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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

This report is the main output of a process and organisational evaluation of The Water Dialogues
(TWD): an international project spanning nine years from initial concept to closure (2001-2010). The
main impetus for the project arose from:

9 the polarisation which characterised the water supply and sanitation (WSS) sector in the first
half of the past decade ¢ a split between exponents of pro- and anti-privatisation positions;
and

1 the desire to contribute to the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals in
relation to water and sanitation provision.

The temporal focus of the report is on the period 2004-2009 when National Working Groups (NWGSs)
in Brazil, Indonesia, the Philippines, South Africa and Uganda explored the local realities of water
provision and engaged in multi-stakeholder dialogue in the interest of effecting changes and
improvements in policy and practice in their national sectors. By doing so, they also sought to
contribute to increased understanding and greater effectiveness at international level.
Internationally, the project was coordinated by an International Working Group (IWG) with the
support of an International Secretariat (IS).

The form/structure of the project ¢ a series of bottom-up national dialogues linked by an
International Working Group ¢ was quite unique and experimental. Therefore, special attention has
been paid to the relationships between national and international subsystems within the project. In
addition, the core process and secondary processes of the whole system have been explored and
analysed, and particular attention paid to the functioning of the international elements of the
project. A systems perspective informs this analysis.

The remainder of this Executive Summary draws on the findings and recommendations sections of
the main report (Sections 5 and 6).

FINDINGS

|SOME KEY TENSIONS AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS or
|THE CHALLENGE OF ALIGNMENT AND COHERENCE

Several key tensions are explored. Of particular importance are the tensions between:
9 engaging in an open, emergent process and managing a goal-directed, outcomes/outputs-
oriented project;
9 bottom-up direction and diversity and central coordination and unity (i.e. international
coordination and management);
 sub-a23&GSYaQ Ayl SiNSests) andfindingaShbredyplirpose angTtocts for the
whole system

While these tensions wereheld ¢ such that both aspects of each were allowed space for expression
¢ in general, the former aspect of each polarised pair tended to characterise TWD more strongly
than the latter. In other words, TWD was characterised by open, emergent process, bottom-up
direction and diversity, and an emphasis on national-level interests. The NWGs functioned fairly
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independently of the whole, and the space for effective, central (i.e. international-level)
management was quite limited.

This made for a high degree of variability across the national levels of the project, as each NWG
pursued strategies, modes of engagement and research agendas that seemed most appropriate to
their specific contexts. It also resulted in a range of national-level effects and outcomes that defy
easy synthesis. These effects do, however, point to the value of multi-stakeholder dialogue as a way
of catalysing change in complex and often fragmented sectors such as the water and sanitation
services (WSS) sector.

|PRIMARY/CORE PROCESS: MULTISTAKEHOLDER DIALOGUE

Most projects, though they develop common practices and standard processes, are bounded
primarily by their aims, objectives and predefined outputs; in TWD, however, process itself was
primary. The core process of TWD, was multistakeholder (MSH) dialhgaeld be argued that
research was a secondaryprocess which resourced the dialogue. Advocacy too was a secondary
process ¢ it made use of the materials, agreements and insights arising from the dialogue.

Dialogue processes are often somewhat opaque to non-participants. This accounts, in part, for the
tendency of outside observers (such as donors) to focus mainly on the visible outputs and outcomes
of the process. While there are many of these in the form of publications and concrete changes to
policy and practice at country level, these alone do not necessarily justify the input costs in terms of
energy, time and other resources. To do this one must consider the value of the process itself:
changes to relationships, ways of thinking, and attitudinal changes are largely invisible, though their
impact on sector functioning may be profound in the longer term. Making the core process, and its
value, visible to non-participants is a major challenge facing MSH dialogues in general.

PRIMARY OUTPUTS: CHANGED PERCEPTIONS, ATTITUDES AND PRACTICES OF PARTICIPANTS

In the same vein, the primary outputsof this core process, were participants with changed attitudes
and new ways of thinking about and acting in the sector. From this perspective, research reports and
other documents/publications could be seen as secondary outputs, achieved on the way to this
Y2NB AYLERNIFYyG WLINERAzOGQ

The main effectsof the project are summarised in the discussion of the project plan (logframe)
towards the end of section 5 of the main report.

STEERING THE PROJECT: LIMITATIONS TO LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT

One of the critical functions of leadership and management in organisational systems is to ensure a
minimum of connection and coherence across the system ¢ this is especially important for widely
dispersed systems such as TWD. However, there were several systemic limitations to what could be
managed and how much This has already been addressed to some extent under the heading & Y S &
Sy & abavy. & ¢

In summary, the capacity of any one part of TWD to provide leadership was quite limited; as one
respondent put it, o one person owned The Water Dialoguesyrsoml@donetpg” S 02 dzf R SEG Sy
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statement to note that, no one part of TWD owned or led the overall process, since the IWG did not
direct or focus national-level dialogue and research towards specific types of outcomes ¢ indeed,
most membersagreedthattKk A & ¢l & y20 6AGKAY GKS L2DQa YIyRIGS

¢CKS 2NRIAYLFE YIFIYRIFIGS 2F | a{l LINROSaakaeadSy oty
createsd 2 dzy RIF NB O2y RAGA2ya oKAOK RSTFAYS 6KIFG Aa | yR
leadership. This is probably especially true of an international MSH process ¢ where it is much more
RAFFAOMzZ G G2 YIS OKwhgtEeSdnsciausly agrekddr nat@oscdithas Qa WNHz S 3
begun to function.

In support of this assertion, an IWG respondent commented that the work of the IWG was

characterised by the following pattern: 6 \[Ve would identify] problem areas, [have] debates on how to address
them, [but] oft en Thesamnstoaffitmdhatithh iritialdlesignafahe grojed,qui | i br
and the differentiated manner in which it unfolded at country-level, rendered effective management

and steering from international-level challenging, and considerably limited its scope.

Although various parts of TWD seemed to resist attempts (for example, those made by the second
International Secretariat [2005/6-2008]) at centralised management, it does seem clear that the
system wanted a facilitative leader The evaluator concludes that a more active, though still
facilitative, leadership role at international level may have created the conditions for greater
alignment across national dialogues and a more iterative and productive relationship between
NWGs and the IWG. Again, the space for this kind of leadership to emerge was limited by the design,
as discussed in the next sub-section.

PROJECT AND PROCESS DESIGN

It is tempting to state (somewhat reductively) that in MSH processes organised as large, diffuse and
multi-layered systems ¢ like TWD ¢ beginnings largely determine endings. There is some truth in this
observation, and it points to the critical importance of a coherent project/process design that is
owned by all participants and to which all participants commit themselves.

¢t25 glta STFSOUAGSte RSAAIYSR W2y igindknandtef@ FQ I yR A
the project arose from the Scoping Study and Berlin stakeholder workshop (2004) ¢ this initiated the

country-level work and set the International Working Group on a new trajectory (i.e. managing and

overseeing the international process and supporting the work in countries). Ideally, a redesign step

was needed in which all the actual participants at country level could feed into framing the

guestions, issues and outputs together.

However, NWGs took time to form, fundraise and begin working ¢ and this happened at quite
different paces in different country contexts. Therefore, it did not prove possible to reach solid,
shared agreements on the purpose and desired outcomes (or even time frames) of the whole
aeaidsSyQa ¢ 2N thetinethiewadfeasible, fha trajectory Sabinteredts of the NWGs
was already quite fixed. This is a significant challenge and one related to the difficulties around
FAYIFYOAY3 ¢25 0aSS awSaz2dz2NOSa¢ o6Sft2600d

Some of the implications of this are most easilyseen g A (i1 K NXB ¥ S NJFeséddeS outpuls: ¢ 2 5 Q3
research that was produced in different country contexts is not directly comparable, because there

were no agreed, bottom-line outputs. While much high quality research has been produced, the

quality and utility of the material also varies significantly.
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An important caveat is that the structure of TWD wasquite resilient and effective ¢ especially at
national-level. It enabled sustained dialogue over several years and facilitated many country-level
effects, within and beyond NWGs. The international/national framework was also valuable because
it provided motivation, some direct guidance and support and a means of exchange and learning to
National Working Groups (NWGs) and did enable a degree of coherence across the system. What is
questioned above, is the capacity of this structure to maintain a high level of whole-system
alignment and effectiveness. It is significant that these limitations were not primarily structural but
more strongly related to proces design.

In the view of several respondents, an additional gap in the project design was the absence of
sustained dialogue at international level. Most TWD participants ¢ and all IWG and NWG members ¢
worked on a volunteer basis, so time and other constraints would have made this difficult to
accomplish. Nevertheless, a small majority of those interviewed agreed that international-level
dialogue could have enhanced the effectiveness and alignment of the whole system ¢ and in
particular, contributed to greater influence at international level, where the WSS sector remains
especially fragmented.

RESOURCES

Accessing finance for TWD was a major challenge. In the early phases of the work, this was partly

relatedto¢ 2 5 Qa O2 Y Y A (afeSsyubstaritip f 2 ¥ zF Ra FTNBY Wy Sdzi NI f Q
which were seen as partisan in the private/public debate (e.g. the World Bank, which was viewed as
pro-privatisation) were avoided. Early sources of finance came from participating organisations such

as Thames Water and WaterAid, and from BMZ. Later, in 2006, DfID provided the main grant which

sustained the process into 2009. Finally, PPIAF supported the last stages of the work by financing

several international meetings in 20009.

These difficulties with financing were not only a consequence of the need to find neutral donors:
MSH dialogue was simply not easy to finance ¢ it does not fit neatly into the dominant international
development discourse, which often sees the attainment of predetermined results as the grail of
Y3I22RQO RSGSt.2LIVSyYyid LN OGAOS

One important implication of this fact was that National Working Groups had to find ways of
financing their own work. They did this with widely varying success; and this in turn contributed to
variations in national outputs and processes and to the challenges of alignment between the parts of
the whole TWD system.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations contained in this report (Section 6) are intended to provide ideas and
suggestions for future MSH work, by drawing on the experience of TWD. In summary, the key
recommendations are as follows:

Involve all stakeholder groups in the project design.

Design with the whole system and its parts in mind.

Lay the foundations for effective group functioning.

Allow enough time ¢ but place limits on the expansion of secondary/support processes (e.g.
research).

Consider the extent to which the MSH groups you form will be closed or remain open.
Reflect on your process as well as engaging in it.

1
1
1
1

= =
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Trust the process.

Things change ¢ the process, the environment and the participants are not totally

predictable (and may be thoroughly unpredictable!); work with what is.

Recognise and honour natural rhythms and natural developmental processes.

Keep the whole system reasonably well-aligned and coherent.

Agree on the basis for leadership and decision making and clarify basic authority and

accountability relationships.

9 Acquire skilled, independent process support (facilitation) for key decision making steps ¢
especially at the formative stages.

9 Beclear on the mainpurpose of the research: is it an end in itself, a support to the dialogue,
or both?

1 Consider conducting a series of well-bounded, focused research activities woven through
the process of dialogue, rather than seeing them as a kind of project within a project.

1 Multistakeholder framing of, and input into, the research process can greatly enhance its
rigour and the utility of research outputs.

1 Ifyou do not finance the research centrally, find alternative means to ensure that the core,
basic questions are answered.

9 Asproposed in relation to research, advocacy and the process of sharing findings and

engaging with stakeholders outside of the project might ideally be spread across the lifespan

of the project.

Meetings are essential.

Make very conscious decisions about who needs to meet more often.

1 Logframe is not the most appropriate planning framework for MSH work because of its

reliance on straight-line causality and predictability. It needs to be supplemented by

alternative planning and M&E methodologies which better contain complexity, relational

change, and emergent process.

= =4

= =4 =

= =9

CONCLUSION

The material above is considerably expanded in the body of the report ¢ this short summary
contains some of the core meanings made in the evaluation process, but cannot adequately reflect
its richness, texture and nuance. Please refer to the main report for a deeper and more nuanced
analysis.

The main report stands as a companion piece to the many other documents and publications
produced during the course of TWD. Please visit www.waterdialogues.org to access these.
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The Water Dialogues:

Process and Organisational Evaluation Report

1. INTRODUCTION

This document is the main output of a process and organisational evaluation focused on The Water
Dialogues (TWD). The research was carried out in late 2009 and this report was produced in January

2010.

It seems important to make clear at the outset that the primary focus of this study has not been on
assessing the extent to which TWD achieved all the elements of its ambitious project plan (see TWD
logframe, Appendix 7). Rather, the emphasis here is on process and organisation ¢ outcomes are not
ignored, but | have attempted to situate them in the context of the process. The main reason for this
choice is very simple: in TWD, the process itself was one of the most interesting and unique

elements of the project.

This unigueness was visible in several aspects of TWD:
9 its emphasis on the critical importance of inclusive process when attempting to understand

and influence complex systems;

9 its attempt to apply a dialogical approach to problems that are both highly practical/

technical and highly politicized,

9 the degree of voluntarism built into the project at national andinternational levels;

1 the willingness of government officials, business people, members of organised civil society
and organised labour to engage with their traditional antagonists, over a period of several
years, and work in emergent process together ¢ in other words, to work together in an
uncertain and uneasy space where there were no real guarantees, and to build a degree of
goodwill and effectiveness along the way.

TWD has been mapping some unexplored terrain ¢ or, to use another metaphor, this was a fresh and
indeed, brave, experiment. Almost all of those directly involved in the project, as well as many
outside observers and external stakeholders, believe that it was worthwhile and broadly successful
(though not without many, perhaps inevitable, flaws ¢ which also provided much of its character).

¢KS S@I f dzl {2 Ndett aking df Geytaitaf Phy WakedDialdgBes process and
organisationcAy 20 KSNJ g2NRax (2 ONBAaGl f futsandits dteni
complex and complicated stories, some essential meaning that will resonate with the experience of
those involved in TWD, and make a critical understanding of the process accessible to others who
have an interest in learning from the experience.

THE STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

Section 2 provides some background to the evaluation (objectives, assumptions, etc.)

Section 3 outlines the methodology used to gather data/information and synthesise it into this
evaluation report; this section also highlights some limitations to the evaluation process.

The Water Dialogues: Process and Organisational Evaluation Report | 10
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Section 4 briefly explores some key moments in the history of TWD, touching on the context in
which the project unfolded, and briefly unpacking some of the conceptual underpinnings of TWD.

Section 5 summarises the key findings of the evaluation. The findings are organised into categories
or themes as follows:

Project design: form, purpose and process

Primary/core process: multistakeholder (MSH) dialogue

Secondary processes

The life of the system

Meanings and outcomes: views from participants and other stakeholders

Reflection on the project plan

Summary

The first four of the above subsections contain the body of the critical analysis and the most
important findings in relation to organisation and process.

=4 =4 =4 -8 -8 -8 -9

Section 6 contains generalised learnings and recommendations which may be of value for future
multistakeholder initiatives; this section is organised along the same lines as Section 5. Sections 5
and 6 are based mostly on primary data from interviews and questionnaires, supported to some
extent by published material. Other sections (e.g. Section 4) draw more extensively on secondary
sources.

Section 7 concludes the report.

Additional source material and some raw data is contained in the appendices.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THIS REPORT AND OTHER TWD PUBLICATIONS

There is a substantial quantity of archival and published material available on the TWD website
(www.waterdialogues.org). This report does not seek to duplicate the extensive recording and
analytical work that has already been done. Rather, it stands as a companion piece to several other
publications released by TWD over the past year. Of particular relevance to the interested reader
are:

9 TheSory of an International Multistakeholder Procggsnnifer Chapman & Antonella
Mancini, 2009)
A Guide to Multistakeholder Work: Lessons from The Water Dial@gillasy Coulby, 2009)
A series of thematic papers (Karen Bakker & Sophie Tremolet, 2009)
TheWater Dialogues: An International SummaspBrt (Karen Bakker & Kate Martin, 2009)
The Water Dialogueg&inal ConferencroceedingdReport(Anne Weber Carlsen & Kate
Martin, 2009)

= =4 -4 A
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2. BACKGROUND TO THE EVALUATION

OBJECTIVES

Box 1 contains the objectives of this evaluation; these objectives formed the main Terms of
Reference for this work and were formulated in consultation with the International Secretariat (IS)
and the International Working Group (IWG) in October 2009.

BOX 1: EvaluationObjectives

1. To examine thiorgarnigjof the International Working Group:
- to explore why and how the IWG took on the structure that it did and whether this
been helpful;
- what lessons need to be passed on for potential future initiatives regarding:
o the usefulness of the international/national framework, and
o the efficiency/strength of structuring the international process in the way 1
The Water Dialogues did.

2. To explore whether it would have been useful/possible to have a dialogue process at
intemational level, and if so, to explore how this might work and be structured in future
multistakeholder initiatives.

3 To surface comments and perceptions on
both external and internal stakeholders.

The evaluator has found it necessary to go beyond these basic objectives ¢ indeed, attempting to
provide cogent answers to the questions contained in the objectives requires an understanding of
the whole system and of the process that animated it.

Without a deeper exploration of the whole system it would not be possible to go beyond a

dGraSYSyd tA1SY a¢KS AyadSNYyrdAz2yrtkylaGA2yt FNIY

motivation, some direct guidance and support and a means of exchange and learning to National

22N]J Ay3 DNRdzLJA 6b2Davdé 2KAfS (GKAa Aa I 0O02y0OAaas

not especially helpful for the purposes of understanding or future decision making. Quite complex
dynamics emerged between international and national levels of the project ¢ some of which had
nothing to do with structure.

Therefore, rather than attempting to respond directly to the objectives and the questions embedded
in them, the evaluator has worked towards an understanding of TWD as a living system and tried to

reflect the nature of this system. Responses to the objectives are embedded in the findings and
recommendations of this report.

¢l 9 9=x! [ ! ¢cMPWANS ! { { |

Some of the main assumptions which inform it K S S @ lofieaiztian 2ndlddeanalyses contained
in this report include:
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9 Organisational form shouldfollow function/purpose; however, form (and the boundaries
around forms/structures) also shapes functioning ¢ bounding, facilitating or undermining it.

1 The complex interpersonal and intergroup dynamics that arise within any organisation affect
the functioning of its systems. To understand a human system, it is never adequate to focus
only on tasks and outcomes ¢ processes and relationships matter too.

9 Organisations/projects are human, living, open systems:

0 Opensystems are inpathroughpuioutput mechanismslhey take inputs (e.g. people,
resources, information), changfgem in some way, and then return the processed input to
theenvironment as an output.

0 Open systems have peeable boundariesyhich separate the organisatidrom the
environment.

0 Opensystems have goals and exist for a purpose. These punpostise compatible with
environmental needs otherwise the systeith cease to exist.

0 Open systems are homeostatithey seek to achieve a statd equilibrium and minimise the
impactof disruptive forcesyhether internal or external.

0 Open systemare predisposed to becoming increasingly differentiagettingmore
elaborate, complex and specialised over tifffaus inceasedcoordination and integration
are needed to manageystems athey develop.

(Drawn from French, W. and Bell, C. 1999. Organigtion DevelopmentBehavioural Science

Interventions for Organisation ImprovemeRtentice Hall, New Jersey.)

The Water Dialogues is an open system. On a larger and more complex scale, the water
sector is also an open system; TWD is a sub-system of the sector.

9 Causality in human systems does not flow in straight lines: it is seldom easy to make simple
links between interventions and outcomes. Generally it is more feasible to speak of
contributions than achievements.

¢1 9 9+! [! 1 ¢TIONSEIP WIRDTWD

The evaluator engaged with TWD at national level (providing facilitation and related services to the
South African NWG) between the third quarter of 2008 and the third quarter of 2009. In addition he
facilitated two international TWD meetings: the International Assembly in June 2009 (Pretoria) and
the Final Conference in December 2009 (Bonn). He therefore has some pre-existing knowledge of
the system. It was thought by the International Secretariat (IS) and the International Working Group
(IWG) that this would enable a more efficient and effective evaluation process.

Ideally evaluations should be carried out by entirely disinterested parties. However, the evaluator
agreed to undertake this task for two main reasons:

1. Direct conflict of interest does not arise. TWD would be in the process of closing at the time
of writing ¢ i.e. no further financial benefit could accrue to the evaluator by presenting
anything more or less than the truth as he sees it.

2. ¢KS S@I t dz § 2 NXwhole@y&tgnprior@olundértakingthisi@vidl@ition was
limited ¢ a total of six days. He deemed this limited contact insufficient to introduce any
substantial prejudgement or bias; it did, however, provide useful observational data.
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3. METHODOLOGY & LIMITATIONS

DATA GATHERING

Data was gathered by means of observation, reading documentation, semi-structured interviews
and a questionnaire.

The interviews, as the main source of primary information, have most strongly informed this report.
They were conducted on a confidential basis ¢ no views or quotations are attributed; by and large
the data has been generalised.

Nineteen interviews were conducted: eighteen were telephonic; one face-to-face. At the time of
interview (November-December 2009) respondents were based in 12 countries in Europe, South
America, North America, Asia and Africa. The majority of respondents were, or had been, members
of the IWG and/or members of various NWGs. Some non-TWD members were also interviewed (i.e.
academic panellists; donors).

On average, interviews lasted approximately 45 minutes. A few were less that 30 minutes or
exceeded 90 minutes. See Appendix 1 for a list of respondents. Appendix 2 contains interview
guidelines which were developed in consultation with the IS.

See Appendix 3 for further information about documents consulted.

Appendix 8 contains a summary of relevant information from a questionnaire administered at the
Final Conference to TWD members and other stakeholders (December 2009). (This questionnaire
was multi-purpose ¢ sections relating exclusively to the Final Conference itself have been removed.)

SYNTHESIS AND INTERPRETATION

The data was processed to draw out key themes and issues; these were then collated and organised
before beginning to write. Much of the more in-depth analysis has been done in the process of
rewriting, reframing and reshaping this report ¢ this report is the fifth and final iteration in this
process, and takes into account feedback from TWD members.

¢tKS S@lfdzZ G62NRa FylrfeadAodorf tSya Aa AYyF2NX¥SR oeé
aeaitsSvya GKS2NERO® 2 KSNB PSS NI LI2 & & Xed if thek oripidldotd2 y RS y (i
LIMITATIONS

Limited direct experience of the system

TWD has been a long project ¢ while its formal existence could be said to date back to April 2004, its

genesis as an idea occurred in 2001. From that time it gathered life and energy and, at the same

time, grew increasingly complexand multi-f @ SNER® Ly LNy OGAOFf GSNXa:x
time with TWD groups or in interviews with individuals has not exceeded three weeks ¢ mostly in

the latter months 0f 2009. Muck G KI 0 YA 3IKG YIF1S O2YLX SGS &asSyas
difficult to comprehend from the perspective of an outsider.
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Data quality

On the technical front, the core data for this evaluation is drawn from interviews conducted on long-
distance lines of widely differing quality and occasionally using skypeor mobile phones over poor
networks. While manageable, these conditions did cut some interviews short and made the
development of basic rapport more challenging.

In addition, TWD members have been interviewed several times for other products (e.g. ¢ KS & (i 2 NB X

etc)ca2yYS WNBALRYRSY(Gd FlLaGA3IdSSQ YIeé KFE@GS KFER | avylf

Finally, considerable time and energy went into organising the interviews: the evaluator and his
assistant gained some insight into the challenges faced by the various secretariats of TWD in
accessing very busy people with many other commitments. It reflects well on the commitment of
the members and other stakeholders that the majority of interviews sought did take place. Fewer
donor interviews were conducted than was hoped for: two of the four main donor representatives
were interviewed (others completed the questionnaire).

Sampling bias

The evaluation design emphasised learning from the experience of those most involved in the
process: therefore, the balance between TWD members and non-TWD members was naturally
biased towards TWD-Y SY 6 S NE Q LISr\sEhauiSiv@ suive® &f éxtbrnal stakeholder views
would have required more in-depth contact with invitees who chose not to attend the Final
Conference, as well as country-level surveys of sector players who chose not to participate directly in
the project (or were not invited to do so). This was beyond the scope of this evaluation.

It is worth noting, however, that most non-TWD members who participated in this evaluation (by

being interviewed or completing the questionnaire) were present at the Final Conference.
CKSNBT2NB:E (GKS WSEGSNYyLIEQ OASsa NBTE SO K
agencies who were sufficiently interested or invested in the TWD process to make the journey to

Bonn and engage with its outcomes. It seems likely that such a bias would mitigate in favour of a less
critical response than one might have encountered from those who chose to maintain their distance
from the project and the process. As a consequence, it is likely that outlying views (in particular

extreme negatives) have been excluded from the sample.

(s}
Z
&

In counterpoint, it was clear that many TWD-members had reflected deeply on their experience and
most respondents were able to share both affirming and critical perspectives on the process,
allowing the evaluator access to a considerable diversity of views, perspectives and interpretations.
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4. INTRODUCING THE WATER DIALOGUES

This section sets out some of the biography of TWD, touches on the changing context in which the

LINEP2SO0 2LISNYGSRZ FyR FGdSYLWGia G2 Of I NAFe az2ysS 2
O2y OSLJi 27F AYWRA ILOI23S Ay VER 504 LINRPOSaauvd ¢KS AyT2
from publications and reports, and supplemented by interview data and observation.

A VERY BRIEF HISTORY OF TWD

The purpose of this subsection is to sketch out some of the history of TWD; in particular, it focuses
on those aspects of the history most relevant to this evaluation.

It does not seek to duplicate TheSory of aninternationalMultistakeholdeProcesgChapman &
Mancini, 2009 ¢ see this publication for a more detailed history from 2001 up to early 2009). Rather,

GKS 20SNIXftf LINRPOS&aa Aa OSNE ONARSTie aiSUOKSR I yF
2NBIFI yAdSRQ ¢25 gKAOK ¢l a SadlrofArAakSR o0& F adl 1Sk
Overview

According to The Water Dialogues Final Conference Proceedings R@peiver Carlsen & Martin,
2009, p.3):

The Water Dialogues were a series of national multistakeholder dialogues and research processes fi
examining whether and how the private sdmiter tatheatdlivery of affordable and sustainable water
supply and sanitation services, especially to poor communities. The Water Dialogues project traced |
2001 Bonn Freshwater Conference where the German Minister forrEand deicemoperdtio
Heidemarie Wieczoreku | expressed support for a 0stakehc
sector participation.

In 2004, following asheipth scoping review involving over 300 interviewees, particgants of a Confere
Berlin mandated the Workingd@rewrazilian Association of Municipal Water and Sanitation Public
Operators, Consumers International, the Environmental Monitoring Group, Public Service Internation
Thames Water, the Ugandan Assdtiiatiose \Ofater Operators, and Waterdddance a project

linking national dialogues under an international umbrella. National Dialogues were established in fiv
d Brazil, Indonesia, the Philippines, South Africa amdtb/garidéeritatal Working Group

providing an overseeing and linking function.

By December 2009, Brazil, the Philippines, South Africa and Uganda National Dialogues had all clos
operations and completed their research. At many of their finahe&étrigsg@mepsrwere

encouraged by external stakeholders present to continue their Dialogue, so some of the National Grt
exploring options for continuing. The exception is the Indonesia National Dialogue, which will definite
continuingittectivities beyond the cessation of the International Project and has begun planning for a
phase of research.

This provides us with a very broad map of the process. There are however, some aspects of this

history worth expanding on here. In particular, the Berlin meeting, which followed the publication of
the Global Scoping Study in April 2004, was a critical moment.
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The Berlin meeting (2004)

According to www.waterdialogues.org, the Berlin meeting,
was attended by sixty participants representing a wide range of constituencies and viewpoints. The \
reviewed and debated the findings of the Scoping report and agreed that further action on PSP was
would promote the achievetasrdtainal goals for water supply arél sauetioith a range of
options as to how to take the process further, the Workshop opted for a process of 'iterative dialogue
national multistakeholder reviews, operating tocivlgpeasauktlieed into a global discussion and
review.

It is worth looking in a little more detail at the agreements arising from this meeting, as it was here

GKFG GKS YFIYRFGS F2NJ ¢KS 21 G§SNIS5AFE 23dzSew LINR O
2T (GKS aSOG2NE F20dzASR 2y Lzt A0 aSOG2NI LI NI A
Berlin meeting:

§33
OAL

Thesixtyparticipants agreed on the following:
Preamble

The overarching goal of a multistakeholder review is to contijpess towsakisgneeting the

Millennium Development Goals (MDGSs) for water supply and sanitation, prioritising the need to achie
poor the human right of affordable and sustainable access to water and sanitateym godlto attain the |
d universal access and poverty eradication.

Scope of the Review

The scope of the review is the broad landscape of water supply and sanitation (WSS) for the poor, w
public, private and community providers. The landscape inclintesegpeesibidgtfbaensuring
provision of WSS.

The primary focus of the review is on whether and how the privatalecicidepieadestaibviders

(SSIPs) through to large private companies, can contribute to the asbliexdrimetiteoptbargblds

This includes looking at the roles, responsibilities, risks, rewards and results of all players involved ir
[private sector participptiorgss.

The review will be act@rmed and will generate informat&snaent tssehance decision making on
water supply and sanitation options, with a specific focus on the poor. Lessons for public sector impr
also flow from the review.

Some other important decisionstakenati KA & YSSGAy 3 0 S @ded) iddudé®2 ND&a SYLIKI

A. The approprigtstitutional approachfor the review would be to link international and national dialogues
with a broad PSP focus.

B. Participants were convinced of the value of conducting assessments of PSPain specific countries thr
multistakeholder mechanism at national and local levelinked to existing processes where
appropriafit.was beliewethat a multistakeholder proceiss] w optovide credibility and depth to
the process, and increase the value and diccipian&ardfdigants raised the point that in many
countries, poor communities and other citizens have not to date had much input into policy and decis
the nature of WSS provision. The review would allow for an increasgdrecitizadimgoiceWSc
leading both to more appropriate services as well as increased empowerment and improved governe

C. These multistakeholder country assessment processes woeld/béitigkedraatonal

process capable of drawing lessorand conclusions Outcomes would be related to specific
circumstances, so that the Review would be capablentdkjnglingadeidsioange of circumstances.
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This institutional approach is designed to promote uptake of revigly fimebhgs peadptiren the
ground and deasakers. It allows for ongoing implementation of review findings, as the review procee

. The Review would examine the full range of PSP on a country basis, as well as experiences in the p

otler service delivery options where relevant for purposes of compadikzhb{hese case studies
multistakeholder téamasild form the basis for national dialogues, which would then feed into an intern:
panel that would synthesize less@rsllpaonie: recommendations and guidance for specific decisions i
national and local levels.

CountryJel examinations would be basedmovamethodology and designed to answer common
guestions and common themes, based on the Majraitiieg@siesttbRepresented in the Scoping
ReporfSee Appendix 6 of this report for the Reframing Questions.]

éthe continuation of the Working Group to gui
existing Working Group were askeidte in their roles. Additional stakeholder participation from other
sectors was suggested, including SSIPs and local governments.

In relation to institutional form/approach, Decision A was chosen from a range the following options
(Scoping Study, 2004):

1

= =4 -4 -4

Use/strengthen existing processes
Expert/stakeholder panel

Judicial panel

International commission

Linking international to national dialogues

The choice togowith thefifth2 LJGA 2y &6l a LI NIfe& AyF2NY¥YSR o0& LI NIA
of increasing participation in and democratization of the water and sanitation sector (WSS). It was
also based on financial and institutional considerations. Many interviewees contrasted this option to

iKS

GAYGSNY I A2y ¢ekemghifdby the\brid oyhinissignloiiDangs fvCD).

While interviewees for this evaluation differed in their opinions of the effectiveness of the WCD,
most agreed that it had been a high-cost, high-level and highly formal process ¢ not what they felt
the sector needed at the time.

Finally, the chosen option was new and untried: the group, perhaps frustrated by the polarization

I YR

a LI NI £ & & arBuad WO wadell tErya diove eperimental approach in the

hope that it would move the conversation on (see also thS Caintexté & dzo Defo® forisdng
further information about the WSS environment). It was also hoped that by engaging most
intensively at country-level, the review would build on concrete national realities and have concrete
results at country-level. Water is a local issue, to the extent that it is provided at the local level (or
not). To a substantial extent, this did occur, although with variable effectiveness and not without
many challenges.

DecisionCRS U SNYAY SR GKI G & Ydzf émendprdee}sé warlfl He Bikedl tOad dzy G NB |
overarching international process capable of drawing lessons and conclusions.€ This required

DecisionE: (i KI GG | &4O02YY2y YSiK2R2t238¢ 06S FLIWXASR G O
were formed at country level, the research questions engaged with and the methodologies applied

were, in fact, not directly comparable. This made it difficult to draw out concrete common lessons

and conclusions at the end of the project. The reasons and implications of these differences in

methodology and focus at country-level work is explored more in Section 5 (Findings).

Decision F came as a surprise to several International Working Group (IWG) members who had
expected (and hoped) that the process would be carried forward by a new group. Nevertheless, the
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IWG members recommitted themselves to the process and a core of membership remained engaged
up to closure in 2010.

After Berlin

The process that unfolded after the Berlin meeting is the main subject of this report in which various
process and organisational aspects of TWD are explored in some detail. Therefore, a broad
description will suffice for now.

l'd GKS . SNIAY YSSiAy3as FAOS O2dzy iNASa WwWaiadaySR
(Brazil, Indonesia, The Philippines, South Africa and Uganda) began..

Finding finance was a challenge at international level for an extended period, though support was
forthcoming from donors and member organisations who had been involved since inception (e.g.
BMZ, WaterAid, Thames Water).

NWGs were required to source most of their own finance ¢ with differing degrees of success.

Hiring a more permanent International Secretariat (IS) took time and it was only after success on this
front that more substantial finance for the process was sourced from DfID; the final meetings and
international processes in 2009 were funded by PPIAF.

The employment of National Secretariats, in the three countries where this was done, took place
later still ¢ during and after 2005. Throughout the projS O i Qa&yreatt deaF owork was done on a
volunteer basis. TWD unfolded at very different paces in different countries.

The original intention was that relatively short research processes at national level would be
undertaken. These would be supported by, and iteratively link to, the international process ¢
meaning would be made up and down the system. In practice, the process of forming functional
NWGs, raising finance, framing and commissioning research, engaging with the research and
working through the issues arising from it, could not take place rapidly. It took until 2009 for
substantive findings to filter up to the international level of the system.

Once finance was sourced, the IWG continued to meet on average twice per year. Its basic function
was oversight, project management and support to the IS. No sustained dialogue was planned at the
level of the IWG ¢ though international TWD meetings did involve some dialogue between
representatives from all the participating countries and the IWG.

Email contact and teleconferences were the most regular means of communication and of trying to
keep the various parts of the system more or less in phase with each other. The whole system came
together at an international meeting on average once per year.

In summaryX

The core focus of The Water Dialogues was to be on exploring the role of private sector
participation (PSP) in water provision through multistakeholder dialogue informed by valid,
evidence-based research (which would be acceptable to the full range of sector stakeholders). The

outcomes of this process should translate into action ¢ advocacy, policy development, and the like.

The decision to adopt this focus flowed from the Scoping Study, which itself merely reflected the
burning contextual realities in 2004. According to respondents interviewed for this evaluation, the
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implementation of the project was initially imagined as spanning eighteen months to two years. For
a variety of reasons, which will be explored in more depth in Section 6 of this report, the project
spanned almost five years. During this time, the context changed, but the overarching focus of TWD
did not. See the next subsection for a brief description of some of the main contextual factors
informing and impacting on The Water Dialogues process.

This focus on PSP was translated into each country context in a variety of ways; the reframing
questions were applied differently and there was no commonly accepted research design. This was a
consequence of a variety of factors, including:
{1 the difficulty of financing TWD, and therefore, of staffing the process;
{1 the diversity of country contexts;
1 the effective independence of NWGs;
1 the limited authority allotted to the IWG and IS to intervene and steer the overall process
and country-level processes;
1 the absence of an effective process design step during which clear research questions,
bottom-line research outcomes and quality standards were defined and agreed to by all
TWD members.

According to The Water Dialogues: Anternational SummaryReport (pp.29-34), the major
achievements of the process were as follows:

1. Getting the stakeholders together
Agreeing next steps
Generating and discussing findings
Impacting the wider sector and influencing policy (see p.32-33 for a summary by country)
Benefits to the individual lead to benefits to the sector

abkrwn

In addition, the Summary Repod 2 Sa 2y (G2 y20S (KFd aO02y @Ay OAy3a 2
Ydzt GA&G1F 1 SK2Tt RSNJ 62N) ¢ KI a 038)AgvochceMoktSHS R a2 a2y
contact with the dialogue process and its effects have indeed begun this process in relation to some

of the donor agencies involved (e.g. DfID) and have also gained some recognition from influential

institutions such as the World Bank and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and

Development (p.33).

Conclusion

It is worth noting, in the light of the above, that TWD did not operate strictly to its original mandate
¢ and probably could not have. This was a consequence of a variety of internal (project design;
organisational structure; etc.) and external (changing context; availability of finance; etc.) factors. In
practice, TWD functioned in a more contingent and emergent fashion. It created a new space for
country-level stakeholders ¢ many of whom had never met or had only conflictual relationships ¢ to
engage with each other and explore, make meaning of, and influence a wide range of WSS-related
issues together.

The process also gave rise to several valuable outputs in the form of research reports, discussion
papers, a practical Guideto MultistakeholdeMWork: Lessons from The Water Dialog(B=silby,
2009) and so on. Its long-term impact ¢ in particular on the use of MSH dialogue processes in the
WSS and beyond ¢ remains to be seen. A more detailed analysis of the functioning of The Water
Dialogues process and structure is undertaken in Section 5 of this report and some lessons for future
practice and initiatives are proposed in Section 6.
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CONTEXT: THE WATER AND SANITATION SERVICES SECTOR

Karen Bakker wroteinhera h @3S NIDA S¢g t I LISNY wSOSyid GNBYyRa Ay t{t

g GSN) aSOG2NE 0¢25%X HAngoY
The debate over private sector participation (PSP) has undergone significant changes since the initi
Water Dialogues péocésghat time, as described in the original Scoping Report, the international debe
over PSP i n wpolagzed asrasptipelspectramabeétwdereticoserthait pdshed PSP as a pe
to the problems in the water sector and those th& @ahted to bmimm  a.i€gnfliatsdotused bnn wa
largscale, emblematic water privatization projects. Entrenched positions meant that fruitful debate o\
access to water supply and sanitation services was hampered.

Seven years latertud@osi has changed significantly. General trends suggest that the role of the privat
providing water supply services in developing countries has evolved significantly. Some participants
international debate now offer a more mstandétywfdee broad range of pridaietadétonsal

and informal, profit ardobfid participating in the water supply sector. The issue of the relative merit:
the public and private sector as water service providersihasbeengateatl fapplanted) by other

issues, including financing and regulation.

The original focus of TWD was no longer nearly as topical, at least at international level, at the time
of project closure as it had been at inception. The context had moved beyond PSP as the central
question. Interestingly, this did not render TWD irrelevant. Because of the absence of uniformity
across country contexts, most country-level dialogues and their outputs retained at least local
relevance: each NWG chose to focus on the issues that seemed workable and important, within the
broad area of PSP (or at least linked to PSP). So, certain key issues ¢ e.g. financing, regulation,
capacity, and so on tended to become foci for the work of NWGs. And, the systemic nature of the
water sector guaranteed that these local issues also have international relevance. By opening itself
to the current realities at local level rather than shaping country-level work to meet centrally
decided objectives, TWD maintained contact with the issues of the day.

Respondents made several comments about the state of the sector, and noted that thesefactors
(unlike the PSP debate) had not changed significantly in the past decade:
1 The water sector is very fragmented institutionally. Further, high-level decision making
about investment is very centralised, even though implementation happens at municipal

level.
1 Thereis a paucity of technical skills in the sector; this, in addition to the political and
economic disagreementsand $¢ampsQ A & | ehNge.22 NJ OK|I f f

1 Sometimes technical problems of water supply and services could be addressed relatively
simply; however, political issues, interests, tensions and dynamics often act as barriers to
achieving a solution. One respondent commented:
o t 6 s n bave asalutGating applieshvolves getting energydtamalve t hat 6 s a
human i ssueé Therefore,. yhiaruismkémhsi ust i n
dialogue is impo#&anu have to create the political spaas forteolaotpleninted.
1 ¢ KSNXkinddiinstlagity A y  KpSe aapSIOdi 2a\fiyt edin dondt see t he
the larger systems which influence itand vice deB® & G SNJ NB a2 dzZNDOSasx Of A

ForamuchmorS adzo adl yiA@S aaSaaySyid 2F GKS aSOi2NE a
at www.waterdialogues.org. For an extremely thorough review of some of the dynamics and issues
in the sector in 2004, see the original Scoping Study report.
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What is the theory of change implicit in the work of TWD?

From observable practice (as opposed to the original conception of the process as mapped out in
Berlin) the basic theory seems to have been this:

1 by engaging in an extended, multistakeholder group process, resourced with the findings of
valid, evidence based research,

o theindividual participants will build new, functional relationships, and
o expand their perspective on key issues in the sector, allowing them to

A develop a more nuanced and systemic understanding of sector functioning,
tensions and challenges and
A generate some workable solutions to these challenges, and so,

A goon to influence their own institutional bases, and
A engage in joint advocacy in the broader sector

A towards the implementation of solutions.

This theory appears to have worked in many instances. Concrete outcomes (e.g. policy change) and
results have been variable across country contexts, though there have been significant successes in
the realm of WSS policy and praxis and many stories of personal change in the lives, beliefs and
attitudes of participants. (For further information, see country reports and other key documents
available on the website.)

However, long term impact seems to depend on individual members (individuals/organisations)
changing how they work (processes), who they engage with (relationships), and what they do
(content), and on sustaining these changes. The, currently unanswerable, question is: Can the
change and learning that has occurred be sustained in the absence of a formal support system?

Beyond the learning and change that occurred within NWGs, it is often challenging to establish
causal links between TWD processes and real-world change. The evaluator suspects that
participation in MSH dialogue may have a transformative effect on participants, and therefore on

iKS a2dadsSvya (kKSe 2fORSTE800aKINBALA] 9 §F202

The potential seems to exist to have a profound impact on the cultureof the broader WSS system.

/ dzf G dzNB OFy 06S @OSNER airAyLif e RSFAYSRI |a akK
GASGLRAYGA 20KSNI GKFYy 2ySQa 2¢ys G2 asSsS i
1JIS2L)X SQa oF&aA0 IyR RS@GSt2LISyidltf ySSRaxz |
divides, could only contribute positively to the MDGs. However, it may be that this kind of change
requires concrete, personal experience. Proving that MSH dialogue can have these kinds of
attitudinal and behavioural outcomes, and at the same time contribute to more concrete and short-
term practical results, may be the most important long-term contribution of The Water Dialogues.
To do so would require follow-up researchin3-p @ S NEQ UGAYS®

The primary challenge going forward may be to find ways to make this experience both available and

more efficient in terms of time and cost; and to overcome some of the ingrained resistance to
dialogue present in many of the institutions which play important roles in the WSS sector.
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BARRIERS TO DIALOGUE

Dialogue is not easy; and multistakeholder dialogue is often very challenging. It is therefore worth
briefly addressing some of the common barriers to dialogue. These barriers also put a new gloss on
the achievements of TWD: dialogue processes, though of variable depth and impact, were
successfully sustained in five different country and cultural contexts over a period of five years.

External barriers to engaging in an effective MSH dialogue (especially an international one) include:

1 costin time and money; and competing priorities for these sometimes scarce resources;

1 long distances and communication challenges;

1 multiple languages ¢ including professional and in-group languages (e.g. professional jargon
which functions both as convenient short-hand and a mechanism of power and exclusion);

1 national cultural factors (e.g. establishing the degree of open and honest exchange in a high
power distance culture where respect for social superiors is highly valued may be more
challenging than would be the case in a more egalitarian culture);

1 the relative scarcity of competent process workers to support such processes ¢ a skilled and
neutral facilitator is often necessary;

1 the strong task- and result-oriented paradigm operating in the development financing sector
¢ process-work is often seen as unproductive or minimally productive and expensive (time-
wasting or self-indulgent).

Some of the inner barriers to dialogue include:
1 fear of losing face, authority, security ¢ dialogue requires that one risk being open and

K2aySaild 6AGK 20KSNBRT Al Ffaz2 ¢2ddvdewsary (KS

seen and valuable and allowed to speak into the process;
1 fearofhowothersfromoneQa 26y OI Y Lgcoledglie§ mayb&Hdstile ofi e

INRdzy Ra GKF G 2y S A &asslippsdihdldoundardeddr tileh-groutd O dza S Q

O2yaz2Nl s6AGK GKS WwWSySyeaQrT
1 fear of change and loss ¢ in MSH dialogue, the beliefs that give one security in the world, the

(@]

Q)¢

Wiy26yQ G(NHzZiKaz +FNB 2FGSy l[jdzSadAaz2ySR FyR YI @

0SS SELISNASYOSR a4 RANBOGfte GKNBIGSYyAy3
1 strong, fixed worldviews ¢ for example, the worldviews of a trade union socialist and a free-

market capitalist are two robust ideological positions that work from quite different

assumptions about the world ¢ they may meet as human beings, but hearing the value in

SIOK 20KSNEQ LISNA LIS Otheldsitions themsélkeNTi dzI £ € &
1 generally low levels of process-awareness ¢ currently dominant cultural and educational
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traditions tend towards a strong results-2 NA&A Sy G I ( ABindmessQP LINP 1 CSaa iahJ NJIi A OA |

in constructive dialogue difficult.

In fact, part of the value of dialogue is that it can help dissolve some of these Yinero I NNA SNR Q G 2
successful meeting and productive collaboration. And, whether consciously employed or not, it is

often an essential ingredient of successful developmental processes, because development usually

Ay@2t @Sa + RSAINBS 2F tSiGdAay3a 32 2F 2fR LI GGSNya

alternatives.

For dialogue to succeed, participants need to be able to live with the discomfort (and excitement) of
the process for a reasonable period of time, have sufficient self-awareness to explore and challenge
their own assumptions, and be willing to enter into and work directly with and through some of the
(often frightening) tensions and differences present in their group and in themselves. Dialogue is a
therapeutic process in the sense that it supports greater awareness and connection, as well as
challenging patterns of thought and reaction that would otherwise keep the system in stasis.
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5. KEY FINDINGS

PROJECT DESIGN: FORM, PURPOSE AND PROCESS

Form

In relation to the design of the project structure, a founder member commented:

OThe argument tleided us on the nationale r nati onal structure was:
influeneeater seryiges need to influenpmlicgad Adurhale tyg have the internatioodltisate

givegowa hook to hamayintry level vaorland some centre of@rehwtyproject. Also, it provides the
possibility of influeimtérgationaslicyusing local experience.

Another noted:

0 T hvasghe right decisiodiffEnent leveld very differentarmdesebest placed to talk to differen
audiences. The interniatieinabdearly geared towardsrttagional IeévEluropehe US, big

institutions and donors, etc. The NWGs were better placatifioliafidenakstakeholdedsto

create spaces for voices that are seleimeaedrtie IWG algmve the group its crediblitpland

facat inteational levitlhandlesramunicatamd ecountability to ddBlZ and DfID needed this

kind of arrangerdehe IWG accounted to thesé donoes.l so ful fill ed the rol

No respondents disputed this view, and it is clear that the national-international structure was
sufficiently robust to weather many challenges and continue functioning well beyond the originally
envisioned two-year process. According to interviewees, in particular those working mainly at
national level, the national-international structure also added value by:

f
f

omotivating the NWGs to keep én track
oproviding opportunities for learning from others with similar problems aid different approaches.

Some of the key challenges that arose from this structure and the relative independence of National
Working Groups (NWGS) included the following:

1 meeting as a whole system was expensive ¢ therefore, meetings were kept to a minimum
(usually once per year for representatives of the whole system to come together at an
international meeting; and twice per year for the IWG);
71 while a broad project purpose had been defined in Berlin, each country operated fairly
independently within this purpose ¢ the whole system was not strongly aligned around one
shared task and purpose.
¢KS aidNH2OGdz2NI f YIFIGGSNE FyR (4KS ReylYAOa | NRaAAYT
fAFTS 2F GKS &deaidiSyé¢ oStz2¢gd [Si dza F20dza F2N GKS
Purpose

According to the TWD logframe (see Appendix 7), developed in 2005-6, the project purposes were
manifold:

1
1

To assess whether and how the private sector can contribute to achieving the human right to sustain
affordable water and sanitation services for all.

To decrease conflict amongst ses wittkeojddifferent perspectives and interests in relation to prival
sector participation in WSS

To democratise the process of policy development and reform in the countries where the project is a
strengthen local ownership/improsmbouzd gbthe .sector

To provide information and guidance for others wishing to pursue multistakeholder initiatives
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1 To provide high quality, multistaéetiotded research for use by governments and their development ps
in developing eff@3i8eolicies relating to both private and public sector engagement

1 To facilitate a more balanced understanding of the roles of the private and public bodies amongst a \
sector actors

All of these purposes were intended to contribute to the overall goal, which was framed as:
To lay firmer foundations for meeting the Millennium Development Goals for water and sanitation wit
emphasis on urban aundjaerienvironments

Among TWD members, this goal was often stated more informally as:
ocontributing to universal access to potable

Admittedly, in the view of the majority of TWD members, the logframe was constructed more as a

fundraising tool than as a guide to implementation ¢ it was reported against, but seldom referred to

when making choices at country level. The logframe is addressed again later in this section. In

NEBflGA2Y (2 Lz2N1}2&S FYyR AyiSyidiAazys AdG R2Sa 2FFSN
aims.

A diffuse project such as TWD, spread across many diverse country contexts and conditions, would
NEIljdzA NE a42YS Of SIFINE FANY 02dzy RENASE Ay 2NRSNI F2N
aligned to each other; this would certainly have been necessary if the whole system was to produce
a coherent synthesis based on research outputs and national advocacy agendas. Neither the
logframe, nor the broad purpose framed at the 2004 Berlin conference seemed to provide this kind
of clarity. In practice, it was decided for pragmatic and values-based reasons that countries would
have a high degree of autonomy to set their own dialogue and research agendas, within the
following broad frame conditions:
1 NWGs should include representatives of all the main stakeholder groups (state, civil society,
private sector, labour) ¢cYF {1 Ay 3 GKSY I-REj §zZBAS3t RSNWdA A O2 YLIR:
1 NWGs should use evidence as the material for their dialogue, as well as the experiences and
views of members;
T NWGs should work with the reframing questions from the Scoping Study (Urquhart &
Moore, 2004); and
9 the dialogues and the evidence gathered (ideally through case study research) should be of
relevance to the broad PSP question that gave life to TWD in the first place.

Most country-level groups adhered broadly to these boundaries ¢ though with varying degrees of
rigour (e.g. some groups expended a lot of energy linking their work to the reframing questions;
others paid them much less attention). However, it is clear that these boundaries alone were
insufficient to bring coherence and comparability to the outputs and outcomes across country
groups. In effect, this meant that each NWG was conducting its own experiment in MSH within this
broad framework.

There is no question that contributions to the various project purposes (see TWD logframe,
Appendix 7) were made at country level, and that common or related findings did arise from
research and dialogue across different country contexts. However, this was more a consequence of
the fact that the water services sector is one loosely woven system: its apparently discreet national
and local subsystems are linked together by global players (including donors and multinational
companies), by a range of common practices and approaches, and by its links to the natural systems
impinging on access to water resources. Therefore, common issues and problems were bound to
arise across a wide range of country contexts since these problems are produced not just by local
causes and choices but by the functioning of the larger sector-system.
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Each country-level dialogue worked from some broadly shared common values and intentions ¢ in

particular, the intention to meet and engage in an ongoing, inclusive, evidence-based dialogue in the

interests of exploring and addressing the problems of water and sanitation provision in their context.

However, the absence of a strong guiding purpose which defined specific and shared outomes

every level of the system, meant that the achievements of the ghdsgh broadly linked) didot

necessarily contribute to an easily apparent wh@@hout uniformity of purpose, the role of the

IWG and IS was to provide support and maintain connections between the country processes. At

international level, it was not possible to synthesise national outcomes into a clear and unequivocal

W3t 20t Q 2dzi02YS gKAOK FRRNBAASR aLISOATAO LINRO
emphasis emerging from international level was on the value of the processtself.

N>

Process

In relation to the issue of shared purpose, about half of the TWD respondents point to some gaps in
the design of the overall process. The following paraphrases from interviews sum up their view:

1 oThe participating countries should have had more of a role in sfiapD@she whiheseeof
hadsat down and developed clarity on what we would all try to do, the outcomes could have been mc
comparable.

1 OThere was a missing step: the reframing questions from the Scoping Study were not refined into a c
researchratge They needed to be reduced in number and focused, so the ansawesdrom different con
comparable and built into a more coherent picture of tide global situation.

1 dt was important for the NWGs to be free to set their own agemalzes bieenitgeodItb have an
agreed 01 owe @ bottodiree muastions tdae we evouid alleabswar @begjche same
methods.

It seems clear that a redesign/refocusing step following the Berlin conference aimed at consolidating
a core purpose would have added value. This would have been an opportunity to attempt to
contract as a whole system around some clear shared outcomes, key questions and basic methods.

According to some respondents, this was attempted, but thwarted by tensions around the use of the
reframing questions and the fact that NWGs did not begin work or develop at same time and pace.
This is linked to another recurring theme: while the IWG and IS were often very conscious of what
would be necessary to maintain alignment and a degree of integration across countries, their
capacity to steer the process in line with this awareness was limited by several factors. For one thing,
in order to develop a genuinely shared purpose, the country-level groups would have needed a
degree of maturity that may only have been available later in the process, once they had developed
to the point of being able to engage in constructive dialogue. By this point, their somewhat
independent agendas had already been set.

What TWD did achieve was to model a range of ways of working in MSH process and the value,

challenges and complexity of this mode of engagement. As one respondent put it:
0 We h leemldedo denoonstrate a new way to makes jroliby dextssotda more
evideroaseand less ideologitaliiedpproaddsually he only stakeholders being consulted were
donorsThe kind of mgliakeholder dialogue we engaged in, becaudmtedambledeance
lot more stakeholders toMeel iand get to gripeeaidities in the sectorlities @nd civil
society members could have a voice and ma

This aim was achieved in most country contexts, and because of the international level of the

project, the learning from the country-level experiments in dialogue (some ongoing) have been
widely disseminated.
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Timing

The Water Dialogues was originally envisioned as a two-year project. It became clear over time that
this was an unrealistic time frame. Five to seven years was what was needed, and what was taken
(2004-2009/10).

Difficulties with accessing finance contributed to the sometimes slow progress at international and
national levels. Once additional funding was accessed, the time frame continued to be extended: a
series of no-cost extensions were applied for and granted by DfID.

One of the main challenges facing the IWG and IS was to manage the phases of the overall project
when national level processes were proceeding at very different rates. In theory, the project would
need to move through several broad phases:

9 MSH group formation (including laying down groundrules and ways of working, establishing
agendas, etc.)
Commissioning and managing research
Engaging with findings
Advocating for change
Closure

=a =4 -4 =9

The first three (and in some countries, the first two) stages of this process expanded to fill most of

GKS LINP2SOGQa tAFSd 'a || 0O2yaSldsSyO0Sz AlG gl a 2yt
work began to be undertaken. Emergent, bottom-up processes do have lives of their own and are

often difficult to predict and schedule in advance. At the same time, the pressures of finance and the

need to report to donors and other interested stakeholders within a reasonable time frame needed

to be managed. It is not clear how agreements on time frames and overall project management

were reached across the whole project ¢ from an outsider perspective, it appears that each of the

SINIASNI LKFasSa 2F GKS LINEBe$heyinaded, With theSonsedodddd | £ £ 2 & S
that later phases (e.g. international advocacy) were somewhat pressed for time.

However, given the fact that the most substantive changes and effects of TWD took place at
country-level, the impact of this limitation should not be overstated. In practice, the primary
function of the IWG and IS was to enable the country-level dialogues to unfold, and in the process,
to effect country-level discourse, policy and practice to the extent that this was possible.

International-level effects were more likely to be concerned with increasing key international

a0l 1SK2ft RSNBRQ dzy RSNRGFYRAY3I 2F3 |yR gAtftAydySaa
processes, rather than directly impacting on WSS-policy and practice. It may be that by influencing

process ¢ and encouraging greater inclusivity and openness across the sector internationally ¢ WSS

policy and practice may be influenced in the longer term.

PRIMARY/CORE PROCESS: MULTISTAKEHOLDER (MSH) DIALOGUE

The core process of TWD was MSH dialogue. In other words, all other processes and outcomes were
enabled through dialogue: the work of NWG or IWG members engaging with each other, challenging
each other and making choices and meaning together.

Dialogue was also the primary point of coherence across the country-level project components ¢ all
NWGs engaged in dialogue as their primary means of forming, processing research inputs, decision
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making, learning and influencing processes and/or policies. Indeed, aside from the universal focus on
water provision and on the vision of universal access, the main thread linking the NWGs into a whole
was the practice of MSH dialogue. This is unusual ¢ most projects, though they develop common
practices and standard processes, are bounded more strongly by their aims and objectives; in TWD,
process was primary.

The IWG did not engage in an international level-dialogue, but focused on overall project
management (to the extent this was possible) and on supporting the overall process. Although
congruent with the original bottom-up project design agreed to in Berlin, many respondents felt that
an opportunity had been missed. One respondent went on to suggest that the IWG may have been
able to lead the project more effectively had it undergone a similar process to that unfolding in
countries, rather than adopting a largely facilitative and supportive role. In organisation
development terms this makes sense: the core process is the main flow of the energy through an
organisational system, and the means by which inputs are transformed into system outputs. In the
case of TWD, it could be argued that the primary outputs were participants with changed attitudes
and new ways of thinking about and acting in the sector. (From this perspective, research reports
and other documents/publications would be seen as secondary.)

It may well have been of benefit to the overall process had the IWG engaged more directly with this
primary process. The constraints which contributed to the choice not to do so, and some of the
implications of this choice, are further SE LXf 2 NS R dzy RSNJ ¢ KS tAFS 2F (KS

Itis clear that much of the learning and value of TWD for its participants arose from the process of
MSH dialogue. At the same time, no matter how assiduously records are kept and outcomes are
recorded, dialogue processes tend to remain opaque to outsiders. This has meant that the core
process and much of the meaning generated within this process has been largely invisible to non-
participants. This accounts, in part, for the tendency of outside observers to focus mainly on the
visible outputs and outcomes of the process. While there are many of these in the form of
publications and concrete changes to policy and practice at country level, they do not necessarily
justify the input costs in terms of energy, time and other resources. To do this one must consider the
value of the process itself: changes to relationships, ways of thinking, and attitudinal changes are
largely invisible, though their impact on sector functioning may be profound in the longer term.
Making the core process and its value visible to non-participants is a major challenge for MSH
dialogues ¢ and a highly topical one, whenever external financing from donor agencies is needed.

Dialogue is, in essence, a mode of communication in which openness, honesty and exploration are
encouraged and, hopefully, these displace power games, tactics and the standard win-lose
interactions that often characterise meetings between parties with differing short- and medium-
term interests. It is most effective to engage face-to-face and in real time. However, due to
YSYOSNERQ GAYS O2yaidN}XYAydGa FyR 0dzZRISGFNE fAYAG GA
level and especially at international level took place using other media ¢ in particular e-mail and
teleconferences. These have their limitations, and when used unskilfully, can result in confusion or
conflict. TWD was largely successful in making effective use of these media by laying down some
simple groundrules (e.g. time frames within which comments on documents would be accepted:;
guorums for teleconferences, etc.). Inevitably, meeting by virtual means limits participation to a
degree and members are more likely to exclude themselves from processes. The IS and National
Secretariats (where present) played an important role in managing the use of these media so that
the NWGs and IWG stayed as connected as possible with evolving issues and decisions.
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SECONDARY PROCESSES

Several secondary processes supported the core process of dialogue. In this subsection, these are
briefly unpacked and the successes and challenges faced in relation to each touched on.

Leadership and management/coordination

The relationships between the structures which made up TWD, are explored in more detail in a later
subsection. Here we merely touch on their role in relation to the managerial and leadership
functions of the system.

The IWG fulfilled an oversight and whole system management function, to the extent that this was

possible. It also carried primary accountability for the system as a whole ¢ in particular

communicating with and accounting to donors and other international stakeholders. However, in

GKS ¢62NRa 2F Iy L2D YSYo S NlooheydRsorSoamed Th&Wadiee Diglo§ugssS NI
andnoonepeerél hy S YA3IKG SEGSYR GKA& adl dSySyid G2 yz2i
the overall process, since the IWG did not direct or focus national-level dialogue and research

towards specific types of outcomes ¢ indeed, most members agreed that this was not within the

L2DQa&a YIyYyRFIGSD

Some respondents felt that the presence of a clearly defined and mandated leader or lead
organisation at international level would have added value. It may also have made a difference to
the final stages of the process ¢ i.e. rather than a simple closure process, a lead organisation might
have identified and mobilised energy to take a next step and continue the work. However, this begs
the questions:

1 Who would be seen as neutral enough to lead?

1 Would the larger system accept one lead agency?

9 Could the energy of real dialogue have been sustained if one organisation led, or would the

process have degraded into something more like a consultation?

According to IWG members, the issue of leadership was much debated, and the above questions
(amongst others) considered. Indeed, the IWG was often deeply aware of the many shortcomings
and difficulties within the TWD process, but easy/workable solutions were seldom found ¢ i.e. this
awareness often did not lead to changes in system functioning.

In any event, it is doubtful that one lead agency could have maintained the integrity of the MSH
process. At the same time, it islikely that more clearly defined leadership would have enhanced the
efficiency (and perhaps the effectiveness) of the overall process. This may be an inevitable trade-off
for projects such as TWD. Finding the right balance between open and emergent process vs. a
process aimed at producing coherent whole-system outputs and outcomes, is extremely difficult in
practice. It would probably only be fully possible in the context of a much more focused (and limited)
project design.

From one perspective, coherence is largely beside the point: it may be more realistic to see the
international level of the project as a simple container which allows diverse national dialogues to do

their work and access support as and when they need it. In effect, this pragmatic perspective seems

02 KI@S AYTFT2NN¥SR 42YS 2F GKS L2DQ& LINI OGAlOSo

Once an IS was appointed, it worked to implement the decisions and perform the tasks generated by

the IWG and the system as a whole (the latter, mostly arising from international meetings). In
addition, the IS acted directly to support NWGs on request, maintained communication linkages
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between the geographically separate parts of the system, and handled the administration of grants
and finances (with the support of various partner organisations who agreed to act as financial
administrators ¢TWD chose not to formalise its institutional status to the extent of registering as an
organisation or opening a bank account).

National Secretariats (where present) fulfilled similar functions to the IS, but at country level and in
relation to NWGs.

To reiterate, the primary challenge of management in a system such as TWD is that everyone and no

2yS W2gyaQ (KS aeadaSyeo 5SOAarz2ya i SkHOK fS@St ¢
directthe work of NWGs in any simple way, without disturbing national-level processes. At the same

time, the IWG was accountable for project outcomes ¢ at least to international-level donors. As one
LYGSNYIFGA2YyFE [ 22NRAYLF G2 N Lldzbeirk & projeét KsSheBg ag dopan | Y |
proceBs

A project is, by definition, focused and goal-oriented. TWD was framed as a project and proposed to
donors as such; however, it had most of the characteristics of an open process. In open processes,
chaos has an important role to play ¢ it often provides the material from which order can emerge.
Further, open processes get where they are going in their own time ¢ not unlike natural processes;
the analogy of pregnancy and birth is apposite. The national dialogues formed and functioned on
their own time scales, and could not work within the relatively short project cycle that was set out
for funding purposes. Fortunately, donors understood the nature of the experiment sufficiently to
allow for these shifts and extensions.

Nevertheless, the experience of the IWG, and even more so, of the IS, was of trying to hold the
balance between letting go and allowing things to unfold, and applying pressure on groups to realise
outcomes and achieve results. This tension was experienced as uncomfortable by many respondents
at national and international level and expressed itself at times as:
9 generalirritation and frustration on the part of IWG members and International
Coordinators with NWGs (and vice versa);
1 NWGsQendency to Protect their turfCand a reluctance to share country-level challenges
and problems with the larger system;
9 reduced energy and focus on the part of IWG members (especially in mid-project ¢ 2006-
2007) in the face of an apparently unmanageable process (which the IS had largely taken
over attempting to manage), and in the absence of their own dialogue to pursue.

It is striking that these frustrations did not tip the system over into dysfunction ¢ mainly because

most members responded to them in a measured, mature and, above all, patient manner. They are,

however, notable symptoms of the discomfort that people often experience when somewhat at sea

AY | WOSYUGNBftSaaQ 2NHFYyAal GA2Yy 6KSNB (GKS dzdzZ f L
recognisable ways.
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the leadership, management and support functions was critical. The Secretariat itself, however, was

not always managed by, or held accountable to, anyone. Once a competent secretariat was in place,

the IWG took a step back and allowed it to work (though this trend was somewhat reversed in the

final years of the project as TWD began to move towards completion and closure). Fortunately, the

employees chosen by the IWG worked with a high level of integrity and did not grasp the power that

was available to them. The IS sought, with variable success, to play a facilitative role.
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A key lesson emerging from the above seems to be this: leadership and management are necessary

functions to ensure a minimum of connection and coherence across the whole system. However,

there are systemic limits to what can be managed and how much. The original mandate of a MSH
LIN2OS&aakaeaidSY o0lFlYyR YSYOSNBQ AYUSNIINBGIGAZ2Y 2F
O2yRAGA2Yya 6KAOK RSTFAYS gKI G A aandleydRship.hifiQl LJ2aaAd
probably especially true of an international MSH process ¢ where it is much more difficult to make

OKIy3aSa (2 (GKS aeadsSyQa WNHzZ SaQ 2y0S Ad KIFa o6S3o
in these kinds of processes, beginnings largely determine endings; though of course, changes along

GKS gtre& Oly IyR R2 AYLIOG 2y (KS aeadsSvyqQa tATSo
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Administration

The administrative function at international level was managed competently by the International
Secretariats. This function ¢ which includes the logistical arrangements for meeting, teleconferences
and the distribution of documents ¢ is technical, but essential. It is doubtful whether TWD could
have functioned at all without this competent administration at international level. This underscores
the critical importance of having some form of effective secretariat devoted to coordination and
administration, among other functions.

Research

The value of research as an input and support to the MSH dialogue process was generally seen as an

appropriate and grounding approach by members and non-members of TWD. In the case of hon-

members and donors thisviewseemedi2 0SS f Ay 1 SR (Rv dirKSi fi Ktzhz2 Kdii 4ailKd g
achieve major outcomes, therdeédl | be somet hing co

Itis true that finding a basis for dialogue is critical, and research can offer an excellent entry point

for exploring reality and working through underlying differences and assumptions. However, even if

the researchers are carefully selected by all members of the MSH group and are highly competent,

research findings remain mediated truths. No matter how thorough and clear, the research can

usually be interpreted in a variety of ways, and if it is truly thorough, social research often yields

somewhat contradictory findings¢i KS W¢ NHzGKQ A& 2FGSy FAESR o6& (KS
¢ if only because the questions and the time available are always finite.

Itis striking that some NWGs ¢ in particular the Philippines ¢ achieved considerable impact on the
basis of very little research. This NWG hosted a series of roundtables that opened new conversations
and seem to have opened up some new spaces too; for example, the NWG played a role in enabling
small scale independent providers (SSIPS) to claim a legitimate and more valued space in the
Philippines water supply system.

Willingness to engage in the hard work of meeting and engaging is the bottom-line for the success of
processes such as TWD: The research is not an end in itself; it is meant to support dialogue that in
turn catalyses change.

This did in fact happen at country-level. However, the process of completing acceptable research
was a protracted one in most cases; it involved a good deal of healthy contestation, negotiation and
dialogue which made the process interesting and rich in learning for most participants. In some
cases, however, the research findings remained contested or were not widely understood (e.g.
because of highly complex research methodologies, as in the very impressive, but somewhat
overwhelming Brazilian report). Overall, a good deal of high quality, original research was produced
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in the process. The absence of pre-set quality standards did, however, mean that some products
were of lesser quality ¢ though generally adequate to support useful dialogue in-country.

An additional point on research quality: one IWG member pointed out that, 0 t h e dntemaianal t h e
Acadenffane(lAP)was establi shed é was to ensure some kir
various research met h dvlileduchgoykshapsdid tale plaseared at i nt er n
academic panellists did provide some direct support to countries, this seems not to have worked

across the board: ultimately, the quality of country-level research outputs depended on what

happened at country-level and in particular on the competencies to be found within NWGs and

National Secretariats. 6 ¢ KA & A &dadzS A& | RRNBaAaaSR FdzZNIKSNJ Ay 2 dzN
fAFTS 2F GKS adeaidiSyé¢ o0St2600

The process of waiting for the research results to arrive allowed some NWG members and the

system as a whole to avoid really engaging with and confronting their reality (and each other) for

considerable stretches of time. This may have been positive in one sense: perhaps it contributed to

building a higher degree of comfort and security within the NWGs by giving members time to get to

know each other. However, it also limited the space for real dialogue. It is unfortunate that it only

becamepossiblei 2 Sy 3aF 3S gAGK Y2ald 2F GKS NBaSINOK FAYRA

Small-scale, tightly bounded research exercises, staggered over time ¢ so that engagement with
their findings is ongoing ¢ may be a more effective and efficient way of integrating the research
process and the research material into the dialogue. This would also allow for learning from
experience and for the research questions to change and evolve as new issues and focus areas
become figural.

One researcher made the following comment on the link between dialogue and research in TWD:
0 e role of reseatbbdgaocesses is critical. My honest assessment is that The Water Dialogues was
to deliver on a key goal, which was a neutral assessment of publimesrgns\pagatas @Gmhave
been able to do thigHSricy, and they only didailitoited exterhis suggests that resesrtchecan
primary outcome of MSH dialogues, particularly where funding is urdbektag rédeateabtioitf
procd$s, in other words, problematic in my opinion if we want that éstaitcbatswers.

With respect to the public versus private comparison, you'll note from the Synthesis Report that only
SA did research on both public and private in an approach that could broatiyrimacfaracterized as
Why did the other NWGs not do so? Lack of funding is one important reason. Another reason was th
PSP was not relevant to some countries (or not perceived to be as relevant). A third reason is that m
participants were not resg@énelyeespractitioners. Asking them to commission (or even éonduct) researt
particulartyiven that most of them were acting asvadpmaeopinion, overly ambitious. This is at the
root of my argumertittkiig research with pirotesdVD style was problematic if the overall goal was to
provide definiiivswéite key questions regarding public versus private comparisons.

The evaluator is broadly in agreement with this view ¢ but perhaps definitive answers were not the
main point! Some members of the International Academic Panel felt that, ultimately, the research
outputs were a meansrather than an end in themselves. This aligns with the argument that the
research process was secondary; it resourced the primaryprocess of dialogue. An academic panellist
commented:

of h e r e smeessaniningtalx ndidther, it wasehicle for ongoing dighegue

answerma 0t al | inttHeraselves; thgresedrch findiagd groich the national
dialoguln some ways, the research enriches the educative and learning aspects of the dialog
research took a long time to complete, th

devel opment processes do take time. o
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Advocacy

Most of the advocacy work of the system relied on meanings generated from processing the
research findings and other outcomes of work at country-level. In effect, this meant that advocacy
work at international level only became possible in the final months of TWD. An exception was the
process of fundraising ¢ in particular bringing DfID on board as a donor (2005-6). This involved
lobbying and advocacy aimed at influencing DfID practice in order to convince the agency to finance
TWD (and so, to some degree, affirm the value of MSH processes in the WSS sector).

In general though, there was a degree of imbalance in terms of investment of time and energy: the
research process spanned several years, while international advocacy work was abridged to a few
months.

Within this constraint (and the fact that the synthesised findings focused mostly on process rather
than policy), successful advocacy was undertaken at international level. In particular, meetings with
DfID, other international players, and the Final Conference itself, resulted in some important
developments. Several agencies have begun to consider ways of integrating MSH dialogue into their
programme work.

Perhaps most encouraging was a strong interest from several new countries in beginning their own
MSH initiatives focused on water and sanitation provision. This interest was expressed by Final
Conference participants from Ghana, Chad, Kenya and India. Some donors also expressed tentative
interest in supporting ongoing MSH work. (See the Final ConfeenceProceedingdeporton the
website for more information.)

Advocacy at national level was a less distinctly separate phase in many cases ¢ outcomes occurred
throughout the process, not least of which was the establishment of working relationships between
formerly adversarial groupings in-country. These outcomes are reported on in the country-level
summary documents; these are also available on the website.

THE LIFE OF THE SYSTEM

STRUCTURES

Overarching factors

Before exploring the functions, roles and relationships which constituted the various structures of
the project, it is worth addressing two overarching factors:

9 interpersonal dynamics; and

9 voluntarism.

Both had a significant impact on the life of the system.

Interpersonal dynamics

As in all organisations and projects, interpersonal relationships can both enable and undermine
system effectiveness. In the face of considerable challenges (geographical distance, limited direct
contact, budgetary constraints, and the limits imposed by electronic communications) TWD
managed to form what appeared to be largely congenial and functional relationships within a group
of people from very different contexts, personal and professional backgrounds and sector

The Water Dialogues: Process and Organisational Evaluation Report | 33



allegiances. This largely amicable tone owes something to the nature of dialogue and to the
leadership by example of the IWG and IS.

Where respondents referred to interpersonal difficulties, they tended to be linked to matters of

control and management as well as personal differences of preferred communication style and tone.

C2NJ SEFYLX S5 aS@OSNI t NBa&LRY RSwiaileito féepinaddtiusiady SR 2 F 6
demands from the international secretariat during the middle phase of the project (2006-2007). This

was the period during which the secretariat was most active and had expanded to include four part-

time members, including an administrator.

During this phase, the Secretariat actively attempted to manage the project and guide the process at

national level. This attempt was in line with the will of the International Working Group and related

G2 GKAAa {SONBGFNARIFGQa &adz00SaaFdzZ FGddSYLWGa G2 NI A
unwelcome: several of the National Working Groups resisted these efforts and in time, the IWG also

became resistant to them.

This was perhaps the most inactive period for the IWG, who handed over many of the day-to-day
management tasks to the Secretariat. There were, no doubt, some personal differences as well.
However, it is striking that these expressed themselves most strongly in the context of issues around
control and autonomy. Ultimately, and perhaps inevitably, the Secretariat changed rather than the
rest of the system. The process as a whole seems to have been inimical to attempts at imposing
orderandcontrol¢cS @Sy $KSy (GKSasS GddSyYLiia 6SNBE Ay tAYyS g7
centralised control/management in any form was usually resisted and perceived as negative and
demotivating. This too, may well be so; however, it is important to recognise that they were also
attempts to provide direction and bring clarity and conformity to the system. At times this was
successful, though many such attempts were rejected or resulted in only temporary change. A more
subtle and indirect approach may have been more effective.

What is certain, however, is that the system seemed to want a facilitative leader (to the extent that

there was any desire for leadership) ¢ not a manager. This was somewhat at odds with the

agreement signed with DfID. This agreement specified a range of ambitious outcomes and

deliverables which may have been more appropriate for a more traditional, less experimental (and

Y2NBE RANBOGf @ WYL yI 3 8VZODFIS ddlatek FRIBRFAANSrOddrtent ®AINGG dzy | G S &
the process to unfold at its own pace and did not resist no-cost extensions when requested.

Voluntarism

Most members of the project were unpaid and offered their time, skills and energy on a voluntary

basis. The only regularly paid members were Coordinators and Administrators at international level

and in some countries. Brazil never employed a Coordinator. Indonesia employed one for a time, as

did Uganda ¢ though the latter turned out to be an unsuccessful appointment and did not last long.

In the Philippines an organisation (Streams of Knowledge) provided many of the services of a

Secretariat; this worked, though it did somewhat blur the boundaries between TWD and Streams.

South Africa was the only country to maintain the presence of a full-time Coordinator and additional
FRYAYAAONT GAGBS adzLILI2 NI F2N) YdzOK 2F (KS LINR2SO0Q3

In addition, most subsystems of TWD employed a variety of consultants ¢ mainly researchers, but
also facilitators and other professionals, as required.

As mentioned previously, one of the lowest ebbs in IWG energy came shortly after the appointment
of the second International Coordinator: while her presence enabled the IWG to let go of many of its
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the IWG and NWGs have demanding, full-time jobs ¢ often at the managerial levels of large

institutions, municipalities and businesses. The presence of the International Secretariat provided

them with the opportunity to return their attention to their primary work. Conversely, it may be that

Ay GKS 1 0aSyO0S 2F I {SONBOGFINARFIGEZ &a2YS b2D YSYo SN
increased.

In summary, it seems that the emphasis on voluntarism increased ownership and willingness to give
energy to the project ¢ especially in the absence of a Coordinator/Secretariat. It is remarkable that
countries without Secretariats managed to function as successfully as they did ¢ a clear testament to
YSYOSNEQ O2YYAUYSyld G2 (KS Lidd@Scand theemphasisiok S &

g2t dzy ik NBE ASNWAOS SEKIdzadGAy3IZ FyR y2G0SR YIFN] SR T
The presence of a secretariat usually did substantially enhance the efficiency of national processes ¢

especially in relation to the management of the research process; the high quality of most of the

South African research outputs bear witness to this.

LYGdSNBadAy3aItesr K2gSOSNE YSYoSNERWUzZEIZRARO yRAS aRESSarT
related to the presence or absence of a Secretariat. For example, most members of the South
African NWG expressed readiness for closure and did not initiate any follow-up MSH work; on the
other hand, the Indonesian NWG plans to continue engaging in dialogue beyond the dissolution of
the IWG and the closure of the IS. One practical explanation for this is the fact that that the South
African funding arrangements specified clear deadlines and committed the NWG to finishing a
substantial body of research within deadline: this in turn required a more rapid and intense work
rhythm. The Indonesian NWG, on the other hand, worked at a slower and steadier pace and
accessed funding later in its life ¢ it was therefore always clear the Indonesian process would finish
at a later date. (This reality points again, to the very variable time frames and work processes that
characterised in-country work; and which resulted in considerable coordination challenges at
international level.)

Note: Thefollowing sevenpages brieflydescribe some of the furiohs, roles, dynamics and
challenges that arose in relation to each structiiéethen moveon to consider the
relationshipsbetweenthesesubsystems.

International Working Group (IWG)

The Terms of Reference (ToR) of the IWG were developed in 2007. Their very existence points to a
conscious attempt to draw clear boundaries around the responsibilities and functions of the IWG
and its sub-systems. (See Appendix 4 for the terms of reference which guided the work of the IWG.)
It is notable that these ToR were developed in early 2007: a time when the strengthened
International Secretariat sought greater coherence and a shift towards more rational and objectives-
directed ways of managing the whole system.

It was also during this period that the sub-groups of the IWG were formed with differentiated
responsibilities or areas of focus:

9 the management, operations and finance subgroup

9 theresearch and process subgroup

9 the communication and advocacy subgroup
According to respondents, the management subgroup was the most active of these, especially in the
final years of the process.
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The IWG was the oldest structure of TWD ¢ having existed before any others were in place, and

AYRSSRE LINBRIGAY3 GKS yl YSTE G¢KS 2 G§GSNan®A L f 23dzS 3
GKS | OlGdzr f NBtS@GFryOS IyR FLILX AOFGA2Y 2F (GKS ¢2ws>
LJdzZN132 &S Aad RSTAYSR YR ONASTiI& O2YLINAYy3I GKAA oA

The primary purpose of the IWG is to:

1. act as custodian of tiok gmiagples in order to maintain the integrity of The Water Dialogues

2. ensure that safe spaces are created and sustained at interraditidealderel gnadgtp be heard

3. encourage engagement with different stakeholder grthupmalitstsdfelyolaier character of processes at
international and national levels, ensuring these remain a core strength and characteristic of the proj
and of the national dialogues in particular

4. demonstrat e t h eongnonodbsad for beter aolations for the podri indepdnaent okidic

5. take overall responsibility for the good management of the project, delegating tasks and duties to the
Secretariat as appropriate

6. monitor the work of the Internatostaki@t and National Working Groups and Coordinators and provide
support and guidance in order to ensure project objectives are met

7. be accountable for finances, ensuring donor reporting and accounting requirements are complied wit
signindd t he projectds annual accounts at interr

8. resolve problems and concerns regarding the integrity of the project at international or national level
issues raised and, by means of dialogue with the actors @rsoledidrzaity thed jpéernationally,
providing clear and prompt responses

9. fundraise for The Water Dialogues as necessary

10 provide an international and wider perspective (beyond National Dialogues) on issues arising from T
Dialogues process

11 represeahe project as required and inform and engage stakeholder peers and individual contacts rege
work

12 act as a sounding board to, and support, the International Secretariat.

According to respondents, these purpose statements adequately describe the actual work and
NEBalLRyairAoAfAGASa 2F (GKS L2Dod {SOSNIf YSYOSNHE RS
YEAYOGFAYAY3a a2@SNBAIKG 2F GKS gK2tS LINRP2SOG¢d {
quite difficult for the Group to act upon. For example, for long periods, the IS was hardly managed at

all, but rather made strong attempts to manage the whole system, including the IWG. (At the time,

the IWG felt that a stronger management function was necessary and appointed an International

Coordinator to fulfil this function.)

a
2

And while the IWG accepted i KS a2 @SNI £ f NBaLRyaAoAtAdGe #F2N GKS
is hard to imagine a more challenging task in the absence of the right to intervene decisively at
national level. Indeed, one IWG member noted that,
OWe only havesamctipand thas the withdrawdbiaind recognititie could say Katonal
Working Baypyumpo bB&Xomger call yourself a part of
(e.g.involvenfentet akehol ders from all the main sectol

Although this sanction was never applied ¢ though some respondents pointed to times when it could
havebeencA 1a SEAAGSYOS LRAyila 020K (G2 (GKS L2DQa f SO
NWGs,andtothef A YAGF GA2ya 2F (GKAa f SAHSNI ISP ¢KAA AYyTFf dz
in initiating the project as well as the breadth and depth of experience they brought to TWD. In a
sense, they were the parents of TWD and as such had a different status from people and
organisations who joined the system later on. Nevertheless, influence is not the same as legitimate
authority ¢ and this influence had to be exercised with considerable subtlety and a light touch to
avoid alienating NWGs, without whichthere O2 dzft R 6 S y2 2 GSNJ 5A f 23 dzSa
2

2 (
Re&ylIYAOa 0S0GoSSy adzoaeaiasSvyaéeé oStz2¢ FT2N Y2NB
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In 2005, pairs of Link Members were mandated from each country dialogue to participate in the

IWG, and so supplement the capacity of the existing group of Founder Members and make the IWG

more fully representative of the project. Given the centrality of the national level processes to TWD,

some Link Members expected that they would effectively lead and shape the process together, with

support from the Founders. However, this expectation was somewhat frustrated. One Link Member

commented that, at times, they seemed to be seen as:
0 wo r kdnot orbtleeesame level as the founders and present mainly to account for themselves anc
country peeses, and to influence what happeredeitfeotherfiG

This differentiation of ascribed authority seemed to persist throughout the life of the project:

history, founder status and the knowledge that comes with it, confers considerable power within

most organisational contexts. The Founder Members were also the primary carriers of the original

Berlin mandate and appeared to feel more responsible for fulfilling this specific mandate than other

members did. It is interesting to note that while many respondents (including Founder and Link

members) pointed to design weaknesses in TWD and a need for more of a focused and shared

purpose, Link Members were more likely to point to the need for joint design, and for country-level

needs to determine the focus, emphasis and bottom-f A y S& 2 ¥ (0 K Stthedsd@edmeO( Qa ¢ 2 N.
several Link members admitted that their primary interest was in their own country-level process:

they did not all attempt to see and hold the whole system.

The above dynamic raises questions about whether the IWG recognised that by inviting new
members to join the group it was, in effect, creating a new IWG ¢ which needed to embark on its
own process of group development, boundary setting, refining the purpose, and so on. It may have
been of benefit to spend more energy on this initial formation process, in the interests of forming a
more integrated group with more space and capacity to lead and manage.

Paradoxically, one might argue that by holding the history and maintaining a focus on the original
mandate, the Founder Members of the IWG both:
9 supported the project to maintain cohesion and coherence; and
9 worked against the possibility that a more strongly shared, and perhaps more contextually
current, focus or set of focifor T2 5 Qa céultl Bidjerge from the national experiences.

It could be also argued that really steering such a diffuse project ¢ and being able to take meaningful

decisions about shifts in project focus, emphasis and purpose ¢ requires more contact time than was
Fff26SR 0@ ¢25Q048 RS&aA3IYyS FYRT AYRSSRZANIMWE | f NS R&
respondent commented that the work of the IWG was characterised by the following pattern: ¢ \|Ve

would identify] problem areas, [have] debateseos fsow to hderm, [ but] often return
This seems to affirm one basic conclusion contained in this report: the initial design of the project,

and the differentiated manner in which it unfolded at country level rendered effective management

and steering from international level extremely difficult, if not impossible.

LYGSNYylFGA2y Lt €S@St RAFE23dzS 61 & y20 LI NI 2F (KS
should have been. When asked about this aspect, member responses fell into two broad categories:
1. It was right not to engage in dialogue at this level because:
1 it was simply not possible (insufficient timaratidrenergy)
9 it was not our mandate

2. Having our own dialogue would have been a good thing.
1 It would have been miwaimgpfor the group members than just focusing on oversight and
management
1 We would have remained more congruent with what was happening at country level
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1 It might have enabled us to offer more relevant input and increased theptieesgeness of the w
by helping it stay more linked up and connected.

1 There is still massive ideologicdltberifiternationaldevdlalogue at this level could have
facilitatdekttaunderstanding

Some more detailed comments were as follows:

1 OWe we never a strong MSH group and did not engage in our own dialogue. And it took a vel
time for findings and information to flow from national level to internatidetl level. Later on, |
hamstrung by téis...

1 OYou could say that we cohlatbepiece debateke IWGThe lseen a tendency to rely on
noAnembers to debate matters obsupstha@cademic\Waeetas actually, we have a lot of
expertiseirselvesyich we have been reticévetbasseunderused our@wntexps e . | o m r
entirely sure why. Perhaps partly not wanting to expose the differences that may exist betwee
only way in which you can do that properly is to actually set aside tirhésérgredple to say
positions taken by theuenstis that | generally répleesegtet not having an occasion where
each of us set out the views of our codstituencies

1 0O fe initial Berlin mandate was so clear on the mandatevibeiwgreatébicenp about
seeming to impose aigiosd were a very lightoathishing to direct the Nataional
Dialogue in any véay...

It is worth noting, that the global scoping study (2004) and the thematic reviews (2009) did involve

the IWG in some intensive debate and discussion. And, in the words of another IWG members, there

were some attempts at dialogue,6 . . . once at an | WG mkowever,theg i n Lon
point being made here is that a sustaineddialogue was not maintained at international level as it

was in most participating countries.

On balance, more than half of the IWG members interviewed expressed some regret at the absence
of an international level dialogue from their process. Most were also very clear that without more
time together, engaging in ongoing dialogue was simply not feasible.

In conclusion, the absence of a sustained dialogue at international level does appear as a gap in the
overall TWD process. It may also have enabled the IWG to connect to national processes in new and
more direct (though still facilitative) ways ¢ rather than awaiting national outputs, the IWG could
have begun to share its own deliberations and process, and perhaps in this way, stimulated more
mutual exchange. Having its own direct experience of the dialogue process may have also enabled
the IWG to more directly engage, involve and influence other international players earlier in the
TWD process.

International Secretariat (IS)

As for the IWG, ToR for the IS were developed ¢ though in this case a few months earlier, in 2006

(see Appendix 5). The primary function of the IS was to support the functioning of the rest of the

system, including the IWG and NWGs. The IS worked in both responsive and proactive ways to do

this. Managing and facilitating the communication flows necessary to keep the whole system

connected and somewhat aligned with itself was one of the most critical IS functions. It also carried

out tasks delegated to it by the IWG, and provided direct support to NWGs ¢ especially those which

lacked a Secretariat of tK SA NJ 2 gy @ | 00SaaAay3a FTAYylFIyOS (2 NBa&2dzN
was another important IS function.
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Early in the post-Berlin period, Penny Urquhart worked as the International Coordinator (IC). She
had been part of the Scoping Study team and supported the IWG and emerging NWGs through these
early days. She also helped the IWG access sufficient funds to sustain the system during start-up. Her
primary orientation in the role could be characterised as facilitative.

The second IC, Hillary Coulby, raised the most substantial donation in the form of a grant from DfID.

She was also instrumental in developing a project logframe, and expanding the IS to four members

(three of whom provided direct support to country processes as needed). She also further developed

the practical systems and arrangements (financial systems, management systems, the website, etc.),

that gave TWD its institutional nature.’ ¢ KA & { SONB Gl NA I G Qa 62N] YIé& 065 ¢
and significantly, managerial ¢ as already noted, a challenging combination to maintain.

The third and final secretariat, headed up by Kate Martin, has overseen the consolidation and
completion of the main products of the process (publications) and supported the shift towards
processing and making meaning of the whole experience, advocacy and closure. During this phase it
was also important to raise finance for the international meetings and processes which were
necessary to satisfactorily complete the work and bring TWD to closure. The International
Coordinator and members of the IWG spent about eight months working on this and succeeded in
accessing support from PPIAF: this funding made the International Assembly and Final Conference
possible.

The third Secretariat was smaller than the second and made more use of consultants to support its
work. Interestingly, several respondents compared the efficiency of Secretariats 2 and 3 and noted
that the final secretariat appeared to function more efficiently with half the staff and more external
consultants. If this wasthe case, it seems to point to some difficulties in coordinating the work of the
four key members of the second IS ¢ this would not be a surprising finding, given that subsystems
tend to mirror the dynamics of the larger system that contains them. One respondent referred to
GKS L{Q&d 62N] |d& GaKSNRAY3I OFLdGasey 'y 200dzd GA2Y
function as an efficient subsystem, especially when each member works in a totally different
context. At the time, IS members were providing a considerable amount of country level support
with fundraising, appointment of staff, research design and so on; each of the three IS members
(excluding the administrator) had a different country to support. One respondent suggested that it
would have been more effective to base some of IS staff in the countries they were supporting,
rather than incurring the expense and complexity involved in basing them centrally in the UK.

A further contributing factor to the perceived increase in efficiency and effectiveness from

{ SONBGFNARIFG H G2 {SONBGINRAFG o YIFIe 68 NBfIFGSR G2
completion, publication and advocacy provides a sense of achievement and rapid progress. Finally,

the perception probably also relates to differences in the nature of the relationship between the IS

and the IWG. The final Coordinator accepted her position on the basis that the IWG would provide

more direct support than had been the case in the past, and that the IWG would take more direct

responsibility for project management. The work of the final IS was therefore characterised by a

more supportive and implementation/task-oriented approach ¢ direction and leadership came more

strongly from the IWG than in the previous phase, and the whole system appeared to function more

smoothly as a result.

! However, TWD never became a formal, registered organisation inits own right® ¢ KS RSOA&A2Y (2 NBYFAY |
entity was taken on the basis that developing a new institutional base for a finite project was unnecessary, and that it did

not make sense to align a multistakeholder project too closely to any one institution lest it become identified with any one

stakeholder.
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There is no question that the role of the IS, and in particular the International Coordinator, is a very
challenging one with many complexities to manage. Although the character and role of the IS did
change over time as the project shifted from phase to phase, some essential qualities seem
ySOSaalNeEo .St2¢ Aa I tAad 2F ljdzrtAdASaz
Excellent communiationegotiator

Smalego

Good project manager

Ability to see politics and process and work consciously with these

Able to think strategically and engage in advocacy

Tolerance for uncertainty and frustration (good boundaries)

Commitmeitostay in and with difficult ammhfen@ble processes

Highly flexible

=4 =4 =8 -8 -8 -8 8 -8 -8 9

And, in a slightly different vein:
1 Perhaps more time: perhaps this should htireeljebnattal than diperione.

Indeed, the International Coordinators often exceeded their contracted number of days per month
in order to do the work ¢ and the final IC was contracted on an almost full-time basis (18 days per
month).

Finally, one respondent pointed out that:

0 T h etarfatdscthe glue that holds the process $bathampditiedlarly diffikilyou have to be
the ultimat@kiatd and a bit of an enfoRgingthings togethex project like this requires the ability

to workn a whole range of different modes.

One additional enabling factor that contributes greatly to the likelihood of project success ¢ and to

1At &

Knowledge of the sector (useful, butthobresseiiedwledge can be learned more easily than the other
elemenlisted abdven d e e d , none of the | C8s were water

Skilled at synthesis and making large quantities of data/information manageable and understandable

(S

0 KS L { Qfacilitate, uppdrtinégotiate and ¥nforce isthe Odzf (1 dzNJ f F yRA & @i SNLIS

between the Secretariat and other sub-systems. MSH dialogue processes, and extended
international processes of all kinds, are often demanding and intense: feelings run high at times, and
at other times, the system feels disconnected and sluggish. There is a great deal of potential for
miscommunication and dysfunction. To hold such a process on course, and maintain a degree of
alignment and connection between subsystems, it is necessary for the IS and other structures to find
more than a professional and collegial basis for their relationship. Without mutual liking, trust and
respect it is very difficult for such a system to function effectively. Furthermore, without this basis
for honest engagement and mutual understanding, resistances and unresolved interpersonal
problems are likely to expand and pollute the process. Such difficulties may be minor and easily
dealt with in a local or national project; however, when people are thousands of miles apart, these
dynamics can be much more intractable. Establishing and maintaining healthy relationshipsis a
critical function of the IS in such a project; this requires considerable skill on the part of the
Coordinator who must hold the tension between supporting and confronting the different elements
of the system with considerable care and awareness.

National Working Groups (NWGs) and National Secretariats & Coordinators
NWGs were the main vehicles of project functioning: they carried the core process (MSH dialogue)
as well as the secondary processes of research and advocacy. The national dialogues worked with a

high degree of independence from each other, from the IS and from the larger whole. They explored
their own contexts at their own pace ¢ though motivated and occasionally called to order or directly
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assisted by the IS and IWG. The relational issues between NWGs and other structures are explored
dzy RSNJ 6 KS KSIFIRAY3I>S awSftfliA2yaKALA YR ReylYAOa 6

As already noted, the presence of a national secretariat may not be essential, but where present,

National Coordinators and Secretariats did make a substantial difference to the capacity and

efficiency of national processes. It is also worth noting that most of the Secretariats within TWD

(international and national) worked on a part-time basis. However, it is clear that there was often

enough work ¢ at least during peak phases of the project, such as the lead up to major meetings and

during the main research phase ¢ to require a shift to full-time work. Accessing the resources to

acquire the services of competent Coordinators was an ongoing challenge for most national

dialo3dzSad® ¢KAAa Ad RA&AOdzAaASR FTAd2NIKSNJI AYy (GKS awSaz2dz

International Academic Panel (IAP)

The IAP was formed to provide TWD with access to inputs from researchers and academics and so
provide guidance to the research work (and a degree of quality control) and intellectual input as
desired. IAP members were called in for specific meetings and learned about TWD as they went
along. One panellist noted that the briefing in preparation for these inputs was often very limited,
perhaps reducing the value of what IAP members could provide. TWD members commented to the
effect that:
1 orhe IAP could have been used more effectively to resouréedhd overall dialogue
1 0Sometimes IAP members were asked to provide input when it mightentheresenroetteto
knowledge within the 8ystkimg others to share their perspectives meant that megdmdrs were engaging
otheon issués.

In general, those respondents who commented on the IAP and its role felt that most of its members
added value to the process by enhancing its educative aspects; i.e. they provided ideas about
research and ways of seeing the sector that made a difference to the quality of the research and the
intellectual rigour of the national dialogues.

RELATIONSHIPS AND DYNAMICS BETWEEN SUBSYSTEMS

This is an especially complex aspect of any system ¢ and this is certainly so for systems with widely
separated sub-systems and relatively low levels of direct contact. Rather than attempting to describe
the full range of dynamics referred to by informants (several of which have already been touched on
and briefly explored in previous sections), this subsection addresses the characteristics of two main
relationships between TWD subsystems:

1. The relationship between NWGs and the international structures.

2. The dialectical relationship between IS and IWG roles and functions over time.

NWGs and international structures

The power relations between NWGs and the IWG/IS are of particular interest. IWG influence at
country level was limited by several factors including:
1 The emphasis in the original mandate on bottom-up process and the related desire for real
ownership in-country and for the real country-level issues to be worked with.
9 The limited capacity of the international level to directly finance national processes ¢
national TWDs had to find most of their own resources.
1 NWGs apparent desire to have their own dialogues, fairly independently of international
WAYGSNFSNEYOSQo
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As noted earlier, this combination of factors severely limited the space for IWG/IS intervention ¢
even when intervention might have considerably improved the quality of the dialogue process
and/or the research. In relation to research in particular, quite different kinds of results emerged
from the different contexts. Research designs did not always address comparable questions and nor
were the research methodologies necessarily chosen with the whole TWD system and its needs in
mind.

Thetendency of NWGa (12 WLINRPGSOG GKSANI (i RISE diR OSSP NRdz2 TdzLI\
Ay G S NF GantdBoysparthdlyshare information about outcomes, challenges and other
developments with the IS and IWG ¢ is perhaps unsurprising. It may in part be explained by a species
of nationalism¢A @S ® Wg S 2dzly RPAzNIIK BIALIKQ | 26 SHSNE Ad asSSy
also related to at least four other factors:
1. the fragility of the process ¢ it was felt that reporting on outcomes early (i.e. while the NWG
was still exploring an issue) could endanger the MSH process itself; some respondents
explained that this reluctance to share information was not specific to the IWG or IS, but
reflected a need to maintain general confidentiality until the issue/outcome had been
processed and agreed within the NWG;
2. the tendency of nascent systems to protect themselves from outside stimulus that may
threaten their equilibrium ¢ even once a degree of stability has been achieved this tendency
may become habitual;
3. the dynamic already described between Link Members and Founder Members of the IWG ¢
NWGs may have responded to this perceived power imbalance by withholding information
that would have made it possible for the IWG to challenge them effectively; and, finally,
4. the pressure to function more like an efficient project and less like an emergent process
during the time of the second Secretariat may have been resisted by NWGs on the basis
that, fundamentally, TWD was simply not a project in the usual sense of the word ¢ in this
case, the resistance to outside influencemayht S 6 SSy b2 D YSYOSNBQ NBAl
perceived threat, not to themselves, but to the process of Wiscovery through dialogueCthat
they had come to value.

LG Aa tA1Ste GKIG Ittt 2F GKSasS FrOG2NR L)X IF&@SR &z
honour the bottom-up intention of the Berlin conference and not to attempt to provide this level of
FOGADBS fSIFRSNEAKALI o6dzi NI GKSNI G2 Ffft2¢ GKS O2dzy(
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evaluator concludes that a more active, though still facilitative, leadership role at international level
may have created the conditions for greater alignment across national dialogues ¢ and in turn,
enabled a stronger set of international outcomes. This would have required:

9 agreater degree of openness, interpenetration and interconnection between subsystems;

9 astronger recognition of the interdependence of the national and international levels; and

9 similar time-frames for national-level work.

This may have facilitated more mutual and conscious influence and a greater sense of the various
adzoaeaidsSyaQ NBalLkRyairoAfAiide (G2 GKS gK2fS LINRB2SOG>
Ultimately, this is a design issue and would have needed very conscious attention at project

inception: i.e. at the time of the 2004 Berlin meeting and immediately subsequent to it. Of course, it

Ad y20 LRaaroftsS (2 WNBLIFIEQ (GKS LINRPOSama¥ (GKSNB A
made a substantial difference to what transpired between 2004 and 2009.
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The IS-IWG dynamic

The nature of the relationship between the IS and IWG is easier to grasp than some of the national-

international dynamics. As is often the case in membership-based organisations, the various

Secretariats sometimes experienced considerable frustration with what they perceived as IWG

RAANBIFNR 2NJ aill1Ay3 dza F2NJ ANI YyiSRED ¢KAA gl a 3
NBaLRyRSyl( Theyum¥rdteaildd dt tasksy knowing theveécletariatd make it al |l hae
there are no responses to whatéd piscsbudizaként was echoed by others.

An interesting example, related to this more general experience, was that the more actively the
second Secretariat tried to manage and make things happen, the less support and engagement
seemed forthcoming from the IWG. This seems somewhat counterintuitive, but is characteristic of
living systems: when one subsystem becomes highly active, others tend to sub-optimise. In the case
of a system like TWD, where leadership and decisions are intended to come from members, the
Secretariat is challenged to find a balance between over- and under-performing. The boundary
between what mustbe done by members and what can be done by staff is often difficult to find and
often shifts as the project/organisation develops and changes.

This balance shifted quite dramatically after the departure of the second Coordinator and a
reduction in IS size to two (one full-time and one part-time) staff members. This change to the IS
O2y iNROdzG SR (2 defg&e ah®pdtDigate DUCHRMOr®iBtensively il process.
They continued this high level of engagement and support to the third secretariat until project
closure. Many IWG members commented that they could not continue to sustain this level of
involvement; had the project continued beyond end-January 2010, a new balance would need to
have been found.

RESOURCES

Energy and capacity

As noted elsewhere in this report, the strong emphasis on voluntarism was a strength of TWD; it also
presented challenges. Some thoughts on alternative ways of increasing available capacity are
addressed in Section 6 of this report.

Financing

The challenge of fundraising was considerable and ongoing. While early support from BMZ,
WaterAid and Thames Water enabled the project to begin work, it was only in mid-2006 that finance
from DfID made an expansion of activities at international level, and a consequent extension of
services to NWGs by the International Secretariat, possible. The difficulties with raising finance were
partly a consequence of limited capacity ¢ the IWG was heavily involved in the fundraising process
early on and, as already noted, all of its members had to balance TWD work against their full-time
commitments. A more substantial factor was the difficulty of attracting donor finance to a project
which did not conform easily to the dominant discourse within development finance. TWD was
proposing a relatively open-ended process. While some outputs (e.g. research papers) would be
produced, the ultimate outcomes of the project were always difficult to guarantee

Difficulties with raising finance were lessened later in the process (i.e. in 2009 when PPIAF agreed to

finance the final international meetings) because TWD had established a track record, was able to
point to several tangible outcomes, and had already maintained good relationships with several
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major donors. Late in the process, the IWG also agreed to soften its stance on accepting finance
from donors linked to the World Bank (as PPIAF is). Initially, maintaining independence from donors
which might be seen as partisan in the private/public water services debate was a priority. The
decision to apply to PPIAF for funding was based on two considerations:
9 the fact that the amount of funds sought was relatively small in comparison to the overall
project value; and
9 by this time, TWD had already established a clearly independent stance.

In general, finding ways of clearly explaining the process and its probable outcomes to donors was a

challenge, especially in light of the fact that TWD was a pioneering and experimental initiative.

Perhaps one of its main contributions to the larger sector has been to prove that MSH, dialogue-

based processes canadd realvaluecii KS& | NB - B8 LIWRdraadzOKt 2F GKS S
work will also be available both in written form and in the people who were directly involved and are

willing to make themselves available to provide support to future initiatives. To this end, a

WLINF OGAGAZ2YSNRA INRdAzZLIQ A& 0SAy3 F2N¥VSR 2y GKS LN
enable interested parties to access the learning and expertise that individuals and organisations

have gained from participating in the process ¢ and which may make the process of raising finance

for future initiative less onerous.

The decision not to attempt to raise finance for the national dialogues centrally was both a
pragmatic and principled one. It was not likely that TWD would be able to raise the kind of finance
necessary to fund the work of NWGs ¢ and to do so would force the international level of the project
to develop a much heavier and more institutionalised form to manage the accountability
implications of administering, disbursing and monitoring finance across the whole system. In
addition, it was thought that if NWGs raised their own funds, they would be far more likely to take
real ownership of the work and manage their finances more efficiently and effectively. Several
challenges attended this decision.

Firstly, some NWGs were able to raise minimal finances (even with support from the IS); this meant
that they had access to much less capacity and functioned on a purely volunteer basis. In the case of
the Philippines, for example, the total external finance available was less than £10 000 ¢ and this
was disbursed from the international level of the project rather than raised independently. This
partly accounts for the absence of case study research in that country.

Secondly, where finances were raised with the support of the IS and in the name of TWD, they were
managed at country-level. In the case of Uganda, there were insufficient controls in place to manage
the funds in a fully accountable manner. This appears to have been an isolated case; however, the
implication is that, although the IS played a role in the fundraising process and therefore
experienced itself as partly accountable for moneys raised, it had no direct control over financial
procedures and decisions at country-level: an uncomfortable position to be in.

Thirdly, the fact that most NWGs raised the bulk of their own finance, strengthened their tendency
G2 WLINRPGSOG GKSANI 26y GdzZNF QD

A challenge from some national groups to international-level stands as a kind of counterpoint to IS

discomfort around supporting fundraising at national level without having any control over the use

of the resulting funds. As some national groups noted: 6 We d v e f i n-ecomntryestd how gan thevi8 r k i
report to its donoosiow o r khid r@inforces and adds a slightly new slant to the issues discussed

underdwSft FdA2yaKALA | YR Reyl YkaBdhigdights shriedfithe & dzo aea i Sy
boundary and contracting issues that point back to issues already raised in relation to project design.
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Several NWG respondents pointed to the very limited funds available from international- to
national-level as a serious gap in TWD. In practice, this may have been unavoidable, but it is worth
exploring alternative financing options when designing future MSH dialogue processes ¢ especially
those with an international component. In TWD, differences in availability of finance in different
country contexts contributed to the unevenness of results across countries. An additional proposal
from one national member (as an alternative to directly finance national processes from
international level) would involve the placement of IS staff at national-level to support national
processes: this may have avoided some of the expense and coordination challenges that attended
having IS members travel from a UK-base to provide support to distant NWGs.

With few exceptions, financing options selected by NWGs were principled: most chose not to accept
finance from organisations that could be seen as partisan or aligned to particular interests in the
local water sector. This also had the effect of reducing the available sources of finance: another
argument for a higher degree of international-level financing where possible.

For future initiatives, it would clearly be worth devoting time and energy to developing a clearly-
argued financing strategy that foregrounds the many benefits that can arise from MSH dialogue ¢
not least of which is the capacity development and learning opportunities that become available to
participants.

MEETINGS: ACTIVATION AND DORMANCY

One of the major challenges ¢ and achievements ¢ of TWD involved keeping the widely separate
parts of the system connected and somewhat aligned with each other. It is obvious, but important to
note, that the system was most well aligned and connected immediately before, during and after
international meetings. Indeed, there was a sense in which the whole system experienced periods of
relative dormancy (though its subsystems continued to function) between such meetings, and was
activated and energised by these points of contact.

Itis impressive that TWD remained one project (containing much diversity) over an extended period
of time. International meetings bringing together representatives of the whole system were usually
annual. This probably represents a bare minimum of contact time. It may also represent a sensible
maximum for large international meetings due to their prohibitive financial and environmental costs
and the limited time that participants can make available to attend them. See Section 6 for some
suggestions which may assist future initiatives to maintain a higher level of connection while taking
these considerations into account.

MEANINGS AND OUTCOMES: VIEWS FROM PARTICIPANTS AND OTHER STAKEHOLDERS

This section contains a series of quotations which capture some of the flavour of how TWD
participants and other key stakeholders made meaning of the process and its outcomes.

The majority of questionnaire respondents from within and outside TWD felt that the project had
made a valuable contribution and encouraged its continuation in one form or another. No new
international-level leadership emerged at the Final Conference of the project (December 2009), but
strong interest in initiating national-level dialogues arose ¢ in particular from Ghanaian participants.
Interest was also expressed by Conference participants from Kenya, Chad and India. Some existing
national dialogues intend to continue:
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the Philippines has, to a large extent, integrated the practice of dialogue into the work of a
local organisation (Streams of Knowledge); and

the Indonesian NWG will continue its work and plans to develop into an information centre
focused on the water sector and MSH processes.

Also significant is the fact that the majority of donor respondents felt that, although much could be
learned from this process and integrated into other projects and programmes, they generally would
not support the same kind of initiative again, or would not do so, without a much stronger focus on
concrete and measurable outcomes and a well-developed monitoring and evaluation system to
support implementation and project steering. There were also some exceptions to this trend (see
quotations below).

Finally, it was notable that most TWD members believed strongly in the value of dialogue and in the
importance of this project. The majority agreed that they would choose to participate again,
knowing what they know now. However, only a minority of members indicated that they would
want to continue with the process or initiate a new MSH process in the immediate future. The main
reasons given were exhaustion and a need to consolidate the learning from the past several years.

See Appendix 8 for a summary of questionnaire responses.

Selected views from TWD participants

1

0At national level, many things did shift and change because of the process; but members were not :
see these as outlSomesé&lamwdhsr e h@mrteifrog et memrtod
that emerged in the course of the project [which does make objective evaluation a challenge]

The process has ctiengey participtoig abolovihe sector works. And éhlesyaactors in the

sector. To that extent, it means that the sector is .subject to change

0 T h i been h fardastic Wiotre the research worked feergxaetiimeSA really comprehensive
findings that vy o urespamkere pradoceddThis tpepetwdsma tomew ot her
information is now available and it is as close as possible being Tiestiabaod udgegtiven the

MSH process works nitiigilbly thorough and rigocauds and loadsradeviul insighése become

available. It has also influenced relationships: for example, in Indonesig,ahd faing Ministr
WorksMinistrynovbelievi® s r e al | y civissecfety and ather players haeerto sayhlanew
ppcess of engaging has begun. ¢

OWhen | became involved in TWD, | wanted to understandthgosebtdr Dbitgys are more

complex than at first meets the eye; a solution is not going to emerge from a technical fix. Understan
complex#iand power rekisas important as getting the finance mechanisms right. There are multiple
points and most have some validity. The bl ocl
institutional structures, commémeliticai wall.

oDifferent countries and cultures operate quitd ldfehanatliyy of the dialogue processes in different
contexts is interesting. They require very diffeéantragproactsiefiss ath op rommes s or anp
This aunters the World Paskionsthatsélys,i s i s what dtelwvee | optmenn tlhoa
one right way.©o

0 @mmunicatamrosdéological camps has become mdéré {sbeasightenimmdmoréogistically
posbie ow that peoplefa@es nd ar e not just ogres! o

ol used to have a very <cl ear pomadreciitioahandon who
open stanéad better understandingudiniced differences ingfdifeodiparts of the sector
Finishing the project has made it increasingly difficult feaonmaiékvtthehe no one operates that
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wayand almost no one seemsd stiigigle to undergtaythe diins persist so strongly. | feel
challerthby this; | also wonder if | will revert back to being part of one camp, or continue to feel disorie
find ways to work with these divisions. o

T oParti ci p anmademwg morepatierdiboderaaase of thetsemtiother people and
aganisatioasd theinotivder engaging in a process like this. tisdillwieimieradre than dialogue: we
neetb get back into the aindeisve back into direct action in specifihecamgeesbout how parts of
the sector woriseshow itsivec an 6t make everyt hi nwhichisout t he
often all it is possible to agree on.o

T 0CIl osi ng sdrthofdike pharadnimgour cliloeenbny other countries could use an
international untdtel engage in vibrant dialogueshrgnels8eBut the energy for that needs to come
from the people who want that Kkind of support

1 OWe wanted a more ebasedsvay of engaging and making policy that also enabled a lot more stakeht
be involved in the plidisdgmppened in manydpademly in South AftiealPtippines and
Indonesia. It created some new spaces and forced girenakenstsoalpelcoece involved in those
spaces which were created byhawilrsot government. Who knows whether it will have long term
consequettedss di ffi cuetatt @« hinak @ oi mat 6j udg

1 oD o nxpect argy miracles froeseheontcom®¥gh at 6 s  amuabtronggr isdhapthetises
isthebestut come é Di al o g upushingloetter governabeeaysetalbviews aien t er
taken into accolimit means you havbettethance to get sustainable service delsveryn ot a b o u
sweeping and extraordinary theqactesf dialogitself ihdessan.

Selected views from donors

T dtds not about doing more of t hi-sakekdldard of pr
work and about the sector into other projects and pectearssesieoerthit this project worked in some
countries and not in others; the choice to f:
achievable. It would have been good if the findings and so on could havertntséiytiecarmented more
masses of materials, but | would have valued a much shorter briefing sheet, for example, capturing v
is about and what is emderging.

1 o[One reason we were interested in supportinghE@bDtiaast. Was likdraeraction between
Northand Suttonan qual footing. Usually the probN@Qstls thadorhern onlesd and others
follow nithis case, the countries could take ehedpafitingitinternational experiences asdexperti

1 o T htonahdamloghase donegiine t ¥du nag seédlkalts of sunthgstivate and public
sector workiogether in Brazil; small prgeitiaggore exposure in the Phitipdiogefully also
increasitigeir own power to acnatitmal; ti8suth Africanteractidretweeifferent actors who are
very vehentagpossibilifgrgoernmenfficials to maket outside of formal spaces.
Whatremainscauestion mark is what will happbnsoene ways, this was jusy thamnce
people are able ton@i& thingsultdegin teappefPerhaps the process could focugenbrécah the
aspedbsvithout ignorsogialndeconomaigpec®hat iswhat lwduld pe f or . 6
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REFLECTION ON THE PROJECT PLAN (LOGFRAME)

The TWD logframe was ambitious in scope and intention, especially given the essentially
experimental nature of the project. (See Appendix 7 for the full planning matrix.)

Here, we reflect briefly on the effectiveness-level objectives and offer a brief opinion on each of
these. A more definitive assessment is not possible based on the data collected for this evaluation ¢
this would require a more extensive process focused on effectiveness and impact.

Purpose statermenth €T WD logfraen

9@l fdzZ G2NRQ / 2YYSy

To assess whether and how the privat
sector can contribute to achieving the
human right to sustainable and afforda
water and sanitation services for all.

This was addressed more fully in some countries and less in others

¢ refer to the thematic papers (Bakker/Tremolet, 2009). As noted
earlier, the question was not perceived as highly relevant in all
country contexts. A final and definitive answerto the underlying
WiJdzo f A OK LINA @I 6SQ jdzSadAz2y Aa
private sector depends on a wide range of contextual and systemic
factors. In many ways, TWD members and participants seemed
YdzOK Y2NB AYyGSNBadtSR Ay GKS
LINE OARSR (2 Ittt Ay 2dz2NJ aLISO
(and sometimes much more) of practical responses to this question
emerged in the course of national processes.

To decrease conflict amongst sector
stakeholders with very different
perspectives and interests in relation t
private sector participationWsS

This objective appears to have been achieved within the subsystem
of the sector directlyinvolved in TWD. It is not yet possible to
confirm a larger impact. However, changes in relationships
between state and civil society players in Indonesia, and the
recognition of Small Scale Independent Providers in the Philippines,
for example, offer hopeful signs that TWD has made concrete
contribution to this objective.

To democratise the process of policy
development and reform in the countri
where the pregt is active and strengthe
local ownership/improve local
governance of the sector

Again, the dialogue process itself was highly democratic and in
most cases, included all major stakeholders. Contributions to this
outcome were certainly achieved, for example:

- in South Africa through local dialogues directly involving

community members;

- inthe Philippines by means of Round Table meetings.
The extent to which genuinely democratic practice within the
sector has been strengthened in the different country contexts is
uncertain. Determining this would require another substantial
research exercise. It is likely, however, that the impact on policy
development and reform will be cumulative, assuming that TWD
participants continue to emphasise the importance of inclusive
MSH dialogue for such processes.

To provide information and guidance f
others wishing to pursue multistakehol
initiatives

This objective has been achieved. All materials are available on
www.waterdialogues.org and a PractitionersQGroup is being
formed to provide direct support and guidance. The only limitation
here is the fact that the means of distribution is exclusively
internet-based and therefore not easily accessible in all contexts.

To provide high quality, multistakehold
endorsed research for use by governn
and their development partners in
developing effective WSS policies rela
to both private and public sector
engagement

As already noted, the quality of the research is somewhat variable
across country contexts. It is, however, clear that a considerable
amount of high quality research material is now available. Strictly
speaking, this objective (and the previous one), describe outputs
rather than purpose-level objectives. The challenge is to ensure
that the research is usedto improve policy and praxis at local and
national levels.
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To facilitate a more balanced Almost all TWD participants indicated that their attitudes and
understanding of the roles of the priva{ positions around this issue have broadened and become more

and public bodies amongst a wide ran{ nyanced. The communication of research findings and advocacy

of sector actors points should have transmitted some of this understanding to the
sector at large.

It is also worth noting that the PSP question seems less central
today than it did in 2004 ¢ this objective may have been somewhat
subsumed by changing trends. What is clear is that the approach to
engaging with differenceadopted by TWD participants might be of
considerable value to the wider sector, which remains fragmented.
It is hoped that by engaging in new and more inclusive and open
ways, TWD participants might catalyse change and contribute to
greater connection and coherence in the sector.

A note on the planning framework

Logframe is almost universally accepted as the standard and dominant planning framework and is
used by almost all of the larger international donors in one variation or another. The difficulty with
this format for a project like TWD is that logframe works from the assumption of straight-line
causality.

As noted elsewhere, causality in open living systems is not necessarily simple and point-to-point.
Dialogue opens up the space for perceptions, beliefs, understandings and choices to change; but it
does not guarantee predictable results. More than is usually the case, the objectives for such a
project need to be process- as well as outcome-oriented. Even so, the probability that inaccurate
predictions of outcomes will be made is high.

On the other hand, there is a clear need for more rigorous monitoring of the outcomes that emerge
from dialogue processes ¢ without this, it is hard to justify the investment (of time, money and
energy) needed to sustain them. Pre-set indicators may not be the most appropriate means to do
this, because they require a reasonable level of certainty about the future and what is actually
achievable. Variations on the Most Significant Changes approach to monitoring and evaluation may
offer an alternative. This would require allocating resources to high quality process recording and
ongoing qualitative monitoring.

In relation to an appropriate planningsystem, no easy answers spring to mind. Framing the
guestions and boundaries that will shape the dialogue, and involving all stakeholders in this process
¢ including some interested donors ¢ would probably be an ideal place to start. Based on this early
a0SLE | XLy S6AGK GKS FtSEAOoAfAGE G2 YSSi
participants, could begin to be framed. It may also be wise to err on the side of humility rather than
promising outcomes that may not be achieved or achievable.
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6. LEARNINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE INTERNATIONAL MULTI-STAKEHOLDER
INITIATIVES

Ideas, suggestions and recommendations are spread throughout this report. Rather than simply
listing and repeating these here, this section focuses on some of the more critical lessons emerging
from this evaluation. The recommendations have been organised using the same basic format as for
Section 5.

Note: Many other valuable suggestions and ideas for the facilitation and coordination of MSH
dialogue are contained in A Guide to Multistakeholder Work: Lessons from The Water Dialogues
(Coulby, 2009).

PROJECT DESIGN: FORM, PURPOSE AND PROCESS

9 Involve all stakeholder groups in the project design.

The mandate which emerges from within the MSH group is more likely to be robust and

g2NJFofS GKIY 2yS gKAOK R2Sa y2i O2ytigeA RSNJI I f 1
for an international project, this would involve a staggered design process which allows

country level design work to feed into and be influenced by the process of synthesising an

overall project design.

Expend as much energy as necessary to come to agreement on a workable (and reviewable)

purpose: this agreement will enable the dialogue to be more focused, to produce

comparable or at least linked outcomes, and sets a boundary on who needs to be invited

into the process ¢ the purpose or framingqued G A 2y a4 RSTFAYS 6KIFG Wadl { SK
particular process you are designing.

This is also a critical first contracting step which allows for agreement on bottom-line

outcomes, acceptable monitoring, reporting and accountability systems, as well as
SadlofAakKAyad a2YS 20KSNJ 3dziA RBkindpyo&ssand 2 NJ 6 KS 4|
practices.

A later step ¢ if research is to form a core element of the process ¢ would be necessary to
reach agreement on methodologies, quality standards, and so on.

9 Design with the whole system and its parts in mind.
Although a multi-stakeholder initiative such as TWD is not a traditional project or
organisation, it is still a system. Many of the same principles that apply to organisational
design apply here too. It is helpful to allow time to design both the process andthe vehicle
that will carry the process. In other words, time spent thinking (together) through the
purpose of various structures, how they might function and the relationships between them,
would be time well spent. After all, these provide the space and the boundaries within which
dialogue and most of the other work processes of the system will take place ¢ as such, they
strongly influence what it will be possible for the system to achieved and produce.

9 Lay the foundations for effective group functioning.
Plan to include a conscious group development and trust-building process for each MSH
subsystem. Investment in working on some of these softer issues at the beginning of the
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process, and revisiting them at intervals throughout the process can contribute enormously
to effective group functioning.

t I NI 2F GKA&a YAIKEG AyOf dzRS GKS Of F NAFAOFGAZY
boundaries and purpose of the group as a whole (and in relation to the larger system, if

multiple MSH groups are involved as in TWD), and reaching agreement on some broad

guidelines for how the group members will communicate and work together.

9 Allow enough time ¢ but place limits on the expansion of secondary/support processes (e.q.
research).
TWD shows that dialogue processes tend to take time: it may even be wise to double your
first estimate! However, if the process you are planning has dialogue at its centre, ensure
that the support processes put in place to enable quality dialogue are well-bounded. Be
clear on whether you are primarily interested in designing a participatory MSH research
processor a dialogueaimed at catalysing change within and beyond the participant group.

1 Consider the extent to which the MSH groups you form will be closed or remain open.
Substantial advantages may arise from non-group member input into your dialogue process
at intervals. These might include the opportunity to learn from outside perspectives, disrupt
anytendencyinthea N2 dzLJ G2 ¢ NRa a3INRdzL) GKAY1€Z o6S3Ay i
share the practice of others, and so on. This would require careful design and a high degree
of security and openness on the part of the group. It also requires that group members see
themselves as more than participants ¢ they would also need to embrace the identity of
facilitators of a larger process that extends beyond the limited boundaries of MSH group
membership.

PRIMARY/CORE PROCESS: MULTISTAKEHOLDER (MSH) DIALOGUE

1 Reflect on your process as well as engaging in it.
If you have chosen to focus on dialogue as the core process of your work together then take
the time on occasion to stop and reflect on the process itself. This is an important aspect of
maintaining a functional group and conscious process. This does not imply that you should
ALSYR Y2NB GAYS Ay Wilrtla loz2dzi aGrtl1aqQ 4Ky |
creating some space ¢ perhaps an hour in a bimonthly meeting ¢ to reflect on how
participants are feeling about the process and the group. This kind of reflection often
LINE GARSE SIFENIe gFNYyAya 2F SYSNHAy3I LRAyGa 27

9 Trust the process.
This is a cliché and is also one of the most necessary and difficult things to do ¢ especially in
I @2t GAtS O2yGSEG 6KSy 2ySQa Ayadayod A
Security can be increased by structuring your time together with care; respecting time and
personal boundaries and becoming very clear on what you are working on and why. What
happens within those boundaries, however, is not subject to complete control. In fact, one
of the great values of dialogue is that it can be an enormously creative space in which the
new and unexpected can emerge.

G2

ax

Being willing to set a boundary and a goal and then allow the process to unfold requires

group maturity ¢ and it requires a certain humility, wisdom, and interpersonal relationships

GKIFGO 32 060Se@2yR (UKS YSNBfe WLItfteQd ¢KSasS NBf |
process.
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However, there may be some value, if participants are open to the idea, for some degree of
LISNE2Yy Il f RS@GSt2LIYSyid 62N} ® C2NJ SEI YLX §2
FaadzyYLliAz2ya o62dzi GKS ¢62NIR | yRSGIKSE ag80%
help lay a solid foundation which enables the group to work more effectively with conflict

and tension when it arises.

b U»

Things change ¢ the process, the environment and the participants are not totally
predictable (and may be thoroughly unpredictable!); work with what is.

The capacity to live and work with and in uncertainty is necessary, as is a degree of
consciously-shared purpose (which is likely to deepen over time). In the absence of shared
purpose on some level, little work can be done. Shared purpose ¢ even something as simple
as a desire for WSS to work more effectively ¢ can provide the group with enough focus to
allow it to move forward. Shared purpose also provides the common ground for working
through conflicts and differences.

o
O
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with conflict and even to accept the fact that your group may not hold together throughout

the process. The group is a vehicle to carry your shared purpose and process ¢ but

maintaining the group is not, in itself, the purpose of the process.

Holding groups together for the sake of avoiding apparent failure is not always the best
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to fall apart or simply end can release energy that was trapped in what may have become a

dysfunctional group dynamic.

This requires awareness and considerable honesty on the part of the members and the
facilitator/coordinator. Letting go can be as important as holding on and holding things
together.

Recognise and honour natural rhythms and natural developmental processes.

All processes have a beginning, a middle and an end. Recognising this and what is needed at

different phases is important. Energy is needed to enter the process with care, attention and

openness; the same is true at closure. If one pays attention only to the more easily defined
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Allowing enough time to begin well and form functional groups is an investment in future

effectiveness; allowing enough time to close honours a meaningful process and increases

the chances of sustained impact beyond the direct participant group.

Keep the whole system reasonably well-aligned and coherent.

(The following idea was suggested by a respondent and has been slightly expanded by the
evaluator; it applies primarily to widely dispersed MSH dialogue processksas TWIDD
If possible, finance the salaries of National Coordinators from international level. Hire them
against generally agreed criteria (which would include capacity to work in and with
process/facilitation and to maintain an acceptable degree of neutrality) using a similarly
broad contracting format. Joint panels made up of representatives from the relevant
National Working Group and international level of the project would handle candidate
selection. Selection need not be done on-site ¢ for example, the final round of interviews
could take place via a teleconference. (The country representatives would have the right to
veto any appointments).
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The primary accountability of these National Coordinators would be to their NWG; they
would, however, also report to international level (IS/IWG) at regular meetings ¢ the main
purpose of these meetings would be to share learning and coordination of the overall
process. Depending on the scale of the project, quarterly meetings would probably be a
good maximum. Twice annually seems a reasonable minimum. The ground-rules for these
meetings and agreements on how they would be recorded would need some careful
thought ¢ a high degree of openness and honesty would be important; at the same time,
destructive gossip and negativity could not be allowed to dominate the process.

This proposal would be more likely to work in the context of clear, system-wide agreement
on the key issues that the whole systenis working on. Adequate funding to pay the National
Coordinators and the rental of their work spaces would be necessary. In fact, ideally, enough
seed-money from international level should be available to get NWGs through the first
several months of start-up and fundraising (e.g. three-six months of basic finance). After
GKA&Z b2DQ& O Hidahc, exaedt fof thelg@tSftthe Codrdnaitd which
would continue to be centrally funded ¢ funded on a 50/50 basis by the NWG and IS/IWG.

There would also need to be a well-defined system for linking these individuals to partner
organisations willing to play a role in financial management once the NWG raise finance for
their work.

This approach to organising and linking the work of the country level subsystems to
international level might enable the more honest, open sharing of learning and problems
and enhance the efficiency of the overall process.

SECONDARY PROCESSES

Leadership and management/coordination

9 Aagree on the basis for leadership and decision making and clarify basic authority and
accountability relationships.
The appropriate formofleadera KA LJ ' YR YIF yIF 3SYSy ik O22NRAY I GA2Y
purpose. If one, integrated outcome is your goal, some management and clearly assigned
authority is necessary. It would, however, seem wise to ensure that the guidelines within
which this authority is exercised are fairly congruent with the principles guiding the overall
dialogue ¢ obviously, the IWG (or the equivalent) cannot function in a dictatorial manner
and hope to maintain a dialogue process that has any integrity. It seems possible, however,
for coordinating MSH groups to have the right to question outputs and outcomes, and
recommend additional steps ¢ for example, there should be no major difficulty with a
NEIjdzSaid &adzOK | ax atfSFrasS SELX2NB GKS F2ff26A)
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9 Acquire skilled, independent process support for key decision making steps.
Quality facilitation is vital and can also advance the maturation of the sub-systems (groups,
secretariats, etc.) more rapidly than would otherwise be the case. Bear in mind that the
capacity to engage in a productive conversation in a highly diverse group is a skill ¢ and a
particularly difficult skill to learn in an adversarial context. It is valuable to develop the
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facilitate too many meetings. In general, it may be best to bring in an external facilitator, at
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Research

1 Beclear on the main purpose of the research: is it an end in itself, a support to the dialogue,
or both?
Depending on this decision, it becomes much more possible to make choices about the
nature of desired research products. Should they be high quality, complex and involve
multiple researchers, with wide distribution of findings as a vital element of the process? Or
are they an important element to resource dialogue and a part of the interactive process of
catalysing change? Or some combination? This relates back to the question of core process:
it is generally advisable to have oneagreed core process.

Whatever choice is made, some agreed standards are necessary and basic components of
research design and methodology need to agree if part of the aim is to draw comparisons
across different contexts.

9 Consider conducting a series of well-bounded shorter research activities woven through the
process of dialogue, rather than seeing them as a kind of project within a project.
This would also allow the findings of one piece of research to influence the kind of questions
picked up in the next.

1 Multistakeholder framing of, and input into, the research process can greatly enhance its
rigour and the utility of research outputs. This is clearly shown by those National Working
Groups who engaged fulsomely with the research process. A requirement here is that
enough time is allowed for this to occur; and that participating stakeholders are willing and
able to participate fully in this process.

9 If you do not finance the research centrally, how can you ensure that the core, basic
questions are answered?
This is a real challenge and one without an easy answer.

If, during the design phase, basic agreement of the focus of the research has been reached,

these agreements should form the basis for fundraising efforts at national level ¢ this would
assist with alignment and would help make findings more easily comparable across country

contexts.

If finance is difficult to raise, some more tactical choices will need to be made. Indeed,
research may not be an essential ingredient: some countries involved in TWD did not engage
in any case study research, but succeeded in having considerable effects (e.g. The
Philippines).

If there is an international level grouping which is seen as respectable and legitimate (as was
the case in TWD) andit is possible to find a donor who is interested both in supporting MSH
dialogue as well as in concrete research outputs, it may be more possible to raise money for
core research at international level. One implication of choosing this route would be the
needtodevelopamore T 2 NI I f £ & O 2ingtdutiohalisdddreRatibngl Recretariat
with a more hands-on managerial role to assure financial accountability at national-level.

Raising someof the finance for research at international-level would probably facilitate

national level financing ¢ once partial funding is available it is often easier to attract
additional money.
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Finally, it is hoped that the experience and outcomes of TWD itself may make a contribution
to shifting donor perceptions of dialogue work: the TWD experiment shows both what is
possible and, indeed, what more may be achieved by applying this approach and the many
lessons ¥ NB Y ¢ 2 Sehdexpederge) S

Advocacy

9 Asproposed in relation to research, advocacy and the process of sharing findings and
engaging with stakeholders outside of the project might ideally be spread across the lifespan
of the project.
However, if advocacy isseenasaphase2 ¥ (G KS LINRP2SOGQa tAFSsT AdG A&
time to do this work. Advocacy includes elements of awareness raising, education,
relationship building, organising, and so. There are limits to what can be achieved in a few
months. After all, advocacy is concerned with influencing the larger system/sector within
which you are working. This requires careful and creative thinking. Indeed, advocacy, in its
many forms, is what directly enables your project to achieve real-world results. Ideally, it
should not be left too late in the process.

THE LIFE OF THE SYSTEM

Many of the subsections under this heading have been addressed already ¢ suggestions for
alternative ways of working are implicit in the analysis section of the report (see
W{EDY pY YS& CAYRAYyIAQO D

Perhaps the most important point to make here is that the structure adopted by TWD was, in many

ways, robust and effective. However, careful consideration and the consent of the whole system on

the nature of the roles, responsibilities and relationships between the structures is important.

Beyond this, awareness of the process and relational dynamics as they emerge is key: it is not
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not a problem to solve, but a reality to work with, on an ongoing basis.

In addition, it is worth making a few key points again here:

| MEETINGS: ACTIVATION AND DORMANCY

1 Meetings are essential. Judgment is required to decide how much contact is needed and
how much is feasible. Clearly it is easier to sustain local dialogue than international dialogue
¢ the costs of the latter are far greater, though the potential for impact is arguably also
considerably greater.

1 Make very conscious decisions about who needs to meet more often. A degree of functional
hierarchy in relation to day-to-day decisions and coordination should prove helpful.

USING LOGFRAME OR OTHER PLANNING FORMATS

See Section 5 for some recommendations in relation to logframe and other planning and M&E
systems.
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7. CONCLUSION

This report has attempted to analyse the functioning and structure of The Water Dialogues from a
systems and organisation development perspective, and to draw out some lessons for future
initiatives.
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realities of the context, the timing, the participants, and the nature of the sector as a whole, it is
difficult to imagine many changes (within the control of project members) that would have made
TWD a great deal more effective than it was. More alignment and coherence across the project may
have been achievable, if the leadership and management functions had been conceptualised and
contracted around differently. A more conscious and participatory design process may also have
assisted. And there may have been considerable value in engaging in dialogue at IWG-level. Beyond
this, one can only try to make meaning of what did in fact happen, and extrapolate from this to
provide some ideas and suggestions to future initiators of MSH dialogue processes.

It is worthwhile restating that:
1 atnational level, TWD contributed to some substantial shifts in policy and practice in the
WSS sector; and
1 atinternational level, much value was produced in relation to learning about the process
and coordination of MSH dialogue.

As for the future, the rich body of research and process-related literature produced by and through
TWD will remain available at www.waterdialogues.org until 2012. At least some of the material will
have ongoing practical value and is certain to remain available through the informal network of
individuals and agencies formed in the course of The Water Dialogues.

The individuals and organisations who participated actively in this long dialogue will take their
learning and experiences back into their own organisations, where many of them will continue to
maintain new relationships forged in the process and, hopefully, to engage in open, connecting and
transformative conversations within and beyond the sector.

The TWD process itself will persist in Indonesia, whose Working Group is committed to continuing its
work by creating an information centre for the sector in that country.

Finally, several representatives from new countries expressed their interest in beginning to engage
in MSH dialogue at The Water Dialogues Final Conference. Thus, possible new dialogues may arise in
Ghana, Kenya, Chad and India. Practical support, advice and facilitation resources for MSH dialogue,
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network of individuals with experiences and skills that they are willing and able to share with others
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the website.

It is hoped that this evaluation report too will be of some value to individuals and organisations
interested in exploring the potential value of MSH dialogue in their own contexts and addressing the
practical challenges involved in facilitating and organising such processes.
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