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ABSTRACT

The work presented in this thesis was motivated by empirical evidence showing that 30 to

40 percent ofcommunal water points in Malawi eventually become dysfunctional (Water

Aid Malawi, 2010; Magalasi, 2010). The study set out to address the crucial question of

\vhy some communal water-points are a success and remain functional while others

eventually fail and become non-functional. In this undertaking, the study was guided by

selected theories of participation (Cohen & Uphoff, l995; and Wilcox, 1994) and

empowerment (Clark. 2005, and Rothman), and took a mixed methods research approach.

This study has helped us to understand the extent of community stakeholders" participation

in communal water projects in Malawi. lt argues that these water lHlL‘l'\'Cl1llOHS are largely

exogenous, and a clear imposition on local communities. There is evidence of high levels

of exclusion of community stakeholders. particularly during the formati\‘e stages. which

are. however. crucial for sustainability. ln limited areas in which community stakeholders

are involved. functional water-points fare extremely well compared to the non-functional

ones. Secondly. in relation to empowerment, the study argues that lack of skills and

knowledge transfer, and limited levels of capacity building embedded in these water

projects, except for few functional water-points, in part explains the undesirable results of

high failure rates. Lastly, the study reveals that communities with functional water-points

have reasonable to high levels of a sense of ownership and commitment to their water-

points as opposed to those with non-functional water-points. The study, therefore, argues

that the programmatic designs and approaches pursued by implementcrs directly in?uence

outcomes in communal interventions.
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C H APTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and Context

I. I. I Debates of Participation, Empowerment and Development Outcomes

It must be underlined that participation and empowerment are essential in development

interventions in order to attain positive outcomes and sustainability. Scholars such as

Finstembusch and Van Wicklin (1987, p.4) argue that there are economic justi?cations for

public participation in development work, as they can mobilize greater resources and

accomplish more, and utilize indigenous knowledge and local labour. which might be

under-utilized. However, other scholars such as Khwanja (2()()4, pp.435-(1) argue that

participation is not always a good thing. The main concern is that with the community-

driven development and decentralization otpublic services, there may be too large a burden

placed on community participation as a cure-all (Khwanja, 2004, p.436). He goes on to

caution that participation has both bene?ts and limitations. Thus, it is important to note that

not in everything do you have to involve every stakeholder.

The discourse of participation also links arguments that regard the community as a

resourceful place where everything is possible. However, it is a myth to regard

communities as being capable of anything, and to think that the latent and unlimited

capacities of the community will be unleashed in the interests of development (Cleaver,
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1999, p.604). In fact, evidence shows that there are both structural and resource constraints

that affect communities by impacting on their development agenda. For example, where a

community seems to be well organized and motivated, the inadequacy of materials or

resources would negatively limit its pursuit of the development agenda at hand (Cleaver,

1999, p.604). Thus, such limitations need to be borne in mind when making a decision to

involve communities. Each community has to be looked at individually to see the kind of

resources available that would add value to the intervention being introduced, rather than

to think that all communities are equal and have all required resources for sustainability.

Furthemiore, literature, and even practitioners, have been vague on what would actually

motivate people to participate in development interventions at hand‘ While some often

present arguments around economic and other bene?ts for why local people must

participate, others have argued that participation is essentially dependent on the

mobilization process and upon local people realizing that high levels ot‘ involvement are

for their own good (Cleaver, 1999, pp.605-606). As such, clear motivations that would spur

people’s willingness to participate and own the development interventions have to be

delineated and put forward by the implementers; rather than to assume that local people

would always be interested to participate.

Related to the above is the issue of regarding participation with social responsibility, and

effectively non-participation as irresponsible (Cleaver, 1999, pp.605-606). This argument,

however, fails short of appreciating that people may fail to participate in a development

intervention simply because they lack requisite skills and knowledge essential for one to

2



rticipate in this process. Thus, lack of empowerment to equip local people with such

ills, already dis-empowers and prevents them from getting involved. As such, it is

ippropriate to label those that do not participate as being ‘irresponsible’.

is also important to mention that some problems arise when we critically analyze

ipowennent as in some cases clarity lacks. Sometimes it becomes unclear as to who is

be empowered — the individual, community or groups regarded as ‘women’, ‘the poor’

‘socially excluded’; but also the mechanisms of empowering these groups can

netimes be either clear or even conveniently fuzzy (Cleaver, 1999, p.599). Thus, the

npowerment process needs to be well thought out at each and every step, and being clear

rout whom to empower and the mechanisms of doing so. The scope ofthe empowerment

question and potential limitations or challenges also needs to be taken into account.

fossing over to communal water supply, one important aspect to look at concerns the

iances with which to sustain these interventions. There are diverse view-points on how

ast to raise revenue for continued maintenance and sustainability of these interventions.

ie ?rst issue concerns whether there needs to be user fees or people simply have to access

e service(s) for free as part ofa welfare intervention. The latter is based on the argument

at when there is a fee to access the service, then the poor and other vulnerable groups in

e community would be prevented from enjoying bene?ts from such interventions. ln the

sc of water, then they would be forced to access unsafe water sources such as rivers,

Teams and unprotected wells, which eventually pose great health hazards to them as they

n easily contract water-bome diseases. But those that support the idea of user fees base

3
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their argument on the need tor locally

sustaining such communal interventions.

or modalities ofthese payments e.g. pay-as-

fee. monthly lice, or pay as a contribution For maintenance

Lastly. another issue concerns management of community based interventions and usage

of funds by local committees. In some communities, lack of trust in committees that are in-

charge makes members doubt whether the revenue collected as user fees or from well-

wishcrs really go into operations and maintenance of their community intervention (e.g. a

water-point). This comes against the backdrop of instances of those entrusted to collect

revenue for uses such as maintenance, ending up squandering the lunds. ln this kind ot

situation revenue collection is negatively alleeted.

l. 1.2 Policy and Plans at Global, (lonlinenral and National l.eveIs to

.-/lccelerale Progress towards ('niver.s"al /lccess to Safe Wafer

The quest to improve people‘s access to sale drinking water has increasingly become one

ofthe major areas oliliocus oligovernments in developing countries. local and international

NGOs. and global and regional bodies such as the United Nations (UN), African Union

(AU) and Southern Africa Development Community (S/\l)(‘). This is the case because

potable water is vital for reducing the global burden olidiseasc, and improving the hcalth_

welfare and productivity ofpopulations (UN Water, 201417). The foregoing makes water

supply interventions, particularly for the developing world. to continue to attract special

attention and consideration, alongside issues ol’ sanitation and hygiene. This is why
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development strategies at both global level (the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)

and its successor Sustainable Development Goals), and the continental level (the Africa

Water Vision 2025) included water supply as one ofthe key areas on which to focus (Brian,

2004:24; African Union, 2015). The MDGs, for instance, had set the target of halving the

proportion of people without access to safe drinking water by 2015. It has been argued that

although this target was met as 90 percent ofthe global population now has access to safe

drinking water, still a large number of people (768 million) lack access to the same (UN

Water, 2014, p. 10). It was on this basis that the successor Sustainable Development Goals

dedicated Goal 6 to water. The target now is to attain “universal access to safe drinking

water" by 2030. At the continental level, the African Union (AU) made a resolution to

accelerate the achievement ofthe goal on access to water. In July, 2008 the AU Assembly

made a declaration for actualizing the Africa Water Vision 2025 (African Union, 2015),

through which Africa has to achieve: l) sustainable access to a safe and adequate water

supply and sanitation to meet the basic needs of all; 2) water that is ?nanced and priced to

promote equity, ef?ciency, and sustainability; 3) sustainable management of water

resources; and 4) adequate number of highly skilled water professionals (UN Water/

Africa, undated, p. 2).

In Malawi, the Malawi Growth and Development Strategy, both l from 2005 to 20l0 and

II from 2011 to 2016, which are the medium temi strategies, placed water as one of the

priority areas of government. The improvements in access to potable watcr is mainly made

to take the form ofcommunal water supply systems, more than private or individual points,

as is being done elsewhere within the developing world. Communal water supply systems

5

0 AW! C1.~~'*-LIICHt)!‘

‘H-*‘a*7-I-‘F!



are designed to essentially provide clean and safe water to community members in a shared

fashion. Such interventions primarily target low income communities and individuals,

where the majority cannot afford to have their own private water-points. Communal water

supply systems include water-kiosks, boreholes and hand water pumps, but in this study

focus is on the former two.

1.2 Statement of the Research Problem

Evidence shows that huge investments have been made and continues to be made in

communal water sector in developing countries, including in Malawi. This has enabled the

country to make signi?cant progress in increasing access to potable water. For example_ in

2004 about 45.2 percent of urban households and 7.4 percent of rural households accessed

public tap water (water-kiosks), while 43.4 percent of rural households accessed water

through public boreholes (GoM, 2005; GoM, 2016, p. l 0). Again, by 2015 about 72 percent

of rural households relied on boreholes, while 33 percent of urban households relied on

public tap (water-kiosks) and another 41 percent of urban households had piped water in

their dwelling or yard (GoM, 2005; GoM, 2016, p. l0). This, therefore, means that the

majority of people in the country access safe water from communal points. However. one

of the major concerns pertains to outcomes and sustainability of these communal water

systems, because evidence is showing that a signi?cant number ofthem eventually become

dysfunctional. In 2010, for instance, two different reports indicated that non-functionality

rate of communal water-points in Malawi were in the range of 30 to 40 percent (Water Aid,

2010, p. 12; and Magalasi, 2010, p. 28). Most recent records con?rm and reinforce the same
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percentage ranges of non-functionality of these water systems (GoM - District Water

Of?ces records, 2015).

The question now is what is behind this high non-functionality rate of communal water-

points in Malawi. Is this a resultant of lack of, or perhaps very limited, participation and

empowerment of local people. As it has been argued earlier, participation and

empowerment of community members is indispensable to the continued functionality and

sustainability of communal interventions. It is also argued that where participation and

empowerment of communities exist, programme success and positive outcomes results,

but where these are unavailable and/ or there is top-down approaches, then negative

outcomes result (Khwanja, 2004; Mansuri & Rao, 2003; and Finsterbusch & Van Wicklin,

1987). This participation and empowerment is not merely about bringing local people to

gatherings or meetings. But, as argued earlier, it is about actual involvement. skills and

knowledge transfer, developing a sense of ownership locally and mobilizing people to

bring together resources and other aspects key to sustaining the intervention (Finsternbusch

& Van Wicklin, 1987, p.4). Thus, deliberate action has to be taken to embed these in the

programmatic design and implementation in-line with what participation and

empowerment theories say that this is a process characterized by a series of steps from

where there is no actual participation to where people take full control of the intervention,

and are empowered to make independent decisions and run affairs of the same (/\rnstein_

1969; Burns et al., 1994). The theoretical underpinnings ofparticipation and empowerment

have been supported by some empirical studies done elsewhere. lt has been observed that

when local people’s participation and empowennent are further dissected, what emerges

7
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to be among the critical aspects for the success and functionality, and indeed, for the failure

and non-functionality of communal water-points, are things such as ?nancial, managerial

and technical capacity at various levels, stakeholders’ involvement, community ownership,

community’s commitment, and bene?ciary satisfaction (Mansuri & Rao, 2012; Mugumya,

2013; Tedasse et al., 2013). Thus, this is entailing that the programmatic design and

approaches taken by implementers of communal water systems matter in this context as

their full support and incorporation of these prerequisites (i.c. participation and

empowerment of local people) in their programmes creates a pathway to functionality and

sustainability, while their partial or full disregard leads to problems of failure and non-

?mctionality.

Looking at the foregoing, therefore, what is puzzling is that w/iv um! how do S()Hl(’

communal water points in Malawi succeed and remain _/imclionu/, while others jail and

become n0n¢/imc'l1'0na/beyond ape/'i0d Qf_(’.\‘I(’I'I1(l/4/[I1£1H('[(l/am1'Ie¢'lzni<'u/ u.s1vi.s‘rurir'0. This

opens room for critical questions such as whether this failure is due to low, or lack of

participation and empowerment. Another fundamental question is whether there is lack of.

or limited, technical, ?nancial and management capacity locally to sustain these water

systems. We can also raise the question ofwhether the failures are emanating from lack of,

or limited, ownership and commitment by local people. These questions have not been

fully addressed in the context of Malawi with respect to communal water systems. There

has also not been any comprehensive study undertaking a comparison of these functional

and non-functional water-points along the above delineated parameters, and in the context

of both urban and rural areas. It was on this basis, therefore, that this research was

8



conceptualized to fill in this gap by way of assessing how participation and empowerment

affect outcomes in borehole and water-kiosk programmes in Malawi.

1.3 Research Aim and Objectives

The main objective of the study is to assess /tow participation and empowerment affect

outcomes in borehole and water-kiosk programmes in Malawi. The study focused on the

following speci?c research objectives:

i. To investigate the extent to which community stakeholders are involved in water-

kiosk and borehole programmes at initiation, design/planning, implementation and

maintenance stages;

ii. To analyze the nature and levels of local people‘s empowerment in relation to the

technical and ?nancial capabilities for sustaining communal water-points; and

iii. To examine the relationship of panicipation of community members with water

programme outcomes in temis oftheir commitment to and ownership ofcommunal

water-points.

1.4 Motivation and Signi?cance of the Research

This research was motivated by the need to have a clear understanding of why some

communal water-points succeed and are functional while others fail and become non-

functional. This was so because communal boreholes and water-kiosks continue to bc the

major source of safe drinking water in the country. lmplementers in the sector also continue

to roll out the same in the quest to meet their developmental targets on increasing access

to potable water. Thus, it was imperative to investigate and unravel what is leading to

9
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continued functionality as well as to high non-functionality rates, in order to get to the

bottom of the matter and draw lessons that can assist to replicate approaches that lead to

sustainability of interventions and avoid those that lead to unsustainability. The research

also proposes solutions that government, development practitioners, development partners

and other agencies might consider taking on board to address or minimize non-

functionality in future implementations.

Secondly, this study makes key contributions to the analytical and empirical knowledge in

the development ?eld in general. It provides empirical evidence on how participation and

empowerment of local communities affect outcomes of development interventions in

resource limited settings such as l\/lalawi. This informs scholars and practitioners in this

development domain in terms of what works, what leads to sustainability and what does

not work, which is responsible for unsustainable implemcntations. The underpinnings of

sustainability. presented in this study, are applicable to the broader development ?eld, and

in particular, to those focusing on community development work in Malawi and beyond.

Lastly, this research provides a baseline upon which future researchers and practitioners in

the development ?eld are going to situate their research and programming that draws

parallels with this study. This research also presents areas for further research, which could

not be dealt with in this study but are essential to investigate and propose solutions for.

These identi?ed gaps in communal water supplies need to be studied further by other

scholars, in order to make future improvements informed by the studies.

l0



l.5 Structure of the Thesis

This thesis is organized into eight chapters. The next is chapter 2 which eontextualizes the

research by looking at the structure and policy environment of the water sector in Malawi.

It looks at issue of access, policies and strategies by the Govemment of Malawi and key

stakeholders; a brief history of water developments and access in Malawi from colonial era

to present; reforms that have been implemented over the years and their outcomes; and

challenges faced in this sector. Chapter 3 presents a review of literature, which begins with

clarifying key concepts of participation, empowerment and outcomes. This is followed by

a review of competing theories of participation and empowerment, and the adoption of

those that guided the study, which were panicipation within the lens ofa project life cycle

by Cohen and Uphoff (1997) and the ladder of participation by Wilcox (I994); and

Rothman’s levels of empowemient and Clark (i995) model ofcommunity empowerment.

respectively. The empirical literature also reviewed focused on linkages between

participation and empowerment of local communities and outcomes of development

interventions. It also looks at technical and ?nancial aspects that underpin sustainability of

interventions, as well as evidence pertaining to other essentials of participation and

empowerment that explain positive and negative outcomes of development interventions.

In chapter 4, the methodology followed to collect primary and secondary data is presented.

The study pursued a mixed methods approach, and random and purposive techniques were

employed to select the sites and survey participants, and participants for the focus group

discussions and key informants, respectively. The study used four tools (survey

questionnaire, FGD guide, key informant interview guide and field checklist) to gather

I 1
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data, which were analyzed in two different platforms — quantitative using SPSS and MS

Excel packages, and qualitative using Nvivo package. In chapter 5, the nature and extent

of community stakeholders’ involvement in the water project is analyzed. The analysis

shows very low levels of community based stakeholders’ involvement, particularly during

the initiation, design/ planning and implementation phases; but high levels of involvement

for communities with functional water-points during maintenance while those with non-

functionals show less involvement even during this phase. In general, exclusion of

community stakeholders in critical aspects of the water project is very evident along the

project life cycle. Chapter 6 analyses the nature and levels of empowerment in relation to

the ?nancial and technical capabilities of coneemed communities to sustain communal

water-points in question. Again, there is evidence of no and in some cases limited

empowerment done for community members, local leaders and area mechanics,

particularly in communities with non-functional water-points, but with some level of

capacity building in those with functional water points. Chapter 7 examines participation

of key stakeholders in relation to outcomes of the communal water programmes. ln this

chapter evidence is showing that some level of ownership and commitment exist in

communities with functional water-points. as compared to those with non-functionals.

Factors that underpin development of a sense of ownership and commitment of locals in

communal water-points have been unraveled and discussed. Finally, chapter 8 summarizes

key ?ndings and draw conclusions accordingly. Suggestions for possible future research

opportunities in areas not tackled in this research are also given.
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CHAPTER 2

THE WATER SECTOR TN MALAWI

2.1 Introduction

In Chapter l. we have shown communal water systems are the main sources of portable

water, and that the failure rates ofeommunal water points in Malawi ranges from 30 to 40

percent. lt is therefore important to review the policy environment in the water sector as it

may have implications on participation, empowerment and sustainability of communal

water systems. The issue of water is essential as the provision of safe and portable water to

the population has remained one of the social obligations of the Government of Malawi

since independence. Even before independence, the colonial administration embarked on

a series of programmes aimed at supplying water in both urban and niral parts of the

country. Thus, both the colonial and post-colonial govermnents established institutions

through which to deliver this social service. Enabling legislation, policies and strategies

have also been introduced and these have undergone a series of changes over the years

(Manda, 2009; Mulwafu et al., 2002) The water sector has witnessed shifts in policies and

strategies as government and its partners seek to improve water supply delivery across the

country. While some changes have paid dividends, others have not. The water sector still

faces several challenges ranging from aging in?'astrueture, technological issues (c.g. use

of inappropriate appliances), limited ?nancial resources, organizational constraints to

inadequate managerial and technical capacity, among others (Mulwafu et al._ 2002).

l3

§m|A=;gggL_OR QDLLEGE LIBRARY

1



The aim of this chapter is to give an understanding of how the water sector in Malawi has

evolved. The next section provides a briefdescription of the institutional arrangements and

how these have evolved since independence in l964. Section 2.3 reviews strategies,

policies and regulations that guide the sector operations. Section 2.4 discusses notable

reforms that have been undertaken in the water sector. Thereafter, section 2.5 presents a

brief history of water developments from the colonial era to present. These relate to

changes in temxs of access to safe and potable water over some years, nature of

interventions promoted and ?nancing for the water sector. Section 2.6 highlights major

challenges facing the water sector in Malawi. In the end, concluding remarks have been

presented.

2.2 Institutional Arrangements and Key Actors

2.2. I Policy and Regulatory ofthe Water Sector

To begin with, the Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development is the overall

in-charge of water resources matters in the country. lt develops and implements national

policies and strategies to guide the water sector. Besides this it also directly implements

water supply programmes, including communal ones, which in many eases are by way of

drilling boreholes and installing gravity water systems. The Ministry uses either its own

technical staff or contractors in implementing these water supply programmes.

Furthermore, since there are many players working in the water sector, the Ministry is

expected to coordinate activities happening in the sector.

l4
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It must be noted that the Ministry responsible for water related matters has undergone a

series of institutional changes over the years, among which are the names and

responsibilities. For instance, at some point the moving of Irrigation Department from

Ministry of Agriculture to Ministry of Water by creating what was then called Ministry of

Water and Irrigation Development. Such changes are problematic because government

combined an arm responsible for improving the development and supply of water for

households’ utility and productivity with that which is basically responsible for improving

access to water for agricultural purposes. These are basically two different areas of focus.

Such decisions lead to competition on the usually limited resources that govemment

provides to its Ministries and departments. ln addition to this. in August, 2015 the whole

Ministry of Water and lrrigation Development was merged with Ministry of Agriculture to

form what is called Ministry of Agriculture, lrrigation and Water Development (MAIWD).

Thus, besides competition over limited resources. another major concern is that water

supply might be compromised since irrigation may conlliet with potable use (GoM. l995a.

p. 17).

ln temis of general regulation and advisory. the responsibility was given to the National

Water Resources Board (NWRB) which sits within the Ministry and was established based

on the provision of the Water Resources Act of I969. Although the Water Resources Act

of 2013 provided for the establishment of the National Water Resources Authority

(NWRA), this has not yet happened and WRB is still functional. Thus, the implication of

having a body with overall responsibility for regulating water resources sitting and

operating within a Ministry which is mandated to supply water, obviously points to some

l5



compromises due to lack of full independence. It is hoped that the NWRA would operate

outside of the Ministry responsible for water and exercise its independence in executing its

duties as a regulator.

2.2.2 Provision of Water Services

Prior to 1995 piped water supply in districts was the responsibility of District Water

Offices, which were under Ministry of Water. But Blantyre and Lilongwe cities had the

Blantyre Water Board and Lilongwe Water Board created to serve the urban and peri-urban

areas. In 1995, under the Water Works Act No. l7, the Govemment created regional water

boards — Southern Region Water Board. Central Region Water Board and Northern Region

Water Board — in order to improve on the efficiency and effectiveness of water supply

services in districts (GQM, 1995b, p.5). This came in against a backdrop of serious

challenges noted when the services were rendered by District Water Offices. However,

rural water supply, primarily through boreholes and piped gravity water systems still

remain the responsibility of the Ministry and District Water Offices and government

agencies such as Local Development Fund (LDF), which formerly was called Malawi

Social Action Fund (MASAF), which works with district assemblies across the country in

implementing community programmes that include rural water supply. With respect to

participation and empowerment, it must be recognized that the National Water Policy of

2005, as well as LDF water programmes for communities require involvement and

empowerment oflocal communities in these initiatives (Kishindo, 2000). Section 2.6 sheds

more light in the description of the communal water project life cycle.
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It must be underscored that some NGOs and development partners are also playing a

critical role in the provision of communal water supply in the country. Some of the

prominent NGOs and partners are Water Aid, Pump Aid, GIZ, United Nations Children

Education Fund (UNICEF), Plan International, Malawi Red Cross and Water for People.

They supplement government’s efforts in the provision ofportable water by implementing

water programmes directly in communities or through partnerships with Ministry ofWater

and/ or the Water Boards. Records show that the NGOs implement water programmes

directly using their staff or by way of contracting private companies. It must be noted that

the implementer can originate the water project idea or can be contracted by the donor

agency or Govemment to implement the project. This is an organization that stirs the

processes from the initiation through the design and planning phase to implementation, and

in some cases, maintenance of the water points for a certain period during the project or

for certain maintenance issues beyond the capability of beneficiary communities.

Furthermore, since the sector has many players that are operating, coordination is very

important. This role is played by the Sector Wide Approach, as well as the Water,

Environment and Sanitation Network (WESN). These were introduced to promote a spirit

ofinfomiation sharing and avoidance ofduplication ofefforts. However, even though these

forums are available, it has been observed that some stakeholders are not fully involved in

the same. In addition, there is lack of sector wide standards, as well as their

institutionalization and enforcement on key issues, including the nature and types oi

communal water points’ installations.
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2.2.3 Community Based Actors

With regard to community based actors, there are a number of them who are closely

involved in matters concerning communal water-points. First, there is the general

population of the area who are the primary bene?ciaries of communal Water systems. This

group is commonly referred to as water users, and this is the term that will be used when

referring to them throughout this thesis. This is a group that is expected to be key

participant in the various stages of the communal water solutions. Their participation can

be in deciding a water solution for their area, providing required materials and labour

during the implementation phase, and maintaining and sustaining the water-point once they

have been handed over to the community. The second group is that of local leaders, who

are the gate keepers and entry points into communities. This group consists ofbloek leaders

in urban areas, chiefs or village heads in rural areas, and any influential individuals within

the community such as religious, business or local political leaders. This groups" main

function is to act as a link between the community and implementers of communal water

systems. They also play a leading role in ensuring that the community is doing the needful.

as expected, at the different stages of the water project being implemented in their areas.

Local leaders are also expected to Work closely and collaboratively with a third group

known as Water Management Committees (WMC). This is basically a committee that is

nominated by members of the community to manage all affairs pertaining to their

communal water-point (Tadesse et al., 20l 3; Water Aid Tanzania. 2009). This committee.

in most cases, has up to 10 members and is responsible for ensuring that the water point is

well managed and maintained for its sustainability. The committee, therefore, handles

issues such as collection of user fees (where applicable), resource mobilization (e.g.

I8
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material and monetary contributions), management of funds, procuring spare parts, and

hiring and managing technicians who repair the water—point. Some members of the

committee that acquired some training in basic repairs also perform maintenance works

within their capabilities. Further, there is Water Users Associations (WUA), which is above

the WMCs (GoM, 2010). The WUA is responsible for a particular cluster or area and

therefore all WMCs within this cluster are under the WUA, to which they are responsible

and accountable. The WUAs do interface with implementers of communal water supplies,

government agencies and development partners. The last group, which is very crucial in

maintenance of communal water—points,is that of Local 0/"Area Mechanics. This is a group

that undertakes required maintenance which is beyond the level of members of the WMC

(Water Aid Malawi, 2013; Engineers without Borders, 2009).

2.3 Reforms and Strategies in the Water Sector in Malawi

2.3. I Highlight of Selected Reforms in the Water Sector

The water sector in Malawi has undergone some reforms over the years. As shown in the

foregoing during the colonial era up to early years into independence, part of the water

supply interventions, especially for rural areas, was installation of dug wells. Due to

problems observed such as siltation and pollution from human waste that increased the

spread water-borne diseases (Ng’ong’ola, 1999), there was a shift to emphasizing

boreholes drilling as more reliable and durable source of water.

Despite all the efforts on provision of portable water during the early years into

independence, a large number of the Malawi population still lacked access to clean water.

l9
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Therefore, against a background ofwater bome infections causing deaths in the country,

the National Water Resources Masterplan was launched and it set targets for the period

I987 to I996 to address the problem (GOM, 1995a, p.l5). Its focus was to provide good

quality drinking water to the villages. This was basically part of the poverty alleviation

programme.

In I995, in an attempt to address some inefficiency, the government came up with the Water

Works Act No. I7, which changed the mandate of Ministry of Water and District Water

Departments to provide “piped water supply” services in districts in addition to other

communal water systems — boreholes and gravity-fed systems. Later on this mandate was

given to regional Water Boards, which were to be established as provided for in this

particular Act. Following this, the country saw the establishment and consolidation of the

Southern Region Water Board, Central Region Water Board and Northern Region Water

Board to deliver piped water supply in their respective regions.

Furthermore, in I994 the Govemment, through the Water Resources Management Policy

and Strategies, called for the establishment ofthe National Water Development Programme

(NWDP) under Ministry of Water (GoM. l995a, p.l5). This initiative was presented to

Parliament in I995 for approval and it was to use loans from the World Bank for its

operations. NWDP was created to assist in improving the management ofwater resources

in the country, as well as to assist in the delivery of water supply in Malawi in an efficient

and sustainable manner. The NWDP was mandated to work with Water Boards in

increasing access to water in urban areas, and the Ministry proper in rural water supply. It
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was also required to focus on water sector management and reforms that would bring

expected positive outcomes.

Lastly, Water Boards sometimes face ?nancial challenges, which in part arise from non-

payment of bills by the customers. In a bid to put this to an end, Northem Region Water

Board commenced a pilot of pre-paid water meters in 2013. As of 2016 the system has

been rolled out to some residential areas in Mzuzu city. While this is ensuring upfront

receipt of revenue by NRWB for its operations and investments, some critics have argued

that the new system, if expanded, will deny people, particularly the poor, access to water

which is crucial for everyone’s life. As for the other Water Boards. it must be noted that it

was not until 2017 when they began to consider and/ or act on this new initiative. For

example, Southem Region Water Board began a pilot ofpre-paid water meters in selected

parts of Zomba around April, 2017; whereas Lilongwe Water Board introduced the same

in Lilongwe city around September, 2017. At the moment, full roll out ofthe installation

of pre-paid meters are yet to be undertaken. However, both Blantyre Water Board and

Central Region Water Board are yet to embark on this initiative, but they have expressed

their plans to eventually do so just like the other Water Boards.

2.3.2 Strategies and Policies that have guided the Water Sector in Malawi

2.3.2.1GIObaI and Country Level Strategies

The sector is guided by strategies and policies designed to ensure achievement of targets

set locally and intemationally, and within the existing laws. National plans on water are

designed in-line with global targets as stipulated, for example, in the Millennium
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Development Goals (2000 — 2015) and its successor Sustainable Development Goals (2015

— 20130) as stated earlier. The MGDs’ target on water, for instance, was ‘to halve, by 2015,

the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic

sanitation” (UNDP, 2003: x). The majority of countries globally met this target by 2010.

According to the MGDs report (GoM, 2015, p.7), by 2015 records indicated that 91 percent

(4.2 billion) ofthe world population gained access to safe drinking water compared to about

76 percent (2.3 billion) of the world population in 1990. This is the strategy, and indeed

water target, that guided UN member states, including Malawi, in their country level efforts

to improve access to potable water.

In case of Malawi, the national development strategy papers have directly featured water

supplies as one of the key areas on which to intervene, in-line with the foregoing global

strategy. The Malawi Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (GoM, 2002. p.41), for instance,

recognized that access to potable water is bene?cial to the citizens for both health reasons

and increasing productivity. It there set out to increase access to potable water from 65.6

percent in 2002 to 84 percent by 2005 GoM, (2002, p.43). Promotion of potable water

supply in the country remained a priority even in the successor Malawi Growth and

Development Strategy l and ll documents. During MGDS l and MGDS ll, the eountry‘s

goal on water was to improve access to clean water and sanitation in line with the MDGs,

and to improve access to water through integrated water management system, respectively

(GoM, 2007, p.6; GoM, 2012a, p.102). A review of the MGDS 11. for example. indicate

that Malawi managed to beat the target in MDGs ol’67 percent, as well as the country level

target of 75 percent (GoM, 2016b, p. xxv).
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Although there seems to be signi?cant strides achieved over the years, many parts of the

world are experiencing scarcity ofwater due to climate change, which then greatly affects

communities, including those that are connected to a safe source of drinking water.

Evidence shows that 40 percent of the people around the world are experiencing water

scarcity and this number is projected to continue increasing due to climate change effects

(UNDP, 2015, p.9). Besides water scarcity, the water supply programmes have not yet

reached other needy communities in the world, including in some parts of Malawi. This is

why the SDG goal for 2030 is to have everyone on earth with access to safe and affordable

drinking water (UNDP, p. 2015, 9). On its part, the Malawi Growth and Development

Strategy lll, which was launched in August, 2017, has a goal on water fused together with

agriculture, climate change and ecosystems. The goal is to achieve sustainable agricultural

transformation and water development that is adaptive to climate change and enhances

ecosystem services (GoM, 20l7, p.57). But speci?c expected outcomes under water are

increased access to water resources, and enhanced integrated water resources management

at all levels. This is in a way similar to outcomes stipulated in the previous two national

strategies, representing continuity in the country‘s quest to improve access to clean water.

However, the fusion of water with agriculture and climate change sectors, which in

themselves are big and complex, needs to be problematized. The combining of two or more

different sectors into one leads to competition for resources and attention. Thus, in this ease

water might suffer as usually govemment pays more attention to the agriculture sector.
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2.3.2.2 National Level Policies guiding the Sector

ln addition to the foregoing strategies, there are also policies that have been developed over

the years to address key policy issues and guide the sector. The National Water Policy of

2005, for example, was developed due to the need to “manage demand for water, which

included user fees and other related charges” (GoM, 2005, p. 8). It also covered issues of

community water supply and emphasized on the need for empowering communities, which

is one of the underpinning factors for sustainability of the same. It recognized the need for

promoting community owned and managed water systems.

In 2012 the Govemment released the Malawi Water Sector Investment Plan (MWSIP).

which outlined new ways ofexpanding water supply in the country. The MWSIP noted that

there is growing demand for water, which is estimated to be at 200 percent by 2035, or

increasing by 8 percent annually (GoM, 201. p.89). The plan seeks to address water

shortages and expand access to portable water in the country. ()n legislation, in 2013 the

Government came up with the Water Resources Act (2013) which. among other things,

provides for the control, conservation, apportionment and use of water resources in the

country (GoM, 2013).

2.4 Brief History of Water Supply and Access in Malawi

Water supply for rural and urban areas was one ofthe areas offocus ofthe colonial regime.

Water supply programmes in rural parts of the country were a mixture of dug wells,

boreholes and piped gravity systems (GoM, l995a, p. 6). Between l93l and I939 a

deliberate programme for dug well construction was undertaken, which then yielded more
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than 400 wells (GoM, 1995a. p. 6). Borehole drilling projects were also initiated in the

1930s to supplement on the dug wells. However, it was not until after independence that

boreholes drilling intensi?ed. For instance, from 1969 to 1972 government and private

sector drilled about 500 boreholes annually. Still in the 1970s expansion ofwater supply in

rural areas was initiated as a deliberate programme under Ministry of Community

Development and Social Welfare. It focused on drilling of boreholes, construction of

shallow wells with hand pumps and installation of small gravity piped systems targeting

needy communities in rural and urban areas as provision of water became a feature of

poverty alleviation (GoM, 1995a, p. 6-7). This continued from the 1970s to 1990s guided

by the National Water Resources Master Plan and the International Water Supply and

Sanitation Decade (1980 — 91).

As of 1995 about 62 percent of Malawians had access to portable and clean water (GoM.

1995a, p.8). In case of rural areas, only 58 percent had access to clean water. Clearly.

therefore, a large number of citizens still lacked access to portable water. This could be

attributed to inadequacy of resources and limited etforts at reducing this gap since

independence. However, progress on access to water was enhanced from the 1990s to the

2000s amid growing population and demand. For example, by 2010, piped water coverage

at national level increased to 15.9 percent, while boreholes coverage increased substantially

to covering 51.2 percent of households in the country (GoM, 201 1, p. 18).

On the ?nancial front, records show that the Government spending on water sector is one

of the least. Accordingito Magalasi (2010, p.4), out of the National budget of MK 1.01
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trillion spent from 2004/05 to 2009/l 0, only 1.34% went towards water and sanitation. In

2014/15 and 2015/I6 National budgets only about 7 percent and an estimated 4 percent,

respectively, went to water development and greenbelt irrigation. Obviously, with these

low levels of funding by the Government, coupled with the unpredictability of funding

from development partners, it might be difficult to attain the target of “universal access”

which is stipulated in the Sustainable Development Goals (2030). On their part,

development partners’ contribution to water is ranked fifth in terms of total donor funding

to Malawi. The water sector gets about 6.4 percent and those topping the list are health,

economic govemance, education and agriculture (Magalasi, 2010, p.13).

2.5 Major Challenges

The water sector in Malawi continues to experience some major challenges. Firstly, the

sector receives inadequate funding from the government and even development partners

for expanding water supply and maintaining existing water-points (Mulwafu et al., 2002).

There is also the existence ofweak ?nancial, managerial and teelmical capacity at various

levels in the sector (USAID, undated, pl); the consequence of which is difficulties to

maintain and sustain already deployed communal water-points.

It has been observed that the water infrastructure is very old and therefore poses problems

ofmaintenance. Mulwafu et al. (2002, p.34), for instance, state that Regional Water Boards

(which took over responsibility of supplying water from District Water Offices) inherited

very old and inef?cient water supply facilities. As a result it was difficult for the system to

cope with increasing demand for water due to the soaring of population in urban areas in

the districts. Moreover, with such infrastructure the maintenance costs are usually high.
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As the population of Malawi is growing, in urban, peri-urban and rural areas, there is

increased demand for water. Existence of old and limited infrastructure, as well as limited

resources are making this issue worse. Lately, effects of climate change are also being felt

in relation to water reservoir levels and water tables in general, as the country experiences

shortages of rainfall during some years. Finally, evidence shows that there is widespread

ofhigh levels ofiron across the country, which poses a threat to borehole implementations.

Some reports have blamed existence of iron for the corrosion of borehole linings (GoM,

2013).

2.6 Communal Water Supplies Project Life Cycle

At this point it is important to explain the life cycle of communal water supply projects in

question. A review of their implementations, the inner workings of each stage, and some

slight differences in the naming of stages that exist, enabled the study to understand and

put forward the following phases through which all these projects undergo. The phases are

initiation, design andplanning, implementation, and maintenance.

2.6. I Initiation Phase

This is the foremost stage in any project. This phase is known for origination ofthe idea or

concept of the project, needs assessment, feasibility study and preliminary consultations

with prospective bene?ciaries and other key stakeholders at various levels. This is where

the prospective projeet’s goal(s), objectives and the overall concept are defined.

consultations or buy-in meetings undertaken, and securing of commitments by
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stakeholders is done (Belassi & Tukel, 1996, p.143). It also involves the sourcing of

?nancial, material and other resources that will be required to implement the project. With

respect to Malawi guidelines for community involvement in water projects, the National

Water Policy (2005, p.8) has guiding principles on water, one of which directly supports

community participation and it reads as follows: “water developmentprogrammes shall be

based on demand responsive and demand driven approaches, bene?ciary participation

and empowerment". Again, the Local Development Fund (LDF), which is a govemment

agency that ?nances community development work, supports directly community-driven

initiatives (under the Community Sub-Project component) based on proposals submitted

by communities themselves after they identi?ed a problemts), as one way of encouraging

local people’s participation from the beginning of the project (Kishindo. Z000). Once a

proposal is approved for funding, LDF requires local communities to make a 20 percent

contribution in form of cash, labour, materials or a combination ofthcse (Kutengulc, 1997

in Kishindo, 2000, p.9).

2.6.2 Design and Planning Phase

In this phase, information from the Initiation Phase is translated into the detailed and

technical design of the intervention or solution. This is where the technical aspects of the

project are clearly de?ned; the different technologies available are reviewed and the best

is chosen; institutional and operational aspects and plans are made; and the social,

environmental and economic aspects are analyzed and taken into account. Planning is also

a component of this phase. ln general, this phase is characterized by scheduling, planning

and control techniques, allocation of resources and involvement of stakeholders (Belassi
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& Tukel, 1996, p. 143). The product ofthis phase is a project design and planning or blue-

print document.

Even during this phase, govemment guidelines are seen to support involvement of

community members. Whether in national centrally planned projects, local communities

are supposed to participate and contribute; and similarly in community initiated

development projects, where locals take a centre stage in activities including planning,

extemal assistance from government or other agencies is required (Kishindo, 2000, p.9).

This balance is an important strategy of ensuring success of these interventions.

2. 6.3 Implementation Phase

This is a very critical phase in a project life cycle, during which the concept and plans of

the water project are tumed into reality. This phase entails putting into effect the project

blue print as de?ned in the previous two phases. This phase encompasses undertaking

various project activities, use and management of resources (?nancial, material and

manpower), problem solving, decision making, and community engagement and relations.

It also involves a series of control systems and responsibilities, as well as on-going

monitoring and feedback, which ensure the project remains on course (Bclassi & Tukel,

1996, p.143). Depending on project plans and exist strategy, which differ among

implementers, some projects include a component on capacity building for the community

to prepare them for continued maintenance of the water-points.
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2.6.4 Maintenance Phase

This is the last phase, which entails sustenance of the intervention which was implemented.

The implementer effects the exit strategy and hands-over the water-point to the community,

ifthis was in-built in their plan, or simply exists the community without any formal hand-

overs. Then the community, through its members and institutions, is expected to continue

sustaining the water-point. This is where outcomes differ among different water supply

implementations, with some being maintained as expected, while others are not and

eventually become dysfunctional.

2.7 Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed the institutional arrangements and policy context of the water

supply sector in Malawi. It has shown different interventions and shifts in the provision of

water supplies in the country since the colonial era. This is critical to our understanding of

the current state of affairs. It also helps us to know what has worked and what has failed in

the provision ofwater supply services in the country. It has been observed that the merging

or moving of the Ministry responsible for water with other Ministries or Departments.

which continues up to today, leads to some compromise more than the good. ln addition.

although some reforms and other interventions have been undertaken since independence.

some population in urban and rural parts of the country, still lack access to clean water. A

look a Government’s annual budgets and even overall donor support shows that the water

sector is yet to become a priority. This entails a slow pace in the expansion of access to

clean water and challenges to maintain existing water infrastructure. The issue of funding

together with other major challenges that are evident in this sector need to be resolved if
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the country is to make headway in relation to targets set in both the SDGs and national

plans.

On top of the institutional and policy context, this chapter has also informed this research

in terms of how policies of government require participation and empowerment of local

people during implementation of communal water supply systems in the country. This has

been made clear with reference to the National Water Policy of 2005, the LDF Operational

Manual (2009) and the analysis ofMASAF/ LDF interventions by Kishindo (2000). These

two aspects are emphasized by government because of their critical role in ensuring

development ofa sense of ownership and commitment by communities, and the acquisition

of necessary managerial and financial capabilities tor managing such water systems in

order to sustain them. These are some ofthe critical issues and areas on which this research

concentrates. The ncxt chapter focuses on the theoretical underpinnings and empirical

issues which are at the centre ofthis research. This is essential to situate this research within

a body of existing theories, ideas and knowledge.
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CHAPTER 3

LITERATURE REVIEW

3.1 Introduction

In Chapter 2, we have reviewed the institutional arrangement, policy reforms and the policy

environment in the water sector in Malawi. The MAIWD remains the key organization for

setting policy goals and guidelines in the water sector. We have also noted that there have

been changes in strategies and policies largely informed by global strategies such as MGDs

and SDGs. Although policy reforms have resulted in creation of regional Boards as

independent state enterprises for provision of water services, the Ministry, through the

District Water Offices, remains the main provider of the communal water supply system.

The policy environment also recognizes the roles that the community stakeholders and

water users play in the design, implementation and operation of communal water supply

systems. The key elements highlighted in the policies are active participation and

empowerment of communities in the project cycle to ensure sustainable management of

these resources. In this chapter, we review the literature and debates on participation and

empowerment, and on how these influence development outcomes.

This review analyzes and links competing theories of participation and empowerment to

the sustainability (i.e. functionality) or unsustainability (i.e. non-functionality) of

community development interventions. The theories of participation identi?ed here are

Arnstein’s ladder of participation, Burn’s ladder of participation and Wileox’s levels of
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itieipation. These theories state that participation happens incrementally starting from

e lowest to the highest level or step. Thus, prerequisites have to be in place in order for

ople to move across the participation ladder. Although some similarities can be drawn

what these theories propose, they have some differentials in some aspects of their levels

stages of participation. With regard to empowerment theories, the review focuses on the

l
2

/o models of community empowerment by Clark (1995) and Rothman s levels of

npowerment. But what precedes this participation and empowerment theoretical review

the clarifying on key concepts by way of giving their precise meaning as used in this

udy, as well as giving a brief account of the origins of participation and empowerment as

mtral concepts in this study. Then after reviewing the theories, the chapter highlights,

ieoretically, major factors that enhance, and those that undermine. participation.

npowennent and development outcomes. This is linked to critical success and failure

tctors in development interventions within the lens of the sustainability discourse.

/hat follows this is an attempt to bring out relevant empirics on participation and

mpowerment in similar development interventions and draw out relationships that

xplains the two phenomena in question. This evidence from the ground also provides clear

nkages between participation and empowerment of local community members in

ommunal water systems and the eventual outcomes. The first part of this empirical section

acuses on participation’s in?uence on development outcomes. This is followed by

vidence on how communal water systems are management elsewhere in the world to

nsure their sustainability. Thereafter, a review of the technical capacities for sustaining

ommunal water systems is presented by focusing on evidence from elsewhere in Africa
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and Asia. This is followed by issues of user fees and revenue generation for sustaining

water systems in question. In the end, a discussion on the choice of water solution and

decision made on the choosing of appropriate technology to be used and how that affects

water system’s functionality and sustainability is presented.

3.2 Theoretical Literature

3. 2.1 De?nition and Measurement of Participation, Empowerment and

Programme Outcomes

It must be stated that in scholarship there is divergent conception and understanding ofkcy

terminologies. These terminologies can also be context specific. Thus. this section serves

the purpose of giving the precise meaning, within this context, of the key concepts of

participation. empowerment. programme or development outcomes. sustainability.

functional and non-functional water—points,ownership and commitment of community

members.

3.2.1.1 Participation

Participation has been de?ned different by many scholars, but four de?nitions are

presented here. First, Mejos (2007, p.81) defines participation as a constant readiness to

accept and to realize one‘s share in the community because of one‘s membership within

that particular community. The second one is by Mukandala (2005) in Mukundane (201 I.

p.l) who defines ‘participation’ as the maximization ofpeople's involvement in the spheres

or stages of development. This relates to the de?nition Paul (I987) that participation is

actually an active process whereby beneficiaries in?uence the direction and execution of
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and Asia. This is followed by issues of user fees and revenue generation for sustaining

water systems in question. ln the end, a discussion on the choice of water solution and

decision made on the choosing of appropriate technology to be used and how that affects

water system’s functionality and sustainability is presented.

3.2 Theoretical Literature

3.2. I De?nition and Measurement of Participation, Empowerment and

Programme Outcomes

It must be stated that in scholarship there is divergent conception and understanding of key

terminologies. These terminologies can also be context speci?c. Thus. this section serves

the purpose of giving the precise meaning, within this context, of the key concepts of

participation. empowerment, programme or development outcomes. sustainability.

?lnctional and non-functional water-points, ownership and commitment of community

members.

3.2.1.] Participation

Participation has been de?ned different by many scholars. but four de?nitions are

presented here. First, Mejos (2007, p.81) de?nes participation as a constant readiness to

accept and to realize one's share in the community because of one's membership within

that particular community. The second one is by Mukandala (2005) in Mukundane (201 l,

p.l) who de?nes ‘participation’ as the maximization ofpeople's involvement in the spheres

or stages of development. This relates to the de?nition Paul (I987) that participation is

actually an active process whereby bene?ciaries in?uence the direction and execution of
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development projects rather than merely receive a share of project bene?ts. Lastly,

Holcombe (l995, p.17) in Claridge (2004, p.25) de?nes participation as basically

representing action, or being part of an action such as a decision-making process. ln this

study, we adopt the de?nition proposed by Paul (I987).

Practically, participation can be measured, for example, by looking at the degree (or

absence) of involvement of stakeholders throughout a project life cycle. The measure

focuses on key indicators of participation, which in this context include, but not limited to

representativeness of members and leaders, number and types of events attended, amount

oftime spent in and outside planned activities, satisfaction with the work or the process of

participation, balance of power and leadership, opportunities and levels of decision

making, and degree of local ownership perceived and/ or achieved (Butterfoss. 2006,

p.331). This can be done, for instance, by looking at percentage levcls of involvement or

by ratings on a Likcn scale, depending on how a data collection tool is designed for this

purpose.

3.2.1.2 Empowerment

Holcombe (1995, p.17) in Claridge (2004, p.25) de?nes empowerment as sharing control,

the entitlement and the ability to in?uence decisions, as on the allocation of resources. On

his part, Wilcox (1994) simply de?ned empowerment as participation. In agreement, Pettit

(2012, p.2) states that empowerment is a multidimensional and interdependent process

which involved changes that will eventually permit the poor and marginalized to participate

profoundly in determining their future. According to Plummer (2005). community
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empowerment involves giving people knowledge and skills with which they can take

control of their lives, make own decisions, and operate independently. An empowered

community is the one, which is con?dent, resilient, independent and energetic; which has

the capacity to identify problems and design solutions at the local level; and which is

inclusive and voluntary (RSE, 2014). The underlying meaning and issue here is that when

communities or programme bene?ciaries are empowered, they play a central role in

development work, and get actively involved in making policy decisions and control

operations of the development interventions, as opposed to involvement through just

provision of free labour and material contributions.

Based on the above, the de?nitions are highlighting that an empowered person or

community is that which is equipped with essential knowledge and skills with which to

operate independently, make own decisions and determine their future. without depending

on extemal agents. Thus, for purposes of this study the de?nition by Plummer (2005) is

adopted.

With regard to measuring empowennent, the focus is on evidence, or absence. ofcapacities

and skills in certain prescribed areas of interest, whether resources are available or the

capacity to generate and/ or mobilize the same exist, power and control dynamics.

leadership and decision making, and individual or community competence (Butterfoss,

2006, p.227).

3.2.1.3 Programme Outcomes

Basically, ’0utc0mes' can be understood as changes, bene?ts or effects resulting from an
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intervention. Programme or project outcomes can be positive, negative or a mixture of

both. The outcomes can also be intended or unintended (UNDP, 201 1, p.56). There are two

types of outcomes — soft outcomes and hard outcomes. The soft outcomes are those that

are not tangible and not so easy to measure. For instance, soft outcomes may involve

change inside people such as attitude and interpersonal skills, which result from a training;

while hard outcomes are the ones that are very clear and obvious, such as extemal change,

which is very noticeable (Dewson et al., 2000).

Outcomes which are applicable to communal water systems and are at the centre of this

study are: functionality, community ownership, community commitment and

sustainability. These terms would be defined as follows:

i) Functionality

A water-point is regarded as functional if it is working and being used by the community

at a particular point in time (Shaw, 2012, pp. I 2-l3). Whereas a non-functional water-point

is that which is in an unusable state due to some form ofa fault, or still technically works

but the community has decided not to use it.

There are both technical sustainability issues and software or management related aspects

that underpin functionality of communal water systems. Thus, the community needs to be

given a central role to champion the operational and maintenance of its communal water

systems, rather than to make it depend on external agencies, which is not viable.
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ii) Community Ownership of an Intervention

Ownership means community members regard a development intervention in their area to

be theirs. As such, they get involved in it in ways that demonstrate high levels ofdedication

to the process and outcomes (Mamburi, 2014, p.8). According to Fielmua (2011, p.117),

community ownership docs not mean that the community will not receive support from

external sources, as in actuality it may receive support from government or other partners

in form of technical assistance, funding or other forms of assistance. However, it is the

community that still demonstrates actual ownership of the intervention by makes decisions

and exercises control over access to the same, as well as take responsibility to repair their

boreholes (or water systems) when they break down (Fielmua, 2011, p.l 17*). lt has been

argued that Where a sense of community ownership exists. there is continued functionality

of the development initiative (Manikutty, 1997; Whittington ct al., 2009; Marks & Davis,

2012).

Mamburi (2014, p.10) cites a study by Boru (2012) which was undertaken in Kenya by

looking at the determinants ofcommunity ownership ofwater projects. The results showed

that key to creating this sense of ownership among community members are community

involvement in the site selection for the water facilities, design and installation, provision

of labour, cash contribution, locally available materials and so on. lt is further pointed out

that one of the reasons for lack of sustainability is lack of community participation and

ownership (Mamburi, 2014, p. 10).
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iii) Community’s Commitment to an Intervention

Commitment should be understood as the act of being devoted and willing to offer time

and] or resources towards a water supply system for its sustainability (Tadesse, 2012;

Mugumya, 2013; Carter & Rwamwanja, 2006). Just like in the case of ownership, scholars

also argue that commitment of community members on a development initiative also leads

to its continued functionality (Manikutty, 1997; Whittington et. al., 2009; Marks & Davis,

2012).

There are certain important aspects that can be analyzed to measure commitment of

community members towards their water supply systems. One area is to check community

members’ commitment to bear associated contribution to the capital costs or maintenance,

which is an important indicator of commitment to the project (Breslin, 2003 in Tadessc.

2012, pp.9-l0). Further there is need to have willingness by community members to

commit resources and maintain their water supply system and bene?ts continually

(Tadesse, 2012). The community must also show commitment to upgrade its local skills

and technical capacity to be able to undertake some maintenance and repair works on their

water systems, as well as managerial and ?nancial knowledge and skills with which to

make informed decisions when managing such water-points.

iv) Sustainability
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The United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development de?nes ‘sustainability as
i

meeting the needs of the present without compromising the needs olifuture generations to
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meet their own needs (Biundtland, 1987). This de?nition is mainly applicable in the ?eld

of environment or conservation. But contextual de?nitions which are adopted for this

research include that by Stevens and Peikes (2006, p. I 56) who state that sustainability of

social service projects is whether projects can survive the loss of original foundation

funding and continue to provide the social services they have developed. Another

appropriate de?nition for this research is provided by Carter and Rwamwanja (2006, p.8)

who state that sustainability means that the service is being used, it is being maintained, its

maintenance is paid for as otherwise it would deteriorate, and over time means it is

permanent.

Sustainabilityof Water supply systems is de?ned as ‘whether or not water services continue

to work overtime’ (Len Abrams, 1998 in Tadesse, 2012, p.8). Although it is a challenge to

measure sustainabilityin water systems, there are important elements that can be assessed

in this measurement and these are: functionalityor non-functionality;breakdowns of the

water-point and how long it takes to repair; quality of water in terms of clean supply,

salinity and taste; and quantity of water or yield (adequacy and reliability or not) (Tadesse,

2012, p.4; Zelalem, 2005).

3.2.2 The Origins of Participation and Empowerment in Development

Accordingto Armah et al. (2009, p.75), participation as an ideology traces its roots to Third

World development,followingmany failures of the top-down approaches to development
which took place mainly in the 1950s and 1960s. A new approach that development

practitioners began to advocate for and encourage was that which includes local population
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in development activities. Streeten (I995) in Jimu (2008, p.24) states that contemporary

thinking is in?uenced by the participatory paradigm, which rests on devolution of decision-

making power, and that failure of extemally driven projects, lack of project sustainability

and resource constraints have led to the popularization of development thinking towards

community or participatory approaches. On their part, Flecknoe and McLellan (1994) in

Jimu (2008, p.25) maintain that a ‘community’ comprises of the web of personal

relationships, group networks, as well as traditions and pattems of behaviour that develop

against the backdrop of the physical locality and its social, economic and political

situations. Then it is advocated that the residents or members of a community in which

development activities are planned to take place must be involved in key processes and

should be principal stakeholders. When this happens. there will be commitment from the

community on the development work and this ensures positive outcomes and future

maintenance of the initiatives introduced.

Similarly,it must be noted that the history of empowerment in development is similar to

that of participation, as both are said to have originated from social movements and

liberation struggles, and were advanced by civic and political actors who sought to see

collective to deeply entrenched structures (Pettit, 20l2, p.6). This issue became prominent

from the 1990s all the way to the 2000s. It has been demonstrated that along the way the

concept of social capital began to be regarded as part of this empowerment and

developmentdiscourse.
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3.2.3 Theories of Participation

We identify three theories of participation: Amstein (1969) ladder of participation, Burns

et al. (I994) ladder of participation and Wilcox (1994) levels of participation. The ladder

ofpaiticipation by Amstein (I969) recognizes that participation is characterized by a series

of steps (eight) that one moves through, starting from the lowest three levels, where actual

participation is absent to the highest level where real participation takes place and local

people are delegated power or given full control (Figure 3.1). Each ofthese levels denotes

certain experiences and achievements that have to be met before transitioning to the next

higher level. According to the theory, this ladder of participation begins with lowest level

of ‘manipulation’ where local people are simply infonned but there is no any involvement

of them to contribute ideas and so on, through ‘consultation’ under which local people are

consulted and make some contributions, to the highest and last level which is ‘citizen

control‘, in which citizens are fully involved and take charge of the development process.

Figure 3-11 Ladder °f Partlcipa?o" by A""5_t§lE_(l29.?)_._.___..___._._,,__.._.___.
_.,___8. Citizen Control

It is about the degree to which local people exercise control or power over an
intervention. It entails that they are in full charge of policy and managerial aspects and
are able to negotiate the conditions under which external agencies can change them.

7. Delegate Power

It entails the level of decision making given to the community or citizens after
negotiations with public officials (or programme implementers).Locals hold dominant
or signi?cant delegated powers to ensure accountability of the programme.

6. Partnership
“

9 i_i‘~vM_i_7£

In this stage power is shared or redistributed between citizens or community members
and the power holders (e.g. implementers of an intervention) through a negotiation
process. They sen/e together in all existing structures of power.

5. Placation

lt is a point where local people would begin to be given some degree of in?uence over
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something. Few of them are selected to sit on existing or established structures of power.
In majority of programmes citizens’ participation is at this level or below.

4. Consultation

It involves informingcitizens (e.g. through meetings), and it is a legitimate step towards
full participation. However, if consulting them does not combine other essentials forms
of participation, them this stage ends up to be a sham.

3. Informing

This is when citizens are informed of their rights and responsibilities, and it is often an

important step towards legitimate citizen participation. One major shortcoming,
however, is that in many cases it ends up to be a one-way ?ow of information i.e. from
of?cials to citizens

2. Therapy

At this point some group therapy is masked as citizen participation, which is basically
said to be dishonest and arrogant. Those with power or implementers of a programme
would masquerade as ifthey are involving citizens, yet they simply use them in order to
achieve their programmatic goals.

l. Manipulation

Citizens here are manipulated by way of putting them in committees or structure where
they would simply rubberstamp things. This is said to be one of the distortions oi‘
participation as this is done for public relations purposes to the advantage ofthose with
power.

Source: Adopted from Amstein (1969)

This theory, however, has not given detailed requisites that need to be available to enable

transition of those involved to the next step on the ladder. Furthermore, a closer look at

each of these levels in the ladder clearly demonstrates that these are too broad categories

in themselves. There was lack of speci?city at the theory’s conception and in how it is

presented so that it is clear to whoever is reading it, or seeks to use it. Otherwise, it is left

to the reader to interpret it in their own way and context, unlike the subsequentones which

are somehow detailed.
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The second one is by Bums et. al. (1994), which is said to have been conceptualized based

on previous works around participation, including that of Amstein. However, Bums et al.

(I994) moved a step further by looking at participation from an empowerment perspective.

The theory centres on empowennent of individuals as it regards that making them

independent and able to make decisions on their own is imperative in the development

process. Just like Arnsten, it also presented a ladder of participation, which is divided into

three broad categories, beginning with citizen non-participation then to citizen

participation and end with citizen control. The ?rst category of citizen non-participation

primarily involves, among other things, giving people information through publicity;

holding meetings which are seemingly, but not necessarily, for consultations; and provision

of poorly packaged or inadequate information. This is followed by a category where there

is citizen participation. In this category high quality infonnation is provided. genuine

consultations are conducted and there is some empowerment which enables people

participating to exercise some level of control. The last one is citizen control which is

basically the top most level in this framework. It cntails pcoplc having full control and

making independent decisions. It must be underscored that this happens when people have

been empowered along the way to be able to take full responsibility and authority. Figure

3.2 presents this ladder ofparticipation by Bums et al. (1994).
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Figure 3.2: A Ladder of Participation by Burns et. al. (1994)
Citizen Control

This is the highest stage, under which there are two levels, with the lower being
“entrusted control” where citizens are given the opportunity to control the course of a

programme or intervention as trusted and with limited control; and the higher one being
“independent” control where citizens gain full control of the intervention and make all
decisions.

12. Independent Control

ll. Entrusted Control

Citizen Participation

This is a stage where there is actual citizen participation. It has six levels as outlined
below, each of which is entailing what happens at that level.

10. Delegated Control

9. Partnership

8. Limited Decentralized Decision-making

7. Effective AdvisorvBoards
I

_ A
W R

6. Genuine Consultation

5. High Quality Information

Citizen Non-Participation

This is the lowest stage where there is absence of true citizen participation. What
happens here is simply information giving or participation as a sham.

4. Customer Care

3. Poor Information

2. Cynical Consultation

1. Civic Hype
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The third theory is by Wilcox (1994) which regards participation as a continuum process.

Thus, participation is seen to be a range or series of processes in which people are involved

or excluded. According to Wilcox (I994, p.l), participation happens in ?ve levels. The

?rst one is simply about giving people Information on what is planned and it ends there.

This is followed by step two of Consultation, which deals with provision of options

available and getting people’s views and comments. The third step is Deciding together,

which encourages people to share ideas and do joint decision making. Then the fourth step

involves Acting together on what has been decided as the best option to pursue. The last

one is Supporting individual community initiatives, which basically involves local groups

or organizations offered funding, advice or other support to develop their own agendas

within guidelines.

Figure 3.3: Levels of Participation by Wilcox (1994)
l 5. Supporting Individual Community Initiatives

l At this highest point, community members or organizations are given ?nancial

ilsupport, advice or other forms of support in order for them to pursue their plans but
within certain guidelines.

4. Acting Together

At this point, power holders and citizens or community members make decisions
together, as well as partner to undertake work together.

3. Deciding Together

Community members are encouraged to offer additional ideas and are given an

opportunity forjoint decision making.
2. Consultation

Citizens are given infomiation and feedback is solicited from them. But new ideas are

not allowed at this point.

Llnformation
V _ l

C

This is the lowest level at which citizens are simply told what is planned for them or

their community
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Lastly, the work of Cohen and Uphotf (l997) in Finsterbusch and Wieklin (1987, p.5) is

also very relevant to this study, as it focuses on four areas of participation in-line with a

project life cycle. This speaks directly to communal water project life cycle, which has four

generic stages of initiation, design and planning, implementation and maintenance.

According to Cohen and Uphoff (l997), the four phases of the project cycle they made

reference are decision making, implementation,bene?ts and evaluation. These four areas

comprise ofthe ‘what’ of participation, which helps to understand the kind ofareas in which

participation took place or not. It also looks at the ‘who’ ofpartieipation, which is essentially

the kinds of people that are involved in project tasks, such as local residents, local leaders,

govemment officials and foreign personnel (Finsterbusch & Wieklin, I987, p.5). lt is

important to know who participated in order to understand whether or not participation

actually took place. Finsterbusch and Wieklin (1987, p.5) further looks at the ‘how' which

simply refers to the mechanisms of participation: l) where does the initiative come from‘?

2) what inducements are involved? 3) what is the structure? And 4) what are the channels‘?

This is also critical in determining how stakeholders were engaged and to what levels.

Lastly, the theory includes the 'when' and ‘where' which are contextual factors including

many project characteristics and aspects of the task environment that have effects on

participation and its likelihood of contributing positively to the project (Finsterbusch &

Wieklin, 1987, p.5).

3.2.4 A Review of Selected Empowerment Theories

There are many empowerment theories and models, and the understandingofthe construct

varies depending on the ?eld or perspective from which they are used. With respect to

communal water points, empowering communities or its members has been recognized as
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key in order to ensure their effective participation in development interventions.

Empowerment is basically the process of gaining in?uence over events and outcomes of

importance (Fawcett et al., 1995; Rappaport, I981). This unfolds at multiple and

interconnected levels such as the individual, group, organization and community level. In

empowered communities there are empowered organizations and the level of organization

empowerment depends on the empowerment level of its members (Robertson & Minkler,

1994; Wallerstcin & Bemstein, 1988). According to Israel et al. (1994), empowerment

must be understood as the ability of people to gain understandingand control over personal,

social, economic and political forces in order to take action to improve their life situations.

There are many theoretical models that explain the processes of community empowennent

in the context ofcommunal water supply systems. First, Rothman came up with a dominant

model in the 19705 with three levels of empowerment, from which other scholars drew

elements for their own proposed models (Clark, I995, p.300). The first level is locality

development which involves development ofa sense of community and a group identity;

followed by socia/planning which centres on the resolution ofproblems in the community;

and lastly, social action which is basically focusing on increasing the ability of the

community to resolve its problems.

Second, Clark (1995, pp.30l-302) puts forward two models of community empowerment

which were deemed relevant and applicable to development interventions in community

water supply. Table 3.1 gives a summary of aspects under each stage in this model.
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Table 3.1: Models of Community Empowerment

liiiiiiliéi‘i§'iii§i{{i§{iiiiiiF>Fg;ii£Ei>nModel II: Nursing Model of Communit ‘<.L
i Organization for Change

}Community Analysis — involves an Assessment/Re-assessment-undertaking‘
iassessmentto understand the community aneeds assessmentwith the involvement ofil

.ibetter, including its capacity, potential the community itself. i

;barriers to action and its readiness for

change.
1

lDesign Initiation ~ all preliminaiyPlanning/ Design - establishing goals and;
lproeessesessential for project take-off. e.g.idevelopingthe interventions.

de?ning goals, planning and mobilizingl i

resources.

Implementation — involves all processes in Implementation — putting into actions the

the execution of an intervention or project. design in order to achieve the identi?ed

goals.

Maintenance/ Consolidation — deals with Evaluationl Dissemination e‘ undertaking
the sustenance ofthe intervention. ‘an evaluation to identify successful and

‘

unsuccessful elements of the intervention.

.Dissemination/ Assessment — to establish‘
and then publicize whether the intervention?

jwaseffect and achieved intended outcomes. li

.
=

l
L

_ _ _____ ___ _ _ __ A__.
_ __.. ..____. ._ ._._ W W a,___.

_,__»__ AV?

Source: Clark (1995) and Author’s modi?cation

3.2.5 Notable Flaws in Participation and Empowerment Theories

The ?rst key shortcoming worth noting is the linearity in some of the theories and model

when they state that one step has to be ful?lled prior to advancing to the next step. This is

a serious simpli?cation of what in actuality is a complex process. ln reality, the
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participation and empowerment processes are multifaceted in nature, and there is some sort

ofmix in the series, which needed to have been recognized.

The second shortcoming is that as participation involves people, the aforesaid levels of

participation seem to suggest that when you are engaging people then you move with them

from one level to another. In reality, however, some people may lag behind in some ways,

but the participation process would still continue. Moreover, these frameworks have not

provided clear and detailed measures of what constitutes attainment of each level as a

requirement to move to the subsequent one.

Furthermore, a critical look at the above has revealed that there are some categories which

are broad. This presents the difficult to unpack them, as each person is bound to make their

own interpretations of what the details of each category are. Thus, there was need to

provide speci?cs, together with clear conditions and demonstration of movement to the

subsequent level, as stated earlier.

It is essential to recognize that people can participate in development work as mere

participants who do not in?uence anything. ln cases where people are involved in actual

discussions, the key question is that does that really shape the project design and

implementation. When people participate in discussions, does this form part ofthe strategic

direction or the strategy is decided elsewhere between the implementer and fundcr(s)? All

these realities ought to have been re?ected or stated in the above frameworks.
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Lastly, it seems that some of the participation and empowerment theories are making

idealistic or naive assumptions that community participation automatically leads to

empowerment (Rebien, l996 in Lennie, 2005, pp.l-2). However, this is not always the

case. There must be concerted and deliberate efforts to ensure that the community and

stakeholders that participate in the intervention are empowered by the end of the process.

3.2. 6 Linking Participation, Empowerment and Development Outcomes

3.2. 6.1 Factors that Enhance and those that Undermine Participation and

Empowerment in Development Programmes

It is critical to also look at factors which development scholars and practitioners have put

forward as those which increase levels and extent of participation and empowerment in

order to attain positive development outcomes. The ?rst one is democracy, which is said to

be a pre-requisite for broad-based participation and empowerment. As Weaver and Cousins

(2004) in Nkwake et. al. (2013) state, from a fairness or democratic perspective,

participation ensures that views of many stakeholder groups are represented in the

development process. It has been argued that when there is democracy in development

interventions, democratic principles are visible especially in aspects that require

participation of community members. Democracy is regarded as a precursor for fair and

equal opportunities to societal members; for example, in terms of ?lling leadership

positions in a project, and enjoying bene?ts from the same. This is said to motivate people

to participate and accept the intervention as their own, which is crucial in relation to

sustainability.

Presence and promotion of clear and credible accountability system is another key factor.
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It has been maintained that in development interventions that require formation of

management committees there has to be a democratic framework with which to select

committee members, and in turn the framework itself must make them accountable to the

community as a whole. The same applies to management of ?nances in projects that

generate revenue. Communitymembers would want to see transparency and accountability
in the management of the ?nances. Once these are in place and functioning as desired,

community members would be motivated to participate and make the necessary

contributions for maintenance or sustenance of the same.

The third factor is existence, or creation ofa conducive environment for participation and

empowemient to thrive. People will tend to participate and get empowered in a

developmentintervention when they see that the process is inclusive, as opposed to that

which it is selective and just targets preferred groups. Inclusivity attracts all groups of

people in the community to be involved, such as women, youth, people with disabilities

and so on. But for this to happen there is need to have supporting structures and

mechanisms. IFAD (2009, p.27) states that in many of their CDD projects they use non-

exclusion principles, in an attempt to mobilize the dominant elite's potentially positive role

in the community (in addition to having other groups represented). This fosters cohesion

in the society and overall a sense of ownership among its members, which is important for

the sustenance of the intervention with local resources. Local communities are also

empowered in ways that will ensure their ability to support and maintain the intervention

moving forward.
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On the other hand, there are also some constraints that affect participation, empowerment

and ultimately attainment of development outcomes. As stated by Lennie (1995, p.6), these

constraints include time limitation, people's level of familiarity with participatory and

empowerment processes, lack of access to (or familiarity with) technologies of the

initiative, costs involved, different agendas and power relations among various stakeholder

groups. Other scholars such as MacFarlane (2000), and Harvey (2010) have also

recognized the same, and state that it is crucial to do an assessment of potential barriers to

participation and empowerment prior to and during project implementation, so that

effective ways of overcoming them can be devised in time. Table 3.2 outlines some ofthe

key barriers to participation in a development project.

Table 3.2: Barriers to Participation

I

Cultural Social

l Lack of education Social segregation

Lack of appropriate skills Lack oftime and money

Lack of interest Low social capital

‘Lackoftrust Marginalization

Lack of experience in negotiating Alienation from government

Lack of con?dence

Source: Harvey (2010, p.10)

As per the foregoing,lack oftime and interest impinges on participation and empowerment.

Time availability, it must be noted, is critical for people to participate in development

programmes. This becomes a constraint when people are busy with other personal and/ or

business engagements. In addition to this, interest in an intervention for which people's

participation is sought is another important aspect. When there is lack of interest, people
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cannot get involved or even get empowered to sustain the intervention.

As it is well known, some development programmes require communities to make

contributions as co-?nancing of the intervention, which is viewed to be that which will

in?uence greater community involvement and attainment of ‘ownership’ of the project by

the community. When this approach is taken, however, the poorest communities may

under-participateor self-select out of programmes that require them to foot part of the bill

for private benefits or local public goods (Ravallion, 2009 in Mansuri & Rao, 2012, p. 171).

Adding to this, Chase (2002) in Mansuri and Rao (20l2:l7l) points out that mandatory

community contribution in the case of the Armenia Social Fund led to a selection bias

against the poorest communities, which are often unwilling or unable to contribute.

Furthermore, in development work it is obvious that there are moments when local and

foreign ideas clash. This is more so and inevitable when local communities are engaged in

the project from the initiation phase. For instance, in a case study of famine relief efforts

in Southem Sudan, the local ideas ofhow food should be distributed differed from the ideas

of aid workers, resulting in a poorly designed project (Harragin, 2004 in Mansuri & Rao.

2012, p.167). When local ideas are ignored and foreign ones taken on board in the design

ofa programme or project, it is unlikely that the intervention can be sustained by locals in

the future.

Lastly, where there is insuf?cient participation, or when technical issues are decided by

non-technical people as part of the participation process, the outcomes are often
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undesirable. In such cases the result might be the making of wrong choices of solutions

and technologies, which could inappropriate,non-durable, and expensive and/or dif?cult

to maintain locally. Another challengeis the tendency to be preoccupied with achievement

ofmajor outputs ofa project or programme, while neglecting undertakings with community

stakeholders to foster sustainable processes; and under-investing in institutional

strengthening and capacity development (IFAD, 2009, pp.43-44). That is, project

implementers failing to empower community members or local organizations, so that they

can be ready to take over operations and maintenance of the intervention when the project

closes. IFAD (2009, pp.45-46) also mentions other shortcomings sometimes observed

which are lack of systematic approach to arranging or providing incentives and ongoing

technical support for govemmental and non-governmental partners responsible for

sustaining activities (e.g. infrastructure), and limited capacity building for enabling

communities to acquire the ongoing ?nancing needed to sustain programme

improvements.

3.2. 7 Development Outcomes and Participation C ontextualized: Factors
behind Success and Failure

It is important to contextualize the meanings of the words ‘success’ and ‘failure', so that

there is a common understanding in how they are used in this research. To start with, the

success ofa project and/ or programme is when the set objectives have been met within the

de?ned timeframe and in-line with the expectations of bene?ciaries. implementers and

donors. On the other hand, failure of a project or programme can be understood as a

situation when it has not met the expectations ofstakeholders; the impact ofwhich includes

frustrations by intended bene?ciaries and negative publicity/ news about the implementcr.
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However, success or failure can generally be looked at from different perspectives and

interpretation can differ ~ bene?ciary, implementer and funding agency. This is well

articulated by Toader et al. (20l0, p.450) who state that the Word success or failure, as the

words good or bad, are differentlyperceived by the project participants; for example, a

project which exceeded the costs and the planned objectives but which offers the results

expected by the bene?ciary, can be considered a success, but a contractor which registered

some loss working on the project can consider it as a failure. On his part Harvey (2004:339)

gives a de?nition focusing on the water sector (borehole) by stating that borehole failure

refers to a situation in which a borehole which is deemed ‘successful’ at the time ofdrilling

subsequently fails to deliver a suf?cient yield of safe water throughout the year.

There are certain factors which account for the success or failure of a project. Emphasis

must be made at the outset that these factors simply give an indication of whether there is

a high or low probability ofa project to succeed or fail. Toader et al. (2010, p.451) give a

summary ofthese success and failure factors in Figure 3.4.

Figure 3.4: The Main Causes of th"eW§WucmemeMs_smiw>WrW!f_2“1~iMl"ureof Projects
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ln addition, for a project to succeed it needs to have adequate resources, and where there is

inadequate resources (e.g. people), no right skills in the team and no commitment to the

project, this leads to tasks taking longer than expected to be completed, deadlines and

milestones get missed, and there is more workload (CSI, 2004, p.13). Further, project

failures are evident when requirements have been poorly de?ned and/ or not agreed upon

with bene?ciaries, and the implementer imposes their ideas. This is obviously linked to

poorly de?ned deliverables, which together result in customers being unhappy and

complaining about the ?nal product (CSI, 2004, p. l 5-2l ).

Measuringa project or programme to gauge whether it is a success or failure is critical. In

this undertakingthe focus is on what is supposed to be measured, which can be the process

or the outcome (i.e. product). This assessment is supposed to be done scienti?cally by

followingan evaluation protocol that is appropriate for what is to be assessed. According

to Nelson (2005, p.36l), a retrospective (i.e. a post-mortem) is a formal method for

evaluating project perfom1ance, which considers three process-based measures of success

that looks at whether it came in on schedule, within the budget, and met the requirements.

This can also be extended by focusing on the extent to which stakeholders were involved

in the project life cycle and the levels of participation and empowerment. Besides looking

at the process, the post-mortem also focuses on outcomes to measure the success or failure

of a project. This looks at whether the resulting product or service was (or is being) used,

and whether the project improved ef?ciency or effectiveness ofthe client organization (i.e.

value) (Nelson, 2005, p.36l ). The outcome assessment can also include a look at whether
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the bene?ciary is satis?ed or not; if there is a sense of ownership or not; and if the

community has the capability to sustain the intervention, among other things.

3.3 Empirical Literature

3.3. I Evidence on Participation ’s In?uence on Development Outcomes

Since theory has informed us on the relationship between participation, empowerment and

outcomes of the development intervention, the chapter now tums to evidence on the same.

As stated by Bonye et al. (2013, p.88) effectiveness, ef?cieney and equity are attained once

community members participate in all stages of a development project — conception,

planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation. lt is further argued that as

community members participate in the project, they get empowered and become self-

reliant people who can take charge of their development activities (Bonye et al., 20l3. p.

88). This empowennent process enables people to be in control, own and ultimately sustain

development. The empowerment in question, according to the World Bank (2002), has four

key elements, which are access to information, inclusion and participation, accountability,

and local organizational capacity development. This speaks to the review done earlier on

what scholars have theorized about the key features and focus of empowerment process in

development work.

As it has been shown earlier, when local people are empowered then they effectively

participate in development, and the participation oflocals in a project brings bene?ts to the

developmentintervention. Israel et. al. (2006, p.l031) state that when partners experience

personal, organizational and community bene?ts and see value in a development
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programme they stay engaged. This helps to attain broad-based support from a cross-

section of the community constituencies, which then in?uences outcomes (of an

intervention) positively (Altman, I995, p.529). For instance, based on a review of World

Bank water supply projects, Regt (2005, p.l) noted that involvement of the local

community in decision making is linked to greater bene?ciary satisfaction with the

services, and thus a greater willingness to pay (for the service). It has been argued that there

is a direct link between signi?cant involvement of local stakeholders and sustainability in

terms of outcomes and impacts (Rcgt, 2005, p.l). On the other hand, a review of World

Bank funded projects in India revealed that a top-down approach, practiced under the Uttar

Pradesh Jal Nigam (UPJN) which was very centralized, rarely took into account the

preferences and views of targeted water users, the result of which was failure to recover

capital as well as operations and maintenance costs (Regt, 2005, p.5).

Furthermore, lsham and Kahkonen (2002) state that communities often require

considerable support to understand technical aspects of projects. It is unimaginable to

expect community members to actively participate, beyond mere presence but in actual

discussions, when they do not have an idea of some technical aspects of the project.

Actually, these have to be explained to participants so that they can meaningfully

participate and make sound contributions; otherwise they would shun project meetings.

This understandingis also critical for the future sustainability ofthe intervention when the

project funding period ends. In case of the Bolivian Social Fund, Mansuri and Rao (2012)

state that the water projects improved water quality only when community-level trainings

were provided. Provision of training to selected local members is essential to equip them

59

‘Q‘I3!’
-

Ll-‘:-~
‘-.

\_

‘U
j.
\



with both management and teclmical skills, which they can use to run the affairs of the

intervention and/or perform basic repairs.

3.3.2 Technical Capabilities Essential for Sustaining Communal Water

Supply Systems

3.3.2.] CommunityBased Technical Capacityfor Sustaining Water

Supply Systems
Technical capacity within both the community and the district is critical to sustaining

communal Water supply systems. In relation to this, Rautanen et al. (2014, p.161) state that

the importance of decentralization, participation and empowerment in the general global

thinking on roles of communities, governments, NGOs and donors in sustainable service

delivery, is equally valid for water service delivery. Following a study of water supply

systems in Nepal, Rautenan et al (2014, p.168) obsen/ed that Operations and Maintenance

(O&M) issues remain a hot topic in Nepal, which accounted for poor functionality of water

supply systems country-wide. This is why experience has shown that it is essential to equip

some locals with skills with which they can perform ?rst-line basic maintenance of their

water-points.

Furthermore, it was also realized in Nepal that participation entails risks ofcorruption, self-

interests and downright criminal activities, particularly in relation to procurement involved

in the project and decisions concerning ?nancial transactions; for example, there was

evidence of Water Users Committee (WUC) members abusing funds regardless of public

audits and calls for transparency (Rautenan et al., 20l4, p.I68). According to Rautenan et

al. (2014, p.168), a study by Nepal’s Department of Water Supply and Sewerage of 201 l

60

C‘
-.

,

"GE I-‘PM



2
I

ar-

revealed that while the coverage for piped drinking water was high at 80 percent, only

about 18 percent of the water system were functioning well and delivering expected

bene?ts. This emanates from technical and institutional issues such as the ones stated in

the foregoing. In order to deal with this proactively, it was realized that empowennent and

continued capacity buildingwould help to mitigate these risks; for example, through public

audits prepared by the WUCs to enable the community see income and expenditure, follow

procurement done, and hold public hearings at community level (Rautenan et al., 2014, pp.

168 — 169).

Similarly, as stated by Bannon (2011, p.2) based on surveys conducted in Mozambique,

Uganda and Ethiopia, training community members on how to ?x a water pump shows to

be associated with increased sustainability. This simply means that there is a direct

association between provision of maintenance training and the prospects of having a well-

functioningwater-point. In agreement, Fielmua (201 l, p.l78) highlights the example of

Nadowli district in Ghana where outcomes of water supply projects (boreholes, hand-dug

wells and small town pipe systems) were enhanced through capacity building at community

and district levels. The training programmes targeted contractors, area mechanics and

water-point caretakers. lt has also been stated that beyond this capacity building, the

District Assembly was provided with essential equipment such as computers, motorbikes

and of?ce supplies, in order to improve on their service delivery in the sector (Fielniua,

2011, p.178).
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3.3.2.2 Literacy as a Prerequisitejbr Capacity Development to Sustain

Interventions

lt has been argued that considerable literacy levels among some members ofthe community

and the ability to be trained in certain skills for future maintenance of an intervention are

critical. But where all this is not possible, sustenance of an intervention is usually a

challenge. The reviews of the Tanzania Social Action Fund and Zambia Social Fund by

Mansuri and Rao (2012, pp.l7l-72) supports this position as it was revealed that weak

community capacity appears to be a deterrent to participation and empowerment. In the

case of study projects in Pakistan, Mansuri and Rao (2012, p.186) observed that projects

were far better maintained in communities with above average levels of schooling.

3.3.2.3 Management of Communal Water Syslemsjbr Sustairiabi/it_v

The value of institutionalizing,and having vibrant community committees overseeing the

affairs of communal water-points has been underscored elsewhere. For instance, Regt

(2005, p.5) looked at 1,206 villages which were targeted for the mral water supply in India

with funding from World Bank in 1996. lt was discovered that out of the total there were

1,1 12 villages with water supply committees which remained functional and more than 90

percent of water infrastructure in these villages were well maintained. Similarly, in Nepal

community institutions (e.g. Village Development Committee-wide Water Resources

Management Committee, and Water Users Committee) were established to ensure local

people’s involvement and decision-making in the planning, implementation and

management of communal water supply systems (Rautenan et a|., 2014, p.|66). These

institutions were registered under the Water Resources Act as legal entities (formal user
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groups), which enable locals to manage budgets and make decisions at lower levels

pertaining to their water supply systems. This essentially underscored the principles of

good governance and ?nancial transparency and accountability (Rautenan et al., 20l4,

p.167). Another lesson which Ratenan et al. (2014, p.168) put across is the need to link and

closely engage with the existing structure of Village Development Committees in order to

ensure a sense of ownership locally. However, presence of such agencies or committees at

local level is in itself not a guarantee that things are going to run smoothly. There are other

additional factors that underpin the success. One of them is the satisfaction of water users

with the water supply source, which would motivate them to be actively engaged, make

contributions and ensure that their water source remains functional. According to Fielmua



(water-kiosk) that are metred and the group is responsible for checking proper usage,

operations and revenue generation; while the implementer (Water Boards) are responsible

for maintenance, whose cost is embedded in the water bills. In case ofrural Water systems,

where Water Boards do not exist, the Water Users Committees are the ones that raise funds

through ‘user fees’ and/ or contributions by community members. These funds are used

when they require spare parts and the services ofArea Mechanics for maintenance oftheir

water-points. In some cases the WUCs seek assistance from the Department responsible

for Water at the District Assembly when the repair requires signi?cant resources and

expertise.

With reference to user fees, it is important to appreciate the fact that there those that argue

in support of this as well as those that argue against user fees. Araoyinbo and Ataguba

(2008, p. 1) state that ‘user fees’ are simply amounts levied on consumers of government

goods and services in relation to their consumption. Duff(2004) in Araoyinbo and Ataguba

(2008, p. 1) de?nes user fees as the amounts which are levied on individuals for the use of

goods and services from which they receive ‘special bene?ts’. Some ofthe arguments in

support ofuser fees hinge on the need for cost recovery and fairness in terms of everybody

pays for what they use, while opponents of user fees argue that this basically imposes a

heavier burden on the poor who are most likely to face a higher burden of disease

(Araoyinbo & Ataguba, 2008, p.l). Arguments for user fees are also premised on the need

to achieve the self-reliance and sustainability objective with resources that are generated

from within the community.
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There are some good examples of user fees and implications in various sectors. In the health

sector, for example, studies conducted in Africa shows that user fees in public health

facilities are not viable as the poor are very sensitive to small changes in the prices even

for goods that are necessities, includinghealth care (Vogel, 1991 in Araoyinbo & Ataguba,

2008, p.l). The user fees basically prevent them from accessing healthcare (and public

services) as they cannot afford it. According to Booth et al. (1995, p.ix), in Gilson (1997,

p.277), user fees in Zambia’s health care system forced people to stay home and in some

case to die just because they cannot afford to pay for the service. In general, studies have

shown that user fees increases inequalities, and it was against this backdrop that this was

abolished in some African countries, such as Zambia, Uganda, Rwanda and Burundi during

the transition to democracy in the l990s (Araoyinbo & Ataguba, 2008, p. l ). Universal or

free service is what increased people’s access, particularly the poor.

Similar issues are prevalent in the water sector, particularly communal ones which embed

the element of user fees as one way of generating income for operations and maintenance

ofthe water-point. Mathew (2003, p.38) argues that the ?nancial costs which communities

are expected to raise, as a contribution to capital or recurrent expenses, may be

unacceptable, unaffordable, or impracticable. He gave the example ofmonthly or quarterly

cash contributions which may be impossible for households which only receive income at

harvest (which is once a year). Therefore, in communities where people earn income once

a year and are poor, the explicit objective of attaining sustainability through locally

generated funds is difficult.
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3.3.4 Evidence on Decision, Choice of Solution and Technology to Use, and

Implications on Water Systems ’ F unctionalizjy

The appropriateness of technologyfor water systems together with the easiness to use and

repair constitute an integral part of what underlines the functionalityof communal water

supplies. For instance, Cohen (2010, p.12) laments that some of the modem technologies

used in rural water development projects in Sub-Saharan Africa have resulted in many

water points falling into disrepair shortly after their installation. He goes on to state that on

average 35 percent of hand pumps are non-functioningin sub-Saharan Africa because the

most commonly used technology in rural water development in this region is a drilled bore-

hole ?tted with an expensive hand pump, and where modem hand pumps have been

designed for communities to maintain on their own, the mechanics of the pumps are too

dif?cult to understand for non-engineers (Cohen, 20l 0, pp.l2-13).

Similarly, Shaw (2012, p.52) studied water supply systems in Monze district in Zambia

and concluded that members of the community were unable to repair windlasses for the

hand-pumpwater systems (which protect wells from contamination) as those provided by

the implementingagency were heavy and hard to use; but also the community was not

involved in decisions leading to the settling for such technology. Another technology

related issue which Shaw (2012, p.54) highlights relate to the ‘rope pump’ mechanism,

which the RuralNet Study indicated that 40 percent of them were not used in Zambia. This

was simply a design and construction ?aw, which available evidence points to the drawing

board (of the implementer), and not based on experience such as from detailed
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speci?cations available from the Rural Water Supply Network with experience in

developing the technology (Shaw, 2012, p.54).

Lastly, another critical aspect related to technologyand sustainability of water systems in

question is the availabilityand sourcing of spare parts. Hankin (2001, p.121) states that one

of the greatest limitations of modern hand pumps known as Village Level Operating and

Maintenance (VLOM) is that they are manufactured abroad and therefore, spare parts are

hard to access. As such, key questions that should be asked include what technologies are

appropriate for the local setting or developing nation such as Malawi; are the technologies

affordable and easy to maintain locally; and are spare parts easily accessible or

manufactured locally. Missen (I990, p.9) reminds us that in fact there are traditional,

simple and small-scale technologies available (such as a rope pump) that are much more

economically and technically suitable, thus sustainable. These simple solutions are easy to

maintain by local communities, and require just short trainings to equip skills and

knowledgeto members designated to carry out the maintenance work. In support, Behea-

Gonzalez et al. (201 1, p. l 57) state that the surrounding community int‘rastructure such as

electricity, roads and so on, also have an in?uence on sustainability of community

development interventions.

3.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, we have reviewed the key concepts and the central theories and models of

participation and empowerment, which posit how to involve people in development work

and build their capacity to sustain interventions. In this study, we have adopted a de?nition
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by Paul (1987) who de?nes participation as the active process whereby bene?ciaries

in?uence the direction and execution of development projects rather than merely receive a

share of the project bene?ts. The study also adopted the de?nition of empowerment by

Plummer (2005), who states that empowerment involves giving people knowledge and

skills with which they can take control of their lives, make own decisions, and operate

independently.With regard to outcomes in this study, we are saying these can be intended

and unintended, as well as positive, negative or a mixture of both. The focus here is on the

following outcomes: ?inctionality, community ownership of the water points,

community’s commitment to the water points and sustainability.

With regard to the theories, the study adopted two to guide the research. The ?rst one is by

Cohen and Uphoff (1997) in Finsterbusch and Wicklin (1987, p.5) which looks at

participation within the lens ofa project life cycle. It looks at the four stages ofa project,

which are decision making, implementation, bene?ts and evaluation, and these

corresponds to communal water projects’ initiation, and design and planning phases (i.e.

decision making), implementation phase, and maintenance phase (i.e. bene?ts and

evaluation). Under each phase critical questions are asked, which have been highlighted in

the foregoing. The second one is by Wilcox (l994), which regards participation as a

continuum process, and presents a ?ve-mng ladder of participation. This ladder has a series

of steps, beginningwith information at the bottom through consultation, deciding together,

and acting together to the highest step of supporting independent community interest

(Wilcox, I994, p.l). The theory by Wilcox (1994, p.l-3) further presents additional key

ideas about participation, which are initiation and process, control, power and purpose,
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role Q/‘the practitioner, commitment, ownership of ideas, and con?dence and capacily

(Wilcox, I994, p.2-3). These are useful in the assessment and analysis of participation of

community based stakeholders in this study.

These theories outline key steps that have to be undertaken to demonstrate achievement of

de?ciencies in or lack ofparticipation and empowerment. These theories indicate that there

is a direct link between participation and empowerment and development outcomes. The

premise is that when there is adequate participation and empowerment of stakeholders,

development intervention is essentially poised to realize positive outcomes. The opposite

is tme for circumstances where there is a top-down approach and ?imsy or no stakeholder

involvement and empowerment. Thus, the empowerment and participation steps as

outlined in the foregoing guides in terms of levels that people targeted have to go through

in order to attain real empowerment and participation, which is then desired in order for

development projects to thrive and be sustained. All this has also been made clear by the

cmpirics reviewed, including that ofMansuri and Rao (2012) on Bolivia and Armenia, and

Tedasse et al. (2013) on communal water supply in Ethiopia.

Both the theoretical and empirical literature show the importance of ?nancial and teclmieal

capacity at different levels, particularly in the community, as one ofthe essential and major

ingredients for sustaining implementations such as the ones in question. In this regard.

some mechanisms for attaining ?nancial and resource self-sufficiencyhave been looked

at. The ‘user fees’, for example, is one ofthe prominent one. It has been shown that while

it worked in some places, elsewhere it did not and was abandoned duc to its exclusion of
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the poor and needy people from having access to vital services, such as health-care and

clean water. lt has also been demonstrated that transparency and accountability in the

handling of ?nances and overall management of the water-point affairs is a very critical

component. It enables water users and community members to gain tmst in the leadership

and support efforts to sustain their water-points.

With regard to development of technical capacity, it is now evident that this is important

at local, district and national levels. Presence of some local experts is essential for provision

of immediate and ?rst-line support, while expertise at district or national level is for critical

and highly technical aspects ofthe water supply system. Furthermore, issues pertaining to

the technology chosen, quality ofinstallations and availability ofspare parts have also been

discussed. Both the theoretical and empirical review shows that sustainability can be

achieved if the technology is appropriate, durable and maintainable; spare pans are easily

accessible and at reasonable cost; and installations done arc of high quality and standard.

The opposite is true, as even where all empowerment, participation and institutional

underpinningscan be in order, technology on its own can fail and crumble everything if

bad choices were made, spare parts are not accessible and the installation was done poorly.

Lastly, the next chapter is the methodology. It explains the methods pursued in undertaking

this study. The crafting of this subsequent chapter takes into account key issues which have

been unraveled and highlighted in this comprehensive review of literature.
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

4.1 Introduction

The previous chapter (3) situated the study in the theoretical debates and foundations, as

well as empirical evidence about participation, empowerment, programme outcomes and

sustainability. Both theory and empirics demonstrate that participation and empowerment

of key stakeholders has a direct effect on the sustainability, or unsustainability. of

communal development interventions. The purpose of this chapter is to describe and

explain the research design and methodology used in this study. The approach adopted for

the study was a mixed methods one, which was chosen in order to sufficientlyaddress both

the primary and speci?c research objectives, as they both contain qualitative and

quantitative elements. As stated in the foregoing chapters, the focus is specifically

delineated to boreholes and water-kiosks interventions, as the two constitute major sources

ofelean and safe drinking water in Malawi (GoM, 201 l; GoM, 20 l 6). The main techniques

through which data were collected were key informant interviews, survey questionnaires,

focus group discussions and analysis of documents from secondary sources.

This chapter has been organized in a number of sections, with the next section presenting

a descriptionof the research approach. It describes both the quantitative and qualitative

components of this study. Section 4.3 provides a description of the setting where the study

Was undertaken. This covers targeted institutions and both mral and urban areas where
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communal water systems are found. Then the sampling techniques are described and the

sample for this study is drawn step by step — districts, implementingagencies, and study

participants, together with justifications. In terms of the latter, the sample consisted of

policy makers, impleinenters,water associations, local leaders and bene?ciaries, who were

selected purposively for key informant interviews, while in case of the ?eld survey the

selection of water users and community members was done randomly. The next section

focuses on hypotheses tested, instmmentation and data collection. The section focuses

more on explaining the main data collection techniques used —- review of literature, key

informant interviews, survey and focus group discussion. This is followed by an

explanation of the procedures taken in analyzing and interpreting data. Other critical

aspects such as data reliability and validity are also discussed herein. Thereafter, the

chapter gives details of ethical considerations and precautions taken in undertaking this

study. It then ends with concluding remarks.

4.2 Methodological Approach

This research took a mixed methods approach, which is simply an integration ofqualitative

and quantitative methods, which are explained and justi?ed below. This methodological

approach was chosen as the best to provide insights into the key issues that the study needed

to understand. In fact, such issues involved multiple stakeholders. The quantitative part,

for instance, was key and suitable for gauging the extent of stakeholder involvement, as

well as levels of empowerment and participation in the water points’ projects. This also

enabled comparisons between functional and non-functional water points to be undertaken

and attach relevant statistics to the similarities and differences emerging, as one way of
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making sure that appropriate conclusions are drawn. On its pan, the qualitative part was

essential for explaining the phenomena and meaning behind statistics given, and for

capturing experiences and stories from the point of view of community stakeholders,

implementingagencies, govemment of?cials and donor agencies in issues pertaining to

nature of empowerment in relation to sustainability,and participation of community

stakeholders in relation to the outcomes. In a nutshell, therefore, this mixed methods

approach enabled the acquisition of a variety of data and get in-depth into key aspects,

which were essential for answering the underpinningresearch questions. Furthermore, the

approach gave a basis for triangulation of data (Spratt et al., 2004, p.8), and more

importantly.enabled complementarityon data acquired for analysis.

4.2. I Quantitative Approach

The study took a quantitative approach to address mainly the ?rst objective, which focused

on the extent to which stakeholders are involved, and parts of the second and third

objectives which centred on levels of empowerment and participation of stakeholders in

relation to programme outcomes, respectively. The approach helped the study to generate

evidence which is cmcial for enriching the discussion of ?ndings, and drawing of

conclusions in this research. With quantitatives, it is easy to compare functional and non-

functional water-points across the water project life cycle.

As Booth et al. (2003, p.241) state, quantitatives enable readers to assess a claim by the

strength of the argument supporting it and the quality of its evidence. This study, therefore,

endeavored to make sure that the statistical evidence given are clear and accessible through
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better presentation ~ whether through tables or ?gures. In this regard, it is reckoned that

tables do seem precise and better way of presenting some statistics; that even though bar

charts may not be very exact, they are able to give visually the gist of the point instantly;

and that a line graph may give a more compelling image ofthe story or trend (Booth et al,

2003, p.243). These are explained in the data analysis section, under which they ?t suitably.

4.2.2 Qualitative Approach

The study also pursued, in part, a qualitative approach due to its nature. The qualitative

approach was adopted as it helps to describe aspects of a phenomenon, with a view to

explaining the subject of study (Cormack, l99l). ln this research, this approach assisted in

understandinghow participation and empowerment of key stakeholders help to explain the

successes and failures of communal water implementations in Malawi. lts major strength

was in allowing targeted study participants to share their experiences, views and issues

through the interviews, survey and focus group discussions. These techniques will be

discussed in detail in subsequent sub-sections.

A Furtherjusti?cation for the qualitative approach is given by Duffy (I986), who state that

this approach allows for ?exibility and the attainment of a deeper, more valid

understandingof the subject than could be achieved through a more rigid approach. That

is, ifa purely quantitative approach were taken in this kind of research, it would not have

afforded subjects a chance to raise the critical issues and experiences beyond what was in

the data collection tool and the hard data. In agreement, Kaplan and Maxwell (1994) argue

that the goal of understanding a phenomenon from the point of view of the participants and
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its particular social and institutional context is largely lost when textual data are quanti?ed.

Underscoring this is Merriam (1998, p.20) who state that “the key philosophical

assumption, upon which all types of qualitative research is based, is the view that reality is

constructed by individuals interactingwith their social worlds.” As such, to understand

better the issues in question, and to address the research objectives adequately, a qualitative

method was also pursued to complement the quantitative one.

4.3 The Setting

4.3.1 Description of the Study Sites

The water-kiosks are primarily an urban phenomenon, whereas boreholes are rural,

although some would also be found in some urban areas. The former, then, entailed

focusingon the work of governmental agencies — water boards ~ which are the only ones

mandated to provide safe drinking water from the tap in urban areas; while the latter

entailed focusing on the work of govemment and several non-govemmental organizations

(NGOs) involved in the provision ofwater through boreholes.

The water points under discussion are primarily in high density areas in urban areas, and

rural areas of the country. The communities that host such water-points have the majority

of people with low incomes and poverty is pervasive. This is why most ofthem access safe

drinkingwater from a communal point.

In both water-kiosks and borehole implementations, there are those that are still functional

since the time they were installed. Of course, cases of breakdowns or requirements for
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repairs emerge, but communities are able to sustain their communal water-points.
However, within the same locations there are also non-functional water-points, which no

longer provide the expected bene?ts to community members. The study, therefore, focused

on both in order to understand what is behind continued functionalityas well as non-

functionalityby focusing on participation and empowerment as aspects which can help

explain this status quo.

Another criterion considered and applied in the selection of the sites was the duration from

the time of deployment to the period when the study was conducted. The study focused on

communal water points that have been in existence during the last three to ?ve years. This

was done deliberately to make sure that only those with people who have historical

infomiation or knowledge about them are targeted in the study. lt was going to be

problematic to include very old installations, as data collection could have been difficult as

those that witnessed their installation and post-installation experiences might have moved

out ofthe area or died.

4.3.2 Geographical Focus and Justification

To start with, the decision on the coverage of the research was made as different districts

provide variability in the environment and different implementers ofthe communal water

supply systems on which the study focused. This is unlike when focus of the study is on

one single locality,where things can be understood but generalization of the same can be

challenged.This is why the study ended up focusing on ?ve districts in the country, which

is about 18 percent of all districts in the country.
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Another critical point that the study considered was to make sure that knowledgegenerated

by the study could be applicable in the ?eld of developmentin general. This is why it was

important to broaden the focus and include various communities in studying the issues in

question. As it will be shown later, the study targeted 50 water-points, which entail again
50 different communities. Thus, evidence from the study can now be applied by other

scholars and development practitioners in their respective areas of work.

4.4 Sampling Technique

The main sampling techniques used in the study were purposive and random sampling. The

sub-sections below include justification for the choice of each technique at every stage of

the process undertaken by the study.

4. 4.1 Selection of the Districts, Cities and Organizations

The ?rst step was to create a better understandingand ensure that the study should unravel

what is behind the functionalityand non-functionalityof communal water points in both

urban and rural areas. Thus, the study undertook a mapping and listing exercise to have a

fair understanding of the major players in communal water supply in the country. The

exercise also linked implementers to speci?c districts where they are operating, but others

remained at national level, dependingon their scope and extent of work.

This was followed by a review of available data in relation to the concentration levels of

communal water points under discussion. Thus, focus was made on districts where

stakeholders in the water sector, particular with support from Water Aid, UNICEF and
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The selection of districts from the list that provided databases of mapped communal water

points was purposive taking into account the need for regional representation. In the

northern and southern regions only Karonga and Zomba provided the database of mapped

communal water points and were therefore included in the study, respectively. While in the

central region, three districts - Nkhotakota, Salima and Ntcheu — provided the databases of

mapped communal water points. However, there were a series of communications and

reminders made to the districts for them to share the needed detailed information, to the

extent that this led to unnecessary delays for data collection to commence in the region. In

the end, only Nkhotakota provided required details in excel sheets with list of boreholes

and their locations: and therefore, the study proceeded with this district to represent central

region.

The same was done with the water boards in the three cities ofMalawi i.e. Lilongwe Water

Board, Northern Region Water Board and Blantyre Water Board. The other two water

boards (Central Region Water Board and Southern Region Water Board) were excluded

due to their low levels of concentration of water-kiosks per district where they work in

comparison to those found in each of the three cities — Lilongwe, Mzuzu and Blantyre. As

was the case with boreholes, here too one ofthe exclusion criteria was non-responsiveness

of the targeted governmental institutions to provide the database and accept to participate

in the study. Out of the three water boards, Blantyre Water Board never responded to

several letters and phone calls for participation in the study. As such, it was excluded and

the study proceeded with Northern Region Water Board and Lilongwe Water Board, who

cooperated and showed keen interest to participate in the study.
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Below is Table 4.2 which summarizes the unit of analysis, and cities and districts selected.

It also includes names of implementing and donor agencies targeted due to the

concentration oftheir work in selected districts.

Table 4.2: Summary of Selected Districts, Cities and Organizations
Type of Water Location Implementing Organization

Service

1- W?i?r-l<i0Sl<S 0 Lilongwe 0 Lilongwe Water Board
0 Mzuzu 0 Northem Region Water Board

2- B0F¢l10l6S Q Karonga I NGOs with major implementations in
0 Nkhotakota selected districts are Red Cross, World
I Zomba Vision, Water Missions and Concern

Universal;
0 Ministry ofAgriculture, Irrigation and

Water Development; and

0 Donor agencies are mainly UNICEF,
Plan lntemational and Water Aid.

4.4.2 Selection of Key Informants

The ?rst component of primary research targets key informants with specialized

knowledge due to their positions within targeted implementer organizations and other

stakeholder agencies listed below. These were purposively selected as stated earlier.

Participants were directly involved in making leadership and/or technical decisions, as well

as those involved in steering implementation on the ground.
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Table 4.3: List of Key Informant Interview Subjects

N0. II1S¢itllti0II Interviewee DesignationI. Policy, Leadership and Borehole Implementer
l. Ministry ofAgrieulture, Water and - Leadership/Policy Personnel

Irrigation Development
- Technical Leader
- Implementing/project staff

2. Department ofWatcr and Irrigation - Leadership& Technical staff
Development — Lilongwe, Mzuzu, (1 per district of?ce)Nkhotakota, Zomba, Karonga.

ll. Borehole Implementer
3. Concern Universal

- Borehole Project Manager4. Red Cross Malawi
- Borehole Project Manager

World Vision
- Borehole Project Manager

Water Missions
- Borehole Project Manager

9*?‘
III. Water-kiosks Implementer
7. Lilongwe Water Board - Water-Kiosk Manager

- lmplementing/project staff
Water Users Association (WUA) — Chair/ Deputy

84 Northern Region Water Board — Water-Kiosk Manager
- Implementing/project staff

Water Users Association (WUA) - Chair/ Deputy

IV. Donor Agencies
9. UNICEF

- Water Programmes Specialist
l0. Plan Intemational

- Water Programmes Specialist
11, Water Aid

- Head of Programmes

TOTAL

Total

1

1

2

5

>_i|_¢
>._.._i 1

I

2

l

l

2

l

l

l

24

4.4.3 Selection of Locations for the Water Users Survey
In each targeted district, villages or areas were randomly selected for participation in this

study. In each selected area or village, at least one functional water-point and/ or one non-

functional water-point were targeted and their selection was done randomly. Below is a

table that was utilized as a starting point for each targeted district.
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Table 4.4: Total Numbers of Functional and Non-Functional Kiosks and
Boreholes in Selected Districts

I District IFunctional Borcholes/ Non-Functional Totals
Kiosks B0reholes/ Kiosks

l Lilongwe ] 420 180 600
Mzuzu 200 I05 305
Karon ga 627 115 742
Zomba 399 171 570
Nkhotakota 719 255 974

121:

K11-l>UJl\)'--‘
Source: District Water Of?ce (Karonga, Nkhotakota and Zomba), NOfll1€I‘l’lRegionWater Board and Lilongwe Water Board.

Within each district a database was reviewed to extract a list of Traditional Authorities

(TAs) and villages with functional and non-functional water-points. This list was used to

undertake a random sampling to pick a TA and village to target in the study. Microsoft

Excel package was used to undertake this random selection of the sites. Three steps were

involved in this selection of communal water points for the study. First, one TA was

randomly selected. Secondly, in each selected TA, four to ?ve villages were selected

depending on their total numbers. Thirdly, in each selected village, water points were

grouped into functional and non-functional and in each group one water point was

randomly selected, or two water points dependingon the totals allocated to the TA level

for the district in order to reach the overall planned target.

In cities, two steps were involved in the selection ofwater points. First, from a list of areas

(locations) four to ?ve areas were randomly selected in Mzuzu and Lilongwe city,

respectively, using random numbers generated by MS Excel. Secondly, in each selected

area, water-points were grouped into functional and non-functional, and in each group one
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to two water-points were randomly selected based on the totals available and the target set

for the district totals as required for this study.

Table 4.5: Selected Locations per Targeted Cityl District: Water-Kiosks
Implementations

Location and Water-

Points Status

City Location and Water-

Points Status
Functional Water-kiosks Non-Functional Water-

kiosks
Area 23 l Area 23 l

Lilongwe Area 24 1 Area 24 1

C cnti 2 C enti 2

Chinsapo 2 Chinsapo 2

Mtsiliza 1 Mtsiliza l

TOTAL 7

Functional Water-kiosks

TOTAL 7

Non-Functional Water-

kiosks
Mzuzu Chibavi 1 Chibavi 1

Masasa 1 Masasa 2

Zolozolo 1 Zolozolo 1

Sozibele line 2 Sozibele lin cl

TOTAL 5 TOTAL 5

TOTAL 12 12

Table 4.6 shows areas and water~points which were selected and participated in the study

on the part of borehole implementations.
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Table 4.6: Selected Locations per Targeted District: Borehole ImplementationsDistrict Location and Water-Points Location and Water-Points
Functional Boreholes Non-Functional Boreholes
MwenenguweVillage in T/A

Kyungu
Karonga l

Mwaleba 2B Village in T/A

Kwngu
1

Kwiyula Village in T/A Kyungu
l

Chibaya Village in T/A Kyungu
l

MwenelupembeVillage in T/A

Kyungu
1

Kwiyula Village in T/A Kyungu
1

Mbwefu Village in T/A Kyungu
1

TOTAL 4 TOTAL 3

Functional Boreholes Non-Functional Boreholes
MphonongoVillage in T/A

Nkhotakota Malengachanzaz l

Malasa II Village in T/A

Malengachanza 1

Group Village Vinthenga in

T/A Malengachanza l

Phango Village in T/A

Malengachanza 1

Group Village Chinthumbwa l Chigianjo Village in T/A

Malengachanza l

Kachayeni Village in

T/A Kanyenda l

Kanycnda Village in T/A

Kanyenda I
TOTAL 4 TOTAL 4

Functional Boreholes Non-Functional Boreholes
Chinamwali 2 Chinamwali l

T

Zomba Domasi l Domasi l

Thondwe l Thondwe l\.)

3 Miles l 3 Miles I\J

TOTAL 5 O\TOTAL
TOTAL 13 r-1U)

In total the study looked at 25 functional water-points and 25 non-functional water-points
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4.4.4 Selection of Study Participants for the Survey

At each targeted location the respondents were strati?ed into water management committee

members (known as Kiosk Management Committee in some urban areas) and general

water users. The target sample for each water point was three to four people, with at least

one from management committee and two to three from general water users. The

committee members were randomly selected from the list of the committee members

provided. The general water users were purposively sampled based on their availability

during the time of the study. Random sampling could not be done for the latter due to

dif?culties to access a village register for targeted locations. Furthermore, key informants

and focus groups participants were purposively selected in local areas that participated in

this. Figure 4.l presents details of total respondents that were selected and actually

participated in the study from all sampled areas and villages from the 5 targeted districts

and cities.
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In the end the study covered 239 respondents under the survey component. ln terms of

gender representation, the majority of respondents in this study were women (71 percent)

than men (only 29 percent). This was the case because during the study period it was mostly

Women who had more knowledge about communal water-points in question and were

readily available than men. This can be easily explained in terms of the fact that in many

cultures and communities in the country, women take a leading role in fetchingand using
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water for various household chores and productive activities. Figure below shows the

overall gender representation in the study.

Figure 4.2: Gender Representation in the Study

Figure 4.a: Overall Gender Representation in the Study

- - -

_ ___"_'_‘_ _
_-_-_-_$_-_-_~_4_

_

_-___
- -

- - ;;;:;:;:;z;>:-:-:~:-:-.
_

_
_~_-__-—_—_- ~_-_._-_»_.;;~;.;-'0.

_-_-
-

- - - - _ ;:;:;:;:;:;:;:-:-'
_ _ _'__'_-__"_-_-_ ~--_¢_-_

"

»

-'~'—'-»'—'-'-'-'-'- :-1-:~ ‘
‘ ‘ “

1

;-:- 29% -:~:-:-:-: .,.;.§5§;§z;_;.,.=*
. .

--- -----
"""~--' T

-
- - ~ - - - - - -

- -.-:-:-:-'-:-:-:-:-.-:- ‘

-_-_-_-_-_-_—_-_-_-_-, :-:-:—;-;1:-;~:~:-;-2+* » ~

:3:3:1:3:3:3:3:i:3:3:i: § sremale
-‘-'-'—'-'-'-'-‘~'-' '

»~.-2121215151351215:ESIZZIE.-_-,_:__f
“

3-31:: -

. 1 :;E;ig;;;;;;:;l;;5151;:5;5§5:;E;E;§;5;EgE;2;£;____.__- t\/|a|eI I I ::::::::::::::1Ii::::::::2:::::::::‘:':':::‘:‘:':
- I - ;:;:;:;:;:; - "-'-'=-I-1+:-:-:1:kl:;:§:§:I~

I ;.;.;.;I;:;:-:;:;.;.;.;: ;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:, _._._._._¢_.3_._._-_._. _._._._¢_._._._._. .3.‘
__:___:_:,_:_:_:,_._._._.___:__ _ _ ._,
:--.-.2‘.-.-;-.<I21-.-‘tr-‘-‘-1‘-'-'.-r.-.-.-.-.. .

.
.

. . .
r'

'"I=5:I:I§I§1§IiI3;IEIE1§1§1515151E151E1E151EIE1BEIEIEIEIEIBZIEIEIEIZ"
-

;.;.;.;.;.;.,;.;.;.;.;.~.-.- - -

;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.-.»

'-:-:;:;:;:;:-:-:~:; :-:-:;:»:;:~:~:-:;:;:-:-"
._.L:_:... ‘ - - ._.;._. - .

_

4.4.5 Selection of Sites for Focus Group Discussions

The study also selected a total of ten communities that participated in focus group

discussions that aimed at getting a deeper understanding of certain key issues from

community members conceming their communal water point. Out ofthese ?ve were from

functional while the other five from non-functional water points. These communities were

selected randomly from the whole list of 50 communities that were targeted in this study.

4.5 Instrumentation and Data Collection Techniques

4.5. I Hypotheses Tested and Instrumentation

The study tested three hypotheses. The ?rst one was that high levels of involvement ot

community stakeholders
,

in part, why some communal water systems remain functional

and successful while absence or low levels ofinvolvcment explains non-functionalityand
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failure of some communal water systems. In this investigation, a comparative analysis

between functional and non-functional water points was undertaken. The second

hypothesis test was that adequate levels of empowerment of community stakeholders

during a water project cycle underpin the functionality status and sustainability of

communal water-points after irnplernenters exit bene?ciary communities. The analysis

here focused on technical and ?nancial capabilities, particularly within community

stakeholders, which are essential for sustaining communal water points. The third and last

hypothesis was that high levels of participation of community stakeholders leads to positive

outcomes, including a sense of ownership and commitment by locals which then result in

functionality and success of communal water points, while low levels of participation, or

its absence, leads to lack of ownership and commitment and eventually result in non~

functionality and failure of communal water points. In the examination of the levels of

participation of key stakeholders and outcomes, the study took a comparative approach

centred on functional and non-functional water-points.

In order to adequately test the above hypotheses, the study mainly used four instruments

which had qualitative and quantitative components, and this was complemented by

documents analysis from the secondary sources. The instruments used were key informant

interview guides speci?c for each group of key informants e.g. a tool for policy makers

differed slightly from that of district and community level key informants. The second one

was a household survey questionnaire, which was administered to general water users and

management committee members in targeted villages and locations. The third tool was a

focus group discussion guide, which was used to gather data from the focus groups that
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were held in selected areas. The fourth tool was a checklist which was utilized in reviewing

and analyzing technologies used in the water implementation, in order to remain focused

on pre-de?ned key parameters.

All these tools were piloted prior to the study roll out in order to identify any flaws that

needed to be recti?ed. Pilot ofthe Key Informant Interview guide was done at Ministry of

Agriculture Irrigation and Water Development, and Noithem Region Water Board. The

survey tool was piloted in Lilongwe urban. In the end, confusing and unclear questions

were simpli?ed, repetitions were removed, and the total number of questions was reduced.

4.5.2 Primary Data Collection

4. 5. 2. I Key Informant Interviews

Key Informant Interviews targeted the leadership and in?uential people in key

organizations and Ministry ofAgrieulture, Irrigation and Water Development (MoAlWD)

headquarters and district of?ces. Such interviews allowed the research to gather data from

a rich source of complex and specialized knowledge and skills. It targeted senior policy

and technical officials in the Ministry ofAgriculture. Irrigation and Water Development;

Heads of Water Programmes in implementing organizations; and officials responsible for

Water Programmes in development partner agencies (details in Table 4.3).

The interviews were conducted on a face-to-face basis and on average the interview lasted

for one and a half hours. An interview guide with semi-structured questions was used. The

Key Infonnant Interview Guide covered all the three speci?c objectives. Under the ?rst
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one, which sought to investigate the extent of involvement of stakeholders, particularly

community based ones; the focus was on ?nding out the degree of involvement of

community members, local leaders and other stakeholders during each of the four phases

ofthe water project, and reasons behind the apparent levels ofinvolvement. Shortcomings

in stakeholder involvement across the four phases of the water project were also looked at.

Secondly, under the empowerment objective focus was on analyzing empowerment efforts

in terms of whether they are undertaken or not, the level of adequacy, and nature of

capacities that are built (technical and ?nancial) among community based stakeholders, or

not, that directly relate to operation and maintenance of communal water-points. The issue

of exit strategy, whether available or not and in what form, was also investigated. Lastly,

with regard to programme outcomes of community ownership, community commitment

and sustainability of the water-points, the primary focus of the interview was on assessing

actual levels ofparticipation ofthe key stakeholders during each phase ofthe water project,

a sense of ownership and commitment among them, and major shortcomings on

community stakeholder participation, were looked at.

4. 5 . 2.2 Household Questionnaire Survey

This tool was used to gather primarily quantitative data. This was done in a structured way,

as a list with closed questions was used. The justification for choosing this technique was

that the study needed to gather a lot of data from a large group of people. This method is

relatively less consuming in terms of time and resources unlike observations or

experimental methods which would require much more time and resources. Again, some

infonnation is historical in nature and it requires those who were involved in the water
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project during inception and implementation to be targeted. The survey tool offered

respondents with options for them to select, while few open questions gave them a chance

to explain certain aspects and issues.

The survey gathered data for each of the three speci?c objectives. First, for objective one

the study collected and analyzed the following:(a) general levels of involvement of each

key stakeholder during the initiation, design and planning, implementation and

maintenance phases; (b) detailed investigationof involvement levels in speci?c main

activities under each of these four phases; (c) issues of inclusion and exclusion; and (d)
exit strategy and whether the community stakeholders were involved or not, and if they

were, to what degree were they prepared to assume full control of the water interventions.

As for the second objective on nature and levels of empowerment of community

stakeholders, the survey concentrated on analyzing whether capacity buildinghappened,

duration when this happened, the nature of empowerment, areas which were not tackled

and why, and overall analyzing technical and ?nancial capabilities among community

based stakeholders. This section also undertook a comparative analysis of functional with

non-functional water-points. Under the last objective focus was on participation levels of

stakeholders in relation to major outcomes of ownership, commitment and sustainability

of the water-points in question. The study gauged whether these exist and to what degree.

A comparison between functional and non-functional water-points in all this was also

carried out.
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4. 5.2.3 Focus Group Discussion

The research did utilize focus group discussions in selected locations for purposes of

gathering additional qualitative data for the study. Some of the key areas covered included

the general involvement and exclusion of each key stakeholder during each phase of the

project; socio-cultural aspects and local knowledgeincluded or excluded during the water

project; and perception of communities on the relationshipof the degree ofinvolvement to

acceptability and maintenance of the communal water interventions. The FGD also

assessed empowerment in terms of what was done or not, and when during the project, as

well as analyzing the speci?c technical and ?nancial capabilities (available or absent)

among community based stakeholders. The last part of the FGD looked at outcomes of

communal water-points in relation to levels of participation of community stakeholders.

On top of this, comparisons between communities with functional and those with non-

functional water-points was undertaken.

4.5.2.4 Field Checklist

The research did utilize a ?eld checklist to gather data to complement on what was

collected through the other data collection techniques. The observations, review and

analysis undertaken targeted water points and warehouses of sampled organizations. The

primarypurpose was to understand and document the technical aspects of the technologies/

equipment used, environment around the water point and how repairs are done on water

points, among other things. This technique helped to gather data that could not otherwise

be collected by simply relying on the above techniques. During each ?eld visit, ?eld notes

were made, sketches drawn, and important photos taken and compiled for inclusion in the
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study ?ndings and analysis.

4.6 Data Analysis and Interpretation

4. 6.1 Quantitative Data

4. 6.1.] Dara Cleaning

After completion of ?eld work, the study team (Researcher and two Research Assistants)

embarked on a process of data cleaning.This was done in order to remove any errors and/

or address ambiguous and unclear elements. This was another level of quality assurance,

on top of the continuous data reviews that were undertaken throughout ?eld work. This

was important prior to commencing data entry, as the errors or unclear elements would

otherwise affect the analysis of results.

4.6.1.2 Coding Data

The second stage involved putting together categories under which data were to be

organized. This was done at this point as it was essential for later stages of analysis to be

undertaken in a structured and logical manner, as well as in—line with the three speci?c

objectives. So numerals were assigned to responses which were then placed under their

appropriate categories. The categories were created also in-line with the categorization that

was done already in the study tools to ensure logical order and analysis (see appendices 1

and 2 for details).
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4.6. 1.3 Data Entry and Review

The main dataset constituted quantitatives which were collected mainly through the ?eld

survey. The data as collected using hard copy survey questionnaires. Thus, there was need

to convert this data into electronic fonn. As such, CS-Pro software was used to create a

template for data entry and the data-base. This master template had major thematic areas,

under which sub-theines were created, and questions under each theme and sub—themes

were placed accordingly. Data entry followed this pattern for each questionnaire that was

entered. The data-set was then reviewed and cleaned in SPSS software.

4.6.1.4 Presentation 0/‘Data

After data entry and review or cleaning, then the database was migrated to the Statistical

Package for Social Science (SPSS) software for generation oftables, frequency graphs and

?gures. These were developed followingthe earlier coding ofdata in relation to the various

areas of interest and comparisons that the study needed to make in trying to answer the

underlyingquestion of why some communal water points remain functional while others

eventually fail and become non-functional. It must also be stated that a selected number ot

tables were developed using MS Excel for easy presentation and appearance.

4.6.1.5 Data Interpretation and Discussion

With the data in tables and ?gures, then interpretation of the data commenced along-side

empirical chapters’ write up. The tables and ?gures were arranged in chronologicalorder

based on key areas of interest and comparisons that were to be made within each broader

thematic area developedin-line with the three speci?c study objectives.
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During this interpretation and discussion of data, cross references were made utilizing
reviewed literature, and in particular the theories and empirics that centre on the data at

hand.

4.6.2 Qualitative Data

The study also handled qualitative data from key informant interviews, focus group

discussions and some from the survey. The study utilized NVivo software as a package

through which to organize, manage and analyze this data. It was chosen because it is very

easy to use, and is compatible with Microsoft Word, which enables importation of

documents or texts. In this study, some word documents were sourced from target

institutions and also most interview notes were typed in MS Word. This data was

consolidating and placed in their relevant thematic and sub thematic areas with this

software. Afterwards the data-set was reviewed to remove repetitions, any existing typos

and so on, in order to have a clean data-set to work with. Then content analysis was done

on each and every thematic and sub thematic area. Then analyzed data was taken to the

appropriate slot within the empirical chapter write ups, and some were used to support

results from quantitative component.

4.6.3 Data Validity and Reliability

4.6.3.1 Validity

This research ensured validity was enhanced by utilizing multiple sources of data or

evidence (Yin, 1984). This was done by way of reviewing relevant documents in targeted

institutions,interviewingpeople at different levels (HQs and district and in terms ofranks)
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within targeted implementer organizations as Key lnformants,and other key stakeholders,

including targeted bene?ciaries in communities througha survey. Second, establishing a

‘chain of evidence‘ is another way of enhancingvalidity. This was addressed by taking
notes for each key informant interview and ensuring that Key Informants at each level

address all questions (technical, policy or programmatic ones) pertaining to their level and

position in the sampled institution. Where gaps were observed while previewing the data,

follow ups were made using contact details collected.

4. 6.3.2 Reliability

lt has been argued that qualitative research and its analysis need to be undertaken in a

‘thorough’ and ‘transparent’ manner (Crawford et al., 2000, Creswell, I998, Sealem l999,

Miles & Huberman, 1994, in Welsh, 2002). With regard to reliability, Richards and

Richards (1991) state that the use of software packages during data analysis adds rigour to

qualitative research. With the search facility available in both SPSS and NVivo,

interrogationof data or texts is possible. This is very different from a situation where this

is done manually and all relevant pieces oftexts have to be gathered together by depending

on the researchers’ memory, which cannot be as accurate as the computer packages in

retrieval of data. Again, reliability was basically augmented by the use ofa tight research

protocol. This was done consistently throughout the research. The research also ensured

credibilityor accuracy of the data, as well as data completeness and sound analysis was

done, as advocated by Reigeluth and Frick (1999, p.647). The foregoing has already

explained in detail how data were collected and managed before the analysis.
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4.7 Ethical Considerations

This research was subjected to the approval by the Faculty of Social Science, University
of Malawi (see appendices 5 and 6). The approval process was done to make sure that

research subjects are protected and not harmed as a result of conducting this study. During
the course of the study, precaution was taken to make sure that no participant was harmed

in any way. The formal rule in this research was to get consent from all sampled

organizations to allow this study to be undertaken at their of?ces and in their project sites.

Similarly,permissions were also sought from gate-keepers (e.g. chiefs and block leaders)

in selected communities where a survey was undertaken. A statement of con?dentiality

and privacy, together with the primary purpose of the study, were read out to all study

participants prior to the interviews. All individuals had to give consent ?rst to participate

in the study, and those that declined were dropped from a list of recruited participants. The

assurance of con?dentiality and privacy for each study participant enabled them to be free

to share what they knew concerning the study’s areas of focus.

4.8 Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter was to introduce and discuss the methodology chosen for the

research. It has been stated that the study followed a mix methods approach in order to

adequatelyaddress the three research objectives. In this study part of the sample was

selected purposively (key infonnants), while another was selected randomly (survey

participants).A balance was made in terms of the setting by including urban, peri-urban

and mral areas, as well as coverage of all administrative regions of Malawi. The chapter

has in great detail explained the data collection techniques utilized and a variety of data
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sources consulted so as to have a comprehensive view and coverage of the issues in

question. It has also explained how the data was managed and then analyzed.

The subsequent empirical chapters (5, 6 and 7) present research ?ndings, which are

discussed and analyzed with reference to the theoretical underpirmings,empirics, and the

key questions and issues presented in the preceding chapters. Thereafter, the paper draws

conclusions and makes recommendations in chapter 8.

.
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CHAPTER 5

EXTENT OF COMMUNITY STAKEHOLDERS’ INVOLVEMENT IN

COMMUNAL WATER INTERVENTIONS IN MALAWI

5.1 Introduction

In chapter 4, we have explained the methodologicaland technical approach taken in this

study. A mixed methods approach was pursued to collect data for this research. Speci?c

data collection techniques employed were key informant interviews with key individuals

in selected institutions, a survey of water users (households)in the selected three districts

and two cities, and few focus group discussions in selected areas. This chapter turns to

empirical evidence on community stakeholders’ participation in community water-points.

As we have noted in chapter 3, communities can participate in different ways at different

stages of community based development projects/programmes. We also noted that there

are four key stages in the project cycle where communities are expected to participate in

decision making, namely: initiation, design, implementation and maintenance. This

participation, in this context, is regarded as the active process where bene?ciaries in?uence

the direction and course of execution of development intervention, instead of being on the

receivingend (Paul, 1987; Mukundane, 201 l). Based on the theory by Cohen and Uphoff

(1997), we noted that participation can be looked at within the lens ofa project life cycle

with four stages, namely decision making, implementation, bene?ts and evaluation; and

under each of these critical questions can be raised, such as the ‘who’ of participation, the
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‘how’, the ‘when’ and ‘where’. We have also noted based on the second theory adopted
(Wilcox, 1994) that participation can be analyzed on the basis of a ?ve—1ungladder of

participation, which from the bottom to the top has its ladders as ‘information’,
‘consultation’, ‘deciding together’, ‘acting together’ and ‘supporting independent

community interest‘.

With this in mind, it must be stated that we are measuring participation in this study by

asking questions to water users on ‘who was the key decision maker at different stages of

the project cycle’ and ‘what was their level of involvement in each selected key activity

across the project life cycle’. This is done in an attempt to investigate the extent to which

key stakeholders are involved in communal boreholes and water-kiosks programmes in

Malawi, mainly from the perspectives of water users. We present quantitative results ?om

water users on extent of participation and triangulate using data from key informants

interviews and focus group discussions. We examine differences in the extent of

participation in functional and non-functional water points across the four phases of the

communal water project life cycle. The analysis focuses on the degree of involvement of

each key stakeholder, which are a) community members, b) local leaders, c) implementers

(NGOs with their contractors, d) Water Boards and the Ministry responsible for Water),

Govemment (central and district levels), and e) donor agencies. This analysis is cascaded

into four project phases of initiation, design and planning, implementation, and

maintenance.
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This chapter is organized into 5 sections. Section 5.2 gives a general overview ofthe extent

of stakeholders’ involvement in communal water project cycle, and then present and

analyze the degree of community stakeholders’ (i.e. community members, local leaders

and area mechanics) involvement during initiation, design and planning, implementation,

and maintenance phases of communal water projects. Section 5.3 assesses whether or not

local knowledge and culture are integrated in the water projects under discussion. This is

followed by section 5.4 which discusses technical and non-technical areas in which

community stakeholders are excluded. In the end, section 5.5 draws appropriate

conclusions.

5.2 Community Stakeholders’ Involvement across the

Communal Water Project Life Cycle

This chapter, as alluded to in the foregoing, is primarily focusing on the investigation of

the extent to which key stakeholders in communal water projects are involved. Given the

central interest is on the host who eventually are given the task to sustain the water-points,

the discussion will zero in on community based stakeholders, who are water users, water

management committee, local leaders, area mechanics and the entire community. ln this

attempt, the results will be dissected and analyzed between functional and non-functional

water-points to identify points of similarities and differences on key parameters

constitutingthe different forms of assessment with regard to stakeholder involvement

during each phase of communal water projects in question. The assessment, it must be

borne in mind, is primarily based on what water users, water management committee

members, local leaders and community members made during the sun/ey component of the
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study. Thus, where the N is not speci?ed in subsequent tables and graphs, it should be

taken to represent the aforesaid community stakeholder groups.

Water users in the sun/ey were asked to state which stakeholders were closely involved in

their communal water project from the time it was being introduced to the time it was

handed over to the community, and then they were asked to give levels of involvement of

community members, local leaders and extemal stakeholders (e.g. implementers,

government and donor agencies) based on what they observed and experienced. Table 5.1

,

gives this overall picture for each main stakeholder groups on which the study focused.

Table 5.1: Overall Extent of Stakeholders Involvement in Communal Water ProjectLife Cycle
Cycle of Water

Project
Status of

Water

Point

Community Local External N =

Members Leaders Stakeholders

(Implementers)In itiation Phase Functional 13% 21.5% 65.2% 121
Non-

Functional 8% 9% 83%

118

All 10.5% 15.3% 74.1% 239
D esign & Planning

p

Phase
Functional 13% 21.5% 65.2% 121
Non-

Functional 8% 9% 83%

118

All 10.5% 15.3% 74.1% 239
lmplementation
Phase

Functional 3% 2% 95% 111
Non-

Functional
2%

0%
96%

112

All 2.5% 1% 95.5% 223
Maintenance
Phase

Functional 60% 2% 38% 112
Non-

Functional
49%

0%
51%

109

All 54.3% 1% 44-8 221

Table 5 .1 is indicatingthat the majority of community members from areas with communal

water points that were assessed (boreholes and water-kiosks) agree that implementers, who

are NGOs, govemment, water boards, and/ or private sub-contractors, are the dominant

Source: Own survey of water users
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force in these projects beginningfrom phase l throughphase 2 up to phase 3. This is clear

here as their level of involvement ranges from 74.1 percent during initiation phase to 95.5

percent during implementation phase. When we look at community members and local

leaders, their involvement levels are on the lower side at 10.5 percent and 15.3 during

initiation and design phases, and 2.5 percent and 1 percent during implementation phase,

respectively. In terms of the maintenance phase, however, the extent of community

participation in this phase is giving us a totally different picture when this phase is

compared to the ?rst three phases. Maintenance phase is showing that communities with

functional water-points have about two thirds of all involvement during this phase

compared to close to half in the case of communities with non-?inctional water-points. A

comparison of extemal and community stakeholders’ levels of involvement in non-

functional water-points, which is almost at 50 percent versus 50 percent, is giving a

snapshot ofthe signi?cant levels ofdependencyof communities with non¢/imctional water-

points on extemal stakeholders for assistance during this maintenance phase, unlike

communities with functional ones. This, arguably, must be understood within the context

of the adequacyof preparedness with essential skills and knowledge, as well as resources

with which to maintain communal water points. These critical issues are discussed in detail

in subsequent sub-sections and chapters.

5.2. I Community Involvement during Initiation, and Design & Planning

Phases

The ratings for both initiation, and design and planning phases are identical as shown in

Table 5.1. As such, analysis for these two is combined in this S6Cli0? Which $¢¢l<$ Y0
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analyze communities’ involvement during these ?rst two phases of communal water

projects. The study asked respondents during the sun/ey to gauge the extent to which

community members, local leaders and implementer were involved during initiation, as

well as during design and planningphases oftheir communal water project. This was done

to understand whether or not there were adequate levels of involvement of the host (i.e.

community) of such interventions at the early stages. Figure 5.l presents results of this

assessment.

Figure 5.1: Comparative Involvement of Stakeholders in Functional and Non-
Functional Water-points during Initiation, and Design & PlanningPhase

90.0%

Q 83%
80.0%

\
70.0%

-

, \

6Q_Q% 65.2% '

\

50.0%
\

400% \
Functional

'

— m» Non-Functional\30.0%

\ 21.5%

'

13%
\

/\

20.0%

10.0%

?E_,_____uD
9% 8%

0.0%
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’
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(external
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Source: Own survey of water users
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The above shows quite a distinction between extemal stakeholders and community based

stakeholders (internal), as well as between functional and non-functional water-points.

First, when overall comparison of intemal and extemal stakeholders is made, there is a

hugegap between them. The dominance level of the latter over the former is quite evident.

This typi?es the extent to which community member and their leaders are excluded in

crucial areas of decision making and participation in key activities of these two phases.

This is made clearer in Table 5.2 in the subsequent sub-section. Second, a comparison of

the functional and the non-functional water-points during these ?rst two phases are

showing that the level ofinvolvement of communities with functional water-points is a bit

higher at 21.5 percent for local leaders and l3 percent for the community, compared to that

ofjust 9 percent and 8 percent, respectively, for communities with non-functional water-

points. Thus, local leaders in functional water-points had a considerable amount of

involvement of close to a quarter of all available involvement during these two phases,

while their counterparts in non-functional water-points had just one tenth. Furthermore,

when the levels ofinvolvement ofcommunity members and local leaders are combined for

functional water-points the total comes to about one third (i.e. 21.5 + l3 percent) of all

level of involvement during the ?rst two phases, unlike the non-funetionals which have

just about a sixth level ofinvolvement for community members and local leaders. This is

giving a picture of existence of some reasonable involvement and participation of

community based stakeholders in communities with functional water-points.

The reasonable level of involvement that is seen in communities with functional water-

points is evidencc that local leaders there gain some important skills and knowledge
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concerning their water-points. This is important in order for them to be able to continue

championing and supporting the same in their communities going forward. In contrast, the

involvement of leaders in communities with non~functional water-points is either very

minimal or absent, thereby making them to miss out opportunities for gaining essential

skills and knowledge for rallying their subjects’ support during the formative years and

ensure that a good foundation is laid for the future sustainabilityof their communal water-

points.The importance ofinvolving local leaders, as gate keepers of communities and those

who can ably champion development interventions,has been emphasized by scholars such

as Finsterbusch and Wieklin (1987). Another distinct fact about local leader is that they

already have authority over their subjects, and therefore, those that are involved (i.e. in

functional water-points) are able to easily mobilize human, ?nancial and material resources

from their subjects for works when the needed arises. One ofthe key informants in Karonga

(KII-KA 5.2), for instance, indicated that communities are required to mobilize funds of

about K30,000.00 (Thirty thousand Malawi Kwacha) as initial capital for maintenance

before his NGO can come in to install a borehole. This is where local leadership, ifclosely

involved,can be the appropriate structure with authority through which such required

resources can be easily mobilized from community members. On the basis of this,

therefore,it can be argued that the minimal to absent levels ofinvolvement oflocal leaders,

which is discemible in communities with non-functional water-points, illuminates the

predominance ofimplementers which essentially abates opportunities that would otherwise

arise and bene?t the water project if adequate levels of involvement of this particular key

stakeholder prevailed during the early phase of the pr0j6Ct-
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5. 2. I
.

I Involvement of Stakeholders in Key Aspectsof the Initiation Phase

Based on the review of theory and empiries, there are speci?c key activities that are at the

centre of the phase of initiation in communal water projects. Such key activities include

originationor source ofidea for the water project as a solution to the existing Water problem

in the community; involvement in needs assessment exercise that determined the actual

existence of and the extent of the water problem; involvement in the proposition for

altemative solutions up to choosingthe ?nal water solution and design for addressing the

existingwater problem; feasibilityassessment that are undertaken; involvement (or not) in

choosing technology for the water solution; and whether there is involvement of local

people in buy-in and consultation meetings or not. Study participants were asked to rate

participation of key stakeholders in initiation speci?c activities. Results from this are

presented in Table 5.2.
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Table 5.2: Extent of Stakeholders’ Involvement during Initiation Phase

+i

Status

Stakeholders
Key Pmlect Wafer Community Local Implementerl

I

A?lvmes P00"
Leaders External N =

Stakeholder

Origination
Idea

of-
Functional 9% 5% 86% 76

Non-

Functional
8% 15% 77%

68

Needs

Assessment

Functional 4% 7% 89% 56
Non-

Functional 7.5% 0% 92.5%
59

Propose &

consider

multiple designs
and solution S

Functional 0% 5% 95% 74
Non-

Functional 0% 0% 100%

67

Feasibility
Assessment

‘T1unctional 3% 5% 92% 61
Non-

Functional
2% 4% 94%

58

USC

Technologyto
'11unctional 9% 9% 82% 92

Non-

unctional‘T1
0% 0% 100%

70

Meetings

Functional
51% 1% 48%

90

Functional'] Non-
50% 1% 49%

94

Source: Own survey of water users

The assessment undertaken revealed that there is equal participation between community

stakeholders and extemal stakeholders at almost 50 percent each during meetings. This is

the case for both communities with functional and those with non-functional water-points.

Communities’ participation in meetings serves various purposes including consultations,

to establish buy-in, to secure stakeholder commitment, discuss project progress and give

updates. In relation to Wi1cox’s (1994) ladder of participation, the lcvel of participation of

communities here is essentially ?tting within the ?rst and second rungs on the ladder,
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Table 5.2: Extent of Stakeholders’ Involvement during Initiation Phase

Stakeholders
Key Project Water Community Local Implementerl

Activi¢i6S P?illt
Leaders External N =

Status
Stakeholder

Idea

Functional

Functional

9%
Origination of

~j\R~—%——»——-
8%

5%i 86%

l5% 77%

Needs
Functional 4% 7% 89%

Assessment
Non-

Functional 7.5% 0% 92.5%

Propose & Functional 0% 5% 95%
consider

multiple designs
and solutions l

l
t

Non-

Functional 0% 0% 100%

Functional 3% 5% 92%Feasibility ,

Assessment Non-

Functional
2% 4% 94%

l
l l

Functional 9% 9% 82%Technologyto =

use 1

Non-

Functional
0% 0% l00%

I Functional
51% l% 48%

Meetings
Non-

Functional
50% 1% 49%

Source: Own survey of water users

The assessment undertaken revealed that there is equal participation between community

stakeholders and extemal stakeholders at almost 50 percent each during meetings. This is

the case for both communities with functional and those with non-functional water-points.

Communities’participation in meetings serves various purposes including consultations.

to establish buy-in, to secure stakeholder commitment, discuss project progress and give

updates. In relation to Wil¢Qx’g (1994) ladder of participation, the level of participation of

communities here is essentially ?tting within the ?rst and second rungs on the ladder,
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which are informing and consulmzion, where community members are simply told what is

planned, and during the meeting ideas are shared and feedback or new ideas solicited,

respectively.This is the ease because the assessment is showingthat in the other critical

decision areas, there were apparent very low levels of community members and local

leaders‘ participation in comparison to external stakeholders, who seem to have

predominatedin such areas. For instance, community members and local leaders’ level of

involvement is either signi?cantly low or absent on origination of the project idea, as

extemal stakeholders get a share of 77 to 100 percent levels of involvement. On the basis

of this evidence, it can be argued that the majority of communal water systems originate

exogenouslyas there is very minimal involvement of communities in de?ning and putting

forward their understandingofthe water problems which they face, as well as minimal or

lack of embeddinglocal people’s understandingoftheir problems and ideas into proposed

solution(s)to address the water problem.

Furthermore,Table 5.2 reveals that local communities’ knowledge oftheir own territory is

ignoredor minimallytaken into account as most communities are excluded from getting

involved in very critical exercises of needs assessment, feasibility study. choice of the

designand technologyfor communal water-points. This, it must be noted, has very serious

implicationswhich hinge on the survival ofthe deployed water-points. The ?rst implication

is on whether the water solution and technology is appropriate and would be sustained by

the community, as they would view it as an imposition by outsiders Without their OW"

input,This Concern is well couched in Israel (2006, p.l033) argument that the recognition

Of <I0mmunityknowledge and skills are very key as community members can enhance the
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cultural appropriateness of an intervention,and clarify certain ideas so that they ?t in the

local context. Therefore, the exclusion of local community members and their leaders puts

to question the appropriateness ofsome ofthe water solutions and technologies deployed,
and their acceptability in targeted communities. This flaw in part explains why some water-

pointseventually become dysfunctional and communities fail to resuscitate and maintain

them.

It must be noted that this absence to minimal involvement of community stakeholders can

be explained by the shortfalls in the implementers’ conceptualization and execution of the

majorityof water projects in question. Another explanation is the need by implementers to

speed up the implementation process as they work under pressure to deliver on targets

agreed with their donors and partners. This is further complicated by the involvement of

private sub-contractors who end up by-passing critical steps of community involvement as

they seek to ?nish the assignment and move on to the next, since the bottom line greatly

matters to them. As one key informant stated:

“as lmplementers we sometimes get pressure from our donors to deliver on

the project, and therefore, we do things with speed and by-pass other

processes (e.g. step by step engagement of local communities)” (KII-KA

5.1).

Lastly,it must be stated that when we also review community involvement on the area of

proposal of multiple designs and solutions, and choice of technology, there is some

distinction between communities with functional and those with non-functional water-

points. This demonstrates that there was some level of community members and local
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leaders‘ involvement for the former in temis of consultations and/or information on

technologyto be used for the water supply, unlike the latter, whose ratings show a complete
absence ofinvolvement in these two areas.

5.2.1.2 The Design and Planning Phase of Communal Water-Points

The design and planning is a second phase in communal water projects, but in other cases

it is embedded within the initiation phase. During this phase the main activities include

detailingthe concept of the inten/ention as de?ned during the initiation phase, ?nalizing

the design and technical solution to the water problem, de?ning the operational and

management aspects of the project, outlining resource requirements (?nancial, materials,

human and others), and scheduling activities in a chronological order from project

commencement up to its completion. This study, therefore, assessed the degree of key

stakeholders’ involvement in some of these main activities, which are presented in Table

5.3.

Table 5.3: Extent of Stakeholder Involvement in Key Activities during the Design
_

and Planning Phase

_

Stakeholders

KeyProject Water Point Community Local External

Activities status Leaders Stakeholders N=

Finalize chosen Functional 4% 1% 95% 96
-

88designand Non-
0% 1% 99%solution Functional

Preparea budget Functional 1% 1%

and resources Non-
0% 0% 100%

required Functional

Functional 3% 6% 91% 98
PrepareAction

N
0

60
Plan °"'

0% 0% 1°" 4*
j

Functional

Source: Own survey of water users

98% 79

83
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The above evidence shows a continuation of absence to minimal levels ofinvolvement of

communitymembers and local leaders in basicallyall key activities assessed under this

second phase of communal water supply projects. What is strikingis the ?nding that during
this phase, unlike during the Initiation, the levels of involvement of community
stakeholders are within single digits across board, even when combined on each area of

assessment. Arguably, therefore, there is clear imposition by external stakeholders (i.e.

implementers)on bene?ciary community of their designs, solutions and action plans for

communal water systems, which is disastrous with reference to the future sustainability of

the same. The water solutions, designs and technology have direct implications on

maintenance cost, availability of spare parts, and local people’s knowledgeofmaintenanee

and related issues. These are certainly difficult to attain where there were high levels of

exclusion of community members and local leaders in critical activities that happen during

the second phase of communal water projects.

The foregoing evidence further demonstrates missed opportunities for preparing

communities for their future roles ofmaintenance ofcommunal water systems. This is more

so in communities with non-functional water-points which register mainly 0 to l percent

as compared to communities with functional water-points, who registered up to 6 percent

degreeof involvement in the same. However, these very small ratings underline the fact

that host communities miss out on early praeti?e, as W611 as Skills and knowlcdgc

acquisition in decision making pertaining to key parameters of the water-points, resource

mobilizationand other capabilities, which they would effectively need once they take—over

Ownershipand maintenance during phase four. Another distinguishing feature Wl1i¢l1Would
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be attained by community members if they are suf?eientlyinvolved during this important

phaseis a sense of ownership. This is one of the essential components of the geometry of

positiveoutcomes and sustainabilityunder discussion,on which the thesis looks at in detail

in chapter7.

5.2.2 Community Stakeholders ’ Degree of Involvement during the

Implementation Phase of Communal Water Projects

According to Clark (1995), the implementation phase involves all processes in the

execution of a project by way of putting into action the design to achieve prede?ned goals.

The study also analyzed levels of community stakeholders’ involvement during the

implementation phase. The water users’ survey also asked respondents to gauge

communitystakeholders‘ levels ofinvolvement during this third phase of communal water

systems in question. It also found out the levels of external stakeholders as one other key

stakeholder in the same.

Figure5.2: Comparison of Levels of Community Stakeholders’ Involvement in

Functional and Non-Functional Water Points during Implementation Phase
120%

V ‘

100% V

w 96%
95%

,

\

so%a '\

80%
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\
‘ ,

_ - I» Non-Functional
r 20%

\
=

, 3%
5 0%

, O%i%.,- -,- - q-‘2% I

lmplementers Local Leaders Communitv Members

(external

stakeholders)

Source:Own survey of Water users

Note: Functional: N = l 1 1; Non-functional: N = 112
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It is striking to note that both functional and non-functional water points show almost

similar degrees of involvement of all stakeholders duringthis implementation phase. For

instance, the degree of involvement of local leaders and community members are at 2

percent and 3 percent respectively in functional water-points, which is almost similar to

the 0 percent for local leaders and 2 percent for community members in non-functional

water-points.Therefore, such very signi?cant low levels of community stakeholders during
this third phase entails that there is no adequate room, or even none, for involvement of

locals,which is why their ratings are at 3 percent and less. The comparison of ?mctional

and non-functional water points is revealing a more nuanced ?nding that neither the depth
nor the breadth of involvement of community based stakeholders (other than the

implementer)during implementation is a very signi?cant factor to explain either success

or failure ofa communal water points, unlike when a similar comparison is made in the

?rst two phases as well as the last one (i.e. initiation, design and planning, and

maintenance).This could plausibly be attributable to the high technical nature of the

installationsand project management aspects which are within the realms of implementers,

and not necessary that of community stakeholders.

Additionally,the high level of exclusion of locals, who apparently host and eventually takes

Chargeof the affairs of these water systems, further exacerbate their gaps in skills and

knowledgeabout the water-points. Community stakeholders miss on gaining essential

skills and knowledgethrough practice and/ or observation, which could happen if there
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were adequate levels of involvement during this very important stage of translating the

water solutions’ blue-prints into reality by deployingthe chosen water systems.

However, the exclusion of community stakeholders should be understood within the

context ofthc technical nature of some ofthe activities that happen duringthis phase. The

implementersseek to stick to their designs, standards and/ or brand, and therefore, they
dominate the process in order to achieve this during installation. This is supported by

Khwanja(2004, p.427) who argue that involvement and participationofthe community in

all areas of a project is not always a good thing and that there is need for some limits,

because if communities are involved in technical aspects and decisions, this can lead to

worse project outcomes. Furthermore, besides this technical reason, the absence to limited

involvement of local people can also be explained in terms of the already high levels of

exclusion in earlier phases, due to which there is absent or limited buy-in ofthe project by

local people. They also view implementers to be the sole and legitimate stakeholder that

oughtto be directlycontrolling the execution processes and plans during the installation of

those communal water-points. ln addition, there is already evidence of extemal origination

ofthe project idea together with all other important elements, which as it has already been

argued, makes local people to view these as exogenous, and in some cases as impositions

on them.
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5.2.2.1 ComnzunitySta/\'eh0/ders '

Participation in KeyActivities of

Implementation Phase

The assessment now turns to selected key activities that happenduring implementation

phase,that are central in the deploymentsofcommunal Water-points in question. The study
further assessed involvement levels of community stakeholders in key activities of this

phase of ?nancing, site preparation, installation, provision of labour, provision of

materials, monitoringof progress and training. Table 5.4 presents results ofthe assessment

for communitymembers, local leaders, local technicians and external stakeholders, as well

as a comparison between functional and non—funetional water—points.
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Table 5.4: Community Stakeholders’ Involvement in Key Activities under
Implementation Phase

KeyProject
Activities

Water

Point

Stakeholders

N:
Status Communit Local Local

Technicia LeadersY

HS

External

stakeholders

(Implementer
S)1

Financing

Functional 3% 1% 1% 95% 104
Non-

Functional
4%

3%
8% 99

85%

Site

, Preparation

Functional 14% 3% 19% 64% 72
Non-

Functional
13%

0%
17%

68
70%

‘Installation/
1

Construction

Functional 0% 17% 4% 79% 81
Non-

Functional
3%

2%
2%

64
93%

Provision of

;Labour

Functional 32% 9% 4% 55% 79
Non-

Functional
6%

11%
3%

85
83%

lPr0vision of

1Materials
1

Functional 20% 0% 0% 80% 65

Non-

Functional
5%

0%
0%

57
95%

lMonitoring
1of Progress

Functional 4% 1% 32% 50% 90
Non-

Functional
1%

0%
5% 93%

78

{Technical
lTrainingfor

lLocal/Area

lLMechanics

Functional 4% 4% 0% 90% 49

Non-

Functional 0% 4% 2%

51

92%

lTrainingfor

Water

Management
Committee

Functional 31% 2% 2% 65% 65

Non-

Functional 21% 0% 2% 75% 53

Source: Own survey of water users
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Table 5.4 further shows very low involvement levels oflocal people in the majority of key

activities undertaken within this phase, as evidenced by the single digit percentages in most

of the activities. This is further evidence of the extent to which community stakeholders

are excluded by implementers. making them miss out of the potential to acquire critical

knowledgeand skills essential for managing and sustaining these communal water systems

once they are handed-over to them. In some areas, however, there are some considerable

levels of involvement of community stakeholders, and these are installation, provision of

labour, monitoring of progress and trainings for Water Management Committees. A

comparisonof functional and non-functional water-points on these four areas shows that

the former‘s level of involvement is better off than that of the latter. For example,

functional water points show 32 percent level of involvement against non-functionals’ 6

percent on provision of labour during this phase. In the case of the former, such labour is

largelyprovided under formal arrangements which are made with implemcnters when they

request community members to make some contribution towards the water intewention. In

the case of the latter, however, such formal arrangements are rare, if not absent, and where

labour is provided it is usually done at a fee to the implementer or contractor, in what is

called “ganyu” (Klls, ZA; Klls, KK). It has also been stated that in some cases “political

leaders interfere in water project by telling people not to provide l?b0Uf OT mill“?

contributions but instead rely on government”, as that which they voted into power, and

therefore,obliged to provide for them (KII-ZA 4.1).

The above table further shows that communities with functional water-points are I10!

directlyinvolved in the installation works of the boreholes or water-kiosks, but in their
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placethe Local Mechanics (Technicians)get involved to the level of 17 percent. This is

crucial for skills and knowledge transfer from implementers and contractors to a group

from within the community, which is entmsted with future maintenance responsibility.

This strategy, however, is very rare among communities with non-functional water—points

as theyhave registered just 2 percent level of involvement on this activity. This explains,

in part, the challenges which they face with regard to maintaining and repairing their

communal water-points once implementers exit the community.

Lastly,on site preparation evidence is indicating that about one third of all involvement is

bycommunitybased stakeholders combined (community members, local leaders and local

mechanics), in the case of functional and non-functional water points. In tenns of

?nancing,the small percentages are from communities that do manage to raise ?nances

which some implementers require them to have at minimum before a borehole installation

is made in their community. This is an advance amount which the community, through its

Water ManagementCommittee, keeps for meeting future costs of procuring spare parts

and payingmaintenance fees. For instance, one respondent indicated that:

“Choyamba timapanga gulu la Water Point Management Committe

mothandizana ndi anlhu a mmudzi, kenako timawawuza kuri akasonkhelse

ndalama mmudzi ife tisanabwere ndi project. Timafuna aS0I1/~'/I011/\'/1-‘?

ndalama (e_g_K30, 000) yomwe adzagwiritse ntchito kugulira ma spare

parts ndi kulipira okonza madzi atawonongeka
” (K11-KA5-2)-

At the outset we work with the community to fomi a Water POW

ManagementCommittee, which is then required to fundr?ise in advance

(e.g. K30,000) before we install the water point. This amount is for buying

spare parts and meeting other maintenance costs in future.
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5.2.3 Community Stakeholders ’ Participation during the Maintenance Phase

This phase is about the maintenance of communal water—points,and speci?cally looking

at how community stakeholders participate in this phase. lt has been argued that in order

for the water-points to be sustained, it is imperative to empower communities so that they

take up the responsibility of managing the water points and ensuring that they are

functional always (Fielmua, 201 l; Rautenan ct al., 2014). This phase requires knowledge

and skills for managing the water-point, ?nancial resources and materials resources, among

other things. All these are essential for supporting maintenance and repairs of the water-

points.In this study, therefore, survey respondents were asked to rate the levels of

involvement of community stakeholders (i.e. community members, local leaders and Area

Mechanics)in this important and last phase of communal water systems. Table 5.5 shows

results of this and also compares levels of involvement of community stakeholders between

functional and non-functional water-points.

Table 5.5: Community Stakeholders’ Degree of Involvement in Communal Water

Projects during Maintenance Phase

# STAKEHOLDER Maintenance Maintenance

(Functional) Non-Functional

4 lCommunity members 60% 49%

3 JLocal Leaders I 2% 0

4 External Stakeholders
38% 51%

(lmplementers)

Note: Functional: N = 112; Non-functional: N = 109

In the maintenance phase, the levels of involvement of community members in functional

and non~functiona1 water points differ by a small percentage, as 31°)’are 60 Pemem and 49

Percent, respectively The percentages depict the expected signi?cant level of

responsibilitybestowed on communities during this phase of the water intervention. As
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and when communities are unable to tix required issues on their water points, they go back

to implementers and/ or government for assistance, but also involvement of these

stakeholders relate to preparation of communities for the transition and actual handovers

of communal water-points to them. According to Table 5.5, extemal stakeholders’

(implementersand government) level of involvement on this front is at 38 percent and

functionals, and 5l percent in non-functional water-points, respectively. External

stakeholders’ involvement, where available, is for carrying out the exit strategy and

empoweringthe community and Water Management Committees to assume responsibility

for sustaining communal water-points. It also includes moments when implementers or

govemment agencies (e.g. Department of Water) come to help resolve high level technical

issues ofthe water-points, which are beyond the capability ofthe community and its local

mechanics. But under this phase the primary role of managing and sustaining the water-

pointsrest within the hands ofthe communities and their Area Mechanics. As it was stated:

“there are four levels in the framework of maintenance of communal water

points, and these are Committee designated mechanics responsible for

minor repairs; followed by second level ofArea Mechanics, who cover ?ve

to six villages or beyond and they focus on major maintenance such as

replacement ofpipes; and the third level which is done by District Borehole

Overseers (e.g. blockages) and ?nally the fourth level which is done by

Water Monitoring Assistants, who are also based at the District Water

Office just like the DBOs. Levels three and four focus on issues which

communities fail to ?x and resolve” (KII-ZA 4.1).

However,levels of involvement of extemal stakeholders to such magnitude, particularly in

non-functionalwater-points is, arguably, H result Of ll“? d°P@"d¢"°YSyndrome which was

Created by implementers themselves during the f0rITIafiV¢ Stagcs of Communal Water

l2l

.. \\I.!? € :4
.

7



projectsdue to their signi?cant levels of exclusion of community stakeholders in critical

aspects that have empowering effects. Where communities still show signi?cant levels of

dependencyon external stakeholders, the moment the latter exit and end their project

operationsin the area, then the concerned water-points have very slim chances of survival

when resources and high level teclmical skills are required to maintain the water-points,

due to due to internal shortcomings, some of which were external stakeholders’ own

creation.

5.3 Investigatingthe Extent of Integration of Local Knowledgeand Culture in
Communal Water Projects

The studyalso investigated the extent to which there was inclusion, or exclusion, oflocal

knowledgeand socio-cultural factors in the four phases of the water interventions under

discussion. The importance of involving community members in order to enhance the

cultural appropriateness of an intervention, and clarify certain ideas so that they ?t in the

local context has already been articulated (Israel, 2006). It must be emphasized that local

knowledgesystem, norms and beliefs do in?uence water resources management. access

issues,physical location of water points, people’s behaviors, and acceptance of water

interventions.But when these are ignored, some serious implications might arise, and these

include people not using the water point due to its bad location based on their culture and

local knowledge(e.g. located at previous or near a graveyard, or where salinity levels of

water are usually high based on their experience with dug wells); lack of acceptance of the

Water intervention when seen as an extemal imposition; absence ofa sense of ownership

due to lack of local people’s involvement; and communib’ members, unwmmgness to

5uPP0ft,take care and maintain the water intervention (Marks and Davis, 2012; Mulwafu
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et =11-,2002; Tigabu 6! 81-. 2013). Survey respondents were asked to rate the extent of

inclusion of socio-cultural aspects and local knowledge in the initiation, design and

planning,implementation and maintenance phases of communal water systems under

discussion. Figure 5.3 shows results ofthis assessment.

Figure5.3: Levels of Inclusion of Local Knowledgeand Socio-Cultural Factors in
Communal Water Projects
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Likert Scale: 1 = extremely low; 2 = low; 3 = below average," 4 = average," 5 = above

average; 6 I high," 7 = extremely high

Based on the above ?gure, whether in functional or non-functional water-points, up to 7|

percent is covering the ratings oflow and extremely low combined in terms of consideration

and takinginto account of socio-cultural aspects and local knowledge during water project

initiation,designand planning, implementation, and maintenance phases. Only 29 percent

(i.e. ratings of below average through average and above average to high) shows that these

aspects were factored in during the project. This is additional evidence that augments

earlier results that indicated that most of these water projects were exogenously driven and

implementers(NGOs, donor agencies, govemment and the water boards) did not spend
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much time to analyze the socio-cultural aspects of the local areas prior to and during the

water project installations. This is then entailing that the consultation meetings that took

placewere mainly for infomiation purposes, rather than for partnering with community

members for their input on various aspects including learning and appreciating local

ecologicalissues, culture and social aspects worth integratinginto the water projects. This

is one of the several reasons, already stated earlier but also to be shared in subsequent

chapters,which explain the failures of water-points categorized as non-functionals, and

indeed the high failure rate of communal water systems in Malawi and elsewhere which is

within the ranges of about 40 percent or so.

5.4 Technical and Non-Technical Areas in which the Community is excluded in
Communal Water Supply

Althoughcommunity involvement is generally promoted, evidence in the foregoing has

clearlydemonstrated that in communal water supply the community is highly excluded by

implementersin many facets. Scholars such as Khwanja (2004, p.427) seem to support part

ofthis exclusion by arguing that the involvement and participation ofthe community is not

alwaysgood and should have limits, as the community’s involvement in technical

decisions,for example, would lead to worse project outcomes. This study also investigated

and analyzed key aspects in which the community is excluded and among them isolating

the ones that appear to be standing out as prominent.

5. 4.] Technical Areas of Exclusion and Rati?mllf?

The keytechnical areas on which the investigation centred were choice of equipment and

technologyfor thg Watgf-pgints, choice of design of the communal water-point, installation
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works,and maintenance works. The analysis looked at the percentage distribution Qfthg

levels of community exclusion on these key aspects, as shown in Figures 5.4 and 5.5.

Figure 5.4: Technical Areas in
which Communities with

FUNCTIONAL Water Points were
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The community and its leaders are highly excluded in deciding on technology and

equipmentto use for installations. This is more particularly the case among communities

with non-functional water points, which is at 64.2 percent as compared with those with

functionalwater points, which shows 44 percent. Additionally, the exclusion levels in other

areas are within the same percentage ranges in both functional and non-functional water-

points.This evidence, when considered together with earlier pieces of evidence, is critical,

and in part, explainingthe success outcomes and sustainability, as well as failure and non-

functionalityof concemed water-points after implementers exit the community.

Althoughin some eases the communities’ involvement in deciding on technical decisions

can lead to worse outcomes, we contend that some level of consulting them and ensurmg

theirbuy-inin the choices of such critical elements of the Pml?ct is essential and needed
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to be embedded in the project execution, as shown through earlier evidence It is

unimaginable to expect community members to fully embrace and sustain water

technologiesthat were simply imposed on them when they were not consulted to participate
in the selection process among all available and viable altematives. As such, communities,
as hosts and expected owners of the water interventions,have to have a say and agree with

what they will have to maintain in future after the impleincnters exit the community.
Communitymembers, for example, need to know the nature and source of the equipment,
whether it can be easily maintained and spare-parts can be sourced locally,and have some

understandingof other inner-workingsof the water technology through local technicians

and community leaders,

5.4.2 .Von- Technical Areas in which the Communityis excluded

Even thoughsome exclusion ofthe community and local leaders would be understandable

on certain technical areas, it is paradoxical that there is existence of community exclusion

even in some key non-technical areas, which others call soft parts ofthe water project.

Figure 5.7: Non-Technical Areas

in which the Communities
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As Figures5.6 and 5.7 show, the major area of exclusion is resource mobilization, which

collaborate earlier ?ndings of low levels and even absence of community stakeholders’

involvement in contributingmaterials, labour and even money towards the installation of

communal water-points. The second area is capacity buildingactivities under which there

is highexclusion of communities with non-functional water points at 31 percent, against

those with functional water points at 17.5 percent. This exclusion in capacity building
speaks to limited trainings for the community, particularlyLocal or Area Mechanics and

Water Users Committees, which points to the systemic shortcomingin the programmatic

designofimplementers.

The exclusion levels in both technical and non-technical key areas can be explained by the

alreadyapparent dominance predisposition of the implementingagencies and their

contractors. It has already been illustrated that they are essentially the ones from whom the

projectidea mainly originates, make all the plans, and have expertise and resources to

undertake these works, unlike targeted communities, which are largely regarded as mere

recipientsof these water interventions. This extent and nature of exclusion, arguably,

entails a proper categorization of the majority of targeted communities who now seem to

un?t as partners or stakeholders; but rather what is be?tting for them is the term mere

spectators. It is due to all this that the study found that about 35 percent of all respondents

indicatedthat communities think that they do not need to be involved in communal water

Pwjectsimplementation,and that these works should be left to implementers.
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5.5 Conclusion

This chapter set out to assess the extent of participation of community stakeholders in

various stages of the project life cycle in communal water supply system. Community
participationhas been measured by water users’ perspectives on whether they were and

who was involved in decision making at different stages of the project life cycle as well as

speci?cactivities within a project life cycle. The study has shown that there are very high

levels of exclusion of community stakeholders in all phases of communal water projects,
but maintenance phase in which they primarily dominate. Within the ?rst three phases,

however,there are few selected activities in which some reasonable level of involvement

of communitymembers, local leaders and area mechanics is evident, and these include

meetings,provision of labour, water-points installations, monitoring progress and training.

A comparison between functional and non-functional water-points on the same shows that

there is extremely low participation of community stakeholders in non-functional water-

pointsas compared to those in functional water-points. Thus, this is in part entailing a direct

link between continued functionality (and, therefore, sustainability) and the degree to

which community based stakeholders are involved or participate in the water interventions

under discussion. Arguably, therefore, the signi?cant levels of exclusion of community

stakeholdersduring the critical early phases ofinitiation, and design and planning, due to

implementers’quick and ?awed approaches, makes community stakeholders to fail to

acquire and/ or augment requisite capabilities and develop a sense of ownership and

Commitment,all of which are critical and underpin the sustainment of these kinds of

developmentinterventions.
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Second, it has become clear that the origination of water projects ideas, solutions to the

water problems in bene?ciary communities, the choice of technologyand other related

aspectshave primarily been exogenous. Evidence has shown that it is those that are from

outside bene?ciary communities that identi?es the water problem, decides on the solution

and then undertake implementation of the same. This approach has been quite common

among communal water systems implementers, but it is problematic due to the impositions

on bene?ciary communities. The study has found programmatic and methodical

weaknesses of implementers,particularlyin critical aspects. Evidence has shown that there

is minimal, or absence of, the community and local leaders’ involvement in making

decisions around the foregoing important areas. This sidelining of local people in itself

undermines acceptability of the water interventions locally, and indeed, the future

maintenance and continuity of the same. It is illogical to impose the water solution,

technologiesand equipment, and sometimes the site for a water-point, and then expect local

peopleto accept all this, assume ownership of the water point and sustain it. Rather it is

obvious that such approaches create the demise of the very same developmental (water)

interventionswhich implementers bring to communities.

Third,when levels of involvement of key stakeholders are compared between functional

and non-functional water-points during the implementation ph8S¢, the results are almost

similar,with just a difference of about 2 percent or so. This is in contrast to initiation,

designand planning and maintenance phases, in which there is apparent differences

betweenthese two categories of water points; With ¢0mmunitYmembers’ local waders and

area mechanics showing reasonable levels of involvement in communities with functional
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Second, it has become clear that the origination of water projects ideas, solutions to rh¢

water problems in bene?ciary communities, the choice of technologyand other related

aspectshave primarily been exogenous. Evidence has shown that it is those that are from

outside bene?ciarycommunities that identi?es the water problem, decides on the solution

and then undertake implementation of the same. This approach has been quite common

among communal water systems implementers,but it is problematic due to the impositions

on bene?ciary communities. The study has found programmatic and methodical

weaknesses of implementers,particularlyin critical aspects. Evidence has shown that there

is minimal, or absence of, the community and local leaders’ involvement in making

decisions around the foregoing important areas. This sidelining of local people in itself

undermines acceptability of the water interventions locally, and indeed, the future

maintenance and continuity of the same. It is illogical to impose the water solution,

technologiesand equipment, and sometimes the site for a water-point, and then expect local

peopleto accept all this, assume ownership of the water point and sustain it. Rather it is

obvious that such approaches create the demise of the very same developmental (water)

interventionswhich implementers bring to communities.

Third,when levels of involvement of key stakeholders are compared between functional

and non-functional water-points during the implementation phase, the results are almost

similar,with just a difference of about 2 percent or so. This is in contrast to initiation,

designand planning and maintenance phases, in which there is apparent differences

betweenthgsg two categories of water points; with community members, local leaders and

area mechanics showing reasonable levels of involvement in C0mmun1t1°5 Wlth ?mcnonal
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water-points,while showing minimal or no involvement in those with non-functional

water-points.Therefore, based on this evidence it can be argued that phase three of the

water project (i.e. implementation)seems not to be very critical in buildingthe necessary

prerequisitesthat underpin the communities and local leaders’ capabilities, buy-in and

sense of ownership, which are critical to sustaining communal water systems. However, it

is phasesone, two and four, which are of very paramount importance and in which the

involvement of local leaders and community members need to be enhanced and the

necessarilyprerequisites to be undertaken in order to better prepare them to carry the

responsibilities of maintainingthe water-points in question going forward.

Furthermore,this study has unraveled contradictions that exist in the water sector in

Malawi. While the govemment and some NGOs maintain that water supply systems must

be designedand implemented in a sustainable way (National Water Policy, 2005;

Mughoghoand Kosamu, 2012; Water Aid — Malawi, 2010), paradoxically the majority of

their own water projects’ designs and approaches have demonstrated to be the opposite.

Evidence in the foregoingclearly shows the predominance of implementers (i.e. NGOs,

Water Boards and govemment) in cmcial areas of the water projects, while at the same

time there is minimal to absent involvement of community members. lt is, therefore,

Surprisinghow the community is expected to competently and sufficiently manage and

sustain such communal water-points once implementers exit the community.

Basedon the analysis of the foregoing in relation to Wilcox’S (1994) ladder Ofpamcipation

?nd Cohen and Uphoffs (1997) participation HCYOSS 3 Project life W616,it can be argued
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that the high levels of exclusion of community stakeholders makes the majority of water-

points installation to fall within the ?rst two rungs of the ladder (information and

consultation)and few on the third mng of decidingtogether. It has been shown that there

is signi?cantly lack of involving and allowing bene?ciary communities to make key

decisions concerning the water-points in question. The levels of control and power by

communities is very insigni?cant and in some cases absent duringthe ?rst three phases of

the water projects. The persistence of this situation has been one of the exceptional

shortcomingsof communal water supply interventions,which to a large extent undermines

communities’ preparedness and capability to manage and maintain communal water-points

successfullyonce implementers exit the community. Arguably, this major gap and its

apparent contribution to the high failure rate of communal water-points actually points to

the need to re-think how these water supply implementations are undertaken currently, in

order to better re-design the model and approach them in ways that increase communal

water-points’ sustainability.One critical step in trying to achieve this would be to engage

communities and their leaders closely and come up with strategies that would increase their

levelsof involvement in all critical aspects across the communal water project life cycle.

Therefore,on the basis of serious shortcomings uncovered herein in temis of how

communitystakeholders are involved in communal water supply in th? COUIIIY)’,thl?

Chapterargies for transformative and inclusive approaches to be taken and embedded in

the designand execution of communal water supply pf0j¢°t5 80mg forward ln Order to

make them sustainable. There is no doubt that to attain this there is need for systematic and

broaderchangesthat needs to be championedand Pushed across the water sector in Malawl’
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particularlywithin communal water supply, due to commonality of shortcomings
uncovered by this study. The next chapter (6) tums to the analysis of the nature and levels

ofempowennent of community stakeholders in communal water-points’ implementations.
The chapterassesses Whether capacity buildingactivities are undertaken and are adequate,
as well as whether there is tcclmical and ?nancial capabilities of communities to sustain

communal water-points.
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CHAPTER 6

NATURE AND LEVELS OF COMMUNITY
EMPOWERMENT IN TECHNICAL AND FINANCIAL
CAPABILITIES IN COMMUNAL WATER SYSTEMS

6.1 Introduction

In Chapter5, we investigated the extent to which community stakeholders participate in

communal borehole and water-kiosk programmes in Malawi. The focus was on various

keyparameters and aspects from initiation through design, planningand implementation

to maintenance of these \vater-points. This chapter tums to the issue of empowerment of

communitymembers, which is one of the underpinningsof sustainability of community

developmentinterventions (Rautanen et al. 2014, p.161). These community based

developmentprogrammes often require capacity building activities aimed at empowering

communities to manage project processes and facilities. The empowemrcnt only occurs

when individuals and communities take power (Rapport, 1985 in (Heritage and Dooris,

2009,p.46), as well as acquire the necessary skills and experience, which then leads to

greater self-reliance, in?uence and control over events and outcomes of importance

(Chifamba,2013, p.7; Rapport, 1981; Faweett, 1995).

It is importantto note that ‘empowerment cannot be bestowed by others but lh?l those with

POWer(intervention implementers) and those who want it (0li¢nt5or Communlt)’members)

must cooperate to create conditions necessary IO Ill?k? ¢mP0W@l'm°nlPossible (H¢"lag¢

- \§ :3‘
.
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and Dooris, 2009, p.46). Some ofthe common ways throughwhich empowerment can take

placeis by way of involvingcommunity members in the work that an implementer is doing,
and/ or by way of undertaking capacity building trainings, as was the case with the

communitybased resource monitoringofBrazil and Namibia studied by Constantino et al.

(2012,p.3). According to Constantino ct al. (2012, pp.5-6), empowerment strategies that

worked in their study were intensive participation and linkagewith education (capacity
building)programmes, among other things. Factors that facilitate these empowerment

strategiesinclude the value which communities attach to the intervention or resources,

existence of management rights by locals, presence of trusted leadershipat local level, and

collaboration between stakeholders (includingrelationship between intemal and extemals).

Empowermentcan be measured by focusing on evidence on, or absence o? capacities and

skills of local people in certain prescribed areas of interest, such as capacity to generate

and/ or mobilize resources, power and control dynamics, leadership and decision making,

and individual or community competence (Butterfoss, 2006, p.227). Other scholars and

practitioners state that community empowerment entails having or seeing collective

decisionmaking, involvement,participation, contribution and shared control, which then

reinforces the capacity of the community to achieve program goals and th? 11000" Of local

“buyin” (Korten, 1989; Maser et al., I999; Plummer, 2005, p.35; Claridge, 2004, p.25).

Thischaptersets out to test the hypothesis that adequate levels of empowerment during the

life cycle of a water project underpins the functionality status and eventual sustainability

of communal water points after implementers exit bene?cial)’ communities" In this attempt’

the chapteranalyzes the nature and levels of empowerment of communities in relation to
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the technical and ?nancial capabilities which underpin continued ?inctionality of

communal water interventions in Malawi. In doing so, the frameworks by Clark (1995) and

byKaswel in Bush et al. (2002) were utilized. This chapter is organized into six sections.

Section 6.2 analyses communities’ empowemient across the project life cycle ofcommunal

water supplies. Section 6.3 focuses on explaining the management structure and

maintenance framework for communal water systems, which is followed by an assessing
of the nature and levels of technical capacity for community groups to prepare them for

maintenance of communal water interventions. Section 6.4 assesses communities’

?nancial capability with which to meet and sustain the operations and maintenance of

communal water-points. Section 6.5 presents the examination of the existence of standards

in the water sector in Malawi in relation to community empowerment. Section 6.6 presents

concludingremarks.

6.2 Communities’ Empowerment in Communal Water Projects

Rappaport(1981) states that all people have existing strengths and capabilities as well as

the capacityto become more competent; that the failure of a person to display competence

is not due to de?cits within the person but rather to the failure of the social systems to

provide or create opportunities for competencies to be displayed or acquired; and that the

new competencies are best leamed through experiences that lead people to make self-

attributions about their capabilities to in?uence important life events. This, therefore,

means that members of the community can learn and become competent to manage and

run affairs of a communal intervention if a systematic 3PP1' Oach is taken by go‘/emm?ntal

and non-govemmental agencies in empowering them with the pre-requisite knowledge and
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skills. This can be done through their involvement in key areas of the project as well as

throughdeliberate interventions such as capacity building.

6.2. I Empowerment of the Communityin Initiation, and Design &

Planning Phases

Investingin institutional strengthening and capacity development in the community right

from the start ofa project is very useful and crucial for sustainability(IFAD, 2009, p.43).

It is, therefore, important to analyze the extent to which the community and its leaders were

involved overall during the ?rst two phases of the water project, as this underpins

sustainability.The study asked respondents to gauge the overall levels ofinvolvement for

purposes of empowerment among all the key stakeholders during the ?rst two phases of

the water project.

Figure 6.1: Overall Extent of Stakeholder Involvement in Relation to Empowerment
During Initiation and Design & Planning Phases
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engagement is ranging from just 5 to 23 percent for communities with functional water-

points,and mere 3 to 7 percent for those with non-functional water-points. This ?gure is

con?rmingthe reality that empowerment is very limited and not systematically entrenched

into the programmatic approaches of the majorityof implementers. Such limited, or in

many cases lack of, involvement of local people for empowerment purposes, denies

communitybased stakeholders the best opportunity to get empowered and fully understand

the background and inner workings of their communal water-points through participation,

practiceand capacity development activities. With the majority of communities having

limited capacity or none, it is difficult for them to adequately undertake full responsibilities

ofthe water interventions once they are handed over to them.

This capacity gap among community members then becomes the creation of implementers

themselves,as designers and champions of the communal water-points, who fail to

empower future owners and care-takers of the water-points. Thus, the functionality

challengesare emanating from their own actions, as they prioritize and speed up

deploymentsover community empowerment, but yet expecting the under- or non-

empowered communities to deal suf?ciently with issues of, and successfully manage such

water-points. As such, where absence of empowerment is pervasive and the locals have

failedto organize themselves to manage and sustain their water-points, the eventual demise

and non-functionalityof such water-points obviously creeps in. This also points to the

creation of the dependencysyndrome in concerned communities as they consider that only

extemal stakeholders (implementers, government or donors) are the only ones W110 have

the capabilities to ?x and support maintenance of their water-points, as 109311)’there 15

137

¢.4:>:.;.'-me1198/-\ IV



leaders in functional water points still gain a little more in relation to empowerment with

their close to a third level of involvement in this particular activity unlike their counterpart.

This is important going forward as competent or empowered leadershipis one of the central

components in the sustainabilityequation ofthese interventions.

However, when we cross over to the other two key decision areas of choosing the solution

and design,and technology for communal water supplies, community members and local

leaders in both functionals and non-functional water points are almost excluded as shown

bythe 0 to 1 percent levels. Thus, this in itself undermines community empowement, yet

it is crucial for the community members to acquire the requisite skills and knowledge,

throughinvolvement and practice, to put them to use in future for running ofthe affairs of

the water interventions once they are handed over to them.

On the basis ofthe above evidence, one can argue that perhaps implementing agencies tend

to engage communities and their leaders, not for the sake of empowering them, but to use

them duringunavoidable situations in order for them to deliver the project as per what they

agreed with their donors or partners. For instance, very low rates shown in Figure 6.2 is

evidence that implementingagencies could not proceed without some level of engaging

local stakeholders on the choice of the site as this required the land owners to provide this

importantresource (piece of land), without which communal water Projects Cannot

Proceed. Evidently, that kind of involvement clearly lacks Cl?m?nts of active and

meaningfulempowerment through involvement, as well as lack of deliberate and adequate

Capacitybuildingmechanisms during the phaS6Sin question‘
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6.2.2 Empowerment ofthe Communityin the Implementation Phase

It has been argued that sustainability of water supply systems cannot be fully realized if

communities are not able to operate and maintain their own water supply facilities, because

operatingand maintaining them on a daily basis ensures that they continue to be functional

fora longtime (Davis et. al., 1993 in Musonda, 2004, p.55). This know-how, arguably, can

be sufficientlyachieved when community members and/ or their designated representatives

are activelyengaged and take part in the water-points installation process up to hand-over.

Further to this, deliberate capacity development in critical aspects such as how to operate

the water-point, undertake basic repairs, manage affairs of the water-point, and generate

and manage revenue. are crucial for the community members to be able to manage and

sustain communal water-points once they are handed-over. Figure 6.3 indicates overall

involvement of key stakeholders in relation to empowerment.

Figure6.3: Levels of Involvement for Empowerment during Implementation Phase
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In the light of the prevailing picture displayed in this Figure 6.3, it makcs Scnse to re?ect

0" What Rappaport (1981) said in the foregoing that everyone has strengths and

Capabilities,but failure of people to show certain skills and abilities is a result of the failure

Oflhe Social system to help them. This is informing us that members ofthe community can
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leam and become competent to manage and run affairs of their communal water-points if

deliberate efforts are made to empower them. However, the high levels of exclusion of

communitybased stakeholders, with the 0 to 3 percent levels for community members,

local leaders and even area mechanics, is a further demonstration of how they are denied

the opportunity to acquire important technical and management skills with which to

maintain the communal water points once they enter phase four. This scenario prevents the

passingdown of requisite skills and techniques of maintaining communal water-points to

communitymembers during their actual implementation.

The analysis also focused on selected speci?c activities (e.g. ?nancing, labour and so on)

under this phase and gauged community empowerment there on.

Figure6.4: Assessing Community Stakeholders’ Level of Involvement for

Empowerment in Selected Key Areas
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Figure6.4 shows that even when implementationphase is dissected based on k6)’Selected

activities,the low levels of community stakeholders versus high levels of dominance by

implementersis quite clear across board. It is apparent, thgmfore’ that implemcmers 8°‘
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absorbed into the project execution without considering implications of their

predominance.They tend to focus more on results in terms of completion of installations

in the quest to meet targets set internallywithin their organization or as agreed with their

donors; and forget critical sustainability elements without which whatever they deploy

cannot survive and continue offering bene?ts to targeted communities. In addition, one can

also argue that the above evidence points to how disempoweringthe implementation

process is due to the very nature and minimal levels of involvement of local leaders and

communitymember for empowerment purposes. This is a clear indication that what matters

to implementers, as already said, is the ful?lment of their programmatic goals than the

question of how communities are prepared and empowered, through practice and

involvement as a strategy for preparing them for their future maintenance roles.

When functional and non-functional communal water points are compared on provision of

labour,evidence shows that there is some level ofcontribution oflabour (which gives some

low level empowerment through practice) in the former more than the latter. That is, 32

percent in functionals against just 6 percent in non-functionals. The labour provision in

communities with non-functional water points can be explained by how community

members view this intervention. This explanation is well summarized in what one

respondent said:

“Chidwi zfe tinalibe chzfukwa timati iyi ndi ntchito ya c0nlraCl0V- KOWI

pamene amafuna thandizo anthu ena amapita kumuthandiza ngati mwa

ganyu yolipiridwa "(Kll-KK 3. l ).

l"l*:».,~L"ilA
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(We were not excited about the drilling/ installation work as we regarded it to

be the contractors’ job. But some members ofthe community could assist them

when contractor request their labour, which was provided at a fee).

But it must be noted that in communities with functional water points, labour requirements

byimplementersand contractors were arranged through formal channels that involved both

local leaders and community members to make local contributions to the project. This is

importantas to some extent it empowers people involved in tenns of techniques for

mobilizingresources such as labour and materials requirements, which would also be

requiredduring the maintenance phase. Besides contributing labour and monitoring

projects’progress, communities with functional water points also provide security during

the installation period to make sure nothing is stolen along the way. One respondent stated

that:

"timayika munthu wolf azilondela pamalopo /culi pasabedwe kanthu nthawi

imene contractor akugwira ntchito "

(KII-KA 5.2).

(We identify men to guard the place while construction is underway)

In temis of monitoring of progress of the water intervention, local leaders in functional

water points are involved substantially covering a third of all available involvement (i.e.

32 percent).However, those in non-functionals are not involved much in this undertaking

as evidenced by the just 5 percent participation in this, as shown in ?gure 6.4.

6-3 Communities’ Empowerment and Technical Capacity to Manage and Sustain

Water-Points

AS Altman (1995, p.528) argues, communities must be equipp?d °r8aniZatl°nallY,

politically,and ?nancially so that they can handle ownership and control of interventions
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if they are to be sustainable; and that in the absence of a community structure or

commitment to assume ownership, interventions are unlikely to be sustainable. IFAD

(2009,p.45-46) further states that systematic approaches need to be taken in order to build

the capacityof communities so that they can assume the on-going ?nancing(and technical

skills) needed for sustaining the interventions. As such, availabilityof expertise within the

communityon how to maintain and repair a borehole or a water-kiosk is one of the

underpinningsof sustainability of these water systems. Equally important is access to

external expertise on aspects which are beyond the capacity levels of the community.

This section, therefore. presents the general frameworks for maintenance of boreholes and

water-kiosks, and then delves into the assessment of capacity building and existence of

technical skills within communities to manage and sustain these water-points.

6.3.1 Management of Communal Water-Points

Structurally,before hand-overs of water-points to the community happen, organized

implementerswho take a participatory approach work with communities’ established

committees called Water Management Committees (WMC) or Water Points Committees.

which are given the responsibility to manage all matters conceming their water-point. This

committee consists of about 10 members, out of which usually 6 are women and 4 are men

(K11-ZA4.1). This seemingly gender-bias is due to the fact that women are the ones who

often use water-points and are affected most with regard to water access and availability.

The Composition Qfthe committee is as follows: Chairperson and vice, Treasurer and vice,

Secretaryand vice, and 4 members (Kll-ZA 4-1; K"'LL I-13 Kn'LL 1'2)‘ Once the

144



committees are set up, implementer are expected to build the capacity of committee

members by way of trainings, orientation and involvement in key areas of the water

intervention so that they get empowered in the process with a view to ensuring that they

effectivelymanage affairs oftheir water points going forward. Such trainings, among other

things,focus on things such as general management and operations of a communal water

point,basic repairs for continued functionalityof the water point, resource mobilization,

?nancial management, health and hygiene, protection of water catchment area (in case of

boreholes by ensuring afforestation is done and trees are consen/ed), and other related

ISSUCS.

Althoughmost sampled water points have WMCs, some do not have. ln other cases WMCs

do not exist, in which case matters of the water points are handled by volunteers from

within the community who are concerned with the sustainability of their source of water.

The study investigatedon who manages communal water points that were sampled.

Table 6.1: Group in Charge of Managingthe Affairs of CommunalWat_e_rPgints
GROUP FUNCTIONAL NON-FUNCTIONAL

- 1

A Water Management Committee 59% 50%

CommunityVolunteers 30% 34%

Implementer 1% 5 %

Others 9% 9%

Don’t know 1% 2%

Total 100% 100%
T

NOTE: Functional: N = l 15; Non-Functional: N = 117

The results are that 50 percent of non-functional water points and 59 percent of functional

Water points Wgfg bging managed by WMCs, while 34 percent of non-functionals and 30

percent of ?mc;iOna| Water points were managed by volunteers. Lastly, a small percentage
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is said to be managed by other organizations includingthose that installed the water-points,

such as ADMARC and so on within their territorial in?uence but the water source is open

for publicuse.

6.3.2 Maintaining and Repairing Communal Water-Points

In water-kiosks there is a Kiosk Management Unit or volunteers who oversee all affairs of

the water-point, including maintenance and repairs. The bene?ciary community is

nonnallygiven the responsibility to undertake basic repairs such as changing a tap rubber,

a tap or minor blockages, in the case of approaches that are community centred and

participatory(Kll-ZA 4.1). However, tasks that are beyond the capacity of community

members are performed by trained personnel who are called Local or Area Mechanics. The

majorfaults are resolved by the implementer (i.e. Water Board, or Department of Water),

which includes repairs such as changing broken pipes and ?xing drainage blockages (KH-

ZA 4.1; KII-LL l.l).

While in boreholes the arrangement is a bit different. The maintenance framework involves

the communityitselfthrough its designated members ofthe Water Management Committee

who were trained to undertake basic repairs. They focus on replacing fast wearing parts

such as bush bearings, cap seal, orings, rod centralizer and the rod. When a fault is beyond

the capacity level of the community’s technicians, then Area Mechanics are engaged.

Nomially,one Area Mechanic covers all villages in one Group Village H??d (GVH) and

sometimes even beyond. This cadre focuses on major repairs and maintenance Works Such

as replacement of pipes and resolving major breakdowns. In cases where the issue is
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beyondthe capacity of Area Mechanics, it is referred to the district level (i.e. Department

of Water) where the Borehole Overseer is assigned to address it. This cadre mainly deals

with serious blockages and faults. The last level to which very serious technical issues are

referred to is the Water Monitoring Assistant cadre, still at the district level’s Department

ofWater (KII-ZA 4.1; KII-LL l.l; Kll-LL l.2).

6.3.3 Capacity Building for Key Community Based Stakeholders

The community, it must be noted, is a pillar for the sustainability of communal water-

points,because it is both the host and the primary user of the water facility. This is why it

is essential for implementers to ensure that capacity is built locally for proper management

and maintenance of communal water-points. lt has been stated that those who undertake

capacitybuilding activities for the community, Kiosk Management Unit and Water

ManagementCommittees focus on overall management ofa communal water-point, ways

of takingcare of a water-point, how to use a water-point, and general maintenance of the

same. In terms of the latter, within each KMU, WMC or community, as it has been stated

earlier,few members are supposed to be trained in basic maintenance and repairs of a

water-point. This group becomes key in performing ?rst level support as and when need

anses. Another important area on which capacity building tackles is resource mobilization

or revenue generation, which is also key for sustainability. Again, Wham imPl¢memer5

Organizetrainings, they also focus on how the committees can keep books of accounts and

mobilize resources, including ?nances through user fees, contributions (monetary and QT

material)and so on, which are useful for the maintenance of the water-points. Table 6.2
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shows levels of trainings undertaken for Water Management Committees of communal

water points under discussion.

Table |6.2:Training for Water ManagementCommittees
Formal Training STATUS OF WATER POINTS Overall for
Conducted for Water Fun¢¢i0na| Nomfunctional All Water-
Management 9|] they were P0lIltS
C?mmmees

functional)
Yes 22% 6% 14%

010 78% 92% 85%

Don’t know 0% 2% l%

Total 100% 100% 100%

Note: N = 239

Evidence shows that only one ?fth of functional water-points had their Water Management

Committees trained in key aspects of management and operations of a communal water

point,while in non-functional ones there is a very small number ot'WMCs (only 6 percent)

that received training on management of the same. Thus, non-functionals are showing

signi?cantlylow levels of preparedness on management of these interventions. This

shortcominghas negative implications on how the community manages and sustains the

water-points going forward, and in part it does explain their currently non-functionality

status.

Further,Area Mechanics constitute a cadre which was established to be addressing issues

of communal water-points, which are beyond the technical capacity of the community and

WMC or KMU. Training for this group focuses on a bit high level technical skills

developmentin-line with their roles, Areas on which their training touches include general

skills for undertaking repair works and maintenance of a borehole and a water-kiosk,
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installation of pipes and taps, how to ?x broken pipes, and how to install or repair borehole

partssuch as rod centralizer and replacement of faulty parts. This cadre is also trained on

how to undertake structural maintenance of the housing unit or concrete base and stand of

the Water-points.

6.3.4 Levels of Capacity Building in Communal Water Projects

The study also assessed various parameters on capacity building such as time when it was

conducted,and the extent of capacity building activities undertaken for each key group

from the community — Water Management Committees, Area Mechanics and community

members. First, in terms of when the implementers normally build the capacity of the

community,evidence shows that there are two periods when most ofthe capacity building

is said to take place when one reviews at capacity related activities along the water project

life cycle. As per Figure 6.5, the two periods are ‘early days of the project’ and ‘around

period of hand-over to the community’ i.e. 32 percent and 49 percent, respectively

(functional and non—functionals combined).

Figure6.5: Period when Capacity Building for Community Based Groups were held

60% »
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Note: 54“for both F urictionaland n0n-f1mCli0V1@/

Accordingto Figure 6.5, 28 percent of communities with functional water-points have

Capacitybuilding happening during ‘eaiiy days of the PF°l¢°t’, followed bY 7 P°‘”°°“‘ °f
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functionals that receive it towards the end of the installation period. Thereafter, 32 percent

of them have capacity building during hand-over period. Thus, just about 35 percent of

water points, which constitute the functionals, received capacity building from

implementerswithin a reasonable period that allows the knowledgeand skills to sink in

and enable them to be ready for their expected roles once implementers hands-over the

water-points.Unfortunately, only 4 percent of water-points, which are non-functionals,

received capacity building within this same reasonable timeframe in the water-project. The

majorityof communities with these water-points, therefore, received capacity building

around period of water-point hand-over or very late after the hand-overs. This evidence is

demonstratingthat a good number of implementers do not put much effort as well as

emphasisto capacity building in their water projects, and execute it in a timely manner.

This has very serious repercussions with regard to future maintenance of these communal

water-pointsas a result of late, inadequate or absent skills and knowledge transfer to local

peoplewho are formally, or by default, given the mandate to own and sustain the same.

Crossingover to the extent to which capacity building is done as a way of empowering

communitystakeholders; evidence shows that about two thirds of communities with

functional water-points were involved in capacity building for their water system, as

Compared to just about a third of communities with non-functional water points. This

shortfall in the programming of some implementers is what continues to increase non-

functionalityof communal water systems in the country. It is difficult to expect community

members who did not undergo any sort of capacity building for empowerment to

satisfactorilymanage their water-point, raise adequate funding, manage ?nances and books

l
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of accounts, and perform the regular maintenance works and repairs. It can be argled,

therefore, that this systemic gap in the implementers’ programmes, whether deliberate or

genuineerror, signi?cantly negates their very same progress which they seek to make in

rural and urban communities in the quest to meet their water targets.

Figure6.6: Comparison of Extent of Capacity Building between Functional and
Non-Functional \Vater Points
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Figure6.7 below further shows an extension of the above scenario, when specific groups

responsible for maintaining the water-points are compared. lt is ¢\/id?m that funclmnal

water points are showing high levels ofoccurrence ofcapacity building than 11011-?1l1@li0Y1¢1l

water points,
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Figure6.7: Comparison of Extent of Community Based Stakeholders’
Empowerment
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6.3.5 Capacity Building for Area Mechanics

This subsection examines whether capacity building is done for Area Mechanics, who have

the responsibility of resolving issues of the water-points which are beyond the capability

of community members. This study has found out that although some implementers and

the Department of Water carry out capacity development activities targeting the WMCs

and Area Mechanics, there exist some serious gap on this capacity front. Even though some

implementershave capacity building component embedded in their programmes, they tend

to focus on training representatives from the community and/ or Water Management

Committees,but forget to include the most cmcial group of Areas Mechanics (Kn l» Mi“-

Of Water).This has resulted in shortages of Area Mechanics in many parts of the country,

which makes thgge available to be sewing big catchment areas, which in tum poses

logisticalchallenges for them to respond to all requests for repairs. Thus, delays in

.
. ~

'

*

'

s thatattendingto some water-points are obvious or further increases in the cost

Wmmunities have to meet when they engage Area M?ch?lli?s ¢-g- mm5P°rt, mcals and/or

152



'

accommodation. Besides this, even people involved in undertaking repairs and

management ofwater-points, who were selected from the community and trained, indicated

that the trainings conducted were inadequate to the extent that facilitators failed to fully

impartall necessary skills related to maintenance and repair to the targeted groups. Lastly,

another critical gap observed is that there is lack of proper coordination of affairs for some

water points in some communities, particularly with regard to repairs due, in part, to

existingcapacity gaps in such communities.

6.4 Communities’ Financial Capability for Management and Maintenance of

Communal Water-Points

As stated earlier, bene?ciary communities assume responsibility ofmaintaining communal

Water-pointsonce implementers close the project and exit the community. During the

maintenance phase, one of the main duties of bene?ciary communities is to raise revenue

with which to meet operational and repair costs, and for paying monthly water bills, in the

case of water kiosks. Due to all this, therefore, the capability of communities to raise,

manage and disburse funds is very critical.

6.4.1 Capacity Building on Financial Management for Communal Water-

Points

Some of indispensablepractices that are vital in management Of 00IT1mu"al lmcrvcmlons

that involve revenue collection are good ?nancial management, dlsclplms and rspomng‘

In case of communal water supply systems, H Water Manag¢m°m Committee ls lmchargc

of managing Overall matters of a water-point, including ?nances. Within each WMC there

is a Treasurer and the Vice, who are designatedto manage funds AS these lmplemematlons
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are done in various places including iural areas where literacy levels are low, it was

important to examine whether water-points implementers empower WMCs and

communities. so that they have adequate basic skills with which to collect and manage own

revenue, which is essential for the operations of their water-point. This study assessed the

generalcapacity building pertaining to ?nance for sustaining communal water-points. This

is summarized in Figure 6.8.

Figure 6.8: Capacity Building on Financials and Sustainability
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Evidence provided in the foregoinghas also shown that signi?cant percentages of WMCs

in functional and non-functional water points did not receive any fonn of capacitybuilding

duringthe implementation of the water intervention. This is another major ?aw in water

implementations under discussion, because the WMCs are central to the continued

functioningofeommunal water-points. The WMCs ought to have been adequately trained

in how to manage and sustain their water supply systems. Arguably, communities which

have vibrant and performing WMC s are simply due to the existence of knowledgeable and

skilled personnel within communities which were nominated to assume positions in these

committees. Fuithennore, in water-kiosks in urban areas the WMCs fall under Water Users

Associations (WUAs) which provide some oversight and govemance guidance to the

WMCs within a speci?c geographical area. This layer helps in overall governance ofthe

\\MCs, particularly as they interface with water suppliers.

6.4.2 C ummunities’ Financial Capability to Maintain and Sustain Communal

Water-Points

A self-assessment by communities on their ability to ?nance repairs and on-going

operations of the water-points was undertaken. This capability is essential for sustaining

the communal water points, as it has already been alluded to.

Yes all 51% 24% 37%

0 20% 14%

Table 6.3: Communities Ca acity to Fund Water-Points Repairs
.-

Comimunity’sCapability to STATUS or WATER POINTS Overall for

Fund Required Repairsl Functional Non-functional (Wh°" A" water‘

Operations for Water-Points they were f“"¢ti°"3l) Points

Y 9 /N?sSome

MW: 56% 49%

l00°/ 1000/)

l55

Total 100% 0



Note: Fzmctiunal: N I 1/2," Non-Funcliona/." N = 117

But when percentages for Yes and N0 are compared overall, the total for Functional water-

points shows a high propensity and ability to support and fund repairs, which is at 51

percent against non-functionals’ 24 percent. When all water points are considered together,

on average 49 percent show a ‘No’ propensity and interest to ?nance repairs and

maintenance of their water point. This relates to issues of low income and poverty levels,

which are common among the people that access communal water points, but also to issues

of ownership and commitment to the water point and overall leadershipand management

of the same.

6.4.3 Overview 0fS0urces 0fRevenue for Operations and Maintenance

User fees are primarily common in water-kiosks, so that revenue is generated for paying

monthlywater bills and the balance, if any, is reserved for operations and maintenance.

Besides user fees, revenue is also generated through community contributions, which is a

common way of raising funds in boreholes where there are no regular user fees. The funds

are raised to support operations and maintenance i.e. for regular as well as major repairs.

When things are beyond the ?nancial and/ or technical capacity ofthe community, help is

soughtfrom the Govemment, Water Boards, NGOs and development partners. Table 6.4

givesa summary of the sources of revenue for maintenance of the water points under

discussion.
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Iahle 6.4: Frequencyof Sources of Revenue for Maintenance of Water Points
Communities’ Sources of STATUS OF WATER POINTS Overall for All-
Revenue for Maintenance Fumiional Nomfunctional Water-Points

(when they were

functional)
[Userfees/ tariffs collected 45% 42% 43_5%

Communitycontributions 42% 42% 42%

Solieit help from implementer

(especiallyNGOs)
0% 2% 1%

Solicit help from government
_

13% 12% 12.5%
(includingWater Boards)

Other 0% 2% 1%

Total 100% 100% 100%

Note: F uncliona/5 N = 74; ‘Von-Funcliona/J 5 7

Assistance from Governmental agencies accounts for 12 to 13 percent of the frequency

total. This caters for high end repairs and parts replacements that are beyond the ?nancial

capacity of communities. However, NGO Implementers’ contribution is trivial, at zero

percent in functional and 2 percent in non-functional water points.

6.4.4 Community Members ’ Financial Contributions for Operations and

Maintenance

All water-kiosks that are installed by the Water Boards are metred, and every month users

are expected to pay water bills. As such, each Watepkioskis Managmnent Committee

collects user fees or tariffs from users on a pay-as-yOu 1186 basls (°-g- P61 buckmh or 0" a

periodic basis (e.g. monthly) in order to raise funds for paying the water bill and for

maintainingthe water-point. In case of boreholes, users mostly draw water f0r 06¢ but are

required to make contributions when there is need for SPare'P3m5 to be bought and or

157

. \'1;‘./'7:
1‘ 1



maintenance works to be done. Table 6.5 indicates the percentage of users who pay user

fees and those who do not.

Table 6.5: Status of Re ular Fees among Water Users
Households’ Main Status of Users Fees

1 Total
Source of Water (per da

, week or month)
4

V

Yes [YNo Don’t know

Borehole 41% 59% 0 100%

iWater-kiosk 91% 6% 3% 100%

Note: N = 23 9

Table 6.5 shows that 91 percent of respondents indicated that their water point required

them to pay regular users fees on a daily, weekly or monthly basis depending on the

arrangement at their water-kiosk. While 6 percent indicated that they do not pay anything.

This is a group of very poor people which the community allows to access water due to

their under-privilegedcondition. As it was stated:

anlhu ena amak/1a/(1 ovutika kwambiri nde simawalipirilsa userfees kapena

zosonklielsa zokonzera mpopi wa madzi (KlI- KA 5.2).

(Very poor people in the community are still allowed to access water for

free due to their condition as there is no way they can afford paying user

fees or required contributions for undertaking repairs).

The study also revealed that 41 percent indicated that they are required to pay some T1168OT

contribution for the operations and maintenance of the borehole, compared to 59 percent

that are not. The latter constitutes a signi?cant perilentagei which clearly Shows the

.
. .

, rcholes failinseriousness of the threat of continuing to see more and more communal bo g

.

- -- -_ ~"~1f't i,I0 ?x their repairs, even minor ones. Since ?nancial caP3b111tY'5 one Ofthc “mm! ac O“

_ , _
-

' f thcrthen obviouslywithout this capability it follows that 111 lhi? absence Ofasslstancc mm O
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extemal stakeholders (e.g. Government, lmplementers and donor agencies), the boreholes

would become dysfunctional.

Crossingover to actual monetary contributions, the assessment of communal water users

was undertaken in order to understand the levels of contributions towards maintenance and

repairs.Figure 6.9 presents overall monetary annual contribution by borehole users.

Figure 6.9: Borehole Users‘ Annual Monetary Contributions
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Note: N = 26 waler points and 154 respondents.

This ?gure shows that the majority (68 percent) contributes between K50 and K250 per

person annually towards operations and maintenance of their water-points. This is

primarilyduring periods when there is need for repair works to be done, and the lower

amounts indicate some stability of their water-points in relation to breakdowns and need

for repairs. However, about 25 percent contributes cumulatively between K500 and K2500

Per person or household annually. The amount is on the high“ Sld€ due to the fmquem

breakdownsand need for repairs that arise.

. .
- L'l

,In water-kiosks, which are mainly in urban and peri-urbanareas of Mzuzu and i ong“/¢

~
"

f h
on which this Study focused, the payments arrangement 1S different from that o t e
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boreholes in question. Kiosk users make monthly payments to use the water source or buy

water per bucket (e. g. K l 0 or K20 per bucket in some areas). In case of the latter, the totals

are calculated as well based on monthly consumption and accordingly households’

contributions.

Table 6.6: Monthly Water Bill per Household in Water-kiosks

Monthly User Fees - Water-kiosks
Amount (M K) Mzuzu Lilongwe
K800 l3.2%

IK1000 47.4%

K1500 15.8% 5.3%

K2000 23.6%

K2500 2.6%

IK3000 l3.2%

K3500 5.3%

3K4000 10.5%

i K4500 5.3%

l K5000 31.5%

i K5500 5.3%

i K6000 15.8%

EK9000 5.3 %

Note: N = 24 water points and 85 respondents

In water-kiosks, users pay monthly bills which from the table above are different between

Mzuzu and Lilongwe. In the fonncr, water-kiosk users pay betwefrn K800 and K2000 Per

household per month, with the majority (47.4 percent) paying K1900 P“ m°mh- While in

Lilongwemonthly payments for each household using a Kiosk ranges from KL500

(lowest)to K9,000 (highest), with the majority (31-5Percent) Paying K5900 P“ '“°“""

. -
. uired s are arts forOne of the ITIHJOI‘uses of the above revenue is for Procurement of mq P p

.
'

t
- .l l'the Wat¢r_pOintS_According to the 6Xp6l‘l6I‘lC€of one key informant (KII ZA 4 ), regu ar

- l l
5PareS (includingaverage PriceS) for boreholes are bush b?armgs (4 X K680)’ Cap Sea ( X
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Kl,300), bobbins (2 X K550), 0-rings (l x K300), rod centralizer (K850 x 1) and the rod

(Kll,500 x 1) in boreholes.‘ As for water-kiosks, the common spares needed include

valves, cylinder, and taps. ln this discussion it must be noted that the cost of spare parts

and the communities’ ability to make such purchases is another critical issue with respect

to continued maintenance and sustainability of communal water-points.

6.4.5 Other Sources of Financial and Technical Support for Operations

and Maintenance

lt is a fact that when the water points’ running costs exceed revenues collected, a de?cit

arises. The WMCs and communities have to look elsewhere for additional resources

(?nancial and/ or technical) in order to meet the required repairs’ expenses. Resource

mobilization skills are essential with the view to meeting such kind ofobligation. However,

as evidence has shown, in both the preceding and this chapter as well, capacity building

has not been done adequately in these communal water-points to prepare communities to

manage the water supplies on their own. Resource mobilization capability is one of the

majorcapacity gaps of the WUAs, WCMs and communities. As ?gure 6.10 shows, the

primarysources of additional funding to ?nance the needed repairs are mainly the

traditional ones, which are Govemment (Department ofWater, MP5, <10) and Welkwlshers

from the community.

‘CurrentExchangeRate: K720 = 1 USD
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Figure6.10: Extent of Support for the Water Points from Alternative Sources
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Althoughresources are limited but they do exist, including for water supply systems;

however,what matters is innovativeness and creativity in how to access these resources.

So with lack of resource mobilization skills, it is obviously difficult for communities and

WMCs to reach out to, and tap resources from, development partners, water supply

implementersand other NGOs. This is why more burden for additional funding is

continuouslyplaced on community well-wishers (34 and 56 percent in non-functional and

?lnctional,respectively) and Govemment (44 and 32 percent for non-functional and

functional,respectively) way more than implementers (i.e. NGOs), development partners

and even the community based organizations, which are at less than 10 percent each.
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6.4.6 Overllll Financial Capacityof Communities to Support Communal

Water-Points

Communal water supplies are primarily located in low income parts of urban, peri-urban

and rural areas. The catchment for these water systems consists oflow income eamers and

poor people. According to NSO (2012: 205), 17 percent ofthe urban population in Malawi

is living in poverty compared to 57 percent of the rural poor population. With regard to

sampleddistricts and cities in this study, the poverty incidences are 22 percent for Lilongwe

city, 16 percent for Zomba city and 56.6 percent for Zomba district, 16 percent for Mzuzu

city, 32 percent for Nkhotakota and 61.7 percent for Karonga (NSO, 2011206). This

presents a challenge to the Water Management Committees (WMCs) or Kiosk

ManagementUnits (KMUs) to be able to generate enough revenue to meet running costs

(spare-parts, technician fees and monthly bills where applicable). As it has been

highlightedin other studies (Njonjo and Lane, 2002), during the rainy season revenue

collection declines as some people harvest and use rain water. This is also a major issue

in places that are located near other free sources of water such as rivers and lakes. As a

matter of fact, in such scenarios it is extremely dif?cult to expect few members of the

community to be the only ones to contribute and sustain a communal water-point (i.e. a

public good). Further, as Njonjo and Lane (2002: 7) stated, already in Malawi the tariffs

are low and there is low demand for water from the communal water points, which then

makes the WMCs to generate inadequate income to sustain running costs over time. This

is Worsened by the dif?eulty to raise water tariffs, particularlywithout prior scrutiny and

approval by govemment (in ease of water-kiosks), as this is a sensitive issue. However, in

the end all this undermines ?nancial sustainability (Njonlo and Lane’ 2002: 7)‘
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6.5 Existence of Sector Standards for CommunityEmpowerment

Standards, in this context, must be understood as technical speci?cations set to guide in the

designand implementation of communal water systems or solutions in order to ensure

quality,uniformity, durability,sustainability,and so on. Existence of standards in the water

sector ensures attainment and continuity of bene?ts distributable across targeted

communities and individual water users.

As already shown elsewhere in the paper, panicularly in Chapter 2, the water sector in

Malawi has many players who are involved in the drilling and installation of communal

water systems in urban. peri-urban and rural communities. Although the sector has

legislationand policies designed to govem it, it is sadly evident that there is no coordination

mechanisms and a sector-wide agency or network that would de?ne and actively monitor

standards set for the sector. Each implementer designs its own water solution and

undertakes implementation in its own way (KII-LL l.l; KII-LL 1.2). Thus, where

uniformitywould exist is within implementations by one implementer or perhaps few. This

?ndingalso points to the shortcoming on the part of the Ministry responsible for water

developmentfor its failure to play its regulatory function as per its mandate and ensure that

standards are set and followed by all implementers.

Absence of national standards, and monitoring and compliance framework set to be

. ~ - 1followed across the sector has some lmpll?illons even on empowerment of loca

__ - - *
- idecommunities by the communal water-points implementers. There are not sector w

164
,_

Ill;-LLK “O N

" Jo,
t



standards related to how empowerment of communities should be undertaken to prepare

them for their future role of owning, managing and sustainingcommunal water systems.

There is no requirement ofwhat kind of capacity buildingand how many should be done

for community based groups, which are central to future management of communal water-

points.This open cheque scenario gives iinplementers room to decide whether to build the

con1munity’scapacity or not, and if they do, decide their own form of capacity building,

which would vary from other iinplcmenters and may not be comprehensive enough.

Fuithennore,absence of the same standards, together with no agency or network with the

capability to actively enforce these standards, is responsible for sustaining the current

situation where every implementer (NGO. parastatal, govemment or private contractor) is

free to implements its own designs and approach, which are seen to largely ignore the

importanceof empowering communities.

6.6 Conclusion

This chapter set out to investigate the nature and extent of community empowerment in the

management of project processes and communal water points. The importance of

empowerment of individuals and the community in general for future management ‘md

maintenance of communal water-points has been emphasized. The empowerment in

question occurs when concemed stakeholders who eventually takes over the running of

affairs of the water-points, have been equipped with the relevant knowledge and skills by

those bringingthe intervention into their communities. This can be done by way Ofpf??ice

_
. . .

r
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‘t’as locals get involved in the various processes and activities of the development Pl'°J°@
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knowledgeto be transferred to the target groups. In the case of communal water systems

such things include decision making, management of communal water-points,

management of affairs of WMCs, mobilization of resources, ?nancial management and

book keeping, and basic maintenance skills for the water-points. These are essentially the

majorareas which the study analysed across the life cycle of communal water projects. In

this undertakingspecial attention was made to whether communities were empowered for

the technical and ?nancial capabilities, which arguably are central to the sustainability of

these water systems.

The chapter began with examining levels of empowerment of community members, Area

Mechanics and local leaders across the water project life cycle. ln the ease ofthe initiation,

and design and planning phases, empirical evidence shows that in functional water points

there is 28 percent (almost one third) level ofengagement for empowerment of community

members and local leaders against 72 percent level of extemal stakeholders; whereas non-

functional water-points show just l0 percent of level of engagement for empowennent

against external stakeholders’ engagement of 90 percent. This demonstrates significant

levels of exclusion of communities in some important activities undertaken during the

initial,and designing and planning stages, which have empowering elements HS Sh0W" in

the foregoing.This is mainly the case in communities with non-functional water-points, as

Compared to those with functional ones, as their one third level of engagement for

empowerment gives them an opportunity for some level of empowerment through

lI1V0lVcn1¢ntto happen by way of knowledge and skills transfer during the various

'

tprocesses and activities in these two phases. Furthermore, when the water projec
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transitions to the implementation phase, the high levels of exclusion of community based

stakeholders by the implementers and their contractors is evident in both functional and

non-functional water-points. lt has become clear that empowerment of communities

throughinvolvement is very low duringthis phase. However,when those existing minimal

levels of involvement of locals are dissected, there emerges some degrees of distinction

between communities with functional and those with non-functional water point, with the

former registeringsome levels of taking part in key decision making areas and important

empoweringactivities such as provision of labour, materials and progress monitoring up

to almost one third degree of involvement,unlike the latter’s mere 1 to 5 percent across

these three categories. ln the case of the latter, therefore, there are demonstrable

disempoweringeffects occurring in the process, which correlates with their current

dys?inctional status.

Therefore, the preceding evidence has pointed to members of communities with non-

functional water-points’ lack of interest to get involved and get empowered during the

implementationphase, as they might be seeing the intervention to be foreign and belonging

to the implementers;as well as implementers’ failure to adequately embed empowerment

into their programme implementation. lt has been well demonstrated how implementers

predominate in the ?rst three phase, which consequently deny Commullili?s the Prospects

of acquiringorganizational, managerial, political, technical and ?nancial skills (Altmii?.

1995),which are indispensable to sustaining communal water systems. This is a major ?aw

in the water interventions in question, as they fail to create space and platform through

which local community members could have been empowered as Pan of the Slmtegy Y0
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have competent locals who can sustain such communal water systems. AlbCI't Einstein

(BCIAustralasian Chapter, 2014) succinctlysummarized this necessity by stating that, “tell

me and l forget, teach me and l may remember, involve me and I leam.”

The study ?lrther examined capacity building interventions and the extent to which

capacities of concerned communities were built or not. The central capacity areas on which
the study was focused were both ?nancial and technical, which are said to be essential if

bene?ciarycommunities are to definitelymanage and sustain communal water-points. A

comparison of the assessment of empowerment of key community stakeholders (Water

Management Committee, members of the community and Areal Mechanics) show a

distinction between communities with functional and those with non-functional water

points. The degree to which Area Mechanics, Water Management Committees and

members of the community are empowered differs by 27 percent against 7 percent, 36

percent against 14 percent and 13 percent against Opercentfor communities with functional

and those with non-functionals water points, respectively. Overall, communities with non-

functional water-points have one of the key cadres in repairing communal water points (i.e.

Area Mechanics)who are not empowered sufficiently, while in functional ones the degree

Of empowemaent for Area Mechanics is reasonable. Similarly, while members of the

Communityare empowered in communities with functional water points, evidence shows

this is not the case in communities with non-functional water points. Again, a comparison

Of empowerment of committees that management the water-points, shows differentials

between functional and non-funetionals, with the former showing high l€\/618 Of

empowerment compared to the latter. In tenns of capacity building on ?nances and
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sustainability, communities with ?inctional water points surpasses those with non-

functionals by 56 percent against 4 percent on revenue collection and book keeping,by 26

percent against 4 percent on ?nancial sustainability,and 7 percent against O percent on

other capacity building activities, respectively. Based on this evidence, therefore,
communities with functional water points have reasonable occurrence of capacity building
and empowerment as opposed to those with non-functional water-points. The differential

degreesbetween the two emanate from the approaches taken by implementers,and as

argued earlier, implementers who do not empower communities have faulty approaches.

Such implementers are more focused on deliveryof the project without due regard to

processes that include engagement and empowerment of locals. It is inconceivable to

expect that bene?ciary communities on their own and without any form of empowerment

would adequatelymanage to maintain and sustain their communal water-points. Evidence

herein,therefore, demonstrates that the survival and functionalityof communal water-

points also depends on availability of various skills and knowledge (managerial, technical,

mechanical and ?nancial) among community based stakeholders. Further to this, there has

to be easy access to required expertise from outside the community for issues that are

beyondlocallyavailable expertise.

The studyalso analyzed bene?ciarycommunities’ ?nancial capability to sustain the water-

points. The analysis has revealed that it is basically communities with functional water-

points who show evidence of having received some reasonable to adequate capacity

developmenttrainings on ?nancial management, b00l< keeping, resource mobilization and

other related trainings,while the ones with non-functional water Points Show either less or



lack of training on the same. Further to this, it has materialized that within communities
with functional water-points the rate is 60 percent for ‘yes’ against 40 percent for ‘no’.

Thus, two thirds are able and willing to provide ?nances required for operations and

maintenance of the water points, in fonn of regular user fees or necessary contributions.

Within ?lnctionals, however, 40 percent indicates the extent to which a substantial number

ofwater-pointsstruggle in order to remain functional. This is a high rate, which also signals
a majorproblem that would result in high failure rate once some of these water-points reach

a situation where they can no longer manage to secure resources for water points’

maintenance. Even among non-functional water points during the time they were

functioning,the capability rates were 44 percent for ‘yes’ against a 56 percent for ‘no’

propensityto ?nance operations and maintenance oftheir water-points. This data points to

a major problem that exists within the communal water supply sector in Malawi. This

situation requires addressing sooner than later, and the solutions needs be tailored to the

local situation and identi?ed from within the community as this would ensure

sustainability,unlike when such things are seen to be extemally driven. This relates to the

detailed discussion in the next chapter on a sense of ownership and participation among

community members. However, it must be noted that extemal stakeholders such as

govemment, and perhaps community well-wishers, who are already the major sources ot

extemal support currently at 39 percent and 44 percent, respectively, can come in when

there are major faults or rehabilitations required, on which the community lacks both I116

?nancialand technical capabilities to act.
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Lastly,it has been emphasized that existence of sector standards is very essential in a sector

such as communal water supplies as there are various players that are involved. However,

althoughsome policies and legislation goveming the sector exist, clear standards are not

in placeand there is no sector-wide mechanism throughwhich to enforce these. As such,

each implementer of communal water systems do it their own way. One critical element

that suffers, therefore, is that there is no requirement for communityempowerment for each

and every player or impleinenter in the sector, other than govemment agencies that

implementthe same as they are bound by the National Water Policy of 2005 and the Local

DevelopmentFund operational manual of 2009.

The next chapter (7) takes these issues further by examining participation levels of

communitygroups in relation to how they in?uence outcomes ofcommunal water-systems.

The study focused on outcomes of communities’ sense of ownership of and commitment

to the water point, as well as sustainability ofthe same. Other key aspects of outcomes and

sustainabilityhave also been covered. Again, this study is continuing with a comparative

analysisbetween functional and non-functional water-points.
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CHAPTER 7

EXAMINING COMMUNITY STAKEHOLDERS’ PARTICIPATION IN

RELATION TO OUTCOMES IN COMMUNAL WATER SUPPLIES

7.1 Introduction
The previous chapter centred on the nature and extent of empowerment of community
stakeholders in relation to management ofproject processes, and capabilities (technical and

?nancial) with which to sustain communal water-points. This chapter examines

participationof community stakeholders in relation to outcomes ofthe communal water-

points in Malawi. As already shown in the preceding chapters, participationofcommunity
members and local leaders in all stages ofa communal intervention, as prime stakeholders,

i5 One of the driving forces that underpin sustainability of development interventions,

includingcommunal water-points. Rautanen et al. (2014, p. l 6l)argue that one ofthe most

common reasons for lack of sustainability is the top-down planned and ¢0l1$lI'l1¢I@d Water

infrastructurethat cast off on communities without true participation, capacity building,

and consequent feelingof ownership from the community’sside. Basically, there is a dit<ICl

linkbetweenparticipation of bene?ciarycommunities or local people and sustainability as

an Outcome of a development intervention (Regt, 2005). For instance, based on a study

undertakenin India, Regt (2005, p.5) showed how centralized control and exclusion of

.

. . . - '

cbene?ciarycommunities resulted in failure in relation to recovery OFCOSYSand mmntenan e
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of World Bank funded water projects. But where local people actively participate and get

empowered,they become self-reliant and take control of their developmentinterventions,
which then result in attainment of positive outcomes (Bonye et al., 2013).

The key outcomes which are central to this examination and discussion are functionality
status of the water-point, sense of ownership of the water-point among community

stakeholders, community’s commitment to the water-point, and sustainability of the

communal water-point itself. The study asked key questions in order to explain the linkage

between community stakeholders’ participation and the foregoingoutcomes in communal

water interventions. Questions asked include is there commitment by community

stakeholders towards the communal water-point in their area, and if so, to what extent; is

there a sense of ownership of the communal water-point by community stakeholders, and

ifso, to what extent; what is the functionalitystatus ofthe communal water-point and what

are the key factors behind functionality and non-functionality of the same; and whether

communities participate in implementers’ exist strategies and how this affects outcomes.

This chapter is organized into seven sections. Section 7.2 presents a summary ofthe extent

of community stakeholders’ participation in communal water supplies under diSeuSSiO?.

includingkey decision making areas. This section undertakes a comparative analysis

betweenfunctional and non-functional water-points to ?nd Whether fh¢Y¢ are differentials

Or not. The section also gives a highlight of how communities rate participation factors that

are essential in explaining the functionality status of communal water-points. Following

this is section 7.3 which examines implementers’exit strategl?s and Community
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stakeholders’ participation or not in the same Section 7.4 examines the existence and/ or

absence of a sense of ownership of the communal water-point among key community

stakeholders. Thereafter. section 7.5 examines the extent to which key stakeholders display

commitment to the water points under discussion. Section 7.6 analyses key features of

communal water-points in relation to their sustainability. In section 7.8, which is the last

one, concluding remarks are given.

7.2 Comparing Participation Levels between Functional and Non-Functional Water-
Points

As stated earlier, participation in this context must be understood as the maximization of

the involvement of people in the stages of development, and their ability to influence the

direction of development interventions in which they are involved, or from which they

anticipate to receive bene?ts (Mukandala, 2005 in Mukundane, 201 I, p. I; Paul (undated)

in Bamberger,1986, p.vii). Where participation is present, it can take different fomis such

as mere information giving, thorough consultations, by deciding together as stakeholders,

byacting together, or local people getting support (e.g. funding) to develop and implement

their own development ideas (Wilcox, 1994, p. l). In additional to this, Cohen and Uphotf

(1997)in Finsterbusch and Wicklin (1987, p.5) was also important in the research and data

analysis as they looked at participation thoroughly across a pr0j€CI li?? C)/Cl‘?(d°Cl5l°"

making,implementation, bene?ts and evaluation), which draws Parallels with Communal

water projects. It is, therefore, with this in context that this section seeks to analyze the

levels of participation of key community stakeholders in communal water systems. The

Participationanalysis utilized a Likert scale, which was uscd to gauge community
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stakeholder‘s participation on selected key areas across the seven levels of this scale

startingfrom 1 as extremely /ow up to 7 as extremelyhigh.

7.3 Assessment of Communities’ Activcness of Participation in Meetings and

Discussions during the Key Stages of Communal Water Projects

The conception ofa project is important to be understood as it can clarifykey issues, which

have a bearing on whether community stakeholders, as the hosts, would accept and own

the project or not. The conception stage relates to critical aspects of problem identi?cation

and the creation of one understanding out of the ‘different understandings’ of the (water)

problem. That understanding which is constructed and promulgated does in?uence on the

type of solution(s) that is eventually settled for to address the problem (Birkland, 201 I,

p.10, & p.188). At this stage, disagreements among stakeholders can centre on the ?nal

understandingof and solution to the problem. On this basis, therefore, one key area that

was selected for assessment was on who conceptualized the communal water projects in

question as this has a bearing on future ownership by bene?ciary communities, their

commitment to the same, and indeed, the overall sustainability question. Figure 7.1

presents results of the assessment on this front.

Figure7.1: Conception of the Communal Water Project
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Likert Scale: l = extremely low; 2 = low; 3 = below average; 4 =

average; 5 =

above average; 6 = high."7 = extremelyhigh

The assessment as per the above ?gure shows a score of 5 on the Likert scale for extemal

stakeholders (i.e. implementers, govemment and donor agency) against the community’

score of 2, whether functional or non-functional. This, therefore, entails that the majority

of community water projects were conceived by the former on their own, more than with

the latter. This has implications on how community members view such interventions and

on whether they would be willing and prepared to provide support for maintenance going

forward. It has been put on record that in such scenarios local people name and regard such

communal water-points as belonging to the implementer. In Karonga, for example, it was

stated that:

“in some cases community members do not see the water points as belonging

to them. They refer to boreholes as ‘Danida‘ or ‘World Vision’, which drilled

the boreholes in their communities at some point” (Kll-KA 5.l).

With such attitude and thinking, it is obvious that in such situations community members

would expect the implementer to be the one in the fore-front maintaining the water-point,

than expecting them to do so since the project idea never originated from them. Again, this

is whyevidence presented in preceding chapters showed signi?cant levels of absent to very

limited participation of community stakeholders in critical areas of these projects, beyond

this conception stage. Thus, this makes local people to view these interventions as

exogenous and belonging to implementers.
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7.3.1 Assessment of Community Stakeholders’ Participation in Meetings and

Discussions during Early Stages of the Communal Water Project

A general insight into participation levels of community stakeholders was also looked at,

particularlyin relation to how active they were in meetings and discussions within the

limited areas in which they were allowed to participate. The ?rst area of ‘meetings’ can be

analyzedintuitively by utilizing Wilcox’s theory (1994, p.1), which presents a series of

steps in the ladder of participation with giving people Information on what is planned and

consultations as the lowest two levels through deciding together to activing together and

then supporting individual community initiatives as the highest levels.

Figure 7.2: Assessment of Key Stakeholders’ Active Participation in Meetings
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The above ?gure further augments the prevailingdifferentials between communities with

functional and those with non-functional water-points in relation to how they p?ftlclpawd

in keyaspects of the water projects under discussion. Com

Likeit scale, compared to a 2 (low) for communities with non-functional water-po

munities with functional water-
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points were rated 5 in terms of the participation in meetings, which is above average on e
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is infonning us that within the established limited space and time of participation which

implementersgave communities, it is essentially communities with functional water-points

that participated more in meetings that were organized for planning, discussions,

consultations and/ or infonnation purposes conceming the water projects. The rating of 2

is a perfect indicator of very limited to none participation of communities with non-

functional water-points. This variation is entailing, therefore, that the former were better

prepared by understanding and knowing something about the upcoming water

interventions, which they were expected to take-over, own and sustain once they are

handed-over by implementers; while the latter were ill-prepared, or even not at all, and

consequently.the whole thing of owning and sustaining water interventions for which they

knew little or nothing about became an implausible and startling occurrence. All this should

be understood within the context of the already established nature of implementers‘

approaches,which have been highly exclusive and non-participatory.

The section now tums to assessment of community members’ actual participation in

discussions during the aforesaid meetings, or any other forms of gatherings and

consultations that took place prior to commencement of installation works of the water

points.
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Figure 7.3: Assessment of Key Stakeholders’ Active Participation in Discussions
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Community Stakeholders |mplementer/ External
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" Functional

NOTE: N = 193

Score Key: I = extremely low," 2 = low; 3 = below average; 4 = average;
5 = above average; 6 = high,’7 = extremelyhigh

The results are indicating that community stakeholders in in functional water-points have

a ratingof 5, which is above average, compared to that of 2, low, for stakeholders in non-

functional water-points. Therefore, the study has revealed that the former are able to

participateadequately during discussions conceming execution plans and other preparatory

works of their communal water-point interventions. The above average rating entails that

communitymembers, local leaders and WMCs (if already fomwed) were able to engage

with and react to what external stakeholders were sayingduring the meetings and also offer

their own view points. This is important to enrich discussions and debate or exchange of

idea (if any), which in turn would make community based stakeholders to feel included in

the developmentprocess. This level of participation,as alluded to earlier, helps in building

a sense of ownership through close involvement, and in equipping local PeopleWlth Critical

information and knowledge about the impendingint¢rv¢nIi0HS, Whi¢h the)’ would be

.

~

_

'

-

'

t
¢Xpected to sustain. In relation to community stakeholders in non functional water Pom 5,

it can be argued that their lack of participation in discussions meant no incorporation 0

- t
their ideas into the initial planningand programming processes. As a result, the OH 0011165
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that are seen in these communities with regard to functionalitystatus are obvious and

culminate from the above, in addition to other factors revealed earlier.

7.3.2 Overall Assessment of Communities ’ Participation in Key Decision

Making Areas of Communal Water Projects

As Tadesse et al. (20l3:2l0) argue, sustainability can be achieved if all stakeholders,

includingthe community, play their role in the water supply intervention, make informed

choices, guide the key investment and management decisions, and influence the

developmentand management of the project, rather than merely becoming receipients. This

is why it is recommended that communities must closely participate in development

interventions being implemented in their areas. One of the important areas of participation

in communal water supplies projects is in decision making on main issues. For this study‘s

assessment ofcomrnunities’ participation in decision making, the main areas selected were

choice of the water solution, design and technology to use, site for the water-point and

season when to drill in the case of the borehole. The study found out that community based

stakeholders are sidelined in these key decision areas due to the dominance tendencies by

implementers,whether in funcitonal or non-functional water-points. Evidence from the

water users survey has shown that participationof community members ranged from 0 to

5 percent and for local leaders from 0 to 27 percent, C0mPaY@dto lmplemenmrs,70 to 95

percent levels, Despite this apparent high levels of exclusion of the community in decision

making,there is reasonable levels of participation of Local Leaders in the decision 0

- ~

' l t re

selegtingsites on which w install eommunal water-points. The levels of invo vemen a

Z7 percent in Funcitgnal water points, and 13.5 percent in non-functional ones.
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Althoughcommunity stakeholders are excluded in such magnitude, it is essential to note

that in fact it is the community with its leaders that is best placed to decide the site for a

water-kiosk or borehole as they know the best location which would be easily accessible

by the majority of community members, and that which does not have any cultural or

traditional restrictions or prohibitions for installation of a water-point. In addition, local

peoplehave sufficient knowledge of their terrain in relation to water availability, quality,

salinity or contamination risks. Thus, even though they do not have the scienti?c

knowledgeand expertise in geo-water issues, their knowledge and experience on their

terrain, which they acquired for many years, still provides valuable advice with which to

make informed decisions related, for example, to the choice of site for the water point,

season when to drill a borehole and type of technology to use.

With regard to the exclusion of community members and local leaders on deciding when

to embark on borehole drilling, again implementers make another major blunder. This is

so because community stakeholders are the ones who are very conversant with the seasonal

variations of thgif area in relation to ground water levels’ ?uetuatuions, and the terrain in

tenns of water quality and accessibility. Community members already have experience in

digging wells in their locality and usually they do so during th? dYY56350" in Order ‘O

make sure that they reach the water below, unlike if this is done during the rainy season,

or soon after, as the water table is normally few metres from the surface. As Harvey (2004,

p.339) noted, some boreholes which are deemed successful at the time of drilling can

Sllbsequgn?yfag] to delivgr Suf?cient yieldof water throughout the year, as this is affected

. ll th'
'

by the seasonal ?uctuations of water levels in the gY°“nd-Howavcr’ even though a ls ls
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pointingto the need for high levels of participation of communities and their leaders in

these kinds of key decision areas, evidence has shown that implementers of communal

water-pointsseem to have played a blind eye to all these critical issues, which do affect

continued use and functinality ofthese water systems.

7.3.3 Prioritization of Critical Participation Related Factors behind

Functionality and Non-Functionality Outcomes in Communal Water Projects

A step further was taken by the study to give a chance to study respondents from targeted

communities to do a prioritization of major participation related factors that are central to

explaining why some communal water-points are functional while others are non-

functional. This was done with reference to their own experiences from their communal

water-points.The results are presented in Tables 7.1 and 7.2.

Table 7.1: Assessment of Prioritized Factors behind Functional Status of

_ _

Communal Wagr-Eoin£_Sam
T

FACTORS PERCENT

Local contributions - fees, labour, materials, etc. 35-2

Good management of water-point by locals and Water
25 0

Management Committee/ Kiosk Management Unit

13.6

10.2

9.l

l.l

5.7

100%

[Durableequipment used

Provision of technical assistance by implemenl?f

Trainingof locals on technical aspects for maintenance

Provision of ?nancial support by implem?mef

Other(s)

Total
'

Note: N ='239
' T

_
. . .

' ' i‘ t tl
This assessment has uncovered that participation of locals and their contribu ion o ie

.

'

'. f th most

project in form of fees, labour and materials stands at 35.2 percent. T11181“ one O 6
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ingenious approaches of enabling community members demonstrate and augment

capabilityand interest to support maintenance of their water-points in future. Manifestation

of this, it must be noted. depends on how the project is structured in terms of whether or

not implementers wish to empower community stakeholders through active and practical

participation.

Followingthe above is 25 percent for good management of the communal water points by

either a Management Committee or volunteers. These are the people who ensure that all

affairs of the water-point are running smoothly and any need for repairs are done in time

to ensure continued functioning of the water-point. This good management is linked to

capacitydevelopment and orientation of such local leadership entrusted to manage these

interventions, as already explained in the foregoing empirical chapters. Clearly, we see

continued recognition of the central role of community stakeholders in communal water-

points that remained functional because community participation was embedded into the

programmatic design and implementation of the same.

In the case of prioritized factors behind the non-functionality of water-points in question.

Table 7.2 presents the results.
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Table 7.2: Assessment of Prioritized Factors behind the Non-Functional Status of
Communal Water-Points Sampled

FACTORS L {pE’RQEN'fg
. I -

t. .
~

I

'

Use of non-durable equipment during installation and as spares 31,3

Failure to have locals to make contributions - fees, labour, materials,
21.7

etc.

Dependency on implementer to provide ?nancial support 13.3

Lack of training and empowerment of locals on technical aspects for
12.0

maintenance

Dependency on implementer to provide technical assistance 12.0

Poor management ofwater-point by locals and WMC 8.4

Other (specify) 9-7

Total 100%

Note: N = 23 9

This table indicates that the use of non-durable equipment (31.3 percent) puts a

maintenance burden on the community, which did not participate in decisions on the type

oftechnologyand equipment to use, as already shown in Table 5.2 and Table 5.3 in chapter

5. Where there are frequent demands for ?nancial and technical resources for the required

repairs, such demands end up stressing community members, who eventually shun from

makingcontributions for operations and maintenance. Basically, this must be understood

within the context that these communal water-pOiI1I5by dcsign target low income

households who do not have adequate ?nancial muscle to own private water-points in th?lf

.
. .

,
. . -

It
Yard.Thus, the choice of non-durable equipment without ll'lVOlVl1'\glocal P¢°P|e ‘S m "Se

.

'

l
a result of the disempowering and exclusion appr0&Ch¢Stake" by most lmplememcrs W ‘O

. . .

~

' '

t th' some

Simplyimpose their solutions and technologies on communities. Further 0 is,

' th t

Implementersand contractors go for cheap and non-durable equlpment because ey wan

I

'

i 'th th ‘e that
to save on costs, and in the case of contractors they want to Share 111$5110115W‘ 0*
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gave them the contract. ln consequence, therefore, such use of non-durable technologies

and equipmentis continuously resulting in frequent breakdowns and replacements of faulty

parts.This then strains concerned communities ?nancially.

The second major factor is failure by locals to make contributions to the project (21.7

percent)as well as to actively participate in the process. Absence to limited contributions

by local people towards the installation of their communal water-points shows lack of

interest and/ or capacity locally to support these interventions. Therefore, it is not surprising

to see concemed water-points in their current state, as the foregoing partly explain this

status quo. Furthermore. lack of trainings targeting community members and/ or their

representatives is also another paramount factor which is said to explain non-functionality

status of communal water-points under discussion. It is obvious that where there is no local

capacityfor managing and/ or repairing communal water-points, it is dif?cult to see these

continue surviving. This is evident in water projects which did not embed this critical

component of capacity building for locals in their programming.

7.4 Examining Implementers’ Exit Strategies and Communities’ Participation

7.4. I Exit Strategies and their Significance

Properexit strategies from a community, when implementingdevelopment interventions,

have been recognized as an integral part of the equation of ensuring sustainability of such

interventions (IFAD, 2009, p.43; Batehelor et al., 2001, p-35) Sustainability, as already

. .

-
' ' ‘ b— f t.

°XP1?1nedin the foregoing, is the capacity of a community to maintain service and ene i s

' '
'

'

~ l (ll
even after external agencies’ (i.e. NGOs and Government Ministly) dsslstance W 1° er
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?nancial, technical and/ or managerial — have been phased out (Batchelor et al., 2001,

p.83).According to Hayman and Lewis (2014), exit strategies need to be built into the

designof programmes and projects, and therefore, principles for exit should start from the

outset. It has been observed, however, that in reality many organizations develop principles

onlyonce the decision to exit has been made, and that is when they begin to design how to

exit, which is arguably retro?tting (I-layman& Lewis, 2014). This then results in problems

as at this point it is often too late to make amends. Therefore, in development projects,

includingcommunal water supply, implementers are ideally supposed to have a hand-over

plan, which should detail when and how they will transfer responsibilities to bene?ciary

communities and local leaders. This transfer of responsibilities needs to happen gradually

and systematically, but the ?nal one can happen either at completion ofa project (i.e. water

installation), or when the implementer is no longer able to provide any technical and

?nancial assistance during the maintenance phase.

It has been recommended that an exit strategy should include elements such as social

pro?ling to understand potential con?icts in the community; working with existing local

structures; training of the community’s selected committees in ?nance, management.

technical and other related aspects; working with govemment and other agencies to ensure

a Supplychain of spares; and capacity building for government or private enterprises to

form a group that can perfom1 more difficult repairs on an on-going b21SiS(Bawhelor Bl 8|-,

Z001, p.86), Water supply implementers also need to organize and consult with the

-
~

.
~' ht ' d

community to set up Water Management Committees which have overall oversig an

-

'

t '.
.

management of the affairs of communal water-points. At another level, lmplemen ers (1 6
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NGOs)also engage the line government department or Ministry(i.e. Department of Water)

and sometimes enter into a contract with it for provision of major technical and repairs for

the longterm sustainability of communal water systems installed (CRS, 2005, p.34). This

study, therefore, investigated how the water-points in question were handed-over to

communities by their implementers, and how issues of continued maintenance were

addressed, whether through some form of agreement between implementers and

bene?ciary communities, or not.

7.4.2 Assessing whether Communities were prepared for the Exit of

Implementers and Take-Over of Management of Communal Water Systems

This study looked at some basic but critical areas in relation to how a communal water

supply implementer ought to exit a community in ways that would ensure their close

engagement and active role in safeguarding the water-points so that they remain functional.

In this context, the study focused on how implementers exited the communities; whether

communities were adequately involved in capacity building and if so, to what eXI6nI;

whether communities were given required infomiation explicitly in terms of what is

expected of them when implementers exit; whether the water-points were formallyhanded-

over to the community or implementers just left them without any proper handovcfs I0

communities; and whether formal agreements were made between the implementers and

' _ .

_ , _. . . .
.

I1
bene?glarycommunitles, which spelt out each parties roles and responsibilities during ie

maintenance phase.
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First, informing community members of what is expected of them and building their

capacityin how to manage and undertake basic repairs of communal water-points are

among key pieces to achieving water points’ sustainability. lmplementers are expected to

include strategies of incorporating these in their water projects during execution. As Hawe

et al. (2000, p.l) rightly stated, different organizations have quite different ways of

conceptualizingcapacity building, and indeed executing it on the ground. This capacity

buildingcan take the form of training members of Water Management Committees (WMC)

in how to management ?nances, records and technical issues of their water-points. It can

also take the form of trainings for local or area mechanics that would be providing technical

support for repairing communal water-point in areas that are beyond the capacity ot

ordinaryWMC or community members.

Figure 7.4: Assessment on whether Capacity Building for Community
Stakeholders were held

80%

70%

70%

60% 57%

50%
43% I Functional WPs Communities

40% » i§I§i1§I§?§1iI“§I5I‘ "

30%

to

10%
t

0% ., ,

-

YES NO

V V

Note:Fti}t¢nanaZi?iN2 65,- Nari-ji/national.‘N = 50

I88



Accordingto Figure 7.4, it is clear that in communities with functional water-points,

implementershad a strategy of building some capacity in ordinary community members,

local mechanics and Water Management Committees as a way of preparing them for take-

over of these water points. Evidence shows presence of about two thirds of participation in

such capacity development communities with functional water points, as compared with

just a third for those with non-functional water-points. But the rating of 70 percent for no

preparation of communities for take-over for communities with non-functional water-

pointsis de?nitely one of the major contributing factors to such water points’ failure and

current dysfunctional state. This is obviously further exacerbated by additional factors

alreadydiscussed in the foregoing, but also some which will be clearer in subsequent sub-

sections that focus on the communities’ ownership ofand commitment to the water-points.

Second, the study moved a step further by dissecting the above in terms of looking at the

extent to which key community groups were prepared for their future roles when

implementersexit the community. The key groups that were assessed in temis of the degree

to which they participated in capacity building interventions by implemcntcrs were Area/

Local Mechanics, Water Management Committees and all members of the community.
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I

l
.

‘UN

Cl"Mt!‘.'wD~ELLO!? f"1?‘~.2F55 LIP’?



Figure 7.5: Assessment of the Degree of Participation of Each Community Group in

Capacity Building Activities as part of lmplementer Exit Strategy

40%
36%

35% i>§%s%i§:;%%t

30%
27% 1

'{'I'I~IxI
Y .. ..

25% " “»:3:T:T*:1:
.-t . . . . .

.';'§‘;-w'i'

20% V

r I Functional WPs Communities
I

0
14%

O Non-Functional WPs15%’ -1:-:~.~;;~: 1‘;~;*:»:~;
13%’

§;s§.§§;§a§; ;Y;§;§;§;§V/
1%.. ,

Communities

10% ziiiiiiziaii1%
:~:~I-: :-tY:- :2-"313
>

5% E;$ 33%; ;;;§1ig£;~';ow
0%

.t t;._.;
°

V

Area/ Local Water Members of the

Mechanics Management Community

Committees

Note: N = 130

Figure7.5 further consolidates earlier evidence that in communities with functional water-

points, implementers had embedded some capacity building in their exit plan. They

equipped local people with certain skills in areas that would enable them perform their

future roles of operation and maintenance of communal water-points under discussion. On

each of the three community based key groups assessed, there is high levels of involvement

Of those based in communities with functional water-points way more than those in

communities with non-functional water-points. Again, this ¢Vld¢n¢¢ is Crucial in

explainingthe outcomes of functionality state of communal watcr-points on which this

Studyfocused.
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7.4.3 Examining whether Implementers Formally Hand-Over Communal

Water-Points to Communities as they Exit

The last critical aspect that ought to be understood is whether implementers formally exit

communities and do enter into formal agreements with communities for the future

operationsand maintenance of communal water-points installed. It has been argued by

scholars and practitioners that formal hand-overs are very critical in communal water

projects.According to Mugumya (2013, p.100), formal and proper hand-overs are critical

as they underpin ownership and maintenance responsibilities of the bene?ciary

communities. Mugumya (2013, p.197) further states that at hand—over meetings the

contractor or implementer emphasizes on operations and maintenance of water-points.

During such meetings elections of a committee responsible for the management and

sustenance of the water-point are also held.

This study, on its part, asked respondents whether their water-pointswere formally handed-

over and whether any formal agreement or contract was entered into between the

community and implementers. Figures 7.6 and 7.7 show results of the assessment oi

whether fomqal hand-overs took place, and Whether formal agmemems bem/can

implementers and beneficiary communities are made for the maintenance phase.

l9l
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Figure 7.6: Assessment of Formal Handovers of Communal Water Points

70% 64% i

sow .:2§:§&§‘§:§:%:§L§£§:~:0

§§§;§§i§§;E:I:§§§;i;Zf51%
49%

50% '1%ifi§¥§%§=zii§i%""‘ ' "'

40% Fiiiliiiiifziiifii 36%
F II unctiona

30%
' ‘Non-Functional =

10%

0%
'

YES NO

-1":-;+:-1-'
-1-:-;-1*:-'»:~:-1-3-1-..

.

.

.

.

.

Note: N = 228 (Fum>Ii0nal." I14," and Non-Functional: I14)

Figure 7.6 indicates 64 percent and 51 percent occurrence of formal hand-overs in

communities with functional and non-functional water points. respectively. Whereas there

is about one third against a half of absence of formal hand-overs in functional and non-

functional water points, respectively. ln most cases, it is implementations by govemment

and the Water Boards which follow standard protocol of formally handing over water-

points to the community more than those done by the NGOs and other implementers. For

instance,it has been noted that govemment supported communal water-points are mainly

?lnded through the Constituency Development Fund (CDF) and those directly funded by

Members of Parliament or any politicians directly or through other sources, are also

formallyhanded-over at a rally or event as these are used for campaign purpOSOS ??d/ OF t0

demonstrate that the ruling party is bringing development I0 C0mm\mitl¢5-

Crossingover to assessing whether agreements are made between implemcmers and

communities, Figure 7.7 shows that this is largely not Ih? C35‘?-
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Figure 7.7: Comparison of Status of Agreement at Hand-over between

Implementer and Community
wow 0
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The results are similar for both functional and non-functional water points, which show 88

percent and 85 percent, respectively, for absence of formal agreements. As such, there is

no formal document detailing the agreement which obligates either of these two parties in

relation to future repairs and general maintenance of water-points in the majority of

communities where these water-points are deployed. Only ll percent of functional water-

points and l4 percent of non-functional ones have formal agreements, respectively. On this

basis,therefore, it can be argued that whether there is a formal agreement or not, this cannot

necessarilyin?uence the future functionality and sustainability of a communal water-point

as functional and non-functional water-points have not shown any significant differences

in the assessment undertaken. Rather what matters to the equation of sustainability are

other key aspects which have been alluded to earlier on and some that are explained in

subsequentsub-sections.
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7.5 Examining Community Stakeholders’ Sense of Ownership of Communal Water-
Points

7.5.1 A Comparative Analysis of the Existence of a Sense of Ownership
between Communities with Functional and those with Non-Functional Water
Points

As already stated, bene?ciary communities are one of the prime stakeholders in

development interventions such as communal water supplies, as in the end these are

handed-over to them to own, sustain and continue enjoying the bene?ts. Without

communities taking part in such development efforts, therefore, it is far-fetched to even

think about sustainability of communal development interventions such as the water

systems in question. On this basis, therefore, communities need to be recognized, and

enabled to actively participate in interventions within their areas ifthese are to thrive. With

the existence of closer participation of local people in these kinds of interventions, they

beginto regard the same as something which belongs to them (i.e. ownership), as opposed

to a situation where local people are highly excluded. According to Mamburi (2014, p. 8),

the concept of “sense of ownership” enables us to assess and determine how the interests

and actions of individuals or organizations contribute to community development work;

for example, if individuals are engaged authentically and intimately, the level of dedication

to the process and outcome will be enhanced. It has been argued that when 11 Sense 0f

ownership exists, it leads to continued functionality of the development lttltl?llve

(Manikutty,1997; Whittington et. al., 2009; Marks & Davis, 2012). It is important I0 bear

in mind that community ownership does not mean that the community Wlll "Qt ‘We've

.

- ent,
Support from extemal sources, but rather it would receive the same from gov?mm

. .
-

' ‘
'

l
. ort,

developmentpartners and other organizations in form of subsidies and technica supp
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but still own the water system, make decisions and exercise control (Fielmua, 2011 in

Mamburi, 2014, p. 8).

There are several factors that determine the attainment, as well as absence, of a sense of

ownership among community stakeholders. Some of the major detenninants of

c0mmunity’sownership of water projects, based on an empirical study done in Kenya,

includes community involvement, type of technology used, distance to the water-point,

govemance structures and training i.e. capacity building (Bom, 2012 in Mamburi, 2014,

p.3).Most of these determinants were addressed in detail in the foregoing chapters. This

sense of ownership, it must be noted, is demonstrated when the community has (a) control

ofthe water point, (b) full responsibility of operations and maintenance, and (c) a dedicated

technical team responsible for maintenance or repairs (Mamburi, 2014, p.9). It is in this

context that the study set out to examine whether a sense of ownership of the communal

water-points exist or not among community stakeholder groups, who are the prime

stakeholders in these water projects (i.e. community members, regular water users, water

management committee and local leaders). In the ?rst area of assessment, survey

respondents were asked to gauge the extent to which ownership of the water-point exists

among community members. It is important to note that this assessment, including for non-

functional water-points, focused on the entire period i.e. from the time the water points

. . - '
' ‘I

,
I

PI'0_]€C[commenced, through design, planning, installation and use by the communi y 0

the current state.
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Table 7.3: Sense of Ownership of Communal Water Points among Community
Members

Sense of Ownership among 1 Total‘

Community Members
Yes l No

Current Functionality 4Functional ‘ 63% ‘ 37% 100%
Status of the Water-

oims ‘Non-functionalI 25% i 75% 100%

Source: Own survey of water users

The results are showing that within the targeted communities with non-functional water-

points,75 percent gave an indication that there was ‘no sense ownership’ of such water

sources among community members, against 25 percent who indicated presence of that

sense of ownership, during the time when the water-point was functional and today when

it is non-functional. This very high rating, it must be emphasized, does explain to some

extent why there is high failure rate of communal water systems, including boreholes and

\vater~kiosks,in the country. Where people have subscribed to the view that they do not

own a developmentintervention in their community, it is difficult to rally them around and

mobilize required resources for purposes of ensuring the continued functionality of such

interventions. This is what communal water-points’ implementations are currently facing

in Malawi. As some respondents explained, the reasons behind lack of ownership include

the following:

“ownershiplevels in some communities is very 10W due to PQOT targ?llng

by project implementers; and in addition, when Water Management

Committees are formed, they bring On b0?Yd Powerfuland in?uential

membgrs of Society who end up imposingtheir interests over that of the

_

i ~

'

f ' ter
Whole community. For example, they mlght m?uence locanon O d wa
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point e.g. to be at the Chiet‘s residence even when it is far from the majority

of the village/ community residents. In the end, people abandon it as ‘cha a

Mfumu’ (i.e. they regard it to belong to the Chief)” (Kll-KA 5.1); and

“sometimes you fail to reach ultra-poor due to pressure from donors to

deliver on your agreement with them. As such, water projects are

implemented without closer collaboration and participation of local people,

which in the end leads to low or absence of a sense of ownership among

them” (KII-KK 3.1).

In the case of functional Water points, it must be noted that about two thirds of them show

existence ofa sense of ownership among community members. Hence, it is expected that

the majority of members in such communities are willing and able to support maintenance

and repairs of the water-points as they regard them to be their own. This empirical

evidence, therefore, demonstrates that there is a direct relationship between a sense of

ownershipand the functionality or non-functionality status of communal water-points.

Furthermore, a rating of 37 percent for functional water-points with ‘No sense of

Ownershipis also an indication that even among some functional Wat¢Y'P°"‘l5 there ‘S 3

considerable number of community members who do not regard the Wm“ Pom * as

.
~

'

t
belongingto them. This demonstrates serious gaps in how communal water suppl)’Prolec 5

_ . - nit
are designed and executed, particularly in terms of whether and how commu y

.. . . -
" 't‘tadaner

participation is embedded in their programming Thls slgm?cdmmung pom S O g

Of seeing some of these water-points sliding into d)/SfunctionalStatus‘
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7.5.2 Comparison 0fLevels Q/'Ownership of Communal Water Points among

Key C ommimiijy Stakeholder Groups

The studyalso undertook an evaluation ofeach ofthc key groups within the community in

tenns of their levels ofa ‘sense of ownership’ of the water-points in question. The groups

were the whole community, local leaders, water users, and members of Water Management

Committees (WMCS). as well as Water Users Associations (WUAs), which looks after a

cluster ofwater-points in several communities. Figure 7.8 shows results ofthis assessment.

Figure 7.8: Comparison of a Sense of Ownership among Community Stakeholders

in Functional and Non-Functional Water-Points
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Community Local Leaders Regular Water WaterUsers
(as a whole) Water Users Management Associations

Committees

NOTE: N = 211

i

Score Key: 1 = extremely low; 2 = /OW; 3 I be/OW average" I ‘Wemge;

5 = above average; 6 Z high; 7 I extreme/.Vhlilh

Accordingto Figure 7.8, all key stakeholder groups based in communities with functional

water-points show an average to ab0v@ average ratings of Bxlste

.
- -

C

lll I [11
ownershipof their communal water-points. T1118directly Yetat?s to the functtona 1 Y 5 *1 5

. . . .
th t th

Of their Water-POintS,as such ratings l?dwate that the“ gmups would amum a ey
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continue providing required resources so that their water-points should remain functional

and continue offering potable water to the community. On the contrary, an assessment of

keygroups in communities with non-functional water-points shows that across board there

is a rating of 2, which is low for sense of ownership among these stakeholders. This typi?es

serious shortcomings on the part of water project implementers and the attitude that local

peoplethen develops with regard to the water-point. In their programming, implementers

put in little or no effort to develop and nurture a sense of ownership among community

members, yet this is a group that is expected to take over running of the affairs of the same

communal water systems. Accordingly, therefore, where ownership is lacking among

communitystakeholders, it is obvious that there will be a continuation of seeing water-

points remaining to be non-functionals and/ or adding on the current statistics of non-

functional water-points national-wide.

7.6 Extent of Community Stakeholders’ Commitment to Communal Water-Points

The issue of commitment of local people to their development interventions such as

communal water supplies relates to that of a sense of ownership, all ofwhich contribute to

the achievement of sustainability of water systems or schemes (Fielmua, 20l l. p. I76).

Commitment should be understood as the act of being dedicated and willing to offer one’s

- -

' '
'

t of
time, energy or resources towards a particular cause or activit}’~ Commltmen

. .

' ' ' ' '

l factors
community members in communal development interventions is one of the critica

that underpinsustainability, and indeed, leads to continued functionality of a development

initiative (Manikutty, 1997; Whittington er. at-, 2009; Marks & Davis’ 2°12)" Again“ this

_
. t th's

backdrop,therefore, it was essential for this study to also assess whether or no 1
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commitment exists among community based stakeholders, and if so, to what extent. Table

7.4 shows the results ofthis asses

Table 7.4: Community Stakeholders’ Commitment to Communal Water-Points

WATER

POINT YES

STAKEHOLDER sr/vrus or COMMITMENT TOTAL
‘

RESPONSE %)
N0

->4)

Community as a Whole Functional 78 (80%) 19 (20%) 97 (100%)
Non-Functional 49 (44%) 62 (56%) 111

(100%)
Water Users Functional 84

(87.5%)
12 (12.5%) 96 (100%)

Non-Functional 53 (42%) 5s (52%) iii

(100%)
Local Leader Functional 71 (73%) 26 (27%) 97 (100%)

Non-Functional 40 (36%) 71 (64%) lll

(100%)
Water Management Functional 56 (59%) 39 (41%) 95 (100%)
Committee on-FunctionalZ 42 (38%) 69 (62%) Ill

(100%)l
Water Users Associatio FunctionalL‘-l 44

(50.5%)

43 (49.5%) 87 (100%)

on-Functional 21 (19%) 89 (81%) ll0Z

( l 00%)
Source: Own Survey of Water Users

When the levels of commitment of communities with functional water-points and those

with non-functional water-points are compared, it is basically the former (i.e. whole

community,water users and local leaders) that shows higher percentages ranging from 73

to 87.5 percent for levels of commitment against the latter’s low levels of commitment

which range from 36 to 48 percent. This simply informs us that a sigm?cam “umber of

communitymembers, local leaders and water users in ?mctional water-points have high

C0mmitment levels to their water-points, and are therefore inclined to offer their time,

' i emainseffort, resources and other forms of support to ensure that their water source r

. .
-

- ~ ~ h If
functional.However, in non-functional water-points, them 15 Just 3 thlrd to close to a a

.
~ - - i

of such critical stakeholders that show commitment and dedlC8Il0" to the" communa
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water-points,while the other halfto two thirds do not (i.e. 52 to 64 percent). This signi?es

the challenges that these communities face to sustain communal Water-pointsusing locally

available human, ?nancial and material resources. This outcome, it must be emphasized,

can be traced to how most implementers and donor agencies designed and implemented

their communal water programmes, which have been shown to have limited to lack of

inclusion and actual participation oflocally based key stakeholders in critical stages iftheir

water projects. This has been quite evident in the discussion in chapter 5, as well as in the

second section of this empirical chapter. Logically, it is unexpected to see community

members, local leaders and other community groups to display a signi?cant degree of

commitment to communal water-points in which they did not participate adequately right

from choosing the type of water solution and equipment through critical decision making

in key areas to their installation and hand-over at the commencement of the maintenance

phase. Based on the foregoing evidence, therefore, it can be argued that there is a direct

link between high levels of community participation and presence of a sense of

commitment among community members, and low levels to no commitment where

communitymembers were highly excluded from participatingin key activities and decision

areas of the communal water-points. Thus, in as far as implementers will continue to

predominate and exclude community stakeholders, the pervasivenessof non-functionality

of communal Water-points will continue as one of the major prObl6lT1$in the Water sector

in Malawi.
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7.7 Analysis of Key Features of Communal Water-Points in Relation to

Sustainability

The study also undertook an analysis ofkey features that are associated with functionality

status of communal water-points. The analysis focused on technical parameters of quality

of installations, capacity of installed water points to deliver water, and whether there is

continuity of the delivery of water (i.e. functionality). lt must be mentioned that in

communities with non-functional water points, respondents were asked to re?ect on a

periodwhen the civil works were just completed, the time the community was able to use

the water point, and a period when it became non-functional. This was key than to just

focus on a period when it became non-functional.

7. 7.l Quality and Standards of Installations of Communal Water-Points

The study has revealed that 39.9 percent of functional water points against l2 percent of

non-functional water points were said to be of high quality and standard in relation to the

water installations or civil works done. A wide gap between these two is quite clear. On

the other hand, 9.9 percent of functional against 38.2 percent of non-functional water points

are said to be of poor quality and standard in terms of installation works.

Table 7.5: Quality and Standards of CommunlalWater Installations
M

Good Qualityand TOW

Standard of Water-Point

Installation

Yes N9

Functional 39.9% 9.9% 49-3

Current Status of
- .2

Water-Point
Non

.

12% 382% 50

functional
° 100

Total 51,9%
7

48.lA> s

Note: N = 50 waterpoints
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The respondents‘ratings correlate with the functionality status of the water-points. It is

clear here that the majority of functional water-points are the ones regarded to be of good

qualityand standard unlike the majority of non-functional water-points, which have

registeredas having no quality and standards in their installation or civil works. This is in

part due to implemcntcrs‘or contractors’ shortcomings, such as wanting to do the job for

less money and rcmain with some savings; or due to system problems that lead to

procurementand use of non-durable materials and equipment. This can also emanate from

the failure by some District Water Officers to provide the expected technical supervision

and expert advice during and/ or on completed civil works, which is usually requested by

implementingagencies. This is well summarized in one respondent’s account:

“Some contractors bring cheap and non-durable materials for borehole

installation works. This can be in their own interest or due to the fact that

during bidding process those handling procurement might have interests to

award the contract to someone they know and have agreed that they get

something by the end of the day. So the awardee compromises on quality

as they try to save costs. The drive is to go cheap and save money on their

part, and in the end we get poor quality civil works.. For example, rod

kuthyoka (breaking) after one or two weeks from installation? Zogwetsa

ulesi and zomvetsu chisoni (very discouraging and disappointing)’(Kn'KA

5.2).

Furthermore, the above ?nding of a total of 48.1 percent of installations being of not high

quality and standard, points to a general sector-wide problemof lack of a framework for

. .

f t d

sector standards, as well as monitoring and enforcement of the same. Absence o expec e
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standards that each implementer has to follow, together with absence of enforcement by

mandated regulatory governmental agency (i.e. Ministry of Water or the Water Resources

Board), makes implementers together with their contractors to install communal water-

pointsin their own ways and fashion, without adhering to expected sector standards that

could have brought in some sort of quality, uniformity and durabilityof these installations.

7. 7.2 Capacity to Deliver Water and Reliability in Relation to Frequency of
Breakdowns

The study evaluated the frequency of water-points breakdown in general, as well as

compared the same between functional and non-functional water-points. The extent of

breakdowns in non-functional water-points (when they were working) is double as

compared to functional water-points as shown in Table 7.6.

Table 7.6: Fretulencyof Breakdowns of Communal Water:Points
WATER POINT CURRENT STATUS OF WATER-POINTS TOTAL

BREAKDOWN Functional Non-Functional

FREQUENCY (when they were

functional)

Everyweek

Every2 weeks

Everymonth

4 times in a year

2 times in a year

Don’t know

Total

3.9%

0.5%

9.3%

3.9%

3.4%

23.5%

44.6%

2.5%

l%

18.6%

10.8%

5.4%

17.2%

53.4%

'

6.4%

1.5%

27.9%

14.7%

8.8%

39.7%

100%

*

i |

Note: N = 204

The difference in functionality between the two can Pbe ex lained in terms of variations in

the durabilityof technology and equipment U564 b)’the implememers’ which has also bccn

epitomizedby an account presented in 6 8
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of installations done. For example, poor drilling,siting and construction workmanship is a

majorissue across the country. Bauinann and Danert (2008, p. 26) give an account of this

scenario in the case of Mzimba district, where there were frequent complaints of bad

quality by District Water Officers concerning the construction quality of boreholes,

particularlythose done for MPs and those drilled with ConstituencyDevelopment Fund

(i.e. govemment borehole implementations), which are said to be done usually in a hurry.

Such situations then make the boreholes eventually become non-functional and then

abandoned when they can no longer be ?xed. These kinds of problems can also be

explainedby the stealing of materials, which compromises on the quality of the civil works.

For instance, it has been observed that in some communities, materials get stolen and sold

elsewhere by contractors in conjunction with some members of a Water Management

Committee. One respondent narrated that:

“When we want to install boreholes in communities, we set up Water

Management Committees to work with us closely on the project. But some

of these Committees are not helping us because they eonnive with

contractors and sell some of the materials such as cement... “kugulirsako

cement yawo yomwe” (selling their own cement). In the end this affects

quality of the boreholes (Kll-KA 5.1).

The above is further cgmpounded by lack of proper supervisionand lack of adequate

technical supervision and expert advice by resp

or in implementingagencies.

. .

- - "

l l 1
.“Another problem 1S that there lS lack of expemse at dlsmct eve (1 6

- I
District Water Of?ce) plus lack of close involvement of these Govemm??
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of?cers when contractors are working in communities. Experience has

shown existence of capacity gaps in District Water Of?ces as they do not

have quali?cd civil cnginccrs. In addition, district level Government

officers fail to understand that as NGOs we are here simply to complement
on their development plans and efforts. The of?cers that go with us to

monitor civil works during water point installation nawo amafuna kudyapo

(engage in bribery) by certifying completion of works which is of poor

quality and standard. In other cases we face the challenge of ‘allowance

syndrome’. The District Officers refuse to join us on ?eld visits for

monitoring puiposes to see what the contractors are doing, simply because

we have delayed in processing their ?eld allowances. So we end up going

on our own, yet we don’t have all the technical expertise related to water

installations” (Kll-KA.5. l ).

AlthoughTable 7.6 shows that functional water-points’ occurrence of breakdowns is half

of their comparator (non-functionals), the mere experience of breakdowns is a good

indicator that they too are susceptible to faults and breakdowns, which could result from

reasons similar to the non-functionals. If such breakdowns are not well managed (i.e.

technically,?nancially and operational-wise), then they too can eventually become non-

functional.

7. 7.3 Sources of and Access to Spare Parts f0!’ R@17"i'5

Availabilityand access to spares with which to repair communal water-points is another

essential element in the maintenance process. It is a fact that unavailability of spare pans

"

~ t d
Can make the water points to crumble and become non-functional. As such, the s u y

evaluated the frequency of the sources of spares, which is Summarized in Table 77'
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Table 7.7: Sources of Spares for Communal Water-Points
SOURCE FUNCTIONAL NON- FUNCTIONAL

Within the community 6% 11%

Outside the community but in the district 67% 53%

Outside the district 1% 5%

From the regional city 26% 23%
Other 0% 8%
Total 100% 100%

NOTE: F zmcrionali N I 110; Non-Functional: N = 115
The primary source of spares is the district level market, followed by the regional city.

Therefore,spare-parts availability for the regular repairs which the community itself

undertakes is not a major issue with regard to water-points maintenance — both boreholes

and water-kiosks. Hardware stores within the districts and cities stock regular spares such

as bush bearings,cap seals, O-rings, bobbin, rod centralizers and rods (Kll-ZA 4.1). It has

been revealed that delays in repairing happens when the spare required need huge amounts

of money, as compared to available funds raised in the community, or when the fault is

major and beyond the technical and ?nancial capacity of local mechanics and the

community,respectively. In this case, the issue is referred to the Department of Water,

NGOs that installed them, donor agencies, or well-wishers. In the case of a referral to

Departmentof Water, for example:

“If the issue has been referred to Depa?ment of Water at the district. I116“?

are two levels depending on the extent of the issues. The matter is ?rst

broughtto the attention of Borehole Overseers Wh0 (1631with lssucs Such as

serious blockages. And issues beyond this level are dealt with by Wat?if

Monitoring Assistants and these include non-functionality of thff Water

point” (KII-ZA 4.1).
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7. 7.4 Duration for Spare Parts ’ Procurement and Deliveryto the Community

It was also crucial to understand the duration taken by communities (i.e. WMCs or

volunteer leaders) to buy and deliver spares to the community. The results in the table

below are indicating that for the majority ofthe parts, it takes just few days to procure and

deliver, and this correlates with the fact that the majority of spares are found within the

district or a regional city. This simplifies the issue ofaecess and availability, and therefore,

it is not one of the issues negatively affecting regular maintenance of communal water-

points.The longer duration applies to very expensive parts and/ or major ?xes, which are

beyond the competence and technical know-how of the community and the Area

Mechanics.

Table 7.8: Duration Taken to Procure and Deliver SpareParts

DURATION FUNCTIONAL NON—FUNCTION AL

47%

10%

1%

Few days 81%

Few weeks 13%

2%

Few months 2% 14%

9% 2%

1% 20%

1% 6%

100 100%

A month

Several months

Very long

Other

Total

Note: Functional." N = 104; Non-functional."N = 115

As Table 7.8 shows, in communities with functional water points, it t?l<CS11"gel)’{cw days

(31 percent) to few weeks (13 percent) to Source, Procure and have the needed Spam pans

. . - - - 't'esfor maintenance of their water points. This IS quite dlfferent in the case of communi 1

. .

fwith ]]()]"|-functional wamr points where close to half (47 percent)are sourced within ew
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daysand few weeks, while the rest from few months to very long time i.e. more than a third

of spare parts requirements. This, in part, illustrates challengeswhich exist in such

communities in relation to the sustenance of their communal water points. Plausibly,

challengescould include failure to fundraise adequatelyfor procurement of the spares,

disorganizationto arrange for a technician to ?x, and failure to know exactlywhat is wrong

and get the right spare parts, among other things.

7.8 Conclusion

This chapter set out to answer the critical question of linking community stakeholders’

participationin communal water projects to key outcome areas. The ?rst area ofassessment

has were levels of community stakeholders’ participation in conception of the water

intervention,meetings and discussions, and key decision makingduring the early stages of

the same. A critical review of these speci?c areas shows some differentials between

communities with functional and those with non-functional water-points. The results are

indicatingthe ratings of 5, which is above average, for the level of participation of

community members, local mechanics and local leaders from functional water-points,

compared to ratings of 2, which is low, for participation levels similar stakeholders from

communities with non-functional water-points. Arguably, th€r6f0T6, "1656 differentials’ as

shown in the foregoing, are on central areas that in?uence the functionality of a water-

point, and therefore, this does explain why these WaI@F'P°lmSam in their Cunem

functionalityand non-functionality state today. The analysis points to lack of interest by

local leaders and community members from areas with non-functional water-Polms» Whlch

. ,
_ , . -

'

A r
,15,111p611, originatingfrom the manner in which implementersexecuted the water PYOJCC5
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as theypursued non-inclusive approaches. The outcomes of having high failures or non-

functional water-points are essentially inevitable and not surprising when systemic issues

and shortfalls in programmatic approaches are evident during the critical formative periods

of these interventions. lt is illogical to expect communities to take-over and successfully

maintain these water initiatives when they did not receive adequate knowledge and skills

about them, and when they were excluded from participating in decisions that shaped the

course and nature of the water projects.

The studyalso examined whether community stakeholders were adequately embedded into

the exit strategies of implementers. This examination was delineated on key aspects of

common strategies in this sector. Evidence has shown absence of principles and actual

practice of exit strategies, more particularly among non-functional water-points. In these

water-points,there were low levels to absence of undertaking capacity building for local

stakeholders,yet they are expected to manage operations and maintenance of those water-

points. It is obvious that without essential technical know-how and skills, local people on

their own cannot undertake basic repairs and sustain the water-points. This essentially

pushes them to rely on extemal stakeholders, or extemal mechanics who would require

more resources in temis of their fees and logistical costs. Therefore, where c0mml1n1I1¢5

cannot organize themselves to meet such costs, or there is fatigu?,ll"? demise Ofthelr Water’

points becomes inevitable. However, in functional water-points th?r? is °\’1d°"°e 9f

Considerable levels of capacity building which targets key groups of local mechanics, water

.

' '
~ munities there

management committees and members of the commun1tY- Thus’ m Sum com
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is knowledge and skills of managing and repairingthe water-points, and alreadypeople are

trained in how to get organized and run affairs of the same.

Furthermore, it was also critical for the study to link levels of participation to the

developmentof a sense of ownership or not among communitystakeholders. The analysis

on this front has further augmented the differences existing between functional and non-

functional water points as is the case in the foregoing. The former portrays high sense of

ownership (63 percent) of their water-points, while those with non-functional water

facilities have very low sense of ownership (23 percent). Additionally, what is further

painting a grimmer picture is evidence which shows that up to 37 percent of functional

water-points are portraying lack of a sense of ownership by the community. This is

revealing a serious issue which could affect negatively the sustenance of eoncemed

communal water points, as they might slip into non-functional statistics in future if

corrective measures are not undertaken to avert this.

Crossing over to assessment of levels of commitment by eoncemed community

'

l findin isstakeholders (regular water users, local leaders and community as a who 6), is

indicate that the levels of commitment by communitybased gr0uP$ are Yangmg from 73 ‘O

_ .

- I
87.5 percent for those with functional water-points, HS Comparedt° 36 to 48 Perm" Tang‘?

.
-- -

-

‘ l t r- oints.
for the same three local stakeholders in communities with non functiona wa e p

_
_

- - ‘t t b the said
This, therefore, indicates that in the former there is hlgh leval of comm‘ men y

~ - '
' '

t ff th ir
c°mmunlWgroups, Which is shown through their dedication and willingness o o er e
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time, energy and resources for repairing, operating and sustainingtheir communal water-

points.The opposite is tnie in the case of communities with non-functional water-points.

The study also investigated the key features of communal water systems, which are linked

to sustainability or its lack thereof. It has been noted that variations exist between

functional and non-functional water-points in relation to assessment ofquality and standard

of the installations, durability of equipment used, frequencyof breakdowns, and duration

it takes to procure and deliver parts for repairs. The quality installations and durable

equipment used are in part a result of local people’s involvement in some aspects of the

Water-point including motoring of progress and meetings, as they would not necessarily

tolerate implementers or their sub-contractors to be deploying cheap and non-durable

equipment. particularly in areas where community stakeholders are enlightened and can

easily notice such things. Frequency of breakdowns also relates to the use of cheap or

durable equipment. but also to whether the community has local expertise or not for

undertakingrequired repairs, as the communities may not afford to completely rely on

extemal expertise during each and every repair requirement, including very minor and

basic ones, In communities with functional water-points, such expertise is available to

Some degrce uniike in Qommunities with non-functional water-points, thereby

.
.

" "

~

'

5 ofre airs as andunderscoringthe readiness of such communities to deal with the demands p

when they arise, which ensures continued functionalityof their water-points.

- - '
r ' ~ 'dcd evidenceIn a nutshell, therefore, the assessment and analysis in this chapter h“* prov‘

, - - - - l t d studies, whichthat con?rms both the theoretical and empiricalevidence from other Hi 3 0
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underscore the importance of adequate levels of participation of locals or community

stakeholders in development interventions in order to make them sustainable. The study

has demonstrated that high levels of participation of locals is crucial if development

interventions are to realize positive outcomes and sustainability, and that lack of, or

inadequate,participation oflocals in communal interventions such as water supplies, which

has been problemati;/.edherein. is responsible for the current high failure and dysfunctional

rates of the communal water-points under discussion.

2l3



CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSION

8.1 Introduction

8

‘I

ln concluding this thesis, we summarize key issues by way of highlighting key literature

reviewed, what was found out by this study and conclusions that can be drawn. This is

followed by a highlight of study limitations. We also go further to being clear about what

this study’s main contributions to scholarshipand the ?eld of development are. In the end,

the direction for future research is recommended. To begin with, the central problem of

this thesis was why and how do some communal water points in Malawi remain functional

and sustainable, while others fail and become non-functional, ranging from about 30 to 40

percent (Water Aid, 2010, p.l2; Magalasi, 2010, p.28). This high fail urc rate is a major

issue because the majority of Malawians in urban and rural areas who access potable water

do so from a communal point — borehole or kiosk (GoM, 2005; GOM, 2016). For instance,

records show that a total of 68.9% of rural households and 58.1% of u

Malawi depended on communal water supply systems, among Whlc

boreholes and water-kiosks (GoM, 201 l, p. l 8). ln an attempt to addf?ss

rban households in

h the majority are

the above problem,

this study get gut to 355655 how participationand empowermentof community stakeholders

affect outcomes in communal borehole and water-kiosks in the country. T110 Stud)’began

with an investigation of the extent to which communa

four stages of communal water projects.

l stakeholders participatedacross the

It then analyzed the nature and extent of

d rin the water projects in question, followed by
community stakeholders’ empowerment u g

. . . . - h
an ¢Xamination of levels of participation in relation to outcomes 0ft es
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points.The outcomes on which the study focused were functionalitystatus of the water-

point,sense of ownership, commitment by local people, and sustainability. The study, it

must be noted, pursued a mixed methods approach in addressing the central questions of

this research.

The thesis also undertook a review of relevant literature in order to situate the study in

appropriate theories, debates and empirics on participation and empowerment of

communities in relation to development outcomes. Theoretically, the study adopted and

used participation theories of Cohen and Uphoff (1997) which looks at participation of

stakeholders across the life cycle of a project, and of Wilcox (l994) which analyzes

participation using a f'i\'e-rung ladder of participation. lt also utilized the theories of

empowemient by Rothman and that by Clark (1995),which again looked at empowerment

approaches and interventions across a project life span. In all these, there are critical

questions that are raised and key issues that are analyzedat each stage, which became very

useful during tools development, the actual investigation,and data analysis.

Theoretical literature further informs us that participationand empowerment are

inseparablylinked and that the fomter represents action or being part of an intervention,

while the latter represents sharing control and the entitlement to in?uence decisions an

resource allocation, for instance in a developm??t Project (Claridge*2004; and Wllcox’

1994). Scholars also agree that empowerment and Participationof th? commumty are

o '
‘ ‘t

central to the notion of sustainable development (Hummer, 2005)’ mcludmg wmmum y

-
' ' l l sis has shown

level interventions such as communal water Sl1PP1le5~Tm empmca ana y
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that when local people participate in a project, theybring in social capital which influences

positivelythe outcomes of an intervention, as shown by several studies undertaken, for

example, in liidia and Nepal (Altman, I995; Regt, 2005; Rautenan et al., 2004). The

opposite is true where there is lack of participation and empowerment of local people. It

has also been observed that the issue of operations and maintenance in water supply

systems remains a hot topic (Rautcnan et al., 2014), which hinges on local communities’

technical, managerial and financial capabilities to maintain the water systems. There is a

high recognition of, and evidence on, the central importance of existence of these

capabilities among community stakeholder groups to the sustainability of their water

supplysystems.

8.2 Extent of Community Stakeholders’ Involvement in Communal Water Projects

in Malawi

As indicated earlier, the study investigated levels of communitystakeholders’ involvement

duringinitiation, design and planning, implementationand maintenance of a water project

life cycle. It set out to test the hypothesisthat the high levels of involvement of community

stakeholders explains, in part, why some communal water supply 5Y5lem5 remam

functional and sustainable, while low levels of involvement of community stakeholders

leads to failure and non-functionality of the same. Based on the ?ndings and analysis in

the foregoing,the following conclusions can be drawni

. .
-

~
-

'

nal communal water-
' First, a comparative analysis of functional and non ?lncilo

_ .
~

' ‘ l ment levels with the former

points presents us with clear differences in invo V6

, _
-

" h'l the latter registeringlow
registering reasonable to high levels of involvement W 1 6
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to no involvement in selected key aspects and activities. These differentials are

evident in almost all areas in which implementersdid give communities a chance

to get involved. As such. the study has determined that adequate involvement of

key community members, local leaders, water management committees and area

mechanics in the course of executing these projects is instrumental to success and

continued functionality of communal water supply systems, and community

development interventions in general. Where participationis inadequate or absent,

then the eventual demise or failure of communal water-points is inevitable, as

shown through the analysis of sampled non-functional water-points.

Second, the investigation in chapter 5 has unraveled serious contradictions that

exist in the water sector. Although govemment and implementers of communal

water-points maintain that they seek to see water interventions to be sustainable

once they are handed over to communities, paradoxically they themselves

perpetuate programmatic approaches that lead to the opposite due to the inherent

methodical ?aws such as the exclusion, and/ or minimal involvement, of

community members, local leaders and local mechanics during critical phases and

important activities of the water projects in question. It is unthinkable for external

. .
. d t k -

stakeholders to expect communities which are not adequately prepare for a e

t "d ate,orno
over responsibility of communal water-P°mt5 to do so Wm‘ ma equ

.

'
'

.
H d data con?nns

knowledge and skills related to operations and maintenance at

that th e are signi?cant levels of communityexclusions and in some cases no any
er

' ' her
. - leaders in various areas toget
involvement of community members and local ’
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with limited or no opportunity for community stakeholders’ capacity building

through practice and closer involvement.

Furthermore, one ofthe nuanced ?ndings by this study is that levels of involvement

of communities with functional and non-functional water points are almost similar

during implementation phase when the two are compared.Arguably, therefore, this

phase is not a clear and outright determinant of whether a water point will remain

successful and functional or become non-functional. Apart from few areas in which

locals, especially those in communities with functional water points, are given a

chance to get involved in, the majority of activities of this phase do not necessarily

offer the requisites that underpin functionality and sustainability status of

communal water-points.

Lastly, analysis of study ?ndings has also demonstrated that to a large extent the

communal water-points are exogenous in nature. Evidence has shown that the

origination of water project ideas together with water problem identification, the

solution and the type of technology to use are largely externally driven, since the

involvement levels of community stakeholders individually,whether in ?inctional

.
-

'
'

t for
or non-functional water-points, on these speci?c asp6CISam M1115‘'5 P?rce"

.

l.t k h lders’
the maximum and 0 percent for the lowermost, compar?dI0 ?xtema ‘ a 8 °

levels which are at 93 percent for maximum and 73 percent for the lowest. The high

-

- ore rominent in communities
levels of exclusion of community stakeholders are m P

_ _
.

' f I nes. The perception
with non-functional water-points than those with func 10118 0

_
.

'

h s ne ative implications on

that these water interventions are extemally dnven a g

218

dam-:a£LLon comm: 1 4 my



local people’s willingness to get involved and adequately support maintenance of

such water systems.

On the basis of the foregoing, therefore, the paper argues for the transformative and

inclusive approaches to be pursued and entrenched in the planning, design and

implementation of communal water systems in order to make them more community

centred and sustainable. ln addition, systematic and sector wide changes need to be

undertaken within a robust framework guiding operations of the whole communal water

sector in order to address these systemic participation shortcomings in the design and

implementation of communal water systems. This corrective measure is essential if the

water-points are to become more sustainable, and to reduce the current high non-

functionality rate.

8.3 Nature and Levels of Community Stakeholders’ Empowerment in Rel?fi?? to

Capabilities for Sustaining the Water-Points

Another critical area that the study analysed is empowerment of community stakeholders

in relation to capabilities essential for sustaining communal water-points. The hypothesis

tested was that adequate levels of empowerment during the life cyde of a Water prolect

. . .

- -~

'

t ft r

underpins the functionality status and sustainability of communal water pom s 8 6

. .
--

' '~ ak' th stud
implementers exit bene?ciary communities. Therefore, in this undert mg 6 Y

_ ,
‘t embers, local

critically analyzed the nature and extent of empowermentof coinmuni Y m

. e
'

' hnical and ?nancial capabilities
mechanics and local leaders in relation to managerial,teC

_
. -

"

-

'

ti. In this undertaken
which underpin continued functionality of their water poms

.

" ' functional and those with non-

comparisons were made between communities Wlth
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functional water-points. The analysis reveals int st' Iere ing and systemic issues in communal

water supplies. On the basis of the analysis undertaken, the following conclusions are

made:

The high levels of exclusion of community stakeholders,particularly during the

?rst three phases, as stated earlier, largely deny local people the chance to acquire

through practice the essential knowledge and skills that are key for future

maintenance of the water-points. This is also supported by Altman (1995), who

contends that when locals are actively and adequately involved in development

interventions, they get empowered by way of acquiring organizational,managerial,

political, technical, ?nancial and other skills. This acquisition of skills and

knowledge is either largely absent or limited in communities with non-functional

water-points. compared to those with functional ones, who emerged to have

attained some level of empowerment through practice due to their involvement in

certain aspects of the water projects. The involvement essentially enabled such

Qgmfnunitigs to understand the water solutions better and acquire important

knowledge and skills, which are useful in the management and sustainability of

these water-points.

. .
. .

.

-

-

'

t. th 'thcr
It is also clear that in communities with non-functional water poin s ere is ei

absgncg or in some C3535 minimal levels of involvement of communities in key
5

9

__
_

.
-

'

t h lo to use. This
declsmn makmg, Choice of solution, and choice of ec no gy

gxclusion is blamed for partly making local peopleto lack full understanding of

'

1
' roviding support for the

how to operate and ?x faults, as well as lack interes in p

maintenance of their water-points-
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Evidence of limited or no capacity buildingembedded in the implementation of

these water projects leads to the argument that the preoccupation of external

stakeholders is on increasing their portfolio of installations and meeting targets

agreed intemally and/ or with their donors, more than the concem and need to see

communal water points to remain functional. This is why there are some

implementers who simply install communal water-pointsand move on to the next

without preparing communities for their roles of operationsand maintenance. This

leaves the survival of concemed water-points hanging, and where there is lack of

or limited assistance from extemal stakeholders (e.g. the District Water Office or

NGOs) the water-points fail. The study further analyzed capacity building

interventions in terms of whether they happened or not. In areas where

implementers paved way for communities with functional water-points and those

with non-?lnctional water-points to get involved for empowerment (i.e. technical,

organizational and managerial), the levels differ as the latter lags behind in capacity

building levels for Water Management Committees, Local Mechanics and

community members. Additionally, Area Mechanics are an important cadre within

the Qgmmunily or cluster of communities (villages) responsible for providing

- -
i ~

'

.
In communities with non-

technical expertise for repairing communal water points

functional water-points however this important cadre is not adequamly

.

'

te arts in communities
empowered by implementers, as comparedt0 their C011" W

‘Q1 fu t‘ 1 water points who receive reasonable levels of capacity building
W1 nc iona -

_
. t r- oints are handed over to

which prepares them for their future roles once the Wa e P

communities.
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o The study also analyzed the ?nancial capabilities of communities to fund repairs

and general maintenance of their communal water-points. Evidence shows that

communities with functional water-points have a higher propensity to ?nance

required repairs at 60 percent in comparison to communities with non-functionals

water points. which registered 44 percent. However, it must also be noted that there

still remains a considerable percentage of functional water-points, as well as non-

functional ones, which either continue to struggleor are unable to ?nance on-going

repairs and operations of their water-points. This could be attributed to their socio-

economic pro?les, which can be explained by apparent existence of poverty and

low income levels, which are almost similar in both areas with functional and those

with non-functional water-points. Furthermore, when the two categories of water-

points are compared on capacity to manage finances through aspects such as

fgvgnue COHeC[iQn,bqok keeping and so on, functional water-points are at 56

percent compared to a mere 4 percent for non-functionals. Thus, this is

.

- -
-

-

-

'

.

' h -

demonstrating that communities with functional water points Ot1Id0 WOW‘W" "0"

functionals by signi?cant margins in critical aspects under financial capability.

8.4 Examining the Relationship between Participation and Programme Outcomes

-

' ' l l f
The third and last area which [he study examined was the relationship between eve s 0

. . . . .
al water- ro'ects,

communitystakeholder participation in relation to outcomes of commun P J

.

'

l t h' h 1 1*

which is undertaken in Chapter 7. This chapter set out to test the hypothesist ia ig eve s

. t “tive outcomes which

of active participation of community based stakeholders leads o post
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O The study also analyzed the ?nancial capabilities of communities to fund repairs

and general maintenance of their communal water-points. Evidence shows that

communities with functional water-points have a higher propensity to ?nance

required repairs at 60 percent in comparison to communities with non-functionals

water points. which registered 44 percent. However, it must also be noted that there

still remains a considerable percentage of functional water-points, as well as non-

functional ones, which either continue to struggle or are unable to ?nance on-going

repairs and operations of their water-points. This could be attributed to their socio-

economic profiles, which can be explained by apparent existence of poverty and

low income levels, which are almost similar in both areas with functional and those

with non-functional water-points. Furthermore, when the two categories of water-

points are compared on capacity to manage ?nances through aspects such as

revenue collection, book keeping and so on, functional water-points are at 56

percent compared to a mere 4 percent for non—functionals. Thus, this is

demonstrating that communities with functional water-pointsoutdo those with non-

functionals by signi?cant margins in critical aspects under ?nancial capability.

8.4 Examining the Relationship between Participation and P"°gl'amme Oulcomes

-

' ' l l ii
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low levels, or absence, of panicipation leads to lack of ownershi p and commitment by

locals which then result into failure and non-fu t' lnc iona ity of communal water-points.

Based on the examination undertaken, the followingconclusions can be drawn;

When the levels of participation of communitybased stakeholders are analyzed on

the conception of the water-project, attendance of meetings and actual participation

in discussions during the early phases, as well as in key decision areas, evidence

shows that there is absence to low levels among communities with non-functional

water-points, unlike in those that have functional water-points. This then

undermines maintenance and sustainability of communal water systems, as locals

become unwilling to sustain implementations in which they did not fully, or even,

participated.

With regard to exit strategies, there are apparent clear differentials between

functional and non-functional water-points. Communities in the former seem to get

prepared for implementers’ exit, unlike in the former. Therefore, where

implementers embedded the panicipation of communitystakeholders in their exit

plan, there is evidence of ?inctionality and sustainabilityand unlike where this was

absent.

.

-

_
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assessed across all the four phases in the water project life cycle. Moreover, the

?nding that 37 percent in functional water points showed lack of a sense of

ownership signals a dangerous reality confronting the water sector. This presents a

high possibility of more water-points slipping into statistics of failed and non-

functionals in future if the situation remains unchanged.

0 Lastly, a review of commitment levels to the water-points by community based

groups shows that there are high levels of commitment (73 to 87.5 percent) among

regular water users, local leaders and the whole community in communities with

functional water points, as compared to low levels of commitment (36 to 48

percent) among similar local stakeholders in non-functional water-points. Thus, in

functional water-points there is a high propensityby people to provide support for

continued maintenance and sustainability of their communal water-points, unlike

in areas with non-functional water-points. The results correlate and explain the

functionality status of the water-points under discussion. In fact, it can be argued

that the high failure and non-functionality rates will continue unless if there are

serious reforms and re-thinking in the approachesin communal water-sector.

.

-- " '

tn
In terms of recommendations, therefore, based on the C?vltl?s and de?clts m 6
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and every implementer and strengthen monitoring and enforcement mechanisms to ensure

that players are adhering to the set standards and policy frameworks goveming the water

sector. It is highly anticipated that once these are in place, then together with suf?cient

levels of community and local leaders’ empowerment and participation, there will be a

direct in?uence to robust implementation and sustainable communal water supply systems

in Malawi. In the end this will nurture and foster the existence of stronger sense of

ownership and commitment among community members, which will make them to

embrace and continuously support these water-points, thereby enhancing their

sustainability.

8.5 Study Limitations

As is obvious, limitations in any research are inevitable, and therefore, this research did

encounter some limitations worth highlighting. First, the research initially targeted Water

Aid and its sub-contract in the north, Livingstonia Synod’sdevelopment arm called LISAP,

as one ofthe major implementers of boreholes by non-governmentalagencies. HOWCVCY,

duringthe preliminary investigation and listing exercise it was noted that there were gaps

‘
I t _

_

.
-

'

> t
in the of?cial list of current tunctional and non-functional water points Whlch Yh?s? W0

.
. .
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organizations had in their reports. They also had ll1COmplet€record“ 0 W ere °
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Th f
boreholes were located, as they were yet to do mapplng to correct ll"-‘ gap ere O“ 3

. -

- d vernment
resolution was made to focus on all available implementationsby NGOs an g0

within each targeted district.

225



Second, as per the research protocol, permissions had to be sought from targeted

implementingagencies in order to proceed with the study. Apart from Ministry of Water

and Northem Region Water Board, the rest took several months to issue permission for the

study to be undertaken and share a list of their water-points. This unexpected delay did

affect timelines for the ?eld work, and eventually, completion period of the whole study.

Related to this is the fact that Blantyre Water Board, which was initially among targeted

Water Boards in this study, was dropped because it never responded to several follow ups

on the request. As such, the study decided to focus on water-kiosks implemented by

Noithem Region Water Board and Lilongwe Water Board.

Lastly, the study planned to review relevant programmatic documents from implementers

of communal water supply systems in question. While some institutions made requested

documents available, some did not fully share their documents as they regard such

documents as con?dential and for internal uses only.As such, the Researcher had to source

secondaryliterature such as published reports to get required information.

8.6 SpecifyingKey Contributions of the Thesis

The study has made some contributions, to both scholarship and the development ?eld,

which are worth mentioning. First, this study was the ?rst attempt, Y0 ml’ kllowledgei lo

_
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_
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unravel what was actually behind the signi?cant failure and non functionality rate 0

_ .
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conclusions are providing baseline empirics to current practitioners and scholars focusing

on similar issues and areas in the water sector and other similar ?elds. These empirics

would enable them situate or inform their programmatic designsand implementation.This

study?ndings would enable practitioners know ways in which they can improveupcoming

communal water initiatives by avoiding mistakes that most implementers have been

makingwhich are responsible for the high failure rates. Third, this study also makes an

importantcontribution to the development ?eld, particularlywith respect to works that are

done at community levcl — whether in urban or rural areas. It has provided key insights into

what works and what fails when implementers and donor agencies bring development

initiatives by pursuing either participatory, empowemwent and inclusive approaches versus

when they pursue the direct opposite of the same. This should be informative as they

conceptualize, plan and implement community developmentwork. Lastly, this study has

providedsome direction for future research, which is highlightedin the subsequent section.

It points out interesting issues uncovered that are worth investigating further in order to

deal with them as they too are equally important problems within this water sector that

mightalso be affecting implementations.

8.7 Direction for Future Research

. .
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sub-contractors, some key personnel in implementingagencies (government and NGOs),

and other key stakeholders. lt was noted that their interests and some conduct negatively

affect implementation and sustainability of communal water systems in the country.

Therefore, there is need to detennine the extent to which this is a problem and put forward

propositionson how to address it in the water sector.
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ANNEX 1: KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW GUIDE

University of Malawi

Faculty of Social Science
PhD in Development Studies

TITLE: Participation, Empowerment and Development Outcomes: The Case of
Borehole and Water Kiosk Programmes in Malawi

Overall Objective of the Study: To assess how participation and empowerment affect

outcomes of borehole and water-kiosk programmes in Malawi.

Pre-amble

This is an academic study in partial ful?llment ofa PhD degree in the Faculty of Social

Science at the University of Malawi. Participation in this study is on a voluntary basis.

Respondentsare free to discontinue at any particular point. Be assured that all data will be

treated con?dential, and no names will be disclosed to any third party or included in the

?nal thesis document. The study is being conducted in accordance to ethical requirements
ofthe University of Malawi.

KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW GUIDE

iii. Role in Water iV- Type 9f

project; Water Pl‘0_]6Ct
(Specify)

i. Respondent Name ii. Gender

Organization
IIv. Organization | l "l- Date

Below is a scale that you have to use to respond to some of the (l“e§t1°"$ 1'eqlllrlng
rating. Score Key: 1 = extremely low; 2 = 10W; 3 : below average; 4 2 awrage’ 5 Z

above average; 6 = high; 7 = extremely high
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making
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ANNEX 2: FIELD CHECK-LIST

University of Malawi

Faculty of Social Science

PhD in Development Studies

TITLE: Participation, Empowerment and Development Outcomes: The Case

of Borehole and Water-kiosk Programmes in Malawi.

FIELD CHECKLIST

SECTION I

SECTION II

_
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9. Spare Parts Price List

i_- Bearings Pipes
IQ Bolts — inspection cover 20 Plunger
L;-D Bolts and nuts Press handle

-R Chain and coupling Pump head

LII Chain bolt Pumprods

O\ Check valve Rod socket

\I Crude bush over Rubber cap

O0 Cylinder Rubber seal

large
9 Cylinder rubber seal Rubber seal

small

10 Grease l000g Sealing n'ngs
11 Grease 200g Spacer
12

13

Grease 500g
Hand pump set

Spareskit

Upper foot

valve

14

l5
Inspectionbushes

Lower foot valve

Washer

Water tank

l6

17

18

Lower valve

Pedestal

Pipe socket
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ANNEX 3: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

See attached Questionnaire in MS Excel booklerjbrmat
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