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Researchers used inferviews, focus groups, and document and
website review to identity the key government agencies, NGOs, and
Individuals in the water management system. We then conceptually
mapped their “formal” relationships—ways in which they are required
to work with one another because of laws, rules, statutes, or
mandates. On paper, then, the system can be represented by the
figure below.

One finding from our study suggests that the water management
system is deeply compartmentalized, with various agencies and
organizations primarily driven by their missions; there are very few
actors or agents who have a “systems-level” view of water
management and its various aspects, and groups often only work
with one another when their missions intersect.

As part of our research, we
asked focus group participants
how they perceive who wields
power and influence in the
system. Using the list of groups
and individuals they came up
with, and drawing from
research on power in social
psychology, we identified

To represent this, we identified five functional roles that government
agencies and NGQO's play in the water management system:
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