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11 Theoretical Framework: 
Centrall  Concepts and Issues 

Thee urbanisation process has many impacts that can be classified in three major 
groups.22 One group includes impacts on the physical form and socio-cultural char-
acterr of urban areas. These affect, for example, the growth of mega cities, the 
fragmentationn of urban areas, the formation of national and international urban 
systemss and diversification of social behaviours and lifestyles within cities. A 
secondd group includes impacts that are notable for their negative effects. These 
aree revealed as growth of insecurity in urban areas, lack of affordable housing or 
securee tenure, increasing social exclusion, traffic congestion, environmental pollu-
tion,, shrinkage of the formal economy and crisis in urban management. There is a 
thirdd group of impacts that seem to be mainly positive. These include the spread of 
urbann democracy and increase in urban productivity, particularly in the informal 
sectorr (Urban Observatory, 1999). 

Thiss study focuses on institutional responses to some negative impacts of urbanisa-
tionn and intends to show how some innovative responses through partnerships may 
leadd to positive impacts. In many cities and towns in the developing world, access 
too basic services such as water provision, sanitation, solid waste collection and 
drainagee is inadequate for a majority of the residents, especially those living in 
low-incomee urban areas (UNCHS, 2001). The rapid rate at which the population in 
thesee areas is increasing compounds this situation and often leads to environmental 
andd living conditions that endanger the health of the residents, with consequent 
lossess in productivity and quality of life. Many governments have come to realise 
thatt with conventional strategies they wil l not be able to extend services to all 
urbann residents. Innovative approaches are therefore being introduced; not only 
technicall  ones, but also with regard to the participation of different stakeholders. 

Devass (1999) notes that recent empirical research on urban issues tends to focus on 
twoo areas: the analysis of urban government and management and the analysis of 
urbann poverty and the survival or livelihood strategies of poor households and 
communities.. The former is generally characterised by a top-down approach with 
ann emphasis on performance, efficiency and enabling strategies. Devas observes 
thatt the information generated by such studies, especially if they are done by donor 

22 See the UNCHS State of the World's Cities: 1999 - Cities in a Globalizing World 
httpp ://www. urbanobservatory.org/swc 1999/cities.html 
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agencies,, tends to be normative or prescriptive, concentrating more on what 
oughtt to happen that describing what actually happens (Devas, 1999). The analy-
siss of livelihood strategies of low-income households and communities is 
strongerr in the analysis of what actually happens, but is weaker in practical policy 
implications.. Devas concludes that both these sets of analytical perspectives tend 
too look at one part of the system only. This study is concerned with the middle 
groundd between the top-down management delivery model and the bottom-up 
household/communityy access-demand model, thus analysing both aspects. In other 
words,, we study both the partnership arrangements and their outcomes at the 
communityy level, and the processes at the urban management level, using exam-
pless from LA 21 in Nakuru. 

Recently,, there has been a lot of interest in urban environmental issues and the 
responsess to various urban challenges by different actors. There is also a growing 
concernn by researchers and practitioners on the impacts of rapid urbanisation, 
especiallyy in the developing world. We note, however, that a well-developed 
theoreticall  framework for analysing initiatives that deal with the impacts of rapid 
urbanisationn does not exist, though several attempts have been made recently 
(Hordijk,, 2000; Frijns and Mengers 1999; McGranahan et al., 2001b; Hardoy, et 
al.,al., 1993, 2001). In this chapter we therefore make an attempt to develop a theo-
reticall  framework that helps us analyse participation and partnership arrangements 
andd their contribution to sustainable development. We first examine the urban 
environmentall  problems common to many cities in developing countries and later 
discusss the concepts of urban environment and urban management. We examine 
thee meaning of sustainable development, linking it to the debates on urban envi-
ronmentall  management and partnerships. Next, we explore the meaning of urban 
environmentall  management, its objectives and various approaches and the meaning 
off  urban governance. The meaning of the concepts of collective action and partici-
pationn receive specific attention, since they are utilised in solving urban environ-
mentall  problems. 

Partnershipss have been proposed as a way towards improving the urban manage-
mentt process and urban governance. Proponents of partnerships also see them as 
mechanismss of achieving sustainable development. We examine the concept of 
partnershipss and the forms that they take and assess the current consequences of 
recentt partnership activities. There have been different approaches directed at 
improvingg the quality of life in cities especially those in low-income countries. 
Sincee 1992, there is a global tendency to adopt a Local Agenda 21 aimed at recon-
cilingg development and environmental concerns, while at the same time improving 
thee livelihood of the people. At the end of this chapter, we examine the LA 21 
processs and the way partnerships have been formed within it. 
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1.11 Urban environmental problems 

Ass centres of population and human activities, cities consume natural resources 
fromm both near and distant sources. In this process, urban areas generate envi-
ronmentall  problems over a range of spatial scales: the households and workplace, 
thee neighbourhood, the city, the wider region and the globe (Hardoy, et al, 1993; 
2001).. Urban environmental problems have a range of social impacts: they may 
impairr human health, cause economic and other welfare losses or damage the 
ecosystemss on which both the urban and rural areas depend. It is well known 
thatt environmental problems vary from city to city and region to region and are 
influencedd by such variables as a city's size and rate of growth, income, local 
geography,, climate and institutional policies and capabilities. Environmental 
problemss can be divided into two sets of issues or 'agendas'. The first set of issues, 
thee so-called 'green agenda' deals with problems such as resource depletion, climate 
change,, ozone depletion, increase of urban production, consumption, waste genera-
tionn and their interference with ecosystems. These environmental problems have 
impactss that are more global and delayed, and often threaten long-term ecological 
sustainabilityy (McGranahan et al., 2001b). 'Green agenda' problems are the 
primee environmental worries in the developed countries. 

Thee 'brown agenda'3 focuses on environmental hazards at the household, 
neighbourhoodd and workplace level, which are the effect of pollution. It deals 
directlyy with the health risks and threats that emerge from the local environment. 
Commonn problems are poor housing, low availability and quality of drinking 
water,, insufficient waste water disposal, bad drainage, waste accumulation and 
uncontrolledd waste disposal, and urban air pollution. Especially in the large cities 
off  developing countries such problems are a major threat to human health 
(McGranahann et al., 2001b). It can be argued that at the household and neighbour-
hoodd level, environmental health issues (the brown agenda) predominate, whereas 
issuess of ecological sustainability (the green agenda) are more important at the 
cityy and higher levels. 

Manyy studies of water and sanitation, solid waste services and urban environ-
mentall  issues identify institutional failure as the principal source of environ-
mentall  problems. The speed with which the urban populations have grown in 

Bartone,, et al (1994) define the brown agenda as: "... the immediate and most critical environ-
mentall  problems which incur the heaviest costs on current generations, particularly the urban poor 
inn terms of poor health, low productivity and reduced incomes and quality of life: lack of safe 
drinkingg water, sanitation and drainage, inadequate solid and hazardous waste management, un-
controlledd emissions from factories, cars and low grade domestic fuels, accidents linked to con-
gestionn and crowding, and the occupation of environmentally hazard-prone lands, as well as the 
interrelationshipss between these problems". 
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Thirdd World nations has far outpaced the institutional capacity to manage. Arrossi 
etet aL, 1994, indicate that the central characteristic of the problems experienced in 
urbann areas is not the scale of population but the scale of mismatch between 
demographicc change and institutional responses. This mismatch is between the 
speedd with which population has concentrated in particular urban centres and the 
veryy slow pace with which societies have developed institutional capacity to cope 
withh this. The provisions of infrastructure services (water supply and sanitation) 
alongg with solid waste and wastewater disposal are among the areas of great concern 
inn human settlements, especially in the developing countries. Failure to provide 
thesee services adequately results in many of the well-known costs of rapid urbani-
sation:: threats to human health, urban productivity and environmental quality 
(WRI,, 1996). Deficient services manifest themselves most obviously in the form 
off  pollution, disease and economic stagnation. The most common benefits arising 
fromm improvements in service provision are better health, improved quality of 
lif ee and time savings, which can be allocated to other activities (ibid., 1996). 

Inn informal and illegal settlements, the provision of sanitation is inadequate and 
thee majority of the households rely on pit latrines or bucket toilets.4 The number 
off  urban residents who had no access to adequate sanitation increased by almost 
25%% to 400 million between 1980 and 1990 (Drakakis-Smith, 1996). Limited water 
suppliess to urban areas also affect the disposal of household waste. In these often 
overcrowdedd and under-resourced areas the health consequences resulting from 
inadequatee sanitation can be significantly worse than in other urban areas or rural 
areas.. All over the world, different countries are exploring different methods of 
providingg adequate sanitation at a cost significantly lower than that of investing 
inn conventional water-borne sewerage systems.5 

Ann estimated 30-50% of the solid waste generated within urban centres of 
developingg countries is left uncollected or dumped on any available waste 
ground.. Piles of garbage serve as breeding grounds for disease vectors and 
rubbishh blocks open drains (Arrossi, et al., 1994). At times of heavy rain, the 
blockedd drains may result in flooding with loss of life and property. Many 
municipall  authorities in the cities of the South are unable to cope with the ever-
increasingg heaps of garbage (Hardoy, et aL, 2001). There are sufficient examples 
off  alternative ways in which the relatively poor households can be serviced at 
affordablee per capita cost to suggest that garbage collection services could be 
greatlyy improved. Some of these alternatives not only improve the solid waste 

Inn some towns they are called "night soil". 

Thee Orangi pilot Project in Karachi is a good example of a cheap and affordable sanitation system 
inn low-income settlements. 
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thesee alternatives not only improve the solid waste services, but also are a source 
off  employment through recycling and trading of recycled waste. 

Seekingg solutions to the many urban environmental problems in many cities is not 
aa purely technical issue. The threats to environmental quality in urban areas, to a 
largee extent, are the result of human activities, and the solutions opted for are also 
humann solutions, involving the choice from suggested solutions and their imple-
mentationn through values, institutions and practices. Finding those solutions and 
implementingg them are the challenges of urban environmental governance. New 
debatee of urban environmental governance6 has been spurred by increased public 
awarenesss of the adverse environmental consequences and the fact that environ-
mentall  issues transcend sectoral boundaries. It is clear that there are environmental 
challengess faced by the urban environments all over the world and urban managers 
havee been looking for approaches to deal with the urban environment. In the follow-
ingg section we examine the concepts of urban environment and that of urban 
managementt and link them to the sustainability debate. 

1.22 The urban environment and urban management 

1.2.11.2.1 The urban environment 

Inn a very broad sense, the urban environment consists of human and other re-
sources,, processes that convert these resources into various usable products and 
services,, and the effects of these processes, which may be negative or positive. The 
qualityy of the urban environment is influenced by its geographical setting, the scale 
andd nature of human activities, the structures within it, and the waste, emissions and 
ecologicall  disruptions that these generate. The competence and accountability of the 
institutionss elected, appointed or delegated to manage it also play a role (Nunan and 
Satterthwaite,, 1999). It is therefore helpful to look at the urban environment from 
threee viewpoints: the natural environment, the built environment and the socio-
economicc environment. The natural environment encompasses the resources and 
processess related to flora and fauna, human beings, minerals, water, land air, etc. 
Builtt environments are resources and processes related to buildings, housing, 
roads,, railways, electricity, water supply, gas, etc. The socio-economic environment 
(sometimess also called the human environment) includes resources and processes 
relatedd to human activities, such as education, health, arts and culture, economic and 
businesss activities, heritage and urban lifestyles in general. It is the intersection and 
overlayy of these three dimensions that constitutes the 'urban environment' (Haughton 
andd Hunter, 1994). 

Wee will examine the concept of governance as it relates to urban environment in the following 
sections. . 
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Bossell  (1999) sees a city as a system and proposes to analyse urban environments 
inn terms of three major systems and their sub-systems. As major systems he distin-
guishess the human system, the support system and the natural system (Hordijk, 
2000).. Bossel divides the human system into three sub-systems: the individual sys-
temm that encompasses elements such as norms and values, autonomy and develop-
mentt aspiration and such characteristics as gender, class, health, education and ma-
teriall  standards of living. The social system includes income distribution and class 
structure,, demographic characteristics, social groups and organisations and, finally, 
thee governance system with the government institutions and other public bodies 
(Hordijk,, 2000). 

Ass to the support system, Bossel (1999) argues that the society has created two 
subsystemss to provide the necessities for human sustenance: an economic system 
andd an infrastructure system. The economic system comprises the modes of produc-
tionn and consumption and the economic and financial institutions. Many elements of 
thee infrastructure system form part of what is usually referred to as 'built environ-
ment'.. But the infrastructure system goes beyond this, encompassing the social in-
frastructuree and the systems created to ensure supply of water and energy, disposal 
off  liquids and transport and communication. The natural system includes all char-
acteristicss related to natural resources and the ecosystem, such as the physical 
structure,, climate, soil, flora and fauna, air, land and other resources. 

1.2.21.2.2 Urban management 

Urbann management is concerned with policies, plans, programmes and practices 
thatt seek to ensure that population growth is matched by access to basic infrastruc-
ture,, shelter and employment. Such access wil l very much depend on the demand 
andd supply of the different items involved, which, in turn, are critically affected by 
thee public sector policies and functions that only the government performs. Urban 
managementt is now a key approach in urban development. The literature on urban 
developmentt has given significant attention to the increasing need to manage the 
growthh of cities in the developing world and its related problems (Werna, 1995). 
Accordingg to Werna, international theories and policies about urban development 
havee shifted from projects in the 1960s and 1970s to the concern of long term, 
citywidee processes. Emphasis is now being put on local capacity building and 
institutionall  strengthening for the management of the urban development process. 
Thee major reasons for the shifts in approach are failure of the previous approaches 
too tackle escalating problems in the urban areas. The main problems mentioned in the 
literaturee are poverty, the informal sector, illegal settlements and environmental 
hazardss and degradation (Hardoy et aL, 2001; Stren, 1992). Although these specific 
issuess are valid, it is important to give attention to problems, which are of an en-
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vironmentall  nature, because of their interconnectedness and linkages with all other 
sortss of urban problems. 

Accordingg to Sharma (1989), urban management aims to ensure that the compo-
nentss of the system are managed in a way that enables the daily functioning of a 
city.. This will both facilitate and encourage all kinds of economic activity and 
enablee residents to meet basic needs for shelter, access to utilities and services, 
andd income-generating opportunities. McGill (1998) indicates that urban man-
agementt should seek to achieve the simple but fundamental twin objective of 
planning,, providing and maintaining a city's infrastructure and services, and 
makingg sure that the city's local government is in an organisationally and finan-
ciallyy fit state, so that provision and maintenance are possible. Local government 
iss therefore seen as the necessary driving force to integrate all the players in the 
cityy building process. By integrating all the players, one harnesses the urban 
developmentt process itself {ibid.). 

Mattinglyy (1994) distinguishes between three dimensions of the process of urban 
management:: the object, the objectives and the actions. According to him, the ob-
jectt is the collection of activities that take place in the urban arena. The objectives 
aree not concerned, he argues, with effectiveness, transparency or accountability. It 
iss important to note that the choice of objectives is a political activity and is there-
foree open to conflict and debate. The principle of urban management, according 
too Post (1997), includes deciding on priorities. Taking actions is the third dimension 
off  urban management. Actions tend to differ from one area to another and from 
timee to time. Objectives should determine what sort of actions should be undertaken. 
Actionss may include tasks such as providing water, drainage, garbage collection, 
policingg and health care, as well as the operation and maintenance of public services, 
landd development and planning {ibid.). 

Wekwetee (1997) argues that urban management refers to the political and ad-
ministrativee structure of cities and the major challenges they face to provide both 
sociall  and physical infrastructure services. These, according to Clarke (1991), in-
cludee managing urban economic resources, particularly land and the assets of the 
builtt environment, creating employment, and attracting investment in order to im-
provee the quality and quantity of goods and services available. The traditional view 
associatess urban management primarily with municipal and central governments. 
Thiss is largely the supply-driven model, whereby the state and its agencies have 
statutoryy responsibilities for management. The provision and maintenance of ser-
vicess are viewed as rights that citizens expect, partly because some of them pay tax 
andd partly because of the political legitimacy that they give to the local and central 
governments.. In many countries, there are local government statutes or decrees 

13 3 



ChallengesChallenges of Urban Environmental Governance 

thatt define local responsibilities and articulate centre-local relationships (Wekwete, 
1997).. Agenda 21, the global plan of action for achieving sustainable development, 
identifiess local governments as important players for local level initiatives and 
actionss directed at achieving sustainable development. In chapter 28 of the 
Agendaa 21, local authorities in each country are therefore called upon to undertake 
consultativee processes with their populations in order to achieve a consensus on a 
locall  Agenda for their communities. The International Council for Local Environ-
mentall  Initiatives (ICLEI) has since 1992 been undertaking surveys on local gov-
ernment'ss response to Agenda 21 (see ICLEI 1997; 1998; 2002). In the following 
sectionn we examine the concept of sustainable development and the different path-
wayss that can be followed to achieve it. 

1.33 Sustainable development and urban sustainable development 

AA major shift in thinking has embraced sustainable development as an organising 
principlee that allows reconciliation between economic development and environ-
mentall  protection. Much of this policy advocates taking local action to implement 
sustainablee development, with particular emphasis on the role of local authorities 
ass delivery agents. The World Commission on Environment and Development 
(WCED)) used the term sustainable development in its 1987 final report, 'Our Com-
monn Future', and defined it as: "....development that meets the needs of the present 
withoutt compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs" 
(WCED,, 1987). This definition contains two concepts: the concept of needs, in 
particularr the essential needs of the world's poor, to which overriding priority 
shouldd be given, and the idea of limitations imposed by the state of technology 
andd social organisation on the environment's ability to meet present and future 
needss (WCED, 1987). This well-known definition of sustainable development 
recognisess that we need to link development and protection of the environment in 
orderr to protect and manage ecosystems and natural resources which are essential 
too fulfi l basic human needs and improve living standards for all. 

Theree is a wide range of scholarly and popular literature with competing and 
oftenn contradictory definitions of sustainable development. These perspectives dif-
ferr primarily in terms of their implicit assumptions with respect to what is to be 
sustained,, variously invoking biological systems, development trajectories, invest-
mentt profitability, power relations, levels of material consumption and cultural 
lifestyless (see for example, Satterthwaite and Mitlin , 1994). The lack of a conceptual 
consensuss in part explains the lack of clarity regarding sustainable development 
withinn the scholarly and popular literature, as well as susceptibility of the concept 
too political or ideological co-option (Selman, 1996; 1999). In some instances, the 
conceptt has been adopted as a policy to guide future development. 
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Accordingg to Miller and Roo (1999), sustainable development refers to the long-
termm viability of human activity. Many countries have adopted this principle as the 
cornerstonee of their efforts to address environmental challenges (Bührs and Aplin, 
1999).. With the rise of the concept to political prominence, governments have fol-
lowedd different courses with regard to its translation into their policies, institutions 
andd practices. Given that the term is open to many different interpretations, and 
perhapss should be categorised more as a discourse than a definable concept, it is not 
surprisingg that its introduction has led to different approaches by governments and 
communities.. Countries all over the world seem to follow different paths towards 
sustainablee development (Bührs and Aplin, 1999; Church, 2000). 

Theree is a wide body of literature focusing on different approaches that could lead 
too sustainable development. One branch of literature focuses primarily on envi-
ronmentall  policy with an emphasis on greening (see the work of Falloux and Tal-
bot,, 1993; Johnson, 1995; Dalai-Clayton, 1996). Another approach concentrates 
moree on how it could be achieved through institutional reform (OECD, 1990; 
Pugh,, 1996; O'Riordan and Voisey, 1998). A third pathway is that of social mobi-
lisation.. Rather than relying on governments to take the lead, or to expect much of 
institutionall  change at the national level, advocates of social mobilisation put their 
faithh and hope on communities. As communities are closest to the action when it 
comess to putting sustainable development into practice, this approach can be seen 
ass a more direct means of effecting real change (Bührs and Aplin, 1999). These 
threee approaches are based on different rationales and foci: on the idea of the need 
forr policy integration; on the idea that changing institutions may be more effective 
wayy to influence behaviour and on a belief in the power of the people and the im-
portancee of practice as a guide for policy {ibid.). 

Thesee approaches may be seen as complementary to each other. Since they are 
chosenn for different reasons and operate in different realms of governance (policy, 
institutional,, local), it is unlikely that any of them on its own will achieve sustain-
ablee development. Green planning without supporting institutional reforms and 
practicee amounts to nothing more than symbolic policy (Bührs and Aplin, 1999). 
Bührss and Aplin further argue that institutional reform does not automatically pro-
ducee good policies or outcomes, in spite of claims to the contrary. Local and practi-
call  action, directed at achieving sustainable development might be frustrated or un-
donee by institutional obstacles and conflicting policies. However, all this will de-
pendd on several factors in each specific setting, which calls for empirical research 
andd analysis of the specific settings. 

Appliedd to urban areas, sustainable development seeks to guide urban growth in a 
mannerr that does not close options for the long-term future, nor generates inter-
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generationall  inequity (WCED, 1987). Sustainable development hence ensures 
thatt economic and social aspects of change in addition to environmental features 
aree all taken into account (Barrow, 1995). The economic dimension calls for in-
creasingg employment opportunities through expansion and attraction of firms, 
whichh complement rather than have negative implications for social and envi-
ronmentall  improvements. The social dimension includes contributing to a sense 
off  community and to social justice among groups within the urban population 
(Millerr and Roo, 1999). The environmental dimension seeks to conserve biodi-
versityy for economic, ethical and aesthetic reasons, and to pursue stewardship of 
environmentall  services, which provide both valuable resources and absorb wastes 
inn a continuing manner (Rees, 1992). So, sustainable development has emerged 
ass a new agenda for planning programmes in societies at various stages of eco-
nomicc development. Its requirement that long-term urban growth should balance 
thee three dimensions demands knowledge and commitment greater than city 
planningg has evolved in the past (Atkinson, 1999). It calls for a systematic treat-
mentt of the three dimensions in a manner which we currently only partly under-
stand:: we must supplement scientifically based approaches with judgment where 
knowledgee is still only partial (Drakakis-Smith, 1996). The urban environmental 
managementt process seeks to address the challenges of urban growth and eventu-
allyy the process should lead to urban sustainable development. In the following 
sectionn we explore the meaning of urban environmental management and the 
challengess that the process seeks to address. 

1.44 Urban environmental management 

Environmentall  management as it is conventionally understood refers to a formal 
bodyy of techniques, rules and practices for planning, organisation, and social and 
technicall  control of the human utilisation of, and interaction with nature and natu-
rall  resources (Emmett, 1998). Urban environmental management is best seen as a 
subsidiaryy process, taking place within the overall process of urban management. It 
iss an all-embracing concept covering not only the physical environment, but also 
aspectss related to the urban ecology, incomes, infrastructure, investments and insti-
tutions,, all of which must be seen in relation to the political, social and cultural en-
vironmentt in any urban area (Edelman et al., 2000). Conceptually, all basic princi-
pless of urban management also hold for urban environmental management. When 
examiningg and analysing the urban environmental management process, we need to 
understandd what are the aims and objectives of the urban environment management 
approach;; who are the actors involved; what activities have been identified, agreed 
uponn and prioritised; how the implementation of these activities is done and what 
thee results of these activities are. 
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Urbann environmental management (UEM) emphasises that environmental impacts 
off  a city are widespread and that management should take a holistic approach. 
Urbann environmental management involves the planning, design, operation and 
developmentt of related urban environmental policies, procedures and technologies 
too address urban environmental problems. Bartone et al. (1994) state that UEM 
aimss to: 

identifyy urban environmental issues; 
agreee on strategies and actions to resolve these issues among all those whose 
cooperationn is required; and 
implementt these strategies though coordinated public and private actions. 
Inn time, therefore, the process should improve health and profitability in cit-
ies,, reduce environmental hazards and protect natural resources so as to sustain 
economicc and social development (ibid.). 

Effectivee urban environmental management should seek to address various urban 
challenges.. First, strategies are to be developed for reconciling economic growth 
withh environmental protection. According to UNCHS (1996; 2001), some of the 
worstt forms of environmental hazards found in many cities are a result of eco-
nomicc growth proceeding without adequate concern for its environmental impact. 
Citiess need to find ways to both encourage economic development and satisfy an 
increasingg demand for energy, water and other resources, in ecologically sound 
ways.. The dynamism and creativity that cluster in cities could provide a source of 
solutionss to the wide range of environmental problems (WRI, 1996). 

Secondly,, successful UEM seeks to forge coordination and collaboration between 
differentt actors, sectors and jurisdictions. The management of the urban environ-
mentss in the developing countries has faced serious problems because of lack of 
understandingg of the dynamics of the forces and actions within the urban environ-
ment.. This has complicated the implementation of many urban environmental 
policiess in the urban areas. Jurisdiction complexity further complicates the im-
plementationn of other urban environmental policies. By their very nature, urban 
environmentall  problems often require strategies that span jurisdictions and sectors 
(Emmett,, 1998). This is true whether the issue is delivering water and sanitation 
servicess to low-income communities or solid waste management. An example: 
withoutt adequate solid waste management, urban drainage systems will not work, 
becausee garbage is the most common cause of blockage (UNCHS 1996, 2001; 
Hardoyy et al.t 2001). Still, in most towns in the third world, responsibilities for 
urbann environmental management tend to be fragmented among different agencies 
andd jurisdictions. 
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Thirdly,, UEM needs to identify actors from the public, private and civil society 
spheress to undertake joint activities aimed at addressing urban environmental 
problems.. Arrossi et al. (1994) note that the public/private conventional model, 
whichh identifies certain activities to be undertaken by the public sector and others 
byy the private sector, has failed in dealing with urban environmental problems. The 
failuree of public authorities to meet their responsibilities means there is either no 
provisionn or a combination of formal and informal private provision. There is also 
failuree of the local and the central government to develop responses that mesh with 
locall  peoples' needs and priorities and build on the resources that are available. On 
thee part of the private sector, there has been the problem of lack of incentives for 
makingg long-term investments in solid waste management, water supply and sani-
tationn and drainage improvement. The problem is exacerbated in the low-income 
settlementss where land tenure is uncertain or illegal, since any investment may be 
lostt if the inhabitants are evicted and their shelters demolished. Due to the failure 
off  the public/private conventional model, UEM is expected to adopt new ap-
proachess to the management of the urban environment. We require synergistic ap-
proachess between the two - the state and the markets - to meet the challenges of 
thee urban environment (Safier, 1992). Safier (1992) argues that the challenge taken 
byy the new approach to urban management is to define "appropriate roles and re-
sponsibilitiess of key actors involved in water supply, sanitation and solid waste 
management:: the public sector, the private sector and the popular sector: NGOs 
andd CBOs". UEM aims to create a situation in which the private sector takes the 
initiative,, while the government primarily coordinates and facilitates (Post, 1997). 

Fourthly,, UEM seeks to gear the entire development into a desired direction en-
suringg that there are appropriate institutions that identify issues and problems and 
agreee on strategies and actions that are to be undertaken. These institutions should 
alsoo set priorities and devise ways in which resources, both financial and human, 
wil ll  be mobilised to ensure that implementation of prioritised actions is done. 

Finally,, UEM needs to ensure that prioritised actions will have impacts even 
beyondd the city limits as environmental problems within the city are interlinked 
withh the hinterland. 

Wee note that therefore the urban governments cannot effectively manage the 
urbann environment on their own and that they need to work in collaboration and in 
consultationn with a wide variety of actors. A more recent view of urban manage-
mentt articulates a broader urban governance view that brings to the fore the role 
thatt civil society plays and expands the range of stakeholders to include private 
sectorr agencies, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), community-based or-
ganisationss (CBOs) and a variety of interest groups (Wekwete 1997). This ap-
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proachh implies that urban management in the governance perspective has to be 
moree participative, broader in outlook, more transparent and less bureaucratic. In 
thee next section we will examine the concept of urban governance and link it with 
thee process of urban environmental management. 

1.55 Urban governance 

Thee term governance is given a variety of meanings by different users and has pro-
gressivelyy become a component of 'aid-speak' and a political 'sing song'. It is a 
wordd characterised more by its widespread use than its clarity or singularity of 
meaning,, just like 'sustainable development', 'partnerships' and 'poverty allevia-
tion'.. Paproski (1993) explains the concept of governance as the process of interac-
tionn between the public sector and the various actors or groups of actors in civil 
society.. The crucial distinction between government and governance is the notion 
off  civil society, which can be defined as the public life of individuals and institu-
tionss outside the control of the state (Harpham and Boateng, 1997). Urban gov-
ernancee refers to a shift from state sponsorship of economic and social programmes 
andd projects to the delivery of these through partnership arrangements, which usually 
involvee both the governmental and non-governmental organisations (NGOs). In 
effect,, good governance is about governmental agencies and NGOs working to-
getherr (Stoker, 1997) in non-hierarchical and flexible partnerships (often character-
isedd as 'networks', Rhodes, 1995). The emergence of partnerships as key mecha-
nismss of urban governance ensures the inclusion of new partners in the delivery of 
policiess and services. According to Harding (1996), these partners are established 
institutionall  actors who have 'positional strengths' to deliver the required re-
sources.. The significance of this is held to be the new role for the state as the coor-
dinatorr and manager of these partnerships {ibid.). 

Youngg (1994 provides one of the most pertinent formulations in the field of govern-
ance.. He argues that governance arises as a social or societal concern whenever 
memberss of a group find that they are interdependent in the sense that the actions 
off  each impinge on the welfare of others. Interdependence gives rise to collective 
actionn problems in the sense that actors left to their own devices in an interdependent 
worldd frequently suffer joint losses as a result of conflicts or are unable to reap 
jointt gains because of an inability to cooperate. Young further states that governance 
involvess the establishment and operation of social institutions capable of resolving 
conflictss and/or facilitating cooperation. 

Wee argue that in any form of good urban governance, new institutional arrange-
mentss have to come into being that promote partnerships and forms of 'government 
att a distance' (Murdoch and Abram, 1998). The state needs to seek out those ex-
ternall  agencies, which seem most appropriate to the delivery of particular govern-
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mentall  objectives and programmes and aims, at least in principle, to coordinate and 
managee complex relations in line with some notion of the 'public interest'. Al-
thoughh the 'public interest' is hard to define, one mechanism that is frequently 
employedd to inject some notion of 'public good' into the functioning of govern-
mentall  institutions is public participation. It is hoped that government can be 
keptt in tune with public aspirations through the enrolment of citizens, either as 
individualss or as groups (ibid.). 

Thee recent concern with governance in urban areas stems from a more general at-
tentionn being paid to 'good governance' as a development issue. One approach 
seess urban governance as essentially preoccupied with questions of financial 
accountabilityy and administrative efficiency (Badshah, 1997; Sampford, 2002). An 
alternativee approach that is relevant to our study, is one more interested in broader 
politicall  concerns related to democracy and popular participation (Robinson, 
1995).. Good governance is a concept that has recently come into regular use in po-
liticall  science, public administration and, more particularly, development manage-
ment.. It appears alongside such concepts and terms as democracy, civil society, 
popularr participation, partnerships, human rights and sustainable development. In 
recentt years, it has been closely associated with public sector reform (Okot-Uma, 
2001).. Many authors have noted that good governance should, among other things, 
bee participatory, transparent and accountable. Good governance may therefore be 
definedd as comprising the processes and structures that guide political and socio-
economicc relationships, with particular reference to 'commitment to democratic 
values,, norms and practices, trusted services and just and honest business' (ibid.). 
Hence,, good governance should ensure that political, social, environmental and eco-
nomicc priorities are based on a broad consensus in society and that the voices of 
thee poorest and the most vulnerable are heard in decision-making over the alloca-
tionn of development resources. UNCHS (2001) sees good governance not in terms 
off  money or technology, not even expertise, but in terms of a well-managed and 
inclusivee city. 

UNCHSS (now UN-Habitat) sees good urban governance as an efficient and effec-
tivee response to urban problems by accountable local governments working in 
partnershipp with civil society. Good urban governance is therefore a powerful 
tooll  in helping make cities better places to live and work in (UNCHS, 2001). It not 
onlyy benefits citizens, but also brings benefits to the economies. More specifically, 
itt assists in fighting corruption, maintaining democracy, improving the quality of life 
andd life chances for all citizens while at the same time improving opportunity for 
peoplee to manifest their desires and wishes in life. It also promotes security, equity 
andd sustainability (ibid.). 
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Accordingg to the United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and 
thee Pacific (UNESCAP) good urban governance has eight major characteristics: it 
iss participatory, consensus oriented, accountable, transparent, responsive, effective 
andd efficient, equitable and inclusive and follows the rule of law. It assures that 
corruptionn is minimised, views of minorities are taken into account and the voices 
off  the most vulnerable in society are heard in decision-making. It is also responsive 
too the present and future needs of the society.7 Hence, good urban governance 
seekss new ways to be creative, to build strengths and to access and utilise re-
sources.. This is particularly true at the scale of the locality and the neighbourhood. 
Itt is at this level that we find attempts to identify and utilise local knowledge, to 
buildd local institutional capacity and to develop social capital, all as means by 
whichh local problems can be solved, local needs met and employment created with 
minimumm state intervention (Keams and Paddison, 2000). 

Institutionall  frameworks are relevant at a variety of levels. They include interna-
tionall  organisations and national governments with roles and action plans in the 
governancee of urban areas. Institutional frameworks can have widespread effects 
uponn incentives and disincentive structures, which can operate for environmental 
management.. Pugh (1996) argues that various institutions, firms, households, gov-
ernmentall  agencies, CBOs and NGOs each have characteristic comparative advan-
tages.. He goes on too argue that firms have a comparative advantage in entrepreneur-
ship,, including the development of environmental technologies, while governments 
havee a comparative advantage in policy making, selling property rights and in insti-
tutionall  reforms, NGOs and CBOs have a comparative advantage in mobilising 
householdd efforts for pro-environmental purposes. Finally, households have a 
comparativee advantage in some aspects of personal and social development. It is 
thereforee important to consider the appropriate institutional combination in urban 
environmentall  management. 

Althoughh institutional reforms facilitate good urban governance, the local govern-
mentt has a special role to play since it is the democratic level closest to the citizen. 
Governancee solutions are rightly felt to belong to the local level and so, after years 
off  being side-lined and ignored, local government now finds itself at centre stage. 
Itt is being encouraged to innovate, to be close to the citizens and to develop part-
nerships.. The key challenges that the local government now faces include meeting 
thee demand for increased transparency and participation from citizens, modernising 
itss administration and services, fitting into other levels of governance and dealing 
withh the new technologies and taking advantages of their benefits. Local govern-
mentss are not the only organisations to take decisions that can bring about im-

77 See article on: http://www.escap.org/huset/gg/governance.htm 
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provementss in people's lives. In many cases, it is other institutions, be they in the 
privatee sector or civil society, that are in a better position to bring about such 
changess in people's quality of life. For instance, communities in many low-income 
neighbourhoodss have been responding to environmental challenges in various 
ways.. Urban environmental management requires that there is cooperation between 
alll  the actors (from the public, private and civil society sectors) in the urban areas. 
Thesee actors possess different qualities and this is the point at which it is strongly 
linkedd with the concept of urban governance. However, urban governance is not 
limitedd to issues related to the improvement of urban environment, but encom-
passess the broader poverty reduction initiatives. This is where it gets very close to 
thee concerns of sustainable development. One of the ways, which we examine in 
thee following section, is through collective action between different actors. 

1.66 Collective action and the community 

Manyy theorists have sought to explain the periodic eruptions of collective action 
throughh such phenomena as inequality, the reform of bad government and class con-
flictt (for example Karl Marx), social disintegration and anomie, (Emile Durkheim), 
sharedd religious values (Max Weber), relative deprivation and (Gurr, 1968) among 
manyy other theoretical arguments. Other theorists have attempted to combine some 
off  the above theories to form more sophisticated theories of collective action 
(Berejikiann (1992), Mason and Krane (1989), Tilly (1978)). Each of these theories 
hass some explanatory power and each has contributed to our understanding of col-
lectivee action. Yet we can distil from the theories some aspects that can best ex-
plainn the emergence of collective action in urban areas. 

Inn many instances, collective action is spontaneous and the result of a well-
knownn crisis: misuse of resources or missing services. Collective action may also 
bee driven by incidences of relative deprivation. Collective action is action directed 
towardss the achievement of a common goal or a common interest that cannot be 
obtainedd by acting alone. Many of the solutions to urban environmental problems 
cann only be successful, especially in the low-income neighbourhoods, when the 
communitiess participate. In many instances, collective action by poor households 
inn urban areas to organise shelter, basic services, employment and security be-
comess widespread, especially where there is minimal government assistance and 
wheree the government faces numerous constraints (Rakodi, 1993). The evolution 
off  endogenous solutions to collective action problems, when these are considered 
viable,, is often attributed to the existence of a 'community'. It is considered that a 
communityy will more easily be able to overcome constraints to collective action such 
ass the costs for monitoring and enforcement (Mearns, 1995). Already existing and 
variedd relations within the community-based environmental management issues 
facilitatee collective action (Baumann and Sharan, 2000). 

22 2 



TheoreticalTheoretical Framework 

Peoplee join together to form collective organisations because they believe that 
greaterr benefits are achievable through collective action than when they act alone. 
Peoplee might desire collective action to control negative externalities or to encourage 
thee production of positive externalities and public goods. The motivation for col-
lectivee action is to do things that benefit people in the collective organisation. 
Collectivee action is therefore successful to the extent in which it improves the 
welfaree of those who participate in it. It is worth noting that although groups must 
makee collective decisions and determine what they think is the best action for the 
group,, groups themselves do not have preferences. Rather, individuals within 
groupss have preferences, and there are methods for aggregating those preferences, 
off  which voting is an example, that can lead to group decisions. Groups also do not 
typicallyy make decisions by giving every member an equal chance to participate in 
everyy decision. Even groups of modest size tend to elect representatives who make 
decisionss on behalf of the group. 

Wadee (1988) argues that collective action is based on a moral capacity to recog-
nisee the claims of others, empathy for their position and a norm of fairness, which 
cann lead to unselfish behaviour. It has been suggested that the more homogenous 
thee community is, the more likely it is that these factors will support collective 
actionn (Ostrom, 1990). Despite the positive aspects of 'community', several authors 
recognisee that the community alone is insufficient as an explanation for collective 
actionn (Baumann and Sharan 2000; Baud 2000; Mearns, 1995; Ostrom, 1990). 
Mostt recognise the need for sanctions to back agreements, whether these are internal 
orr external to the community. There is little evidence for the claim that collective 
actionn in urban environmental management is a tradition, sustained by voluntary and 
morall  commitments. Wade (1988) further shows that those members of the com-
munityy in positions of power may be able to induce and support collective action, 
whichh could benefit the community as a whole. 

Mostt studies on collective action emphasise the centrality of incentives to individ-
uall  decision-makers to make cooperation attractive (Ostrom, 1990; Wade, 1988). The 
perceivedd benefits from cooperation are usually conditional on clearly defined 
boundariess to the resources and rights that are socially recognised, and which can 
bee monitored (Oakerson, 1986). In this connection, Ostrom suggests that collective 
actionn is most likely if the results can easily be seen and the participating group is 
small.. Evidence suggests that collective action is likely when members of the 
communityy are mutually vulnerable and mutually dependent (Mearns, 1995). The 
former,, applied to the situation in the low-income settlements in urban areas, refers 
too a situation where, there is lack of urban basic services and the provision cannot 
bee realised and sustained without cooperation from others. In such a situation of 
missingg services, members of the community realise there is a higher risk in non-
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cooperationn and there is greater likelihood for collective action (Baumann and 
Sharan,, 2000). CBOs have been known to be effective in tackling environmental 
problemss at the neighbourhood level, but their resources and local base usually do 
nott allow them to do more (Lee, 1994; Baud, 2000). They have to enter into partner-
shipss with other actors. Baud (2000) noted that current knowledge on community-
basedd collective action is limited to certain regions and large cities, with a focus on 
successfull  cases. There is therefore need for a better understanding of the conditions, 
whichh both allow and prevent effective CBO/NGO/local government combinations 
too emerge. 

Recentt scholarship has seized on the concepts of 'social capital' and 'trust' to 
explainn collective action on cooperative communities (see works of Putman, 
(1993);; Fukuyama (1995); and Bowlers and Gintis (1998). 'Trust' explains how 
thee calculations of rational maximizers might change, based on their perception 
off  how others will behave. The term social capital describes a relationship of 
equilibriumm between norms of reciprocity, networks of civic engagement and 
trust.. Norms, networks and trust reinforce each other to produce social capital, 
whichh inheres in the structure of relations among people (Putnam, 1993; Coleman, 
1990).. We however observe that the definitions of social capital are methodologi-
callyy problematic because they assume and hide what should be causal and falsifiable 
relationshipss among the variables that supposedly produce it. Another problem 
withh the concept of social capital is that it is defined by its function, as some aspect 
off  social structure that facilitates the concerted actions of individuals (Coleman, 
1990).. Studies on the role of social capital in collective environmental action have 
alsoo been on the rise recently (see for example those by the World Bank's Social 
Capitall  Initiative Group). 

Inn so far as collective action in urban areas has the potential of improving environ-
mentall  quality, especially in the low-income neighbourhoods, there are a number of 
difficultiess that might make collective action impossible. Such difficulties include 
interactionss among similar partners and the problem of 'free riding'. One way of 
dealingg with the problem of free riding involves institutional design whereby larger 
groupss can promote cooperation by organising themselves into small subgroups. If 
groupp size leads to free riding, the use of small sub-groups therefore makes sense, 
sincee individual action is more readily recognised at each sublevel where the group 
iss small. However we note that it is not only the group size that matters, but also 
thee degree of homogeneity of the group. In the following section we examine the 
conceptt of participation and the difficulties of realising effective participation, 
especiallyy in urban areas. 
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1.77 Participation and urban environmental management 

Att the outset, the 1991 Human Development Report emphasised that people must 
bee at the centre of development. In addition to development of the people and 
developmentt for the people, UNDP advocates development by the people, that is, 
"throughh appropriate structures of decision making, people must participate fully in 
thee planning and implementation of development strategies" (UNDP, 1991: 13). 
Forr the purpose of this study, participation is defined as 'taking part in the formu-
lation,, passage or implementation of environmental management initiatives' 
(Klugman,, 1994). It is necessary, however, to be more specific as to the nature of 
participationn in a particular context, and identify who takes part in what, when and 
how,, and with what results. Participation is an effective means of raising aware-
ness,, without which there is neither political will nor individual motivation to 
protectt or improve the environment. Participation is used and advocated as a means 
too motivate and organise the essential multiplicity of actors. It is used to obtain 
betterr information about conditions and potentials. Participation by both men and 
womenn is a cornerstone of good governance. Participation could be either direct or 
throughh legitimate intermediate institutions or representatives. It is important to 
pointt out that representative democracy does not necessarily mean that the concerns 
off  the most vulnerable in society would be taken into consideration in decision-
making.. Participation needs to be informed and organised. This means freedom of 
associationn and expression on the one hand, and an organised civil society on the 
otherr hand. 

Thee notion of participation is very close to that of interest. Thus, for people living 
inn cities, participating in a cleaning campaign means taking part in a collective 
actionn directed at the general interest of their neighbourhood. The participation 
dynamismm is therefore dependent on the notion of interest. There are several degrees 
off  participation that are relevant to our study. These include individual responsi-
bility ,, collective responsibility, material or financial contribution, and assuming 
responsibilityy in community-based management. Participation is used or advocated 
ass a means to motivate and organise the essential multiplicity of actors. It is em-
ployedd to draw out priorities, which have widespread support across departments 
andd levels of government and among interests outside government in the business 
andd community sectors (Mattingly, 1999). Participation can help build long-term 
capacityy and enhance the ability of local people to manage and negotiate develop-
mentt projects. Participatory planning can help raise the status of vulnerable groups, 
suchh as women, by providing the opportunity to play a role in the development 
process.. It also brings users and service providers, both governmental and private, 
intoo a direct relationship and this may have a greater impact on the accountability 
off  these suppliers. 
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Moree and more, sustainable development is presented as the sensible response to 
thee increasingly worrying situation and conditions in cities. Embedded in most in-
terpretationss of this broad concept is the need for more participatory approaches to 
environmentall  decision-making. Such a call can be found in many discourses on sus-
tainablee development emerging from a variety of sources. Analysts of sustainable 
developmentt also agree on the necessity of participatory approaches. O'Riordan 
(1996)) for instance, suggests "that the sustainability transition is a profoundly radical 
combinationn of ecological imperatives, social redistribution and political empower-
mentt which wil l involve global management regimes, the limitation of national 
sovereigntyy and greatly enhance local involvement and self-reliance". Similar 
callss for more consultative, participatory and deliberate approaches are made by 
analystss and actors in the environmental field who argue that stakeholders' in-
volvementt in decision-making is needed to tackle environmental problems. Many 
justificationss to such calls for participatory approaches to environmental problems 
relatee to the characteristics of environmental issues. Hove (2000) argues that en-
vironmentall  problems frequently present four major characteristics: complexity, 
uncertainty,, large temporal and spatial scales and irreversibility. Participation of a 
widee range of actors in the problem-solving process can make the process easier. 
Lookingg for extended participation is the most obvious way of involving actors in the 
process.. It can potentially guarantee a higher degree of legitimacy to the decisions 
takenn since a wider range of social forces will have been allowed to influence the 
processs instead of it being imposed 'from above'. 

Whilee participation can be thought of as the yarn that binds together actors in the 
public/privatee interface, many scholars and practitioners argue that there are draw-
backss to participatory approaches. For one thing, participatory approaches can be 
time-consumingg and require a considerable investment of resources, which can 
presentt a challenge to projects that operate with limited resources. Participation 
cann be a source of tension and sometimes even a destabilising force in that it can 
inappropriatelyy unbalance existing socio-political relationships (Haughton, 1999). 
Thiss can undermine the very relationships that the participatory process seeks to 
fosterr between actors in the public/private interface. Often, motivations for partici-
patoryy approaches need to be made clear as poorly targeted participatory schemes 
runn the risk of promoting an ideological perspective in development, even at the 
expensee of securing direct benefits for people from development projects. In some 
instances,, participatory strategies that are conceived without sufficient inquiry 
intoo how burdens are distributed in a particular society can result in a shifting of 
unduee burdens onto the poor, while relinquishing national governments of their 
responsibilityy to promote development and equity. 
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Ass seen above, the challenge lies in the practical design and organisation of a 
participatoryy problem-solving process. Questions such as the legitimacy and repre-
sentativityy of the interest groups that participate in the process tend to arise. Blowers 
(1997),, commenting on the participation of social movements, notes that the idea 
thatt environmental or urban social movements are given space to operate in a 
vigorouss civil society does not adequately deal with the problem of legitimising 
andd implementing decisions. Environmental movements are not representative, nor 
aree they accountable, and consequently, their influence must be secured ultimately 
throughh the formal political process. 

Thiss lack of representativity and accountability also holds true for community 
organisationss and business actors acting on environmental problem-solving process. 
AA second question stems from the selection of participants. Legitimacy can be 
gained,, provided there is some legitimacy content in the selection itself. Thirdly, 
thee procedures for dispute resolution and power balancing need to be carefully de-
signedd if the process is to sensibly articulate different value judgements and logistics 
inn a manner that respects quality and equity criteria. In order to gain some insight 
intoo how the participation of different actors could be effective in environmental 
decision-makingg and action, we examine the concept of partnership and the evolu-
tionn of participatory and partnership approaches in development in the following 
section. . 

1.88 Partnerships 

Effectivee urban management processes and good urban governance require the 
formationn of partnerships between different organisations and actors in the urban 
areas.. A partnership is a form of participation. Since the UNCED conference in 
Rio,, where the idea of Agenda 21 was mooted, and the subsequent process of 
developingg LAs 21 by local authorities, culminating later in the Habitat agenda, 
thee idea of partnerships has become common. In the area of urban environmental 
management,, the usefulness of partnerships between local authorities and other 
actorss and how this could lead to urban sustainable development has gained 
widee recognition in theory (see the works of Squires, 1989; OECD, 1990; Bennet 
andd Krebbs, 1991; Serageldin et al., 1994; Harding, 1996; Badshah, 1996; Hastings 
(1996,, 1999); Schubeter, 1996; Katajima, 1997; Syrett, 1997; Selman, 1996, 1999; 
Hordijk,, 2001; Baud et al, 2001a; Baud and Post, 2001). The adoption of effec-
tivee partnerships as a means of attaining sustainable development in urban areas 
cann only be assessed by empirical research and analysis. We argue that while 
partnershipss are being promoted at the international level, they are difficult to 
formm and when formed, they do not always function properly. Their outputs are 
sometimess difficult to identify, especially in the developing countries. The em-
phasiss on partnerships for effective urban environmental management has been 
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gainingg a lot of attention and interest. We wil l examine the evolution of participa-
toryy and partnership approaches in development since the 1960s in the following 
section. . 

1.8.11.8.1 The evolution of participatory and partnership approaches in development 
Priorr to the 1960s, many strategies to promote growth in developing countries were 
capitall  and technology intensive. These strategies were often promoted by interna-
tionall  and multilateral organisations that designed development interventions in 
centralisedd units of decision-making, and implemented them in a Hop-down' fashion. 
Peoplee at the receiving end of the plans were at most 'passive participants' (Mangal, 
1998).. By the late 1950s and 1960s, it was recognised that many projects did not 
resultt in significant benefits for their target groups because of their mechanistic 
naturee and the way in which they systematically excluded the input of local people. 
Thiss suggested that input from local people was an important ingredient for success. 
Thee result was a paradigm shift towards the concept of 'community development' 
inn project planning. Community development focused on developing skills in local 
communitiess and supporting CBOs. In many projects, local people were sought out 
forr labour mobilisation and cost reduction in the implementing phase, but their par-
ticipationn was limited in the planning phase. Though the paradigm of community 
developmentt promoted people's involvement in projects, people were still at the 
'receivingg end' of plans that were generated and directed by the national agenda. 
Communityy input in problem identification and solving was generally not sought 
andd local people essentially participated as 'active recipients' (Cernea, 1991; 
Chambers,, 1994). 

Initially ,, more attention was given to rural community development than urban 
communityy development, as poor people in rural areas were essentially seen as 
'producers'' of products, whereas the beneficiaries of urban projects were seen as 
meree 'users' (Mangal, 1998). Users were accorded a less role and were often ex-
cludedd from the decision making process. Yet, the dynamic growth of informally 
constructedd residential areas and squatter settlements in cities of developing countries 
indicatedd that people in urban areas exert a concerted effort to manage many ac-
tivitiess to meet their basic needs. Soon community development planning in urban 
areass became focused on building infrastructure in developing countries particularly 
inn Asia and Africa {ibid.). Local people were encouraged to develop the needed 
skillss and to take responsibility for supporting and assisting in implementing a 
rangee of physical infrastructure works. 

Inn the 1970s and 1980s, analysts argued that communities had inherent capaci-
ties,, knowledge and beliefs about the systems in which they constructed their daily 
livess - the very systems development planners wished to 'improve' (Cohen and 
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Uphoff,, 1980). It was argued that genuine attempts at local participation should 
nott exclude the knowledge and beliefs of communities, but rather involve people 
activelyy in every stage of the project cycle. This meant that local people had an im-
portantt role to play in the planning, decision-making and implementation of the 
plans,, and that they take an active role in the evaluation (ibid.). Since some of the 
best-intendedd decisions yielded harmful outcomes, it was recognised that more 
attentionn had to be given to how the risks of undesired project consequences were 
distributedd among different stakeholders, particularly among vulnerable groups, in 
orderr to determine whether people were benefiting equitably from programmes 
(Chambers,, 1994). 

Att the same time that 'people-centred planning' advocated a more inclusive 
process,, a rethinking of the causes of poverty suggested that people's 'non-
participation'' was linked to the larger structural contexts in developing countries. 
Thiss led to the political and economic marginalisation of certain groups, which 
preventss them from sharing equitably in society's resources (Schubeter, 1996). 
Analystss argued that not only did people need to be an integral part of the decision-
makingg process, but also that poor people and vulnerable groups such as women, 
whoo were often the most excluded and marginalised from society, needed to be 
broughtt directly into development initiatives. Since a power differential caused 
peoplee in the lower rungs of thee power ladder to be excluded from access to, and 
controll  over, the resources they need to sustain and improve their lives, empower-
ingg them was an essential step toward increasing their influence in decision-making 
(Cernea,, 1991; Mangal, 1998). 

Itt is now widely recognised that, from the late 1970's onwards, governments in 
moree advanced economies and some in the South sought to reconfigure their rela-
tionshipp with society and the various sectors and actors, redefining their spheres of 
influencee vis-a-vis economic forces and with citizens, and their mechanisms for 
accountabilityy and legitimacy (Magathaes et al., 2002). With the beginnings of 
massivee structural adjustments programmes throughout the developing world dur-
ingg the 1980s, it was clear that large parts of urban populations were going to be 
affectedd by the whole range of measures that were meant to liberalise economic 
managementt (Rakodi, 1999). It was common for structural adjustment 'pack-
ages'' to attempt to reduce the size of the public sector, together with the public 
servicess offered at low cost. Such measures have had adverse effect on the quality 
off  life of both poor and lower middle-income urban dwellers. These effects have 
coincidedd with an overall political activity, a strengthening of the texture of the 
civill  society and widespread urban protest. Many people living and working in 
citiess have responded to these changes by demanding high quality services, 
whichh the municipal governments cannot afford to continue offering alone. 
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Thee democratising forces emerging in the late 1980s and early 1990s in most of the 
developingg world further expanded the scope and meaning of collective action in 
urbann management. Baumann and Sharan (2000) observe that civil society expanded 
onn the more pluralistic approach to participation, which emerged in the 1970's by 
arguingg for more plural forms of political and economic participation, not only on 
aa local level, but also on a societal level as a whole. These movements saw the 
re-emergencee of civil society not only as a political force, but also as a comple-
mentt to the state and market in charting the course of development (Mangal, 
1998).. This idea was reinforced and even formalised at UNCED 1992, which offi-
ciallyy recognised that the challenges to development could only be overcome by 
greatergreater collaboration between governments, the private sector and civil society. The 
UNCEDD signalled the start of a new era in the area of environmental management, in 
particularr urban environmental management. The conference adopted Agenda 21, 
aa farranging programme of reform. After the conference it was clear that the 
taskss ahead were too much and too important for governments alone. New part-
nershipss had to be forged and the business community and civil society organisa-
tionss were to get involved. Agenda 21 spoke broadly about new roles through 
partnerships:: "business and industry should be full participants" and "the private 
andd public sectors should strengthen partnerships to implement the principles and 
criteriaa for sustainable development". The public sector should establish proce-
duress to allow an expanded role of the private sector (Gomez-Echeverri, 1997) 
andd of other stakeholders. 

Thee UNCED's urgent insistence that the private sector and the civil society 
shouldd have an expanded role in LA 21 processes in collaboration with the pri-
vatee sector, provided the key to a different approach: the concept of public-
privatee partnerships (PPP). The immediate challenge from Rio was to translate 
thee PPP principle into action. UNDP has been very instrumental and has initiated 
effortss to create the framework to allow partnerships to happen and developed a 
Public-Privatee Partnership model. However, the PPP model developed by the 
UNDPP cannot be generalised as it treats all developing countries as one block. It 
iss here argued that there is no one single model that can be replicated in different 
cities.. There are, however, some real institutional barriers to forging partnerships 
inn the areas of urban environmental management. Institutional barriers and the 
apparentt lack of political will to reform them remain the most stubborn and powerful 
obstacless to real change. 

1.8.21.8.2 Defining partnerships 

Recently,, there is a growing volume of literature about the concept of partnerships 
andd practitioners, researchers and observers are developing greater insights into the 
prospectss of partnerships, especially as a solution to the provision of urban basic 
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services.. From the existing literature on partnerships, definitions of what constitute 
partnershipss in urban environmental management are characteristically generalised 
andd its malleability and lack of precise definition have undoubtedly sponsored the 
risee of partnerships on the political agenda. 

Accordingg to Hordijk (2001), general characteristics that most partnerships have in 
commonn are that: (a) a partnership involves two or more actors and some authors 
addd that at least one should be public; (b) each partner is a principal, i.e. each is 
capablee of bargaining on its own behalf, rather than having to consult with other 
formss of authority; (c) a partnership is an enduring relationship between these ac-
torss (based on a written or verbal agreement, informal or formal in nature, with 
somee continuing interaction); (d) each of the participating organisations and actors 
bringg something to the partnership. Each partner transfers some resources - both 
tangiblee and intangible - and the partnership should be mutually beneficial (with-
outt assuming equality between actors); (e) a partnership finds its expression in 
concretee activities (including planning initiatives); (f) a partnership implies a 
sharedd responsibility for the outcomes of the activities; (g) partnerships are meant 
too serve a public interest. Gonzalez et al., 2000 distinguish these partnerships from 
otherr commercial enterprises and they are now sometimes called public interest 
partnerships. . 

Givenn the above characteristics of partnerships, we are able to highlight some of 
thee preconditions that have to be fulfilled before a partnership can be effective. 
First,, according to Hordijk (2001) there has to be a certain degree of mutuality of 
interestt between the actors concerning the specific goal the partnership must 
pursue.. Secondly, partnerships can only function if there is trust among the part-
ners,, as well as mutual accountability and transparency (Baud, 2000). Thirdly, 
effectivee and able leadership is an important precondition for the functioning of 
anyy partnership arrangement. Most partnerships have come to being especially 
theree where a common crisis exists, affecting all the actors concerned. However, 
thee existence of a crisis will not lead to actors coming together and undertaking 
activitiess to address the crisis if there is not a "champion" to initiate discussions. 
Finally,, a strong political will is needed to support partnership activities in the 
longg run. 

Inn this study we define partnership arrangements as any co-operative working 
arrangementt between business (formal or informal), non-profit organisations 
(CBOss and NGOs) and government (local and central), in which resources and 
skillss are shared in projects that benefit each partner as well as the community. We 
alsoo see partnerships as any voluntary commitments by a wide range of actors in 
thee urban environment to make a contribution to the improvement of the quality of 
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thee living environment. This definition stresses the voluntary nature of relation-
ships;; the wide range of participants, from the community to the private sector, the 
locall  government, central government departments, NGOs and CBOs, and the 
needd for a shared strategy and agreed contributions of resources to the process. 
Thus,, partnerships are those arrangements that involve at least two or more actors; 
representt a more or less enduring relationship between actors; are mutually bene-
ficiall  (without assuming equality between the actors); address public interest issues 
andd concerns; and find their expression in activities related to improving the quality 
off  the environment (Baud, et al, 2001a, b). 

Partnershipss appear to offer a mechanism for bonding together multiple interests 
andd perspectives necessary to implement integrated programme strategies respon-
sivee to diverse local socio-economic and environmental concerns (Hastings 1999). 
Thee use of partnerships between public and private sector actors designed to 
achievee public policy objectives is in general not a new phenomenon. What is 
neww is the emphasis and the political willingness by the government in different 
countriess to encourage these initiatives. From a policy perspective, partnerships 
cann be mechanisms for merging the objectives, experiences and resources of mul-
tiplee institutional and individual actors necessarily involved in an integrated, ter-
ritorialritorial approach to environmental management. If properly structured, partner-
shipss are capable of providing the flexibilit y necessary to identify and respond more 
efficientlyy and effectively to the diverse local socio-economic, political and envi-
ronmentall  circumstances. They can also help organise and enhance complemen-
tarityy of urban environmental programme purposes vertically (among levels of 
government)) and horizontally (across governmental units at the same level). Fi-
nally,, partnerships can provide a means to organise and capitalise on the advan-
tagess of pragmatic public and private sector cooperation (OECD, 1990; Hastings, 
1996;; 1999). 

1.8.31.8.3 Types of partnerships 

Partnershipss can take many forms, can be used for many purposes and involve 
complexx legal, political, organisational and financial interrelationships among the 
partnerss (Axelrod and Dion, 1988). The purpose of each partnership is an orches-
trationn of policy and execution, based on shared objectives and priorities. An im-
portantt change has recently been taking place in the conception and implementa-
tionn of urban environmental development programmes in the framework of LA 21. 

Inn this context, four types of partnerships have become prominent: 
1.. In response to the pulling out of national state activities, there has been a 

growthh of activities by NGOs and CBOs, which often act in partnerships with 
governmentt agents to take on tasks previously performed solely by the state. 
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2.. A variety of public/private partnerships. 
3.. Partnerships between various levels of state authorities and state-sponsored 

agencies. . 
4.. Partnerships between individual households and private service providers, 

whichh may take the form of private/private partnerships. 

Wee contend that the type of partnership arrangements that emerges in a concrete 
situationn highly depends on the local actors, local circumstances and, to a larger 
extent,, the local political environment. For instance in countries where the central 
statee has been withdrawing from certain areas of activity through reductions in 
publicc service provision and selective reductions in public spending, several inno-
vativee approaches are emerging. Miller and Roo (1999) argue that former urban 
servicess provision has been replaced or complemented by new policies, which at-
temptt to stimulate individual action and partnership with private, voluntary and 
communityy groups. 

1.8.41.8.4 Components of partnerships 

Thiss section considers the components of partnerships in urban environmental 
management,, covering what they seek to do, who is involved, how they are to be 
implemented,, how they may change over time and what are the preconditions for 
success.. Therefore, when studying partnerships, we first need to examine their 
aimss and objectives, the activities they engage in, the actors involved, the nature 
off  the relationships, the socio-economic and political context and the outcomes of 
thee partnerships (Baud and Post, 2001). McQuaid (1994) stresses the importance 
off  three components in this respect: the mandate, including the aims and objec-
tivess of the partnership arrangement; the arrangement within each partnership; 
andd the various outcomes. The aim of a specific partnership may involve a range 
off  activities or programmes, focusing on a single project or on a series of pro-
grammess affecting a range of factors which influence the 'quality of life' of resi-
dentss in an area (McQuaid, 1994). The aims may concern a specific geographical 
areaa or a particular client group within an area. The range of activities may be 
narroww or wide. 

Ass regards the arrangements within each partnership, we need to consider the 
rangee of actors, which may include key agencies such as central and local govern-
ment,, voluntary sector bodies, the local community (groups and individuals), the 
privatee sector (formal or informal) and influential individuals. It is important to 
identifyy precisely the types of actors and their respective contribution to a partner-
ship.. Another aspect to be considered is the formal or informal structure of the part-
nership,, which may range from formal legally binding contracts, to non-bidding pub-
licc agreements or informal relations based on trust and mutual benefit. 
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Withh respect to the third component - the outcomes - we need to examine the 
process-outcomess and substantial outcomes of these partnership arrangements. 
Issuess like financial viability, legitimacy, accountability, effectiveness, inclu-
sivenesss and exclusiveness of an arrangement and political wil l are important 
outcomess to be considered. Given the huge diversity and ever changing nature of 
partnershipss in urban environmental management, we wil l get better understand-
ingg by narrowing the focus down to some partnerships along the dimensions dis-
cussedd above. The components of partnership arrangements that need to be stud-
iedd are summarised in Table 1.1. 

Tablee 1.1 Components of partnership arrangements 

Componentt of partnership Examples 
MANDATE E 
Aimss Reduction of solid waste generated, visioning, consul-

tations s 
Rangee of activities Encourage recycling activities; clean-ups; strategic 

planning g 
Scalee of intervention Neighbourhood level 
ARRANGEMENTS S 
Actorss involved and excluded Who does what, how and when 
Naturee of relationships Formal or informal 
Decision-makingg structure Organisational structure 
Divisionn of tasks Related to organisational structure 
Inputss of various actors What do different partners bring to the partnership 
Financiall  arrangements What financial resources are available to the partnership 
Monitoringg and evaluation Review of progress made; lessons and replicability 

Outcomess What actual benefitss (tangible or intangible): value-added 

Source:Source: Adapted from Mcquaid R. W (1994) 

1.8.51.8.5 Strengths and weaknesses of partnerships 

Thee essential quality that partnerships embody is that of complementarity in which 
thee relative strengths and weaknesses of each partner are offset against each other 
too produce developments that combine the best contributions. In practical terms, 
thesee developments are economically efficient, socially responsive and environ-
mentallyy sustainable (UNCHS, 2001). Partnerships therefore offer each party bene-
fitsfits that cannot be achieved while operating independently. This requires actors 
fromm each sector to understand and acknowledge the legitimate interests of the 
other.. Successful partnerships should provide (a) an efficient way of identifying 
differentt and changing needs; (b) adequate trust between the partners; (c) clarity 
concerningg the purpose of the partnership and the individual roles of partners 
withinn it; (d) adequate leadership; (e) possibilities for all partners to fulfi l their 
roles;; (f) adequate access by all partners to essential information; (g) necessary 
financialfinancial and other resources (h) compatibility with the prevailing political and 
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nanciall  and other resources (h) compatibility with the prevailing political and legal 
climate;; and finally (i) potential for wider application. These issues make it possi-
blee to assess the organisational structure through which a partnership is to operate at 
eachh relevant stage and the roles of the central and local government together with 
otherr stakeholders, developers, NGOs, CBOs and local residents (ibid.). 

However,, there is the question of whether partnerships as such are effective in 
seekingg solutions to urban environmental problems. Although partnerships can be 
effectivee in helping address urban management problems, they are inappropriate for 
addressingg issues the solution of which requires democratic decision-making. Their 
actionn is piecemeal and contributes to the already existing fragmentation of the terri-
tory,, either because they focus on a specific area or because they concentrate on a 
singlee policy, sector or both. Partnerships are often short-lived and have a fluctuating 
membership.. Private enterprises frequently opt out of participation. The civil society 
iss often not a stable partner with changing representation through CBOs that tend to 
representt particular interests and lack knowledge or skills. Partnerships are useful 
andd necessary but they are more appropriate for solving management problems 
(inn urban services for instance) than for addressing issues that require democratic 
decision-makingg (UNCHS, 2001). 

Accordingg to Pugh (1996), urban environmental management requires the use of 
effectivee multi-institutional or multi-organisational structures. He argues that co-
herencee and effective partnering in multi-organisational contexts are not assured 
orr guaranteed. Since most partnerships are directed at improving the provision of a 
'publicc good', several problems may arise. In the terminology of game theory, there 
mayy be some self-interest in 'free-riding' (i.e. gaining the benefits of environmental 
improvementt without making any contributions oneself) and potential partners may 
facee a 'prisoner's dilemma'8 (i.e. each wanting the benefits of others cooperation but 
individuallyy having an incentive to abstain). Coase, cited in Pugh, recognises that 
goodss with social benefits and 'publicness' (i.e. they offer externality and third 
partyy enjoyment of benefits) pose dilemmas for their optimal provision. Pugh 
observess that 'free-rider' and 'prisoner's dilemma' situations can be broken by some 
formm of social cooperation which could be achieved by a CBO organising house-
holdss collectively into self help mediating between households and policy makers 

AA variant of the 'free-riding' and 'prisoner's dilemma' more applicable to urban areas is the case 
off  a householder in a street where all his/her neighbours paint their houses, so raising the value of 
alll  houses in the street. However, for each individual householder the extra value to his house of 
paintingg is less than the cost of the paint, although the house will increase in value due to his 
neighbour'ss efforts. So his maximum personal benefit is gained by not painting his house, al-
thoughh this means a lower total welfare for the community. The end result may be that no one 
paintss his or her house. 
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andd between government environmental and infrastructure agencies. These possi-
bilitiess also have some reasoned support in theory of how social cooperation can 
arisee in 'free-rider' and prisoner's dilemma' circumstances (Mwangi, 2000). 

Wee argue that the operational dimension of partnerships is complicated by a wide 
arrayy of factors that need to be investigated. Helmsing (2000) argued that, while 
thee partnership approach may assist in resolving some of the 'old problems' related 
too service provision in urban areas, it presents us with a new class of problems. 
Issuess of how to resolve considerable inequalities between different actors, coordina-
tionn between various actors and their activities, financial viability of some initiatives, 
capabilityy of the public sector to work with others, and so on, are some of the new 
challengess facing the partnership approach. We now examine the potential partners 
andd discuss their strengths and weaknesses. 

1.8.61.8.6 Actors and organisations in partnerships for urban environmental 
management management 

Ass said, several groups can be identified that can play a role in partnerships for ur-
bann environmental management: the government at the national, regional and local 
level;; the formal private sector; the informal private sector; NGOs, CBOs and ex-
ternall  support agencies. Incidentally, households have often been left out in analy-
sess of partnerships. Devas (1999) argues that it is questionable whether individ-
uall  households should be included in urban governance, since governance implies 
collectivee action rather than individual action. However, households clearly are 
partt of the picture, since they are participants in the urban environmental man-
agement.. If we are to have a complete picture of collaboration between different ac-
torss in the urban arena, households cannot be left out. We contend that households 
aree actively involved in partnership arrangements for urban environmental man-
agementt as members of the CBOs and also on their own. The present study fo-
cusess on partnerships between the public, the formal and informal private sector, and 
participationn by households and community groups. 

TheThe public sector: local and central governments 
Althoughh there is generally a major shift towards a more decentralised way of 
planning,, still most urban authorities in countries, whether industrialised or devel-
oping,, receive their powers and obligations from a central government authority. 
Thee allocation of powers and responsibilities is to protect the rights of the citizens, 
too provide services and facilities which are not specific to an individual, but are for 
thee common good, or to provide a service or facility which cannot be provided in any 
otherr way (Gidman, et al, 1994). 
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Locall  governments still have to influence the developments in towns, because of the 
persistencee of problems such as inadequate housing, infrastructure and services 
(educationn and health) for the low-income population, as well as traffic congestion 
andd pollution. In order to enhance the road towards sustainable development in cities, 
theree is a need to make changes in the organisation and structure of local govern-
ments.. The right kind of government is thatt kind that redefines its traditional role to 
bee a catalyst and facilitator (Osborne and Gaebler, 1993). Osborne and Gaebler refer 
too a reinvented government as one that separates its functions of policy decision-
makingg (steering) from its function of service delivery (rowing). In other words, 
today'ss governments have to do less and to lead more {ibid.). Only governments 
havee the legitimacy and capability to steer and integrate the activities of multiple 
stakeholderss by acting beyond single purposes. Steering means bringing different 
stakeholderss around the table and moderating differences and negotiating cooperation. 

Thee primary strength of the public sector stems from its legal authority, law-
makingg power, monitoring and regulatory function, and the mandate that it has 
too act directly with (or delegate responsibility to) other stakeholder groups. It is the 
primaryy decision-maker with regard to the public good and is expected to represent 
itss constituencies. The public sector also has the responsibility to work holistically 
inn coordinating urban environmental management initiatives with other commu-
nityy development needs. 

UNCHSS (2001) notes that the presence of the state varies greatly from one coun-
tryy to the other, between strong states and weak states. Even in countries where 
thee state is still strong, as in France and the UK, it no longer has the political and 
economicc resources needed to carry out the traditional functions of societal gov-
ernancee on its own. In developing countries, for instance, local governments are 
nott able to offer even basic services to many of the citizens living within their 
jurisdiction.. They are also poorly resourced and in many instances poorly man-
aged.. Therefore one of the weaknesses of the public sector is that it lacks reliable 
fundingg and technical resources. Political interference and corruption, high staff 
turnoverr and significant inefficient and inflexible bureaucracy are other weak-
nessess of the public sector. 

Thee new role of the government has become to create frameworks and to facili-
tatee collective action, rather than to intervene directly {ibid.). As a result of insti-
tutionall  failure in many urban areas, the public sector has not managed to deliver 
andd there have been policies directed at decentralisation of urban infrastructure 
management.. The management of urban environmental problems presents com-
plexx institutional challenges. The factors that cause managerial complexity in-
cludee a large number of organisations involved, cross-jurisdictional conflicts and 
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overlaps,, central-local conflicts and tensions between centralisation and decen-
tralisation.. Although local government has nominal responsibilities for the provi-
sionn of urban environmental infrastructure, central government entities retain 
muchh of the authority and financial resources to implement services. Consider-
ablee ambiguity exists about the roles of various institutions working in the area of 
urbann management and the provision of urban environmental infrastructure lacks 
coordination.. The behaviour of bureaucracies that face few incentives to perform 
welll  underlies many of these institutional problems. Helmsing (2000) observes 
thatt an important issue is that greater involvement of other parties in the provi-
sionn of infrastructure and services would in fact require not a reduced but an ex-
pandedd regulatory capacity on the part of the government. He further states that 
neww modalities of infrastructure provision need new and complex regulatory and 
monitoringg capacity of the government and especially so in the new partnership 
arrangementss (ibid, 2000). 

TheThe private sector 
'Private'' does not only stand for firms, but also individuals, communities and 
households.. In many countries, under pressure of constraints on government re-
sources,, there is an incremental process of unintended privatisation: as public ser-
vicess fail, enterprises and households find their own solutions. This is especially 
thee case in the spheres of essential personal services (transport, education, health) 
andd basic imrastructure (water and fuel). The other form of privatisation is pro-
grammed:: here governments make policy decisions to sell assets, to franchise or 
concedee the whole operation or to contract out aspects of it (Batley, 1997). 

Thee private sector9 can either be formal or informal, and - in the sphere of urban 
environmentall  management - ranges from small, individual garbage collectors or 
waterr vendors to large companies, which operate or develop large segments of 
waterr supply, sanitation and solid waste management (UNDP, 1996; UNCHS, 
1996;; Davidson and Peltenburg, 1993; Faulkener, 1997). Employees within the 
privatee sector are concerned about issues of job security, working conditions, and 
thee particular social status that would be associated with certain jobs. Private sector 
involvementt increases employment, and can also offer an element of security and 
improvedd working conditions to groups of non-formal workers who are often 
exposedd to health hazards. 

99 The private sector can either be formal or informal. The term formal is used to signify those or-
ganizationss and actors that are officially recognised and accepted, and those processes which con-
formm to official rules and regulations. Informal actors are those who do not have full, official rec-
ognitionn or do not comply in some way or other with official rules or procedures. What is referred 
too as informal private sector is simply unregulated and un-taxed. 
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Thee formal private sector refers to institutions, firms and individuals who may be 
activee in many different aspects of infrastructure management but whose main ob-
jectivee and organisation is to generate a profit on their investments. They can, be-
causee of their access to financial resources and/or their potential ability to oper-
atee more efficiently, play a role in the financing and/or provision of certain in-
frastructuree services and in construction operations and the maintenance of rele-
vantt facilities (Faulkener, 1997). Because a private concern mostly has a much 
narrowerr focus than its public sector counterpart, it will frequently be able to 
offerr innovative technical and financial solutions and provide a benchmark price 
forr the provision of a service. In the literature, the private sector is endowed with 
qualitiess such as political independence, economic rationality, efficiency, dyna-
mismm and innovation; qualities that make it measure up favourably to public sector 
enterprisee (Post, 2002). Empirical evidence on how privatisation works is still 
ratherr flimsy and largely drawn from experiences in the North. In many develop-
ingg countries, there is often a strong political opposition to privatisation from 
groupss afraid to lose from such reforms. 

Thee private sector has strengths in transparency, its ability to innovate and replicate 
andd its customer focus (Caplan, 2001). It is able to respond quickly to the need to 
improvee and deliver services and has limited exposure to political interference. It is 
alsoo responsive to competitiveness. However, since the private sector is not politi-
callyy accountable, there is still a strong need for regulation by the public sector 
(Gentry,, 1997). Related to this is the overall concern to ensure that the low-income 
populationn will benefit from such formal private sector participation. In most 
instances,, the private sector tends to primarily serve the higher income segments of 
society.. The private sector tends to leave low-income areas because the profit 
marginss may be too low and the poor households may not be able to pay for the 
servicess provided by the private sector. 

Muchh of the literature on the role of the private sector overstates its potential and 
ignoress the fact that effective private sector participation requires strong, compe-
tentt and representative local government to set conditions, oversee the quality and 
controll  the prices charged. The private sector lacks vision regarding community de-
velopment,, largely due to their distance from the community and also from the cus-
tomer.. As seen above, many governments in developing countries have institutional 
weaknessess to regulate the private sector. The private sector also lacks financial 
transparencyy and is not able to perceive other sectors as equals (rather than taking the 
lead).. It is rigid and propagates hierarchical management styles Caplan, 2001). 

Itt is important for urban governments to also recognise the informal private sector 
andd develop partnerships with this group. The informal sector is an important 
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sourcee of income and employment for the poor in urban areas and this group can 
oftenn bridge the gap between the urban poor and the formal sector when it comes to 
thee provision of less profitable urban services or services with standards below 
thesee of the formal sector. Schubeter (1996) argues convincingly that residents 
aree producers of infrastructure services in the informal market, that is, persons 
mayy earn their livelihood by such activities as hiring themselves to weed parapets, 
diggingg drains and selling water in areas where it is scarce. 

Informall  and formal service providers are often in direct competition with each 
otherr and strategies for reconciling the interests of these groups are an important 
partt of problem solving (Gidman et al, 1994). The main obstacle for partnerships 
withh the informal sector is the common tendency in favour of the formal sector and 
thee negative attitude among urban planners and managers and policy makers against 
thee informal sector {ibid). Informal sector activities are considered as being transi-
tional,, and are supposed to disappear automatically with economic growth (Mangal, 
1998).. This is frequently accompanied by ignorance of the informal sector and local 
authoritiess and urban managers, and leads to its marginalisation in spite of the major 
rolee actually played by this group in the cities and towns of developing countries. 

Community-basedCommunity-based organisations (CBOs) 
Theree is a huge variety of different types of CBOs, which include self-help, local, 
grassroots,, and community management organisations in addition to village or small 
townn councils. Members are often motivated by self-interest, but this should be 
channelledd in a way to promote the broader interests and development goals of the 
community.. Generally, CBOs involve "any voluntary action undertaken by a group 
off  persons which aims at the satisfaction of individual or collective needs or as-
pirations""  (Arrossi et al, 1994). The distinctive feature of a self-help initiative 
orr activity is the substantial contribution made from the individual's or group's own 
resourcess in terms of labour, capital, land and/or entrepreneurial skills. 

Despitee frequent mention in several major policy documents of the importance of 
CBOs,, understanding of environmental CBOs in the urban areas is equally inade-
quate.. The CBOs may be seen as potentially important actors in public/private and 
public/civill  society partnerships, particularly in urban low-income communities. 
Thesee groups often play a crucial role in catalysing and/or facilitating the active 
participationn of communities in infrastructure development. The CBOs, the near-
estt we come to voluntary action for environmental improvement, are normally 
fundedd by the community itself. They represent the community or member inter-
ests,, and enjoy popular support. An effective community organisation is a pre-
conditionn for undertaking collective initiatives. In most instances, intermediary or-
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ganisationss and institutions can demonstrate alternative solutions to meeting col-
lectivee social needs through specific projects. 

Onee of the major weaknesses of CBOs is that they are prone to internal fighting 
andd power struggles and their lack of resources and a broader perspective make 
themm vulnerable to external influences (Maina et al, 1998). CBOs also face some 
leadershipp problems. Moreover, they cannot solve most community-level environ-
mentall  problems without interventions from local authorities and other actors. The 
provisionn of infrastructure and basic services is an element of habitat improvement 
thatt generally cannot be tackled by a community or an NGO in isolation. Accord-
ingg to a framework developed by Lee (1994), water supply, sewerage, drainage and 
garbagee disposal are environmental management activities that are more closely 
conductedd at the community level, and they need to be linked to the larger 
frameworkframework of urban administration to be viable and effective. 

Wee argue that, although in the current literature a lot of emphasis has been laid on the 
rolee of the CBOs, we need to ascertain whether CBOs are effective and whether they 
havee their resources to control. In most instances, CBOs have a weak resource base 
andd they tend to be influenced by powerful partners. We further need to know 
whetherr the CBOs in low-income settlements are representatives or they are just 
membershipp organisations for house-owners only. These issues and many more can 
onlyy be proved by empirical data that the current study has attempted to collect in 
thee Kenyan context, using the Nakuru case study. 

Non-governmentalNon-governmental organisations 
Arrossii  et al, (1994) provide a concise definition of an NGO which refers to "all 
non-state,, non-profit making organisations and as a specific term for indigenous 
and/orr Northern-based organisations, which support self-help, grassroots, commu-
nityy or people's organisations and individuals as needed". Generally, NGOs seek 
partnershipss with CBOs so as to gain sustained and integrated results within the 
communitiess they want to intervene. NGOs provide complementary skills and 
knowledge,, working together towards a shared overall goal related to the liveli-
hoodss of the communities where they are operational. NGOs are under pressure 
fromfrom donors to enter into partnerships with CBOs and other actors and this is 
nowadayss being used as criteria for funding. 

Itt has been acknowledged that the NGO sector is making a significant contribution 
too the promotion, production and improvement of shelter in various regions of the 
developingg world (UNCHS, 2001). NGOs operate according to the principle that 
alll  people have a right to control their own destiny, with a preference for shelter 
solutionss based on their own community or neighbourhoods. In many countries, 
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NGOss play the role of enablers and implementers of new ideas and models when 
workingg with CBOs and helping such organisations' development efforts. In many 
instances,, NGOs have succeeded in demonstrating alternative solutions to meeting 
shelterr and service needs through specific projects and these, in turn, have some-
timess pointed to approaches that have wider applications {ibid.). NGOs therefore 
aree enablers alongside CBOs, mediators between people and the authorities which 
controll  access to resources or goods and services, advisors to state institutions on 
policyy changes and, finally, they can be advocates who can put community con-
cernss on the national or international policy agenda. 

Wee intend to indicate in this study that, although the roles of NGOs have been 
emphasisedd in literature, they may not remain in a locality for so long especially 
whenn external funding is ended. Experience has shown that some NGOs may not 
bee necessarily serving the interests of the residents of the areas in which they oper-
atee (UNCHS, 2001). They also tend to implement the funding agencies' projects 
andd needs with too littl e concern for the locals. Another major weakness of 
NGOsNGOs is that they are normally not accountable to the communities that they 
workk with, especially those in developing countries. NGOs lack sufficient and pre-
dictablee funding and they also lack power to influence decision-making. Moreover, 
theyy tend to play their 'own rules'. NGOs may also compete directly with local 
politicall  representatives selected by the communities themselves. 

ExternalExternal support agencies 
Hugee capital investments in urban infrastructure such as a citywide water reticula-
tionn system, sewerage rehabilitation and extension require some form of assistance 
fromm external agencies outside the municipality. There are also administrative 
constraintss experienced by donor agencies, especially the lack of trained person-
nell  working within the recipient countries and a need to keep the staff costs down. 
Thiss often results in a bias against smaller programmes, under which category many 
housing,, basic services and infrastructure projects fall. 

Wee argue that interventions by external support agencies that seek an efficient im-
plementationn of 'their' projects may sometimes inhibit innovative local solutions 
thatt are cheaper than the solutions designed by foreign agencies. External agencies 
rarelyy stay for long and only continue their local presence to guarantee the mainte-
nancee and expansion of new projects. Many international donors withdraw support 
fromm the community after completing one 'successful' project, just when this 
shouldd have laid the basis for expanding the scale and extending the scope of their 
work.. Still, many donors operate on a 'project by project' basis when what is 
neededd is a long-term process to strengthen institutional capacity, overseen by 
democraticc governance (UNCHS, 2001). 
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Itt is necessary for international agencies to ensure that their funding reaches a sig-
nificantt proportion of those in need. Still, most funding agencies retain cumber-
somee procedures for funding. This means long delays before a particular commu-
nityy knows whether it can go ahead with an initiative it has planned and for which 
itt had obtained funding. International agencies need to strengthen support for the 
institutionall  processes by which low-income groups organise and develop their own 
actionn plans and programmes (UNCHS, 2001). New approaches must be found if 
aidd is to be effective in supporting a diversity of community level initiatives that 
permitt low-income groups to address their self-chosen priorities. 

Households Households 
Thee household is the key unit of production, reproduction and consumption, and 
thee unit where decisions on pooling and allocating labour and resources are made 
(Hordijk,, 2000). So, we cannot analyse actors in the process of urban environ-
mentall  management without studying households and their roles. Poor house-
holdss spend considerable amounts of physical, economic and social energies to 
maintainn access to environmental resources, and manage these resources in an 
effortt to minimise the negative impacts of their use on household members. Ac-
cordingg to Lee (1994), households not only manage environmental resources on 
theirr own, but are also actively engaged with other households and in CBOs in ad-
dressingg common environmental management problems. Households in low-income 
urbann areas experience problems like the lack of safe and sufficient water supply, 
inadequatee sanitation, inadequate housing and inadequate solid waste collection. 
Thesee environmental problems have a great impact on the daily life of households 
andd their practices. The perception of the environmental problems and related health 
riskss is an important factor determining the undertaking of activities related to solv-
ingg some of the environmental problems. Other factors that determine whether 
householdss undertake environmental management initiatives are the composition 
off  the household, the tenure of the household and the duration that the household 
hass stayed in a specific neighbourhood. 

Fromm the foregoing we observe that there are several actors and as many view-
pointss in a given society. These actors have both their strengths and weaknesses. 
Goodd urban governance requires mediation of the different interests in society to 
reachh a broad consensus in society on what is in the best interest of the whole 
communityy and how this can be achieved. It also requires a broad and long-term 
perspectivee on what is needed for sustainable human development and how to 
achievee the goals of such development. The recognition of the different roles that 
aree going to be undertaken by different actors collaborating to improve the quality 
off  the environment is almost meaningless unless they have the capacity to act 
effectively.. For instance, a local authority with adequate capacity has adequate 
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powerss and autonomy, appropriate boundaries, and sufficient personnel, man-
agement,, technical and fiscal resources. Many cities in the South are faced with 
inadequatee manpower, limited jurisdictional responsibilities, unstable political 
systems,, interfering rather than supporting governments and a chronic shortage of 
fiscall  resources (Gilbert et ai, 1996). There is therefore need to build capacities 
off  all the actors discussed above if the strive to sustainability through partner-
shipss and good governance is to succeed. Secondly, financial, human and technical 
resourcess should be availed and mobilised to support prioritised actions. In the 
followingg section we examine the Agenda 21 and the Local Agenda 21 process and 
indicatee the strengths and weaknesses of this approach in putting cities on the path 
towardss attaining sustainable development. 

1.99 The local agenda 21 process 

Agendaa 21, the global plan of action to achieve sustainable development in the 21st 

century,, outlines the key initiatives that need to be undertaken by governments in 
collaborationn with other key actors. Running to around 500 pages, there are 40 
chapterss covering topics from poverty to deforestation and from health to waste 
management.. A novel feature of the Agenda 21 document was the explicit recogni-
tionn of the roles of 'major groups' like women, youth and business. UN conferences 
sincee 1992 have increasingly built inputs from such groups into their programmes, 
inn contrast to earlier practice of excluding all, save national governments and a 
feww favoured observer organisations. Agenda 21 provides a powerful practical 
andd conceptual framework to towns and their communities through the steps re-
quiredd to create and implement a programme for achieving long-term economic 
andd environmental sustainability (Kivell et al., 1998). In short, it assists in the 
preparationn of a strategy to take a community forward in a manner, which brings 
positive,, desirable and predictable results. 

Thee onus of implementing the key objective of Agenda 21, that of sustainable de-
velopment,, has been placed clearly on local governments and its constituent com-
munities.. The real roots of Agenda 21's success therefore lie at the micro, local 
level.. Agenda 21 recognises this by pointing out in Chapter 28 that local authorities 
construct,, operate and maintain economic, social and environmental infrastructure, 
overseee planning processes, establish local environmental policies and regulations, 
andd assist in implementing national and sub-national environmental policies. As 
thee level of governance closest to the people, they play a vital role in educating, mo-
bilisingg and responding to the public to promote sustainable development (UNCED, 
1992).. A major assumption here is that 'all' local governments have the capability 
off  promoting sustainable development initiatives. However, we note that local gov-
ernmentss in some developing countries are extremely weak financially and their 

44 4 



TheoreticalTheoretical Framework 

decisionss are highly influenced and controlled by the central governments, as it is 
thee case in Kenya. 

UNCEDD proclaimed Local Agenda 21 (LA 21) as the mandate to local govern-
mentss to translate Agenda 21 to the local level. Ideally, LA 21 programmes are 
basedd upon the creation of appropriate local government systems to integrate 
planningg and policy making, with a focus on long-term outcomes and involving all 
sectorss of the community. For the purposes of this study, LA 21 is defined as a 
participatory,, multi-stakeholder process to achieve the goals of Agenda 21 at the 
locall  level through the preparation and implementation of a long-term, strategic 
plann that addresses priority local sustainable development concerns. The LA 21 
programmee seeks to be both visionary and practical, identifying both long-term and 
short-termm goals. LAs 21 cannot exist in isolation from other activities of a local 
authorityy and to be meaningful it must address issues of local government reform, 
budgetaryy constraints and economic and environmental issues (ICLEI, 2002). It 
emphasisess the need to build upon many local council programmes and strategies 
alreadyy in place and stresses flexible outcomes. 

Accordingg to Selman (1996), the concerns of LA 21 are not confined solely to 
thosee of environmental stewardship, but embrace much wider issues of active 
citizenn participation and 'quality of life' - which is perhaps a more friendly term 
too describe its primary goal. It is a process that asks those in local government 
too work in partnership with the local community to develop a strategy comprising 
aa series of action plans, which will set out how we will work together towards the 
goall  of sustainable development in the 21s' century and beyond (UNCED, 1992; 
Malbert,, 1998; ICLEI, 1997) 

Thee Habitat Agenda (Instanbul, 1996) has reconfirmed the LA 21 framework as a 
valuablee approach to harmonise urban development and environment. The two 
agendass emphasise the role of cities in development and their potential contribution 
too sustainable development. They also stress the need to look at urban development 
articulatingg social, environmental and economic performance and to strike a bal-
ancee in the pursuance of reducing urban poverty, improving environmental con-
ditionss in the short and long term and enhancing urban economic productivity. 
Finally,, the two agendas also emphasise that local actors (both state and non-state 
actors)) are the key managers of the urban development process. Conceptually, the 
twoo agendas highlight the need to institutionalise a new approach to urban devel-
opmentt planning and management that articulates environmental issues with social 
andd economic development concerns for the present and future generations. Both 
agendass call for a shift of emphasis from local government and environment to one 
off  local governance and sustainability (Selman and Parker, 1999). An appropriate 
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LAA 21 seeks to integrate the goals of the Habitat Agenda and Agenda 21 and to 
devisee a strategy for their implementation, which articulates the brown and green 
agenda.. LA 21 attempts to bring long-term environmental sustainability considera-
tionss into current issues affecting the quality of life and livelihoods of urban dwell-
erss (particularly the poor). Some scholars have called this objective "greening the 
brownn agenda" (McGranahan, et al., 2001a; Wanderer, et al., 2002). 

Agendaa 21 does not embrace a set of programme or stipulate objectives, nor are 
locall  governments under any compulsion to participate in Agenda 21 or utilise the 
toolss it offers. All local governments aim at providing a healthy and progressive 
environmentt for their residents and for local businesses and industry - both now 
andd for future generations (Badshah, 1996). Despite the commonality of this aim, 
thee Agenda 21 programme recognises that each community has unique needs, 
resourcess and aspirations, which will be reflected in both the format and content 
off  a plan. The diffusion of Agenda 21 concepts and increasing interest and imple-
mentationn at local level make it impossible that this style of planning and policy 
implementationn is considered advantageous. When deployed with commitment and 
communityy involvement, the LA 21 tools help ensure that the resulting integrated 
environmental,, economic and social strategy will be effective and sustainable. 

Proponentss of LA 21 programmes argue that they are not starting from scratch, but 
aree rather building on existing programmes, activities and policies (UNCHS, 1996, 
2001;; ICLEI, 1997). For local authorities that have already undergone integrated 
strategicc planning, LA 21 are concerned with the application of sustainable devel-
opmentt principles to that framework. LA 21 principles include: (a) multi-sectoral 
engagementt in the planning process through a local stakeholder group, which 
servess as the coordination and policy body for moving towards long-term sustain-
ablee development; (b) consultation with community partners such as community 
groups,, NGOs, businesses, churches, government agencies, professional groups 
andd unions, in order to create a shared vision and to identify proposals for action; 
(c)) participatory assessment of local social, environmental and economic needs; (d) 
participatoryy target setting through negotiations among key stakeholders or 
communityy partners in order to achieve the vision and goals set out in a commu-
nityy action plan; and (e) monitoring and reporting procedures, such as local indica-
tors,, to track progress and allow participants to hold each other accountable to a 
communityy action plan (ICLEI, 1997). We need to note that there is no commonly 
agreedd recipe for developing LA 21s. Local circumstances and national and local 
institutionss dictate the approach to be used. 
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1.9.11.9.1 Evaluation of LA 21 processes 

Woolfee (1995) points out that successful local authorities around the world are 
approachingg LA 21 in several ways, depending on their circumstances. They 
developp documents known variously as a LA 21, an environmental strategy, a sus-
tainablee development strategy, or other names. They usually encompass a series of 
interrelatedd strategies and/or the incorporation of LA 21 principles into council 
policies,, programmes and practices. LA 21 requires local interpretations of sustain-
ablee development for practical applications. As Wilks and Hall (1994) explain, LA 
211 is both non-statutory and recent, and some councils not only suffer from lack of 
awarenesss of the principles of sustainable development, but also operate in a context 
off  greatly reduced funding. They recommend that local authorities require the 
powerss and resources to implement initiatives such as LA 21, and these are best 
developedd by a regional and national commitment to sustainable development. 

Itt has been argued that, at their best, LAs 21 can provide a means by which envi-
ronmentall  issues become more integrated in the planning and management of an 
urbann area. The consultation process, with its potential to secure more cooperation 
betweenn the different government agencies, private sector, NGOs and CBOs is 
veryy important for the successful implementation of various proposals and plans. A 
criticall  outcome of this process should be agreement on priorities and actions, and 
onn the partnerships to implement them. LA 21s can also integrate what is often 
termedd the 'brown' environmental agenda with the broader 'green' or ecological 
concerns,, which has generally proved difficult within conventional, local govern-
ment-directedd environmental plans (McGranahan et al., 2001a). 

McGranahann et al. (2001a) correctly note that perhaps the main worry with regard 
too LA 21 is the relatively few instances of success. It should be expected that all 
thosee governments that fully endorsed Agenda 21, thereby undertaking to support 
thee development of LAs 21 in each settlement, are actively involved in its design 
andd implementation. However, there are only very few LAs 21 in the world and 
mostt of them are in the developing countries. Another worry, according to these 
authors,, is that by being 'local', they may not deal with the transfer of environ-
mentall  burdens across each locality's boundaries. Cities can also develop very high 
qualityy environments by transferring their environmental costs to other people and 
otherr ecosystems (Hordijk, 1999; 2000). 

Althoughh LA 21 can ensure better use of limited resources, they do not themselves 
increasee investment capacity. Most urban governments in low and middle-income 
nationss remain weak and ineffective; many have littl e accountability to their citizens. 
Thiss means less scope for LAs 21 to become the vehicle for real consultative 
processess (McGranahan et ah, 2001a). Few local governments have enough re-
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sourcess available to fund LA 21 initiatives and action plans. A survey done by 
ICLEII  in 2001 revealed that while municipalities recognise the importance of inte-
gratingg LA 21 processes into their governance structure, the actual change has not 
yett occurred throughout the entire municipal system. 

Inn the mid 1990s, about 1,800 cities and towns had developed a LA 21 (Mega and 
Pederson,, 1998). In these towns, however, many questions still arise about the 
documentss prepared. Most seem to represent promises and it is doubtful whether 
implementationn will correspond to any degree of the desired goals. Nevertheless, 
theree is some progress. A recent study by ICLEI revealed that as of December 
2001,, 6,416 local governments in 113 countries were involved in LA 21 activities. 
Off  these, 44% of municipalities were actively undertaking LA 21 programmes 
whilee the remaining were committed to the process, but may not have moved 
beyondd this stage (ICLEI, 2002). This is a significant increase since 1997, when 
thee survey reported 1,812 LA 21 processes in 64 countries (ICLEI, 2002, see also 
Boxx 1.1). Implementation of LA 21 in many towns, especially those in the de-
velopingg countries, is complicated by many socio-political, institutional, legal and 
financiall  issues that need to be studied carefully. However, few studies have ex-
aminedd how LA 21 activities are being undertaken and what challenges they face. 
Moreover,, the utilisation of the concepts of partnership and its operationalisation in 
developingg countries have received little attention from researchers (Selman, 1996; 
1999).. In this study we seek to examine how the process of LA 21 has progressed 
inn Nakuru, in order to elucidate the innovative activities within the process and 
howw the process is utilising the partnership principles. We now re-examine the 
conceptt of sustainable development as it is applied to urban areas. 

1.9.21.9.2 LA 21 and urban sustainable development 

Onee of the main questions that this section attempts to answer is: what is the spe-
cificc added value of LA 21 with regard to achieving or contributing to the transition 
too urban sustainable development? The experimental, learning-by-doing approach 
inn the LA 21 indicates that the process has a 'demonstration' rather than a 'pilot' 
function.. Localising sustainable development is mainly a question of doing the 
groundworkk at the local level and working its way up to the national level. There 
aree numerous examples (also outside LA 21) that confirm this. According to LA 
21,, spatial planning provides a more comprehensive umbrella for all aspects re-
latingg to urban sustainable development. 

Givenn its demonstrative value, LA 21 should be viewed as a learning process. This 
processs should not be unduly extended, but work towards a finality. This finality 
shouldd certainly include a strategy that permits to reflect on lessons learnt, put them 
inn a comparative perspective and disseminate them. Finality could also include 
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transitionn to another status or integration into a broader set of interventions. At a 
projectt level, the question of sustainability revolves around the capacity to incite 
stakeholderss to take responsibility and claim ownership of the project (Wandeler et 
ah,ah, 2002). If we go by the definition that LA 21 capacity building interventions 
aree targeting local authorities, then they should claim ownership. However, elected 
officialss stay in power for a limited time only. As the planning and management 
capacitiess of team members and council officers increase, they may be promoted to 
higherr levels of government or move to senior positions in partner institutions. If 
ownershipp is to be claimed by a wider range of stakeholders, the problem of sus-
tainedd participation has to be considered. 

BoxBox 1.1 LA 21 for poverty alleviation in Africa 

Whilee considering the contributions of the LA 21 towards sustainable develop-
ment,, we need to examine specific aspects of the partnerships formed. Partnership 
buildingg therefore should be one of the LA 21's major achievements. It is also the 
areaa in which LA 21 will need to invest its best efforts in the future. However, 
sustainingg these arrangements is one of the major challenges of the entire process 
andd could also be its weakest point. In a process that revolves around creating 
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multi-stakeholderr forums, dialogue and inter-sectoral collaboration, cross-city 
communicationn appears an obvious tool for steering away from local (business) 
interests,, latent conflicts, etc. 

1.9.31.9.3 Review of attempts to assess outcomes of partnership arrangements in 
LAs21 LAs21 

Thiss study focuses on the process and outcomes of building partnerships. To ana-
lysee these aspects, we use indicators derived from various studies that aimed to as-
sesss the outcomes of partnership arrangements. The first of these is the work of 
Baudd et al. (2001a) who conducted various case studies to examine the contribu-
tionss of new partnerships in urban solid waste management systems to the quality 
off  lif e in situations where the provision of this basic service was effectively im-
proved.. These authors assessed the contributions made by public-private, public-
community,, community-private and private-private partnerships to the goals of 
sustainablee development. They developed a criterion for their assessment based on 
thee multiple goals of sustainable development as developed by Satterthwaite in 
1997.. Using a nine-point indicator system, their assessment showed contributions 
off  different partnerships to urban sustainable development. The indicators that 
theyy used in the analysis were minimisation of the amount of waste, maximisation 
off  reuse and recycling, disposal of waste in a controlled fashion, financial viability, 
employmentt providing a living wage, legitimacy from the perspective of the authori-
tiess and the public, better coordination, cleaner environment and minimisation of 
occupationall  health hazards. This assessment dealt only with partnerships within 
thee solid waste management system, while the present study also examines part-
nershipss that have been emerging in water supply and sanitation and under the 
LAA 21 process. Some indicators are also relevant for this study such as financial 
viability,, legitimacy, better coordination and cleaner environment. We go further to 
assesss not only the outcome-type indicators, but also the process-type indicators of 
thee partnership arrangements such as the existence of political will , legitimacy, inclu-
sivenesss and accountability. 

AA second attempt to assess the outcome of partnership arrangements was made 
byy Russel and Anjum (2001), who evaluated the sustainability of an NGO model 
involvedd in the provision of urban transport in Pakistan. They indicated that the 
performancee and future development of the NGO wil l depend on legality, fares 
review,, corruption, representation and training. We wil l also use some indicators 
fromm this model such as legality, wider representation and training as important 
componentss that wil l affect the contributions of partnerships for urban environ-
mentall  management to sustainable urban development. Given the fact that the 
emergingg partnership initiatives are in an early stage, we have not covered issues 
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relatedd to corruption, though this aspect also affects the sustainability of initia-
tives. . 

Joness and Pisa (2000), in their assessment of the performance of partnership ar-
rangementss in land acquisition and their effect on the supply of land for housing, 
observedd that performance measures for partnerships are lacking and that this 
hass had negative implications. They note that one of the factors that has been 
citedd often as affecting the performance of partnerships is political interference 
(Joness and Pisa, 2000). They observe that without a reasonable set of perform-
ancee measures and a candid appraisal of existing practice, advocacy of partner-
shipss for urban environmental management wil l continue to represent a victory 
off  hope versus expectations. Although our study is based on partnerships for 
urbann environmental management, we share the same observation that there is 
ann urgent need to develop criteria of assessing the performance of partnerships 
andd their possible contribution to sustainable development. However, we go fur-
therr to assess the contribution of LA 21 to sustainable development in terms of 
processess and outcomes. 

Margerumm (1996) has proposed a model for measuring the success of integrated 
environmentall  management (IEM) and this framework is relevant to our analy-
sis.. The model, that he terms "a framework for success" for IEM consists of 
threee features: structure, process and outputs. Within the structure, he argues 
thatt we need to examine (i) the laws and policies that allow an integrated ap-
proach;; (ii) whether the approach is led by stakeholders through a process 
deemedd legitimate; (iii ) whether stakeholders are willing to share power and col-
laborate;; (iv) if there is an entity that can initiate and convene the effort; and finally 
(v)) if there are people with time, resources and skills to lead the effort. In terms of the 
process,, he states that the stakeholders should develop clear and effective communi-
cationn processes, make decisions by consensus, effectively identify and manage con-
flicts,, consult with the general public and clearly identify roles and responsibilities. 
Regardingg outputs, we need to find out if the stakeholders develop familiarity, com-
monn goals and mutual understanding; whether the management scope is expanded 
too involve the full array of actors and factors; whether the stakeholders develop 
aa focused and flexible strategy to guide implementation; whether stakeholders 
developp processes for monitoring and measuring effectiveness and if stake-
holderss create structures and mechanisms for coordinated decisions. We use 
thesee features and adopt them for the current study together with some that have 
beenn developed by Church, 2000 (Table 1.2, see page 52). 

Churchh (2000) has discussed what needs to be considered when assessing the 
successs or failure of LA 21. He contends that one consideration must be the result 
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off  capacity-building processes. There are also issues related to the participation of 
alll  those actors whose cooperation is needed, especially the marginalised groups, 
includingg youth and women. He indicates that whilst sustainable development 
mightt be the ultimate goal of LA 21 processes, environmental improvements 
shouldd be the first evidence to emerge. If there is no evidence of such improve-
ments,, then the value of LA 21 must be questioned. Further, he convincingly puts that 
anyy assessment should also consider the nature and quality of consultation, the 
ideass and proposals that result from it, and the ways in which these have brought 
aboutt genuine lasting change. He sums up some fourteen issues that need to be 
consideredd under what he calls the process, projects and policies. Although his cri-
teriaa go further to assess the policies, our study on partnerships does not use policy 
indicators,, as policy making remains a domain of the public sector. The criteria that 
aree relevant to our study are shown in Table 1.2. 

TableTable 1.2 Assessment criteria for partnership initiatives 

Issuess to be 
considered d Indicators s 

Policiess Existence of goals and targets with measurable objectives 
Adoptionn of the targets by the local authority 
Existencee of an anti-poverty strategy 
Presencee of a set of indicators linked to targets and funded programmes to 
meett the targets 

Processs Involvement of many actors and increase in the number of participants and 
organisationss over time 
Existencee of political will 
Aree partnerships relations legitimate both socially and legally? 
Accountability y 

Outcomess Are the initiatives financially viable? 
Existencee of action plans and/or contracts 
Effectivenesss in terms of a cleaner environment 

AdaptedAdapted from Church (2000) 

Churchh does not undertake an assessment of LA 21. The present study presents such 
ann assessment, though based on the limited information that is available. In our study 
off  partnerships, we wil l concentrate on indicators that are related to process and out-
comess only. These include: broader public involvement indicated by the number of 
actorss in any partnership, capacity-building initiatives, existence of political will , 
betterr coordination, financial viability, legitimacy, whether the partnerships lead to a 
cleanerr environment and, finally, whether awareness has been created. 

52 2 



TheoreticalTheoretical Framework 

FigureFigure 1.1 Conceptual framework 
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1.100 Conclusions 

Inn this chapter we reviewed the main concepts employed in this study and pre-
sentedd an overview of the emerging initiatives in urban environmental manage-
ment.. This results in the theoretical framework as visualised in Figure 1.1 (page 
53).. We observed that there are various approaches to deal with the negative ef-
fectss of urbanisation as they affect the various components of the urban environ-
mentt {i.e. the physical environment, the built environment and the socio-
economicc environment (Bossel, 1999)). One of these negative effects is the defi-
cientt provision of basic infrastructure services, such as water, sanitation, solid 
wastee collection and drainage. This deficiency forms one part of the urban envi-
ronmentall  problems, i.e. the 'brown' agenda, which deals with the health risks and 
threatss that emerge from the local environment. In addition to these 'brown' 
agendaa issues, there is growing concern with the 'green' agenda or environmental 
problemss that threaten long-term ecological sustainability. This concern can be 
placedd against the background of the sustainable development debate, which seeks 
too reconcile economic development with ecological protection for the sake of pre-
sentt and future generations. 

Ourr examination of the concept of sustainable development showed that definitions 
off  the concept differ widely, but most of them suggest a balance between the envi-
ronment,, the economy and socio-cultural resources. From the environmental or 
ecologicall  point of view, the emphasis is on the management of the environment 
inn order to maintain the integrity of ecosystems and resources. From the economic 
pointt of view, the goal is to maximise human welfare within the constraints of ex-
istingg capital stock and technologies. From the social point of view, the emphasis is 
onn human actors and the roles played by their relationships and patterns of social 
organisationn (Emmett, 1998). With the rise to political prominence of the concept 
off  sustainable development, urban managers have followed different courses with 
regardd to its translation into their policies, institutions and practices. Attempts to 
attainn sustainable development in urban areas have led to different approaches. In 
generall  terms, urban sustainable development means that urban growth is guided in 
aa manner that does not close options for the future. Urban environmental manage-
mentt then seeks to address the challenges of urban growth in such a way that the 
processs can lead to sustainable development. 

Byy aiming to reconcile economic growth with environmental protection, urban en-
vironmentall  management bears a close relation with sustainable development. We 
havee seen that urban environmental management also seeks collaboration between 
variouss actors, sectors and jurisdictions and as such is related to the concept of gov-
ernance.. We operationalised the concept of urban governance as the sum of many 
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wayss in which, public and private institutions, civil society organisations and indi-
viduals,, plan and manage the common affairs of a city. It is a continuous process 
throughh which diverse and even conflicting interests may be accommodated and col-
lectivee action can be undertaken. It includes formal as well as informal arrangements 
andd the social capital of citizenry. We observed that citizens, communities and other 
actorss from the popular sector cannot simply be left to go 'their own way' within a 
partnershipp and that they need to be linked together into some form of co-ordination 
andd mediation, to prevent a partnership from falling apart. This means that all other 
actorss from the public and private sectors must participate to ensure that good urban 
governancee is maintained. 

Urbann environmental management is also related to the concept of partnerships. 
Formingg partnerships with a wide array of public, private and civil society actors 
andd making them function is not so easy as has been proposed. There is need to 
acknowledgee the operational difficulties and the strengths and weaknesses of dif-
ferentt actors. This implies that collective action aimed at solving different urban 
environmentall  problems through collaboration needs to be supported by appropri-
atee institutional changes and responses. We argued that not all actors - be they citi-
zenss or communities - have the intentions, abilities and/or resources to take on the 
responsibilitiess that partnerships entail. The state should therefore retain such 
mechanismss as 'safety nets' and compensatory mechanisms to protect the least ac-
tivee citizens and communities. Another issue that we need to highlight here is that 
ann increase of the local dimension in new partnerships arrangements gives rise to 
complicatedd problems of coordination: how can some broad notion of the public 
interestt be delivered if citizens and communities are left to go their own way? This 
impliess that the state still has a key role to play in the delivery of strategic policy 
andd governmental coordination. We observed that the existing literature on partner-
shipss lays more emphasis on the process of forming partnerships rather than on the 
substantiall  outcomes that these structures achieve. We concluded that there is an 
urgentt need to examine the outcomes of different partnership arrangements and 
howw they really lead to value-added outcomes, before we can advocate their forma-
tion. . 

Thee present study examines emerging partnership arrangements as an approach 
beingg used as a means of attaining sustainable development goals. A parallel ap-
proachh that we examine is the LA 21 process, which applies the partnership princi-
plee as well. The process of developing LAs 21 has been going on since 1992 and 
severall  attempts have been made to study the process. A key feature of LA 21, 
whichh distinguishes it from many other processes, is that it attempts to encourage 
thee active involvement of the community to determine and implement actions for 
locall  sustainable development. There has been a dramatic growth of LA 21 proc-
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essess in the past five years and this indicates the continued relevance of this par-
ticipatory,, multi-stakeholder planning process to address local issues of global con-
cern.. The success of these local initiatives is evidenced by the integration of LA 21 
intoo municipal systems in some countries and improvement in specific areas such 
ass air quality, water resources management and public participation. 

Somee (though few) studies have attempted to assess the contributions of partner-
shipss to urban sustainable development and we will utilise some process-type and 
outcome-typee indicators derived from them to do such an assessment for Nakuru, 
Kenya.. It is our contention that once such an assessment is done, it would be easy 
too identify the weak areas and improve them in the future. Now that the theoretical 
frameworkk of the study has been set, the following chapter will present the research 
problemm and methodology selected to undertake this study. 
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