Kat where the absence of
Organisational Stakeholders took a toll on thevdws of the CMF. The incident
narrated in Chapter Five, in which | was requestedeek the presence of a DWAF
official at a Kat CMF meeting was an example. Aseaearcher in MSP practice, |
recognised that serving as a mediator in bringiagtbese inner silences and making
visible these silences to those in positions of gowho might otherwise not see or
choose to know them, is a noble cause.

10.3 The researcher’s point of view

Without privileging my experience over that of ngo-researchers’, | wish to contend
here that phenomenological interpretation of theates presented related largely to
my lived experience. | grew up in rural Zambia. iDgrthe days of my youth, | saw
people whom | may identify as social scientists edim our village to ask questions,
even though | did know then that they were ‘sos@éntists’. | always wondered why
they asked the questions and kept scribbling iim ttebooks as my mother spoke. My
father often escaped this interrogation since he wsaially away at work. When | asked
my mother what and why they asked, she said they weerested in understanding
why we did what we did so they could find ways efging us. Since this was soon
after the independence of the country, local peoydee eager to be interviewed in
expectation of some form of assistance. Not sungjsthe ‘few’ rural development
projects that came to the village were linked tosth ‘outsiders’ who came to ask
guestions.

8 As well as to other researchers who had spentidenable time in the community such as Rhodes
University researchers in the Kat catchment.
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By experience, | have learnt that local people’gesaess to share information stem
from their expectation for assistance. This expegehas created my belief in action
research. When undertaking research, | am alwaysedhby the conviction that my
work should yield some immediate benefits to treeaeched. In effect, for most social
research work, taking a neutral stand by only foru®n investigation is a myth. It is
inevitable that one takes up position for actioenee when | set out to undertake this
research, | was hopeful that my research designidvoat only generate academic
knowledge, but also contribute to the modificatairthe actors’ points of view on the
rationale underlying their actions. | strove to mdkom mere analysis and critique to a
position where | could take action to contributelb@ange by facilitating social learning.
In some way, every ethnographféakiork changes the people studied (Barley 1983).

When | reflect on my research endeavour, | canredp Mut think that the most
rewarding portions of the whole research process viemes when the two different
groups of actors from two different catchments cdogether to undertake interactive
learning through catchment tours as joint factifigdand knowledge sharing sessions.
My role became that of a broker of information asutial learning. Participants and
myself were able to modify our understanding argb ddecame well networked. A
number of participants confessed that the otherhcagént they had visited during the
joint tours was the only other catchment besides thwn that they had seen. Upstream
and downstream water users met in workshops reguli convergence of knowledge
and possible generation of mutual expectations.

The acts of recording, synthesizing and reportiagkido actors their analysed practices
for their own reflection and evaluation proved ®dmbering tasks for me. Honestly the
justification for fieldwork as for all academic eralours lies not only in ones

contribution to science but rather in some selfiskielopment too (Barley 1983). Like a

monastic life, academic research is also aboupdiniection of one’s own soul isn't it?

When time came to write my thesis came, | was stitl convinced that my fieldwork
had come to an end. | still lived in my researolaaand MSP participants had joined
my circle of friends. We discussed their activiteesd | ran errands for them. It is
difficult to know when one may end one’s reseaFkthishing fieldwork then becomes a
matter of definition, not fact. It is possible tasf go on and on, maybe one does not
need to end one’s work in a written thesis. In aage, researchers know from the
beginning that they cannot be involved forever.

Talking about writing, | battled with my writing bated by the thought that | was
expected to write a piece of ‘science’. Wheneveedd other people’s work, | was
intimidated by the scientific language and styleangn of them with sophisticated
figures, tables and texts of theory which sometime=ssted meaning so powerfully.
However, by my own work and contact with felloweaschers and supervisors, | came
to convince myself that the scientific view of bgitoo pragmatic to an extent that the
public fails to comprehend one’s work was an artcgaradigm. It is the conduct of

8 Most true for anthropological research
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work and writing that can be important. In my wig@j | committed myself to being
simple in language and style. | also tried to escapme of the accusations levelled
against scientific reports that they are too thackl difficult to understand, with full of
conclusions that require further research.

Finally, | was asked how, being a Zambian by biatfig undertaking research in South
Africa, had influenced my work. An incident thatcocred in Mthatha would provide an
explanation. During the eve of the second jointksbop in Mthatha, there was a partial
eclipse of the moon. | was standing outside wigraup of workshop participants from
Rhodes University, marvelling at the wonder in $lkg. Then a comment was made by
someone in the group, which, rather than crossiggmmd, settled in my mind. The
comment wa$ we would not appreciate and enjoy the beautyhef ¢clipse if we were
standing on the moon as we do now when standinfydiar it?”

This comment struck me because | realised thataiigld had a better and appreciable
view of the situation | was studying because everugh | had lived in the area for
more than eight years, | still held an outsideessl. As a Zambian by birth, | carried
with me in South Africa a wide-angled view of issuehich allowed me to look at the
situations from several cultural perspectives idelg those from Zambia. The
narratives that | heard from the local people wawe only stories of local incidents.
Rather they were also those that aroused my owerexyres gathered from several
other social settings, and consequently allowedareeate a holistic view of the local
situation that outsiders strive to get for othardehalf of those they have worked with.
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SUMMARY

There is a growing global concern about future watgplies. Growing demands from
agriculture, industry and urban growth are streghaivailable water supplies while
pollution is undermining the quality of the rescarbase. Physical data available
indicate that in South Africa, full utilisation efater resources has been reached and
even exceeded in many parts of the country. Nownlog is the complete depletion of
the overall conventional water resources of thentguwhich is likely to occur in about
30 years should the efficiencies of water utilisatby different water user sectors not
be dramatically improved.

Even if a state may have expertise and resourcexkée the looming water problems,
a contemporary debate rooted in the neo-liberaladeatic thinking argues that the
state, because of the inherent shortcomings tfaititional instruments, is not able (any
more) to solely solve the economic and social mwisl it may identify. In order to
prevent unwanted developments, it is either necgssdook for alternative instruments
or to lower the aspirations of central-state cdnffbis has resulted in trying a flexible
repertoire of policy responses including democaditim of resource management. It is
anticipated that democratisation of resource managé would increase the range of
possible solutions and consequently increase sasdience by diversifying governing
capabilities. In this instance, stakeholder pgrtiion has emerged as an alternative and
desirable approach to natural resource managermaa micluding civil society in the
process of governance logically entails the accegtaf diversity

South Africa, like many other countries, has embdastakeholder participation in the
processes of natural resource management. The awipatory approaches however,
contrast the historically simple processes of ctife initiatives among more
homogenous groups who shared common concerns vaitfamiliar geographical zone.
In the new resource management approaches, ‘maticn’ has come to include
complex interaction of layers of diverse actorspwake decisions over a large variety
of complex ecosystems. Stakeholders participates brought with it varying models
of institutional forms and terminologies which inde Participatory Natural Resource
Management (NMRM), Co-Management and (Multi)StakedoPlatforms (MSPs) and
other variants - (Multi)Stakeholder Processes, (Mgilakeholder Partnerships,
(Multi)Stakeholder Dialogues. These new instituibforms promise a considerable
shift in the manner in participatory natural reg@ms management is undertaken.

Notwithstanding, Multi-Stakeholder participatory papaches are still an unknown
theoretical and management territory. Little is\wnaabout the potential of establishing
institutional designs based on participatory apghea at levels as high as catchments.
Furthermore, water itself presents stakeholderf wiverse and extreme challenges,
ranging from multiple uses, seasonal and spatialabiity, to drought and flood
disaster situations. For this reason, this studg wadertaken to examine the benefits
and the challenges of pursuing Multi-Stakeholderti€lpatory approach in the
management of water resources at catchment level.
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Catchment Management Forums (CMFs), in South ABieater resource management
arena, represented a form of MSPs that constitiltedinit of analysis for this study.

This research has taken a critical examinationhef ¢entral issues relating to the
emergence and operations of this version of Sotitltas MSPs. The study targeted
two CMFs in the historically marginalised areastloé Eastern Cape Province - the
Mthatha Catchment Management Forum (Mthatha CMRK) Hre Kat Catchment

Management Forum (Kat CMF). Using a combinationredearch methods and an
institutional analysis approach, the study findingsearthed insights, dilemmas and
possibilities of considerable relevance to the wimtext of developing economies.

Evidence examined in this thesis has shown thatewthe rationale behind MSP
approach to water resource management is appeakvgral factors create barriers
between the ideology and grounded reality espgcialldeveloping countries. First,
achieving a ¢common ground’that facilitates internal collaboration and colnee
among participants is highly elusive. This is &tited to the contrast that exists
between the general nature of the lifeworlds of twatrasted groups of stakeholders -
Organisational Stakeholders (representatives ofarosgtions) and Community
Stakeholders (representatives from community groapd villages) who are the
fundamental constituents of an MSPs. The absenca ‘cbmmon ground’ vividly
demonstrated in one study area — Mthatha catchrezhtio the absence of a shared
vision, resulting in varying interpretations of thgurpose of the MSP among
participants. Second, the examination of the wuistihalisation processes revealed that
the ‘institutional arrangements’ as exhibited by EMwere not appropriate for the
anticipated task of these institutions. The stuglyealed that non-statutory MSPs were
hampered by their archaic institutional arrangesienincluding unstructured
administration, lack of mandate and absence ohéi@ support, which rendered the
management of complex water regimes that obtainezhtahment level a far-fetched
objective.

Based on the exploration of MSPs that emerge anctitn as the two studied CMFs,
the multi-stakeholder participatory approach isethowith daunting challenges in
developing countries. Major argument being thatigyolformulation regarding
stakeholder participation at catchment level, dad match legal and administrative
requirements to support these institutions. Base@xperiences from Kat catchment,
which was fundamentally a community-based MSP, tiiesis argues that the success
for MSP approaches might lie in enabling grassmmaticipants to build their own
institutions that handle issues according to tleun priorities. These can then be
further integrated horizontally and vertically intarger associations that transcend
individual villages or common customs neighbourl®wotb create a web-like
institutional framework. The Mthatha case revedlet when confronted with multiple
local stakeholders with sanctioned right to presstlieir needs, actors need not only a
platform for dialogue, but also the mandate tocactheir voices. Actors need specified
property rights, sufficient funds to effect the demns and government support to
produce results.



SAMENVATTING IN HET NEDERLANDS

De watervoorziening voor de toekomst wordt steenlgdijker. Toenemende vraag
vanuit de landbouw, industrie en stad zetten dehiesaarheid en kwaliteit van water
onder druk Als het water in Zuid-Afrika niet doatiger wordt benut, zo blijkt uit de
cijfers, zal de conventionele watervoorraad oveja2® (meer dan) uitgeput raken als de
verschillende gebruikersgroepen het water nietiéfiter gaan gebruiken..

Volgens door het neoliberalisme geinspireerd disbdé¢ staat niet in staat de dreigende
waterproblemen alléén het hoofd te bieden, gezéemlderente tekortkomingen van de
haar ter beschikking staande sturingsinstrumenien. het flexibele repertoire aan
beleidsrichtingen waarmee men dit probleem het chaohcht te bieden behoort
democratisering van bronnenbeheer, waarmee het aaaloplossingsmogelijkheden en
dientengevolge maatschappelijke slagkracht wordjreet, omdat het aantal bij sturing
betrokken actoren wordt vergroot. Stakeholderpagie bij het beheer van natuurlijke
hulpbronnen komt daarmee in beeld als wenseligcaditief.

Zoals zoveel andere landen heeft Zuid-Afrika dtak@erparticipatie bij bronnenbeer
aanvaard. MSPs, waarop deze studie zich richt,iagtitutionele kaders waarbinnen
belanghebbenden bij waterbeheer in een bepaaldnsgebied zich realiseren dat ze
zich in het zelfde schuitje bevinden, en van elkaaedewerking afhankelijk zijn en
daarom gezamenlijk actie ondernemen om hun watebdlouden. Catchment
Management Fora (CMFs) vertegenwoordigen in Zuidkafhet meest voor de hand
liggende type MSP. Deze studie werpt een kritischtlop de belangrijkste thema's
rondom opkomst en functioneren van deze fora. inbijgonder concentreerde het
onderzoek zich optwee CMFsin de al heel lang wmanwosde Oostkaap: de
Catchment Management Fora in de rivieren Mthath&&n Met een combinatie van
onderzoeksmethoden en institutionele analyse beasthdet de voordelen en
problemen met een participatieve Multi-Stakeholdenadering ter hervorming
van stroomgebiedsbeheer.

Uit de in deze dissertatie aangedragen bewijsngedomt naar voren dat de gedachte
achter MSP in waterbeheer weliswaar interessamasr dat verschillende factoren in
ontwikkelingslanden barrieres opwerpen tussen atgelen werkelijkheid. Ten eerste
is het een illusie punten van overeenstemming melen tussen de bij het platform
betrokken actoren, die nodig is voor interne saraeghen samenwerking. Er is een
sterke tegenstelling tussen de leefwereld van twesrschillende groepen
belanghebbenden - Organisational Stakeholdersefy@mivoordigers van organisaties)
en Community Stakeholders (vertegenwoordigers vanlakkale gemeenschap) die
samen het fundament voor een MSP vormen. Het gelarelovereenstemming, dat met
name scherp naar voren komt in de Mthatha, hageteblg dat een gezamenlijke visie
ontbrak, wat weer tot een verschil van opvattirgsén de belanghebbenden leidde over
het doel van de MSP. Ten tweede bleek uit naderschoewing van het
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institutionaliseringsproces van de CMF's dat dstitutionele arrangementen’ die zij te
zien geven ongeschikt zijn voor de taak waarvoomwaeen ingesteld. Uit de studie
blijkt dat het gebrek aan wettelijke inbedding MSBanig parten speelt: zij hebben
verouderde institutionele arrangementen, zoalssingetureerd bestuur, gebrek aan
mandaat en financiéle ondersteuning, waardoor tgtvergezocht lijkt dat op deze
manier het complexe waterregime op stroomgebigdani adequaat beheerd kan
worden.

Op basis van de ervaringen met de MSP in de Katindieite uit de gemeenschap zelf
is voortgekomen, betoogt dit proefschrift dat heices MSP's wellicht gelegen kan zijn
in hun vermogen belanghebbenden aan de basisanstédlen hun eigen instituties tot
stand te brengen waarmee ze de problemen het hdaofthen bieden in
overeenstemming met hun eigen prioriteiten. Dezdituties kunnen dan verder
horizontaal of verticaal tot grotere verbanden worditgebouwd die aparte dorpen en
gewoonten overstijgen, tot een institutioneel nektweUit het onderzoek blijkt dat
belanghebbenden, wanneer ze begerechtigd worderbdhueften na te streven, niet
slechts een platform nodig hebben, maar ook diaogjet mandaat om hun inspraak
ook gevolg te geven, specifieke eigendomsrechteltloende financiéle middelen en
overheidssteun om de besluiten ook tot uitvoeutenkn brengen.
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