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Introduction and context

This review of intergovernmental relations for the population function has been taken by the Community Agency for Social Enquiry (C A S E) at the request of the Heads of Social Development (HSD) and the United National Population Fund (UNPFA). It aims to examine the current state of intergovernmental relations and make recommendations on how to streamline it to ensure efficient service delivery.

The historical context of the population function has to be taken into account when assessing its current position within the system of intergovernmental relations. Prior to 1994, the population function was a national competency, run from a central office, the main mandate of which was to support the implementation of apartheid population policies. Policy was decided on at the national level, and the regional offices were directly accountable to the national office, with no policy-making powers of their own.

Following the 1994 elections, the National Population Unit (NPU) was located in the national Department of Welfare. The regional offices dealing with the population function were converted into new Provincial Population Units, located within provincial Departments of Welfare (or their equivalents). This was in line with the 1996 South African Constitution, which defines ‘population development’ as a concurrent national and provincial competency.

This arrangement created a structural problem, in that the relations between the national and provincial spheres of government regarding population development were not clear. The political and administrative implications of breaking up what used to be a national function into concurrent national and provincial tasks and responsibilities were not fully taken into account. As a result, for several years after 1994 the population function drifted, without a unified policy to guide the work of national and provincial population units, and the relations between them.

With the adoption of a Population Policy for South Africa in April 1998, a broad policy framework was provided, addressing the need to look at population issues as integral to social and economic development. The policy signified an important development, and helped position population in the framework of overall social development. However, it remained at the abstract level and was not followed by the creation of concrete mechanisms to ensure that it could be implemented successfully. The NPU was not provided with the powers and resources needed to co-ordinate and implement the new population policy, which it played a crucial role in developing. In particular the policy left open the relations

· Between NPU and relevant national line departments (health, education, etc.) 

· Between the relevant national and provincial line departments

· Between the NPU and the PPUs in the various provinces, and

· Between the PPUs and their provincial line departments.

This situation has resulted in on-going confusion over the structural arrangements necessitated by the policy, the work programmes to be implemented, and the division of labour and resources between national and provincial units. Without clarity over the concrete mechanisms of implementation, there is little prospect that the population units would be able to operate in a co-ordinated manner and realise their mandate. Consequently it is the task of this review to examine the situation and make recommendations on the arrangements that would ensure a clear mandate for the population units, which could be implemented without administrative difficulties.

This review has been undertaken while the Department was going through a process of restructuring. Its name has been changed from the Department of Welfare to the Department of Social Development, signifying a commitment to a new integrated development framework. The proposed changes regarding the division of labour and role of population structures should be seen in this context.

Methodology 

The methodology used in this review consists of in-depth interviews, documents review, position papers, and studies of intergovernmental relations in a national and comparative context. The analysis relies on the following specific sources of information:

· Interviews with Heads of Department of national and provincial departments of Social Development

· Interviews with experts on population policy and on intergovernmental relations 

· Interviews with and verbal and written inputs made by heads and other members of the national and provincial population units

· Material from the Population Forum meetings, including a recent meeting (November 2000) attended by the research team

· Documents related to the population function in South Africa, including the population policy, made available by the NPU

· Documents related to intergovernmental relations in South Africa

· Studies of intergovernmental relations in an international and comparative context. 

The information from all the sources listed above was used to write the report, which is made up of four sections:

· Population and intergovernmental relations in South Africa

· The present system of intergovernmental relations

· The location of population units within government

· Conclusions and recommendations on the way forward.

Population and intergovernmental relations

Intergovernmental relations in South Africa are based on the 1996 Constitution, which provides for three spheres of government: national, provincial and local. These spheres are “distinctive, interdependent and interrelated”. This formulation, which is open to interpretation, is a result of political compromise between the imperatives of national unity and provincial autonomy. Its vagueness has led frequently to turf battles, difficulties in institutional co-ordination, and gaps between available funds and constitutional and public mandates of delivery (between policy commitments and the resources needed to implement them).

In the last few years various proposals have been put forward as to how the intergovernmental system in South Africa can be improved, including an audit of structures and relations as well as a number of commissions and reports by government task forces and independent experts. At the macro-level there seem to be two preconditions for effective intergovernmental relations: 

· A political culture of co-operation, respect and trust, in which politicians and bureaucrats, working at different spheres of government, see themselves as part of a common public service, and not as individuals competing for resources and institutional position and status

· The development of capacity within all spheres of government to create an effective and motivated public service.

The formal division of powers and responsibilities between the three spheres of government, as outlined in the Constitution, is here to stay, though in practice government is seeking to shift part of the responsibility for service delivery to the sphere of local government. This would mean a need for concentrated capacity building efforts at this level. Despite this shift, provinces are and will remain crucial in the implementation process, in their own right as well as agencies that can provide essential support to local government. Whether or not they possess independent policy formulation capacity, no service delivery can happen without provinces (and in some areas local government). Capacity building at provincial and local spheres is therefore an important task.

It is clear from the various studies and reviews conducted in South Africa (and elsewhere) that the main challenge is to fit structural and administrative arrangements to the nature of the task to be performed, rather than the other way around. In most places population policy is a national function, falling in the same category as central planning and statistical services. Demographic issues (migration, fertility, epidemics, inter-group relations, etc.) are rarely seen as being in need of policy formulation at sub-national levels, even if they affect specific regions within a country. 

The boundaries of national units are paramount in this respect, since provincial or state boundaries are normally open. Specifically in countries where there is widespread internal movement of people (in search of jobs or services), as is the case for South Africa, population policy makes sense only as a national-level competency (though its implementation may take into account regional variations). 

The 1996 Constitution of the Republic of South Africa sets out ‘population development’ as a competency shared between the national and provincial spheres of government. It seems that the reason for this arrangement is that population development was subsumed under the Department of Social Development (then Welfare), itself a shared competency. The specific implications of this decision for population policy seem not to have been considered. The structural confusion regarding the relationship between national and provincial powers and responsibilities can be attributed to this decision, which was problematic in the context of the multi-disciplinary and multi-sectoral nature of the population function.

It is against this background that the population units have been set up and given the task (but not the necessary guidance and powers) to carry out population development. Although these units are expected to work with and co-ordinate the work of line departments at national and provincial levels, the mechanisms needed to enable them to do that have not been put in place, due to lack of political will (or interest) in making the necessary arrangements. This is the main reason for the difficulties the Department of Social Development and the NPU have encountered in translating the population policy framework into concrete tasks allocated to national and provincial population structures.

It is important to keep this point in mind, in order not to be looking for the solution to the problem of intergovernmental relations in the wrong place. Two consistent themes that emerged from the interviews conducted with Heads of Department and experts were the need for “real leadership” and for “strategic vision and clarity”. Such concerns are justified. However, they may lead us to look for a solution involving a change of individuals or structures without tackling the root problem. In other words, they may indicate a need to replace the Welfare MINMEC, or the HSD, or the Population Forum, by other structures. This is unlikely to work as long as the political rationale behind the population function is not clarified and addressed directly. It is more helpful rather, to approach the issue of intergovernmental relations as a means to an end rather than an end in itself.

The absence of strategic vision and leadership cannot be attributed to the failings of individuals or to the limited resources allocated to structures. Rather it is rooted in the lack of political commitment to (or interest in) the empowerment of structures in a way that would allow them to perform their tasks effectively. Structural arrangements are of importance in themselves only to the extent that they reflect such political commitment. Effective intergovernmental co-ordination requires a shared understanding of the conceptual foundation of the population function. This understanding must include clear answers to the questions of how population is linked to other functions and, based on these links, what the role of the population function is, and what does it aim to achieve. The identification of the correct structural arrangements should flow from this understanding and facilitate the realisation of its aims. 

As confirmed by all interviewees, such an understanding does not exist at present. As a result, a structure such as the Population Forum has become a ‘talk shop’ where experiences and frustrations are shared, but without any strategic focus. Several provincial Heads of Department indicated that the present make-up of the Population Forum does not flow from its stated role as the primary platform for intergovernmental relations dealing with the population function. The nature of communication between the Forum and HSD is not clear.

This lack of clarity has led to constant problems with mandates, accountability and status of the different population units. It has given rise to questions such as:

· Does a Provincial Population Unit answer to the National Population Unit or to the provincial Head of Department, or to both?

· If it answers to both, what does it do when they have different or even mutually exclusive expectations of it?

· Are decisions taken by the HSD to be privileged over those reached by the Population Forum?

· How much operational autonomy does a Provincial Population Unit have vis-à-vis the NPU and vis-à-vis its provincial line department?

· What structure is responsible for setting up relations with local government? etc. 

Similarly, contradictions emerge in the relationship between budgeting and functional oversight. When the NPU states that the budgets of all units “will be approved and monitored separately from those of the welfare components”, and at the same time it states that “line function departments will accommodate population concerns in the line function programmes and projects”, confusion is inevitable. It is very difficult if not impossible to maintain coherence of policy and implementation strategy, if the political, administrative and budgetary controls are not streamlined but rather disassociated from each other.

The resulting confusion may lead in turn to tension over power, accountability, and budgets, and to in-fighting over the level at which the provincial population units should be pegged, in the hope that higher bureaucratic status will mean greater ability to function and better relationships with other government structures. It must be borne in mind, however, that higher status will not necessarily assist the structure to do its work. This is demonstrated by the decision taken by the Population Forum in 1997 that all provincial units should be at Directorate level and have three sub-directorates to carry out work, a decision that has not changed anything in practice.

The problems currently experienced in the relations between population structures stem from the absence of common understanding of their tasks, of the environment in which they operate, and of the means to perform their tasks. Population structures must be assessed by their vision of the tasks to be performed and the means to perform them, and by their effectiveness in implementing this common strategic understanding. These elements must be confronted for any structural arrangement to become effective. 

The present system of intergovernmental relations

The system of intergovernmental relations consists of the tasks set out for population structures, and the concrete mechanisms that are used to perform these tasks. It is in this arena that most difficulties are to be found. A major problematic assumption underlying the system is that a unified national population policy necessarily translates into a coherent agenda that can be implemented across national and provincial spheres and line departments. If the population policy (and the tasks and relations that flow from it) are not understood in a similar way by all the relevant parties, it is likely to give rise to institutional tensions and contradictory work programmes. As one interviewee has put it, an effective system of intergovernmental relations requires “role definition as applied to each institutional mechanism”, and this necessitates agreement on a “basic game plan and rules of engagement”.

This does not mean that strict top-down control from the centre is called for, but rather that one central structure (the NPU) must play a guiding and strategic role, as acknowledged by the provincial Heads of Department who were interviewed for this study. While provinces should develop their own approach based on their unique context, they must all start from the same policy premises. In other words, there is a need for a clear national population agenda and work plan, to which tasks specific to each province may be added to meet their specific concerns.

It is important to identify in this context the meaning of ‘shared competency’. It is meant to facilitate service delivery in areas such as education, health and welfare, in which government must provide services to a large number of people dispersed over numerous localities. It is not suitable for areas such as population development, which involves policy, research and advocacy, with no direct contact with popular constituencies. There may be provincially specific population concerns, but they must be subordinate to a national agenda. 

Currently there is no agreement on a national agenda. The national population policy provides a long list of functions of population units. These include promoting advocacy, disseminating information, assisting government departments to analyse data and to monitor and evaluate effectiveness of programmes, assisting government departments to interpret population policy, and developing means to assist government departments to enhance capacity and expertise. In addition, the population units are expected to analyse and interpret data on the country’s population dynamics, to commission research, and to monitor and evaluate population policy implementation.

These functions are broad-range. However, without a common interpretation of the strategic role of the population policy and the mechanisms to link it with other policies and institutional actors, the functions prescribed to the population units cannot be performed in a coherent manner. Rather than helping them to co-ordinate their efforts, the list of functions creates tensions and allows the population structures to work at cross-purposes, in the absence of clear direction. This has become a stumbling block for the Population Forum, which seems to spend much of its time on internal squabbles rather than on policy implementation, as a result of which it has ceased to play a useful role.  

The Population Forum, some time ago, came to the conclusion that the NPU should be viewed as a “partner” of the provincial units. From this perspective, the NPU should not give directives but rather “assist, steer and co-ordinate the activities of the PPUs”. This stance is consistent in principle with the system of intergovernmental relations as envisaged in the Constitution. However, a partnership requires that all partners have and are capable of pursuing the same strategic objectives. This is not the case, as confirmed by several Heads of Departments in the provinces and by other experts.

In addition, there is a question of administrative and political capacity. A relationship, in which most of the partners lack the capacity to formulate and implement policy, and to call upon the resources necessary for their operation, cannot possibly be a partnership between equals. When some of the partners resent the co-ordinating role of the NPU (but are unable to offer an alternative), the partnership becomes completely unworkable.

This situation has led more than one provincial Head of Department to assert that they have “lost interest in the PPU” and do not see any “advantage in the presence of the PPU” in their departments. Some interviewees believe that the NPU has failed to convince the Department of Social Development of the centrality of the population function in overall policy formulation. This indicates that the advocacy function is being hampered by the lack of a strategic foundation for intergovernmental relations within the very departmental structures in charge of the population function. If this is the case within Social Development, other government departments, which are supposed to play a role in population policy implementation without being directly responsible for it, cannot be expected to have greater understanding and be more co-operative in this regard.

Another key condition for an effective system of intergovernmental relations is access to data and information and capacity to interpret them. Yet, no systematic attempt to facilitate such access has been made. Training happens on an ad-hoc basis, and most provincial units appear to have little idea of what kind of information should be accessed or how to go about accessing and analysing it. There are no structures in charge of facilitating effective dissemination of information across spheres of government and line departments. Given that one of the most important expectations of population units is that they carry out this function, a failure on this front has an adverse and cumulative effect on many other components of intergovernmental relations.

Other requirements of the policy, such as the establishment of relations with local government and the setting-up of intergovernmental mechanisms to facilitate the implementation of population policy cannot be met without shared data sources and agreement on how to interpret and use them. The recognition by a provincial Head of Department that the provincial unit “cannot even figure out how to work at the local level” indicates the extent of the problem.

The population units are expected to be “responsible for facilitation and support to interdisciplinary teams of government departments, NGOs and stakeholders to implement strategies that will address the seventeen major population and development concerns as spelled out in the population policy for South Africa”. Clearly this is not the case at present and there is a huge gap between intent and reality. The same gap applies to areas such as communication within and between population structures, inter-provincial collaboration, and co-ordination between population structures and relevant governmental bodies (Central Planning Units and Statistics South Africa).

Underlying the interaction between government structures is what one expert has called, the “intangibles”. This relates to the need to have individuals with vision and energy who can lead by example and encourage all role players to come together and move in unison. As another expert explained, “you cannot legislate a relationship or a role, it has to come through good example”.

It is a good sign that the provincial Heads of Department were positive about the new proactive leadership at the NPU. However, the present difficulties stem in part from the fact that structures have been put in place without allocating the required political clout, human resources and institutional capacity. If, for example, no one in a provincial unit is qualified to undertake quantitative and qualitative demographic analysis, it cannot be expected to function effectively in its own right, or facilitate, monitor and evaluate population programmes undertaken by other government units.

This indicates that the population policy and agenda must develop specific programmatic and applied focus. The five-year NPU strategic plan (of which provincial Heads of Department seem to be poorly informed) sets out three main strategic focus areas of national population and development priorities (HIV/AIDS, fertility and pregnancies, and migration). It lists foundation focus areas as a guide for practical work (monitoring and evaluation of population trends, advocacy, education, and communication, progress with implementation, etc.). 

This identification of priorities is welcome as it gives concrete focus to the seventeen major national population concerns identified in Population Policy for South Africa. However, for it to become effective there is need to combine programmatic prioritisation (such as HIV/AIDS) with an action plan that would outline specific tasks and mechanisms of implementation, as well as provide for the empowerment of population units personnel. This does not then mean there is need for another round of training and planning (something which several Heads of Department believe is a substitute for effective work programmes). Once the tasks to be performed and the human and organisational resources required to implement them are determined, the requisite structural arrangements can be decided upon on that basis.

The location of population units within government

In 1997 the Welfare MINMEC took a decision that provincial population units would remain in welfare departments until a “suitable alternative location” could be determined. This situation has not changed, although certain provinces did attempt, without success, to move their population units to Premier’s Offices. With the exception of the North West province, all the provincial population units are located in social development line function departments. This has not put an end to the on-going debate over the location, however.

The various criteria to guide decision making about location, adopted by the Population Forum, have remained as the focal point of such debate. These include: relative autonomy, the need for independence to include budget, priorities and strategies, location conducive to multi-sectoral function, authoritative backing to help secure commitment from other line functions, clear roles for provincial units, and placement to be as central as possible, with one functional head.

In reality the location of provincial units has been subject to a circular debate that cannot resolve any of the problems experienced within the population function. Similarly to the related issue of structure, the issue of location is secondary in importance. It should be subordinated to the need to ensure that population personnel in the provinces are prepared and equipped, conceptually and administratively, to carry out specific population tasks and undertake population programmes. As succinctly expressed by one provincial Head of Department, “people should stop fighting about location and concentrate on doing good work – then people, in whichever location, will accept you”. 

It is clear from interviews with provincial Heads of Department that there are varying views of the effectiveness and suitability of the location of provincial units. Personal relations between population personnel and the Head of Department seem to make a difference in this regard and determine to a large extent whether or not there are turf battles, disagreements over the degree of autonomy, and institutional support within the line function department. In one province, this relationship has deteriorated to such an extent that the Head of Department stated that the provincial unit “could no longer be relied upon”. In another province, it was equally clear that the Head of Department and the head of the provincial unit agreed on almost everything and exhibited mutual respect, reflected in the positive assessment of their work.

There does not appear to be a uniform position across provinces as to the best location for the provincial population units. The nature of personal and bureaucratic relations within the department has an impact on opinions concerning whether or not there is the need for provincial units at all. Where these relations are generally negative, Heads of Department are likely to argue that the population function is best seen as national competency, thus implicitly arguing for the discontinuation of the provincial units. This, however, is not a sound basis for taking decisions about the location or existence of provincial population units. 

Rather, the starting point must be a clear definition of the work programme and role of any provincial population personnel. Only once this has been adequately clarified, and the necessary administrative arrangements made, should the issue of location be considered. It is not helpful for any decision on location to be taken outside of this framework. Attempting to answer it in the abstract will mean that the problems that are being experienced at the moment would not be addressed nor remedied. A solution to the problem requires dealing with the underlying issues of political will, interest and authority, rather than shifting structures and individuals around. 

In this context it is important to review the perspectives of the provincial population personnel regarding their location within departments, as well as other intergovernmental matters. They share frustration with the Population Forum as an ineffective discussion forum that does not play a useful role in policy design and implementation because of lack of clarity about its role and mandate. Generally, they call for better co-ordination to be provided by the NPU, as well as capacity building, and for formalisation of the structural arrangements governing their relations with national structures, other provincial units and provincial line departments.

There were contradictory views on the role of the NPU. Some provincial personnel argued that it was too prescriptive and interventionist (adopting ‘a big brother attitude’), while others expressed feelings of being excluded by the NPU, which is going its own way without attempting to get provincial units involved in its programmes and without communicating with them. This is an indication of the different notions of what the relations between the units should be, due to lack of clarity over roles, powers and responsibilities. While all agree about the need to co-ordinate efforts, follow the same policy guidelines, and engage in a joint learning process, there is no agreement on the mechanisms that need to be put in place to facilitate such collaboration.

With regard to the issue of location, some of the provincial personnel argued that being located within a specific line department makes their task more difficult. They are seen as officials serving a particular department rather than serving the province as a whole, across departments. One provincial unit noted: “Provincial departments pay little attention to requests from the PPU or to its advocacy strategies. PPU members get bogged down with issues related to the Provincial department, instead of focusing exclusively on the population issue for the entire province”. In a similar manner another unit argued that population policy does not have the same implications for all departments. Provincial units should therefore be placed “where different departments will be able to access them better as units that contribute to planning.” They will be able to make their contribution only “when it is not linked to any line department. This is necessary to facilitate neutral monitoring and evaluation”. 

To allow population units to play a central co-ordinating role, suggestions were made that they should be moved out of Welfare into the Office of the Premier or to a central planning unit in the provinces. In a similar vein suggestions were made about moving the NPU into the President’s Office, an idea that apparently had been mooted before by members of the NPU itself. 

A shift in the location of the NPU will not solve any of the existing structural problems, however, and is likely to create new ones due to resulting administrative disruption. It will not give the population function a more prominent role or allow the NPU to pursue its goals more effectively. In the absence of an administrative basis it would become detached from any focus on implementation. The fate of the National Youth Commission, the Office on the Status of Women and the Office on the Status of Disabled People, all of which are relegated to obscurity and characterised by inaction despite their central location within government, should serve as a warning against such a move. No co-ordinating structure can operate without being ground in existing administrative arrangements (normally provided by line function departments).

Similarly, a shift in the location of the provincial population units will not solve the key issue of how to co-ordinate policy formulation and implementation between different spheres of government. In addition, if provincial population units were no longer part of Welfare (or Social Development), this would increase difficulties in communication due to the inability to use the HSD as a forum in which to raise and decide on strategic issues of common concern. Already there are problems in communication with the population unit in the North West province (located in the Department of Economic Development and Tourism), which is not directly represented at the HSD and MINMEC. If units are located in different places within provincial governments, communication problems will increase and it may become very difficult to co-ordinate activities.

Other issues raised by provincial population units included budgets, staffing and communication within and between departments. It is crucial to address these and related concerns when the restructuring of the population function takes place. They cannot be resolved on their own, however, outside of the overall intergovernmental context and the setting up of a system to streamline the roles, powers and interrelations of population structures. 
Conclusions and recommendations

Most of the interviewees focused on the following problems:

· The population policy does not provide guidance on the mechanisms of implementation and service delivery

· There is no clear division of labour and power between national and provincial population units and personnel

· There are parallel lines of authority: provincial population personnel are administratively accountable to their line departments, but they are expected to perform tasks under the policy direction given by the National Population Unit

· As a result of these points, the Population Forum has collapsed as an intergovernmental mechanism. No viable alternative can emerge without first resolving the structural problems identified above.

There seems to be general agreement regarding the following principles:

· The National Population Unit should play a crucial role in giving policy direction and co-ordinating the work of population structures and personnel in the provinces

· The political, administrative and technical aspects of population policy and implementation must be streamlined, in order to establish clear priorities, facilitate communication between spheres, and avoid gaps and duplications

· The primary issue that must be tackled is the goals of population policy, and the required lines of authority and mechanisms of implementation that would facilitate meeting these goals. Other issues raised in debates over the population function are secondary

· These secondary issues include:

· Location (the line department within which the population function should be located)

· Rank (the level in the hierarchy that population officials should occupy – that of director, deputy director, etc)

· Staffing and budget (the number of staff members and budget allocated to population tasks in the provinces).

· Decisions on these issues should flow from the resolution of the primary issues. 

Based on these points above, the following recommendations can be made:

· Population should remain in its current location (the Department of Social Development nationally, and its equivalents in the provinces). If a province decides to locate population tasks elsewhere, a channel of communication with the provincial Department of Social Development should be set up, to ensure that the concerns of that province can be brought to the attention of the relevant intergovernmental mechanisms

· The responsibility for population policy should be in the hands of the national sphere of government. Decisions on overall strategy and policy priorities should be taken at the national level. Provincial and local government should play a role in the implementation of population programmes

· Political responsibility for population policy should rest with the social development MINMEC. Administrative responsibility for managing population policy should rest with the Heads of Social Development (HSD)

· Co-ordination of policy and implementation between the national and provincial spheres of government should take place at the HSD, with the participation of the National Population Unit and the Heads of Department for social development in the provinces

· The intergovernmental relations for population should reflect the shift in focus from welfare to social development, and the consequent restructuring of the national Department of Social Development. This means that population units and personnel must not stand on their own, but rather be integrated into the overall work of their respective departments, in the same way that the National Population Unit has become Chief Directorate: Population and Development

· The Population Forum should be abolished in its current form, as a forum for debate on policy and implementation between the NPU and the provincial population units

· A technical committee should be convened by the NPU, replacing the Population Forum, in order to co-ordinate projects and oversee their implementation. Representatives of the provinces will attend meetings of the committee to discuss issues related to implementation in their respective provinces. The committee will be in charge of facilitating implementation and will not be a negotiation forum to discuss policy matters  

· Each province will assign personnel to oversee population-related tasks. The provinces will decide on the requisite administrative arrangements (staffing and budgetary issues, whether staff are part of a unit or a directorate or a sub-directorate, the rank of officials, continuity with the existing provincial population units, etc.)

· In addition to their role in the implementation of projects, provincial personnel should play a key role in disseminating information, advocacy in relation to and liaison with line departments in the provinces, and liaison with local government (ensuring integration of population concerns with local development planning, etc.)

· In view of the fact that the Population Policy for South Africa was released three years ago, and that it does not provide direction on delivery and implementation of projects, it should be subject to review to bring it up-to-date and include an explicit section on implementation mechanisms.

· In particular, the section in the Population Policy for South Africa outlining the tasks of population units should be re-written to reflect the recommendations made here. The table below illustrates the recommended division of tasks between spheres of government. Please note that some of the tasks are exclusive to the national sphere and others are shared between the national and provincial population personnel (acting with and in relation to agencies operating in its own sphere).

	
	National
	Provincial

	Advocacy for population and related development issues among government and civil society organisations
	X
	X

	Disseminating population information to government structures
	X
	X

	Analysis and interpretation of data on country’s population dynamics
	X
	

	Assistance to government departments in data analysis and monitoring and evaluation of programmes
	X
	X

	Enhancement of capacity and expertise in government departments to analyse links between demography and policy 
	X
	X

	Assistance to government departments in interpreting population policy in relation to their areas
	X
	X

	Monitoring and evaluation of population policy implementation
	X
	

	Commissioning of research, together with other agencies to ensure data compatibility
	X
	

	Liaison with institutions outside SA to facilitate collaboration and exchange of expertise
	X
	


	Co-ordination of government preparation for and reporting on international population conferences
	X
	


Recommended task allocation to national and provincial population structures (tasks outlined in Population Policy for South Africa, April 1998, pp. 43-44).

Documents reviewed

· National Population Unit Strategic Plan – 2000/1 – 2004/5 (25 November 1999)

· National Population Forum: 2-3 Sept. 1997 Workshop – Outcome of Deliberations

· Population Forum Workshop Report 11-13 November 1997

· Report on the Activities of the Sub-Directorate – Advocacy & Interdepartmental Liaison for the Population Forum Meeting of August 1998

· The Functions and Roles of Population Units in Addressing the Challenges of Population Policy Implementation (From NPU) – no date
· Improving the Life of the Individual: Focus of New Population Policy

· Population Policy for SA – April 1998

· Submission to the Population Forum meeting, February 1999

· IGR Focus, volume 1, issue 1, 2000

· Intergovernmental Relations: An international comparative study.

· Inter-Governmental Relations – the Case for an Audit, March 1999.

Interviews Conducted

· J van Zuydam, Chief Director, National Population Unit

· J Parsons, Country Head: United National Population Fund

· D Powell, Director: Intergovernmental Relations, Department of Provincial and Local Government

· V van Wyk, Head of Department, Gauteng Department of Welfare and Development

· T Nwedamutswu, Head of Department, Mpumalanga Department of Social Services, Population and Development

· R Sempe, Head of Department, Free State Department of Social Welfare (D Monare, Head of PPU, was present during interview)

· V Petersen, Head of Department, Western Cape Department of Social Services (G Miller, Head of PPU, was present during interview)

· L Standaar, Head of Department, Northern Cape Department of Health, Social Welfare and Developmental Social Welfare

· R Moonilal, Head of Department, North West Department of Health and Developmental Social Welfare

· M Makalima, Head of Department, Eastern Cape Department of Welfare (M Sixaba, Head of PPU, was present during interview)

· A Bester, Director General of the national Department of Social Development

· M Mogane, Deputy Head of Department, Northern Province Department of Health and Welfare

· M Sixaba, Eastern Cape population unit (written input)

· R van Rensburg, North West population unit (written input)

· M Titi, Gauteng population unit (written input)

· S Mnisi, Mpumalanga population unit (written input)

· C Wax, Northern Cape population Unit (written input)

· O Mamabolo, Northern Province Population Unit (written input)

· G Miller, Western Cape population unit (written input).
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