




Overwhelmingly, however, respondents
eschew the concentration of power in
an overarching authority. Instead, experts
favor alternative mechanisms to mitigate
overlap and transform it into a resource,
such as reforming organizational practice
to facilitate communication, collabora-
tion, networking, and innovation. This
preference for flexible modes of manag-
ing global initiatives sets the stage for
considering new approaches for dealing
with the problem.

To begin such a transformation, it is
important to first identify and evaluate
overlap in the field. Global water initia-
tives, as shown above, are of several types
(organizations, societies, events, peri-
ods). These institutions also have widely
varying aims. Some, such as the Global

Energy and Water Cycle Experiment, are
purely scientific enterprises. 22 Others, like
GEF, seek to influence national poli-
cies. Still others, especially those within
UN agencies, wish to effect operational
changes. Some have global agendas, oth-
ers local. Some promote basic research
and development, others, applied technol-
ogy. Figure 2 below is a visualization of

institutional mapping in the global water
sector.23 Alongside such a mapping, con-
ducting a large-scale inventory of exist-
ing GWIs and their activities would help
pinpoint the most significant and wasteful
instances of institutional overlap.

Then, to evaluate the significance of
overlap, policy and program evaluation
(which are popular approaches for analyz-
ing organizations and projects in many

sectors such as foreign assistance, eco-
nomic development, education, and health
care) need to be incorporated as central
features in water governance. The GWI
phenomenon as an ensemble has yet to be
scrutinized in this manner. Both as indi-
vidual enterprises seeking their own goals
and as a body of collective efforts, GWIs
would benefit from a better appreciation
of the effects of overlap. Duplication,
competition for scarce resources, and lack
of a sufficient focus all can result from
overlap, while in other cases, overlap may

be more productive than detrimental. But
the degree to which impacts are negative
or positive is unknowable without thor-
ough and objective evaluation. Apart from
the aforementioned survey, little empirical
documentation exists to measure the effects
of overlap. New efforts should incorpo-
rate multiple approaches-qualitative and
quantitative, historical and prospective,
process- and outcome-oriented-in order
to fully capture the complexity of institu-
tional overlap.24

Given that overlap is difficult to fully
eliminate, as a next step, GWIs might

develop tools to manage overlap more pro-
ductively. As one knowledgeable observ-
er, UNESCO Institute for Water Educa-
tion Rector Richard Meganck has stated,
"overlap will never be eliminated, particu-

larly when every issue can legitimately be
claimed by almost any sector or group.
But without GWIs, more chaos would
prevail."25 Consequently, those bodies
central to global water governance and its
financing (such as GEF or UN Water, the
umbrella grouping of the various water-

related agencies26) should invest time and
resources to identify when and where
overlap can be productive, and to develop
incentives structures that spring from the
field itself. One source for these is the
body of ideas that emerge from program-
matic evaluations that strongly involve
participating initiatives themselves.

Examples from international issue net-
works also suggest using nontraditional
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settings-such as Internet-based portals,
listservs, and search engines-to foster
collaboration.2 Overlap is regularly per-
ceived to create duplication, competition,
and often, conflict. However, it may also
stimulate discussion, debate, and new
approaches to solving problems, which in
turn help to transform such overlap into a
resource. Exemplary Internet sites from

the United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees (UNHCR), UNESCO, and
other sources provide coherent and acces-
sible venues to bring together the elements
of institutional overlap (the duplication
of objectives, goals, outcomes, project
successes and failures) in ways that lend
themselves to stronger networking and
better evaluation.

28

An analogous portal, one which focuses

on GWIs, could usefully identify redun-
dancy by permitting a fuller view of the
universe of GWIs and their actions. Such
a portal might act as a common ground
for organizations that overlap and work
across the spectrum of the international
water community through information
and discussion, pulling together national
and regional agencies, academic specialty
groups, graduate courses, and nongov-
ernmental and grassroots organizations.
Finally, such venues capture the complexi-
ty of water issues and the diversity of insti-
tutional mechanisms needed to address
global water problems.

Specifically, a new GWI portal would
list and describe individual GWIs and,
to the extent information is available,
would include items such as budgets and
reports, an inclusive schedule of events,
summaries of news and developments, as
well as interactive and value-added fea-
tures. For example, the portal would make
available a database of GWI institutions,

one-time events, and designated time peri-
ods. This would allow for research and
comparison of their missions, budgets,
scopes of work, project sites, and analy-
sis of overlap and gaps. The GWI portal
could be hosted by UN Water as part of
its World Water Development Report pro-
cess, with contributions from other well-
placed global water institutions, such as
the Global Water Partnership, World Water
Council, and the International Hydrological
Programme.

Address Proliferation by
Strengthening Networks

The proliferation of GWIs may com-
prise an interorganizational nightmare, but
water experts resoundingly-and, it should
be said, appropriately-reject efforts to
police such growth (if this were even
feasible). Perhaps reflecting their distrust
of imposed solutions, many more experts
preferred that institutional proliferation
be guided (82 percent) rather than limited

(18 percent). Following this inclination,
arguably the best way to guide, rather
than stunt, the creation of new GWIs
is to strengthen networks, not centralize
authority.

Global water governance is not char-
acterized by even or smooth distributions
of power, decisionmaking, or policymak-
ing across space and time. Rather, global
water governance occurs in specific places
(for example, Paris, Stockholm, or Kyoto),
through specific networks of knowledge
transfer and communication (such as the
referee system of water journals and recog-
nized educational centers such as UNES-
CO's Institute for Water Education), and in
specific venues (for example, the cafeterias
and corridors of the World Water Forum).
Given this empirical reality, together with
new insights from studies on organization-
al theory and management, it is inadvisable
to create an overarching water authority.
Instead, pragmatic efforts could more pro-
ductively focus on improving networks
and practices (the interstices and actions
of GWIs) and not on simply streamlining
or eradicating existing initiatives. Further-
ing these goals, potential areas of future
research and action might consider

- identifying what, where, and when
are the most critical areas of articulation
between the various GWIs, and thus the
most promising sites for global water
governance;

- examining what these articulations
and sites actually involve and how they
have changed over time and space; and

- determining the most effective ways
to strengthen, improve, or democratize
these areas and the patterns of glob-
al water governance that emanate from
them.

As a beginning, there are several tan-
gible means of strengthening networks
available. For instance, the most popular
suggestion for "guiding GWI diversity"
(28 percent of responses) was to maxi-
mize incentives and opportunities for col-
laboration. In practical terms, this means
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working through existing connections and
networks to create collaborative opportu-
nities. This approach could take various
forms, such as:

- leveraging financial resources to pro-
mote cooperation (for example, cultivat-
ing donor-initiated programs that require
joint-implementation of projects);

• identifying programmatic and organ-
izational areas that are in need of GWI
attention or efforts (such as develop-
ing an online database of GWI activities
and contact information through "neu-
tral" organizations like the International
Hydrological Programme);

• creating a "GWI Assessment" chap-
ter in the forthcoming (third) edition of
the widely cited World Water Develop-
ment Report; and

, strengthening avenues for informa-
tion and knowledge exchange that encour-
age collaboration within and across spe-
cialties. One way to accomplish this is to
recognize and support networking events
at megaconferences.

Another important component of
strengthened GWI networks is to pro-
mote conflict resolution by involving
potential adversaries on joint projects
or initiatives. An example of such an
activity is a current initiative sponsored
by the Israeli Palestinian Science Organ-
ization and UNESCO to have Israelis
and Palestinians jointly examine the his-
tory of water use in their region over the
last century., 9

Finally-and perhaps most signifi-
cantly-one must acknowledge the role
of funders. There is a need to support
well-informed decisionmaking among
donor agencies. New GWIs often arise
in response to needs that are perceived
as being unmet. This trend may be due
to unawareness of similar existing initia-
tives. Or, in some cases, a new GWI may
be created with the knowledge that a
comparable institution exists but is seen
as ineffective or inefficient in the eyes
of those promoting the new one. New

organizations, time periods, and events
that result from proliferation usually fill
an important niche. Nearly always, these
nascent enterprises require financial sup-
port and, most often, they turn to donor
agencies. Because there is no repository
of information on existing overlap, donor
agencies are poorly equipped to iden-
tify voids in the GWI sector, yet wield

great responsibility to screen, select, and
fund programs.

Address Imprecision

The role for improved assessment has
already been alluded to in the preceding
two strategy areas. In practice, the GIWA
and WWAP initiatives, both designed as
assessments, were intended to partially
remedy the prevalence of imprecision.
To some degree, WWAP's World Water
Development Report, with its numerous
tabulations, has met this promise. And
initiatives such as PUB (Prediction in
Ungauged Basins) are research programs

steeped in hydrological science. But there
have also been numerous instances of
ambitious, though vaguely worded, mis-
sion statements. The World Commission
on Water for the 21st Century provides
an example: their lofty aim was to "raise
awareness of the impending water cri-
sis among decisionmakers and the gen-
eral public . . . and to develop a widely
shared view of a desirable water world
in 2025 "30

Can such perceived inadequacies be
overcome? Surely, an organization like
the World Water Council, whose princi-
pal function is to nurture networks and
promote dialogue, cannot be expected to
behave like an engineering contractor.
Nor can a loosely structured, awareness-
raising construct like the International
Water for Life Decade be held to the
accountability standards of a donor like
the World Bank. Even more starkly, ques-
tions like "how many lives have been
saved because of this or that initiative?"
cannot be answered readily. But at a
time of mounting uncertainty in water
availability across the planet, GWIs will
continue to play an important role in
supporting translocal conflict resolution,
management, information sharing, and
governance. As a result, new, diverse, and
better ways to articulate and assess their
outcomes are needed.

One opportunity for improving over-
all GWI coordination and assessment
is to take advantage of the well-honed
networks that are a prominent outcome
of past GWI activities such as meetings,
workshops, and conferences. Perhaps it is
time to convene a special forum, real or
virtual, whose main aim would be to sort
through the issues highlighted above, with
a primary aim to implement self-gener-
ated procedures for assuring sustainability
and diversity while minimizing unneces-
sary duplication. This would be meant to
involve participants in network planning.

UN Water-with assistance from non-
UN bodies such as private sector water
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utilities, NGOs, and scientific associa-
tions--could be asked to take a lead
role in helping to convene such a forum.
All existing GWIs would be invited
to participate, as would any NGOs or
other interested stakeholders. And criti-
cally, this proposed gathering would also
include international donor agencies.
As Oregon State University professor
of geosciences Aaron Wolf notes, "Real
policy follows capital.... If you want to
know what's really happening in water
policy, go to the working guidelines for
development banks."'"

In advance of the forum, the conveners
would ask donor agencies, such as World
Bank or the GEF, to commission separate
studies to

- seek models of initiatives in other
domains, scrutinizing parallel global
institutional arrangements in such impor-
tant fields as public health, energy, and
poverty reduction, with special attention
to assessment and multi-organization
coordination;

- survey the evaluation tools and
interpretation techniques already in use
by certain GWIs that might be adopted
more broadly to measure qualitatively
and quantitatively the individual and col-
lective impacts of GWIs, and highlight
the contributions and shortcomings of the
various institutions; and

* develop prototype instruments such
as charters, operating procedures, finan-
cial arrangements, and governance frame-

works, all modeled on GWIs that are
manifestly accomplishing their objectives.

The participants in the forum would
then be charged with finding ways to

develop and promote multiple criteria
for successful GWI efforts: indicators,
benchmarks, milestones, outside reviews,
investment levels, and formal evalua-
tions by external experts.32 In addition,
they might devise ways to quantify such
GWI accomplishments as the number
of demonstration sites, the number of
training programs and participants and,

when possible, the degree to which a par-
ticular GWI's suggestions or guidelines
are incorporated into regional or national
policies or legal frameworks.

To supplement the approaches intro-
duced above, more active steps may be
considered. It may be desirable to inves-
tigate whether the increase in GWIs has
had any impact on the level of global
investment in water management. Even
more radically, it would be advantageous
to deploy a set of tangible incentives for
GWIs to merge or dissolve when they
cease to fulfill their stated objectives or
become moribund. And finally, it may be
productive to integrate the work of GWIs

within the agendas of donors. This would
be done by working with funding agen-
cies to devise strategies for strengthening
support for those GWIs whose observed
impacts are considered the most signifi-
cant and cost-effective. 33 For instance, one
lesson learned widely is that water assis-
tance should be directed to the grassroots,
where spending small amounts tends to
benefit those most in need. Table 2 on
page 30 summarizes recommendations
across all three strategy areas.

Conclusions

When GWIs perform effectively, they
fill key organizational lacunae, comple-
menting the efforts of nation-states, which
often are poorly equipped to address
transnational issues and whose instru-
ments are not adequate for dealing with

global and national institutional prob-
lems relating to water, natural resources,
and the environment. To assure effec-
tive global governance of water, it is
thus desirable to assure the institutional
sustainability of successful GWIs. Their
diverse approaches to addressing water
management appear welcome to most
experts. But how can institutional sustain-
ability be achieved while at the same time
addressing the primary shortcomings of
these initiatives-their frequent overlap
and competition, the unchecked prolifera-
tion of new efforts, and the difficulty of
measuring their effectiveness with some
degree of precision? As importantly, is it

possible to induce greater order and effi-
ciency democratically, avoiding imposed,
top-down solutions? Three key strate-
gies emerge: Aim to transform overlap
into a resource; address proliferation by
strengthening networks, not centralized
authority; and tackle imprecision using
multiple ways of measuring outcomes.

The multipronged approach described
above would tap the expertise, experi-
ence, and common sense of those already
involved in the work and management of
GWIs. At the same time, it would broaden
the context in which individual GWIs are
seen by viewing other global initiatives
(on water and other topics) and making
available new, relevant information on
how to evaluate effectiveness. Finally,
the presence and participation of donors
would encourage a fresh look at how
best to support and sustain successful
initiatives.
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Even armed with these tools for
improving institutional sustainability and
effectiveness, can global water initia-
tives succeed in confronting the trouble-
some effects of water mismanagement in
individual basins? This question can be
answered, in part, through the collection
of additional data on initiative outcomes.
At the same time, given the diversity and

I Tasks

dynamism of these initiatives, no exist-
ing metrics seem adequate to effecting a
generalized assessment of the complex
results of the globally oriented activities
of GWIs. But even if GWIs continue
to elude easy evaluation, their aims are
nonetheless important. Global water ini-
tiatives are the institutions best positioned
to induce a broad and inclusive form of

global water governance-the very form
of governance most likely to yield the far-
reaching changes in water management
needed for the future.
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Mitigate conflict • Attempt to involve potential adversaries on joint projects or initiatives
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