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ABSTRACT

Water resources in sub-Saharan Africa region, like other regions in the world, are
heavily affected by the impacts of climate change, pollution and population
growth. Water management practices recognise the need for ‘stakeholder’
participation. Participation forms part of principles of water management
concepts such as Integrated Water Resources Management and Water
Governance. Most governments have reformed its policies and legislation to
include the participatory principle. The rationale for the principle of participation
is the apparent evidence that water has a broad spectrum of users and uses
which are mostly competing. Research has however shown that stakeholders,
especially rural communities, are not adequately engaged. Current community
engagement has mainly targeted water point’s maintenance and sanitation. Little
is known on the failure of engaging rural communities in managing water
resources in the catchments. This research used a qualitative case study to
explore rural community engagement in water resources management at the
catchment level. Fieldwork was conducted in three catchments: Linthipe, South
Rukuru and South West Lakeshore in Malawi. It confirmed the reports that rural
communities are not engaged as expected. It found out that one of the main
reasons for non-participation is the poor engagement mechanism. It identified
several factors (24 barriers) which limit the participation of rural communities. It
also found that a cause-effect relationship exists between the factors. The
research argues that such detailed analysis of cause-effect of the factors provides
several options to policymakers and practitioners in addressing challenges
affecting engagement in water resources management. Further, the research
proposed the framework which would improve existing engagement mechanisms
for rural communities in Malawi. The framework will also help implement
catchment management activities for the newly established National Water

Resources Authority.

Keywords: Catchment management, IWRM, policy, stakeholder engagement,

water governance
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1 INTRODUCTION

The chapter introduces the context and rationale for the research including the
justification for choosing to study issues relating to stakeholder engagement and
integrated water resources management (IWRM) in Malawi. The aim and
objectives of the research are presented, and the structure of the thesis
described. The challenges of conducting this research are described and the
research contributions to knowledge are outlined.

1.1 Research context and rationale

Water resources in the sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) region are heavily affected by
climate change, pollution, and increased population growth. Beck and Bernauer
(2011), using a hydrological model to make predictions until 2050, found that
population and economic growth in the Zambezi River Basin would significantly
reduce dry season runoff, reducing overall future water availability in the
associated riparian countries (Angola, Malawi, Mozambique, Zambia, and
Zimbabwe). Spalding-Fecher et al., (2017) reported a reduction in the capacity of

hydropower generation in the basin due to climate change.

In Malawi, several studies conducted have shown how population growth, climate
change and pollution have resulted in catchment degradation which has
consequently affected water quality and quantity. For instance, studies in Lake
Chilwa, Linthipe, South Rukuru and Lufilwa, catchments show high rates of
deforestation, polluted water resources, and lack of proper sanitation due to
unsustainable land use practices (Malawi Government, 2015c, 2015b, 2015a).
According to Wanda et al., (2014) the population-poverty-environment nexus
forces rural communities to engage in charcoal businesses leading to
deforestation in the Lunyangwa catchment. Deforestation, in turn, has increased
silt loads affecting the quality of water abstracted by the Northern Region Water
Board (NRWB), which supplies Mzuzu and its surrounding settlements. In
Likangala catchment, three studies (Chidya et al., 2011; Pullanikkatil et al., 2015,
2016) have shown poor water quality due to degrading land use practices by rural
communities. Chimtengo et al., (2014) while analysing the environmental flows



of Rivirivi River catchment reported that human activities were causing low

environmental flows of water.

Lack of water has limited the ability of people to access sufficient quantities of
safe, clean, affordable water. The World Health Organisation (WHO) and the
United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) (2015) reported that two out of five
people without access to safe drinking water sources lived in SSA. For example,
in Blantyre City in Malawi, Kamanula et al., (2014) reported that people are forced
to use unsafe water due to water scarcity and therefore risk catching water-borne
diseases. This finding resonated with an earlier study on global disease burden
by Lim et al., (2012), which reported that unimproved water and sanitation were

among the top 12 risk factors in most of SSA, causing diseases.

The vulnerability of SSA to water resource pressures is due to high levels of
poverty and poor governance. Olinto and Uemastu (2013) reported that about
48% of the population of SSA lives on less than $1.25 per day, approximately
twice that of any other region. Lack of financial resources has caused many
African countries to reduce investment in water infrastructure development.
Comparing the effects of water infrastructure investment levels between
developed regions, such as the United States and Europe and Africa, Vorosmarty
et al., (2010) found that the significant investments undertaken in developed
regions of the world had reduced water security threats in comparison with
impoverished regions such as Africa. Here, reductions in investments in water
infrastructure had led to “economic water scarcity” (Seckler et al., 1999, p.37),
caused by a lack of water distribution infrastructure. People also faced other types
of water scarcity, such as physical water scarcity (Vorosmarty et al., 2000;
Alcamo et al., 2003; Oki and Kanae, 2006; Kummu et al., 2010) and social water
scarcity (Ohlsson, 2000; Ohlsson and Turton, 2000).

Given this context, a major concern lies in how water managers will meet current
and future water resource challenges (Milly et al.,, 2008). It is becoming

increasingly evident that solutions for reducing water resource pressures need to



be found at a global level (Gleick, 1998; Jury and Vaux, 2005), and discussions
addressing water resources date back more than four decades to the United
Nations Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm in 1992. Similar
high-level conferences followed between 1992 and 2002 including those held in
Rio in Brazil, Dublin in Ireland, Johannesburg in South Africa, and The Hague in
the Netherlands. Whilst most of these conferences focused on the protection of
the environment, they also generated global awareness of the need to address

water resource challenges.

The protection and development of water resources thus became part of the
Millennium Development Goals (MDG) (Goal 7: Ensure environmental
sustainability) (UN, 2015). More recently, the objectives for water resources were
introduced into new global goals, the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG)
which address water explicitly through Goal 6 (Clean water and sanitation)
(United Nations, 2016; UN-Water, 2018).

The key output of the international dialogues that have taken place in global policy
fora has been the Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) concept,
which is being implemented to achieve global goals for water. Global Water
Partnership (2017) defines IWRM as a “process which promotes the coordinated
development and management of water, land and related resources in order to
maximise economic and social welfare in an equitable manner without

compromising the sustainability of vital ecosystems”.

The IWRM concept, which is integrative and participatory, was developed with
the recognition that water has multiple uses and users and that addressing water
resource challenges should consider socio-economic and environmental factors.
It encourages the government, users or practitioners to contribute resources
(including finances), labour, and expertise in addressing water resource
challenges. Hassing et al., (2009) reported that 42 countries had adopted IWRM
programs at national level. Despite the concept’s popularity, there has been

varied progress regarding implementation from region to region. Durant et al,



(2004) as cited in De Stefano et al.,, (2014, p. 1122) observed that while
“‘international bodies can help by providing advice and support, ultimately
decisions about policies, laws, institutional structures, incentives and capacity

development must be made by individual governments or local authorities”.

The Malawi Government has reformed several environmental policies, laws, and
guidelines in response to international agreements and agendas associated with
IWRM. For example, the government developed an Integrated Water Resources
Management and Water Efficiency Plan (IWRM/WE) 2008-2012 to ensure the
coordinated development and management of water, land and related resources
(Malawi Government, 2008b). Chiluwe and Nkhata (2014) have documented the
country’s progress in developing the National Water Policy of 2005, which
incorporates international water governance principles of participation,
accountability, and transparency. In 2013, the government repealed the Water
Resources Act of 1969 which it noted lacked good water governance principles.
The new legislation, the Water Resources Act 2013, responded to the concept of
IWRM by creating a number of institutional structures including the National
Water Resources Authority (NWRA), Catchment Management Committees
(CMCs), and Water User Associations (WUASs) to manage and develop water

resources in an integrative manner (Malawi Government, 2013b).

While reforming policies, legislation and regulations is critical, it is also crucial to
actually implement the reforms. Many policy reforms in Malawi have aimed to
enhance stakeholder participation in water resources management. Effective
stakeholder participation brings several benefits to natural resources
management. It helps to establish trust, enhance legitimacy and acceptance of
management policies and decisions, resolve conflicts, and increase the likelihood
of compliance with rules and regulations among community members, reducing
the costs of enforcement (Arnstein, 1969; Jeffrey and Vira, 2001; Ong’or, 2005;
Reed et al., 2008; Nikkhah and Redzuan, 2009; Nare et al., 2011; Chidammodzi
and Muhandiki, 2015).



However, stakeholder engagement, despite the reforms made so far in Malawi,
is still not adequate. Research has shown that stakeholder engagement in water
and forestry management is limited (Ferguson and Mulwafu, 2001; Laisi, 2009;
Kamoto et al., 2013). Ferguson and Mulwafu (2001) referred to stakeholder
engagement in water resources management as “restricted engagement”. They
noted that engagement of stakeholders in the sector only aimed to train rural
people to maintain their boreholes, shallow wells, and piped water supplies.
Almost two decades later, Adams and Zulu (2015) and Adams (2018) found that
participation of poor urban communities through WUAs was still ineffective in peri-

urban water supplies.

Against this backdrop, in which policies, laws and regulations have been
reformed using IWRM and governance principles, and yet, the evidence shows
that stakeholder engagement is still ineffective, this research explores rural
stakeholder and community participation using the research objectives defined in
Section 1.2.

In the literature, stakeholder ‘engagement’, ‘involvement’ and ‘participation’ can
often be used interchangeably (Arnstein, 1969; Bingham et al., 2004; Bovaird,
2007; Greenwood, 2007; Head, 2008; Reed, 2008; Reed et al., 2009; Deverka et
al., 2012; Cundy et al., 2013; Sayce et al., 2013). These commonly refer to the
definition of participation outlined by Reed (2008, p. 2418) as a “process where
individuals, groups and organisations choose to take an active role in making

decisions that affect them”.

In this research, ‘stakeholder engagement’ follows the definition by Wehn et al.,
(2018, p.36) to mean “a wide-ranging, but active, dynamic process where
stakeholders are ‘allowed in’ to participate in decision-making processes”. In this
case, the government and other water practitioners initiate the process so that
rural stakeholders can ‘participate in’ and ‘be involved in’ water resources

management.



1.2 Research aims and objectives
The overall aim of this research was to explore rural stakeholder and community
involvement in water resources management at the catchment level and to

develop appropriate mechanisms to enhance their engagement.

The following objectives were defined to achieve the research aim:

1) To critically review the formulation process of water policy and legislation
with respect to stakeholder engagement

2) To identify the stakeholders in rural water supply and management and
determine their roles in water policy formulation, development, and
implementation

3) To assess factors influencing rural stakeholders’ participation in water
policy formulation and implementation

4) To evaluate the link between policy formulation and implementation

5) To develop a framework that ensures the appropriate participation of rural

stakeholders in water policy formulation and implementation

1.3 Thesis structure
This thesis is divided into eight chapters (Figure 1.1).

Chapter 1 introduces the research context and rationale including aim and
objectives. The gap in knowledge, concerning rural community participation in

water governance is identified and the research aim and objectives are defined.

Chapter 2 reviews the underpinning theories of stakeholder engagement and
governance which informs this research. It reviews literature on the current state
of water governance in Malawi, and the findings associated with lack of
stakeholder engagement and patrticipation in water resources management and

planning.



Chapter 3 outlines the methodology used to gather and analyse field data. The
study area is introduced and criteria for selecting the three case study catchments

for data collection are described.

Chapters 4 aims to address Objectives 2 and 3: “To identify the stakeholders’
roles in water resources management (Objective 2)” and “To assess factors
influencing their participation (Objective 3)”. It explores how stakeholders are
identified and involved in the policy process. It also presents the factors that limit

the participation of different stakeholders in water resources management.

Chapter 5 presents findings relating to Objective 4: “To evaluate the link between
policy formulation and implementation”. It establishes the link between policy
goals and outcome by evaluating the processes of policy formulation where policy
goals are set and the policy implementation which is envisaged to culminate into
outcomes. It thus explores the gap in practice between water policy formulation

and implementation regarding stakeholder participation.

Chapter 6 addresses Objective 5: “To develop a framework which ensures the
appropriate participation of rural stakeholders in water policy formulation and
implementation” which is informed by findings presented in Chapters 4 and 5. It
proposes an engagement framework which will enhance the engagement of rural

communities in water resources management.

Chapter 7 discusses the research findings presented in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 and

its implications for policy in Malawi and Sub-Saharan Africa.

Chapter 8 provides the conclusions arising from the research about the aim and
objectives. It highlights the original contribution to knowledge and identifies areas

for further research.
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1.4 Challenges encountered in the research project

Conducting empirical social science research in a country such as Malawi
presents both unexpected challenges as well as unexpected opportunities. While
most risks were considered during the study design and a system was put in
place to overcome them, a few are worth mentioning. As with most qualitative
research, challenges were met in obtaining and scheduling interviews with
participants. Even when prior arrangements were made, participants frequently
excused themselves at the last minute. This resulted in rescheduling of the
interview, which meant more time was needed for fieldwork than previously
anticipated. In extreme cases interviews were cancelled altogether, and new

interviewees, as much as was possible, had to be recruited for the study.

The rescheduling of interviews due to cancellation caused more difficulties in
planning for travels between catchments. The case study catchments are
situated far apart; one in the north, one in the central and the third is located
central/south of Malawi (Figure 3.1). A cancellation of interview meant either to
wait for few days in one catchment for the next interview or to travel to another
catchment which not only created logistics problems but also meant consuming
a lot of time.

1.5 The contribution of this research to knowledge

There is much literature on stakeholder participation in water resources
management more especially in line with IWRM and water governance. However,
inadequate attention has been given to the participation of rural stakeholder and
community and systematic approaches to ensuring that stakeholders are
engaged. Existing research tends to generalise groups of stakeholders. The
emphasis is often on the government, the general public, academics, private
companies and NGOs. Moreover, stakeholder participation in water resources
management has mainly focussed on domestic water supply and sanitation. The

key contribution of the study is to address these research gaps.



This research is an empirical enquiry exploring the engagement of rural
stakeholder and communities in catchment water resources management in the
specific case of Malawi. The thesis provides a much deeper assessment of the
experiences of rural communities and other stakeholders in the challenge of
catchment-scale water management than has previously been the case in
Malawi. Through this, it contributes to governance and engagement theories as
well as practical guidance by providing new insights on the participation
processes and experiences of different stakeholders. The research highlights not
only complex factors influencing the participation of rural communities but also
provides multiple lenses in dealing with them. The study by building on existing
literature also introduces a new engagement framework that could be applied in

many developing countries to enhance the participation of rural stakeholders.

1.6 Disclosure statement

| hereby certify that | have conducted and prepared this thesis independently and
that only those sources, aids, and advisors that are noted herein have been used

or consulted.
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter explores the existing literature on catchment water resources
management in Malawi. First, the current water management concepts including
IWRM as the main focus of the study are introduced. As this study focusses
predominantly on stakeholder participation, a review follows on water governance
in Malawi including particular attention to the key players or stakeholders and the
legal framework guiding water management. Finally, governance and

stakeholder engagement theories are presented and examined.

2.1 Water resources management

Water sustains life, and influences and shapes the landscape (Jain and Singh,
2003). The critical role of water to people and the environment puts it at the centre
of discussions in many international fora (Aylward et al., 2005; Grizzetti et al.,
2016). The United Nations has held several international and regional fora since
the Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm in 1972. The central
theme in these discussions has been to manage and conserve water so that it is
available in sufficient quantities and is of sufficient quality for human and

environmental use.

New agreements and concepts have been developed from these discussions,
and include the European Water Framework Directive (Hering et al., 2010), the
Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) (UN-Water and Global Water
Partnership, 2007), Water Demand Management (WDM) (Brooks, 2006),
Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) (Falkenmark, 2004; Lerner and Zheng,
2011), and River Basin Management (RBM) (Jaspers, 2003). Most of these
concepts advocate integrated and coordinated management of water resources,
which are critical characteristics of IWRM. For example, ICM and RBM
emphasise the basin or catchment as a unit of management (Fenemor et al.,
2011) and encourage the involvement of all key sectors and stakeholders (Allen
etal., 2011).

Integrated Water Resources Management as a multi-disciplinary and

participatory approach (Jaspers, 2003) is a departure from sectoral and isolated
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management concepts. Allan (2003, pp.11-12) in a historical perspective of water
management since the 1850s described two main approaches. In the first
approach, influenced by industrialisation, management was based on the notion
that nature and water resources should be “controlled”. The approach focussed
on technical and isolated solutions, which resulted in the modification of rivers at
the expense of connectivity to the river basin environment and its people.
Revenga et al.,, (1998) reported that 60% of the world’s rivers have been
hydrologically modified in this way. As a result, this led to negative pressure on
environmental resources during the 1950s that have grown since then (Allan
2003).

The second approach, IWRM, takes a holistic approach and recognises that
politics and socio-economics play a vital role in water resources management.
IWRM'’s key attributes such as participation, inclusiveness, and integration
address the criticisms of the earlier concept. Its growing popularity hinges on its
emphasis on the environment, sustainability, and the inclusion of stakeholders in
water policy development (Allan, 2003). A key aspect of IWRM is that decision-
making should involve all stakeholders. Decisions need to be made as to who
gets water, how much, when, and which uses should have priority. These
decisions are complex and need to be made continuously in water resources
planning, either at national or catchment level, with an understanding of
stakeholder needs. However, to achieve inclusive decision-making, IWRM
principles need to be enshrined in policy, law, and regulation of the country. As
this entails shifts in power and influence, IWRM is regarded as inherently political
(Mollinga, 2008; De Stefano et al., 2014). Despite support for IWRM, it has been
criticised for lack of practicality at both the macro- and meso-scales (Biswas,
2008). Van der Zaag (2005) also noted that the concept had not been properly
clarified, especially in terms of how it should be implemented to achieve its

intended goals.

Others have criticised the ‘good governance agenda’, commonly supported by
the international aid agencies, claiming it de-politicises issues that are viewed as

fundamentally political (Mollinga, 2008; Kelsall, 2011; Rusca and Schwartz,
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2014a). However, Mollinga (2008) noted that IWRM takes a less exclusively
sector-based management approach and promotes inclusiveness in recognition
of the human and ecological dimensions of water resources management.
Despite criticism of some aspects of IWRM, most of the water policies, legislation
and guidelines in place in many countries are framed and reviewed drawing on
its principles, particularly the participatory principle. For example, in Malawi
almost all water-related policies and legislation (National Water Policy 2005,
Water Resources Act 2013, and Catchment Management Guidelines 2016) are

informed by IWRM principles (Malawi Government, 2005a).

2.2 Overview of water governance in Malawi

Rogers and Hall (2003, p.16) defined “water governance” as “the range of
political, social, economic and administrative systems that are in place to develop
and manage water resources, and the delivery of water services, at different
levels of society”. Water resources development and management, therefore,
needs to take place within the political, social and economic spheres, which
themselves are shaped by specific legal and organisational structures within the
nation. There are several key players in the water sector in Malawi, guided by

these policies and legislation.

2.2.1 Key players in the water sector

The Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development is responsible for
the management of water resources in Malawi. It has two sub-sectors: agriculture
and water (Figure 2.1). The agriculture sub-sector is primarily responsible for
improving agricultural (crops and animals) productivity and sustainable
management of land resources. The water sub-sector manages and develops
water resources for sustainable, effective and efficient provision of potable water,
sanitation and irrigation services. The water sub-sector has three technical
departments: water resources; water supply and sanitation; and irrigation. The
Department of Water Resources (DWR), which mainly deals with water resources
development and management. The Department of Water Supply and Sanitation
(DWSS), which oversees water supply and sanitation services and is supported
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by water supply boards which are statutory corporations. The Department of
Irrigation (Dol), which is responsible for the development of irrigated agriculture.

The two sub-sectors have different management hierarchies below its
headquarters despite belonging to the same ministry. The agriculture sub-sector
is represented at four levels (agricultural development division, district office,
extension planning area and sections levels) below the headquarters
(Kamwamba-Mtethiwa, 2016). The water sector is only represented at regional
and district office levels (Figure 2.1) and there is no significant representation at
local or catchment level despite some few districts having water-monitoring
assistants. Such limited representation creates many problems for service
delivery and stakeholder participation. However, to increase stakeholder
participation especially at catchment level, one of the key principles of IWRM,
Jonsson (2005) proposed the formation of catchment committees. This
institutional arrangement was supported by Mitchell (2005) as it would give IWRM
credibility and ease some of the operational problems observed by Biswas (2004,
p. 250).

The Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development has been
restructured and renamed, according to the needs and policies of the ruling
government (Chinsinga, 2009). Such restructuring has often occurred after a
change in the ruling party, resulting in severe operational challenges due to
alterations in funding and decision-making. For example, Gutierrez (2007)

reported that the Malawian water budget had not received full funding since 2000.

Upon restructuring, the water ministry has often been reduced to a department
within another ministry, mostly agriculture, and had its budgetary allocation
reduced. As a department, the significance of water has been overshadowed by
agriculture, reducing public awareness of water-related issues. Restructuring has
also impeded decision-making. For example, when water exists within its
ministry, the District Water Officer (DWO) reports to the regional office or the
District Commissioner (DC). However, when water is placed within the ministry
for agriculture, the DWO then reports to the District Agriculture Development

Officer (DADO) or District Irrigation and Water Development Officer. This
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lengthens the decision-making process but also creates confusion among the
district officers. The DADO'’s primary focus is on the agriculture sub-sector and

he/she is often overwhelmed by the added responsibility of the water sub-sector.

Having embraced IWRM principles in managing water resources, other
government ministries and departments, NGOs, academics, private sector
organisations, as well as the public then form part of the stakeholder landscape.
Key government ministries and departments include those for local government,
natural resources, health, gender, youth, community services, education, land,
physical planning, and human settlements. The three water sub-sector
departments should be supported by the National Water Resources Authority
(NWRA) established by the Water Resources Act 2013. However, the NWRA is
not yet fully operational, and some of its fundamental structures such as

Catchment Management Committees (CMCs) are not yet in place.
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Figure 2.1: An organogram for the Ministry of Agriculture Irrigation and Water Development showing key players for the water

sub-sector
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2.2.2 Legal framework

The Water Resources Act (2013), Water Works Act (1995), and the National
Water Policy (2005) are the main pieces of legislation guiding water resources
management in Malawi. The legal framework provided in the legislation controls
the operationalisation of the institutions, organisations and other key players as

explained in section 2.2.1 above.

The Water Resources Act (2013) guides the Ministry of Agriculture Irrigation
and Water Development in the control, conservation, allocation and use of water
resources. It established the NWRA, which assists the ministry in the
implementation of the Act and administration of water resources. The rationale
for its establishment comes from the recommendation to repeal the Water
Resources Act (1969). The Government of Malawi commissioned studies on
water policy and legislation between 1996 and 2003. These studies (Mott
MacDonald and Malawi Government, 2003) criticised the Water Resources
Management Policy and Strategies (2000) and the Water Resources Act (1969)
for several deficiencies, particularly for its weak regulations on penalties, poor
allocation of water, and lack of stakeholder participation.

It was also noted that policy and legislation do not recognise recent regional and
international treaties and agreements to which Malawi is signatory (Mulwafu et
al., 2003; Malawi Government, 2005b). The Water Resources Act (2013)
addressed critical gaps found in the old Act. For example, three parts (Parts Il,
[ll, and XIIl) of the Act have established institutions (NWRA, CMCs, WUAS) to
increase stakeholder engagement. There has been a comprehensive
reassessment of the penalties for violating water regulations although these have

yet to be finalised and approved.

The establishment of the NWRA has, however, caused mixed reactions amongst
water practitioners. Based on its mandate as stipulated under Part 1l of the Water
Resources Act (2013), the NWRA will take over most of the functions previously
undertaken by the Department of Water Resources (DWR). The rearrangement
of the functions of the DWR within the NWRA requires the DWR to be restructured
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imposing additional demands on staffing. It is no surprise therefore, that five years
after the NWRA was established, it has yet to be fully operationalised. During
data collection for this study (2016-2017), the NWRA did not have a Chief
Executive Officer and had not yet established a single catchment management
committee. It had only a limited number of staff working under secondment from
the DWR.

NWRA was created so that the government would not have both regulatory and
developmental roles. It is an independent regulating authority. However, of the
13 members of the governing board of the NWRA, nine are senior government
officers as stipulated under Part Il of the Water Resources Act of 2013 (Malawi
Government, 2013b). Given this context, increasing the participation of other
stakeholders in decision-making, beyond the government will be difficult.

The Waterworks Act (1995) provides for the establishment of water boards to
supply water to different parts of the country (Malawi Government, 1995). There
are five water boards in Malawi: Blantyre Water Board (BWB), Central Region
Water Board (CRWB), Lilongwe Water Board (LWB), Northern Region Water
Board (NRWB), and Southern Region Water Board (SRWB).

Each of the water board serves a designated area referred to as a ‘water area’
complimenting the functions of the Department of Water Supply and Sanitation.
Water boards are essential stakeholders in water management and more
specifically in catchment protection and conservation, as catchments act as their
source of water. In carrying out their functions, water boards are often in contact
with rural communities who live near and around water sources. In some
instances, they have initiated the establishment of community-based natural
resources management organisations (CBNRM).

For example, the LWB helped to form the Malingunde Environmental
Conservation and Development Organisation in the Traditional Authority area of
Masumbankhunda in Lilongwe to support its conservation activities around its
water reservoirs. Adams and Zulu (2015) also reported on partnerships between
the LWB and WUAs in the Lilongwe peri-urban area. However, Adams and Zulu
(2015) and Adams (2018) highlighted the lack of participation in such
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arrangements. Similarly, Wanda et al.,, (2014) while assessing the co-
management between rural communities in the Lunyangwa catchment, which is
a source of water for the Northern Region Water Board, found that rural
communities were not active in protection and conservation of the catchment.
While water boards are important stakeholders in water resources management
with the government, as stipulated by the Waterworks Act (1995), their
engagement mechanisms with the rural communities that live near water sources

are not effective.

The National Water Policy (2005) with its vision, “Water and Sanitation for All,
Always” sets out a national agenda on how water resources will contribute to
economic development. The current policy is the product of reviews of previous
policy documents of 1994 and 2000. Like the Water Resources Act (2013), it
replaced the policy of 2000 which was found to be “too verbose, in some parts
vague and that did not clearly articulate the issues which it was trying to advocate”
(Malawi Government, 2005b, p. 1).

Among the failures of the 2000 policy was the lack of a collective and participatory
water resources management approach. The 2005 policy called for the
establishment of the NWRA. The NWRA was eventually established through the
Water Resources Act (2013). The role of the NWRA in water policy, however, will
need to be updated, to match the role recommended by the Water Resources Act
(2013).

The current policy (National Water Policy 2005) despite addressing gaps in the
previous policy (Chiluwe and Nkhata, 2014), has not been implemented as
envisaged. For instance, the NWRA'’s establishment has been delayed.
Recommendations to establish NWRA were made in 2003 (Mott MacDonald and
Malawi Government, 2003) but the actual establishment only took place in 2013.
In addition, as already outlined under section 2.2.1, despite being established,
the NWRA has yet to become fully operational. In the absence of CMCs, which
are meant to enhance the participation of rural communities in water resources
management, achieving ‘stakeholder engagement’ as a principle of water

governance may be difficult.
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2.3 Theoretical concepts of governance

Governance, according to Stoker, (1998, p.18) has several theoretical roots
including “institutional economics, international relations, organisational studies,
development studies, political science, and public administration”. Aguilera and
Cuervo-Cazurra (2004) noted that the corporate sector was amongst the first to
apply the governance concept in the 1970s. The sector was faced with
liberalisation and internationalisation of economies, and the governance concept

was introduced to close the gaps in existing legal systems.

Eventually, the term ‘governance’ emerged in the literature, to describe new ways
for society to order itself and manage its affairs. It is now used in many sectors
and by many different players including governments, academics, private
sectors, NGOs, and international aid organisations. In international development,
‘good governance’ depicts satisfactory conditions for developmental aid where
particular conditions, mostly concerning sustainable development, have been
met (Kooiman, 1999; Doornbos, 2003). Whilst governance does have different
meanings in different sectors (Doornbos, 2003; Rogers and Hall, 2003; Lautze et
al., 2011; Wasambo, 2011; De Stefano et al., 2014), Stoker (1998, p.18) has
observed that there is a common baseline in these definitions, in that governance
“refers to the development of governing styles in which boundaries between and

within public and private sectors have become blurred”.

In the context of development, the United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) (1997, p.5) described governance as “the exercise of political, economic
and administrative authority in the management of a country’s affairs at all levels
comprising the complex mechanisms, processes and institutions through which
citizens and groups articulate their interests, mediate their differences and

exercise their legal rights and obligations”.

These definitions imply scenarios where institutions and actors are continuously
interacting, exemplifying the complex and non-linear nature of governance
(Kooiman, 1999; Duit and Galaz, 2008; Capano et al., 2015). Indeed, Franks and
Cleaver (2007) summarised governance to mean decision-making processes

undertaken by society at all levels through its members. As the debate on the
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concept continues, particularly on the government-governance dichotomy, there

has been a growing need to support use of the concept (Capano et al., 2015).

2.3.1 Principles of governance

In order to provide a common understanding and support application of
governance, its characteristic features have been identified. These features are
often referred to as “codes of governance” or “principles of governance”
(Constanza et al., 1999; Aguilera and Cuervo-Cazurra, 2004; Davidson et al.,
2006). Davidson et al., (2006, p.6) described governance principles as “normative
statements that make claims about how steering should happen and in what
direction — that is, how governance actors should exercise their powers in
meeting their objectives”. With its roots in the development sector, most of the
common principles of governance have been developed by aid organisations
such as the World Bank, UNDP and international governments such as the EU
(UNDP, 1997; European Commission, 2001; Kaufmann et al., 2003). The
common principles of governance as described by the main development and aid

organisations are shown in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Principles of good governance developed by the World Bank, UNDP,

and European Commission

World Bank United Nations Development European Community
Programme
e Voice e Participation ¢ Inclusive approach to

Accountability
Political stability

Accountability
Effectiveness and

participation
Accountability based

and absence of efficiency on clarity of roles and

violence e Rule of law responsibilities

Government e Equity Policy effectiveness

effectiveness e Transparency through timely and

Regulatory e Responsiveness proportionat_e

quality e Consensus orientation implementation

Rule of law e  Strategic vision Coherence of policy

Control of and action

corruption _Opgnn_ess of
institutions

Source: (Davidson et al., 2006)
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While different organisations have proposed different sets of principles of
governance, some attributes are common to all: accountability, efficiency, equity,
participation and transparency (Table 2.1). Accountability requires decision-
makers in government, the private sector, as well as in civil society organisations
to be accountable to both the public and other institutional stakeholders.
Transparency requires the effective flow of information between actors. Efficiency
or effectiveness requires institutions to produce results that meet the needs of
stakeholders. Equity supports equal opportunities between women and men.
Finally, the participation principle requires that all the relevant stakeholders are

engaged in the decision-making processes (Davidson et al., 2006).

One plausible reason for differences in the characterisation of governance is that
societies are different. The UNDP (1997) noted that as each society is different
and faces different challenges, the features of good governance may not co-exist
at once in any given society. It, therefore, proposed that each country should
strive to define which features are of importance for it to achieve its overall
development goals. Plummer and Slaymaker (2007) however criticised the
selective implementation of governance principles, citing the possible loss of the
wider benefits. As such, they proposed combination of the principles of
governance more systematically during implementation. However, given that this
leads to added complexity and finance demands, Franks and Cleaver (2007)
stressed the need to contextualise and localise the application of governance.

2.3.2 Water management in the context of governance

The concept of governance is increasingly important in water resources
management where many users have interests that need to be accounted for. It
is evident that problems faced in the water sector cannot always be managed
effectively by one nation, sector, community, group of users (upstream vs
downstream users), or stakeholder (government, private or civil society).
Furthermore, whilst the central government may provide capital for a water supply
system, the conservation and protection of catchments requires the involvement

of other actors, particularly local communities. Forest conservation for example,
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has been most effective when communities near forests partner with government

agencies and departments to implement programmes to prevent deforestation.

Various authors have defined governance in relation to water resources. Rogers
and Hall (2003, p. 16) defined water governance as “the range of political, social,
economic and administrative systems that are in place to develop and manage
water resources, and the delivery of water services, at different levels of society”.
De Stefano et al., (2014, p.1123) defined water governance more specifically as
“the manner in which authority is acquired and exercised on behalf of the public
in developing, utilising and protecting a nation’s water resources”. They claimed
that the definition can be operationalised at different levels. Lautze et al., (2011,
p.7) by differentiating between decision-making processes and outcomes defined
water governance as “processes and institutions by which decisions that affect
water are made”. McGarry et al., (2010) and Lockwood et al., (2010) noted that
water governance implies interdependencies amongst stakeholders
(governments, private practitioners, civil society, and members of the public), and
institutions at all levels of authority in society. How this can happen, in particular
at community or catchment level, has not been clearly articulated in the literature
as evidence show that communities are mostly underrepresented in decision-

making processes (Wehn et al., 2018).

In water management, the governance concept has been strongly embraced to
the extent that it is currently believed that many problems experienced in the
sector are as the result of “bad” governance (UNDP, 2004; UN, 2005, 2006;
Hawkins and Jill, 2006). However, Lautze et al., (2011) contend that such a
blanket conclusion may not always be true, by comparing India with China, and
Saudi Arabia with Jordan. Whilst water governance in India and Jordan is
considered to be more developed than in China and Saudi Arabia, the former
suffer many more water crises than the latter. Thus, Lautze et al., (2011)

proposed that outcomes should not be confused with governance as a process.

As in the case of principles of good governance (see section 2.3.1), the principles
of water governance serve as monitoring tools to ensure the quality of the water

management system. These include transparency, inclusiveness, coherence and
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integration, equity, accountability, efficiency, responsiveness, and sustainability
(Rogers and Hall, 2003). In fact, the principles of water governance are little
different in scope and meaning to governance principles. The common principles
of governance irrespective of the sector (water or development sector) include
equity, efficiency, participation, decentralisation, integration, transparency, and
accountability.

2.3.3 Assessment of water governance

As outlined above, a range of principles have been proposed as guidelines to
achieve a desired goal or outcome for water resources development and
management. Subsequently, frameworks have been developed to guide and
measure operationalisation of the principles of governance and monitor

performances of different management systems.

De Stefano et al., (2014) while benchmarking water governance in the Middle
East and North African countries, proposed an assessment framework (Figure
2.2) with three distinct components: (i) institutional structure, (ii) process features,
and (iii) functions. Institutional structures comprised policies, laws, and
organisations. Process features represented the principles of water governance
and included responsiveness, rule of law, accountability, participation and
transparency. Functions included organising and building capacity, planning,
allocating water, developing and managing water resources, and regulating water

resources and services.

De Stefano et al., (2014) proposed that the framework could be used to assess
water governance system, provide comparison basis for water governance
capacity between countries and most importantly provide evidence for national
dialogue in case of deficiencies. As such it could help improve water governance.
The rationale for the framework was that water governance should affect core
functions through national or sectoral legislation, policy, and organisation. Thus
to achieve the desired water resources management outcomes or goals, specific
functions need to be fulfilled by particular organisations through processes which
are transparent, involve all the relevant stakeholders (participation), and are

guided by existing laws and policies.
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Process features

Responsiveness Rule of law | | Accountability |
I Participation Transparency
Functions
Structure

Organizing & building capacity

Policy documents

Planning strategically

Organisations Law —
| Allocating water |
Developing & managing water resources
| Regulating water resources & services |
OUTCOME

Figure 2.2: Proposed water governance assessment framework as applied in the
Middle East and North African countries (MENA) regions

Source: De Stefano et al., (2014, p.1129)

Guided by desired international developmental outcomes, the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs), and more recently, the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs), Franks and Cleaver (2007) developed a water governance
framework (Figure 2.3) which they claimed to be less abstract and more practical.
The framework outlined how resources (material and non-material), actors
(individuals, groups, and state) and mechanisms (institutions, physical structures,
and technology) needed to be linked to achieve ecosystem and water services

outcomes.

Whilst both frameworks shown in Figure 2.2 and Figure 2.3 may be different in
their structure and interpretation of the components that they identify as important
for good governance, both strive to achieve particular governance objectives.
Both frameworks show that the process is interdependent and that specific
institutions and structures affecting a range of stakeholders need to be engaged

to achieve the desired outcomes in water governance.
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Actors and agents
(Stakeholders in water governance)

Resources Mechanisms of access Outcomes for the poor
(Materials and non-materials) (Specific arrangements of (Gendered outcomes for the
resources shaping access to poor may be positive or
water) negative)

Ecosystem outcomes

Processes
(Negotiation, decision-making and actions)

Figure 2.3: An analytical framework for understanding water governance
arrangements in achieving society specified outcomes

Source: Franks and Cleaver (2007)

De Stefano et al., (2014) successfully applied their framework (Figure 2.2) to
assess governance in the MENA countries. They found that there are variations
in the implementation of water governance systems. Whilst the development of
legal and policy documents was often achieved, this was not translated into
operational and practical action. Although little is known about water governance
in Malawi, the findings in the MENA region are useful where policies and
guidelines have not been fully implemented. In addition to being useful tools for
the assessment of the governance systems, the frameworks illustrate the

importance of stakeholder participation as a governance principle.

2.4 Stakeholder participation

The fundamental processes of a governance system suggest that effective
inclusion and interactions of stakeholders is needed for success to be achieved.
This means that the involvement and cooperation of people and organisations at
every stage and level of governance is needed. Because of this, stakeholder
“participation” is one of the key principles of governance, as is made clear by the

framework developed by De Stefano et al.,, (2014) and Franks and Cleaver
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(2007). Participation is also one of the proposed eight principles of natural
resources governance suggested by Davidson et al., (2006) who refer to it as

“inclusiveness”.

A considerable amount of research has been published on the involvement of
relevant stakeholders or actors in natural (water) resources management (Jaglin,
2002; Brody, 2003; Irvin and Stansbury, 2004; Jonsson, 2005; Reed, 2008; Reed
et al., 2008; JICA, 2011; Escott et al., 2015; Reilly et al., 2016; Karar and Jacobs-
Mata, 2016; Prutsch et al., 2017) and the concept of participatory approach has
been internationally well established since the Dublin-Rio principles (McGarry et
al., 2010).

In natural resources management, interest in public participation commenced in
the 1960s (Lawrence and Deagen, 2001). As a governance principle,
participation mandates the engagement of all relevant actors (stakeholders) in
the formulation and implementation of environmental policy decisions to ensure
their legitimacy and appropriate assignment of responsibilities (Constanza et al.,
1999; Davidson et al., 2006; Plummer and Slaymaker, 2007; Lockwood et al.,
2010).

Stakeholder participation is a requirement in many government natural resources
management policies or legislation and is in particular an essential principle in
natural resources management (Saito-Jensen and Nathan, 2011). The Council
of the European Communities (2000) notes that the European Council guiding
documents on the Water Framework Directive has an exclusive article that
encourages active public stakeholder involvement in water resources

management (Article 14).

In Malawi, natural resource policies and legislation support stakeholder
engagement in carrying out environmental activities. The National Water Policy
of 2005 makes special provisions for the involvement of rural communities to
“empower communities to effectively and efficiently manage water resources”
(Malawi Government, 2005b).
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Stakeholder engagement is also a requirement in Environmental Impact
Assessments (EIA). However, the accompanying policy-related instruments such
as guidelines or regulations do not articulate how this empowerment and
participation can be achieved. While there may be considerable participation of
other groups of stakeholders, Kamoto et al., (2013) found out that there is little
involvement of local communities, particularly those living near water sources.
Thus, despite international recognition of the necessity of stakeholder
participation in development and governance, this has been neglected when it

comes to practical implementation.

2.4.1 Participation and water governance framework

Participation is defined as a process in which stakeholders’ influence and share
control over management initiatives and decisions concerning the resources they
exploit (World Bank, 1996; Leite and Pita, 2016). In the literature, participation is
frequently used with two other words: “public” or “stakeholder” which are often
used interchangeably sometimes creating confusion in understanding (Luyet et
al., 2012).

A distinction between the two terms is necessary. “Public” refers to an
unstructured and unorganised group of individuals whilst “stakeholder” according
to Grimble and Wellard (1997) is an organised group of people sharing a common
interest or stake. In this research “stakeholder” participation is used rather than
“‘public” participation as the “public” can be considered to be a specific
stakeholder (Luyet et al., 2012).

As a principle within water governance, stakeholder participation seeks
redistribution of power between government agencies, the private sector, and the
public (rural and urban stakeholders). Arnstein (1969) noted that stakeholder
participation is one way in which the “have-nots” of a particular society can exert
pressure on those traditionally making decisions so that a plurality of views can
be used to improve the distribution of benefits. Previous studies (Arnstein, 1969;
Innes, 1996; Beierle, 2002; Brody, 2003; Irvin and Stansbury, 2004; Reed et al.,
2008) have reported several advantages resulting from effective participation. For

example, if all relevant stakeholders are part of the initiative, this helps to
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establish trust, enhances legitimacy and acceptance of management policies and
decisions, help resolve conflicts, and regarding water resources management at
a catchment level, increases the likelihood of compliance with rules and

regulations among community members.

Beierle (2002) in his analysis of 239 case studies in the United States found that
environmental decisions which involved stakeholders were of high quality. Irvin
and Stansbury (2004) found that in watershed management, citizen participation
benefits included improvements to the decision process itself, or the outcome and
involved both the government and citizens as beneficiaries. The advantages and
disadvantages (Table 2.2) were similar to the proposed potential benefits and

challenges of citizen participation outlined by Mostert (2003).

The opportunities and risks associated with citizen participation as presented in
Table 2.2 show that while the process is beneficial, the actual process of citizen
engagement needs to be carefully planned.

Table 2.2: Advantages and disadvantages of (rural) community participation in
watershed management

Advantages Disadvantages (Risks)
Related to the e Fosters learning among e Time-consuming or even dull
decision different groups e Costly or expensive process
process e Build trust and allay e Pointless if the decision is
anxiety or hostility ignored
e Build strategic alliances ¢ Involvement of stakeholders
e Gain legitimacy of who are not representative
decisions ¢ May backfire and create more
hostility towards government
Related to e Break gridlocks and e Worse policy decision if heavily
outcome achieve outcomes influenced by opposing interest
e Redistribution of power groups
in the policy process e Loss of decision control by
e Better policy and government
implementation e Less budget for implementation
decisions of actual projects
e Avoid litigation costs e Empowerment of an already

important stakeholder

Source: (Irvin and Stansbury, 2004; Luyet et al., 2012)
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Participation, however, has not always been positively viewed. In environmental
management, participation may increase the burden of decision-making
mechanisms and stakeholder fatigue as a result of frequent meetings may affect
the quality of decision-making. Pretty (1995) observed that authorities faced a
dilemma in that they both needed and feared people’s participation. Thus,
authorities needed people’s agreements and support but feared that this broader
involvement was less subject to rigorous control and precision. Participation in
this context was seen to slow down planning processes (Reilly et al., 2016)
especially when dealing with rural stakeholders who were not literate or informed
enough to grasp what was being discussed.

2.4.2 Practicalities of participation

With the risks associated with (community) participation outlined above (section
2.4.1), it is essential that the right kind of engagement is pursued. Several
typologies for participation have previously been developed to guide
implementation. For example, Pretty (1995) developed seven levels of
participation including manipulative, passive, participation by consultation,
participation in material incentives, functional participation, interactive
participation, and self-mobilisation. Another comprehensive typology of
participation was developed by Arnstein (1969) consisting of manipulation,
therapy, informing, consultation, placation, partnership, delegated control, and
citizen control. Luyet et al., (2012) in their framework for implementation of
stakeholder participation used five degrees of participation including information,

consultation, collaboration, co-decision and empowerment.

Reilly et al., (2016) categorised the types of participation developed by Arnstein
(1969) and Pretty (1995) into only three types. This is the categorisation adopted
in this research because it is practical and straightforward to use. The three levels
of participation are to be informed, consulted, or involved. Informed participation
refers to the kind of participation whereby those making decisions only share
project or programme information with other stakeholders. It is a passive and one-
way dissemination of information (Pretty, 1995). Arnstein (1969) referred to it as

non-participation in that there is no input expected from the engaged
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stakeholders. Consulted participation is one level higher because decision-
makers seek the views of stakeholders. This kind of participation is criticised for
its lack of assurance of whether the views sought from stakeholders will be put
into use by decision-makers (Arnstein, 1969; Pretty, 1995). Involved participation
is the highest level of participation and entails stakeholders being part of the
decision-making process, implying that the views of stakeholders will influence
planning processes (Relilly et al., 2016).

The three-level categorisation of participation (Reilly et al., 2016) corresponds to
the general categorisations by Arnstein (1969) of: (i) Non-participation
(manipulation, therapy); (i) Degree of tokenism (informing, consultation,
placation); and (iii) Degrees of control (partnership, delegated power, citizen
control). It further resonates with the “Spectrum of Participation” developed by the
International Association of Public Participation (IAP) which considers that public
participation includes “collaborate” and “self-determination” as higher levels of
participation (IAP2, 2017). The IAP has developed the impact ladder indicating
the impact on the decision that can be expected with different levels of

participation (Figure 2.4).

Self determination

Collaboration

Involvement
Consultation

Information

Figure 2.4: Stakeholder engagement typology levels in the order of their impact
Source: 1AP2, 2017
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The 1AP2 typology also describes methods of participation ranging from public
meetings to more individual negotiations, which it says, increase the impact of

participation on decision-making.

In addition to these typologies of participation, Irvin and Stansbury (2004)
proposed conditions (ideal and non-ideal) which must be assessed before
deciding whether citizens should participate or not. They proposed that if the
participation process was low-cost and resulted in high benefits, this was ideal
for the participation process. The opposite was also true.

However, whilst agreeing with this proposition for ideal conditions, the
participation of rural communities in natural resources management in developing
countries like Malawi is not a matter of choice. This is because the communities’
livelihoods are entirely dependent on natural resources and their everyday
activities affect catchment management. For example, Pullanikkatil et al., (2015,
2016) found that land use activities within the Likangala catchment in southern
Malawi led to low water quality, unsuitable for human consumption. Hence, it was

crucial in this context to treat participation as a normative process.

The circumstances preventing effective participation, creating “non-ideal”
participatory conditions, can be managed by following good stakeholder
engagement procedures and informed stakeholder theory. For example, a few
key representatives may be selected from the community to engage with, to make
the process cost-effective. In this context, effective participation also requires

careful identification of who is a stakeholder and who is not.

2.5 Overview of the stakeholder theory

Stakeholder participation has been shown to be important although its actual
implementation has sometimes been problematic. One of the main challenges in
the practice of participation is in choosing the relevant stakeholders. Often,
natural resources, including water, have numerous stakeholders. Choosing

whom to engage in resources management can be a difficult task.

Stakeholder engagement theory guides the practice of participation. It originated

in business management, where it proposed that management decisions
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increasingly needed to include the interests of a much wider groups of
stakeholders than was previously thought necessary. Stakeholders in this context
referred to all individuals or groups who could substantially affect, or be affected
by, an organisation’s objectives and the success of the firm and included
shareholders, employees, suppliers, customers, communities, and government
officials (Freeman, 1984; Jensen, 2001; Friedman and Miles, 2006).

Three types of stakeholder theory exist: “normative stakeholder theory”,
“descriptive stakeholder theory”, and “instrumental stakeholder theory” (Reed et
al., 2009). The first explains how managers and stakeholders act and view the
purpose of the organisation based on ethical principles. The second is concerned
with stakeholder behaviour and how they view their roles and actions, and the
third aims to explain how managers should act if they are to further the interests

of the organisation.

Within business management, instrumental stakeholder theory has mainly been
used to improve the financial performance of firms (Jensen, 2001; Ruf et al.,
2001). In this respect, stakeholder theory has been criticised for its consideration
of the numerous objectives of different stakeholders which then defeats the profit
maximisation agenda of a business (Jensen, 2001). Nevertheless, it has been
used to help develop solutions that are acceptable to stakeholders on concerns
that might otherwise have prevented the firm from operating altogether (Reed et
al., 2009).

2.5.1 Stakeholder engagement in natural resources management

Despite stakeholder theory originating from business management, it has been
extensively applied in natural resources management. As natural resources
management does not concern itself with profit maximisation, the stakeholder
approach is well suited to the identification of relevant stakeholders. The purpose
is to ensure greater participation or involvement of all identified stakeholders in
environmental decision-making. It seeks empowerment, equity, trust and learning
amongst stakeholders. For this research, a stakeholder is defined as “any person

who has an interest in the outcome of the policy or planning decision. The ‘stake’
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may be direct or indirect financial interest, or it may involve a policy or value

interest such as protecting an environmental resource” (Loux, 2011, p.251).

Decisions over natural resources and the environment affect and may be
affected by many different people. This has made stakeholder engagement an
essential part of most national policies relating to natural resources and the
environment (Reed et al., 2009). Water resources, in particular, are characterised
by multiple uses and users, as they are associated with open access property
rights (Hardin, 1968), temporal trade-offs, and externalities.

Whilst it is recognised that the inclusion of relevant stakeholders is of great
importance in natural resources management, Reed et al., (2009) argue that the
actual process of identifying stakeholders has been mostly on an ad hoc basis,
resulting in the omission of less visible and marginalised stakeholders. Thus,
although stakeholder engagement is embedded in national environmental
policies, it is not systematically applied in practice. Videira et al., (2006) in their
study of five water-related projects across Europe (Portugal, Greece, The
Netherlands, the United Kingdom and Spain) found that the participation of
stakeholders was largely a paper exercise conforming to the requirement of the
policy without any meaningful stakeholder engagement. In South Africa, Nare et
al., (2011) showed that despite having engagement structures in place, the
government’s efforts, especially with rural stakeholders, had not been translated
into effective participation. Similar results in the engagement of stakeholders in
water resources management have been reported in Malawi (Laisi, 2009; Kamoto
et al., 2013; Chiluwe and Nkhata, 2014).

2.5.2 Stakeholder analysis

In recent years, stakeholder analysis (SA) has developed as a concept to support
more objective and comprehensive stakeholder involvement. Several definitions
have been proposed for SA. Grimble and Wellard (1997, p.175) defined
stakeholder analysis as “a holistic approach or procedure for gaining an
understanding of a system, and assessing the impact of changes to that system,
by means of identifying the key actors or stakeholders and assessing their
respective interests in the system”. Reed et al., (2009, p.1933) described it as a
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“process that defines aspects of a social and natural phenomenon affected by a
decision or action, identifies individuals, groups and organisations who are
affected by or can affect those parts of the phenomenon (this may include non-
human and non-living entities and future generations); and prioritises these

individuals and groups for involvement in the decision-making process”.

Key to both definitions is the recognition of interactions between the natural
system and its stakeholders depending on their interests. In light of the fact that
water resources have many users with varied interests, its management requires
detailed insight on the interaction between the natural system and its

stakeholders.

Stakeholder analysis has been extensively used by policy-makers, regulators,
government and non-government organisations (Friedman and Miles, 2006).
Furthermore, Grimble and Wellard (1997) have noted that SA has been applied
in independent developments such as decision theory, multi-criteria analysis,
environmental impact assessment, outcome measurement, participatory
appraisal, social actor approaches, and conflict resolution. Its popularity lies in
the fact that broad participation is expensive and that involving only the relevant
stakeholders could achieve the same results with less cost. In addition, in some
cases, it has been recognised that traditional economic tools such as cost-benefit
analysis (CBA) are not always able to select a socially viable outcome since they
do not always account for the many individual non-market preferences and

externalities that are associated with decision-making.

In natural resources management, SA approaches such as rapid or participatory
rural appraisals have long been applied to forests and land-use. However,
Grimble and Wellard (1997) highlighted the inability of such tools to resolve
community structural problems and conflicts of interests. Ensuring greater
participation of stakeholders, which has been the emphasis of traditional
participatory tools, does not in itself achieve policy or project objectives. A
fundamental tenet of SA has therefore been to recognise and take better account
of the relevant stakeholders. Careful identification of stakeholder influence and

interests, and potential conflicts is essential to guarantee the success of a policy
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or project. Stakeholder analysis has thus often been applied in natural resources
management to address deep-seated problems that have not been effectively
tackled with standard methods, thus causing the failure of well-intended
interventions, through inadequate attention to those who are implicated or

affected by the outcomes.

2.6 Summary

This chapter provides a review of background literature associated with the issue
of water governances in Malawi. The critical finding in the review is that water has
many competing uses and that there are many users who can affect or are
affected by water resources management and development. Participation of
relevant stakeholders in decisions over water is therefore of great importance to
help prevent conflicts amongst users that could lead to water resource
degradation.
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3 METHODOLOGY

This chapter outlines the methodological approach developed for the research
that provided the basis for data collection. Firstly, the study area is described,
providing a brief overview of the context of rural communities in Malawi and the
rationale for selection of the case study sites. The research methodology is then
described followed by the data collection methods used during the fieldwork. The
fourth section presents data management and analysis adopted. Finally, ethical

issues taken into consideration during the research are described.

3.1 Study area

The research sets out to explore rural community engagement in water resources
management at the catchment level. The focus was on three catchments in

Malawi largely situated in the rural areas.

3.1.1 Understanding rural community context in Malawi

The word ‘rural’ means different things to academics, policymakers, and the
public (Berry et al., 2010). This has implications for rural policy formulation and
implementation of development projects. Several attributes can be used to
distinguish rural areas from urban areas. Typically, geographic spaces such as
agricultural land with small settlements are categorised as rural areas (Cloke and
Thrift, 1994). Attributes such as population size, occupation, and socio-cultural
values can then be used to characterise an area that has been classified as either
rural or urban (Bealer et al., 1965; Antolak et al., 2017). For example, Prayitno et
al., (2018) characterised rural regions of Indonesia as areas having high poverty
levels, a surplus of low-skilled labour and under-employment. Mphande (2016,
p.17) defined rural areas as “land which is sparsely populated with minimal

infrastructure”.

Thus, rural areas occur outside cities and towns and have an economy that is
mainly dependent on farming. The term “rural community”, therefore, refers to a
group of people permanently settled in a rural area with agriculture as its main

livelihood activity. Farming accounts for a significant proportion of rural household
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income, as much as 90% and 70% globally and in Africa respectively (Davis et
al., 2010).

A recent World Bank report shows that low-income countries have a larger
proportion of their populations living in rural areas than high-income countries
(World Bank, 2014). For example, more than 80% of the population of Malawi
lives in rural areas with a crude birth rate (40.4%) that is higher than in urban
areas (34.6%) (Malawi Government, 2010).

Malawi is the most densely populated country in southern Africa (145 inhabitants
per km?) with a population of about 17 million living on an area covering 118,484
km? (FAO, 2017). This high population density, combined with a high population
growth rate (2.9%) (UN, 2017) has degraded the environment, and particularly
water resources, by increasing pressure on sanitation and waste management
services (Malawi Government, 2010; Palamuleni et al., 2011; Pullanikkatil et al.,
2015).

3.1.2 Rural community administration

Traditionally, rural communities have their own administrative arrangements.
Communities settle in an area based on tribal relations. The smallest unit of
organised administration is the village, consisting of groups of families living in
clustered settlements. A chief leads each village. The chiefdom is inherited from
either the male or female side of the family depending on tribal norms and culture.
Generally, for Chewa people who dominate the central region of Malawi and parts
of the southern region, the chiefdom is passed through the female. With other
tribes, the chiefdom is passed through the male. The full traditional leadership
hierarchy consists of the village head, group village head, and traditional authority
with each level up comprising in more villages and covering a larger area. Chiefs
have been and continue to be very important in community development
(Chiweza, 2007; Cammack et al., 2009; Jyvind, 2011).

The traditional leadership system still exists in most rural communities (Jyvind,
2011). However, there have been several reforms introduced by the government.

The objectives of these reforms were to: (i) increase the participation of the rural
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community in decision-making; and (ii) enhance rural development impacts
(Malawi Government, 1998a, 1998b). The reforms introduced new positions
within the existing leadership hierarchies such as senior group village head, sub-
traditional authority, and senior traditional authority or paramount chief. In
addition, following the adoption of a new pro-multi-party constitution, which
embedded participatory democracy, a decentralisation policy devolved certain
powers of the central government to regional and district administration. A local
government act was instituted which established local authority headed by a
district, town, municipal, or city assembly (Malawi Government, 1998a). Rural
community chiefs such as the traditional authority or paramount chief are now

part of the district assembly committee to ensure community representation.

3.1.3 The rationale for case study catchment selection

Three catchments were selected for the research, Linthipe, South Rukuru, and
South West Lakeshore. Linthipe is situated in the central region, South Rukuru is
located in the north, and South West Lakeshore covers parts of the central and

southern regions in Malawi (Figure 3.1).
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Figure 3.1: Location of the three case study catchments (Linthipe, South Rukuru
and South West Lakeshore) in Malawi
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Hydrologically, Malawi is divided into 17 major watersheds (commonly referred
to as catchments) (Figure 3.1). The catchments were selected for a variety of
reasons, including their economic importance, range of stakeholders, and for

logistical reasons:

Economic importance. Linthipe and South Rukuru catchments supply drinking
water to Lilongwe and Mzuzu respectively. Lilongwe is the capital and a hub for
many industries and Mzuzu is the main city of the northern part of Malawi.
Urbanisation is high since people have migrated to both Lilongwe and Mzuzu in
search of employment. However, this population increase has caused catchment

degradation in several different ways.

The increase in population has created a high demand for services including
water and electricity. However, energy supplies are insufficient (Taulo et al.,
2015) and there is a large gap between electricity demand and supply (MCA,
2010). This has increased the demand for charcoal as an alternative source of
energy in Lilongwe and Mzuzu (Zulu, 2010; Wanda et al., 2014) and charcoal
production has become an important business for poor urban dwellers. The
source of the wood used to produce the charcoal for the cities is the forests in the
surrounding water catchments and the resulting deforestation (Kamoto et al.,

2013) has impacted negatively on water quality and quantity.

Poor urban dwellers are also engaged in sand mining and farming along the
riverbanks. Figure 3.2 shows dug-out pits along the Lilongwe River where sand
is extracted and sold in town for construction purposes. Sand mining is an
important economic activity for peri-urban dwellers. However, the open pits have
exacerbated erosion and increased silt loads in surface water run-off, causing

significant water quality problems downstream.

The selected catchments are also home to protected forest reserves of
Dzalanyama, Lunyangwa and Zozi-vayi and the ability of these forests to provide
ecosystem services is undermined by the deforestation taking place (Malawi
Government, 2010, 2011, 2015a).
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Figure 3.2: Sand extraction pits dug by poor peri-urban dwellers along Lilongwe
River (Source: Lilongwe Water Board, 2017)

Stakeholder mix. For the research, it was necessary to interview different
stakeholder groups to capture the representative views of the rural communities
is concerned. These case study catchments provided an opportunity to interview
a range of stakeholders in water resources management, including government
officials at all levels (i.e. at headquarter level, regional office level, district office
level, and local area level), academics, private sector, civil society, water utility
companies, and local communities with varied local organisations including
irrigation clubs and conservation committees. This mix of stakeholders and their
exposure to local community issues provided a unique opportunity to develop
deeper understanding of the involvement of stakeholders in water resources

management.

Logistics. The catchments were also selected based on their familiarity to the
researcher. This made planning for data collection exercises easy. With three
case study catchments to collect data from, the familiarisation helped in saving
some time as the researcher directly travelled to particular locations within the

catchments.
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3.1.4 Attributes of the case study catchments

As previously noted (section 3.1.1) more than 84% of the population in Malawi is

based in rural areas with only 15% in urban areas (Malawi National Statistical

Office, 2018). The urban areas in Malawi are mostly considered to be the cities

of Mzuzu in the north, Lilongwe in the centre, and Zomba and Blantyre in the

south. The specific physical and socio-economic attributes of the case study

catchments are summarised in Table 3.1. This shows that the catchments receive

a considerable amount of rainfall each year. The characteristics of the aquifers in

the catchments suggest a potential for good groundwater yield. Water is

predominantly used for agriculture and domestic purposes. The rural population

generally practices smallholder agriculture in each of the catchments.

Table 3.1: Physical and socio-economic attributes for the selected catchments

Physical Location Northern Region Central Region Central/Southern
Rainfall range 850-1,300 800-1,000 790-980
(mm)
Aquifer Type weathered basement  weathered basement quaternary
alluvium
fractured basement fractured basement fractured
quaternary alluvium  Pasement
Main rivers Kasitu, Runyina, S Livulezi, Bwanje, Linthipe, Lilongwe,
Rukuru, N Rumphi Lingadzi, Kabudire Diamphwe,
Lumbadzi, Likuni
Surface water yield 3,673 3,265 4,450
(Mi/d)
Socio-  Population 1,100,000 2,980,000 890,000
eeonomIc 500 mix 176,000/934,000 882,000/2,098,000  0/890,000
(urban/rural)
Type of farming irrigation and rainfed  Irrigation and rainfed  irrigation and
rainfed
Dominant type of smallholders smallholders smallholders
farmers
Water Arable agriculture 45% 26% 43%
use Domestic 33% 50% 46%
category

Source: (Malawi Government, 2008a, 2015c, 2015b)

Linthipe Catchment: Linthipe catchment is important for supplying water for

domestic and industrial uses in Lilongwe and the surrounding towns and villages,
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as well as to support the development of agriculture and improved crop yields in
the catchment (Malawi Government, 2015b). It has a relatively warm and wet
sub-tropical climate. Temperature and rainfall are generally affected by the
topography, which ranges from the uplands to the lowlands on the shore of Lake
Malawi. The plateau, around areas such as Dedza is relatively cold with
temperatures of about 6°C but much warmer around the lakeshore. Two seasons,
a wet and dry season, occur. The wet season between November and April is
characterised by regular rainfall, and the dry season between May and October
by very little rain (Malawi Government, 2015b). This causes the seasonality of

river flows in the catchment.

The soils are of relatively recent deposition and consist mainly of alluvium, thick
residual soils, and colluvium. The soils are generally well-drained and evenly
divided between deep and moderately deep soils, with the shallower soils
occurring to a greater extent in areas of high relief. Very shallow soils are found
in the Dedza-Salima escarpment (Malawi Government, 2015b). Generally, there
is a significant amount of subsistence farming with common crops such as maize

and tobacco as well as livestock (cattle, goats, sheep, pigs and chicken).

There are two protected areas in the catchments: the Dzalanyama Forest
Reserve with an area of nearly 1,000 km? southwest of the catchment, and the
Thuma Forest Reserve, which covers an area of about 200 km? on the eastern
escarpment. Both of these reserves have significant areas that have been
impacted by deforestation primarily for charcoal burning, as do many unprotected
regions in the catchment (Kamoto et al., 2013). There are some wetland areas in
the catchment, although the majority of these are under cultivation for

subsistence farming, which utilises the residual moisture in the soil after the rains.

The catchment has an estimated population of 2.5 million people projected from
the 2008 Population and Housing Census (Malawi Government, 2008). It has a
higher population density of 371 people/km? than the national average density of
139 people/km?. The high density is mostly due to urbanisation as people move
into and settle in the capital city of Lilongwe (Lilongwe City Council, 2013;
Lilongwe Water Board, 2013).
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South Rukuru Catchment: South Rukuru is the second largest catchment in
Malawi and has a total area of 12,726 km? covering parts of Chitipa, Mzimba,
Nkhatabay and Rumphi districts (Malawi Government, 2011). Land in the
northern part of catchment rises to over 2000 m above sea level, but the majority
of the rest of the area sits at about 1000 m above sea level except at the very
eastern side where it drops rapidly to the lakeshore (Malawi Government, 2011).
The catchment has a subtropical climate with a distinct rainy season from
November to May. Land use is highly varied but dominated by arable agriculture
in forested areas and grassland areas in the north-central part of the catchment
(LTS International, 2010; Malawi Government, 2011a). Typical crops grown
include maize, tobacco, groundnuts, and cassava. There is an extensive area of

dambos running along the western edge of the catchment.

The catchment faces degradation as a result of population growth. According to
the Population and Housing Census 2008, annual population growth is 4.4% for
Mzuzu City (Malawi Government, 2008a). Wanda et al., (2014, 2015) reported a
reduction in water quality and quantity in the catchment due to the urbanisation
of Mzuzu City. Kafatia (2010) found that one of the main causes for the Northern
Region Water Board’s failure to meet current water demand in the city was due
to catchment degradation. For this reason, the government declared that the
Kaning’ina Forest Reserve should be protected as it is a major source of potable
water for the city. The Department of Forestry is responsible for the protection
and monitoring of the forest reserve. Recently, however, NRWB has shown
interest in working with different stakeholders including rural communities living
near the forest with the aim of conserving the catchment through a co-
management approach (Wanda et al., 2014). The NRWB is also considering used

of a co-management strategy for the conservation of the Lunyangwa catchment.

South West Lakeshore: The catchment has no single major watercourse but
instead has several smaller rivers flowing into Lake Malawi. The average annual
rainfall is estimated at 890 mm. South West lakeshore covers an area of
approximately 5,002 km? and has six sub-catchments in the districts of Dedza,
Mangochi, Ntcheu and Salima (Malawi Government, 2011b). Based on
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population growth projections made by the National Statistical Office, it is
estimated that the catchment should have approximately 890,000 people
currently (Malawi Government, 2008c). Land in the catchment is generally low
lying although it rises steeply to the west at the rift valley escarpment (Malawi
Government, 2011).

Arable agriculture and forest areas dominate land use. Agriculture is generally
practised in both winter and summer in the catchment. The dominant crops
include maize, tobacco, rice, and cotton. Cattle, goats, sheep, pigs and chicken
dominates livestock production in the catchment. However, selling fish is the most
common economic activity for those living along the lakeshores of Lake Malawi
in Salima, Dedza and Mangochi districts (Malawi Government, 2011). Water use
is dominated by agriculture and domestic requirements accounting for 43% and

46% of the total demand respectively (Malawi Government, 2011b).

3.2 Research methodology

This research aimed to explore current practice in engaging rural communities in
water resources management through an assessment of the interaction and
relationships that exists between different groups of stakeholders. For this
reason, the research used a qualitative social science approach. Research in
social science is informed by belief regarding the nature of the social world and
what can be known about it (ontology), the nature of knowledge and how can it
be acquired (epistemology), and the methods that should be applied for studying
the social world (Denzin and Lincoln, 2003; Snape and Spencer, 2003). There
are five broad paradigms for social research: positivism, post-positivism, critical
theory, constructivist-interpretive, and feminism (Creswell, 2009; Robson, 2011,
Scotland, 2012). These paradigms are defined by their understanding of reality
and knowledge, which therefore determines the research methods that can be
applied in understanding the social world. Constructivists view social reality as an
active, constructive process. Robson and McCartan (2016, p.24) note that in
constructivism “meaning does not exist in its own right; human beings construct
it as they interact and engage in interpretation”. Informed by objectives, this

research chose to take a constructivist approach, in which the subjective reality
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experienced by different stakeholders in water resource management would be
investigated.

Two methodological approaches are typically used in social research: qualitative
and quantitative approaches, which are mainly distinguished by the type of data
collected. In quantitative research, data collection is mostly in numeric form while
in qualitative research data is non-numerical, usually in the form of words
(Robson and McCartan, 2016). For some social scientists, ontological and
epistemological considerations inform which of these two general approaches
should be used. Positivists would opt to use quantitative methods since, for them,
reality is an objective fact and should, therefore, be studied with the same
approaches that are used in natural sciences. For constructivists, reality is a
subjective reality, interpreted by the individual, and can only be explored through
narrative (Scotland, 2012).

Despite criticism of the qualitative social science research, made mainly for not
applying the natural science paradigm that is used by quantitative social science
research, Robson and McCartan (2016) report that the two paradigms still exist,
supported strongly by researchers on each side of the divide. In recent years,
there has been an increase in research which combines both quantitative and
qualitative approach (mixed-methods approach) (Collins et al., 2007; Johnson et
al., 2007; Onwuegbuzie and Collins, 2007; Tashakkori and Creswell, 2007;
Bryman et al., 2008; Greene, 2008; Mertens, 2010; van Griensven et al., 2014).
Robson and McCartan (2016, p.27) state that this ‘casts the doubts on the

incompatibility’ of the two traditions that some social scientist seek to promote.

This research aimed to develop an understanding of the subjective reality
experienced by stakeholders in water resource management and in this respect,
exhibited the typical features of a qualitative social science study as described by
Snape and Spencer (2003). The data collected aimed to provide detailed
understanding of the experiences and views of the research participants based
on detailed narratives. Relatively few participants were involved and these were

purposefully recruited. The data were non-numerical and generated by prolonged
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face-to-face interaction between the researcher and participants through

interviews.

3.2.1 A gualitative case study approach

Several research methods are typically used within qualitative social science
research. The commonest include case study, ethnography, grounded theory,
narrative research, and phenomenology (Brown, 2008; Petty et al., 2012; Robson
and McCartan, 2016). A case study is defined by Robson and McCartan, (2016,
p.150) as “a strategy for doing research which involves an empirical investigation
of a particular contemporary phenomenon with its real-life context using multiple
sources of evidence”. Crucial to the definition of the case study is the extent of
the details or depth of study, context or boundary and the use of varied methods.
It is distinguished from other techniques such as experiment, survey, archival
analysis, and history based on three conditions of (a) research question type, (b)
researcher control over the actual behaviour of events, and (c) degree of focus
on contemporary events (Yin, 2009). Table 3.2 illustrates Yin's (2009)

comparison of the different methods based on the three conditions.

Table 3.2: Comparison of qualitative research methods based on relevant

situations
Conditions
Method O) @ ©)
Form of Research Requires Control of Focuses on
Question Behavioural Events? Contemporary Events?
Experiment how, why? Yes yes
Survey who, what, where, No yes
how many, how
much?
Archival who, what, where, No yes/no
Analysis how many, how
much?
History how, why? No no
Case Study how, why? No yes

Source: (Yin, 2009, p.8)
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The choice of each research method is related to these three conditions. The
comparison (Table 3.2) shows that two methods may be similar using one or two
conditions, but one may be more appropriate than the other. Most of the research
objectives in this study fall under the case study strategy where the researcher
sought to answer ‘how’ and ‘why’ (Baxter and Jack, 2008; Noor, 2008; Yin, 2009)
questions regarding the involvement of rural communities in water resources
management. Furthermore, the focus on water management processes in Malawi
requires a boundary and context to be set, which is one of the pre-requisites for

the case study strategy (Yin, 2009).

Critics of the case study question its reliability, scientific rigour, and
generalisability (Brown, 2008; Noor, 2008; Yin, 2009). However, Flyvbjerg (2006)
suggested that these criticisms are based on a misunderstanding of the nature of
case study research. Flyvbjerg (2006) and Noor (2008) both outlined the ability
of case study research to analyse complex situations by using multiple sources
of data and cases. Further, Yin (2009) while acknowledging certain weaknesses
of case study research, recognised its strengths in providing rich evidence which

other methods cannot always provide.

3.3 Research methods and data collection

One of the key characteristics or strength of the qualitative case study is the ability
to use multiple sources of data which also entails different methods of data
collection. Sources of evidence include documentation, archival records,
interviews, observations, physical artefacts (Yin, 2009) and shadowing
(Mcdonald, 2005). Different data collection methods possess different strengths
and weaknesses. Various methods were used in this research in a mixed-
methods approach thereby enhancing the reliability and validity of the findings.
They included in-depth interviews, focus groups discussions, and (water-related)

policy documents analysis.

Other methods such as shadowing (Mcdonald, 2005; Gill, 2011) and (direct)
observation (Taylor-Powell and Steele, 1996) were also considered. Mcdonald
(2005, p.456) defines shadowing as a “research technique which involves a

researcher closely following a member of an organisation over an extended
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period” and Taylor-Powell and Steele (1996, p. 1) defines observation as an
approach that “provides the opportunity to document activities, behaviours and
physical aspects without having to depend upon people’s willingness and ability
to respond to questions”. However, the study did not seek to observe single
members of organisations and the time-requirements for these approaches would

have made the logistics of this research extremely challenging.

The case study research adopted the following process as developed by Yin
(2009).

Preliminary stage Fieldwork and analysis stage Conclusion stage

W

A
W
'S
~N
AN

—1 Conduct 1 case study

(Cross-case analysis

— Select cases

—> Conduct 2" case study

Formulate
theory

Draw conclusion

Data analysis
Writing cases

Design & Pilt —> Conduct 3" case study
Study

Modify theory

—>! Conduct 4% case study

Figure 3.3: Step by step procedure for conducting case study research (Source:
Noor, 2008; Yin, 2009)

The preliminary stage of the research here involved conducting a literature review
on water governance, stakeholder engagement and participation in water
resources management. This review provided a detailed understanding of the
topic and helped to inform the theoretical basis of the research. It also served to

select the case study, frame the research questions, and inform the focus of the
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pilot study. Explanation of the different data collection methods as applied in the
first and second stages (Figure 3.3) is given below.

3.3.1 In-depth interviews

In-depth interviews are one of the main primary data collection techniques
employed in a qualitative study (Legard et al., 2003). The use of in-depth
interviews is predicated on the assumption that meaning is embedded in people’s
experiences and accounts, which is then illuminated during conversations. It is
this feature that most distinguishes in-depth interviews from surveys and
observations. Interviews can be conducted in various ways: telephone, in-depth
(face-to-face), and internet-based (Robson and McCartan, 2016). In-depth face-
to-face interviews despite being resource intensive in terms of time and money,
due to the travelling required by the researcher, were preferred as they were
interactive, allowed flexibility in that the researcher could use a range of probes
during the interview, provided more detailed data (DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree,
2006). From a practical perspective, in-depth interviews have a high response
rate relative to telephone and internet-based interviews (Carley-Baxter, 2008)
and in Malawi, many rural people would not have had access to telephones or

internet services.

Three types of in-depth interviews can be defined based on the data collection
approach and the structure of the questions. These are fully structured, semi-
structured, and unstructured interviews. This study used semi-structured
interviews, which lie between the extreme of the structured and unstructured
interview. The semi-structured interviews provided flexibility whilst maintaining
consistency between interview with different participants (Legard et al., 2003;
Noor, 2008). Researchers typically use a guide as a checklist to cover the
required topics but at the same time both the researcher and interviewee are free
to discuss other issues not on the pre-designed checklist (Wengraf, 2004;
Robson and McCartan, 2016). Two generic interview guides (Appendices A and
B) were used targeting participants who were grouped into two categories (see
below). The topics addressed in the interview guide included general water

management, water policy and legislation, identification of stakeholders,
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involvement of stakeholders, and community institutions or structures which

facilitate engagement.

The interviews were conducted in all the three case study catchments. The
researcher spent six months collecting data during two phases: an exploratory
phase to characterise and select the case catchments between March and June
2016, and a detailed data collection phase between April and July 2017. The first
phase of data collection, March to June 2016, also served as a pilot study to
improve the design of the questions and to establish contacts for the second
phase of data collection (Patel, 2003). Figure 3.4 shows various aspects of
fieldwork while the researcher was undertaking data collection. The participants
were sought from different stakeholder groups to gain a variety of perspectives,

and came from the following organisations:

1) Government ministries, departments, and agencies: This included
government officials working directly with the Department of Water
Resources and other ministries and departments such as for forestry, land
resources, irrigation, agriculture, and the environment. Other participants
were sought from water utility companies, and the National Water
Resources Authority (NWRA).

2) NGOs, academics, private water-related companies, and international

water consulting companies.

3) Local communities living in the catchment, local chiefs and other leaders,

and government extension workers.

Participants were divided into two groups, based mainly on their role in water
resources management and whether they initiate engagement or not. In one
group, there were policymakers, which comprised of participants from the
government, NGOs, academics, private companies, and international water
consulting companies. These were considered to have the ability to engage rural
communities in water resources management. The other group comprised in the
rural community. This division was necessary to allow participants to answer

specific questions in line with the research objectives. This study employed a
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purposive sampling technique to recruit interview participants (Teddlie and Yu,
2007; Tongco, 2007). Two inclusion criteria were critical in the sampling
technique: the knowledge an individual had on water resources management;
and the willingness to participate in the interview (DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree,
2006) with respect to research ethics (see 3.6). Secondary inclusion criteria
included the age of the participant and the period someone has been working at
a particular position or stayed in a specific community. The age criterion was
mostly considered in the case of rural community members as certain

experiences were assumed to be obtained only after the age of 16.

Interviews were mainly conducted at the home of the participant or in a public
place such as a school or church for rural community members. For all other
participants, interviews were held at their offices. Three participants were sent
the interview questions by email because it was difficult to meet in person. A
phone conversation followed whenever the participant or researcher sought
clarifications. On average interviews lasted between 30 to 60 minutes. Interviews
were conducted in three languages: English, Chewa, and Tumbuka all of which

the researcher is fluent in.

3.3.2 Focus groups

Focus group discussions (FGD) were also employed in this research. Finch and
Lewis (2003, p. 171) noted that group discussions are different from in-depth
interviews in that they create a process where ‘interaction between group
participants generates data’. Thus participants’ ideas were shaped as the
discussions progressed. Interactions allowed the researcher to assume the role
of a listener, thereby providing the opportunity to accurately follow the discussion,
control the flow, and probe for more responses. The focus groups offered a more
natural environment with less influence from the researcher and participants
freely interacted amongst themselves. The focus group discussions in this study
served to validate claims or triangulate data collected from the in-depth
interviews. For instance, commonly cited issues (see findings in Chapters 4 and
5) raised during in-depth interviews across the catchments were further probed

in the focus group discussions. In this way, the individual claims made during the
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in-depth interviews were re-examined, verified, and triangulated. Participants in
focus groups were also divided into two categories of local communities and

policymakers. The size of the groups ranged from six to eight participants.

Whilst the focus groups were instrumental as an additional source of information
and thereby could be used for triangulating previously collected data (Yin, 2009),
they were also a key method for achieving research Objective 5 (see section 1.4)
which aimed to develop an engagement framework for rural stakeholders. Thus,
the focus groups were also used to develop a Theory of Change (ToC) framework
to identify the changes needed to engage rural communities in water resources
management at the catchment level. Van Es et al., (2015, p. 12) defined ToC as
“the ideas and hypotheses (‘theories’) people and organisations have about how
change happens”. Here, the ToC was developed using a five-stage procedure
developed by Vogel (2013, p. 8,9):

a) The context for the initiative

b) Long-term change

C) Sequence of events

d) Assumptions

e) Diagram and narrative summary

Participants for the focus group discussions were first introduced to the ToC
concept. Brief discussions on research objectives one to four of this thesis were
held to serve as the background and context for the development of the ToC.
Participants were then asked to discuss the long-term goal of (rural) stakeholder
involvement in water resources management. After identification of the final ‘goal’
for the ToC, they discussed ‘what and how’ to achieve it. These comprised of a
seqguence of events known as outcomes. Each event, as noted by Vogel, (2013,
p. 1), needed to lead to the desired goal. Discussion on the underlying
assumptions then followed the identification of the events/outcomes. For each
outcome, participants discussed what conditions were necessary for its
achievement. Several assumptions were identified (see details in Chapter 6). In
addition to assumptions, participants also discussed the underlying risks that
would prevent a particular event from taking place. Each discussion on the ToC
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was summarised in a diagram showing the goal, outcomes, assumptions and

risks.

3.3.3 Analysis of policy documents

Document review or research is a useful tool for data collection in case studies
(Mogalakwe, 2006; Ahmed, 2010). Yin (2009) suggested that the best use of
documents is when they are used to validate and augment evidence from other
sources of data such as in-depth interviews. Documents are defined by Guba and
Lincoln, (1981, p. 228) as “any written material other than a record that was not
prepared specifically in response to some requests from the investigator”. Typical
examples of the documents include files, statistical records, records of official

proceedings, and images (Silverman, 2006).

In this study, documentary research was employed to review and collect relevant
texts, and facts on the extent of stakeholder participation proposed in policy
versus what is on the ground. This was done on the basis that water policy and
legislation and other instruments guide the management of water resources
through mandates given to different stakeholders. The analysis of documentation
was also used to examine the formulation, periodic review, and implementation

of stakeholder policy and legislation.

The review explored and identified what caused the gap between what is within
policy and the actual implemented measures and programmes. The
documentation was analysed to identify thematic areas, sections, or articles
relating to policy and catchment management. Furthermore, the implementation
plan for IWRM and its actors were identified. The key structures (organisation
and implementation mechanisms) within the policy supporting the implementation
of IWRM were identified.

As Robson and McCartan (2016) have urged caution regarding the accuracy and
potential biases of documents that are not prepared by careful research. Here,
a careful selection of the relevant documents was undertaken to specifically align

with the research and focussed on obtaining original policy documents. The
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following main legal documents, authored by the Government of Malawi, were
obtained and reviewed in detail:

a) Water Resources Act (2013)

b) National Water Policy (2005)

C) Forest Policy (2016)

d) Catchment Management Guidelines (2016)
Other water-related policy documents reviewed include the Irrigation Policy,

Agriculture Policy and Environment Policy.
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Figure 3.4: Figures 3A-3D shows various aspects of fieldwork in Malawi
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3.4 Data management and analysis

The researcher personally conducted all data collection activities. During
fieldwork, data were recorded as verbatim transcripts of interviews or discussions
using an audio recorder and a notebook. These data were later transferred and
stored on a computer and an external hard drive as back-up. An example of
interview transcripts is presented in Appendix E. For full details of transcripts see

Appendices G and H.

The data were analysed qualitatively using thematic analysis (Maryring, 2004;
Braun and Clarke, 2006; Vaismoradi et al., 2013). Thematic analysis is defined
by Braun and Clarke (2006, p. 6) as “a method for identifying, analysing, and
reporting patterns (themes) within data”. It is similar to the framework analysis
developed by Ritchie and Spencer (1994) (cited in Srivastava and Thomson,
2009).

The data analysis used the framework developed by (Green et al., 2007) (see
Figure 3.5). As shown below (Figure 3.5) the process of data analysis is iterative,
and themes are inductively developed and linked directly to the data. The process
comprised of four steps. The first step was data immersion, which required
familiarisation with the data, and was done through reading and re-reading the
transcribed data. The transcription aided this familiarisation, as it provided the
researcher with the opportunity to listen to all the recorded audio files taken from
the field (Riessman, 1993, as cited in, Braun and Clarke, 2006, p. 17). Data
familiarisation was followed by coding, which involved identifying sentences from
the interview transcripts with themes relating to the research topic. A theme was
taken to be a recurring concept or idea in the interview transcripts which was
related to the research topic. The identified themes were further refined through
re-reading and comparison between the themes. A complete example of the

excel data sheet used for the thematic analysis is shown in Appendix F.
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STEP 1 STEP 2 ~ STEP 3 ” STEP 4
Data immersion ” Coding Creating categories Identifying themes
Water s politicised Political
will Weak
regulatory
Politicians delay decisions

framework
\ Politicians want votes
Dataset /

i
T T

I Governance and stakeholder engagement theories |

Figure 3.5: Four steps of data analysis used to generate qualitative evidence
(adapted from Green et al., 2007)

3.5 Data validation

As highlighted in section 3.2.2 above, a weakness of the case study approach as
a research strategy concerns the generalisability of the data. Hammersley (1992)
as cited in Lewis and Ritchie (2003, p. 264) described two categories of
generalisation: empirical and theoretical. Empirical generalisation deals with
transferability of the findings to other populations or settings, while theoretical
generalisation is concerned with concept generation and the extent to which

these can have a wider relevance.

Lewis and Ritchie (2003) noted that there are difficulties in using the two
generalisation criteria due to distinction failure. Hence, they proposed three
concepts of generalisation: representational, inferential, and theoretical. The first
links sample findings to populations. The second is the application of the findings
to other settings and contexts. The third involves a wider application of the

theoretical principles.

This study used the inferential generalisation as it was considered that findings

could be extrapolated (Patton, 2002) to other catchments within Malawi which
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have similar settings or contexts (see 3.1). In support of inferential generalisation,
Lincoln and Guba (1985) noted that congruency is what matters between what
they coined as the ‘sending context’ (where the study was done) and the
‘receiving context’ (where the findings can be applied). In this respect, sufficient
detail of the study catchments (sending context) has been provided, to allow the
reader to assess whether inferential generalisation may be possible to other

catchments in Malawi.

Another method employed in this study in handling reliability and validity has been
the use of multiple sources of information, which is in itself a critical characteristic
of a case study approach. The use of various methods is noted for offering
validation of data and findings through triangulation (Denscombe, 2007; Hesse-
Biber, 2010). For instance, commonly cited issues identified during in-depth
interviews across catchments were further probed in the focus-group
discussions. In this way, the claims were re-examined, verified and validated. In
some instances, there was cross-checking between different stakeholder groups
during in-depth interviews. For example, claims made by rural communities could
be verified by policymakers and vice versa, primarily when one group was
referring to another group. Corroboration among interview participants in different
catchments was a means of checking the reliability of data and was implemented

both during data collection and data analysis.

3.6 Ethical considerations

Ethics is an integral part of research, and its importance varies depending on the
methods of inquiry. Robson and McCartan (2016) note that whilst in surveys and
experiments, anonymity and confidentiality are straightforward, flexible and multi-
strategy designs such case studies, demands careful consideration. The
Cranfield University Research Ethics Committee approved fieldwork (approval
references: CURES/895/2016 and CURES/2492/2017) as a low-risk (Level 2b)

research/proposal. The following ethical principles were followed in this study:

e Participant consent — participation in the interview was not compulsory. Before
the interview, the researcher introduced the research context and aimed to

the participant. The rights of the participant were thoroughly outlined so that
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the participation was voluntary. Each participant signed a consent form (part
of the question checklist) accepting the interview and provision of contact
details such as phone or emails.

Confidentiality — participants were assured that actual names would not be
kept but rather anonymised to protect their identity. Participants were also
assured that the data is only accessible to the researcher and his two
supervisors. Transcripts and audio would be destroyed upon the completion
of the research.

Follow-up after research project completion — participants were given the
opportunity to request the interview transcripts if they were interested. Some
participants also asked for the results of the research to be shared with them.
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4 STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION, CATEGORISATION
AND ENGAGEMENT

This chapter presents results relating to research objectives 2 and 3 which
focussed on (i) the processes of stakeholder identification, categorisation, and
engagement; and (i) the factors influencing stakeholder participation in
catchment management. The practice of engaging stakeholders in natural
resources management is reviewed with emphasis on the rural community,
notably forests or catchments. The methods employed in data collection and
analysis are described, followed by a discussion of the key findings and their

implications.

4.1 Introduction

Stakeholder engagement guides organisations (e.g. a government, company, or
NGO) on how to engage other organisations or people who can affect or be
affected by the implementation of its decisions. Research has often shown that
projects can fail due to ineffective stakeholder engagement (Bourne and Walker,
2006; Missonier and Loufrani-Fedida, 2014). The benefits of stakeholder
engagement are however well documented and evident. For example, in
environmental management, it increases the quality of the outcome of a decision-
making process (Beierle, 2002; Brody, 2003). It helps to establish trust and
enhances legitimacy and acceptance of management policies and decisions
(Innes, 1996). It is known to help resolve conflicts (Alfredo et al., 2016; Furber et
al., 2016; Megdal et al., 2017). Participation also increases the likelihood of
compliance with rules and regulations thereby reducing the costs of enforcement
(Ong’or, 2005; Reed et al., 2008; Nikkhah and Redzuan, 2009; Nare et al., 2011).

Many government policies have included the principle of “public participation” to
ensure that the decision-making process is carried out by involving all relevant
stakeholders to achieve the set goals (Reed, 2008). In Malawi, for instance,
Principle 3.4.3 of the National Water Policy 2005 (GoM, 2005, p.6) states that;
“Water resources management shall be based on the concept of decentralisation

and local participation...” On a global scale, the participation principle is
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enshrined in many international policies. Notable environmental and water-
related policies with the public participation principle embedded in them are
presented in Box 4.1. The articles on public participation echo the importance of
engaging users and other stakeholders in the development and management of
water resources. Unfortunately, these articles have either remained in
international policy documents or only been replicated in national government
policies without being implemented effectively in practice. For example, Ker Rault
and Jeffrey (2008) highlighted several challenges of implementing public
participation within the European Water Framework Directive. Similarly, Kidd and
Quinn (2005) showed that several initiatives developed for shared watercourses
in Southern Africa provide for public participation, but these have been paper

exercises which have not been reflected in practice.
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“The public concerned shall be informed, either by public notice or individually as
appropriate, early in an environmental decision-making procedure, and in an adequate,
timely and effective manner...” Part of Article 6 section 2 of the Aarhus Convention on
Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-Making and Access to Justice in
Environmental Matters (UNECE, 1998, p. 9)

“Water development and management should be based on a participatory approach,
involving users, planners and policy-makers at all levels” Principle 2 of the Dublin

Statement on Water and Sustainable Development (Global Water Partnership, 1999, p. 9)

“Indigenous people and their communities, and other local communities, have a vital
role in environmental management and development because of their knowledge and
traditional practices. States should recognize and duly support their identity, culture
and interests and enable their effective participation in the achievement of sustainable
development”.

Principle 22 of the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development (UN, 1992, p. 4)

“Promote stakeholder engagement for informed and outcome-oriented contributions to
water policy design and implementation” OECD principle 10 of water governance (OECD,
2015, p. 12)

“Member States shall encourage the active involvement of all interested parties in the
implementation of this Directive, in particular in the production, review and updating of
the river basin management plans...” Article 14 of the EU Water Framework Directive
2000/60/EC (European Community, 2000, p. 16)

Box 4.1: Selected of the public participation principles embedded in international
policies (Sources: UN, 1992; UNECE, 1998; GWP, 1999; European Community, 2000;
OECD, 2015)

The stakeholder engagement concept guides implementation of the participation
principle. The concept defines the purpose for participation and enlists
stakeholders (Mitchell et al., 1997). The theory of governance, on the other hand,
informs public participation in water resources management, particularly in IWRM
which in itself is a participatory approach. Useful tools and frameworks such as
‘stakeholder analysis’ (Grimble and Wellard, 1997; Brugha and Varvasovszky,
2000; Reed et al., 2009), and the ‘stakeholder engagement wheel’ (Mott Lacroix
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and Megdal, 2016) have been developed to guide participation on a step by step
basis.

Common steps in stakeholder analysis tools include identification, categorisation,
and engagement. Stakeholder identification and categorisation are core steps
leading to meaningful engagement because it maps the primary (those having a
direct “stake”) and secondary (those having an indirect “stake”) stakeholders
(Manetti, 2011). Furthermore, there are other frameworks which are used for
evaluating the effectiveness of participation. One notable example is the earlier
work of Arnstein (1969) commonly known in participation literature as the “Ladder
of citizen participation”. It outlined eight steps in forms of rungs of a ladder in
which each rung represents the extent of citizens influencing the decision of an

agenda.

Recently, other frameworks have been developed which re-examined Arnstein’s
earlier work and proposed fewer steps. For instance, Cundy et al., (2013) used a
five-step framework comprising of inform, consult, involve, collaborate, and
empower while evaluating stakeholder engagement in environmental risk
management of contaminated sites within Europe. In a study of assessing
participation processes in the formulation of climate change policies and
strategies in Austria, Prutsch et al., (2017) utilised a framework with three steps:
informative, consultative, and decisional participation. Reilly et al., (2016) only
used a three-step framework with inform, consult, and involve included in their
study. In all the frameworks, each additional step implies a greater expected level
of participation.

Drawing on this literature, the three-step approach was considered to be ideal for
this study due to its simplicity. In particular, given the findings in the literature, it
was considered that the third step, ‘involve’ would be especially important for
improving the engagement of rural communities, as this would help to “ensure
that public concerns and aspirations were consistently understood and

considered in decision-making processes” (Cundy et al., 2013, p.286).

Despite well-documented evidence on the importance of stakeholder

engagement and a comprehensive procedure for its implementation, evidence
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shows that actual stakeholder participation in water management remains a
challenge in Malawi. Studies show that participation is the most critical problem
affecting natural resources management (Ferguson and Mulwafu, 2001; Laisi,
2009; Kamoto et al., 2013). Of particular importance is the participation of rural
communities who make up 80% of the country’s population and live close to water

sources (Malawi Government, 2010).

Rural livelihood activities have been shown to cause catchment degradation
across the country. For instance, studies in Lake Chilwa, Linthipe, South Rukuru
and Lufilwa, catchments show high rates of deforestation, polluted water
resources, and lack of proper sanitation due to unsustainable land use practices
(Malawi Government, 2015c, 2015b, 2015a). According to Wanda et al., (2014)
the population-poverty-environment nexus forces rural communities to engage in
charcoal businesses leading to deforestation in the Lunyangwa catchment.
Deforestation, in turn, has increased silt loads affecting the quality of water
abstracted by the Northern Region Water Board (NRWB), which supplies Mzuzu
and its surrounding settlements. In Likangala catchment, three studies (Chidya
et al., 2011; Pullanikkatil et al., 2015, 2016) have shown poor water quality due
to degrading land use practices by rural communities. Chimtengo et al., (2014)
while analysing the environmental flows of Rivirivi River catchment reported that
human activities were causing low environmental flows of water. Furthermore,
they noted a significant reduction in forest cover across the catchment. The
findings support the claim that it is mostly rural communities that cause catchment
degradation which in turn degrades catchment water sources and water quality
(Mangadze et al., 2016; Tanaka et al., 2016; Nascimento et al., 2018).

There is little literature exploring the participation of rural communities in
catchment management. Most research on rural community engagement has
concentrated on water supply (Kleemeier, 2000; Hope, 2015), sanitation (Nare et
al., 2011) and use through arrangements such as Water Users Associations
(WUA) (Adams and Zulu, 2015; Adams, 2018; Adams et al., 2018) and Water
Point Committees (WPC) (Gutierrez, 2007). Without a comprehensive analysis
of the current practice of rural stakeholder engagement, it is difficult to understand
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the complex relationships and dependencies between water resources

degradation, rural communities, and water policy.

4.2 Methods

A qualitative approach was used to explore the process of stakeholder
identification, categorisation and engagement and to identify the factors
influencing stakeholder participation in water resources management. The
approach constructed meaning and themes from perspectives of the people
(Snape and Spencer, 2003; Creswell, 2009). Participants for the study were
recruited purposively (Teddlie and Yu, 2007; Tongco, 2007) based on their
knowledge and willingness to participate in the interviews (DiCicco-Bloom and
Crabtree, 2006). Additional participants for the interviews were recruited using
snowball sampling (Atkinson and Flint, 2001) with initial participants then
identifying others. A detailed explanation of the methodology is given in Chapter
3.

4.2.1 Data collection

Data collection was conducted in three catchments (Linthipe, South Rukuru and
South West Lakeshore) in the central, northern, and central-south regions of
Malawi, respectively. Three methods: in-depth interviews, group discussions and
document analysis were used to collect data (see Chapter 3 for details). In-depth
interviews were conducted with a variety of participants sought from government
agencies, NGOs, academics and water experts (local and international). Another
group of stakeholders interviewed was the local community living near and
surrounding catchments including the local chiefs and other leaders and
government extension workers. During the interviews, stakeholders were split
into two groups: one composed of local communities and the other consisting of
all other stakeholders (government departments, ministries, water utility
companies, academics, private companies and NGOs representatives). The
division was based on participants’ roles and knowledge in water resources
management. This necessitated specific and relevant questions to be asked to
the two group of stakeholders and two different interview schedules were
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therefore developed (see Appendix A and B). Seventy-nine face-to-face

participants were interviewed altogether.

Focus group discussions provided a unique opportunity to collect data generated
through the interaction of participants. A discussion guide (Appendix D) was used
to make sure that participants focussed on issues that were relevant to the
research topic. The size of the focus groups ranged from six to nice people. As
with in-depth interviews, focus groups were held separately depending on the
category of stakeholders. Group discussions took place either in one of the
participant’s offices or in a conference room. For discussions among participants
from the local community, a public place was used such as the village church hall
(Figure 4.1). FGDs did not take place in South West Lakeshore as scheduling of
the meetings failed twice because participants were committed to their work or to
other business. Five focus groups were held between March to June 2016 and
April to July 2017.

Figure 4.1: Researcher with rural community members outside a village church
hall after a focus group discussion (Ntheta Village, TA Nyaluwanga, Nkhatabay-3
May 2017)
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4.2.2 Data analysis

The researcher personally conducted all the data collection activities. The
interview guides and fieldwork plans are shown in Appendices A to D. During
fieldwork, interview data were recorded using a notebook and/or an audio
recorder. The data were later transferred and stored on a computer and an
external hard drive. The data were analysed qualitatively using thematic analysis
(Maryring, 2004; Braun and Clarke, 2006). This method first involved data
familiarisation and this was achieved by reading and re-reading the transcribed
data. The transcription process itself supported data familiarisation as it provided
the research with the opportunity to listen to all the recorded audio files collected
during fieldwork. Data familiarisation was followed by coding, which took the form
of extracting sentences from the interview transcripts that were relevant to the
research topic. The coded data were then iteratively adjusted into sub-categories
that could be assigned into themes. Re-reading and comparison further refined
the identified themes (see Appendix F). Finally, once completed, a summary for

each theme was developed.

4.3 Results

A total of 79 in-depth interviews were conducted (Table 4.1). Twenty-four
interviews were conducted during the exploratory study (Phase |) and the
remainder (55) completed during the detailed study (Phase Il). Five focus groups
were held altogether, one during Phase 1 and four during Phase II. The results
are structured into the three key sections corresponding to those processes
identified as essential for effective stakeholder engagement through the literature
review: identification, categorisation, and engagement/participation of
stakeholders. The first part of the results presents the stakeholders identified by
participants as critical within the process of water resources management in
Malawi and groups them into different categories. The second part of the results
presents the extent to which the identified stakeholders are currently engaged

within that process and identifies the factors limiting the engagement process.
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Table 4.1: Summary of interviews (in-depth and FGD) conducted in Malawi

Phase & Duration Catchment In-depth interviews FGD
Phase | Linthipe 13 0
(March-June 2016) South Rukuru 11 1
South West Lakeshore 0 0
Total 24 1
Phase I Linthipe 16 2
(April -July 2017) South Rukuru 22 2
South West Lakeshore 17 0
Total 55 4

4.3.1 Commonly identified stakeholders

Interview participants identified the following stakeholders: government
ministries, departments and agencies, utility service providers (water and
electricity companies), non-governmental organisations (local and international
donors), and rural communities surrounding catchments. There was a similarity
regarding the typology of groups of stakeholders identified among the three study

catchments.

Despite the similarity in groups of stakeholders, some stakeholders were cited
more often than others in individual catchments and by individual interviewees.
For instance, the government and its agencies were cited most in Linthipe and
South Rukuru. But the rural community was the most commonly identified
stakeholder in South West Lakeshore. In most cases, a participant’s previous
interaction with a stakeholder determined their choice. Government officers often
cited other government departments and ministries as stakeholders. Less than
half (8 in 21) of the government officers identified rural communities as
stakeholders. In contrast, participants representing NGOs, service providers and
academics identified diverse lists of stakeholders comprising of government, local
authority, rural community, civil society, and the public. Table 4.2 show quotes
from a selection of participants to illustrate the range and variation in the

stakeholders identified across the catchments.
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Table 4.2: Types of stakeholders identified by in-depth interview participants

ID Typical illustrative quotes Identified stakeholder
e Forestry Department
01-L  “At the district level, we used to involve Forestry o Environymen? Affairs
department, Environmental Affairs Department, department
. e Metrological department
Metrological department, Land Resources, World e Land Resources
vision, DANIDA. Recently it is the same department
. . World Vision
Environmental Affairs Department, N we h ° . .
onmental Affairs Department, NGOs we had e Danish Development Aid
WASH project under UNICEF, and (DANIDA)
COMWASH?”...(Government officer) * NGOs
e UNICEF
e COMWASH
B o Forestry Department
03-L ... Only government stakeholders. But you know e NWRA
they were a number of stakeholders, and | cannot e Environment Affairs
. department
exactly recall who was involved apart from the « Lilongwe City Council
government officials. We [water utility company] e Lilongwe District Council
involve the Department of Forestry. In terms of * Ministry O_f Lands )
e Community leaders (chiefs)
pollution issues, we involve the NWRA,
Environmental Affairs, Lilongwe City Council,
Lilongwe District Council, and Ministry of Lands.
There are a lot of construction works taking place
between our intake point and the dams mainly in
Chigwirizano area so involve these stakeholders.
Even the locals themselves, the local leaders we
involve them”...(Water Utility Company official)
o ) ) e Rural communities
06-L  “For me, itis still the Community, extension o Extension service providers
services providers; in case of Malawi the local e Area Development
” Committees (ADCs)
government structures such ADCs, VDCs”...(Water «  Village Development
Regulatory Authority official) Committees (VDCs)
e Water Boards
14-L  “Water Boards/water services providers o Government departments
(government departments, NGOs), consumers, and ¢ NGOs
communities”...(Academician) ¢ Rural Communities
B ) L e Forestry Department
08- ...mainly at district, we have what we call DESC o Irrigation department
SR team, District Environmental Sub-Committee. There ¢ Land Resources
L department
are the forestry people, irrigation people, land e Water Resources
resources people, water people, environment Department
people, and fisheries” (Government officer) * Environment Affairs
department
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ID Typical illustrative quotes Identified stakeholder
e Fisheries department
i ) ) e Rural communities
11- “The communities, the NGOs (Water Aid, InterAide, Water Aid
SR World Vision, Water for People), the Ministry of e InterAide
: o e World Vision
Agriculture, Irrigation and Water «  Ministry of Agriculture,
Development”...(Local NGO representative) Irrigation and Water
Development
. B ) ) e  Rural communities
20- “Communities, Water Utility Companies, and City e Water utility companies
SR Councils. The communities it is because they live e City councils
close by and they go in the catchment! Moreover,
the city council controls waste disposal. Once they
have rules and regulations which are strong, it is
possible to reduce pollution and less cost of
treating the water. We (water board) are service
providers, and we get our resources/products from
the catchment”...(Water Utility Company official)
» i e Rural communities
09-  “Communities, Department. of water, agriculture, o Water Department
SWL NGOs [in Ntcheu we have United Purpose/Concern e  Agriculture department
; » e United Purpose (UP)
Universal, CUMO, SRBMP, TSP)”....(Local NGO e CUMO
representative) e Shire River Basin
Management Programme
(SRBMP)
e Training Support for
Partners (TSP)
. e Water Department
11- “Departments of water, forestry, Agriculture, land ¢  Forestry Department
SWL resources; communities and NGOs”...(Government e  Agriculture department
ffi e Land Resources
officer) department
e Rural Communities
e NGOs
o ) ) e Rural communities
12- “l would say communities surrounding a particular o Traditional Authority
SWL catchment, and local leadership [Village headmen ¢ Village headman
and TAs]”...(Water Utility Company representative)
. . o o e Rural communities
16-  “Primarily the communities who live in the o Legislators
SWL catchments as their actions directly impact on water ¢  Enforcers

resources. For example, deforestation changes the

way that water runs off the catchment (fast and
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ID Typical illustrative quotes Identified stakeholder

during and soon after rainfall events rather than
slowly released over time) and increases erosion
and sediment runoff and consequently increases
sedimentation of watercourses leading to increased
flooding and drought. Legislators and enforcers of
legislation are also key, especially in urban
catchments where polluters can effectively remove’
a water resource through pollution, like the Mudi in
Blantyre. But essentially it takes all stakeholders to
work together to make effective water resources
management happen — as per the principles of

IWRM?”...(Private company representative)

During the FGDs in Linthipe and South Rukuru, participants identified lists of
stakeholders which they considered to be vital in water resources management
(Table 4.3). The typology of stakeholders was similar to those identified by
individual participants during the in-depth interviews. The difference between the
stakeholders identified by the in-depth interviews (Table 4.2) and FDGs (Table
4.3) shows that it is important to build up a picture of the stakeholder landscape
from many different perspectives so that relevant stakeholders are not omitted or

forgotten.

Table 4.3: Summary of stakeholders identified during the five focus groups held in Malawi
between April 2017 and July 2017

Group of Identified stakeholder

stakeholder

Government Department of Water Resources  Ministry of Health
Department of Forestry Ministry of Transport
Department of Land Resources  Ministry of Tourism
Department of Wildlife and Parks Ministry of Justice

Department of Environment Ministry of Finance and Economic
Department of Energy and Planning
Mining

Companies lllovo Sugar Ltd Electricity Supply Commission of Malawi
Demeter Agriculture BWB
Salima Sugar CRWB
Eastern Produce LWB
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Group of Identified stakeholder
stakeholder

(private and Mzuzu Coffee NRWB

statutory Kawalazi Tea Estate SRWB
Tobacco companies

companies)

Public Youth Local leaders
Women Farmers
Politicians (MPs, Councillors) Community members
Religious Leaders Academics
Media

NGOs/Civil African Development Bank UNDP

Society World Bank . UNICEF
European Union BADEA

The process suggested that no pre-existing lists of stakeholders existed within
any of the organisations represented by the participants. Stakeholders were
therefore identified according to the experience and knowledge of the
participants. Some participants hinted that the financial resources particular
organisations provided for various water-related management activities

influenced their choices.

They provide funds, so we hold meetings... Like UNICEF has been quite instrumental in

terms of funding

Government officer-Ministry Headquarters

Rural communities were identified as stakeholders based on their livelihood
dependency on catchments since the catchments provided farmland, water, and
energy in the form of firewood to surrounding communities. Findings also
established that there was no systematic stakeholder categorisation approach
known to the participants, regarding the grouping of stakeholders, whether based
on their levels of influence and interest in water resources management or any
other criteria, confirming that systematic engagement processes for stakeholders

did not exist.
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4.3.2 Levels of stakeholder participation in water policy formulation
and review

The extent to which the identified stakeholders were engaged varied from one

catchment to another and between different stakeholder groups. There were also

variations regarding the engagement of stakeholder groups throughout the

different phases of water policy development (formulation/review and

implementation phases). Outlined below are the findings for each catchment on

the extent of participation.

Linthipe: Sixteen participants (five rural community members and 11 policy
makers and service providers) were asked about the extent of stakeholder
participation in water resources management in Linthipe. Seven of the 11 policy
makers and service providers acknowledged their participation. Two of the eleven
participants said they were not involved while one mentioned having been
consulted, and one noted that he/she was only made aware of the stakeholder
engagement process. Participants who expressed a lack of engagement or were
only ‘informed’ suspected educational qualification and rank within government
determine their involvement. One of them stated “maybe they are looking at [my]
qualification | do not know. Or they may just be looking at someone with a
Master’s degree, thus what | am thinking about” (Government official at the

Ministry headquarters).

Policy makers and service providers were explicitly asked to comment on rural
community engagement. Eight of the 11 participants observed that rural
communities are often left out in most of the policy processes. The three
participants, who acknowledged involving rural communities, explained they did
so through community leaders, mostly the traditional authority. However, most
rural community participants disagreed that such engagement had ever
happened as they never recalled that their traditional authority had provided them
with information about this. This contradiction raises concerns about whether
adequate follow-up work is undertaken by policy makers and service providers to
ensure that traditional authorities disseminate the information given to them

during meetings where they represent their tribes.
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There has never been a day when the traditional authority had called for a feedback

meeting to brief us

Community member

Most (80%) of the rural community members recalled that they had not been
engaged in water resources management by policy makers or service providers.
Only one participant said that consultants once approached him. However, he
noted that the consultant's questions were generic and not specific to water.
Some service providers echoed the lack of engagement expressed by rural
community participants. One participant from the National Water Resources
Authority (NWRA), a water regulatory authority, observed that rural community
engagement is only undertaken in water utilisation and sanitation with little focus
on catchment management. The participant noted that WPCs, which are only
involved in the care and maintenance of boreholes or shallow wells, had been
established in most parts of the country. However, no specific committees had
been set up in the communities to manage catchment conservation and

protection activities.

South Rukuru: Almost half of the policy makers, private and public companies,
government agencies providers reported being involved in water policy
processes in South Rukuru. These were mostly government officers stationed at
headquarters and regional offices. Three participants reported that the extent of
their engagement had reached consultation level. They stated that consultants
hired to review policy and other regulations would come only to ask a few
guestions. Participants were not sure if their views were eventually taken into

consideration.

Furthermore, one participant indicated that the engagement process was limited
to policy reviews while the policy formulation was left to senior management.
Participants (representing local NGOs) while acknowledging participating in most
government policy processes, categorically stated that so far they had not been
engaged in water-related policy processes. This might mean that few water policy
formulations or reviews are not carried out, or as observed in the Linthipe

catchment and suggested here by three participants serving in government, that

76



qualification and position determine participation in policy-making processes. As
in Linthipe, policy makers and service providers in South Rukuru claimed that
communities were represented in workshops discussing policy processes.
However, it was stated that generally, only Water User Associations (WUAS)
members represent rural communities in workshops. Most of the policy makers
and service providers (9 of 13) said local communities were are not engaged in

the policy process at any stage.

All nine rural community participants reported that they had never been engaged
in policy processes. Very few (2 of 9) reported being aware of regulations relating
to water management. The awareness of regulation was reported to have been
facilitated by NGOs and irrigation clubs. Participants in the FGD also echoed the
lack of engagement of rural communities. They added that extension workers in
the community concentrated on agronomic practices. WUA committee members
present during the FGD said that they had not been invited to attend policy-
related workshops, contradicting the comments made by policy makers and
service providers about the engagement of WUAs in water resource policy
development. Two village chiefs who were part of the FGD also reported that they

had never been invited to represent their respective villages.

South West Lakeshore: All six participants from the government reported that
they had not engaged in stakeholder participation activities for water resources
management. In addition, they stated that rural communities were also not
engaged. A participant representing the local water utility company also reported
to have not engaged in water policy formulation or review. Four participants from
NGOs stated that they had also not engaged in water policy formulation and
review processes. One of them reported acting as the organisation’s liaison
officer on government projects and meetings including those discussing policy
processes. However, the participant recalled having never attended water policy-
related meetings. One participant working for an international consulting
company in a catchment management project said that their company had no
role in policy formulation and review. The participant, however, through the

activities the company was implementing, observed that there was low interest in
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catchment management amongst farmers. The participant stated that poverty
deterred rural communities from participating. Farmers were too busy meeting
basic livelihood needs and catchment management activities in this context were

considered to be less important.

Most often, they are just too busy trying to survive to bother about such matters

International Consulting Company representative/Catchment Management Expert

All five rural community members interviewed indicated that they had never been
engaged in water policy formulation and review processes. This lack of
participation of rural communities demonstrates that stakeholders from rural
areas are often not incorporated in environmental management decision-making

processes.

The evidence from each catchment presented above show that levels of
stakeholder engagement varied depending on stakeholder type and to a lesser
extent on the catchment. Most of the participants’ responses on engagement in
policy processes referred to policy formulation and review processes. Policy
makers and service providers across catchments expressed relatively high levels
of participation in policy implementation through the various activities they
undertook. On the other hand, findings showed low levels of participation for rural
communities. Participants noted that challenges in the implementation of the
policy were found to profoundly relate to the lack of engagement of stakeholders

in the policy formulation and review stage.

4.3.3 Factors limiting rural stakeholder participation

Twenty-four factors were identified from the thematic analysis as barriers to
stakeholder participation in water policy formulation and review and included
factors affecting rural stakeholders both directly and indirectly. The direct factors
prevented stakeholders themselves from engaging in the process, whilst the
indirect factors affected policy makers and service providers mandated to engage
rural stakeholders, thus having a ‘knock-on’ effect on the participation of rural

stakeholders. Table 4.4 summarises the barriers identified, their descriptions, and
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selected quotes from interview transcripts. The factors identified were found to
be similar across the three catchments.

Table 4.4: Barriers to stakeholder participation identified by interview participants

Factors identified  Description/Definition Selected typical illustrative quotes

Demand for Community members “The issue of handouts has destroyed our

allowance often participate in communities. If you go there without /et’s
environmental say a drink or without an allowance

N =16

management when they
are given money as a per
diem or allowance for
attending any activity they
are invited to

[money], people will say “no”. We will not
come, we are not attending.”

(Government Officer-District Office)

“If they [community] feel that they are
called to meetings or activities for which
[community] are not going to get any
money, they perceive and think that such
meetings or activities are useless.”

(Government officer-District office)

“Sometimes community members will first
ask? Who is coming? If its government
they will shun to come and participate
because these people love allowances
and they know that the government does
not give allowances.” (Government
Officer-District office)

Lack of awareness

or sensitisation

There is a general lack of
awareness or
sensitisation of the water
policy and legislation
among the
public/stakeholders and
mostly among rural

communities

“I think its lack of proper sensitisation by
the service providers — different
messages or meeting different people and
messages are distorted” (Agricultural

extension officer)

“We are not sensitising much concerning
the benefits of managing the
environment.” (Government Officer-

District office)
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Factors identified

Description/Definition

Selected typical illustrative quotes

“But we need to go a step further to
sensitise and conduct awareness
meetings on the policies that we have so
that the communities are aware.”

(Government Officer-Regional office)

Inadequate
budgetary
allocation

N=9

The water sector,
especially the regional
and district/local offices
are not allocated enough
funds by the treasury to
carry out key programs
including water policy
formulation and

implementation

“But the barrier to participation may be its
resources; we are not reaching out.”

(Academic)

“I think number one is resources. Because
what happens if you want to engage every
partner who is an interested party in water
resources in that particular area you need
to spend on which most of the stakeholder
organisation do not have that budget.”

(Government Officer-Regional office)

“Another thing is fewer funds. For
example, as a District Water Officer for
me to reach out to these communities, the
funding | receive known as ORT [Other
Recurrent Transactions], it is just very
small, and so | cannot manage to reach
out to the communities with the message
concerning catchment management.”

(Government officer-District office)

Lack of interest

N=7

Members of the rural
community are not
interested in catchment

management

“Poverty and lack of interest in, caused by
a lack of understanding of the need for,
effective management.” (International

consultant)

“People seem to have town life, and so
they do not care.” (Government officer-

District office)

“People do not care and are not

interested.” (Forestry extension officer)
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Factors identified

Description/Definition

Selected typical illustrative quotes

Poor regulatory

enforcement

N=6

Despite water policy and
legislation being
available, it is not
comprehensively

enforced on the ground

“Enforcement is an issue in government.
Several factors contribute to the low levels
of enforcement.” (Government officer-

Regional office)

“The government is weak; whenever we
are meeting, they need to make sure that
they enforce just to make sure that
policies are implemented.” (NGO

representative)

Lack of political will

N =4

Water management has
not been the priority of
the government in power;
politicians prefer to
please electorate rather
than objectively
implement water policy

objectives

“Politicians they want only projects that
can be done in a short period rather than
the longer time.” (Government officer-

Regional office)

“Political interference, because some
politicians want to buy favours from the
community. So basically when you
advocate for one thing, for example
restricting people to do something
politicians come and say no go ahead,

you can do this.” (NGO representative)

Un-harmonised
policies and

activities

N=4

Un-harmonised policies
and activities confuse

stakeholders

“It is unharmonised programme
implementation but at the same time we
do not want that harmonisation just
because we feel that we will lack
participants or the participants will be very

few.” (NGO representative)

“There is no harmonisation-they don’t
know to what extent they are to do their

work.” (NGO representative)

“There is no harmonisation of activities.
Everyone does their way. You find three

or four NGOs are doing the same thing in
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Factors identified

Description/Definition

Selected typical illustrative quotes

a particular area.” (Private company

representative)

Ownership
complexities/land

tenure system

N=4

Rural communities
perceive forests
(catchments) as
government property and
are hence not obliged to

protect it

“Ownership-most communities do not feel
that it is their forest-they don’t get benefits
from it so they cannot participate.”

(Government officer-Regional office)

“The main barrier for me what | can say is
lack ownership. It is one of the main
barriers because the government owns
most of the catchments it seems, farmers
do not own them.” (Government officer-

District office)

“The biggest problem now is that there is
no sense of ownership. For instance, they
do not take that the catchment belongs to

them.” (Government Officer-District office)

Poor information

flow

N =4

Information on water
resources management is
not comprehensively
shared amongst key

stakeholders

“Limited circulation of information of
interventions amongst stakeholders.”

(NGO representative)

“They are not knowledgeable of the
practices we are bringing in as | have said
that they are not part of making some

laws.” (Agricultural extension officer)

Lack of human
capacity at the

catchment level

N=3

Catchment management
committees have not yet
formed to lead in the
implementation of water
management activities at
catchment; there are very
few extension workers
under departments of

forestry and water

“We are looking at staffing levels. You find
that the vacancy rates in these
ministries/departments that are supposed
to enforce these rules are very high in
such a case that one officer may not
adequately enforce.” (Government

Officer-Regional office)

“We used to have forestry guards but
nowadays those structures are not there,

or they are becoming weaker and
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Factors identified

Description/Definition

Selected typical illustrative quotes

weaker.” (Government Officer-District

office)

Poverty

N=3

Rural communities are
impoverished and would
rather spend the time on
their survival than
catchment management;
Poverty forces rural
communities to rely on
catchments for livelihood
and some activities are in
conflicts with catchment
protection and

conservation

“Another thing is poverty. It is poverty that
forces the community to expect something
from the service providers.” (NGO

representative)

“Economic barriers-people are poor.
Over-dependence on natural resources. |
would that is the biggest challenge.”

(Catchment agency representative)

Resistance to

change

N=3

Rural communities do not
want to embrace change
— it is difficult to resolve
with other alternative

livelihoods

“Reluctant to change — for them to change
we need really to convince them. If we
want them not to cut trees, we need to
convince them and perhaps give then
other [livelihood] options.” (Government

officer-Headquarters)

“The other barrier is in some
communities/catchments is the lack of
understanding —lack of understanding |
would combine it with poor mindset.”

(Government officer-District office)

Cultural barriers

N=2

Women easily engage in
developmental activities
compared to men; cultural
beliefs/rituals may impede

catchment management

“One it has to do with cultural
beliefs....Men will only be involved in
activities which have to do with income
while women will always get involved in
any developmental work even if there is

no money.” (NGO representative)

“Culture — if it is contrary to what they
believe in then it requires a lot to convince

the community on catchment
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Factors identified

Description/Definition

Selected typical illustrative quotes

management.” (Government officer-

Headquarters)

Misinterpretation of

democracy

N=2

Democracy is wrongly
interpreted to mean public
activities should not be
forced on people and if so
people should be paid;
There is no longer
respect of rural
community leadership as
compared to before
(1994) the multiparty
system was introduced in

Malawi

“The main barriers especially with this
time with democracy. You know these
days as opposed to the past when the
village headman calls for a meeting
whether an environmental meeting or any
other meeting, people these days have
the right to say | am not going to attend
your meeting | am busy.” (Government

officer-Regional office)

Poor coordination

N=2

There is a lack of
coordination among key
stakeholders in
implementing some

activities

“Lack of stakeholder coordination.” (NGO

representative)

“One is poor coordination among

stakeholders” (NGO representative)

Non-recognition of
existing
engagement

structures

N=2

Key established
structures through which
developmental activities
are supposed to be
channelled both at the
district and community
level are engaged,;
Government is also not
following up with those

defaulting the practice

“Donors are result-oriented kinds of

people who want results. So what they do
is that if you have an organisation and you
want to do conservation agriculture, [they]
go and meet farmers and do conservation
agriculture.” (Government officer-Regional

office)

“As much as we (NGOs) are given
freedom of doing things but | think
Government has a role to make NGOs

accountable.” (NGO representative)

Pressure on local

NGOs from donors

N =2

NGOs which implement
water-related or
catchment-related

programs claim to have

“We feel that we will lack participants or
the participants will be very few.... for
example in area A we are targeting 2800

households so for us to get the 2800
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Factors identified

Description/Definition

Selected typical illustrative quotes

pressure from the donor
to deliver results — hence
sometimes
implementation of
programs have followed
shortcuts; handouts are
also given to buy
participation, and hence

competition is created

households by the end of the project we
have to make sure that even the donor if
you target may be 100, then it will be a

negative to you.” (NGO representative)

High illiteracy levels

N=2

Rural communities have
low literacy levels and
hence have difficulty

grasping concepts

“Literacy levels — [rural communities] feel
it is a waste of time” (Government officer-

District office)

“Also literacy levels have affected the
participation — there are difficulties in

understanding.” (NGO representative)

Training prioritised
over actual
implementation of

activities

N=1

There is a tendency to
concentrate in capacity
building regarding the
training of personnel at
the expense of actual
activities implemented on

the ground

“We have spent too much time on
development and capacity building but
less on implementing the real activities
[?]. we do not have tangible things that
can be shown in implementing the policy”

(Government officer-District office)

Implementing
competing

programs

N=1

Programs for catchment
management have
sometimes been
designed to work hand in
hand with other programs
such as road construction
or school construction —
mostly participation has
been accorded to other
activities other than
catchment management
because of the benefits

perceived

“Catchment management is just a
component or a subset of a particular
huge programme, and because of the
technical aspects of the catchment
management you find that most of the
communities they would prefer to engage
in the other activities which are easier and
more profitable than activities relating to
catchment management.” (Government

officer-District office)
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Factors identified  Description/Definition

Selected typical illustrative quotes

Land

unavailability/land

Lack of arable land has
forced people to cultivate

tenure system in protected catchment

“The other issue is land availability. Some
don’t have land in the upper areas, and so

they only concentrate on dambo/dimba.”

N=1 areas (Government officer-District office)

No punitive Water policy and “But as compared to other countries like

measures legislation lack punitive Tanzania, you find that they have got
measures that would strong laws if you cut a tree you are given

N=1

deter catchment

degradation

a very big penalty, and as a result, people
are managing.” (Government officer-

District office)

Poor priority setting  The government may

by government have other priorities other

than water
N=1

“The priorities of government — they have
other priorities even if we understand that
food production is water, health is water,
this one is water but what is appealing to
the political [eye] is what is playing the
biggest part. We know water is life but for
them, water is drilling boreholes, and any
infrastructure or any other infrastructure
beyond that should be a special project.”

(Catchment Agency representative)

High levels of Those entrusted with

corruption enforcement of the policy

and legislation are corrupt
N=1

“But we are also looking at issues to do
with corruption because some officers
may not enforce these laws because they
are corrupt they are getting something
from doing that. Especially those cutting
down trees for charcoal some of them
they bribe the officers.” (Government

officer-Regional office)

Poor engagement The approach of

mechanisms engagement has been for

long top-down
N=1

(I think it is the approach we take. It is
always top-down approach instead of
taking the bottom-up approach.”

(Government officer-Headquarters)

Note: 'N' denotes the number of participants whose transcripts contain the respective barrier
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The most cited factors emerging from the thematic content analysis included the
following: (a) demand for allowance; (b) inadequate awareness or sensitisation
of the water policy and legislation among stakeholders; (c) limited financial
resources allocated by treasury for water resources management; (d) lack of
general interest in catchment management by stakeholders mainly rural
communities; (e) poor regulatory enforcement; (f) political will or interference; (g)
unharmonised policies and programs; (h) ownership complexities; and (i)

ineffective information flow amongst stakeholders.

The frequency of citation (N) (Table 4.4) for each factor varied among
catchments. For example, the most cited factors in Linthipe were lack of
awareness, demand for allowances, and inadequate enforcement mechanisms.
In South Rukuru, the most common factors cited were demand for allowances,
poor information flow, limited financial resources, un-harmonised policies and
activities, and failure to follow the existing local engagement structures by service
providers. Demand for allowances was the single most cited barrier in South West
Lakeshore catchment. The most cited barriers are not necessarily the most
critical factors. Less frequently identified barriers, such as weak punitive
measures provided for in the policy and legislation was only mentioned in South
West Lakeshore but could deter practices such as deforestation which lead to

water resource degradation.

The identified factors influencing participation as outlined in Table 4.4 were found
to be strongly inter-linked displaying a cause-effect relationship. Using a cause-
effect analysis (Mayne, 2008), the factors were divided into three groups of
barriers: primary, secondary, and tertiary barriers (Figure 4.2) based on the rate
of occurrence. The ‘primary’ (or immediate) barriers were often the underlying
causes for non-participation of local communities and manifested more earlier
than other factors. Most commonly if the primary/immediate factors are not
addressed led to secondary or tertiary factors limiting stakeholder engagement.
The secondary (or intermediate/penultimate) barriers usually occurred following
the primary barriers more especially if not addressed. The tertiary barriers most
often manifested itself after both primary and secondary barriers have occurred.
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For instance, most rural communities are poor and are interested in livelihood
activities that would bring them basic needs such as food and shelter hence the
primary barrier for participation is poverty. Since communities are poor, they will
always be looking forward to engaging themselves in community programmes
which offer monetary incentives and hence they demand allowance (secondary
barrier) for their participation. When their expectations are not met, they no longer
have any interest (tertiary barrier) in catchment management activities. One

participant described the cause-effect scenario as follows:

Another thing is poverty. It is actually poverty that forces the community to expect

something from service providers

Government officer-District office

The barriers grouping based on the rate of occurrence in Figure 4.2 however
does not mean entirely mean that primary factors are the most important. In fact,
the factors apart from primary barriers influencing secondary barriers and so on,
it was noted that barriers within a category could also affect each other. For
instance, both limited financial resources and lack of awareness were
categorised as secondary barriers. However, lack of awareness was partly

caused by inadequate funds from service providers.
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Figure 4.2: Identified barriers to rural stakeholder participation in water resources management and its cause-effect relationship



In addition to the categorisation of barriers (Figure 4.2) based on the cause-effect
approach, barriers were thematically divided. Seven major themes (Figure 4.3)
were identified under which each of the 24-barriers were classified. The major
themes included: weak regulatory frameworks and mechanisms; inadequate
resources; poor coordination; high level of corruption; lack of commitment and
ownership, cultural factors; and resistance to change. The categorisation does
show not only similar barriers grouped together but also the level of influence and
intervention. It shows whether the factor’s influence is at the individual, national
or international level. This detailed analysis, therefore, helps policymakers and
service providers to design programme interventions that would address a
particular barrier. For instance, cultural beliefs or land availability mostly operates
at an individual level while an unharmonised policy is a national barrier that an

individual rural stakeholder cannot control.
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Figure 4.3: Barriers of rural stakeholder engagement classified based on theme and level of influence and intervention
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4.4 Discussion

4.4.1 Stakeholder identification process

Stakeholder identification is the first step in the process of engagement, and its
core purpose is to identify relevant stakeholders for a particular issue or problem.
Cundy et al., (2013) noted that often the range of water resources stakeholders
IS broad necessitating a process to allow the most relevant stakeholders to be
chosen. This research showed that individual officers in the government and
other service providers mostly undertake stakeholder identification. They often
do not consult. For successful engagement, however, studies (Glicken, 2000;
Conde and Lonsdale, 2004; Krupa, 2016; Spangenberg et al.,, 2018) have
recommended the use of a mixture of methods and tools to ensure that as many

relevant stakeholders as possible can be identified.

Methods used for stakeholder identification include focus-group, interviews and
snowball sampling (Reed et al.,, 2009). While stakeholder identification by
individual government officers as currently used in Malawi is comparatively
straightforward, less time consuming, and cheap, critics argue that this approach
is limited since individual knowledge may be inadequate and individual interests
and motivations biased, affecting the identification process (Huesemann, 2002;
Krueger et al., 2012). The frequent omission of rural stakeholders from the list of
identified stakeholders in Malawi illustrates how personal motivations and
interests can result in poor stakeholder selection choices. Rural stakeholders are
omitted in water policy formulation and review despite the rural community’s
influence and role in catchment protection and conservation. Failure to recognise
rural communities as stakeholders at the onset of projects and policy formulation

makes it more challenging to involve them later.

Furthermore, since much ‘professional opinion’ takes the view that stakeholders
are in most cases “self-evident” or “self-construed” (Reed et al., 2009), it often
excludes key stakeholders. In contrast, the face-to-face interviews and the FGDs
created comprehensive lists of stakeholders, reinforcing the need to use a

mixture of methods for identifying relevant stakeholders.
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The omission of rural stakeholders in water resources management could also
be the result of the criteria used in the identification process. A stakeholder’'s
ability to provide funds for water resource management activities was one of the
criteria often used by the government. Rural communities, however, cannot afford
to contribute financial resources to such an exercise. The absence of the critical
consideration of criteria for selecting stakeholders is an indication that problems

and boundaries are not well defined (Butler and Adamowski, 2015).

In this study, as policymakers and service providers viewed the role of rural
community members in terms of the implementation of measures and
programmes that had already been decided, rural communities tended to be
viewed as stakeholders only at the policy implementation stage. Most policy-
makers and service providers did not see the importance of engaging with the
rural community during formulation and review of the policy. However, best
practices for stakeholder engagement demands the identification of all relevant
stakeholders as early as possible to ensure their engagement and representation
throughout the policy processes (Reed, 2008; Butler and Adamowski, 2015;
Megdal et al., 2017).

Early identification of relevant stakeholders allows policymakers and service
providers to engage stakeholders as early as possible. It ensures that
stakeholders are entirely aware of activity and clearly understand their role and
participation. Omitting rural communities at the policy formulation and review

stage will reduce their participation at the implementation stage.

4.4.2 Assessing the extent of stakeholder participation in water
resources management

Several engagement spectrums (Arnstein, 1969; Luyet et al., 2012; Cundy et al.,
2013; Rellly et al.,, 2016) have previously been developed to help guide the
evaluation of engagement process. Each step in the spectrum (Cundy et al.,
2013; Reilly et al., 2016) is associated with a level of participation that involves
increasing interaction and engagement (Figure 4.4). The increasing interaction
and engagement, according to Arnstein's (1969) and Reilly et al., (2016) also

means incorporating views from stakeholders into the decision-making process.
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Increasing stakeholder interaction and engagement .
-~

Figure 4.4: Spectrum of stakeholder engagement showing levels of participation
(adapted from Reilly et al., 2016)

The commonest level of participation in water resources management achieved
in Malawi for rural communities was ‘informed’. Arnstein (1969) while developing
the ‘ladder of citizen participation’ noted that when participation ends at
information or consultation levels, it is measured by how many people attend
meetings, take home brochures, or answer questionnaires. This does not lead to
an improved quality of decision-making in the policy processes. Manzungu (2002)
referred to such participation as a “mere headcount” of stakeholders. In Section
4.2.1 above, it is apparent that low levels of rural stakeholder engagement are
often the result of ignoring key methodological steps (Figure 4.5) in the process
of stakeholder analysis (Reed et al., 2009; Butler and Adamowski, 2015). These
steps demand to engage stakeholders appropriately and systematically in an
‘engagement plan’ (Cundy et al. 2013). Figure 4.5 shows one approach as to how

that engagement and the interlinked steps could be achieved.
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Figure 4.5: Steps used in the process of engaging stakeholders (after Reed et al.,

Grimble and Chan (1995) and Lawrence and Deagen (2001) have shown that
meaningful stakeholder engagement and effective project implementation can
largely depend on correct categorisation of the identified stakeholders. Also,
Vente et al., (2016) reported that appropriate stakeholder representation and

engagement methods are some of the most critical factors affecting outcomes of

One of the apparent limitations in public participation is that it is an expensive
process that would require a large number of stakeholders to engage

constructively in water management. However, by using the appropriate steps,



optimisation is possible, thereby achieving quality engagement. Henisz et al.,
(2014) for instance, showed that stakeholder engagement, which includes
stakeholders with known “stakes” could bring enormous benefits to an
organisation implementing a particular project. Targeted engagement, however,
requires stakeholders to be carefully identified and then categorised.
Categorisation leads to more cost-effective participation as appropriate methods

can then be used to engage specific groups of stakeholders.

There are numerous methods for stakeholder categorisation including card
sorting (Hare and Pahl-Wostl, 2002), cooperation versus competition (Reed and
Curzon, 2015), influence and interest matrices (De Lopez, 2001; Reed et al.,
2009), Q-methodology (Ockwell, 2008), radical transactiveness (Hart and
Sharma, 2004) and urgency versus legitimacy versus influence (Mitchell et al.,
1997). However, none of these methods was employed in Malawi. It was found
that there was no particular method used for stakeholder categorisation. It could
not be established whether the absence of stakeholder categorisation was the
result of policymakers lacking knowledge in the methods or otherwise. However,
when ‘influence and interest matrices’ were introduced and used in one of the
group discussions, most participants acknowledged being not aware of the

method.

4.4.3 Barriers to rural stakeholder engagement

The responses from policy makers, service providers, and community members
in three catchments show that a range of complex factors (Table 4.4) can limit
rural stakeholder participation in water resources management. The findings also
showed that within the broader context of water management other components
such as catchment management (protection and conservation of catchment) are
neglected, particularly in developing countries, raising questions regarding the
practicality of IWRM implementation. Most developing countries prioritise their
focus on specific pressing issues such as water supply, utilisation, and sanitation.
The prioritisation, by developing countries such as Malawi, is because of the
struggle with economic water scarcity (Seckler et al., 1998) where supply and

distributional infrastructure is limited. The water sector has thus prioritised supply
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and utilisation at the expense of catchment management, which is so critical
particularly in the context of water stressors such as climate change and

population increase.

Among the various factors identified, economic factors as shown in (Figure 4.2
and 4.3) influenced engagement to a greater extent than social and political
factors. For example, participants suggested that poverty had a ‘knock-on’ effect
on several other factors, affecting the participation of rural communities through
demands for allowances, corruption, and reluctance to change (Figure 4.2). Rural
communities mostly focussed on economic needs because of its immediate
impacts on their livelihoods. As such, they were not interested in activities such
as catchment protection and conservation which did not solve their immediate
livelihood problems. These findings support earlier studies that reported that
poverty leads to natural resources degradation (Scherr, 2000). This also explains
why community forest management has not been successful in Malawi
(Pinyopusarerk et al., 2014). High levels of poverty and lack of opportunity have
forced rural communities to engage in the production of charcoal for sale in urban
areas which has caused deforestation. Despite knowing about the effects of
deforestation on water resource management, rural communities have resisted

change because they would lose income.

Most barriers identified in this study were not unique to Malawi. They have been
identified in other studies (Irvin and Stansbury, 2004; Petts, 2004; Tseng and
Penning-Rowsell, 2012). However, this study showed that there are new factors
such as the demand for allowances or per diems. Per diems are usually payments
made to cover expenses while travelling during extended periods (Erasmus et
al., 2017). It has varied uses including reimbursements for travel-related
expenses (Vian et al., 2013; Sanner and Seebg, 2014). Allowances encourage
participation at professional developmental meetings or workshops (Skage et al.,
2015). They have been reported to motivate participants while undertaking
strenuous activities (Vian et al., 2013) and act as incentives that increase the job
satisfaction of employees (Nkamleu and Kamgnia, 2014), especially where per
diems exceed salaries (Ridde, 2010).
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The evidence collected here show that rural communities in Malawi are
increasingly making these payments a pre-requisite to any form of engagement.
The demand for allowances has paralysed several catchment activities and
programmes implemented by the government and other service providers since
they do not have the resources to pay them. The government often does not
budget for allowances to be made to the rural community. Therefore, most rural
stakeholders only participate in activities implemented by NGOs as they have the
financial capacity to pay for allowances. This has created conflicts between
NGOs and the government as the government finds it increasingly difficult to

involve stakeholders in its own engagement activities.

In addition, there are inconsistencies as to how much should be given to
participants in a particular activity and whether a standard rate should be
established and adopted by all service providers. There have been attempts to
develop harmonised guidelines for fuel payments and allowances made by
donors and NGOs. However, such guidelines tend to apply only to salaried
employees (mainly civil servants) (Malawi Government, 2013a). The present
guidelines do not include allowances for members of the rural community or the

general public.

The growth of allowances has created a culture where personal financial gains
overshadow true agendas for the policy meetings and the question as to whether
it should be legitimate to pay allowances to rural community members attending
meetings or workshops or implementing particular activities remains an

unresolved issue in Malawi.

This study has also highlighted that the barriers to stakeholder participation in
water resource management overlap. The interlinkage of barriers helped to
identify factors (primary barriers) limiting participation. For example, despite
inadequate financial resources being one of the most common barriers to
participation in Malawi, it was viewed here as an intermediary barrier, having
been also caused by lack of political will and poor priority setting by the

government (see Figure 4.2).
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The identified interlinkages also provided insight as to how a barrier's impact
could be reduced. For example, limited financial resources to carry out
awareness campaigns which have a ‘knock-on’ effect on several other barriers
could be reduced by improving information sharing, coordination, and the
harmonisation of programmes and policies. Improving coordination or information
flow may not necessarily require extensive financial resources. When service
providers and policy-makers coordinate effectively, vital programs and activities
can be shared reducing the overall financial burden on a single actor, an outcome
that may be especially important for government departments and ministries that
are generally poorly funded. However, this study established that such leverage

is not used.

The barriers to stakeholder participation show that each country or region has a
unique and complex set of factors to deal with. There was little difference among
the catchments regarding the general set of barriers identified, although some
barriers were more frequently cited in certain catchments than others.
Overcoming these barriers requires the development of a comprehensive
engagement framework which gives due consideration to specific socio-cultural,

economic and political contexts.

4.5 Summary

In this chapter, a process of rural stakeholder identification, categorisation and
engagement in three selected catchments in Malawi was undertaken.
Stakeholder involvement in local water resources management was critically
analysed. Factors which limited stakeholder participation in water resources
management were highlighted. The findings show that criteria used for identifying
stakeholders have a significant influence on actual stakeholder engagement. It
was found that professional opinion was the most common method used to
identify stakeholders. It has been shown that this method results in bias as the
process of identifying stakeholders is highly subjective. Although quick and cheap
to implement, this approach fails to identify key stakeholders such as rural

communities, omitting them from the water resource management and
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constraining their participation during the later stages of stakeholder

engagement.

Twenty-five factors acting as barriers to stakeholder participation were identified.
The most frequently mentioned factors included the demand for allowances, lack
of awareness and sensitisation, limited financial resources, lack of interest in
catchment management among rural communities, and weak regulatory
enforcement. The barriers to participation were inherently interlinked and
overlapping. The evidence presented in this chapter showed that there was weak
governance in water resource management. The basic principles and tools of
stakeholder engagement were not adhered to, leading to poor engagement. The
evidence also highlighted failure on the part of the government to implement
policy effectively. These findings informed the development of an engagement
framework for rural communities. The next chapter explores the disjunction

between the water policy itself and what is implemented in the catchment.
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5 WATER POLICY PROCESS: EXPLORING
DISCONNECTIONS BETWEEN FORMULATION AND
IMPLEMENTATION

This chapter contributes to addressing objective 4 by identifying the underlying
barriers and constraints between water policy formulation and its implementation.
A disconnect between water formulation and implementation processes hinders
the realisation of the expected policy outcomes. Identifying and understanding
the context in which these factors occur offers empirical evidence to provide
alternative approaches for policymakers in considering how to formulate and

implement water management related policies.

5.1 Introduction

Public policy as noted by Aiafi (2017) has many different definitions. Most
definitions, however, are concerned with how governments make public
decisions. For instance, Birkland (2016, p.9) defines policy as “statement by the
government of what it intends to do, such a law, regulation, ruling, decision, order,
or a combination of these”. Governments have many policies, which it uses to
guide its actions in different sectors. Natural resource policies and legislation
govern the use, protection, and management of resources including water with
an aim to achieving sustainable economic development. They set national visions
and agendas to inform various policy instruments including bye-laws, guidelines,
regulations and strategies which help to translate policy and legislation into
action. For example, water policy instruments outline allocation procedures or

pollution control standards.

Public policy development and implementation is the mandate of the national or
federal government in many countries (Birkland, 2016; Yiran and Stringer, 2017).
Policy development generally consists of five sequential steps: problem
identification, formulation, adoption, implementation, and evaluation (Figure 5.1).
This approach (Figure 5.1) assumes that each policy addresses a particular
problem the public faces. Hence, the development of the policy starts with

defining the problem. Following policy development, adoption, and
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implementation, an evaluation process is then carried out to assess whether the
policy goals have been achieved and to re-adjust policy actions depending on the
changing nature of the problem. Policy reviews are thus a standard exercise to

ensure that policies are up-to-date and fit for purpose.

w—)

Policy evaluation Problem

identification

Policy Policy
implementation formulation

Policy adoption

Figure b5.1: Steps undertaken during public policy development and
implementation (Source: Birkland, 2016)

Natural resource and water policies provoke much debate regarding the
involvement of the public in each step of the policy process shown in Figure 5.1.
This stems specifically from the complexity of environmental problems and the
number of individuals that can be affected. Unlike other sectors of development,
inclusive decision-making in the environmental sector is essential and is
supported by various international agreements, which have encouraged the
participatory principle (GWP, 1999). There are numerous potential benefits in
involving stakeholders in the policy-making process. Prutsch et al.,, (2017)
categorised the benefits as relating to both the policy-making process itself and
its outcome (Table 5.1). Process-related benefits are those that occur during the
policy formulation exercises. For instance, when different stakeholders gather to
develop policy, trust is established among different groups, usually those of

opposing sides such as government and environmental lobby groups or the
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public. Furthermore, as different groups or individuals have different ideas, policy-

making becomes democratic.

Outcome-based benefits are the strengths of a policy which has been formulated
while involving various stakeholders. Table 5.1 shows that a relationship exists
between the policymaking process and its outcomes. When stakeholders are
effectively engaged in the process, the outcome-related benefits are more likely
to be realised.

Table 5.1: Potential benefits of engaging stakeholders in the policymaking
process

Process-related benefits

Make policymaking more democratic inter
alia by enhancing equity of access to
policymaking

Outcomes-related benefits

Improve the quality/effectiveness of policies
based on knowledge values, and interests
articulated by stakeholders

Build trust between stakeholders and
governments and strengthen
relationships/collaborations

Prevent conflicts or unexpected negative
outcomes

Enhance long-term support and active
implementation

Build adaptive capacities by raising
awareness promoting social learning and
empowering stakeholders

Influence policies in line with self-interests by
articulating subjective values and
preferences and needs

Maximise synergies between policy options

Increase legitimacy acceptance and
ownership of and compliance with policies

Stimulate a sense of social
cohesion/solidarity
Minimise costs of policy implementation

Source: (Prutsch et al., 2017, p.273)

Despite extensive literature on the benefits of stakeholder engagement in the
policy process (see Chapter 4), empirical evidence is contradictory. Some
authors have found positive results, but others have reported the opposite.
Beierle (2002) analysed 239 case studies of stakeholder involvement in
environmental decision making in the USA and showed that participation
increased the quality of decision made. On the other hand, in Austria, Prutsch et
al., (2017) reported that participation in the formulation of climate change
adaptation policy only achieved awareness among participants, but failed to
enhance commitment amongst policy-makers towards implementation. Such
opposing studies show that good decisions do not guarantee action if key players

are not ready to act on the policy. Jordan (1999) in Europe and Clement and
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Amezaga (2009) in Vietnam investigated failure to implement agreed
environmental and forestry policy plans. Their findings showed that policy goals
did not match their intended outcomes. Recently in Ghana, Yiran and Stringer
(2017) reported on the weak link between climate change adaptation policies and
action. Clearly, environmental management policies need to be implemented to
achieve their outcomes and Young (2005, p.728) concluded that “policy is worth

nothing unless it results in actual change”.

Previous studies have focussed on understanding the disconnection between
policy development and policy implementation and proposed means of closing
the gap. These studies, however, have mostly focussed on climate change
adaptation (Amundsen et al., 2010; Moser and Ekstrom, 2010; Masters and Duff,
2011; Barnett et al., 2015; Yiran and Stringer, 2017) and forestry (Kalaba, 2016).
Some studies have examined organisational capacity (Baker et al., 2012;
Berkhout, 2012; Xerri et al., 2016) to implement policies and regulation. But very
few studies have focussed on the process of water policy development and the
disconnect that occurs during implementation. Studies which focussed on water
have mainly explored institutional capacity to plan for drought and other climate
change impacts on water (Engle, 2012; Azhoni et al., 2017). Little has been
undertaken to understand the link between water policy goals and their outcomes
by exploring the key policy processes of formulation, review, and implementation.
In Malawi, the water policy process has received little attention from the research
community despite facing numerous challenges which have affected

implementation.

5.2 Method

5.2.1 Data collection

Two methods of data collection were employed: document analysis (Bowen,
2009; WHO, 2009; Huang et al., 2010; Wesley, 2010) and in-depth interviews
(Dorussen et al., 2005; Opdenakker, 2006; Sheng et al., 2009) (See Chapter 3
for full detail of thesis methods).
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Document analysis is ‘a systematic qualitative procedure for reviewing or
evaluating documents - both printed and electronic material’ (Bowen, 2009, p.27).
Policy and legislation documents were reviewed to examine the processes of
formulation, periodic reviews, and implementation. The review identified and
explored what caused the gap between what is in the policy and the actual
implemented measures and programmes. The National Water Policy of 2005 and
the Water Resources Act of 2013 were read and analysed to identify thematic

areas/sections or articles related to catchment management.

Furthermore, the implementation plan including the actors for particular actions
was identified. Structures (organisation and implementation mechanisms) within
the policy supporting the implementation of IWRM were also reviewed. This was
compared with evidence gathered from in-depth interviews with key informants
across the case study catchments. These interviews provided expert opinions
and perspectives regarding the actual practice of both policy formulation and
implementation processes. With an emphasis on water resources management,
the National Water Policy of 2005 and the Water Resources Act of 2013 were the
main documents which were reviewed in detail. Other key documents such as
the Water Resources Regulation and National Water Masterplan could not be
analysed because they have been under review since 2014. Sector policies
complementary to water resources management were also reviewed including
those relating to agriculture, environment, forestry, irrigation, and land resources.
Policy documents were obtained in printed or electronic form from respective
departments and ministry representatives. Most government departments have
websites that do not provide public access to policy documents. However, the
Centre for Environmental Policy and Advocacy (CEPA), a not for profit non-
governmental organisation has uploaded some government policy documents on

its website (http://www.cepa.org.mwy/).

Participants for the in-depth interviews were sought from government
departments and ministries at all levels (headquarters, regional, district offices).
The government departments and ministries included those for agriculture,

forestry, irrigation, land resources, and water resources. Other participants were
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sought from NGOs, universities, and private companies. As participants were
required to be knowledgeable in water resources management and on policy
matters, in particular, purposive sampling was used for recruitment. The snowball
sampling method was used in which the first participants identified additional
participants who they regarded as knowledgeable in the topic area (Heckathorn,
2011). The sample size was mainly determined by a point of reaching data
saturation when no new evidence could be added to already collected by any of
the additional interview sessions (Ritchie and Elam, 2003; O’Reilly and Parker,
2013; Fusch and Ness, 2015). Interviews were mostly in English, although in
some cases, the local language was used. Tumbuka was used during interviews

in South Rukuru and Chewa used in Linthipe and South West Lakeshore.

5.2.2 Data management and analysis

Document analysis focussed on two sets of documents: (a) specific policy
articles, strategies, or principles supporting catchment management, the
organisational structures established to achieve or implement the policy, and the
involvement of rural stakeholders; and (b) the implementation status of the policy
through specific regulations or guidelines including the implementation plan and
those actors responsible for its implementation. Specific articles on catchment
management were analysed using content analysis. Bowen (2009, p. 32) defined
content analysis as the “process of organising information into categories related
to the central questions of the research”. Huang et al., (2010) recommended that
content analysis be used for analysing government documents since it could be
used to provide data on textual content systematically and objectively. In-depth
interviews which focussed on policy implementation were examined through
thematic content analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006, 2012, 2013; Vaismoradi et
al., 2013).

The researcher personally conducted all data collection and analysis. Field data
were recorded in either a field notebook or audio recorder and were later stored

on a computer and external hard drive.
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5.3 Results

Findings from the analysis are reported in two sections: 1) policy articles on
catchment management (section 5.2.1), and; 2) the implementation of policy
(section 5.2.2). The findings further outline the factors contributing to the
disconnect between policy formulation and implementation. A total of 29

interviews were conducted in the three catchments (Table 5.2).

Table 5.2: The number of interview participants and their organisations in the

Linthipe, South Rukuru, and South West Lakeshore study catchments

Catchment Participants’ organisation No. of participants
Linthipe Government departments (Water, 10
Land Resources, Forestry); Regulator
(NWRA); NGOs (which are in policy
advocacy); Academics (Forestry);
Private company, Water Board
South Rukuru Government departments (Agriculture, 11
Water, Irrigation, Land Resources,
Forestry); NGOs (which implement
water-related activities and programs);
Water Boards
South West Government departments (Agriculture, 8
Lakeshore Water, Irrigation, Forestry, Land
Resources); NGOs (which implement
water-related activities and programs
and which take part in water policy
dialogue); Consultant

5.3.1 Policy and legislation articles supporting catchment
management

Currently, two documents, the National Water Policy (2005) and the Water
Resources Act (2013) guide catchment management in Malawi. Both contain
IWRM principles reflecting the country’s effort to update water policy to tackle the
challenges affecting water resources. It was found that the National Water Policy
(2005) was under review to harmonise it with the National Agriculture Policy of
2016. One participant explained that the government had in the past noted that
unharmonised policies within different sectors created contradictions and

challenges in implementation and had recognise the need to harmonise related

policy.
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We needed to tap our strategies from the National Agriculture Policy as we are in the
Ministry of Agriculture Irrigation and Water Development we should then look at priority

areas in the Agric policy, and then we develop sector-related policies...

Government Officer-Regional office

Table 5.3 presents extracts from the National Water Policy 2005 and Water
Resources Act 2013 which support catchment management. The policy and
legislation have various articles within them to address the issue of catchment

management in a participatory manner.

Table 5.3: Key articles in the National Water Policy of 2005 advocating for

catchment management and stakeholder engagement

Article/Principle/Strategy Source

Description

Part Il (sections 8, 10, 13) Water
Resources Act

2013

Part 11l (sections 26, 32,
33)

Water
Resources Act
2013

Part XIlII Water
Resources Act

2013

National Water
Policy 2005

Policy objective 3.3.4

National Water
Policy 2005

Policy objective 3.3.5

Establishment of the National Water
Resources Authority with functions of
managing water resources in a participatory
approach

NWRA to have key representation at regional
level

Establishment of the Catchment Management
Committees (CMCs) based on hydrological
delineation to assist the NWRA in water
resources conservation, use and allocation

Development of catchment management
strategy for the management, use,
development, conservation, protection and
control of water resources within each
catchment area

CMCs to sensitise water users in a catchment
on water resources protection and
management

Establishment of Water Users Association —
enabling greater involvement of users in water
management

Empowering user communities to invest to
own, manage and invest in water resources
development

Promote public and private sector participation
in water resources management,
development, supply, and conservation
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Guiding principle 3.4.3 National Water Water resources management shall be based
Policy 2005 on the concept of decentralisation and local
participation so that the unit of water
resources management shall be the

catchment
Specific objective 4.1.9 National Water To promote proper catchment management to
Policy 2005 protect and sustain the eco-system

biodiversity and wetlands

Part 9 National Water  Promotes the linkage of various institutions
Policy 2005 including public stakeholders in the
management of water resources

Source: Malawi Government (2005, 2013)

A review of water-related policies within agriculture, environment, forestry,
irrigation and land resources found that each policy mentions some measures
and programmes related to water resources management. However, most of
these measures and programmes were very generic and not specific on
catchment management. Mostly it aimed to be complimentary in recognition of
the fact that there was specific government policy and legislation (National Water

Policy and Water Resources Act) addressing water resources management.

5.3.2 Implementation status

The specific policy articles and principles supporting catchment management
were tracked to establish whether they had been implemented or not. A desk-
based critique of the evidence showed that most of the articles, principles and
strategies had not been implemented as originally planned and that
implementation plans had been delayed (Table 5.4). For most of the policy
measures and programmes, implementation had taken longer than the timelines
outlined in the implementation plans. For example, according to Article 1.1 (Table
5.4) a National Water Resources Authority was supposed to be established in
2007. However, this was only established by the Water Resources Act in 2013.
In addition, most of the organisations dealing with catchment management and
rural community involvement have yet to be fully operationalised. Key institutions
for catchment management such as the Catchment Management Authority and
Catchment Management Committees have yet to be established in different

catchments across the country.
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Table 5.4 Review of the implementation status of the selected articles and

strategies of the National Water Policy 2005 relating to catchment management

Thematic area

Strategic intervention,
indicators, and time frame

Review of the implementation status

Review Comment

(Urban, Peri-
Urban and Market
Centres Water
Services)

3.1 Developing a national water

and sanitation services
regulatory framework (Water
Supply and Sanitation

Regulatory secretariat by 2007)

® 28
g B~
< (@
8 B
=
2
Water resources 1.1 Establishing and | v The NWRA was only
management and | empowering the National Water established in 2013 through
development Resources Authority to the enactment of the Water
effectively and efficiently Resources  Act  2013.
manage the country’s water NWRA is yet to be fully
resources using IWRM operationalised
approach by 2007
1.2 Establishing Catchment | v Only one pilot catchment
Management Authorities and management authority,
devolving  water resources Shire River Basin Authority,
management to catchment level was established in 2016
using IWRM approach (by 2009, under a World Bank funded
three catchment management catchment management
authorities in place) project
2.2 Identifying, delineating and v Only three selected
protecting water resources catchment management
conservation areas (by 2008, strategies were developed
four catchments areas in 2015
conserved)
3.2 Reviewing and | v Regulations are being
disseminating procedures, updated — the time data
guidelines and  regulations collection finished in July
governing surface and 2017, the regulations were
groundwater development not yet finalised.
activities (by 2007, guidelines
and regulations are updated)
4.1 Empowering the National | v/ NWRA not fully
Water Resources Authority to operationalised at
effectively and efficiently catchment level
manage the country’s water
resources schemes at national
and river catchment levels using
IWRM approach (management
system in place by 2007)
5.2 Updating of the National | v National Water Resources
Water Resources Master Plan of Master Plan started to be
1986 (by 2008 master plan updated in 2014 and was
updated) finalised in late 2017.
Water Utilization- v The secretariat has not

been established, and there
are no plans so far to
establish it
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Thematic area

Strategic intervention,
indicators, and time frame

Review of the implementation status

Review Comment

consultative meetings with the
relevant stakeholders in order
to assess the impact of the
programme.

® 28
s B~
< (@
8B
=
2
3.2 Incorporating local v Despite an on-going
governments and communities intervention, communities
in planning, development and across three catchments
management of water supplies expressed that they are not
and sanitation services incorporated in planning (as
established in chapter 4)
Water Utilization- | 3.1 Harmonising and mutually | v/ Despite on-going, it has
Irrigation/fisheries | enforcing natural resources taken too long review some
services legislation to protect water policies to reflect the
resources from degradation and harmonisation. For
pollution instance, in 2016 two vital
natural resources related
policies were
reviewed/updated
(Agriculture and Forestry) to
reflect the harmonisation.
Water Policy of 2005 is yet
to be reviewed.
Policy monitoring 1.2 Undertaking periodic v Despite on-going, this is the
and evaluation reviews of the specific area which many
programmes of the policy participants noted that
implementation reviews had not been
carried out
1.3 Conducting participatory v Despite on-going,

respondents noted that
consultations have not been
comprehensive

5.3.3 Factors affecting policy implementation

A review of the policy and legislation documents and in-depth interviews with

participants working within policy identified that the Ministry of Agriculture,

Irrigation and Water Development was responsible for policy formulation, review

and implementation of water-related catchment management strategies. Other

organisations tasked with supporting the ministry in this mandate included the

National Water Resources Authority (NWRA) and the regional water boards

(Blantyre Water Board, Central Region Water Board, Lilongwe Water Board,

Northern Region Water Board, and Southern Region Water Board). Thematic

analysis of the participant interviews showed that policy processes have not been
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effective and most are marred by delays, which have affected the organisations
responsible for programme implementation. For instance, the NWRA which was
established by the Water Resources Act of 2013, with various key responsibilities
relating to stakeholder engagement in the area of water resources management

has not yet been fully operationalised:

For example, this time around we are unable to employ a CEO. Of course, they were
shortlisted, but it is taking time up to now for those who were shortlisted to have an

interview so that we have a CEO in our office.

Government Officer-Headquarters

With the delays experienced in operationalising the NWRA, most of its key water
resources management programmes including water allocation, monitoring, and

catchment protection have been negatively affected.

Furthermore, most interviewees expressed that the processes of policy and
legislation formulation and review had not been regular and that in most cases,
these had omitted inputs from other stakeholders. Most participants
acknowledged that many pressures were being increasingly exerted on water
resources due to climate change and cross-cutting, such as gender equality in

access to water, which necessitated review and updating of parts of the water

policy:

Things are changing environmentally. Right now we are talking of issues of climate
change, the issues of gender. So | think 20 years ago the issues of climate change,
gender and other cross-cutting issues were not there. So those cross-cutting issues have

an impact on our environment and so we need to keep on changing.

Government officer-Regional office

Several factors were identified as causing the gap between policy development
and implementation on the ground. Largely, factors limiting the participation of
rural stakeholders outlined under sections 4.3.3 and 4.4.3 contribute to the gap
at a catchment level. Among these, however, specific factors mostly relating to
policy makers were singled out which also cause difficulties in water policy
implementation. The factors include: (i) political influence, (ii) inadequate funding,

(iif) unharmonised policies and (iv) weak institutional coordination.
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Political influence: Most participants agreed to the fact that “...most of the
government policies [were] outdated” (Local NGO representative). The failure to

£

review policy was mostly blamed on “..the lack of commitment on the
government’s part [especially politicians]” (Government Officer-Regional Office)
and lack of financial resources. Some also added that politicians had misplaced

their priorities regarding the implementation of the policy:

Politicians look at boreholes as source of [election votes] votes. When you tell them about
the management of water resources, they do not see the immediate impact [and benefits].

So they could not allocate enough resources for review and all other things.

Government Officer-Headquarters

Other participants said that policy should not be reviewed strictly according to a
pre-determined time-frame. They stated that an objective-based review would be
preferential because as long as the policy was still relevant, it could be used.
However, they still agreed that some sections of the policy and legislation were
outdated and that government departments responsible for the administration of
policy and legislation were not proactive enough. However, they argued that
government departments could carry out partial reviews and address specific

issues such as the establishment of buffer zones alongside water bodies.

Participants also stated that since winning votes motivate politicians, they have
interfered with policy implementation by supporting activities in the controlled
areas of particular catchments. An NGO representative highlighted an incident
where a member of parliament allowed people from his constituency to cultivate
in a catchment that both the Department of Forestry and an NGO had designated
as a controlled area to avoid further degradation of water resources. However,
since the parliamentarian wanted to win the support of his people he allowed

them to cultivate at the expense of catchment protection and conservation.

Inadequate funding: The majority of the participants here (mainly policy makers

and service providers) identified lack of financial resources as hindering policy
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implementation. It was noted that most of the critical catchment activities for water

policy remained unimplemented.

The main issue is to do with funds because as you know when you are doing a review of
such a document it requires a lot of consultations, field investigations, field appraisals, so

you need a lot of [financial] resources

Government officer-Regional office

Participants at district offices stated that there was a severe lack of funds to

implement activities with rural communities on the ground:

For example, as a District Water Officer for me to reach out to these communities, the
funding | receive known as ORT [Other Recurrent Transactions], it is just very small, and
so | cannot manage to reach out to the communities with the message concerning

catchment management. The money | receive is for office utilities

Government officer-District office

However, there were some conflicting perceptions regarding the need for funding
amongst participants from NGOs. While some NGO representatives agreed with
policy-makers that funding was poor and that this impacted stakeholder
engagement activities, others stated that it was the lack of commitment from
government to prioritise catchment management that was the challenge. They
stated that the government’s approach to implementing catchment management

programmes was unplanned.

They [government] sometimes implement programs without any guiding framework....
We do not drive some of the interventions we do, it’s externally driven. We respond to
influence from outside. For example, there are issues now to do with erosion,
deforestation, but we will wait until a project comes which will be driven by outside

influence [donor funded]. So most of the things we do are ad-hoc and programme-based.
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| for one will not agree to the fact that finance is a reason. Finance [lack of funds] should

not be a scapegoat. Itis a question of priority setting.

Local NGO representative

Unharmonised policies: During in-depth interviews with policy-makers and
service providers, it was widely noted that natural resources policies were not
harmonised, which directly affects the implementation of activities because some
were stated to be in conflict. Inconsistencies between related policies were also
observed to exist by participants from government especially those in the
departments for forestry, irrigation, land resources and water resources. A
commonly cited example was a buffer zone which had a different meaning

between different departments:

A good example is the buffer zone and let's find out what does the Forestry say, what
does the Agric say, what does Environmental Affairs say. We have differences. Even
within the Ministry of Agric, we have irrigation, water, land resources we differ. So we

have known these differences for a long time.

Government officer-Regional office

There have, however, been on-going efforts to harmonise most environment
policies. For example, the Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Water
Development have developed a parent policy, the National Agriculture Policy
2016. This has eight priority areas which cover all its departments including water
resources, irrigation, and land resources. Sectoral policies such as irrigation, land
resources and water resources with separate policies will be reviewed in order to
make sure they are harmonised with the agriculture policy. The outcome of this
reform is yet to be realised as so far only the agriculture policy has been

developed.

Weak institutional coordination: Ten participants noted that coordination
(collaboration) amongst government institutions was weak which led to limited

information sharing. This had led to implementation of competing and conflicting
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activities. One participant stated, “...since | started working | have not been
involved with other stakeholders say for instance the department of water” (Local
NGO representative). In a focus group discussion, another participant said “...the
water [department] they are used to stand alone and have their structures...in
fact, this is the first time for me to have a meeting with someone from the water

board” (Focus Group Discussion-respondent).

Most government participants claimed that there was a culture of working in
isolation that had led to this lack of collaboration. Yet all these departments
belonged to a sector or related sectors where activities and programmes needed
to be complementary to ensure success. Furthermore, NGOs that collaborated
with the government in the implementation of policy programmes and activities

said there was an information gap amongst government officers:

Well to say the truth collaboration or integration among various stakeholders especially
in the government, we [Malawians] are not good at all. This has been a problem for the
government of Malawi. Departments do not just work in collaboration. It is a huge
problem. This problem is seen even in the knowledge of government officials; just
because they do not collaborate so that there is an exchange of information within
government departments, you find that officers are not aware of critical issues. For
instance, in the implementation of the lead farmer programme, | mentioned earlier, in
some districts we found out that even officials at department land resources at district
level did not know about catchment guidelines, yet these are the people to lead in the

implementation of programs at district and community level.

Government officer-Regional office

5.4 Discussion

5.4.1 Enabling environment for catchment management

Since the development of the Dublin-Rio principles (UN, 1992; Global Water
Partnership, 1999) and other international discourses on environmental
management (UNECE, 1998), reforms have been centred on ‘enabling the

environment’. This is one of the most significant steps in achieving good water
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governance as it defines rules and regulations and legitimises practices for
improved water resources management. The adoption of new water
management paradigms, mainly IWRM, means changing from the conventional
approach which was criticised for being ‘top-down’, bureaucratic and
disintegrated (Falkenmark, 2004; Hirsch, 2006) to a more holistic system which
considers various stakeholders and uses of water. In Malawi, for instance, current
water policy was developed following a critical review of the Water Resources
and Management Policy 2000 and the 1969 Water Resources Act (Mott
MacDonald and Malawi Government, 2003) which identified a failure to
accommodate participatory principles and comply with international and regional
policy commitments. Hence, the challenges for water resources could not be

addressed adequately.

In comparison with other regional and international practice, Malawi has
significantly improved by developing policies and legislation that support IWRM
(Mkandawire and Mulwafu, 2006) and particularly catchment management. Both
the current policy and legislation support participatory approaches to water
resources management and most of the objectives, principles, and strategies in
the country’s policy and legislation are supportive of water resource management
based on participatory approaches. Under previous policy and legislation, district
water personnel were responsible for catchment management, but could not
cover all the catchments effectively. Thus, current policy and legislation have
developed supporting organisations such as the NWRA, Catchment
Management Committees (CMCs) and Water Users Associations (WUAS) to
increase the participation of stakeholders in water resource management at the
catchment level. Indeed Chiluwe and Nkhata (2014) in analysing water
governance in Malawi noted the achievements the government had made
through current national water policy. The current challenge for Malawi appears

to be implementation of policy rather than in development of policy.
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5.4.2 Implementation plan and status of catchment management
supporting articles and principles

For policies to be effective, they have to be implemented. However, public
policies in support of environmental improvements have a known history of
lacking implementation which Jordan (1999) labelled the “implementation gap or
deficit or disjoint”. The failure to implement environmental policies is a global
problem affecting both developed and developing countries. Swanson et al.,
(2001) reported how environmental policy implementation has failed in rural
China. Environmental policy implementation deficits within the European
community were investigated by Jordan (1999). In Nepal, Dangi et al., (2017)
noted that policy to manage solid waste lacked enforcement and outcomes were
not realised. A systematic review carried out on the implementation of
sustainability policies around the world by Howes et al., (2017) showed that
policies were very far from achieving intended outcomes. An analysis of 60 water
infrastructure projects in India, Mexico and South Africa by Starkl et al., (2013)
noted that failures were due to ineffective implementation of policy reforms
following the Dublin-Rio principles. The lack of implementation of the proposed
solutions embedded in updated policy and legislation makes the process of

developing new policies a waste of resources.

The implementation process in Malawi has stagnated despite the reforms that the
government has made to water policy and legislation. The organisational
structures established to champion the implementation process have not been
fully operationalised. This has created a gap in the programmes of supporting
organisations, such as other government departments, the private sector, and
NGOs, resulting in conflicts between stakeholders, especially NGOs

implementing similar programmes in the same catchment.

In the absence of the parent organisations such as the NWRA, CMCs, and WUAs
progress has been limited. These organisations are critical for integrative and
participatory management approaches. This research found that currently, IWRM
is generally an idealised concept in Malawi, concurring with earlier critics who

have argued that the gap between the conceptualisation of IWRM and its
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implementation remain extensive (Bandaragoda, 2006; Agyenim and Gupta,
2012; Mehta et al., 2014). This finding contrasts with the overwhelming relevance
and demand for IWRM as expressed by respondents in a study carried out by
Mkandawire and Mulwafu (2006). Given such enthusiasm for IWRM appears to
exists amongst stakeholders, it might have been expected that the associated

principles and structures would have been enacted much sooner.

There have also been considerable delays in reviewing or updating policies or
legislation. Most often the recommendation has been that the review of policies
and legislation does not necessarily need to follow a regularly designated time-
frame but could be based on emerging issues that need to be tackled. However,
the case of Malawi necessitates that reviews need to be based on both a time-
frame criterion and critical issue criterion. The Water Resources Act of 1969 was
only repealed in 2013 after 44 years and during this period, the same
environmental policies and instruments agreed in 1969 were applied without a
single regulation being updated. This rendered environmental policy principles
such as the Polluter-Pays and the User-Pays principles (Correljé et al., 2007; Iho
et al., 2015) ineffective as almost all the penalties and charges were too low to
deter or encourage good behaviour. Even after the old legislation was repealed
in 2013, the new regulations have still not been finalised and approved. Thus,
there are no water resources regulations for enforcing current water legislation
and the old regulations are still being used, resulting in high degradation of water
resources because penalties and charges are not high enough to have any
impact. The population has also increased significantly over the same period
exerting intense pressure on water resources for competing domestic, industrial,
and municipal uses (Falkenmark, 1990; Kummu, Philip J Ward, et al., 2010; Beck
and Bernauer, 2011). Water policy should have been proactive, anticipating what
would need to be done to protect water resources, given these demographic

changes.

5.4.3 Policy implementation challenges

This research showed that policy disconnects are often the result of complex and

interconnected factors that are frequently context-dependent. Here, common
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factors in creating policy disconnects were found to include: contradictory policy
objectives, limited consultation with stakeholders, poorly drafted legislation, lack
of enforcement, lack of cooperation amongst diverse and numerous actors, and
insufficient capacity of political entities to achieve policy objectives. These factors
have also been found to create policy disconnects in previous research by Jordan
(1999), Starkl et al (2013). Dangi et al (2017), and Howes et al., (2017). Here,
they created gaps between what was written into policy, legislation, regulations,
bye-laws, and guidelines and what was implemented on the ground. Some of
these factors, in particular unclear legal frameworks, costs associated with
implementation, political influence, lack of institutional capacity, lack of
government support, and lack of stakeholder engagement were found to cause
implementation challenges and are supported by findings in the literature
(Massoud et al., 2010; Kalaba, 2016; Mazzi et al., 2016; McTigue et al., 2018).

While previous research has reported on institutional barriers (Suhardiman et al.,
2015; Kalaba, 2016) quite often these have tended to be related to capacity
(human resources, equipment) and design. In this research, the most typical
problem associated with institutions was poor coordination or collaboration.
There was ineffective coordination or collaboration among seemingly related
governments departments and ministries such as these for agriculture,
environmental affairs, forestry, irrigation, land resources, and water resources.
Furthermore, despite a deliberate decentralisation policy (Malawi Government,
1998b), where district level planning is supposed to accommodate all related
sectors, participants in the in-depth interviews noted that this was not sufficiently
achieved. There was a lack of information sharing amongst departments despite
the availability of structures to enhance the sharing of information and planning
activities. For example, at the district level, there exists a District Executive
Committee (DEC) which is comprised of all sector heads. However, most
members were not aware of what was happening in their sectors, which had led
the departments to implement competing programs. Ongolo (2015) has noted
that even comprehensive policies are constrained during implementation by lack

of coordination.
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The traditional sectoral approach to management is one where departments have
their own policies operating independently of other departments in the same
sector (Mkandawire and Mulwafu 2006). These policies overlap, creating conflicts
and the need for policy harmonisation (Chipofya et al., 2009). Here, for example,
participants stated that policy implementation can suffer when departments do
not implement a particular activity assuming that another department is doing
this, or when different departments advocate different interventions for the same
problem. Ongolo (2015) reported similar challenges for policy implementation
and similar inconsistencies were reported in Cameroon and Zambia (Dkamela et
al., 2014; Kalaba, 2016). In Malawi, water has been recognised in the Malawi
Growth and Development Strategy (MGDS), the national blueprint for
development, to be at the centre of economic development (Malawi Government,
2012). The MGDS affects all crucial development sectors the country depends
on including agriculture, irrigation, forestry, mining, and tourism and it is essential
that agriculture, environment, forestry, and irrigation policies take proper account

of water policy.

A further barrier to implementation of policy in developing countries is inadequate
funding of the implementing agency (Dkamela et al., 2014; Ongolo, 2015; Kalaba,
2016). In Malawi, government staff at all levels, at the headquarters, regional,
and district offices, stated that the monthly allocation of funds to their
departments, referred to as Other Recurrent Transactions (ORT) was
inadequate. In some case, they stated that it did not even pay for office utility bills
and stationery, and yet officers were expected to carry out stakeholder
engagement activities using this fund. Participants stated that this lack of
resourcing had led to a lack of implementation in essential activities. As a result,
many of the programmes and projects implemented in the water sector were
funded by international donors under external control. This reduced the
commitment of local stakeholders who then often participated only if personal
gains could be made through per diem allowances, which are greatly abused in
Malawi (Nkamleu and Kamgnia, 2014; Erasmus et al., 2017).
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Participants felt that political interference was often to blame for inadequate
funding of water resources management in Malawi. Politicians were said to
support activities that degraded catchments water resources because they
believed this would win them votes during elections. As a result, many important

water policy activities have been neglected.

In addition, government officers stated that catchment management had not been
given priority in water resources management, because politicians preferred to
focus on water supply and utilisation issues, such as borehole drilling, since this
provided more immediate results and could gain them more immediate political
support. Yet, water professionals were also aware of the fact that once
catchments were not properly protected and conserved, water resources would

become degraded, leading to problems in the water supply.

5.5 Summary

This chapter sought to identify factors leading to the disconnect between policy
goals and outcomes by exploring the policy processes of formulation, review and
implementation. As with other environmental policies, the importance of
achieving the goals set for water policy cannot be over-emphasised because of
its importance in human economic and social development. However, policy

implementation has lagged behind processes of formulation and review.

The findings here are in agreement with previous research and confirmed there
is a gap between what is required by policy and what is being implemented on
the ground. Some sections of the policy and legislation which were never
implemented, or were delayed, are crucial for the management of water
resources. This research has shown that institutions such as the NWRA, CMCs,
and WUAs developed to champion and implement integrated water resources
management have not been fully operationalised despite being legally
established. This has affected other vital components of water resource
management such as awareness and involvement of stakeholders. Other factors
identified contributing to the disconnect between policy development and policy
implementation include political influence, inadequate funding, unharmonised

policies, and weak institutional coordination.
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Addressing the barriers to the policy processes would enhance the impacts of
policy outcomes. It has been shown that resolving these barriers however
requires a comprehensive and holistic approach amongst key stakeholders. A

workable framework for policy implementation is paramount.
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6 RURAL STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
FRAMEWORK

This chapter outlines the development of a rural stakeholder engagement
framework which was informed by analyses presented in Chapters 4 and 5. The
background and importance of the framework is explained, followed by the
method development, guided by the theory of change. Results are then presented
followed by a discussion and implications for water policy.

6.1 Introduction
6.1.1 Enabling environment

Despite significant policy and legislation reviews of water management that
aimed to ensure adequate stakeholder representation, evidence from Malawi
shows that effective rural community engagement guidance is still lacking,
particularly for those living near to or surrounding of the catchment. For instance,
Chapter 4 highlighted failures in achieving meaningful inclusion of the rural
community in decision-making which has subsequently led to poor
implementation (Chapter 5) of water policy. However, several rural community
livelihood-supporting activities threaten catchment water security. Practices such
as clearing land for farming, deforestation for charcoal production, and use of
trees for flue-cured tobacco have resulted in erosion and heavy silt loads in water

bodies, negatively affecting water quality and quantity.

Malawi like many countries in sub-Saharan Africa water policy and legislation
reforms are responding to equitable and sustainable water management
challenges (Dungumaro and Madulu, 2003; Lankford and Hepworth, 2010). The
reforms typically encourage the adoption of holistic approaches underpinned by
the Dublin principles (Watson and Howe, 2006; Mouratiadou and Moran, 2007).
Notably, the National Water Policy of 2005 and the Water Resources Act of 2013
incorporate participatory principles following the review of previous policy (Water

Policy 2000) and legislation (Water Resources Act 1969) by the government.

124



6.1.2 The current rural engagement structures

In order to increase meaningful rural stakeholder participation, the National Water
Policy of 2005 and Water Resources Act 2013 established a requirement for rural
stakeholder platforms including catchment management authorities (CMAS),
catchment management committees (CMCs) and water user associations
(WUAS). However, CMAs and CMCs under the newly established National Water
Resources Authority (NWRA) have not yet been implemented. The current
structures for engaging with the rural community in the water sector are the WUAs
and the water point committees (WPCs). These organisations are used by the
government and other service providers such as NGOs. However, they ignore
catchment conservation and protection, have not yet been established in every
catchment, or are stretched beyond their capacity. Engagement through these
organisations are also restricted to irrigated farming, sanitation and operation and
maintenance of water points such as kiosks, boreholes, shallow wells and rural
water supply schemes (public taps). In addition, current engagement structures
are stretched beyond their remit or function poorly. For example, WUAs used to
be primarily for irrigated farming but are now used in rural water supply
management. Chowns (2015) reported that community rural water supply
management through WPCs was weak and argued for improved engagement
structures to be introduced. Established under the community management
concept, the WPCs were expected to enhance technical and financial
management of the water points. However, Chowns (2015, p.268) reported that
“maintenance is almost never done, and repairs are slow and sub-standard”. The
committees also fail to collect sufficient fees from users to support maintenance

programmes.

Weak rural institutions are common in SSA. For example, Lalika et al., (2015) in
the Pangani River Basin in Tanzania found that WUAs were ineffective and
lacked coordination. WUAs leaders failed to convene regular meetings with its
members and stakeholders; they lacked accountability for revenue and
expenditures and often delayed payments for water user fees to the basin
authority. In Malawi, Adams and Zulu (2015) reported that peri-urban WUAs were

not effective in delivering services. They found that WUAs committees were not
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autonomous from water boards thereby limiting empowerment and participation.
Management of rural water points by WPCs had also proved challenging. For
instance, Holm et al., (2016) found that 10% of the rural population had poor
access to water sources and that water points were often in poor condition
despite registering high potable drinking water access and coverage at a national
level. A study on the functionality of water points in Malawi by Holm et al., (2015)
found that only 78% were functioning; this was slightly more than the regional
SSA average (64%). The poor state of repair for most pumps was due to the lack

of capacity and resources for operation and maintenance committees.

In addition to the different committees (WPCs, WUAS) described above, rural
community engagement in Malawi also occurs through village chiefs. Community
members and service providers often criticise this type of engagement. Based on
the evidence in Chapter 4, community members claimed that chiefs do not
circulate information after attending meetings or workshops in which they
represent their communities. As a result, the loyalty of community members to
their chiefs has declined over time. Further, allowances given to the chiefs for
attending such meetings or workshops have negatively impacted on the village
chief’s primary focus. Increasingly, many of them attend such meetings to benefit

from financial incentives provided by organisers of the meetings.

Current rural community engagement mechanisms are weak and face several
challenges as outlined previously. Against this background, an improved
mechanism for engagement is needed to achieve water security at the catchment
level. Such a mechanism will not only address participation of community
members but also contribute to achieving other decentralisation benefits
including quicker decision-making in the absence of the typical bureaucracies
associated with a centralised management system, and increased motivation

among community members through their more direct role in decision-making.
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6.2 Methods

The concept of a Theory of Change (ToC) was used to guide the development of
the rural community engagement framework (Chapter 3). It is an approach that
was originally developed for evaluating community development programmes
(De Silva and Lee, 2014). The ToC enabled rural community members to critically
reflect on the impacts of their livelihood activities on water resources and to
identify gaps in the current approach to rural engagement. Focus group
discussions were organised and a series of in-depth interviews held with key
informants to develop the ToC and engagement framework. A plan showing the
tasks to develop the ToC and engagement framework is presented in Appendix
F.

The development of the Toc involved specifying the following components: (i)
desired goal (ii) ceiling of accountability, (iii) intermediate outcomes, (iv)
preconditions, and (v) assumptions and risks (Taplin et al., 2013; Breuer et al.,
2016). Ceiling of accountability is defined as “the level at which one stop
measuring whether the preconditions have been achieved and therefore stop
accepting responsibility of achieving those preconditions” (De Silva and Lee,
2014, p.13). Itis often represented by a line drawn between impact and long-term
outcome. The methodology is summarised in Table 6.1 . It included: 1) literature
review, 2) ToC discussion workshops, 3) analysis of the ToC maps and group
discussions, 4) interviews with key informants.

Table 6.1: Approach used to develop the Theory of Change and rural stakeholder
engagement framework for water resources management

Step Aim/goal Methods Output
1. To gather information on catchment Literature review: contextual Background
water management with a specific analysis through a literature review report in the form
focus on the involvement of rural of relevant documents including of a literature
communities policies, regulations, and legislation  review outlined in
Chapter 2
To obtain evidence of catchment
degradation caused by rural Draft ToC map
livelihood activities based on
literature
2. To create a series of ToC maps in ToC discussions workshop: ToC Draft ToC maps
different catchments and with facilitators (researcher and research
different groups of stakeholders assistants) conducted four
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Step Aim/goal Methods Output

workshops with different groups of
stakeholders

3. To develop the final draft ToC map Analysis of the ToC maps and group Refined draft ToC
discussions: workshop discussions  map
were transcribed and analysed
thematically and used to refine the

drafted ToC
4. To develop the rural engagement Group discussions following the Draft engagement
framework development of the Theory of framework
Change
5. To critic and validate the ToC maps Interviews with key informants: the Final refined draft
and engagement framework refined draft ToC map and of the ToC map
framework in steps 3 and 4 were and rural

presented to key informants (usually —engagement
senior government officers) for their ~ framework
input regarding its applicability.

6.2.1 Literature review

A detailed literature review was conducted before the fieldwork, with information
screened from scientific databases including Web of Science and Scopus,
specialist relevant websites such as the Center for Theory of Change (Center for
Theory of Change, 2018) and relevant government documents including policies,
legislation and regulations. The review aimed to understand better the
development of the ToC, its use in water resources management and specific
goals and objectives outlined in policies and legislation in relation to catchment
management. The information gathered formed the basis for the development of
the first draft ToC.

6.2.2 Group discussions and improvements in initial Theory of
Change

A series of workshops were conducted between April 2017 and July 2017 in the
three catchments to discuss and critique the first draft ToC. The number of
participants varied from 4 to 9, with engagement sought from different
stakeholder groups. These included rural community members (chiefs, extension
officers, and irrigation clubs), government officers (from ministry headquarters,
regional and district offices), water utility companies and NGO representatives.

Within these stakeholder groups, participants were purposively sampled and
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recruited based on the following criteria: (i) knowledge of water resources
management for rural community participants; (ii) working in water sector or
natural resources-related organisation; and (iii) willingness to take part in the

group discussions.

Workshops were structured to include a brief introduction of the research
objectives. The researcher presented the ToC as a generic approach and how
the first draft ToC was developed. Participants were divided into small groups of
2 to 3 people to discuss each ToC component. The break-away discussions took
about 30 minutes after which a plenary session followed to collect group
feedback. Participants then started discussing and agreeing on the key problem
- that catchment degradation was occurring and to what extent this was linked to
rural livelihood activities. Unlike general discussions where views and opinions
are given, in ToC workshops, the agreement of participants on the key problem
is crucial as the final output is the ToC map (Gilissen et al., 2018). After a series
of discussions to gather individual opinions, participants agreed on the outcome
they wanted which then became the final goal for the ToC. Specific conditions
and pathways were identified for this to occur, working backwards to achieve the
final goal. The links in the pathways were supported by assumptions outlining the
conditions for specific outcomes to be achieved. At the end of each workshop, an

updated ToC was developed.

6.2.3 Development of the rural community engagement framework

The development of the engagement framework followed the drafting of the
Theory of Change in each group discussion. The achievement of the ToC was
based on a theorised advantage that the involvement of rural communities in the
formulation of policy and legislation and other catchment plans motivate them to
participate in its implementation. It assumes that policymakers and service
providers engage with communities. An assumption (which was referred to as a
precondition in the Theory of Change) was also made that communities have
established engagement structures or institutions. However, there was a
consensus among participants that rural communities were not engaged by

policymakers (see Chapters 4 and 5). Participants were thus asked during group
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discussion to develop an engagement framework following the construction of the
Theory of Change map.

Participants initially reflected on the current practices regarding engagements of
rural communities in various programmes and activities including policy
formulation and implementation. Participants were then asked to discuss “how
best policymakers and service providers could engage rural communities in water
policy formulation and implementation and other water-related programs”. The
researcher then asked participants to create a procedure which could be adopted

by policy makers whenever there is a need to engage with rural communities.

6.2.4 Stakeholder consultation

The final drafts of the ToC and engagement framework were reviewed by
incorporating analysis from recorded discussions. The final drafts were also
discussed with senior government officials using in-depth interviews. This acted
as a form of evaluation and triangulation as the objective was to determine
whether the steps identified in the ToC were indeed appropriate for the Malawian

context.

6.2.5 Data analysis

In-depth interviews and workshop discussions were captured using a voice
recorder and notebook. Data was later transferred and stored in both a computer
and external hard drive as a back-up. The interviews and workshop discussions
were transcribed into Microsoft Word and thematic analysis then conducted on
the data. Photographs of the draft ToC maps and frameworks were also taken as

a visual record.

6.3 Results
6.3.1 Theory of Change

The ToC map with its five key components is shown in Figure 6.1. While the map
represents a simplification of reality, the interaction of the components is not
linear. For instance, “assumptions” and “risks” are specific to achieving particular

intermediary outcomes. The ToC map was also simplified to exclude indicators
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for measuring the achievement of outcomes, for instance, water quality standards
achieved or a number of rural people implementing a particular catchment
management activity. Detailed discussion of specific interventions was not
carried out because ToC development only served to identify gaps in the current
engagement of rural community by policymakers and development partners. The
following narratives should be read in conjunction with the ToC map (Figure 6.1).

The desired goal: Following participants’ discussions and key informants
consultations, the changes sought through the involvement of rural communities
in water resources management were defined. The long-term change sought at
catchment level was “Improved water security”, and this became the desired goal.
The short-term goals necessary to achieve the desired end goal were referred to

as “intermediate outcomes”.

The intermediate outcomes: Four intermediate outcomes were identified.
These were arranged by participants to follow a specific causal pathway which

was comprised of four intermediate outcomes:

Outcome 1: “Awareness of roles and responsibilities”. This specified the need for
rural communities to be made aware of their roles and the benefits they could
expect through involvement in policy, legislation, strategies and formulation of

rural development plans.

Outcome 2: “Effective involvement in policy formulation”. Once the first
intermediate outcome was achieved, this outcome could be achieved since rural

communities become more effectively involved in policy formulation.

Outcome 3: “Formulated policies and legislation incorporate rural community
views”. With achievement of Outcome 2, this third outcome would become
possible since policy would start to incorporate strategies and input from the local

communities.

Outcome 4: “Rural communities take an active role in implementing policies and
legislation”. Finally, with achievement of all three intermediate outcomes, this

outcome could be achieved, since rural communities would be actively involved
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in policy design, and policymakers would actively consider their contributions,
reflecting these in policy development and implementation, allowing rural

communities to play their part in the policy cycle.

Ceiling of accountability: The causal pathway described above can only be
achieved if all the intermediate outcomes are in place. However, other factors
that contribute to water security also need to be in place, and the potential risks
need to be mitigated. The ceiling of accountability, hence, presents the limit to
which the Theory of Change can be held accountable. The assumptions that are
needed to support the achievement of the intermediate outcomes and the risks

that could prevent its achievement were identified.
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Assumptions

6. Decision-making process

1. Awareness meetings are 3. Communities are . . empowers and motivates
-~ . 5. Evidence exists to :
conducted willing to participate inform formulation of community
2. Resources are available for 4. Policy makers are 7. Communities see the benefits

policy

awareness meetings willing to engage such as boreholes, irrigation

infrastructures

Desired goal

Intermediate outcomes

Pre-condition
There are existing
engagement
structures

Ceiling of
accountability

Risks

Figure 6.1: Theory of Change map developed by workshop participants showing the causal pathways through which community
engagement in water policy formulation and implementation can result in improved water management at the catchment level
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Assumptions: The ceiling of accountability as explained above (section 6.2)
outlines the conditions for the achievement of a desired goal. In addition to the
intermediate outcomes needed to achieve the desired goal; the participants also
identified seven assumptions associated with the links between the intermediate
outcomes on the causal pathway:

Assumption _1: “Awareness meetings are conducted”. This is related to

achievement of Outcome 1. In order to make rural communities aware of their

roles and responsibility, awareness meetings need to be conducted.

Assumption 2: “Resources are available for awareness”. This is an extension to

assumption 1 because awareness meetings with rural communities could only

take place if resources were made available.

Assumption 3: “Communities are willing to participate”. With awareness meetings

planned, it will take the willingness of the communities to participate for it to be

implemented successfully thereby achieving outcome 2.

Assumption 4: “Policy makers are willing to engage”. A successful awareness

meeting being conducted will also be on the assumption that policy makers make

deliberate efforts to engage with the community.

Assumption 5: “Evidence exists to inform policy formulation”. Once awareness

meetings provide necessary knowledge on policy, local communities will be
encouraged to contribute to policy deliberation with suggestions that are relevant

and valid to address pressing problems.

Assumption 6: “Decision-making process empowers and motivates community”.

Once policy formulation exercises incorporate local ideas, the community will feel

empowered to take part in policy implementation programmes.

Assumption 7: “Communities see the benefits such as boreholes, irrigation

infrastructure”. Local communities will further be motivated to implement the

policy when they are provided with water services depending on their need.

Risks: In addition to the assumptions four risks were also identified.
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Risk 1: “Few attend awareness meetings”. The success of awareness meetings
depends on who and how many attend it.Low attendance poses a risk to

achieving the objective of awareness meetings.

Risk 2: “Engagement is not informed by tools like stakeholder analysis”. Effective
involvement will depend on the right tools being used for engagement of

stakeholders.

Risk 3: “Local knowledge is never incorporated in policy”. The motivation of local
communities to implement policy could be affected when communities see that

their suggestions were not considered.

Risk 4: “Allocation of water services is not balanced’. In addition to omitting local
suggestions in policy formulation, inappropriate water services delivery could limit

people’s willingness to participate in the implementation of the policy.

6.3.2 The proposed rural community engagement framework

Building on the ToC and preconditions (‘there are existing engagement
structures’), participants proposed a mechanism for engaging with the rural
community, in order to address gaps in existing engagement procedures (Section
6.1.2). The proposed engagement framework is presented below:

The framework represented in Figure 6.2 was proposed which would not only
consider actual engagement but also address organisational structures. It is
divided into four stages: (1) Reconstruct (2) Evaluate (3) Facilitate and (4)
Engage. At stage 1, participants noted that it is ideal to define the purpose of
engagement. A clear definition of the purpose of engagement would make it
easier to align engagement methods with levels of participation. Not all activities
or programmes require the involvement of all community members and similarly
may not all demand the same level of participation. In the second stage,
participants noted that many rural communities might have different existing
organisational structures which mostly are ineffective. Where existing
organisational structures are effective participants agreed that trying to form
another structure may only complicate the engagement process. Unless the

existing organisation is ineffective or there is no such an organisation, an agency
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may facilitate (Stage 3) the establishment of an organisation. However,
participants observed such facilitation should be carried out with caution to make
sure community members take control of elections. Finally, engagement can be

carried out informed by the purpose defined in stage 1.

In addition, participants proposed two options for engaging with the community:
community conversation and reflect circles. Participants noted that community
conversation and reflect circles could not appropriately address the gaps in the
current engagement mechanism. They are suited where a structure exists (David
and Sara, 1996; Knifton et al., 2010) as such they are not addressing the
challenges of weak or unavailability of institutions and leadership. Instead, they
are a means of communication. These options include (i) community
conversation, an approach to engaging local communities which allows local
people to discuss common problems which affect them and propose solutions to
address the problems, and (ii) reflect circles, which constitute a similar approach
to community conversation but involves community members gathered to learn

and discuss issues affecting their lives.
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Stage 2

What are the existing

engagement structures? Are Ineffective/no engagement structure

they effective? [examples of

structures: VDC, WPC, CMC,

vc] In the absence of an effective
\ structure-facilitate the

Stage 3 establishment a structure.
Inform the Village Chief and

Defil . .
efine p.urp.ose.of an extension worker (if
engagement and align it with available). Only act as a
iate level il ' i
appropriate leve of facilitator and community
participation (involved,

Ited or i J members should elect others
consulted or informed) If the existing structure is effective into committee. Necessary

training (e.g. facilitation

Stage 1

skills) should be offered to
committee members

Stage 4
Engage
Key Engagement guided by
. . purpose (step 1). Employ
CMC: Celltchmen.t Management Committee stakeholder analysis to
VC :Village Chief identify relevant and key
VDC : Village Development Committee stakeholders

WPC : Water Point Committee

Figure 6.2: Engagement framework developed by workshop participants showing how policy makers and service providers should
engage rural communities in water resources management at the catchment level
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6.4 Discussion

6.4.1 Mapping the gaps in rural community engagement

The ToC was developed mainly for two broad purposes: (a) to focus on how
programmes can bring change and (b) to explore how change has happened
(James, 2011). However, in practice, ToCs are used in various ways including to
depict development programme theory (Kneale et al., 2015), communicate
review findings, and guide the development of programmes or interventions (De
Buck et al., 2018).

The ToC developed in this research outlines how engagement of rural
communities in policy formulation would contribute to the desired goal of
improved water management at a catchment level when they actively participate
in implementing the policy and regulations. Previous studies have shown that
involving stakeholders in the formulation of policy and legislation ensures their
continued participation during the implementation phase (Dungumaro and
Madulu, 2003; Stirling, 2005; Ross et al., 2009; Devine-Wright, 2011; Wanda et
al., 2014). The ToC is context specific in that it addresses specific challenges
and focusses on how particular interventions (policy formulation and
implementation) may bring change (Vogel, 2012; De Buck et al., 2018). However,
it is a simplification of the complex situation (Baxter et al., 2014; Kneale et al.,
2015) considering that water security is not only affected by governance
(Batchelor, 2009; OECD, 2015) but also other factors such as climate change
and population growth (Vérosmarty et al., 2010b).

The ToC map key processes starting with general awareness which increases
community knowledge in water resources management and active involvement
in policy implementation. Active participation in natural resources management
has been shown among the rural community to enable and instil a sense of
ownership which ultimately enhances sustainable natural resources
management (Ostrom, 1990; Cox et al., 2010). The ToC further explains
circumstances or environment (assumptions and risks) under which the

outcomes can be achieved. For instance, active participation of the rural
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community in implementation as outcome 4 may be achieved assuming that the
community is empowered and motivated through decision-making processes and
when they perceive equal allocation of water resources. The risk to this causal
relationship is when allocation of water services is unbalanced. This is mostly
caused by the ‘elite capture’ where the few people with power and influence usurp
the benefits of the whole community (Platteau, 2004; Iversen et al., 2006;
Dasgupta and Beard, 2007). It was very crucial to recognise this risk since
communities are not homogenous (Mostert, 2003; Warner, 2006; Wood, 2008;
Knifton et al., 2010; Anokye, 2013; Rusca and Schwartz, 2014b; Adams and Zulu,

2015) and existing power differences may affect their response to development.

The ToC was developed in a participatory manner by encouraging involvement
from different interest groups. This not only ensured that the ToC was relevant
but also allowed an exchange of ideas thereby promoting social learning (Mostert
et al., 2007). Despite the ToC mainly reflecting the ideas of those involved in its
development (as there could be other outcomes, assumptions and risks for
achieving water management), it represents the most feasible and relevant
context-specific intervention. In addition to outlining the causal relationship of the
intermediate outcomes, the ToC has highlighted gaps in current participation
practice. The precondition for successful engagement requires that existing
engagement structures are active and act as a contact point for policymakers and
service providers to engage with the community. With evidence of flaws in
community participation (Chapters 4 and 5) reforming the current engagement

mechanisms is crucial to achieving water management at the catchment level.

6.4.2 The engagement framework

A community engagement framework was developed to deal with the
participation of the rural community from the planning of engagement including
the establishment of the community institutions to actual engagement. It consists
of four stages: reconstruct, evaluate, facilitate and engage. Activities in each of

the stages incorporate key principles of stakeholder engagement.
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The first stage deals with defining the purpose of engaging a community. This
element is mostly missing in the current engagement practice. However, it is
crucial for designing an effective engagement programme. It helps in mapping
the boundary in terms of whom and how to involve (Reed et al., 2009; Reed and
Curzon, 2015). The second stage establishes appropriate platforms as
engagement does not take place in a vacuum. It endeavours to evaluate the
context in which engagement will take place: the capacity and particular functions
of the engagement structures. In this way, it avoids the current challenge where
the available community organisations (WUAs, WPCs) are mainly concentrating
on irrigation farming and rural water supply and not on catchment conservation.
This stage also avoids problems of establishing numerous institutions in a
community which may end up creating confusions and conflicts, especially
regarding their eligibility. The third stage deals with facilitating the establishment
of the institution. It is vital that the community itself controls this process. This
would encourage members of the community to be loyal to the committee and
adhere to its rules and regulation. Rusca et al., (2015) in Malawi reported
instances where community members expressed ignorance of the organisation
which may have been established by an NGO. Such an organisation struggled to
operate. Therefore, allowing the community to elect its people into positions of
power does not only empower the community but also allows establishing a
context-specific organisation. However, Rusca et al., (2015) warn of community
members unknowingly electing the elites into positions. The government agency
facilitating the establishment of the community organisation, therefore, should
make sure the inherent social inequalities or local elite power capture is

minimised (Kamoto et al., 2013). The fourth stage is engagement

Previously, engagement frameworks have been developed such as that of Du
Toit and Pollard (2008). Most frameworks focussed on general public
engagement. However, this framework mainly focussed on the rural community
as being a critical group ensuring water management. Du Toit and Pollard (2008)
developed a framework based mainly on the tasks of a government agency,
Catchment Management Agency (CMA). In this regard, the framework assumed

that the public is already organised in a way that it can be effectively engaged.
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This is not mostly the case especially in rural areas in Malawi. There are many
factors which affect community organisations rendering them weak and unable
to provide the community mobilisation role (Chowns, 2015; Lalika et al., 2015). It
was established that in most areas community organisations (engagement
structures) such as WPCs, WUAs are not effective and in some cases, they do
not exist. Further, Malawi is yet to comprehensively operationalise the Water
Resources Act 2013 by establishing basin authorities (CMAs) and CMCs) under
the NWRA.

This community engagement framework also recognises that different
programmes or activities require different levels of participation. In this regard,
the framework encourages using tools like stakeholder analysis or mapping
(Reed et al., 2009; Reed and Curzon, 2015), stakeholder engagement wheel
(Mott Lacroix and Megdal, 2016) and spectrum of participation (Du Toit and
Pollard, 2008; IAP2, 2017). These tools, for instance, stakeholder analysis define
who are stakeholders of a particular intervention or programmes and prioritise
stakeholders for engagement in decision-making processes. This exercise
should be carried out in line with the established purpose of engagement
suggested under ‘Reconstruct’ stage. By matching the purpose of engagement,
level of participation and stakeholder type, the framework overcomes the
common demerits of participation as an expensive, stakeholder fatigue and time-
wasting undertaking (Irvin and Stansbury, 2004; Burt et al., 2007; Evans and
Reid, 2013).

6.5 Summary

The desired goal resulting from the involvement of the rural community in water
resources management was identified using ToC. Most importantly it informed
the development of rural community engagement framework by identifying gaps
in current engagement mechanisms. Through the framework, appropriate
engagement mechanisms (community organisation and engagement procedure)
will ensure that rural communities are involved and achieve water management

at a catchment level.
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The framework is unique regarding its focus. Rural communities play critical roles
in the protection and conservation of catchments hence their effective
participation in water management cannot be overemphasised. Further, while
existing community organisations such WUAs, WPCs only concentrate on
irrigation and water supply and sanitation, the framework aims to guide in the
establishment of community organisations which deal with some water-related
programmes and activities. The framework is similar to other public participation
frameworks in matching levels of participation with a particular task a government

agency or other water service providers wish to embark in a catchment.

The proposed framework comes at the right time as the proposed catchment
organisations (CMAs, CMCs) under the NWRA are not yet in place. The
framework would thus help NWRA in establishing its catchment institutions. While
the Water Resources Act of 2013 gives power to the NWRA and the community
in establishing catchment institutions independently, the framework recommends
that such exercises should be undertaken jointly. This will avoid current problems
where community members are not aware of the institutions, and consequently,
its leadership is challenged. The framework does not prescribe the name of the
organisation or type but emphasises the functions. In this case, existing

institutions which are effective may be easily incorporated.
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7 DISCUSSION

This chapter critically reviews and assesses the research reported in Chapters 4
to 6 and the broader implications for the research. Firstly, the practice of rural
stakeholder engagement by policy makers and service providers is discussed
including barriers to stakeholder engagement. The benefits of stakeholder
engagement on the policy process and the framework for engaging local
communities in water resources management are then reviewed. Finally, areas
of further research are suggested and limitations of the research project are

outlined.

7.1 Rural stakeholder engagement in Malawi

7.1.1 Appraising the current situation

In Malawi, like many other countries, water policy, legislation and regulation have
been reformed and guided by the underlying principles of IWRM (Mkandawire
and Mulwafu, 2006; Chiluwe and Nkhata, 2014). Within IWRM, public
participation is one of the key elements (Neef, 2009). Empirical evidence
gathered in this research showed that stakeholder engagement practice does not
reflect the requirements within Malawi’'s water policy and legislation.
Stakeholders interviewed confirmed that they had not been appropriately
engaged in the process as might have been expected. Government officers,
NGOs, and water utility companies with a mandate to engage stakeholders
(including rural communities) also acknowledged that current practice does not
follow policy and legislation. This has led to low levels of effectiveness of the
IWRM concept in achieving its intended objectives regarding stakeholder

engagement.

Despite its widespread popularity, IWRM has been widely criticised particularly in
the context of its implementation (Varis et al., 2014). Several studies (Biswas,
2004, 2008; Van der Zaag, 2005; Grigg, 2014) highlighted problems with IWRM
practice due to difficulties experienced in integrating different issues such as
water supply and demand, water quality and quantity, water and land-related

issues, and different and competing uses. Biswas (2004) argued that there were
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no agreements among IWRM proponents on what exactly should be integrated
let alone on the interpretation of the word ‘integration’ which itself has numerous
different connotations. Furthermore, Grigg (2014) noted that IWRM is open-
ended as and does not outline how it works in practice which have created
challenges in the IWRM operationalisation (Hailu et al., 2018). For instance, in
Brazil, loris (2008) reported that under-estimation of social inequalities and
political asymmetries by policy reforms led to IWRM failure, whilst in the USA
Grigg (2014) reported that water resources managers did not fully embrace the
concepts of IWRM. In Ghana, Mersha et al., (2016) reported on a conflict between
IWRM objectives for integrating all water uses and sectors and water service
delivery prioritization, whilst in Ethiopia, Hailu et al., (2018) and Mersha et al.,
(2016) attributed IWRM shortcomings due to institutional failure and lack of
political commitment. In Southern African states, Swatuk (2005) reported many
shortcomings with IWRM-based reforms: it failed to devolve power from the
government to other stakeholders appropriately; rural communities were not

adequately informed, and the elites dominated participation in decision-making.

Lankford and Hepworth (2010) also questioned the rationale for implementing
water management reforms in sub-Saharan Africa which whilst they may have
worked well for different conditions in Europe, in a complex under-resourced
environment in Africa it has mostly failed. Particularly with stakeholder
engagement, UNEP's (2012) global assessment found little progress has been
made in translating stakeholder engagement in policy into practice and reported
that the slowest progress had been made in African countries. Because of these
challenges, other authors have suggested alternatives such as Polycentric Water
Resources Management (PWRM) (Neef, 2009; Lankford and Hepworth, 2010)
which is more decentralised at the catchment level. This concept is argued to
increase local or community ownership and decision making which IWRM
currently fails to achieve because of its emphasis on a centralised regulatory

authority.

Irrespective of the arguments for or against particular water management

concepts, this research has found that rural stakeholder engagement is
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fundamental to most development activities in rural areas. Indeed Biswas (2004)
advocated for collaboration among different institutions and stakeholders in
managing water resources which call for the active participation of various
stakeholders. Most of the stakeholders interviewed in this study had little
knowledge of national water policy, legislation, regulations and catchment
guidelines. Yet most held critical roles, especially the district office, in
implementing water policy and legislation either directly for those under the
Department of Water Resources and water utility companies or indirectly under
other departments such as Forestry, Agriculture and Irrigation. More particularly
local communities are custodians of the catchments and key stakeholder group
for implementation of the policy or legislation on the ground. These, however, had
little knowledge of water management as dictated by the water policy and
legislation. Some practised catchment degrading activities such as charcoal
burning because they lacked knowledge. For these reasons, rural stakeholder
engagement should be more central to water management, especially at the local
level. It, therefore, supports calls for stakeholder engagement to be implemented

at all levels of water management.

The benefits of stakeholder engagement in water management have been
reported in numerous studies. It is useful in planning (Nutters and Pinto da Silva,
2012; Sayce et al., 2013; Brown et al., 2016; Keijser et al., 2018), knowledge co-
production or research (Eden et al., 2016; Graversgaard et al., 2017), social
learning (Ballester and Mott Lacroix, 2016; Libanio, 2018), monitoring (Nikoo et
al., 2016), co-financing partnership (Thale and Priest, 2016) and enhanced
decision-making (Fink and Gober, 2009). In essence, stakeholder engagement
is viewed to be an essential part of water governance (OECD, 2015; Akhmouch
and Clavreul, 2016; Akhmouch and Correia, 2016).

In this study, an analysis of the responses from different stakeholder groups
showed that the government least engaged with rural community members in the
process of water management. Often community members reported that
engagement was in the form of general awareness, typically when the

Department of Water Resources or Irrigation sensitised local farmers or water

145



user associations regarding water rights acquisition and annual water rental fee
payments. Using the spectrum of stakeholder engagement (Arnstein, 1969; Luyet
et al., 2012; Cundy et al., 2013; Reilly et al., 2016) (Section 4.4.2), this is
considered as the lowest level of engagement as the information is only passed
from government to the community. In the ladder of participation, Arnstein (1969)
classified this as ‘non-participation’. Nevertheless, the National Water Policy
(2005) and Water Resources Act (2013) have specific provisions to promote
active participation of local communities. For instance, the Water Resources Act
(2013) established catchment institutions such as Catchment Management
Authorities or Committees and Water Users Associations (Parts Il and XllI,
respectively) to increase the participation of rural stakeholders (Malawi
Government, 2013b). Furthermore, the government recently has developed
national guidelines for integrated catchment management and rural infrastructure
which also focusses on increasing the participation of rural community (Malawi
Government, 2015d).

7.1.2 Factors preventing rural stakeholder engagement

Stakeholder engagement was found to be mostly limited to information provision
and consultation. The low level of participation reported in this study corroborates
with other studies in the region. For example, Xavier et al., (2017) in their
research of participatory governance in the energy sector in South Africa,
reported that public involvement was concentrated at the stages of information

and consultation.

Various factors (Section 4.3.3) were identified during the fieldwork which were
found to limit participation of rural stakeholders in water resources management.
These were grouped using thematic content analysis into seven themes (Table
4): corruption, socio-cultural factors, inadequate resources, lack of commitment,
poor coordination, resistance to change and a weak regulatory framework.
Factors were found to affect rural stakeholder participation either directly or
indirectly (Figure 4.3). This was the case as engagement has two parties: those
to be engaged (rural communities) and those required to engage (policy makers,

service providers). Direct factors affected the willingness and ability of rural
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stakeholders to participate. For instance, poverty, land unavailability or land
tenure system, cultural beliefs will determine whether an individual member of the
community will participate in a catchment management project. Indirect factors
including engagement methods, political will or ineffective coordination among
policy makers and service providers have an indirect effect on participation by
rural stakeholders.

The factors identified in this research were similar to those reported in other
studies including lack of political will (Akhmouch and Clavreul, 2016; Ballester
and Mott Lacroix, 2016; Libanio, 2018), leadership (Niedziatkowski et al., 2018;
Nita et al., 2018), resource constraints (Lankford and Hepworth, 2010; Neysmith
and Dent, 2010; Van Koppen et al., 2012; Soubliere and Cloutier, 2015), people’s
cultural beliefs (Faruqui et al., 2001; Pahl-Wostl et al., 2008), institutional
fragmentation (Rollason et al., 2018), and poor communication and collaboration
(Higgins and Shackleton, 2015).

Other factors identified, however, were new from this study. For example, while
payments of allowances for participation in meetings or workshops have been
reported elsewhere and in Malawi (Nkamleu and Kamgnia, 2014; Erasmus et al.,
2017), this has been mainly for salaried government officers (Smith, 2003).
However, this research found that rural community members ignored catchment
management activities which did not offer “financial benefits” and payments had
to be intentionally offered to motivate participation. Indeed, rural communities in
Malawi have started to view payments as a prerequisite for participation.
Interviews with key informants showed that this is a new phenomenon as in the
past people used to volunteer to participate in development activities including
water resources management. It was also noted that offering financial incentives
started with NGOs attempting to implement development programmes. During
the fieldwork, NGO representatives admitted giving out payments to motivate
rural community members to participate in their programmes. This was “to buy
participation” so that reports to the donors were satisfactory and they could
continue receiving financial assistance for their projects. They highlighted that

there was considerable pressure from donors demanding results. The case in
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Malawi explains the danger of introducing initiatives in an area without clearly

understanding the context and evaluating its long terms impacts.

7.2 Benefits of rural stakeholder engagement in the policy
process

Current policy and legislation aim to encourage stakeholder engagement at all
levels including national, regional, district and local office levels. For example, the
new water management authority, the National Water Resources Authority
(NWRA) was designed to have representation at national, regional, district or
catchment levels. The establishment of several structures and committees within
the NWRA reflects the importance of various stakeholders beyond government
officers. However, a detailed review of the Water Resources Act (2013)
concerning the governing body of the NWRA casts some doubt as to whether the
voices of stakeholders other than government officers will be taken into
consideration. According to Article 8 of the Water Resources Act (2013), the
governing body of the authority is composed of 13 members, with nine being
senior government officers. As decisions are made through votes, there is a high
probability that the interests of the senior government officers will prevail.

Further analysis showed that most policy articles, principles and strategies have
either not been implemented as planned or completely ignored (Table 5.4).
Gutierrez (2007) assessing delivery of water and sanitation services in Malawi
and Zambia reported that the poorly defined role of water and sanitation in
poverty reduction leads to a lack of prioritisation of making policy choices. Thus,
while the policy supports stakeholder engagement, there is inadequate

commitment from the government to implement it fully.

Nevertheless, stakeholder engagement is critical in the formulation and
implementation of natural resources management policies including water due to
its common access characteristics as a “common good”. Water resource is non-
excludable and rivalrous as individuals cannot be effectively excluded from using
it and at the same time individual use affects its availability for the other (Birol et
al., 2006). It has diversified actors and institutions which often overlap (Varis et

al., 2014). The diversity of actors in many of the natural resources including water
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resources demand democratic decision processes in policy making (Costanza et
al., 2017). As a shared resource if individual users act independently, it leads to
degradation or depletion of the resource, referred to as “The Tragedy of the
Commons” (Hardin, 1968).

A lack of stakeholder engagement in the policy process can bring about what
Brugnach et al., (2010) referred to as ‘policy uncertainty’. Most policymakers
assume rural stakeholders cannot constructively contribute to policy discussions.
They consider the policy process exercise as being highly technical. While
scientific knowledge is considered vital in this process, other considerations are
equally important including the views of stakeholders. The diversity of
stakeholders in water resources management means different problems and
solutions which can have a tremendous impact on the policy process.
Stakeholder engagement ensures a democratic decision-making process. In
particular, for local catchment communities, involvement in policy formulation can

enhance their participation during policy implementation.

7.3 Improving rural stakeholder engagement
7.3.1 The Theory of Change

This research has established that the rural community forms a critical group of
stakeholders to improve water management at the catchment scale. Government
officers and service providers acknowledged failure to engage the rural
community effectively. Community-level organisations such as Water Point
Committees and Water User Associations established following rural water sector
reforms in the 1990s (Schouten and Moriarty, 2003) were not active in catchment
protection and conservation. This is because both were established to serve
water supply and sanitation (Laisi, 2009) and catchment protection and
conservation were beyond their remit. This study shows that these institutions still

focus predominantly on water supply and sanitation.

Other institutions established under the Community-Based Natural Resources
Management (CBNRM) approach (van Koppen et al., 2007; Schnegg, 2016) such

as Village Natural Resources Management (VNRM) are most active in fisheries,
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forestry and wildlife management (Jones, 2004; Blaikie, 2006; Zulu, 2012;
Kamoto et al., 2013). Over the years, the CBNRM concept has also faced
economic and political challenges weakening local leadership to mobilise the
community members (Kayambazinthu, 2000). While it can be argued that forest
management in principle protects the catchment for water security, most of the
institutions for forestry management have not been developed from that
perspective. In fact, in Malawi, forest management aims to conserve, establish,
protect and manage trees and forests for sustainable development (Malawi
Government, 2016). The current National Forest Policy (2016) does not
particularly recognise the roles the department of water resources play in its
implementation. Indeed the lack of cooperation between government forestry and
water departments identified in this study is evidence that programmes at the
operational or local level are not complimentary and that there are still gaps in
terms of policy harmonisation (Chipofya et al., 2009). The lack of appropriate rural
stakeholder engagement for catchment protection and conservation risks the
ability to realise the potential benefits in ensuring water security. Against this
background, this study informed by the ToC developed a framework to enhance

the engagement of rural communities.

The ToC aimed to describe how rural stakeholder engagement could be
mobilised to improve water security at the catchment level. It showed the impact
of ensuring water security at a catchment level following a series of carefully
planned outcomes resulting from different interventions. One of the assumptions
in the ToC was the involvement of rural community across the policy processes.
The policy process itself (Birkland, 2016) also connotes the involvement of
stakeholders. For instance, problem formulation would be more rigorous if views
of different stakeholders are included. Equally, later steps such as

implementation would be effective with the involvement of stakeholders.

During the development of the ToC, it was observed that two elements were vital
for rural community involvement: (a) community structures and (b) how policy
makers, decision makers and service providers carry out the engagement

process itself. While community organisations such as Village Development
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Committees or Area Development Committees have been in existence since
enactment of the decentralisation policy (Malawi Government, 1998a), these
have not been effective. Neil et al., (2014) reported that in many parts of Malawi,
they do not serve the rural communities by participating in decision-making
processes at the local level but continue to report upwards where decisions are
then made. They also noted that these organisations do not exist in many places,
in contrast to what is reported by the government. Where community
organisations exist, this is mostly in response to developmental activities linked

of other sectors such as health and education.

One reported reason for this was that communities could not see immediate
benefits for catchment protection and conservation while benefits for involvement
in other activities in health and education, such as a school or health facility being
constructed, were more tangible. For water resources, water points were the
obvious benefits. A lack of water points, in particular, was found to demotivate
communities from participating in catchment protection and conservation
activitiesthey considered water points as the primary benefit. The ToC therefore
recommended that the communities are well sensitised to all the benefits
including the provision of water points before local communities could be

engaged to participate in catchment protection and conservation.

7.3.2 Community engagement framework

The proposed engagement framework for rural communities in Malawi has similar
features to other engagement frameworks, such as those developed by du Toit
and Pollard (2008) and Mott Lacroix and Megdal (2016). It is similar in that the
steps for engagement are iterative as in the ‘Engagement Wheel’ (Mott Lacroix
and Megdal, 2016). However, it is unique in that it recognises that existing
organisations which might be used, such as VDC, WPC and CMC, have pre-
existing objectives. It, therefore, seeks to evaluate the capacity of such
organisations to fulfil catchment protection and conservation functions. It does
not assume that there are existing organisations through which stakeholders are

organised to participate in watershed management.
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The framework is envisaged as a cyclic form reflecting its iterative nature. The
first stage ‘Reconstruct’ defines the purpose of engagement. It is at this early
stage that the level of engagement is defined. Initial involvement of the rural
community could be at one all of three levels in so far as stakeholders could be:
informed, consulted, or involved (Reilly et al., 2016). This three-level approach is
practical and straightforward and identifies levels of stakeholder involvement as
well as steps in the overall engagement process. Thus, policy makers or service
providers might opt to inform the community of a particular issue, consult them
on that issue, or involve them in improved catchment management. Policy
makers could also opt to go through all three steps. Through this research, it was
evident that most community members interviewed sought at least some level of

engagement from the government and other service providers.

The second stage seeks to evaluate existing rural organisations to avoid
duplication of effort and activities. If existing organisations are suitable and
effective, stakeholders can be engaged through these, and the process can by-
pass Stage 3: ‘Facilitate’ and move directly onto Stage 4. If there are no
institutions, in Stage 3, policy makers or service providers act as facilitators to
help the community establish a rural-based institution. For water resources
management, such institutions have already been legally established and

supported in the Water Resources Act (2013) (Malawi Government, 2013b).

Stage 4, “Engagement” is the final stage when policymakers are sure that their
engagement will be effective. During interviews, it was noted that engagement
was carried out without consideration of different stakeholders and level of
participation applied. This, in turn, weakened the process and full benefits were

not realised.

While this framework was developed with stakeholders and later revised through
discussions with key informants, it forms the basis of a process for engagement
with rural communities in water resources management. Policy makers and
service providers using the framework must however have the appropriate
facilitation skills and training at each stage of the process to engage effectively

with the rural community. These skills are especially important where new rural
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organisations need to be established. For example, existing organisations may
have been rendered ineffective due to its poor formulation, or because community
members feel that these organisations have been imposed on them, they
consider the institution not legitimate. Further, knowledge of stakeholder
engagement is key. This is useful in working with different stakeholder
engagement tools such as those for identification and categorisation of

stakeholders.

7.4 Further research

This study generated useful insights into the engagement of the rural community
in water resources management. However, the following areas for future work

are identified.

e This research identified various factors which limit the participation of
rural stakeholders in water resources management. It has shown that
these factors are interlinked. This is an important insight which would help
reduce the impact on the overall engagement of rural stakeholders and
should be explored further. Specific future investigations should consider

the extent of this interlinkage between different factors.

e The research has also proposed a framework on how best rural
community can be engaged. While this is an important step towards
inclusion of rural communities in water resources management, future
research may consider evaluating the framework in other catchments

and regions in SSA.

e Due to limited resources (time and money) the research was conducted
in three out of 17 catchments in Malawi and hence the evidence
presented in based on those particular catchments. While careful
consideration was given in choosing case study catchments to achieve
representativeness, further research may consider covering many other

catchments within Malawi and other regions in SSA.
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7.5 Limitations of the study

This research was conducted in three catchments in Malawi which were
purposely selected. Two field missions were undertaken each covering
approximately three months. Qualitative case study approach was used in data
collection, analysis and interpretation. Inherent limitations of the qualitative
approaches are the inability to generalise and replicate the findings to the broader
population (McLeod, 2008). However, the goal of qualitative research is ‘nature
not number’ (Lewis and Ritchie, 2003, p.277). Thus, inference concerns analytic
generalisation rather than data prevalence, or statistical distribution (Lewis and
Ritchie, 2003a; Yin, 2009) is critical in qualitative research. Indeed the goal of this
research was not to provide an accurate picture of the general population but in
line with case study research to answer questions of ‘how’ and ‘why’ (Rose et al.,
2015). Although the research was conducted in three different catchments
comparison of the findings among them was similar. In all catchments, the same
groups of stakeholders were interviewed. The correlation of the findings among
the case study catchments increased the generalisability and transferability of the
results to other catchments within Malawi. However, the context may change if
results were generalised in another country. Another limitation to consider is the
longitudinal aspect of data. Data collection was limited to approximately three
months which may be shorter. It also involved less number of participants. If the
research is replicated, the findings may vary depending on the size of study

participants and duration of data collection.

7.6 Research implications on policy

This research was conducted on the understanding that stakeholders mainly rural
community would contribute to the improvement of water resources management
at the catchment level. Catchments are highly degraded based on the literature
reported and the researcher’s observation and experience. This section drawing
on the empirical evidence gathered in this research proposes the following as
possible solutions and new insights that the government may pursue to ensure

improved water resources management:
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Collaboration among water sector organisations: There is a need to improve
collaboration among water sector organisations to leverage on the capacity
(human and financial resources) particular organisations may provide. Despite
adopting IWRM, evidence in Chapter 4 shows that Malawi still lacks collaboration
among different organisations providing services in the water sector. However,

IWRM approaches encourage collaboration among different stakeholders.

Use of appropriate methods for stakeholder identification, categorisation
and engagement: The government and other stakeholders in the water sector
should use tested and proven method to identify stakeholders to include while
undertaking various activities and programmes. This would ensure that all

relevant stakeholders are considered.

Timely and objectively review of the policy, legislation and regulation: There
is a need for the government to update policy, legislation and regulation at an
appropriate time and objectively. This would avoid cases of using old legislation
and regulation which are not only outdated and not fit for the prevailing conditions
but also avoiding using policy instruments which are not prohibitive because
penalties are too low.

Adopting the proposed rural stakeholder engagement framework: This
research has shown that current procedures of engaging rural community are not
effective. The government and other water service providers are encouraged to
adopt the proposed engagement framework to ensure rural stakeholders are

effectively engaged in water resources management.
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8 CONCLUSIONS

This final chapter of the thesis highlights the key insights from the research and
relates them back to the aim and objectives. It further reflects on the work
presented in the first two chapters of the thesis (Introduction and Literature
Review). This reflection helps to re-establish the connection between existing

water resources management theory and practice.

8.1 Summary of the insights and research aims

Water resources management approaches or concepts such as IWRM have
been widely adopted (Hassing et al., 2009) more particularly in developing
countries. Its popularity lies in the participatory nature which is one of the
preferred attributes in development claiming it ensures efficiency and
effectiveness (Cleaver, 1999). While participation has been the subject of
discussion as regards to its benefits based on who participates and its purpose,
this study argues that participation of local community on catchment
management is critical. Often community members who did not take part in
catchment conservation or protection activities cited that they are not involved in

programmes implemented in the catchment.

IWRM as a concept has however been previously criticised for failing to achieve
its intended outcomes due to difficulties in its operationalisation (Van der Zaag,
2005; Biswas, 2008; Mollinga, 2008; Rusca and Schwartz, 2014). In terms of
participation, IWRM supports creation of new institutional/organisational
structures which are envisaged to efficiently and effectively manage water
resources. However, in so doing, the IWRM concept encourages formation of
institutions based on generic models (Rusca et al., 2015) or generalised ‘design
principles’ which Cleaver( 2002) refers to as bureaucratic arrangements. These
arrangements have often failed to achieve its intended outcomes, particularly on
participation of rural community members. This study supports Cleaver's (1999,
2002) ‘socially embedded institutional arrangements’ which consider the existing

culture, social organisation and daily practice. These institutions, according to
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Cleaver (2000, p.381) “evolve through multiple processes involving both
conscious and unconscious acts, unintended consequences and a large amount
of 'borrowing’ of acceptable pattern of interaction from sanctioned social

relationships”.

While developing an engagement framework to enhance rural community
participation in water resources management in this study, community members
expressed concerns with institutions which are mostly initiated by donor
organisations or ‘outsiders’ without comprehensively involving them. Rusca et al.,
(2015, p.779) noted that these “institutions are not developed through an internal
process of bricolage but imposed externally’. Community members often did not
participate in meetings organised by such institutions as they viewed such as

illegitimate institutions.

This study argues that local institutions have always existed, and it is imperative
that when applying IWRM concepts consideration should be given at fully
understanding existing conditions. While this research did not directly look at
alternatives of IWRM as a concept, its findings support Lankford and Hepworth
(2010) ‘polycentric river basin management’ approach which advocates for local
informal and reflexive legal institutions and norms. With ‘polycentric river basin
management’ which is decentralised in nature, local communities have more
chance to agree on their own rules and regulations including forming institutions

which can be considered legitimate.

Finally, this study has also unveiled some misfits between policy and practice.
While participation of local community is considered essential, this study has
further noted that effective catchment management goes beyond mere
involvement. Land tenure system and property rights greatly affect catchment
management. In most areas particularly forests, land ownership or land tenure
system are not very clear and hence local community were not obliged to protect
it. In some catchments land unavailability forced local communities to farm in
protected forests. Catchment conservation practices such as preserving buffer
zones along riverbanks and tree planting were not done because of land

unavailability. Water policy and other related regulation formulation should
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therefore consider incorporating issues of land tenure system, property rights
which are rarely considered.

8.2 Main insights generated from the study

The following section highlights the achievement of the individual research

objectives as explained mainly in Chapters Four to Seven.

8.2.1 Objective 1: To critically review the formulation process of
water policy and legislation with respect to stakeholder
engagement

This study found that stakeholders were superficially engaged in water policy and
legislation processes. The level of engagement varied among different
stakeholder groups. There was some engagement among most stakeholder
groups except the rural community who were rarely involved. The findings
contrast with the recommendations of the relevant Malawian water policy and
legislation which support participatory approaches following reforms informed by
regional and international trends. The findings support previous literature which
highlighted failures of policy implementation. Policy and legislation were only
reformed to conform to international and regional standards, but there has been

less commitment by the national government to implement it.

8.2.2 Objective 2: To identify the stakeholders in rural water supply
and management and determine their roles in water policy
formulation, development, and implementation

Water policy processes were evaluated in how engagement took place, i.e. who
were the stakeholders? How were they identified and categorised? Why were
they particularly identified? What were the criteria? Informed by stakeholder
theory and tools on stakeholder engagement government officers and service
providers narrated the practice of engagement. The study established that

stakeholders were identified but without following any standard procedure.
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Government officers were choosing stakeholders for various meetings and
activities. Their choices were not objective as were mostly affected by personal
interests and experience. The identification procedure employed resulted in the
omission of critical stakeholder groups such as rural community. Government
officers stationed at ministry headquarters omitted rural community as a
stakeholder group more than those stationed at lower levels like regional and
district offices. NGOs and other service providers on the other hand often

identified the rural community as a stakeholder group.

Nonetheless, government officers at ministry headquarters managed policy
processes activities. Hence, their choice of stakeholders mattered most.
Regarding stakeholders’ role in policy processes, NGOs, civil society
organisations and service providers were regarded as co-financiers. Members of
the community were perceived as helping with implementation activities and not
formulation exercises. Thus how stakeholders were initially assigned the roles
determined their involvement levels. This study, however, supports the

involvement of key stakeholders throughout the policy process.

8.2.3 Objective 3: To assess factors influencing rural stakeholder
participation in water policy formulation and implementation

Twenty-four factors were identified that influenced participation of rural
stakeholders. These were thematically grouped based on how they affected
participation. Themes included factors relating to corruption, socio-cultural
factors, inadequate resources, lack of commitment, poor coordination, resistance
to change and a weak regulatory framework. A cause-effect analysis was also
used. Three groups were identified: primary, secondary and tertiary. In the
primary group, factors were considered to be the first in influencing participation,
and if not resolved, the effect of other factors (secondary and then tertiary) was
noticed. Further analysis of the factors considered whether they either directly
affected the individual member of the community national government or its

impacts were at an national scale. Through analysis , the interlinkages between
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factors was explored . The analysis offered several options on how the impacts
of the factors might be minimised.

8.2.4 Objective 4: To evaluate the links between policy formulation
and implementation

Policy makers and service providers generally expected rural stakeholders to be
essential in policy implementation. Members of the community were only meant
to be involved in implementing activities and not define rules which guide or
govern it. However, this study established that members of the rural community
had different expectations. They required to be fully involved or be made aware
of the creation of rules to its implementation. The expectation is in line with a
policy recommendation. Rural stakeholders in most cases only requested for
general awareness of what policymakers have agreed.

8.2.5 Objective 5: To develop a framework that ensures the
appropriate participation of rural stakeholders in water policy
formulation and implementation

The critical challenge that results in low participation from rural stakeholders was
the way policy makers and service providers engaged them. There was no
appropriate procedure for rural stakeholder engagement. The local institutions for
engagement were not adequately evaluated for their capacity to manage the
engagement process effectively. A framework was developed aimed to improve
rural stakeholder engagement. A Theory of Change approach was used to inform
the development of the framework. As a participatory approach, it was jointly
developed by all stakeholders including the rural community, government
officers, NGOs representatives. The framework thus reflects the needs of the
stakeholders.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Interview guides for policy makers and water service providers
(government, water utility companies, NGOs, academics) interviews

Introduction

Hello, my name is Brighton Chunga. | am a PhD student at Cranfield University, in the UK carrying out a
research on assessing the extent of rural stakeholders’ inclusion in water resources management in Malawi.
Target areas are based on the catchment demarcations used by the government through the Ministry of
Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development. There are 17 catchments and this research will only be
conducted in South Rukuru, Linthipe, and South West Lakeshore.

You have been chosen to be interviewed because your location is within the catchments mentioned. | will,
therefore, ask you questions related to stakeholder involvement in water resources management.
Specifically, we will be going through few questions on the following topics:

a) formulation process of water policy, legislation, and guidelines
b) stakeholders in catchment management - emphasis on water
c) barriers and enablers to stakeholders’ participation

The interview will approximately take 50-60 minutes. Your participation in this interview is voluntary and you
are free to participate, or indeed withdraw at any point in time during the interview. Your answers to these
questions are confidential and will be anonymized in the results synthesis.

9 Consent Question

(a) Would you like to take part? [JYes [J No, - Thank you and sorry to bother you.

If yes, sign the consent below.

I, confirm to have read and completely understand the information
provided on this form and therefore give my consent to taking part in this research.

(b) In this interview, in addition to taking notes | will also use a voice recorder to record the conversation so
that | capture the information | may miss with note taking. Do you agree the use of voice recorder?
[JAgree [J Disagree  Signature:

Section A-General Attributes
Objective: To characterize the participants in terms of demography and location

Age and education level:

Catchment: Sub-catchment: District/Village:

Gender of the respondent:

Section B-Process of policy, legislation and guidelines formulation
Objective: To establish whether policy and legislation formulation and review process conform to
the principles of governance and how it compares with processes in other countries

1. When did you join the organisation and please explain to me what is your role in catchment management

or water resources management?

2. Is there any official document that guides your organisation in the role you have indicated above? Mention

the document (if there is a copy, would you share with me?)
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3. Indicate the review period for the following policy, legislation and guidelines? Answer only those applicable

to your organisation.

CINational Water Policy: year(s)
[OWater Resources Regulations: year(s)
OWater Resources Act: year(s)
[(JBye-laws on water and environment: year(s)
[JCatchment Management Plans: year(s)
[INational Water Resources Master Plan: year(s)

[JOther, specify:

4. Has the review period of your choices in (3) above been regular? and if not maintained, why do you
suggest are the reasons?
UYes [ No, if no, why?

5. In formulating or reviewing the policy, legislation and guidelines, mention any organisation or individuals
you involve outside your organisation and why do you involve them?

6. Would you please describe how you exactly involve the stakeholders mentioned in (5) above?

Section C-Defining stakeholders for catchment management

Objective: To understand how the decision makers define stakeholders for water resources
management. This will also tell whom they involve and gaps between policy, legislation, and
implementation can be established

7. In your own understanding who are key stakeholders in water resources management especially in
ensuring water security (quantity and quality) within a catchment? And why the mentioned are key

stakeholders in your opinion?

8. Of the following selected key catchment conservation practices, name the key stakeholders against each

and indicate their levels of influence and interest.

Conservation practice | Stakeholder(s) Levels of influence Levels of interest

Crop rotation

Conservation farming

Irrigation land levelling

Mulching

Nutrient management

Riparian forest buffer

Streambank protection

Tree planting

Waste utilisation
Wind/fire break
Controlled grazing
Others (specify)

9. Explain examples of how stakeholders exercise influence and why do you think are the reasons for the

low levels of influence (if mentioned in 8 above- low influence and interest levels, in this case, 4 and below).

10. Are you aware of the impact of land management has on water resources? Has your organisation any
system in place to ensure sustainable land management is carried out by both contractors and rural
communities?

Section D-Limits for stakeholders’ participation in water resources management
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Objective: To solicit views from the decision makers on barriers they meet and most importantly to
highlight how can barriers to participation be removed.

11. What do you think are the main barriers to stakeholders’ participation in water resources management?
12. To what extent are the factors mentioned in 11 above are barriers to participation?

13. Explain what should be done to remove or change the barriers to become enablers and who is
responsible for the change? Is your organization doing anything on this or any organization/individual you

are aware of?

Appendix B: Interview guides for rural communities interviews
Introduction: (same as Appendix A)

Section A: General attributes

Age and education level:
Catchment: Sub-catchment: District/Village:
Gender of the respondent:

Section B: Socioeconomic attributes

Objective: To characterize rural community members

1. Which level does your household income fall into on average per month?
[J Less than MK500 J MK500-MK1,000 [J MK 1,000-MK5,000
[JMK5,000-MK10,000 [0 MK10,000-MK20,000 0 MK20,000-MK50,000
CJOver MK50,000

2. What are your sources of income? And tell me what is your occupation?

OJ Family members [ Farming [ Employment [J Own a grocery or any other business
[J Other, please specify:

3. If the source of your income in 2 above is farming, which of the following describe the type of farming you

are using? And if you practice irrigation farming, what is the source of water?

Type of farming Tick v Source of water for irrigation Tick v
Subsistence rain-fed Borehole

Subsistence irrigation Shallow well

Commercial rain-fed Dam

Commercial irrigation River/River diversion

Section C. Conservation awareness
Objective: To establish information flow from decision makers to implementers of activities on the
ground and those who can potentially affect the decisions made in the policy or legislation

4. Which of the following water-related conservation practices are you aware of? From whom did you learn
about the practices? Tick which practices are applicable to you.

Conservation practice Tick [J Source of information

Crop rotation

Contour farming

Conservation cover

Irrigation land leveling

Mulching

Nutrient management
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Riparian forest buffer

Streambank protection

Tree planting/establishment

Waste utilization

Wind/fire break

Prescribed grazing

Soil management/minimum tillage

Others-specify:

5. Which of the above (in 4) practices take place in your area (catchment)? Do you take part in such

activities? If not, why not?

6. What is your exact role in conservation activities in 4 above and how often are practices implemented in
your area in a year?

Section D. Catchment management institutions and legislation

Objective: To establish the current practice by the community towards conservation. Also, to
establish the commitment by both rural community and government towards catchment
management

7. Does any institution exist which organizes land and water conservation practices in your area?
OYes OO No [ Noidea
8. Who facilitated the formation of the institution in 7 above? Were you involved and how?

[J Local authority (village chief)
[J Government

[J Water Utility Company

[J No idea

9. Does an extension worker come to visit and give advice? If so how often and what type of advice?

10. Are you aware of the impact of land management on water resources?

OYes CONo

If Yes please explain where you got the information; if No, in your opinion what is the best method for
education to reach farmers and adults.

11. Are you aware of any policy, legislation and guidelines related to catchment management or water
resources management? Mention them.
O Yes 0[O No

12. How did you know of the policy, legislation, and guidelines in 10 above?
LIWas part of the formulation team

[JRadio/TV Jingles

[JRoad signpost/placard

ClExtension officer

[JAwareness campaign/workshop

[JOther (specify:

13. Have you ever participated in the formulation or review of the policy, legislation, and guidelines for water

resources? If ever participated, can you remember how many times in the past 5 years?
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14. If you participated in the review or formulation, how exactly you were involved and where did the review
or formulation exercise took place?

15. Were your views considered during the formulation or review meetings?
OYes [ No, why do you think it was not considered?
16. Is government doing enough in terms of sensitizing and engaging rural stakeholders around catchments

on water resources management especially regarding conservation, water quality, water quantity, water
scarcity etc.?

[JYes, give examples:
CINo

17. If No, what would you expect to see government doing which seems not being done at present? And

any idea as to the failures of government in sensitizing the public?

Appendix C: Fieldwork plan showing key tasks conducted for the development
of the Theory of Change and rural stakeholder engagement framework

Time and Activity Objective Responsible person Comment
09:00-09:05 To build up a degree of familiarity Researcher/Participants

Welcome and self- among participants and the

introductions researcher

09:05-09:15 To generally introduce the overall Researcher

Research research objectives and the

introduction particular topic of discussion and

also to promote discussion and
participant engagement

09:15-09:45 To critique the first draft of the All
Theory of Change Theory of Change and to further
discussion improve it

09:45-10:00 Tea Break

10:00-10:30 To summarise the draft of the All
Theory of Change Theory of Change and establish
plenary discussion consensus

10:30-11:15 To discuss and develop the
Plenary discussion engagement framework

on rural stakeholder

engagement

11:15-12:00 To synthesise the engagement
Summary of the framework

engagement

framework

12:00-13:00 To finalise the workshop
Conclusion and

lunch
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Appendix D Guide questions for the focus group discussion

Hello, my name is Brighton Chunga. | am a PhD student at Cranfield University, in the UK carrying out a
research on assessing the extent of rural stakeholders’ inclusion in water resources management in Malawi.
Target areas are based on the catchment demarcations used by the government through the Ministry of
Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development. There are 17 catchments and this research will only be

conducted in South Rukuru, Linthipe, and South West Lakeshore.

Thank you all for agreeing to take part in this research, particularly as we go through the following few
questions. Your participation in this research is voluntary, so if you would like to withdraw now or amidst the

discussion please just let me know.

Your input will be helpful in enhancing rural community involvement in water resources management

particularly at catchment level.

Questions for discussion

Q1) What are the aims or goals of water catchment management? Please rank them in order of their

importance or in-order of achieving them.
Q2) What are the roles of rural community in achieving the goals mentioned in (1) at a catchment level?

Q3) How do you evaluate the current involvement of rural community in water management at catchment
level with respect to policy processes (formulation, implementation)?

Q4) List the main challenges affecting the participation of rural community?

Q5) How can rural communities be effectively engaged?

Appendix E: Example interview transcript

The following text is a verbatim transcript of a research interview with a government officer based at the
regional forestry office. It is only provided here to illustrate the structure and content of a typical interview.

Start audio

Interviewer: When did you join the organisation?
Respondent: [Ummh] I joined the organisation in 1996
Interviewer: Where was that?

Respondent: Thus in Rumphi
Interviewer: What is your role in terms of catchment management?

Respondent: In terms of catchment management, as you know | am in forestry and we mainly deal
with trees and we make sure that the catchment is intact in terms of forest cover. We are
there to protect, we don’t allow people to go in cut trees or do some illegal activities like
charcoal burning. Yeah, so our role is to protect, to conserve so that the catchment is
intact so that it provides what we need in terms of say, water.

Interviewer: So since you joined in 1996 these have been your roles? And you worked in Rumphi
and transferred to Mzuzu? Or you worked somewhere else?
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Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

Interviewer:

Respondent:

No | worked in Rumphi, Karonga, Chitipa, Mzimba, and Nkhatabay and then transferred
here in Mzuzu.

| see so you have worked the whole northern region apart from Likoma! Ok. Is there any
official document guiding you in the roles you have mentioned; to protect, to conserve
forests?

Yeah the official documents are there. We have the forest policy, we have the forestry
act and we have these other supporting documents such the (NFP) national forestry
program.

What does it (NFP) do?

That one is just to operationalise the Policy

What does the NFP have in operationalising the policy?

Some actions of what you need to do in order to manage the forests.

You have any other documents apart from the NFP

Of course other documents are there but these (the one mentioned) are the main ones.
Do you know them (main ones)? Do you have them? Can you share?

Yeah we have and | can share them with you.

As you rightly said about guiding documents in forestry, in water there are also guiding
documents, do you know any?

In water? Of course, | have not read much, so | can say [aaaaah] No.
Why don’t you know about this?

This water regulation? | think what | see mainly is | don’t know if its government
departments, the collaboration issue. The collaboration issue is the one which is a
challenge. Because when you collaborate you share a lot.

So you think the reason is that there is no collaboration?

Yes. Because when you work together in most cases you share the experience, you
share the materials but when | work as forestry | would mainly focus on what forestry
does.

But you have clearly explained to me that your role is to protect and conserve forests but
making sure water is protected (as another goal in conserving forests), the land is not
degraded. So much as you protect forests you can't forgot other resources such as
water or land. How can we remove the collaboration gap?

The only thing to remove is that we plan together administratively — especially those
sectors which are interrelated in terms of some certain things.

What do you mean by planning together? Like what?

What | mean, let's say the forestry people, the water people somewhere they meet in
terms of natural resources management. They need to collaborate with each other. We
forestry we are going to plant trees; we are going to protect existing trees and now in
these areas, there is water we need also to protect the water, we need then the water
people, and thus the water people come in. So ok, we are focussing on trees but we are
also focussing on water so we need to merge our activities to that both resources are
managed properly.

Ok so planning is an issue to be sorted, what else?

Yeah definitely when you are plan together, you can't stop there; you need to implement
that plan. When talking of implementation, we are talking about those meetings: review
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meetings, what?..when?...there are there, the supervision you need to be together, they
are in the implementation.

Thus interesting, so whom do you involve in implementation? Is it the water people?

No it's not only the two. | just gave an example because | focussed on the water thus
why | mentioned the two departments. But when we go to the natural resources
management it's too general, we have to involve the agriculture people as well because
they need water, they need land, we are talking of land people.

Who else?

Aaaa mainly at district we have what we call DESC team. There are the forestry people,
irrigation people, land resources people, water people, environment people, and
fisheries.

Once again, so what do you call this working group at a district level?

We call “DESC”, D.E.S.C for District Environmental Sub-Committee. Itis a
subcommittee to DEC. You know DEC? District Executive Committee.

In terms of implementation, do you involve the rural people?

Very much. Yeah, in terms of planning | said the major sectors are those but when we
go down to the implementation we need to involve the communities.

How do you do that? Or do you do that? As forestry?

Exactly we do engage the rural communities. In terms of management, there are two
systems in forestry when we go out there in terms of land that belongs to the chiefs we
call customary land. When we sensitise the communities to manage these natural
resources, the forests we encourage them to form committees which we call “VNRMC” |
don’t know if you have heard of this? It’s the Village Natural Resources Management
Committees.

You form these?

We facilitate, we don’t form but we facilitate the formation. Yeah in that way we
encourage a village if it has natural trees somewhere we encourage them to form a
Village Natural Resources Area in short VNFRA. In terms of the management of the
committee itself, they need to have a constitution and in terms of the management of the
trees, the VNFRA need to have a management plan for the proper management. Now
we go to tree planting as well, we even encourage where there is bare land they need to
plant trees.

Do you have this arrangement in Chigwere catchment area

The committees are there. Only that | cannot mention because | have just come here |
am three months old, they are there, committees are there. Now | started with the
customary land now | go to the other when it's the forest reserve. Unfortunately, this one
is not co-managed. Co-managed in terms of we can work together.

But | heard that there is co-management?
It's there but not Kaning’ina Forest Reserve.

Oh but | read a paper on co-management of this area. When | went to a water utility
official, he too mentioned that there is nothing on the ground and he said they are just
talking about this.

Of that co-management, | even heard so. But not the whole Kaning'a. It was a certain
portion where there was a roadblock somewhere. That portion was co-managed with the
people but there is no document. When? In forestry when we say co-management you
need to have a document that document is signed by the director and should authorise
to say yes ok go and implement. | also just heard but on the ground, it's not there.
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Have you worked in an area (since you have worked in different places whether in
Rumphi, Karonga, Chitipa, Mzimba, Nkhatabay, or Mzuzu) where you have this (co-
management) system working?

Yes. In Chitipa we have got ?Muyese? Forest Reserve and ?Wilindi? Forest Reserve.
These two reserves are co-managed. People and together with the forest office are
working together to protect, to conserve the catchment.

Alright, so we had diverted a little and let's continue with the next question. Has the
review periods for the guiding documents been regular? Both forestry documents and
those of water?

The policy as of now, we have a new policy. The old policy was from 1996 and it had
been reviewed 2016.

Why?
Because of some shortfalls

Why do you think this is the case reviewing in 2016? was the period is too long (1996-
2016)?

Oh yeah. It is almost 20 years. But ummmh you know this Malawi government with
issues of money. So in Malawi let’s say in the Department of Forestry with the resources
we get, it's not possible to review these documents every five years.

In formulating and reviewing of these policy documents, have you been involved before?

Yeah not in the formulation, but in the reviewing sometimes because | was down, down
to the ground, so they came to ask. Thus how | was involved.

So you were only consulted? What were you consulted on?

Yes only consulted. They were looking at some of the sections which were not matching
with the present situations.

Ok. Can you trace in the new policy that this and this | contributed and has changed in
the way you suggested? Or not? Or they just asked your views but didn’t take it on?

Aaah of course, it was just a discussion. But | would say that some of those have
changed.

Ok. So you were not involved per se but just consulted? What other organisations do
you think were involved?

There a number of them, for example, Ministry of Agriculture, Lands, Environment,
Water. These are major sectors much attached to or related to forestry.... [And then he
speaks as if trying to recall for 3 seconds]

Why do you involve these? In your opinion.

We involve them because somewhere ummmh we are connected in terms of the
management of these natural resources.

“Somewhere”, what do you mean by somewhere?

Eeeeh yeah | can say we are supposed to have a common understanding in terms of
the management of the natural resources.

Tell me how do you involve the stakeholders you have mentioned; water, agriculture.
How do you exactly involve them when you are formulating the policy? Do you call them
for a meeting/workshop and you share them the draft policy and let them comment? Or
do you really do it?

In terms of formulation its done upper there.
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Interviewer: Who are they when you say “upper there”?

Respondent: The Director and his team, urrrh the PS (Principal Secretary)

Interviewer: In your own understanding who are the key stakeholders in managing water
resources/catchment management?

Respondent: The key stakeholders are: forestry department, Communities themselves surrounding
that catchment area, Lands department, Environment Department, Irrigation department.

Interviewer: Why do you think are key?

Respondent: If you can see those sectors | have mentioned there, as | said before they need to have
a common understanding so that those resources may be water, land, trees are well
managed. Because they seem to be supporting each other these things, these natural
resources you can say. Without trees, we can have no water. We need to manage trees
to have water.

Interviewer: Do you think this is working? In your opinion.

Respondent: Of course a bit. As | said before because of poor planning. Agriculture people are doing
things on their own, forestry on their own as a result somewhere we seem to be
contradicting.

Interviewer: Who are key stakeholders for the following conservation activities, and rate it by
influence and interest

Conservation Key Stakeholder Influence (1-12) | Interest (1-12)

Activity

Crop rotation Crops dept/forestry 10/4 11/7 (because want
people not to cut
down trees)

Contour farming Land Resources/Forestry 11/8 10/6

Irrigation land Irrigation 10 (lowin 11

levelling influence)

Mulching Agri/Forestry 7/4 11/6

Conservation Land Resources 8 10

farming

Nutrient Agriculture/Forestry 6/4 10/6

management

Riparian forest Forestry/Agriculture/Env 9/7/8 11/8/9

buffer

Stream bank Forestry/Agriculture/Water 6/6/7 12/10 because they

protection want people to farm
close to the river/12

Tree planting Forestry/Agriculture 10/7 12/10

Fire/wind break Forestry/Agriculture 10/9 11/9

Waste utilization Environment/Water 9/8 12/11

Prescribed Agriculture/Forestry 6/7 11/10

grazing/rotational

grazing

Interviewer: How stakeholders exercise influence and why some of these have low influence? For
instance, forestry has low levels of influence on crop rotation

Respondent: Because forestry is about trees only and crop rotation you are talking of agricultural
crops. So the forestry is not much into in agricultural crops but the interest is there so
that people don’t go out and cut down trees.

Interviewer: You have given rich information on influence/interest matrix. Is this a reflection on the
ground?

Respondent: Yeah the reflection on the ground is that. If you can see how | have done it there, the

influence is always on the lower side and the interest is high. | will give you a reason. For
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example, we are very much interested in protecting the river bank but in terms of
capacity or implementation it can be in terms of resources. Because if you don’t have
enough resources say field to take you to the catchment then you won't do it.

Does this translate to what is really happening on the ground?

Yeah exactly.

You would think if | go to Chigwere catchment today, people are practising mulching?
Mulching is at a lower level. It is not everybody.

Does your organisation have the system in place to ensure sustainable land
management?

Yes. Thus why we have like tree planting, the system is there. We encourage
agroforestry.

Do you do this with the communities?
Yes, all these things we talking here we do with the communities. We just facilitate.

In terms of stakeholder participation and | am interested in rural communities, what do
you think is their involvement in water resources management?

The main barriers especially with this time is with democracy, with handouts by some
NGOs it's making barriers to those departments which do not have resources to
implement its activities.

So what do you mean by democracy, NGO handouts?

In terms of democracy, you know these days as opposed to the past when the village
headman calls for a meeting whether an environmental meeting or any other meeting,
people these days have the right to say | am not going to attend your meeting | am busy.
In that case, that person will miss what others have learnt. So at the end in terms of
implementation, not everybody would be involved.

So because they can easily say they have other things to do?
Yes they will say | have other things to do that can benefit me that those meetings.
Do you think this was different 10 years ago?

Yeah, in the past when the village headman called for a meeting nobody would refuse,
everybody would attend. Everybody would go because they were afraid to pay
something, you know in terms of fine. But these days if you pay a fine, they will pay a
fine for what? You know these days.

Do you think democracy is bad?
Democracy is not bad as such but | think the way how people interpret it
You also mentioned of the NGO, what happens, why are they barriers?

Yeah they are barriers because actually when they were just coming in our country after
democracy, they were giving the people actually communities either money or food after
participating in their activities. So when the government sectors go there and don’t have
anything, they will even complain saying “we got something yesterday for attending a
meeting and you are coming with nothing? Gone are the days when you attend a
meeting for free” and yet those things will help themselves.

But what can be done to NGOs so that they follow what is supposed to be done or rather
they have to follow the policies of the government in countries they operate?

Of course | will mention this first before | answer your question; NGOs are doing these
because an NGO is mainly focussed on the results. And to achieve those results if they
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find a community is difficult is to introduce incentive system so their results can be
achieved. Thus a very big thing. But to answer your question, | think to sit down with
them tell them what the policy is saying in terms of how to handle the communities. If
they insist they need to come in a different way for example if there are 10 farmers they
should say we are going to pay the one who done very well so that will be an
encouragement and not just for attending.

But the government wants results as well? So why are you saying NGO needs results as
if the government does not need results?

| can say those people; of course, they have a donor who would want results
immediately while the government works at (slower) pace. Of course, the pace is to
make sure that everybody benefits or the results are achieved so at that pace with the
pace of others who would want to achieve results immediately.

Who is responsible for this change? Talk to NGOs; sensitize the community on
democracy, and etc?

The change can be carried by implementing sectors.
How should they do this?

First of all, discuss with them. Sometimes you can come to sit and plan together in
certain activities in which you think they are similar.
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Appendix F: Example of data analysis sheet

What limits stakeholder participation in water resources management?
Other emerging

ID Stakeholder group Responses Major theme identified themes Summarised findings

01-L Government | think it is the approach we take. It's always top- | Engagement mechanism Of the 11 interviewees a number of factors were reported
down approach instead of taking the bottom-up (top-down approach) to limit participation of various stakeholders in water
approach. Unlike when we were doing resources management. It includes limited
environmental management at district level; at awareness/sensitization (2), demand of allowances (2),
district level when we were doing environmental enforcement (3), engagement mechanisms (1),
management plans we used to start from the harmonisation of activities (2), ownership (1), poverty (1),
bottom. We would organise meetings at ADC priority setting (1), and still one interviewee mentioned
level try to find out what are their problems and that people especially community members are not just
come up with solutions and consolidate at district interested and another cited a problem of low level of
level and come at the national level. representation by the organisation (NWRA) which is

01- Government Ummmmbh there could be gaps in our policies, Gaps in the policy in supposed to champion catchment water resources

L#2 thus what | am thinking | am not quite sure but | addressing participation management. As can be seen lack of enforcement of the
think there could be gaps in formulating some of policy and regulations; demand for allowances for
these policies stakeholders who are invited to attend meetings or

02-L Government May be time will come when we are going to Capacity activities aimed at water resources management, limited
involve them, | don’t know. May be when we awareness and sensitization; and un-harmonised
become autonomous we will be [represented] at activities were the most common barriers for stakeholder
the regional level and at district level may be that participation in general. Further, it was found that lack of
time around its when we are going to involve resources was cited by a local NGO and water utility
local communities, | am just thinking. company perhaps because they have been involved or

03-L Water utility We need to intensify awareness. We do provide | Awareness and asked to fund some of the activities in catchment

company resources to them to carry out campaigns but | enforcement management. One government interviewee however also

think we are not doing enough in terms of noted that one of the problem the country is suffering
awareness. The other thing is the CBOs and from a culture of where most of the activities carried out
field officers from the department of Forestry by government are project-driven. This points to an issue
should champion this awareness because LWB of sustainability. His argument was as long a particular
just provides the resources. But when we go for project is completed then issues are never carried on
audit these are things we see that in some areas even if such particular activities are vital such as
the right things are done. Also enforcement is catchment protection and conservation. "But you know
not done that these catchment management activities in our
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What limits stakeholder participation in water resources management?

ID

Stakeholder group

Responses

Major theme identified

Other emerging
themes

Summarised findings

04-L

Government

Indeed enforcement is an issue in government.
There are several factors that contribute to the
low levels of enforcement. One of them we are
looking at staffing levels. You find that the
vacancy rates in these ministries/departments
that are supposed to enforce these rules is very
high in such a case that one officer may not
adequately enforce. But we are also looking at
issues to do with corruption because some
officers may not enforce these laws because
they are corrupt they are getting something from
doing that. Especially those cutting down trees
for charcoal some of them they bribe the officers.
But there are issues also to do with political will.
It depends on what the current governing party is
advocating and sometimes they think if they are
pushing too much they are losing some votes.

enforcement

04-
L#2

Government

| think indeed thus the area we need to work on.
As a ministry we have policies in place but |
don’t think most of the rural communities what
we are advocating for apart from may be just
taking the interventions to the communities and
tell them do A, B, C, D but we need to go a step
further to sensitize and conduct awareness
meetings on the policies that we have so that the
communities are aware.

Awareness (sensitization)

05-L

Government

There is no harmonisation of activities. Everyone
does their own way. You find three or four NGOs
are doing the same thing in a particular area.

harmonisation of activities

country are program-based. It’s either there is a project
in that area and people will be involved"....
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What limits stakeholder participation in water resources management?

ID

Stakeholder group

Responses

Major theme identified

Other emerging
themes

Summarised findings

06-L

NWRA

Economical barriers-people are poor. Over
dependence on natural resources. | would that is
the biggest challenge. For example if you say
don’t cut down trees and a person knows for
sure that for him to survive he will have to cut the
tree then he will surely cut. And if you talk of that
particular person to tell him that don’t cut trees
then you know participation will be zero.
Because he is looking at immediate economic
gain for him to just eat and forget about
tomorrow. There are inadequate awareness
programs. Resources allocation is a problem in
water. There is inadequate funding for water
resources programs. It's the same traditional
mindset. The priorities of government — they
have other priorities even if we understand that
food production is water, health is water, this one
is water but what is appealing to the political
[eye] is what is playing a biggest part. We know
for them water is life but for them water is drilling
boreholes and any infrastructure or any other
infrastructure beyond that should be a special
project. So there is no political will.

Poverty (overdependence
on NRM), awareness, less
resources, priority setting by
government

07-L

Government

Reluctant to change — for them to change we
need really to convince them. If we want them
not to cut trees we need to convince them and
perhaps give then other [livelihood] options.
Level of knowledge — some can just understand
and not know why they are doing that. Culture —
if it's contrary to what they believe in then it
requires a lot to convince the community on
catchment management. May be there are other
trees that may be they believe it provides herbs
to them if you let them they shouldn’t be cutting
those types of trees according to their belief they
will not take it. Or if there water resources which
they believe it provide rituals they have their own
ways of protecting them.

Mindset (reluctant to
change),

Cultural beliefs,
Lack of knowledge
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What limits stakeholder participation in water resources management?

ID

Stakeholder group

Responses

Major theme identified

Other emerging
themes

Summarised findings

12-L

Government-
extension

People don't really care and are not interested.
Because you see in the village here there are
some who would really be interested and some
not. In fact some think that whenever they are
invited for a meeting they thought they will
receive something. And should that someone go
and attend that meeting and at the end of the
day he gets nothing, he is the one taking the
message of discouragement to his friends saying
despite they invite you to these meetings they
don’t give out anything and once other people
get convinced with that then everyone is
discouraged.

Not interested
Demand for allowances
[handouts]

14-L

Academic

Communities are participating; the policy has
provided a conducive environment for people to
participate whether it's the water act, forestry
act, agriculture act is giving a favourable
enabling environment for people to participate
but barrier to participation may be its resources,
we are not reaching out and
enforcement/implementation

[limited] resources,
Enforcement

15-L

Government

Ownership-most communities don’t feel that it's
their forest-they don’t get benefits from it so they
can't participate.

Ownership

16-L

Local NGO

Information-limited circulation of information of
interventions amongst stakeholders-there is no
harmonisation-they don’t know to what extent
they are to do their work. | made a presentation
on the land resources-people didn’t know about
the policy-there is a disconnection. Even water
people don’t know about catchment guidelines-
between the ministries and within. Resources for
implementation [lack of]... [What about
communities?] It is the same information
because those mandated to be the link between
government and communities lack knowledge.
Communities are used to a project approach-
people are not willing without being rewarded-
they want some allowances.

Information among
government departments
and within departments and
to communities,
Harmonisation of activities,
Resources for
implementation,
Project-driven and hence
demand allowances
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Appendix G: Main fieldwork transcripts for in-depth interviews and focus group
discussions

See details in the accompanying copy of transcripts

Appendix H: Exploratory Transcripts for in-depth interviews and focus group
discussions

See details in the accompanying copy of transcripts
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