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Abstract:
The KwaZulu-Natal Department of Local Government and Traditional Affairs (DLGTA) has transformed tribal courts into Traditional Administration Centres (TACs) in line with the government’s call to bring government services closer to the people. There are sixty four TACs in the Umgungundlovu, Umzinyathi, Uthukela and Amajuba districts of KwaZulu-Natal. This paper reviews the level of functionality of these TACs over a period of 6 months from July- December 2004. The activities of all TACs were monitored and recorded daily for the duration of the study using research tools as developed by the researcher. The study revealed that the TACs are generally not being used to their full potential. A combination of well equipped centres coupled with motivated and committed staff is crucial for the effective functioning of TACs. The article concludes that it is difficult but not impossible to form functional linkages between traditional leadership and municipalities. Lastly it is recommended that TACs be linked to the Multipurpose Community Centres (MPCCs) either as extensions or satellites thereof. In terms of ownership, this article recommends that these structures be handed over to the local municipalities or community trusts in order to ensure proper maintenance and sustainability. 

1.
Introduction

If traditional administration centres can bring different government departments as well as the local government and traditional councils under one roof to deliver government services to the local people they would be effective. A combination of well equipped centres with information technology and motivated personnel is more likely to result in effectively functioning traditional administration centres. As Klages and Loffler (2002,1) suggest that “employees are a key resource to improve public sector productivity and service”. The traditional administration centres are meant to bring government services closer to the people. They are also supposed to address the silo approach to development by different government departments, municipalities and traditional councils operating within the same traditional communities. 
This paper critically reviews the level of functionality of the traditional administration centres within the Umgungundlovu, Umzinyathi, Uthukela and Amajuba District Municipalities in KwaZulu-Natal over a six month period from July-December 2004. The debate about the traditional leadership role in governance will not be entered into in this paper. 
2. Definitions

For the purpose of this paper community will be referring to traditional community as pronounced in section 2 (1) of the Traditional Leadership and Governance Framework Act, 2003 (Act 41 of 2003). The term traditional council refers to the council as applied in section 3 of the Act. Functional linkages are partnerships or operational connections between traditional councils and municipalities as set out in section 5 of the Act. The term also applies to the working relations between and within the different spheres of government. The terms Inkosi and traditional leader will be used interchangeably to refer to a leader of a particular traditional community. 
3.
Description of traditional administration centres 
Traditional administration centres are a seen as the seat of the traditional councils. The names of these centres in most cases are descriptive of the traditional communities that they serve. They are an important institutional development milestone for traditional leaders. In their absence, the inkosi and His/Her council attends to community and development issues at the Inkosi’s residence. There are limitations here associated with the protocol for communities wishing to approach the inkosi’s residential area (DLGTA 2002,4). There are also functional limitations such as inadequate space for many people wanting to meet the Inkosi at the same time. The Inkosi’s residence may as well not have all the necessary equipment and furniture necessary to ensure effective meetings and consultations.

Once constructed, traditional administration centres are equipped with office furniture and Information Technology (IT) equipment. At social and political levels this is aimed at “improving the negative image of certain amakhosi (and their “courts”) that are notorious for their nepotism and lack of transparency” (DLGTA 2001,3). The IT is supposed to among other things play an important role in ensuring that customary law cases are typed and documented. At present there are no current customary law reports because customary cases are not reported. The law reports that exist are from the 1950s and are outdated. The legal implications of recording customary law would be a creation of a current body of customary law thus ensuring that legal practitioners, students, judges and researchers have a readily accessible body of current customary law (DLGTA 2001,3).

4. Traditional administration centres in the Umgungundlovu, Umzinyathi, Uthukela and Amajuba district municipalities
Traditional authority areas are made up of “Izigodi”. The “collective demarcation of Izigodi” constitutes a given traditional authority area. The boundaries of each isigodi are known to the residents and can be physical boundaries like rivers or mountain ranges The spatial context of traditional authorities often cuts across municipal wards which fall within traditional authority areas (DLGTA 2002,4). The various government departments, particularly line function departments are mandated to deliver services in traditional authority areas as well. Non governmental organizations and other service providers operating within traditional communities are also expected by those communities to provide services to them (see table 1 below for traditional authorities in the Umgungundlovu, Umzinyathi, Uthukela and Amajuba district municipalities). 
Table 1: Traditional Authorities in the Umgungundlovu, Umzinyathi, Uthukela and Amajuba district municipalities (DLGTA 2004,2) 

	
	
Traditional Authority

N = 80
	Authority Type
	Regional Authority
	Clan Id
	District Municipality
	Municipality

	1.
	1101-T.A. QAMU
	T/A
	Msinga
	1101
	DC24
	KZ244

	2
	1102-T.A. MTHEMBU
	T/A
	Msinga
	1102
	DC24
	KZ244

	3
	1103-T.A. BASO
	T/A
	Msinga
	1103
	DC24
	KZ244

	4
	1104-T.A. MBOMVU
	T/A
	Msinga
	1104
	DC24
	KZ244

	5
	1105-T.A. CHUNU
	T/A
	Msinga
	1105
	DC24
	KZ244

	6
	1106-T.A. NGOME
	T/A
	Msinga
	1106
	DC24
	KZ244

	7
	1201.2-T.A AMASWAZI
	Unproclaimed TA
	Emnambithi
	1201.2
	DC23
	KZ232

	8
	1201-T.A ABANTUNGWA KHOLWA
	T/A
	Emnambithi
	1201
	DC23
	KZ232

	9
	1202-T.A.MCHUNU
	T/A
	Emnambithi
	1202
	DC23
	KZ233

	10
	1203-MBHENSE T.A.
	T/A
	Emnambithi
	1203
	DC23
	KZ233

	11
	1204-T.A. NXUMALO
	T/A
	Emnambithi
	1204
	DC23
	KZ233

	12
	1205-T.A. SIGWEJE
	T/A
	Emnambithi
	1205
	DC23
	KZ233

	13
	1206-T.A SITHOLE
	T/A
	Emnambithi
	1206
	DC23
	KZ233

	14
	1207-T.A. MABASO
	T/A
	Emnambithi
	1207
	DC23
	KZ233

	15
	1208-T.A. INGWE
	T/A
	Emnambithi
	1208
	DC23
	KZ233

	16
	1209-T.A. MTHEMBU
	T/A
	Emnambithi
	1209
	DC23
	KZ233

	17
	1210- T.A. SHABALALA
	Unproclaimed TA
	Emnambithi
	1210
	DC23
	KZ232

	18
	1301-T.A. AMAZIZI
	T/A
	Amazizi
	1301
	DC23
	KZ235

	19
	1302-T.A. AMANGWANE
	T/A
	Amangwane
	1302
	DC23
	KZ235

	20
	1303-T.A. AMANGWE
	T/A
	Inhlanganiso
	1303
	DC23
	KZ236

	21
	1304-T.A. AMAHLUBI
	T/A
	Inhlanganiso
	1304
	DC23
	KZ236

	22
	1305-T.A. MHLUNGWINI
	T/A
	Inhlanganiso
	1305
	DC23
	KZ236

	23
	1306-T.A. KWADHLAMINI
	T/A
	Inhlanganiso
	1306
	DC23
	KZ236

	24
	1307-T.A. ABAMBO
	T/A
	Inhlanganiso
	1307
	DC23
	KZ236

	25
	1308-T.A. MABASO
	T/A
	Inhlanganiso
	1308
	DC23
	KZ236

	26
	1309-T.A NKWANYANA
	Clan
	Inhlanganiso
	1309
	DC23
	KZ234

	27
	1310.0-T.A AMASWAZI
	Unproclaimed TA
	Inhlanganiso
	1310
	DC23
	KZ235

	28
	1311-T.A. CHUNWINI 
	Clan
	Inhlanganiso
	1311
	DC23
	 

	29
	1801-T.A. GCUMISA
	T/A
	Mpumalalnga
	1801
	DC22
	KZ221

	30
	1802-T.A. MAPHUMULO
	T/A
	Mpumalalnga
	1802
	DC22
	KZ226

	31
	1803-T.A. MANYAVU
	T/A
	Mpumalalnga
	1803
	DC22
	KZ226

	32
	2201-T.A. NXAMALALA
	T/A
	Vulindlela
	2201
	DC22
	KZ225

	33
	2202-T.A. MPUMUZA
	T/A
	Vulindlela
	2202
	DC22
	KZ225

	34
	2203-T.A. INADI
	T/A
	Vulindlela
	2203
	DC22
	KZ225

	35
	2204-T.A. MAFUNZE
	T/A
	Vulindlela
	2204
	DC22
	KZ225

	36
	2205-T.A. XIMBA
	T/A
	Vulindlela
	2205
	DC22
	KZ225

	37
	2301-T.A. BATLOKOA
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2301
	DC22
	KZ224

	38
	2302-T.A. NXAMALALA
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2302
	DC22
	KZ224

	39
	2303-T.A. AMANGWANE
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2303
	DC43
	KZ5a1

	40
	2304-T.A. BHIDLA
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2304
	DC43
	KZ5a1

	41
	2305-T.A. ZASHUKE
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2305
	DC43
	KZ5a1

	42
	2306-T.A. QADI
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2306
	DC43
	KZ5a1

	43
	2307-T.A. MACALA-GWALA
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2307
	DC43
	KZ5a1

	44
	2308-T.A. SIZANANI (Memela)
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2308
	DC43
	KZ5a1

	45
	2309-T.A. VEZO KUHLE
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2309
	DC43
	KZ5a1

	46
	2310-T.A. VUMINDABA
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2310
	DC43
	 

	47
	2311-T.A. ESIPHAHLENI
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2311
	DC22
	KZ227

	48
	2312-T.A. VUKANI
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2312
	DC43
	KZ5a5

	49
	2313-T.A. AMAKHUZE
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2313
	DC43
	KZ5a1

	50
	2314-T.A. ISIBONELO ESIHLE
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2314
	DC43
	KZ5a1

	51
	2315-T.A. MADZIKANE 
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2315
	DC43
	KZ5a1

	52
	2316-T.A. ISIMINZA
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2316
	DC22
	KZ224

	53
	2317-T.A. MAGUZWANE
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	2317
	DC43
	KZ5a2

	54
	801.1-T.A. INGWE
	Clan
	Madadeni
	801.1
	DC25
	KZ254

	55
	801.2-T.A. Kubheka 
	Clan
	Madadeni
	801.2
	DC25
	KZ254

	56
	801.3-T.A. AMAHLUBI
	Clan
	Madadeni
	801.3
	DC25
	KZ254

	57
	801.4-T.A. EMALANGENI (Nkosi)
	Clan
	Madadeni
	801.4
	DC25
	KZ254

	58
	801-T.A. BUHLE-BOMZINYATHI
	Community Authority
	Madadeni
	801
	DC25
	KZ254

	59
	802-T.A. GULE
	T/A
	Madadeni
	802
	DC25
	KZ254

	60
	804-T.A. SHABALALA (Thekwane)
	Landless
	Madadeni
	804
	DC25
	KZ254

	61
	805-T.A. NZIMA (NDLAMLENZE)
	Landless
	Madadeni
	805
	DC25
	KZ254

	62
	806-T.A. MABASO (Mgundeni)
	Landless
	Madadeni
	806
	DC25
	KZ254

	63
	807-T.A. MBATHA
	Landless
	Madadeni
	807
	DC25
	KZ254

	64
	808.0- T.A. AMANTUNGWA
	Clan
	Madadeni
	808
	DC25
	KZ252

	65
	901-T.A. HLAHLINDLELA
	T/A
	Nquthu
	901
	DC26
	KZ263

	66
	902-T.A. MOLEFE
	T/A
	Nquthu
	902
	DC24
	KZ242

	67
	903-T.A. KHIPHINKUNZI
	T/A
	Nquthu
	903
	DC24
	KZ242

	68
	904-T.A. ZONDI
	T/A
	Nquthu
	904
	DC24
	KZ242

	69
	905-T.A.AMANGWE-BUTHANANI
	T/A
	Nquthu
	905
	DC24
	KZ242

	70
	906-T.A. MBOKODWE BOMVU
	T/A
	Nquthu
	906
	DC24
	KZ242

	71
	907-T.A. EMANDLENI
	T/A
	Nquthu
	907
	DC24
	KZ242

	72
	908-T.A. VULINDLELA-SITHOLE
	T/A
	Nquthu
	908
	DC24
	KZ242

	73
	909-T.A. SIZAMILE
	T/A
	Nquthu
	909
	DC24
	KZ242

	74
	910-T.A. JAMA
	T/A
	Nquthu
	910
	DC26
	KZ266

	75
	911-T.A. LUKHWAZI
	T/A
	Nquthu
	911
	DC26
	KZ266

	76
	912-T.A. ZONDO
	T/A
	Nquthu
	912
	DC26
	KZ266

	77
	AMANTESHE
	Landless
	Emnambithi
	X1
	DC 23
	 

	78
	MDLALOSE (Othawa)
	Landless
	Nquthu
	X2
	
	

	79
	RADEBE TA
	Landless
	Emnambithi
	X3
	
	

	80
	SITHOLE
	Landless
	Emnambithi
	x4
	DC23
	


Out of eighty traditional authorities listed in the Umgungundlovu, Umzinyathi, Uthukela and Amajuba district municipalities, sixteen did not have traditional administration centres during the research period. This was mainly due to the unresolved land ownership issues in eleven of them. The remainder (3) were said to be falling outside the boundaries of the targeted municipalities, one did not have any traditional council (inkosi, izinduna, etc) as a result of past violence in the area, and one traditional court was reportedly destroyed by fire (see table 2 below). (DLGTA 2004,3).
Table 2: KZN Umgungundlovu, Umzinyathi, Uthukela and Amajuba district municipalities T/As with no traditional administration centres
	
	Traditional Authority

N = 16
	Authority Type
	Regional Authority
	Status

	26
	1309-T.A NKWANYANA
	Clan
	Inhlanganiso
	Unresolved land ownership

	28
	1311-T.A. CHUNWINI 
	Clan
	Inhlanganiso
	Unresolved land ownership

	46
	2310-T.A. VUMINDABA
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	Traditional council was dismantled due to  violence

	53
	2317-T.A. MAGUZWANE
	T/A
	Hlanganani
	Traditional court was destroyed by fire

	54
	801.1-T.A. INGWE
	Clan
	Madadeni
	Unresolved land ownership

	55
	801.2-T.A. Kubheka 
	Clan
	Madadeni
	Unresolved land ownership

	56
	801.3-T.A. AMAHLUBI
	Clan
	Madadeni
	Unresolved land ownership

	57
	801.4-T.A. EMALANGENI (Nkosi)
	Clan
	Madadeni
	Unresolved land ownership

	62
	806-T.A. MABASO (Mgundeni)
	Landless
	Madadeni
	Unresolved land ownership

	63
	807-T.A. MBATHA
	Landless
	Madadeni
	Unresolved land ownership

	75
	911-T.A. LUKHWAZI
	T/A
	Nquthu
	T/A falls outside Umgungundlovu and Umzinyathi district municipalities boundaries

	76
	912-T.A. ZONDO
	T/A
	Nquthu
	T/A falls outside Umgungundlovu and Umzinyathi district municipalities boundaries

	77
	AMANTESHE
	Landless
	Emnambithi
	Unresolved land ownership

	78
	MDLALOSE(OTHAKA)
	Landless
	Nquthu
	T/A falls outside Umgungundlovu and Umzinyathi district municipalities boundaries

	79
	RADEBE T.A
	Landless
	Emnambithi
	Unresolved land ownership

	80
	SITHOLE
	Landless
	Emnambithi
	Unresolved land ownership


5.
The functionality of traditional administration centres 

Traditional administration centres provide a sense of place and a point of interface for the traditional councils and the different role-players in development including the different spheres of government. Old traditional courts were used mainly for dispute / conflict resolution, land administration, Permission to Occupy (PTOs), allocation of land, confirmation of marriages, and maintenance of public order and solemnization of customary marriages through indigenous law. In such situations there would often be a backlog in service delivery (DLGTA 2002, 46). These were supported by the KZN provincial government who was responsible for administrative support and the collection of fees accrued by the former tribal authorities from the services rendered. Before the introduction of the traditional administration centre concept, generally most traditional courts were used by the “Inkosi”, his /her staff, various committees, the public for court hearings and meetings and from time to time by various government departments for example the Department of Health for mobile clinics and for pension payouts. Some of the criticisms by the people against tribal courts were that they were undemocratic because they were dominated by men and excluded women and other members of the community (DLGTA 2001, 20). 
The transformation of single purpose tribal courts focusing only on conflict resolution into multi-purpose traditional administrative centres incorporating a tribal court and other facilities is a huge step in bringing essential services closer to communities. The proposed model places traditional administration centres at the core of rural development. It emphasizes development, service delivery, social and institutional transformation as the main functions of administration centres. There was a conscious effort to stress that the functions mentioned earlier did not replace the traditional functions like conflict resolution but are an addition to them. Cooperative governance between different government departments and other role players is also recommended as highlighted below (Traditional Leadership and Governance Framework Act 2003 (Act 41 of 2003) and DLGTA 2002,42).

According to the Traditional Leadership and Governance Framework Act, 2003 (Act 41 of 2003) a traditional council may have not more than 30 members. 40% of the members must be democratically elected while 60% may be elected by the “inkosi”. Of the total, at least a third (33%) should be women. The members are to serve in the council for a five-year term. 

In order to ensure that traditional councils understand the intentions of DLGTA about traditional administration centres, functionality workshops were conducted in some areas where these structures had been constructed. Twenty one workshops were held between March and August 2004. More were scheduled to take place during the year 2005. The objectives of the workshops were to ensure that traditional councils became democratic and fully representative of their communities i.e. women, youth and disabled form part of the council. They were also meant to unpack the functionality model in order to ensure maximal functioning of the centres. Lastly, the workshops were used to explain asset management principles and procedures in order to ensure efficient and responsible usage and maintenance of traditional administration centre assets. The initial three workshops were facilitated by the researcher together with the Development Facilitation Officers (DFOs) responsible for those particular traditional authority areas. These initial workshops were meant to ensure that the DFOs acquire the necessary skills on how to conduct workshops. The rest (18) were facilitated by the DFOs once the researcher was satisfied that they had acquired the necessary facilitation skills. 
Generally 95 – 100% of traditional council members, 1 or 2 representatives from different government departments and NGOs attended the workshops. The Department of Agriculture was represented in all the workshops, followed by the departments of Health and Welfare. The municipal councillors that attended were only those that held positions in the traditional councils as well. The lack of attendance by other councillors may be attributed to the ongoing rivalry between the traditional leadership and municipal councils in certain areas. The expected output was an annual work plan which included programmes and activities by different role-players for each traditional administration centre.
The functionality workshops that were conducted by DLGTA in some of the traditional administration centres have played an important role in bringing the traditional leadership and elected municipal councillors together. Municipal offices are often situated away from the rural communities which they are supposed to serve as opposed to traditional administration centres which are situated right where traditional communities are. Elected councillors reside within their communities and it makes sense to locate them closer to their communities. At the Amangwe traditional administration centre (no 20 in table 1) in Bergville for example, a satellite office of the Mbabazane municipality was provided within the TAC. This enabled the community to access both the municipality and the traditional institution easily. There were a few other traditional communities where municipal councilors were allocated office spaces in the TACs. For example the Baso (no 3 in table 1) Abantungwa-kholwa (no 8 in table 1), Mchunu (no 9 in table 1), Mbhense (no 10 in table 1), Sigweje (no 12 in table 1), Amantungwa (no 64 in table 1) and Hlahlindlela (no 65 in table1) TACs. In these centres municipal councilors operated from the traditional administration centres on certain days of the week and the community was aware of the specific days when the councillor would be available. Out of the 23 TACs that had functionality workshops conducted, eight (35%) attracted municipal councilors and ward committees to operate from them. 
Since the DLGTA had invested a lot of money building these centres and providing them with good furniture, IT equipment as well as conducting functionality workshops, it made logical sense for the Department to assess the functionality thereof. The assessment was done between July and December 2004. First, a framework for assessment was developed which would be used as a basis for ratings.
5.1 Framework for assessment
The framework describes the level of functionality in accordance with different ratings from 1 to 3. Attributes used to describe the minimum levels of functionality were arrived at through a consultation process between the researchers and development facilitation officers working in the Umgungundlovu, Umzinyathi, Uthukela and Amajuba district municipalities (see table 3 below). Some of the determinants identified are the number of days the centre is opened to service the community; usage of the centre by the community, government departments and NGOs and the availability of “inkosi” and / or secretary to service the community in the administration centre.
Table 3: Framework for assessing the functionality of traditional administration centres

	           Ratings
	                     Characteristics

	Rating 1: Fully functional TAC (80% to 100%)


	· The TAC is open 5 days a week for 8 hours a day
· The secretary and / or “Inkosi” are available in the centre for 5 days (8 hours/a day) 
· The community is using the centre for meetings, trainings and workshops.
· The ward committee/s use the centre for committee and community meetings.
· At least two Government Departments are using the centre

· NGOs and local councillors also use the centre

· Equipment, furniture and I.T are in good condition and are being used (where available)

	Rating 2: Partially functional TAC (50% to 79%)


	· The TAC is opened at least 3 days a week for 8 hours a day.
· The secretary or “Inkosi” are available in the centre for 3 days (8 hours/a day).
· The community, NGOs and councillors are using the centre for community meetings, trainings and workshops.
· At least one government Department is using the centre to meet with the community.
· Equipment, furniture and I.T are in good working condition and are being used (where available).

	Rating 3: Dysfunctional TAC (0% to 49%)


	· The TAC is used mainly for dispute resolution

· Inkosi and/or secretary are available for less than three days in a week.
· No Government departments and NGOs make use of the centre

· Not much community activity

· Equipment, furniture and I.T are not in good working condition and are not being used (where available).


If all criteria were not met in rating 1, then the TAC would be classified as rating 2, those that did not meet the criteria for rating 2 would be given a 3 rating.
5.2.
Tools and methods 

The assessment tools were developed by the researcher, tested with three traditional administration centres and then adapted and used to collect data. 
The following tools were used for data collection 

5.2.1
Traditional administration centre spot check

These were designed for use by field officers to monitor the functioning of the TACs.  The report looks at the following:

· Date and time of visit;
· Whether the TAC was opened during the officer’s visit;
· Whether the secretary and Inkosi were present;
· Conditions of the exterior (outside) building;
· Whether the premises were clean; and
· Whether there were any government departments and / or NGOs using the centre.
5.2.2
IT Evaluation report

This was intended mainly to assess the status of available technology like computers, printers, photocopiers and fax machines. It was also aimed at ensuring that faults are reported on time to ensure efficient service provision by the centre. 

The centres were not only provided with information technology, but the “amakhosi” and secretaries were given training in the use of IT equipment. All secretaries were further trained in general office administration. Computer training was provided by State Information Technology Agency between January and May 2004 while office administration was outsourced to LIMA Rural Development Facilitation in March 2004. LIMA is a Zulu word meaning “cultivate”. Secretaries trained were those that already had IT in their centres. In total forty secretaries and fifty seven amakhosi received computer training to service 57 centres.
5.2.3.
Daily Activity Report

These were reports completed on a daily basis to give a record of the centre’s activities for the whole month. The reports were completed by the centre’s secretary with the help of the field officer and submitted at the end of the month to the DLGTA district office for recording.  It covered the following:

· Government Department, NGO and/or any other organizations that used the centre on any particular day;
· The purpose for which the centre was used;
· Number of people; and
· Opening and closing times.
5.3   Ratings
The functionality of traditional administration centres was assessed on the basis of their monthly functionality reports that were generated by the secretaries and verified by the DLGTA officials.  The secretaries were expected to record all activities that took place as well as all organizations and departments that used the centre on a daily basis. These daily reports would then be collated by the departmental officials who would then compile a monthly functionality report and give ratings according to a given assessment framework (see table 4 below).
Table 4: Ratings of traditional administration centres functionality between July and December 2004 
	                          JULY (n= 59)

Rating 1:  6 (10%)

Rating 2: 24 (41%)

Rating 3: 29 (49%)
Usage by government departments, NGOs and others    (n = 121)

Department of Health           :   26 (21.5%)

Department of Welfare        :   25 (20.7%)

Department of Agriculture   :   15 (12.4%)

Development committees   :   14 (11.6%)

NGOs                                  :   10 ( 8.3%)

Ward committees                :     7 ( 5.8%)

Department of Transport     :     6  (5.0%)

Municipalities                       :     4 ( 3.3%)

Others                                  :   14 (11.5%)   
	                AUGUST  (n=60)

Rating 1:   6 (10%)

Rating 2:  25 (42%)

Rating 3:  29 (48%)
Usage by government departments, NGOs  and others   (n = 142)

Department of Welfare       :   31 (21.8%)

Department of Health          :   27 (19.0%)

Department of Agriculture   :   17 (12.0%)

NGOs                                  :  13 ( 9.2%)

Development committees   :   11 ( 7.8%)

Department of Transport    :     8 ( 5.6%)

Municipalities                      :     7 ( 4.9%)

Ward committees                :    6 ( 4.2%)

Others                                 :  22 (15.5%) 

	                 SEPTEMBER (n=58)

Rating 1:   7 (12%)

Rating 2:  31 (53%)

Rating 3:  20 (34%)
Usage by government departments, NGOs  and others (n = 160)

Department of Welfare       :   38 (23.8%)

Department of Health          :   30 (18.8%)

Department of Agriculture   :   16 (10.0%)

NGOs                                    : 20 (12.5%)

Development committees     : 21 (13.1%)

Department of Transport     :    8  (5.0%)

Municipalities                      :     8 (5.0%)

Ward committees                 :   0 (%)

Others                                  :  19 (11.9%)
	OCTOBER (n=49)

Rating 1:   6 (12%)

Rating 2:  29 (59%)

Rating 3:  14 (29%)
Usage by government departments, NGOs  and others  (n = 119)

Department of Welfare       :   25 ( 21.0%)

Department of Health          :   15 ( 12.6%)

Department of Agriculture   :   15 ( 12.6%)

NGOs                                    :   7  (  5.9%)

Development committees     : 12   (10.1%)

Department of Transport     :    9   ( 7.6%)

Municipalities                      :     7   ( 5.9%)

Ward committees                 :   6    ( 5.0%)

Others                                  :  23   (19.3%)

	              NOVEMBER (n = 50)

Rating 1:  5 (10%)

Rating 2:  28 (56%)

Rating 3:  17 (34%)

Usage by government departments, NGOs  and others (n = 144)

Department of Welfare       :   22 (15.3%)

Department of Health          :   20 (13.9%)

Department of Agriculture  :    14 (9.7%)

NGOs                                    : 17 (11.8%)

Development committees     : 14 (9.7%)

Department of Transport     :    4  (2.8%)

Municipalities                      :     9 (6.3%)

Ward committees                 :   0 (%)

Others                                  :  44 (30.6%)
	DECEMBER (n = 54)

Rating 1:  6 (11%)

Rating 2:  24 (44%)

Rating 3:  24 (44%)

Usage by government departments, NGOs  and others (n =111)

Department of Welfare       :   18 (16.2%)

Department of Health          :   21 (18.9 %)

Department of Agriculture  :    13 (11.7 %)

NGOs                                    : 14 (12.6%

Development committees     : 6   (  5.4%)

Department of Transport     :    3  (2.7 %)

Municipalities                      :     9  (8.1%)

Ward committees                 :   1   (1.0%)

Others                                  :  26  (23.4%)


In the KZN Umgungundlovu, Umzinyathi, Uthukela and Amajuba districts there are eighty traditional authorities, sixty four of them have building structures (traditional administration centres). Overall usage of the traditional administration centres moved from fifty nine (92%) in July 2004 to sixty (94%) in August 2004. This was because one centre that had not been used in July due to Shembe celebrations was opened again in August. In September 2004 the functionality declined to fifty eight (91%) and October 2004 saw a further decline of about 15%, putting the functionality levels to 49 (76%). This is because some centres did not submit the monthly functionality reports that were expected from them. In November 2004 only fifty (78%) functionality reports were received compared to the fifty four (84%) received in December 2004. The above figures reflect the number of TAC functionality reports received during the said months. On average only 11% of the centres were fully functional i.e. rated first. (see table 5 below).

Table 5: TACs that rated first from July to December 2004
	
	July
	August
	September
	October
	November
	December

	Number
	6 (10)
	6 (10)
	7 (12%)
	6 (12%)
	5 (10%)
	6 (11%)

	TACs
	8, 12, 16, 37, 58, 64
	8, 12, 16, 18, 37, 64 
	8, 16, 18, 31, 58, 64, 65
	8, 12, 16, 31, 58, 64
	8, 16, 37, 58, 64
	8, 12, 16, 33, 58, 64 


In terms of ratings, there was no change in the functionality of traditional administration centres over the first two months. There were however some improvements from the third month. Five percent of the administration centres that were rated 3 during the first two months improved to ratings of 2. Ratings of 3 also decreased from 48% in August to 34% in September, an improvement of 14%. Traditional administration centres no’s 8, 16, 58 and 64 maintained their high levels of functionality over the six month period while no’s 31 and 37 kept changing their ratings. There were some improvements in the functionality of no’s 12, 18, 20, 22, 33, 61, 65 and 74 over the six months period i.e. they either moved from rating 3 to 2 or from 2 to 1. Some changes were also noted with regards to government departments and other role-players using the centres during the first three months of assessment.
Figure 2: Level of TAC usage by government departments from July to December 2004
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There was a 3 to 8% increase in the usage of traditional administration centres by the departments of Health and Welfare during the months of August and September followed by a decline in October, November and December. The departments of Agriculture and Transport showed similar patterns of usage of 16 to 17% throughout the six month period. The rise or decrease in figures was mainly due to the fact that not all reports were submitted for analysis.
Figure 3: Level of TAC usage by NGOs, development and ward committees and others during July to December 2004
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The statistics indicate a 5% increase in usage by NGOs, 5% municipalities’ involvement and 13% increase in usage by other role-players. This could be attributed to the fact that a number of traditional administration centre functionality workshops had been conducted between the months of June and July thus impacting on the functionality during the month of August and later. In most of the centres that were rated in the top group, DLGTA had invested by either renovating the structure or building a new one and providing IT equipment and furniture. 

About 50% of all the centres were rated 3. Most of these had “inkosi” paying more attention to other interests other than working in the centre. For example centres like no’s 39, 42, 44, 47 and 51 were reported to be dysfunctional because the “amakhosi” did not spend much time in the traditional administration centres. Another common problem reported was that of traditional authorities without “amakhosi” where, for example a new “inkosi” had not been officially installed after the passing away of the predecessor. For example the Nxamalala (no 38 in table 1) TAC was dysfunctional for a very long time until the “inkosi” was installed in December 2004. In some cases, for example at Abambo (no 24 in table 1), the Secretary found a new job and left the centre dysfunctional. Other traditional councils were dissolved for one reason or another. In other centres although the “amakhosi” were poor performers they rated better i.e. 2 due to the commitment and hard work of their secretaries. In an isolated case the “inkosi” of Mabaso traditional authority (14) in Ladysmith was reported to be using the centre as his place of residence. This placed the community in a difficult position since they could not gain access to the centre at all times.
Traditional secretaries were found to play an important role in the functioning of the traditional administration centres. Where the secretary was not available, the centre became dysfunctional. Problems were also reported where the secretary was related to the inkosi. For example at Sizamile (73) the secretary was the inkosi’s wife. She was reportedly often not available in the administration centre due to her traditional role and other commitments as undlunkulu (inkosi’s wife). There were also protocol challenges because community members were not as free to approach her as they would an ordinary person.
Some of the government departments that used the traditional administration centres were mainly the departments of Health with a percentage of 23%, Welfare 26% and Agriculture (14%). This is probably an indication that there are more health, social, and poverty related issues affecting rural people in the areas where these centres are situated. Other departments like Correctional Services, Environmental Affairs and Education also made use of the centres. Apart from the meetings of traditional councils as well as general community administration functions of the secretaries, there was also the visibility of development committees and NGOs like LIMA and Thembelihle (ABET). Other users included the Department of Local Government and Traditional Affairs (DLGTA), Turn Table Trust, Umgeni Water, Eskom, South African Police Services, consultants, churches, private doctors, paralegals, youth clubs, taxi associations and traditional healers. 

There is a serious operation and maintenance problem of the traditional administration centres. Some centres are struggling to pay for electricity, telephones, stationery, cleaning materials etc. A number of telephones have been disconnected due to non- payments. This could be because traditional councils see them as government structures and not as theirs. There seem to be a lot of dependency on government for the operation and maintenance of these structures.

6. Policy framework

The traditional leadership policy framework is based on a sequence of legislation starting from old order legislation to the current legislation. According to the old order legislation traditional authorities govern according to customary and statutory law in line with the Constitution. The institution of traditional leadership was set up on the basis of the Black Administration Act of 1927 and the Black Authorities Act of 1951. In the KwaZulu Natal context specific mandates are derived from the Kwa-Zulu Amakhosi and Iziphakanyiswa Act (Act 9 of 1990), Kwa-Zulu Act on the Code of Zulu Law, 1985 (Act 9 of 1985).These laws were racially based and are no longer in line with the current democratic system. 
The current legislative framework is derived from chapter 12 (211 and 212) of the South African Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996 which recognizes the institution, status and role of traditional leadership and provide for the role thereof as well as the Bill of Rights. In addition, the relational framework and functional linkages between traditional authorities and municipalities is regulated by the Local Government: Municipal Systems Act No 32 of 2000, Local Government: Municipal Structures Act No 117 of 1998 and the White Paper on Local Government of 1998. Section 29 (1) (b) (iii) of the Local Government: Municipal Systems Act provides for the participation of traditional leaders in the integrated development plans. Chapter 4 (section 81) of the Local Government: Municipal Structures Act of 1998 also provides for the participation of traditional leaders in municipal councils. The role of traditional leadership at the local level is stipulated in the White Paper on Local Government. It highlights the functions of traditional leaders as well as their developmental roles. Adherence to the principles of the Public Finance Management Act (Act 1 of 1999) is expected in their handling of public funds. The House of Traditional Leaders Act no 7 of 1994 stipulates the mandate of the house of traditional leaders. 
There is also the KwaZulu-Natal Traditional Leadership and Governance Act, Act no.5 of 2005 which “provides for the recognition of traditional communities, recognition and establishment of traditional councils, recognition and appointment of traditional leaders, their roles and functions, to provide for their removal from office, to provide for the provincial code of conduct, to provide for the amendment and repeal of applicable provincial legislation and incidental matters in terms of the Traditional Leadership and Governance Framework Act, 2003 (Act 41 of 2003).”

7.  Conclusions and recommendations 
It can be concluded that generally traditional administration centres are not being used to their full potential. The majority of the centres that rated 1 had electricity, IT equipment, new furniture and new or renovated or extended centres. This proves that information technology like computers contribute positively to productivity and yield returns excessive to non-computer usage. Similar results were however achieved from traditional administration centres like Batlokoa which had no electricity, no IT and poor furniture. One can then conclude that the functionality of the centre is not entirely dependent on its resource level. Commitment, dedication and motivation from the “Inkosi” and the administration centre’s secretary can take development to great heights with minimal resources. This also shows that employees are a key resource to improve public sector productivity. In the absence of these, even the best equipped centres have proved to be dysfunctional. 
In general the traditional administration centre concept is a positive intervention on the part of the provincial government. There is no doubt that these structures can play an important role in ensuring that rural communities are better able to access government services. It is also evident that traditional administration centres like Mbomvu, Nxamalala and others which are currently not used by the “amakhosi” for intended purposes will continue to remain unused for a long time. If prevailing problems cannot be resolved, one would recommend that those structures be handed over to the local municipalities for other community usage. 

It is further recommended that the traditional administration centres be linked to the multipurpose community centres (MPCCs) either as extensions or satellites thereof. While this will ensure that the government’s intention to provide one stop shops to government services is realized, it will also address the issue of working in isolation by government departments and spheres, thus avoiding the duplication of similar services being rendered for the same communities. The issue of ownership of the traditional administration centres should also be addressed if these structures are to be sustainable. It is recommended that these be handed over to the local municipalities in order to ensure that they are maintained and sustained because traditional councils have no revenue base and are therefore unable to maintain the centres. It is difficult but not impossible to form functional linkages between traditional leadership and municipalities. This would be to the best interest of the traditional communities. 
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