Reflection : On using matrices as ways to analyse and set out findings

Tessa, June 2008

When writing the paper for the IASC conference that the matrices below come from, I spent half a day mulling over the use of the matrix. I sat with pen and paper, with the examples from the Leap symposium (from Ben), from Muden (from  Erna), from the workshop on urban projects that Lauren convened, and from what we had done ourselves in the project already, and what it was we wanted to highlight, to reflect.

The major learning for me is that getting clear on what goes on the arms of the matrix is what is critical and is what the thinking and conversation needs to be on.  Filling them in is the easy part, although just how to fill in was a question – and was it possible to do “practice” and also “ideology” in one box? Did it need description, or just a tick?

I had some difficulty with ACCESS as a term– in that it felt too limited as a descriptor, it’s a ‘loose” use of the term– what about other aspects of tenure that authority important in? Transfers, adjudication, recourse….. I ended up (in matrix 1) saying “access: claims/rights” to broaden this – and then describing under each land use what the basic claims/rights to access per land use  are on the vertical arm – or it just felt too thin or too unclear. Then in the authority axis it was easier to see who all should be on that axis.  

Filling in the boxes in this case needed to be descriptive. This way I could verbalise any differences in what was being said vs what takes place. So this became the wordy matrix you see here. It was useful to set out the access to different types of land use households may have, and the various nested places that authority lies in relation to these uses – and how it is different, but not separated completely.

The second matrix allowed us to hone in on natural resources– in relation not only to access but to other rights, and not only authority but rights and responsibilities as well. Here it is much more a summary with simple ticks or blanks in most cases. But visually it gives a good picture, and this I think will also be really useful for interaction with people we will be working with for discussion. 

I have included below our latest systems diagram – noting that this has also had a few more re-workings – and it brings something  really quite different to both thinking about, and setting out, our working conclusions. So look not only at each matrix but at what different ways of setting out the information/ analysis, using visual tools, works to build the picture by bringing different foci in different ways. 

To note, that I found the Muden matrices worked well as a summary and the raising of the issues in a way that looks useful for the project. Its not a level back that would allow cross easy project analysis – which we were thinking this tool will help us with. Then if I look at the urban projects meeting, what strikes me there is they were trying to do in a meeting what probably needs deep reflection time – as individual  or team.

As that Leap meeting (19th March 08) said: Mapping the axes: The exercise of mapping the axes, over and above populating the cells, is in itself a challenge. It is also important to define the relationship between the two concepts of access and control. In other words, getting the axes of the matrix correct is vital – the “lens” or focus of the two axes must be clarified. I think that is where a person in each project would need to work, or the ream, and really talk it through. It is useful to have examples, but then be ready to do what makes best sense in your project. Though I am aware we wanted to see if this helps to compare ACROSS projects. 

This is from our paper on Craigieburn

Rights and authority

The first matrix (Table 1) describes aspects of the “bundle of property claims and rights” households have with respect to land and resources, by considering access to the three land uses and where levels of authority for which decisions are located.  Rather than seeking to map out here the different layers of the ideological, the official legal and the variety of actual practices, some comment on this is made below the matrix. 
Table 1: Matrix illustrating land access and authority relationships
	
	
	AUTHORITY

	
	
	Household head
	Family
	Traditional

Authority
	Municipality
	Magistrate
	Gvt depts

	ACCESS:Claims/ rights
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Residential stand

Adult community members can seek stands for housing and homestead gardens. 

Family  members can claim rights to reside on family stand
	Decides who can reside, what is done on stand, who  the stand is transferred to – in consultation with those resident, and the wider family.


	Adjudicate disputes: especially regarding transfer  of stands within or outside of family
	Affirms outsiders rights to reside, seek land. Approves new stands, and changes in stand holder. Charges a levy, provides documentation that serves as evidence of rights
	Responsible for services, can demand changing boundaries for public good. Approve creating new residential sites, burial sites. 
	Levies for “ stands and grazing” to be paid to the magistrate – very low fee, and most do not pay now
	Dpt of Agriculture used to play big role in sand demarcation. Now has a limited role in approving new residential site areas.

	Dryland field
Stand holders originally received an allocation of a dryland field for cropping. Now residents seek from others, or open new fields where they see opportunity


	Decides who to lend or transfer fields to – in consultation
	Adjudicate disputes regarding transfers
	Claims to allocate, but does not.  Adjudicate disputes when called to. Can impose fines
	
	Supposed to approve allocation of new fields – this does not happen.
	

	Wetland field
Adult residents can work family fields opened previously,  take over  or borrow from others, or open new fields

These were considered “illegal” in the past, and have not be incorporated into formalized processes


	Is said to decide on who to lend or transfer fields to – in practice those who work them have a large say in this – usually women
	Adjudicate disputes regarding transfers
	Can adjudicate disputes if called to
	
	
	Dpt of Agric has tried to prevent cultivating in wetlands. 

Working for Wetlands rehabilitated eroded wetlands.

	Communal land
Community members can harvest resources of grass, reeds, wood, wild food etc graze animals. Is not a strict or agreed definition of who can be excluded – does go beyond the village, disputed. 

Can seek fields – this is “unassigned” land.

Adult residents should be consulted over major land use / ownership changes 
	Participate in decisions about the granting of usufruct rights of commonage – the majority should agree before these are granted.
	
	Chief and council sets rules, adjudicate disputes. Induna to monitor and enforce rules, mediate – pass upwards what cant manage. 

Approves new commercial use (brick factory) on community behalf – supposed to be done in consultation with residents 
	Promoted brick factory development – is supposed to see various approvals are given regarding planning regulations.


	
	Various Departments to approve changes in land use, water use, mining, labour conditions - & to monitor resources and uses, with regard to compliance to laws, to protection of rights.


Rights, tenure and administration vary across the different land uses, as does the combination of authorities at different levels, and this is an important consideration in planning and future work. Also, it is noted that there are some (unsurprising) differences in what is said happens, or should happen, and what takes place in practice. 

Households and families have a lot of authority with regard to their residential plots, and also fields. While these may be weak legally, functionally people feel they have strong and autonomous rights – more subject to family authority than external actors. The TA plays the role largely of administrative affirmation of their decisions. However the TA can be called to resolve disputes that the family or neighbours cannot resolve. 

Although many people still talk of the household head as the senior male –numerous households are headed by women, and so that women do carry this responsibility, and, in some cases, the authority. The degree of assertion of male gender power regarding land and resources seems to be variable across households, and some say this is changing. Women do express an increasing fear of gender violence –reporting that they are afraid to go to remote fields for fear of rape. There is a clearly much more to be understood on gender dynamics, land rights and authority – and this is part of ongoing work.

While the TA claims, and is recognized as having, responsibility and authority for a range of roles regarding land and resources management, as well as dispute resolution, this is no longer exercised. The loss of governmental support after 1994, together with challenges to legitimacy during the resistance years of the 1980s, and ineffective individuals, means that governance of natural resources by TAs is weak. Problems regarding fields or the commons are left for households and individuals to deal with, or live with. Likewise, while roles for government departments and the magistrate are described – both formally and informally - it is also clear that these are no longer played in any significant way. Remnants from apartheid era years, this is an expression of the long drawn-out transition in land administration of communal areas, leading to inconsistent, often illogical and sometimes illegal practices. New roles of oversight, planning, monitoring and support that are derived from revised environmental laws are largely not understood, or there is no capacity or institutional will to implement in the communal areas.

The brick factory development on communal land is contravening laws and overriding rights of local people. Municipal councillors and TA appear to have colluded with the factory, potentially for personal benefit alone, as beneficiation in the plans is not taking place, and people and resources are not protected by these local leaders. Departmental officials are unable to act, tangled in red tape and uncertainty. Ordinary community members are not asserting their concerns or claims, having no confidence to do so.  On communal land, then, governance is weak on every front.

Role-players in natural resources management
The second matrix (Table 2) looks more specifically at natural resources management, unpacking the rights and responsibilities, and where authority for these lies. This is taking plural systems into account and so is from the perspective of formal statue and local custom. It is indicated where these rights and responsibilities are taken up and are not, and where authority is exercised in regard to natural resources in Craigieburn.
Table 2: Summary of role-players involved in natural resource governance in the Craigieburn
T.A. = Traditional Authority; CDF = community development forum; NGO = Non-governmental organization. 


 X = have a role     X = have, but do not play this role
	
	Community membership
	T.A. /Induna   
	CDF
	NGO/ civil society
	STATE

	Rights
	
	
	
	
	

	Access to resources
	X
	
	
	
	

	Decision-making (rules and sanctions)
	
	X
	
	
	X

	Allocate usufruct
	
	X
	
	
	X

	Participate in decisions regarding major changes
	X
	X
	
	
	X

	Responsibilities
	
	
	
	
	

	Abide by rules
	X
	
	
	
	

	Administer 
	
	X
	
	
	X

	Monitor use
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	Report transgressions
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Act on transgressions
	
	X
	
	
	X

	Act as recourse when rights infringed
	
	X
	
	
	X

	Adjudicate disputes
	
	X 
	X 
	
	X

	Authority
	
	
	
	
	

	Administer land
	
	X partial
	
	
	X partial

	Monitor resources, and transgressions
	
	X
	
	X
	X

	Enforce rules 
	
	X
	
	
	X


It is notable which rights are taken up, and which are not. For example, community members do access resources, but not decision making. When it come so responsibilities, only the NGO (i.e. AWARD) is carrying out its rather limited role at present. Statutory bodies provide no monitoring role, and no recourse to investigate or check abuses. Although lack of capacity is cited as the reason, there is no expression of political will. Authority is only expressed in a limited way with regards to administration. The local government councilor and local structure that is the link to the councilor, the  community development forum, are seen to be extensions of the ruling political party, and so carry political more than functionary power. These bodies express no concern for or interest in or understanding of natural resources, and their sustainable use and livelihood role, but focus solely on their potential or actual commercial exploitation. 

There is little demand for stronger governance, although the wetland farmers experience numerous difficulties that they cannot solve themselves. For example the destruction of fences by cattle is a perennial problem. Another is that of a farmer whose practices in his wetland field have, and continue, to cause such erosion that others farmers fields have lost their fields. Nonetheless, despite engagements with various actors, no effective action has been taken by anyone. This is attributed by local people themselves to their sense of powerlessness on the one hand, and to wanting unfettered access to resources to meet immediate needs on the other. Another factor may be that people do not identify themselves positively as farmers, but rather see the growing of food and use of natural resources as survival activities, which are looked down upon, not aspired to, and are without status, to be replaced as soon as is possible with “proper” employment. 

Governance, wetlands and livelihoods linkages and interactions
While the focus of the governance work is wetlands, the argument made here is that they cannot be understood or worked with in isolation from the institutional, social and bio-physical systems within which they are located. Figure 3 indicates the linkages. 
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Figure 1: Governance, wetlands and livelihoods system. This systems diagram summarises the key drivers and linkages in Craigieburn (modified from Pollard et al 2008). The diagram does not suggest that livelihood security is only influenced by one variable (NRM) - this is simply highlighted given the focus of the work. EGS: ecosystem goods and services. CMA= Catchment Management Agency – the new structure to govern water resources, in part replacing the current government role.

Importantly legal pluralism is evident so that both customary and statutory systems influence the governance of land tenure rights and administration, and these are closely tied to natural resources management (Pollard &Cousins 2007).  Values underlie each of these systems. They do not operate independently or in parallel, but with some interaction. There are other factors that also affect land access (high population, and external economic interests), and this in turn affects both the degree of natural resource use, and of land clearing. Land clearing then affects the riverine and wetland integrity, and so livelihood security, with three reinforcing loops evident. Notably, the influence of new statutes and policies is slow with lags clearly evident so that the reinforcing loops, characteristic of the past, still persist (see also Pollard et al 2008)

The systems diagram can be examined based on the three aforementioned indicators of governance: 
· claims and rights to access and benefit, and the basis of these 

· sustainable use 

· authority across levels and plural systems 

Currently claims and rights come from different sources, and new policies mean that this is due to change. Nonetheless, an analysis of policy and examination of current realities leads to concerns about how this will play out, and certainly not to a confidence that it will lead to rights being clearer, better understood and better defended. With regard to use, the diagram sets out the negative re-inforcing loops that are leading to increasing degradation. The indicators suggest that those with responsibility and authority need to have an understanding of this, and the impacts, if the various functions are to played appropriately. For example, despite enormous socio-political changes in Tanzania, Tengo and Hammer (2003), suggest that a decentralised but nested system of institutions that allows for response to feedback signals at several levels, have been fundamental for a viable system. Authority sits in a number of places, and while there are formal processes that are supposed to enable communication and cooperation across levels and sectors, in reality does not take place without some extraordinary effort, intervention or catalyst.

