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EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Despite great productivity gains in maize production in Ethiopia, demand for maize is higher than
supply (Abate et al., 2015). Smallholder farmers are unable to meet demand largely due to
productivity bottlenecks common across Sub-Saharan Africa. These include lack of access to quality
seeds, post-harvest losses due to insufficient storage facilities, diseases, and theft (USAID, 2015;
IFAD, 2011), low use of improved seeds and fertilizers (IFAD, 2013), lack of access to input and
output markets, poor infrastructure, ineffective or lacking agricultural extension and innovation, policy
and institutional related constraints, and climate change and related food security challenges (AFDB,

2010). Tackling these complex problems calls for integrated action from actors along the value chain.

The Advanced Maize Seed Adoption Program (AMSAP) is a Public-Private Partnership between the
multinational seed company (DuPont), an American development agency (USAID) and the Ethiopian
government. Through coll aboration and resource pooling tF
constraints of maize farmers in Ethiopia. To upscale or replicate a similar approach across other
markets or value chains, it is relevant to understand why value chain actors would be willing to tackle
such value chain spanning problems, why they would collaborate with other actors, and under what
form of collaboration. This research is an exploratory research to gain insight into these strategic
drivers and governance form preferences. Empirical research was done amongst AMSAP partners
and other actors in the maize value chain such as local seed companies, farmer cooperative unions,

banks, buyers, research institutes and non-governmental organisations.

Theories regarding drivers to partner were compiled from literature review in Innovation Ecosystems,
the Resource-Based View, and Public-Private Partnerships theory. These were compared to findings
from interviews and questionnaires conducted in Ethiopia. Key results were that (1) resource
interdependencies between actors in the innovation ecosystem were a motivation to partner, (2) that
the government plays an active role as distribution channel, trusted source of knowledge, and

institutional enabler, and (3) an integrative PPP form is preferred.

To the researcher s knowledge this is the fiivest r ese:
with PPP theory in a developing country context. This research proposed that - in the Ethiopian
context - the more the government is active at different levels of the innovation ecosystem, the more
interdependence is seen between innovation ecosystem actors and the more actors are willing to
work in a PPP. It is suggested further research be done to operationalise and test these propositions.
Combined with further research, this research could serve as example for future private and public

sector interactions in a similar agricultural value chain context, especially in developing countries.






ABSTRACT

Despite great productivity gains in maize production in Ethiopia over the past decade, demand for
maize is higher than supply (Abate et al., 2015). Smallholder farmers are unable to meet demand
largely due to productivity bottlenecks common across Sub-Saharan Africa. These include lack of
access to high quality seeds, post-harvest losses due to insufficient storage facilities, diseases, and
theft (USAID, 2015; IFAD, 2011), low use of improved seeds and fertilizers (IFAD, 2013), lack of
access to input and output markets, poor infrastructure, ineffective or lacking agricultural extension
and innovation, policy and institutional related constraints, and climate change and related food
security challenges (AFDB, 2010). Tackling these complex problems calls for integrated action from
different actors along the value chain. An example of such an approach is the Advanced Maize Seed
Adoption Program (AMSAP) a Public-Private Partnership (PPP) between the multinational seed

company (DuPont), an American development agency (USAID) and the Ethiopian government.

The main research question is: what are strategic drivers and governance attribute preference for
maize value chain actors to partner in a Public-Private Partnership that addresses maize value chain
productivity in Ethiopia? The objective of this research is to understand why value chain actors would
be willing to tackle value chain spanning problems, if and why they would collaborate with other value

chain actors, and if so, under what form of collaboration.

The theoretical body of this research builds on the key concepts from Innovation Ecosystem theory,
the Resource-Based View, and Public-Private Partnership theory. The empirical study consists of
interviews and questionnaires conducted in Ethiopia with two groups: AMSAP partners, and maize
value chain actors not involved in AMSAP. A within-case and between-case analysis of the qualitative
and quantitative data was conducted. The key findings are (1) that resource interdependencies
between actors drive the creation of PPP, (2) that the government plays a key role as distribution
channel, trusted source of knowledge, and as institutional enabler in the PPP, and (3) that an
integrative PPP form is preferred. To the best of our knowledge this research is the first to explore the
innovation ecosystem perspective with PPP theory in a developing country context. Combined with
further research, this research could serve as example for the design of future private and public

sector interactions in a similar agricultural value chain context, especially in developing countries.

Key words: /nnovation Ecosystem, Resource-Based View, Public-Private Partnership, AMSAP, maize

value chain, Ethiopia
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1.INTRODUCTION

This chapter will introduce the reader to the problem, provide contextual information, and discuss the

practical and academic relevance of the research.

1.1. BACKGROUND

While most people can still recall the images of the famine after a major drought struck Ethiopia in the
mid-1980s, news reports caution for what may become a similar fate in 2016. Headlines announce
Ethiopia, a nation of farmers, strains under severe drought (NYTimes, 2015) and the world
overlooks Ethiopia drought crisis that leaves millions hungry (USAToday, 2016). The Ethiopian
government announced that the number of people in need of food assistance increased from 4.5
million in August to 10.2 million in February 2016 (World Food Program, 2016). Events like these
serve as reminder of the vulnerability of agricultural value chains and the urgency to address the

resilience and productivity of these systems.

Maize is one of Ethiopia s most important cereals in terms of production, with 8 million farmers across
two million hectares producing it (USAID, 2014). Maize is also an important crop for food security as
cheapest source of caloric intake in Ethiopia (Abate et al., 2015; EthioAGP, 2013). Ethiopia is
currently the only country in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) besides South Africa to have achieved
average yields of three metric tons/hectare (Abate et al., 2015). Even in years without El Nifio related
droughts demand for maize still surpasses supply despite great productivity gains in maize production

in the past decade (Abate et al., 2015).

Smallholder farmers are unable to meet demand largely due to productivity bottlenecks common
across SSA. These include lack of access to high quality seeds, post-harvest losses due to
insufficient storage facilities, diseases, and theft (USAID, 2015; IFAD, 2011), low use of improved
seeds and fertilizers (IFAD, 2013), lack of access to input and output markets, poor infrastructure,
ineffective or lacking agricultural extension and innovation, policy and institutional related constraints,

and climate change and related food security challenges (AFDB, 2010).

Hybrid seed usage is estimated to stand at 10% in Ethiopia. In 2013 73% of farmers relied on
varieties of seeds that were almost 20 years old. Recycled seeds are more susceptible to diseases
and deliver lower yields. Seeds are often recycled because of farmers capital constraints and lack of
access to modern varieties (Abate et al., 2015). Seed recycling is assumed to be one of the causes of

the low average yield of maize smallholder farmers, together with other causes such as adverse
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weather conditions and poor field management (AGRA, 2015). Estimates indicate that maize yields
could be doubled through significant value chain investments such as: increasing the availability of
modern seed varieties, increasing the accessibility of farmers to modern inputs, reducing production
risks, and improving farmers access to credit and extension services (Abate et al., 2015; EthioAGP,

2013).

1.2. PROBLEM ANALYSIS

The above mentioned problems are intertwined and complex. Tackling these problems require a
holistic, integrated value chain approach. Such an approach has been studied through different
theoretical lenses. This research will combine and build on Innovation Ecosystem theory (IE), New
Institutional Economics, (NIE) and the Resource-Based View (RBV). IE theory suggests that an
innovation ecosystem is comprised of three levels: 1. direct suppliers, core competencies, and
distribution channels, 2. suppliers of suppliers, direct customers and their customers, and suppliers of
complementary products and services, and 3. peripheral actors such as competitors, co-operators,
governments, universities, associations, unions, investors and other stakeholders (Letaifa, 2014).
Collaborative approaches to tackle value chain spanning problems should therefore take into account
the interdependencies between these actors. This interdependencies can be attributed to resource
idiosyncrasy between actors. To understand the role of idiosyncratic resources the RBV will be
examined. The RBV establishes that there is a relationship between idiosyncratic resources of a firm
and its preferred governance form. The governance form behind the collaboration between IE actors
can be examined from a NIE perspective. The NIE perspective suggest that actors collaborate in a
governance form that best matches attributes of a transaction and context specific conditions. Public
and private interaction is examined through two PPP forms autonomous and integrative - looking
specifically at i nt er acti on bet ween public and p undevlyangy

operational and governance models.

In practice, one approach that aims to address food security and development goals in a holistic way
is the New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition (NAFSN) announced during the G8 Summit in
2012. This model of partnership was motivated by the need for sustained inclusive agriculture-led
growth in Africa (New Alliance, 2012). NAFSN proponents describe the role of the private sector in
bringing about such transformation as pivotal, acknowledged also by various scholars (New Alliance,
2012; Abate et al., 2015; Affognon, 2014; FAO/World Bank, 2010; Poulton & Macartney, 2012;
USAID, 2013). The NAFSN is a $3.75 billion PPP representing commitments from more than 70

global and local companies, 6 African nations, and numerous international donors and development
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organisations (Feed the Future, 2013). The case study in this research the Advanced Maize Seed

Adoption Program (AMSAP) is the first PPP that falls under the NAFSN.

AMSAP is an example of a PPP that addresses problems in the maize value chain to improve the
productivity of smallholder maize farmers in Ethiopia. Partners are the United Agency for International
Development (USAID), DuPont Pioneer and the Government of Ethiopia. USAID is a U.S government
agency that works to eradicate extreme poverty. Du Pont Pioneer is a world leader in developing and
supplying advanced plant genetics and hybrid seed varieties (USAID, 2015). The Government of
Ethiopia is represented by the Ministry of Agriculture and the Agricultural Transformation Agency a
government agency that works to promote agricultural sector transformation by supporting the
government, private sector and other non-governmental partners. The aim of the program is to
increase the productivity of smallholder farmers in three ways: (1) through high-quality hybrid maize
seeds, (2) by expanding the access to agricultural inputs and improving seed distribution, and (3) by
improving post-harvest storage (USAID, 2015). The program started with 320 farmers, increased to
approximately 32,000 by the end of 2015, and a plan to reach 100,000 through upscaling the program
by 2018. So far results have shown an increase of productivity of 35,000 farmers by 50%, reduced
post-harvest losses by 20%, and increased income of smallholder farmers by an average of 20%

(USAID, 2015).

The questions that enthused this research were why value chain actors would be willing to tackle
such value chain spanning problems, if and why they would collaborate with other value chain actors
to tackle value chain spanning problems, and under what form of collaboration. Understanding these
aspects could help in the design of upscaling plans of partnerships like AMSAP. Up-scaling is a
concept covering all forms of expansion, growth and replication, implying horizontal and vertical
dimensions in four categories (Schipper, et al., 2014:9). Quantitative scaling up is the geographical
expansion to more people. Functional scaling up expands the scope of an activity. Political scaling up
refers to expansion through efforts to broaden the political process in which the initiative operates.
And organisational scaling up by expanding the institutional base that implements the intervention

(Schipper, et al., 2014:9).

This research aims to gain an understanding of these questions from two perspectives: the
perspective of value chain actors that are engaged in the AMSAP PPP and from the perspective of
value chain actors that are not (yet) engaged in such a partnership. Examining both perspectives
allows for a comparison of the ex-post (why did they partner) and ex-ante (why would they partner)

reasons for partnering. To up-scale a PPP like AMSAP with other value chain actors in the future it is
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necessary to gain insight into the respective

PPP.

For the first perspective, the actors in the AMSAP PPP are engaged, namely: DuPont, USAID, and
the Ethiopian government. The second perspective takes into account organisations, individuals and
institutions related to the development, multiplication, processing, storage, distribution and marketing
of seeds and maize (Cromwell 1991; AGRA 2009; cited in Chinsinga, 2011). For the purpose of this
research these actors are divided into two groups: value chain actors (e.g. buyers, suppliers) and
complementary actors (e.g. government, non-governmental, banks, and research institutes). The
choice was made to limit the research scope to studying value chain actors located upstream and

downstream the farmers seed input supplier, but not beyond processing level.

1.3. RELEVANCE

At the best of our knowledge, this research is one of the first to apply IE theory in a developing
country and agricultural value chain context. Likewise, it is one of the first to link IE theory to PPP
theory. It contributes to further understanding cooperation between value chain actors beyond
traditional buyer-suppliers interaction, thereby specifically considering cooperation between
competitors, and cooperation with the government in the innovation ecosystem. Research in this field
is relevant because it builds on the academic debate about inter-organisational collaborations and

partnerships.

From a practical perspective this research contributes to a better understanding of why and in what
form value chain actors would collaborate with other actors to address value chain spanning
problems. This is relevant as increased investment of the private sector in agricultural development is
encouraged (New Alliance, 2012; Abate et al., 2015; Affognon, 2014; FAO/World Bank, 2010; Poulton
& Macartney, 2012; USAID, 2013). And furthermore relevant as more mergers and acquisitions by
multinational companies (MNCs) like DuPont are seen in SSA, especially in the seed sector in the
past few years (AFSA, 2014). Being the first PPP under the wide-scale NAFSN initiative, it is
especially relevant to use these findings for future PPP designs under this initiative, or for upscaling
plans of similar initiatives. Also, understanding interdependencies between actors helps industry
actors and policy makers create appropriate incentives that stimulate collaboration amongst actors to
strengthen the seed sector and maize value chain. The findings and design of this research can be
used as foundation for further research on innovation ecosystem collaboration in other value chains or

markets.
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1.4. REPORT OUTLINE

The introduction (chapter 1) presented the general background of the research topic. The conceptual
research design (chapter 2) presents the research objective, questions, and research framework. The
literature review (chapter 3) presents the key concepts from the three theoretical streams used to
build the theoretical framework that guided the empirical research. The methodology (chapter 4)
presents the technical framework used to gather and analyse results from the literature review and
empirical field work. The results (chapter 5) present the findings from the data analysis. The
discussion (chapter 6) answers the sub-questions and the main research question. The conclusion
(chapter 7) discusses the practical and academic implications, the research limitations, and provides

recommendations for further research.
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2.CONCEPTUAL RESEARCH DESIGN

The conceptual research design addresses the what and why questions of the research. It consists

of the research objective, research questions and research framework.

2.1. TYPE OF RESEARCH

This research is an inductive, exploratory form of research. It uses the Grounded Theory approach to
compare cases observed in reality to existing theory with the aim of developing propositions for new
theory (Verschuren and Doorewaard, 2010). The Grounded Theory approach developed by Glaser
and Straus in 1967 is a method to produce theory that contains many conceptual relationships. It has
a strong focus on patterns and interactions between and among actors, and changes in patterns of
action and interaction (Straus & Corbin, 1994: 278). This approach develops theories that are
systematic stat ement s(Stads & LorlEing 09402A79. Itisaedngderecbams hi p s
appropriate method to analyse complex issues for situations in which little is known about the
phenomenon, when current perspectives lack empirical substantiation, or when perspectives are in
conflict with common sense or each other. Theory-building is most appropriate in early stages of
research on a topic, or to provide new notions to an already researched topic (Eisenhardt, 1989).
Using this approach suits this research because it explores potential linkages between theories from
different conceptual domains in empirical research. Linking these domains is an unexplored avenue.
The Grounded Theory approach helps the researcher to detect interactions and patterns between

actors.

2.2. RESEARCH OBJECTIVE

The AMSAP is a novel approach that combines interventions in the value chain to address farmer
productivity, income, and storage provisions for maize farmers in Ethiopia. AMSAP can be seen as an
approach to diffuse an existing innovation - hybrid seeds - that are relatively new to the Ethiopian
market. The credit, storage, and other input interventions provided through the AMSAP approach

complement the diffusion of hybrid seeds.

This research aims to improve the understanding of the strategic drivers and governance attribute
preferences under which actors in the innovation ecosystem around AMSAP are willing to partner to
provide products and/or services that could improve the productivity of farmers in the value chain.
This understanding can give insight on how to up-scale an approach like AMSAP with other actors.

This research takes a holistic approach whereby the innovation ecosystem takes into account both
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actors upstream and downstream the maize value chain, as well as complementary actors around the
maize value chain. The combination of literature and empirical findings will be used to build

propositions for further research.

2.3. RESEARCH QUESTION

The main research question is:

What are strategic drivers and governance attribute preferences for innovation ecosystem actors to

partner in a Public-Private Partnership that addresses maize value chain productivity in Ethiopia?

To answer the main research question the following conceptual and empirical sub-questions need to

be answered. The conceptual sub-questions are:

1. What are strategic drivers for innovation ecosystem actors to partner?
a. Who are innovation ecosystem actors according to Innovation Ecosystem theory?
b. What role does resource endowment and position along the value chain play as
strategic driver to partner according to Innovation Ecosystem and Strategic
Management theory?

2. What are governance attributes of a PPP according to New Institutional Economics theory?

The empirical sub-questions are:

3. What are the value chain productivity strategies of AMSAP?
a. How do AMSAP partners address maize value chain productivity issues?
b. What are the governance attributes of the AMSAP partnership?

4. What are strategic drivers for innovation ecosystem actors around seed input suppliers in the

maize value chain in Ethiopia to partner in a PPP like AMSAP?

a. Under what conditions of resource endowment along the value chain are they willing
to partner?
b. How does the position in the chain and perception of a problem influence their
decision to partner?

5. What are the preferred governance attributes of a PPP for innovation ecosystem actors

around seed input suppliers in the maize value chain in Ethiopia?
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2.4, RESEARCH FRAMEWORK

The research framework is a schematic representation of the research objective and includes the
appropriate steps that need to be taken in order to achieve it (Verschuren & Doorewaard, 2010: 65).

Figure 1 represents the research framework that will be used to answer the main research question.

Innovation Ecosystemn (SG1a)
Resource-Based Wiew (SQ1b) Theoretical Framework

Public-Private Parinerships (SQ2)

Sirategic Drivers and Governance
Conditions to Pariner

AMSAP Case Study (SQ3)

Strategic Drivers to Partner {S24) Emgpirical Findings Propositions

PPP Govemance Conditions (SQ5)

Phase 1 Literature Pha=se 2 Empirical Phase 3 Analysis of Phase 4 Phase &
Review Research Results Conclusion Propositions

Figure 1 Research Framework

The literature review (phase one) examines who value chain ecosystem actors are, it examines the
strategic drivers to partner in a PPP and it examines governance attributes of P P P Thke.goal of the
literature review is to gain an understanding of the main drivers for partnering in a PPP from a
Strategic Management and NIE lens. The findings from the literature review will be used to create a

theoretical framework that links the three research domains.

The empirical research (phase two) consists of data collection in Ethiopia. The data collection will
focus on drivers of AMSAP partners to partner in AMSAP and the attributes of that partnership, the
strategic drivers of other value chain actors to partner in a partnership like AMSAP, and their

preferred governance attributes of that partnership.
The analysis of results from the empirical research will be done in phase three.

In phase four the main research question will be answered using the findings of the literature review

and empirical study. The conclusion will provide propositions (phase five) for further research.
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3.LITERATURE REVIEW

This section will elaborate on key findings of each concept from the literature review and conclude by

tying the concepts together.

3.1. INNOVATION ECOSYSTEM

The innovation ecosystem is defined as the collaborative arrangements through which firms combine
their individual offerings into a coherent, customer-facing solution (Adner, 2006: 2). The customer-
facing solution is understood as the innovation. Other names that closely describe features of
innovation ecosystems include: platform leadership, keystone strategies, open innovation, value
networks, and hyperlinked organizations (Adner, 2006:2). The key notion is that firms combine their
resources and capabilities to collaborate and/or co-create because the success of an individual
innovation is often dependent on the success of other innovations in the firms external environment
(Adner & Kapoor, 2010:310). Collaborating closely allows for more value creation and prosperity
because a firms actions are related to other firms in the ecosystem (Letaifa, 2014). This trend the
collaboration and co-creation with multiple actors (customers, partners, competitors, and suppliers)
has been explored by various scholars (Letaifa, 2014; Adner & Kapoor, 2010; Kapoor & Lee, 2013;
Davis & Eisenhardt, 2011; Gawner & Cusumano, 2014; Lazzarini, 2015). |IE theory is novel in the way
it not only examines the innovation challenges faced by the focal firm, but links these to bottlenecks in
the firms ecosystem, to better understand interdependencies and coordination between actors (Adner

& Kapoor, 2010).

The ecosystem view provides a more comprehensive view of the interaction between actors and their
environments than the traditional supply chain view (Adner & Kapoor, 2010). Using an ecosystem
lens means an understanding is gained of challenges and opportunities for value creation beyond
direct suppliers or competitors. The three levels of interaction in an ecosystem (figure 2) are (1) core
business; (2) enlarged enterprise; and (3) ecosystem. The first level includes direct suppliers, core
competencies, and distribution channels. The enlarged enterprise includes suppliers of suppliers,
direct customers and their customers, and suppliers of complementary products and services. The
third level includes peripheral actors such as competitors, co-operators, governments, universities,

associations, unions, investors and other stakeholders (Moore, 1996: 27; cited in Letaifa, 2014).
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Business
ecosystem
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Core
business
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Supplers
of supplers

Direct Core Distribution
suppliers competencies channels

Suppliers of complementary products
and services

Co-opetitors
(Competitors and cooperators)
Other stakeholders and peripheral actors

Enlarged
enterprise

Figure 2 Three levels of interaction and value creation for all enterprises (Moore, 1996. 27, cited in

Letaifa, 2014).

While different names have been given to the actor that drives the innovation ecosystem, such as
platform leader or keystone player, this paper will refer to them as the focal firms. They often do not
have the capabilities or resources to create complementary products or services, thereby requiring
them to collaborate (Cusumano & Gawer, 2002). They create value and increase ecosystem
proaductivity by connecting network participants to one another or by making the creation of new
products by third parties more efficient (lansisti & Levien, 2004a:74; cited in Belussi & Orsi, 2015).
But they also contribute their own rare and valuable resources (Belussi & Orsi, 2015). An example
from Barringer and Harrison (2000) is Kodak who led an alliance that included Fuji, Canon, Minolta,
and Nikon to create the Advance Photo System, a technology that allows a person using a camera
with a fixed lens to switch back and forth among standard, close-up, and wide- angle pictures.
According to Harbison and Pekar (1998), this technology could only have been developed through the

combined efforts of this collection of companies (Barringer & Harrison, 2000:373).

Complementor 1

Complementors are actors in the ecosystem

that provide complementary products or

services (complements) to the focal actor s

product or service that enable customers to

. J S

Components Complements

utilize it efficiently, a classic example being
the printer as complement to the computer
(Adner & Kapoor 2010). The outputs of Figure 3 Generic schema of an ecosystem with
upstream components and complementors (Adner & Kapoor 2010)
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suppliers that serve as inputs to the focal firm are called components. A component challenge may
affect the focal firm s ability to produce a product, while a complement challenge may constrain the
customer to utilize the focal firms product or service to its full benefit (figure 3) (Adner et al., 2010).
Thus, the performance of a focal firms product or service or innovation, is dependent on the

availability and performance of complements and components.

Ecosystems are characterised by interdependence between actors (Adner & Kapoor, 2010). Thus
actors must look beyond their own core markets and capabilities, and also consider the context and
the network of strategic interdependence embedding them (Adner & Kapoor, 2010; Kapoor & Lee,
2013; Zahra & Nambisan, 2012; Kapoor & Lee, 2013; Dagnino et al., 2015; cited in Belussi & Orsi,
2015). This network includes actors of the enlarged enterprise and business ecosystem, thus
containing both complementors and competitors, with heterogeneous and/or homogenous resources
(Moore, 1993; lansiti & Levien, 2004a, 2004b; Adner & Kapoor, 2010; cited in Belussi & Orsi, 2015).
This interdependence between actors requires coordination through a governance form that mitigates

uncertainty surrounding the transaction; discussed in more detail in section 3.2.

Research has found competitors collaborating, competing or doing both simultaneously in innovation
ecosystems (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000). This interplay between cooperative and competitive
behaviour of actors in an innovation ecosystem is named coopetition (Brandenburger & Nalebuff,
1996). Cooperation enlarges the business pie, while competition provides actors with a larger slice of
the pie. Coopetitive relationships can be classified into three types: (1) cooperation-dominated; (2)
equal relationship; and (3) competition-dominated relationship. The rationale behind competitive
behaviour is that actors are self-interested and interested in competing to fulfil their self-interest. The
idea behind cooperation is that actors are interested in collective actions to achieve common goals
(Bengtsson & Kock, 2000). The most common benefits of coopetitive behaviour are: knowledge
sharing, learning, pooling of resources and competencies, and the reduction of firm costs and risks
(Inkpen, 2000; Lecy et al., 2003; Zineldin, 2004; cited in Walley & Constance, 2010). These benefits

can provide competitive advantages.

Whether actors cooperate, compete or do both in an innovation ecosystem depends on conditions of
the ecosystem the actor is part of. Aspects of these conditions are: resource heterogeneity and
location in the chain (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000, Adner & Kapoor, 2012). Bengtsson and Kock (2000)
propose that heterogeneity in resources can bring about coopetitive relationships since unique
resources are advantageous in both cooperation and competition, and that firms cooperate more

frequently in activities carried out at a greater distance from buyers, while they compete in activities
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closer to buyers. Adner and Kapoor (2012) propose that the location of ecosystem challenges
matters as they can affect the delivery of complements and/or components, which affects the

outcome of a focal firms innovation.

To summarise, the key notion from IE theory is that actors in an innovation ecosystem are
interdependent, they combine their resources and capabilities to collaborate and/or co-create
because the success of an individual innovation is often dependent on the success of other
innovations in the firm s external environment  (Adner & Kapoor, 2010: 310). Due to this
interdependency, the location of ecosystem challenges matters as this can affect the delivery of
complements and/or components. Complementors are actors that provide complementary products or
services, and components are the output of upstream suppliers (Adner & Kapoor, 2010).
Collaboration is required if an actor does not have the resources to create complementary products or
services or components (Cusumano & Gawer, 2002). Whether actors collaborate depends on
resource heterogeneity (can an actor gain access to certain resources by collaborating with certain
actors) and the location of the challenge in the chain (does the complementor, or component supplier
face a challenge, and how does this affect the actor). This research will examine the interdependency
and resource heterogeneity between actors to gain insight into the motivation of innovation ecosystem
actors to collaborate. The coordination mechanism behind collaborative behaviour will be examined

next from a NIE PPP perspective.

3.2. PuBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

NIE literature has contributed extensively to knowledge on governance modes. Williamson (1991)
proposes three modes of governance: market, hybrid, and hierarchy. Transactions are governed in
different structures associated with three governance mechanisms: market with price, hierarchy with
authority, and hybrids with trust (Bradach & Eccles, 1989; cited in Eriksson, 2008:428). The different
forms of organization along the market-hierarchy continuum (table 1) involve trade-offs along the
dimensions of cost of organization and adaptability of the organization (Gibbons, 2005; cited in
Kapoor & Lee, 2013). The cost of organization refers to sources of inefficiencies that may interfere
with the firm s alfKagoori&teet2013:276)eThese costsairiclude intensity of
i n c e n tthanredlect the extent to which parties are compensated for their contribution toward firm
p er f or naadhureaucratic costs from gover namuoak i ailiamsdbe, A975;/ o n

1985 cited in Kapoor & Lee, 2013). The adaptability refersthe ext ent t o which t he Ffir
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a coordinated response to changing market and technological circumstances characterized by high

uncertainty (Barnard, 1938; Williamson, 1991a,; 1991b; cit

Table 1 Organisational forms and trade-offs

Trade-off Governance Forms

Market Hybrid Hierarchy

(Cost of) Organisation Low High

Incentives High-powered Low-powered

Bureaucratic costs Low High
Adaptability Low High

Authority Absent Present

Coordination Price-based Authority-based

Administration Decentralised Centralised

In the discrete alignment princijple Williamson (1985) describes that actors operating in a competitive
environment will adopt a governance structure that fits comparatively better with the attributes of a
transaction at stake. The attributes of transactions are: asset specificity (or mutual dependency) and
uncertainty (Williamson, 2002). Frequency is also mentioned as transactional condition. Ménard
(2004:354) poses that the more specific mutual investments are, the higher the risk of opportunistic
behaviour, and the tighter the forms of control will b e Where specific mutual investments refers to
high asset specificity, and higher risk of opportunistic behaviour refers to behaviour that is se/f-
interesting seeking with guile (Simon, 1947; cited in Williamson, 1991:79). The second characteristic
is uncertainty: the more consequential the uncertainty is, the higher is the risk of opportunism, and
hence the more centralized the coordination tends fto be (Mé n a R004: 358). Mé n a(R0d4) poses

that uncertainties can come from three causes:

Input uncertainty: e.g. issues of quality of resources traded among partners in the supply
chain;

Output uncertainty: e.g. related to difficulties in assessing whether the output meets standards
set in the arrangement;

Transformation process uncertainty: e.g. when partners share only part of their resources

there is uncertainty regarding the activities that require resources not included in the

arrangement.

Uncertainty also arises in an instable institutional environment. Where the more consequential the

uncertainty, the higher the contractual hazards, and the higher the need for control and tighter
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coordination. Uncertainty influences decisions regarding the level of resources pooled and the

appropriate coordination mechanism (Mé n a 2004).

Transaction cost economics (TCE) focuses on how an organisation should organize its boundary-
spanning activities so as to minimize the sum of its production and transaction costs (Barringer &
Harrison, 2000). A driving notion in TCE and governance mode is t h e make or

formulated by Coase (1937). When the TC are too high a market exchange (buy) may be prohibited,
so the firm has to internalize the production (make) (Barringer & Harrison, 2000). This decision is tied
to transaction and production costs, where transaction costs refer to the costs of an exchange
(Williamson, 1975) and production costs come from organising activities in-house (Das & Teng,

2000). In a hybrid (e.g. inter-organizational relationship like joint venture, alliance or partnership) the

make or buy deci si on e x pBaridgsr &tHarrisonn 2000y df&ybrids st t ner

because markets are perceived as unable to adequately bundle the relevant resources and
capabilities, while integration in a hierarchy would reduce flexibility by creating irreversibility and
weakening incentives (Teece & Pisano, 1994; cited in Mé n a R@D4: 351). Hybrid is a concept
applied to a family of forms that are each distinct in their attributes. Network of firms, franchising,
subcontracting, partnerships, cooperatives, and alliances, are the most extensively studied varieties

of hybrid governance arrangements (Mé n a 2084).

PPP s are defined as any long-term collaborative relationships between one or more private actors
and public bodies that combine public sector management or oversight with a private partner s
resources and competencies for a direct provision of a public good or service (Kivleniece & Quelin,
2012: 273). Kivleniece and Quelin (2012) expand Williamson s (1999) schema of governance modes
to include autonomous and integrative modes of public-private collaborations (table 2). The underlying
models by which the autonomous and integrative public-private governance forms are distinguished
are: operational model (degree of operational task sharing), revenue model (end-user vs. tax-based
sources of revenue), and governance features (authority, property rights, and incentives) (Gulati &
Singh, 1998; Holmstrom & Milgroom, 1994; Makadok & Coff, 2009; cited in Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012:
279).

The key attributes of public-private ties are: voluntary collaborative structures, shared resources and
competencies, and public goods as collaboration output (Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012: 273). Resources
and organisational strengths are pooled, whereby private actors perform operational tasks
corresponding to areas of core competence, and the public actor performs tasks that the private actor

has less competence in, or tasks that require public legitimacy (Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012).
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The autonomous mode i s charactevringdegendyent private manage me

supervision (Kivleniece&Quelin, 2015:15). The private actor invests in public assets and service
provision based on the rights obtained from the public authority, and the public authority takes on a
monitoring and enforcement role. The private actors obtains payments from end users, the incentives
are high as the revenue is tied to the final output and cost of production that are under the private
actors control. The autonomous form is characterised by productive and allocative efficiencies due to

private actor involvement (Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012).

The integrative mode is characterised by mutual operations un(kivdeniecs har ed

&Quelin, 2015:17). The public and private actor share tasks depending on the corresponding area of
competence. The market uncertainty associated with this form are lower for the private actor (revenue
is not tied to output, risks are shared with public authority) but the need for coordination, risk of
appropriation and resource dependence on public authority resources is higher. The integrative form
is characterised not by efficiency, but rather by synergistic combinations of complementary public

and private resources (Dyer & Singh, 1998; cited in Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012).

Table 2 Typology of Public-Private Governance Forms (retrieved from Kivieniece & Quelin, 2012)

Governance Forms

Autonomous <+ > Integrative
Operational tasks delegated to private Operational task shared with public partner
partner
Low need for coordination between Operational Model  High need for coordination between public
public and private counterparts and private counterparts
Public authority assumes monitoring and Important role of public partner resources
supervisory role and capabilities
Private actor derives revenue from end- Revenue Model Private actor derives revenue from public
users partner
Strong private actor authority Governance Weak private actor authority
Predominantly private property rights Features Shared property rights with public partner
High-powered incentive regime Low-powered incentive regime

The indirect benefits to private actors from ties with public actors are expanded business scope,
enhanced legitimacy, or even organisational survival (Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012:273). They may gain
intangible resources and capabilities such as access to public knowledge sources, enhanced
organisational skills, enhanced reputation or legitimacy spill-overs from engaging in domains of public

interest (Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012: 277). However, critical views see private actor engagement into
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public domains as a benefit maximising opportunity with little concern over broader implications for
value creation and distribution (Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012: 273). Indirect benefits to public actors are
from market-like mechanisms, competition, and high powered incentives (Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff,
2011; Schleifer, 1998; cited in Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012: 276). Critical views may see public actor

engagement in public-private ties as motivated by political interests.
The literature study findings on drivers to collaborate include:

Access to/exploitation of idiosyncratic resources (Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012);
Reduction of uncertainty (Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012);
Market externalities (Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012)

Learning, scale advantages, faster development times, shared risks (Gulati, 1999; Gulati,
Nohria & Zaheer, 2000; Powell, Koput & Smith-Doerr, 1996)

Risk sharing (Kogut, 1988; cited in Cao & Zhang, 2010)
Reduction of transaction costs (Mé n a 2064, Cao & Zhang, 2010);
Enhanced productivity (Kalwani & Narayandas, 1995; cited in Cao & Zhang, 2010)

Enhanced profit performance and competitive advantage (Mentzer et al., 2000; cited in Cao &
Zhang, 2010).

Creating value by combining resources, sharing knowledge, increasing speed to market, and
gaining access to foreign markets (Doz & Hamel, 1998; cited in Berrington & Harrison,
2000:367).

The following conditions for cooperation refer to situations or environments where cooperation is
suitable or cooperation becomes more likely, as identified by Luo (2007:130) and Eisenhardt and
Schoonhoven (1996, cited in Das & Teng, 2000:33). What these conditions have in common is that
they are plagued by uncertainty, risks, and idiosyncratic resource endowments of actors. Many of the

drivers to collaborate are indirectly or directly related to heterogeneity of interests and resources.

Cooperation is more likely to occur in primary value chain activities, especially in long-term

outsourcing agreements, co-production, and supporting value chain activities;

Cooperation is more likely to occur in product areas that involve complementary strengths but

different competitive goals;

Cooperation is more likely to occur with products that are untested by the market, and in

areas with learning opportunities;
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Cooperation is more likely to occur in markets that are promising but volatile, difficult to

access due to tangible and intangible barriers;
Cooperation is more likely to occur in conditions that raise transaction costs;

Firms are more likely to form alliances when both firms are in a vulnerable strategic position
in terms of needing resources;

Firms are more likely to form alliances when they are in strong social positions in terms of

having valuable resources to share.

To summarise, NIE theory establishes that actors will choose a governance form that best fits with the
attributes of the transaction at stake, namely: uncertainty, asset specificity, and frequency. It is also
established that actors prefer a hybrid governance form when markets are wnable to adequately
bundle the relevant resources and capabilities, while integration in a hierarchy would reduce flexibility
by creating irreversibility and weakening incentives (Teece & Pisano, 1994; cited in Mé nar d
2004:351). Governance choices can be seen as an alignment between structural collaboration form
and context specific conditions such as degree of uncertainty (environmental, market, or
political/institutional), the type of resources, and nature of externalities (Kivleniece & Quelin, 2012).
This research uses the typology of PPP governance forms ranging from autonomous and integrated
to characterise the AMSAP PPP. Where the NIE uses the TCE rationale and production costs to
explain strategic alliance formation, the RBV uses the resource-based rationale where value

maximisation through resource pooling is emphasised. The RBV will be discussed next.

3.3. RESOURCES AND CAPABILITIES

From the 1980s onwards the RBV emerged as framework to analyse sources of sustained
competitive advantage in the strategic management field (Barney, 1991). While Porters 5 Forces
Model played a formative role in helping to describe the environmental conditions that favour high firm
performance, Barney (1991) argues that little attention has been paid to the role of distinctive firm
attributes on a firm s competitive position. In addition, it was assumed that even if resources were
heterogeneous, this would be short-lived because of resource mobility - resources could be bought
and sold in factor markets (Barney, 1986; Hirschleifer, 1980; cited in Barney, 1991). The RBV looks at
how the sustained competitiveness of a company depends on the resource endowments that

distinguish it from competitors, and on whether these resources are durable, difficult to imitate, and if
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they are substitutable (Grant, 1991; Peteraf, 1993; Collis & Montgomery, 1995; Mahoney & Pandian,
1992; Barney, 1991; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990 and 1994, Stalk et al., 1992; Amit & Shoemaker, 1993;
Porter, 1991; cited in Rangone, 1999).

Firm resources according to Daft (1983) cited in Barney (1991: 101) /nclude all assets, capabilities,
organisational processes, firm attributes, information, knowledge, etc. controlled by a firm that enable
the firm to conceive of and implement strategies that improve its efficiency and effectiveness .
Different classifications of strategic resources have been made in literature and cited
comprehensively in Rangone (1999) and Das and Teng (2000), displayed in appendix 1. This
research will focus on tangible, property-based resources and intangible, knowledge-based
resources. The resources are: physical, financial, reputational, network and knowledge. The

capabilities are: marketing, production, and networking capability.

Das and Teng were one of the first to apply the RBV to strategic alliances, which is seen as a relevant
application as alliances are primarily used to gain access to other firms valuable resources (Das &
Teng, 2000). Strategic alliances are voluntary, cooperative inter-firm agreements aimed at achieving
competitive advantage for the partners (Das & Tent, 2000: 33). When resources can be exchanged
efficiently, a market approach is more likely (Das & Teng, 2000). But when this is not the case, a
hybrid form is a hybrid form is more prevalent as the overall rationale for entering into a strategic
alliance is to aggregate, share, or exchange valuable resource with other firms when these resources
cannot be efficiently obtained through market exchanges or mergers/acquisition (Das & Teng, 2000:
37). The efficient exchange is affected by the characteristic of resources. Valuable resources are
scarce, imperfectly imitable, and lacking in direct substitutes (Barney, 1991). Immobile resources refer
to the difficulty and costs of moving resources from one firm to another, for example reputation.
Imperfect imitability and imperfect substitutability refer to barriers in obtaining similar resources from
elsewhere (Barney, 1991; Peteraf, 1993; cited in Das & Teng, 2000: 40). Given these resource
characteristics, Das & Teng (2000: 41) propose that the more a firm s resources are characterised by
imperfect mobility, imperfect imitability, and imperfect substitutability, the more likely the firm will get

involved in strategic alliances .

Each resource type - property-based or knowledge-based resource, have different resource
characteristics (table 3), and thus influence the choice of alliance structure (Das & Teng, 2000).
Property-based resources are legal properties owned by firms, including financial capital, physical
resources, human resources, etc. (Das & Teng, 2000). Property-based resources are easily

protected by property rights (e.g. patents) and therefore increasingly inimitable, hence, collaborating
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partners are not plagued by the potential unintended transfer of these resources to partners. Property-
based resources can be difficult to substitute, for example distribution channels or a good location for
a business, or have a high degree of immobility, for example employees (Das & Teng, 2000).
Knowledge-based resources are a firm s intangible know-how and skills (Das & Teng, 2000:42).
These resources are not easily imitable or substitutable because they are vague or ambiguous, but
can be relatively mobile in some cases (e.g. technologies may be acquired through market), and
immobile in other cases (e.g. firm culture or learning capacity). The key difference between these two
types of resources is that knowledge-based resources are more susceptible to involuntary transfers

because they do not have legal protection (Das & Teng, 2000).

Table 3 Typical resources based on resource characteristics and resource types (from Das & Teng,

2000: 42)

Property-based Knowledge-based
Imperfect mobility Human resources Organisational resources (e.g., culture)
Imperfect imitability Patents, contracts, copyrights, Technological and managerial resources

trademarks, and registered designs

Imperfect substitutability Physical resources Technological and managerial resources

To summarise, RBV theory establishes there is a relationship between the idiosyncratic resources
and capabilities of a company/organisation and its preference for a certain governance form. The
overall rationale for entering into a strategic alliance is to aggregate, share, or exchange valuable
resource with other firms when these resources cannot be efficiently obtained through market
exchanges or mergers/acquisitions (Das & Teng, 2000: 37). Variables that influence the preferred
governance form (Das & Teng, 2000) are resource characteristics (mobility, imitability, substitutability)

and type of resource (property-based or knowledge-based).

3.4. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The central notion from IE theory is that firms are interdependent on other actors in the innovation
ecosystem. This interdependency comes from resource heterogeneity between actors and the
location of complement and component challenges in the innovation ecosystem. The RBV suggests
resources characteristics affects the efficient exchange of resources through market or hierarchy
governance form. The more resources are characterised by imperfect mobility, imperfect imitability,

and imperfect substitutability the more likely a firm will engage in strategic alliances. The exchange of
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resources can be coordinated through a PPP. There are numerous benefits from partnering. The
governance form autonomous or integrative - is influenced by the interaction between public and

private partners.

The transacting parties in this research are the partners in AMSAP, and the innovation ecosystem
actors around AMSAP, as they are directly interdependent or interdependent on a mediating actor for
products and/or services. AMSAP coordinates actors to provide products and services to facilitate the
adoption of an existing innovation (hybrid seeds). The goal of the innovation ecosystem is to diffuse
the hybrid seed innovation that is relatively new to the Ethiopian market. The transaction examined is
the resource pooling of transacting actors. The resources are: physical, financial, reputational,
network and knowledge, and the capabilities are: marketing, production, and networking capability.
The decision to pool resources to deliver products and/or services that tackle farmer productivity

constraints is posited to be influenced by:

Problems an actor faces;

The resources an actor has to resolve problems;

The dependency on other actors in the innovation ecosystem to resolve problems;
The public and/or private gains an actor can achieve from resolving problems;

The public and/or private gains an actor can achieve from partnering with innovation

ecosystem actors;

Figure 4 displays the key empirical research questions underlying strategic drivers and governance
form preference (left) and literature strands for operationalisation (right). The downward arrow on the

left indicates the decision-making sequence that is believed to underlie the decision to partner.

Figure 4 Key theoretical notions driving research

|E Literature

Does actor perceive problem(s) in maize value chain? =  Role & Locstion of actor in value chain

*  Interdependence on components and complementors

Strategic Management & MIE Literature
Iz actor willing to tackle the perceived problemi(s)?
* Benefits of tackling problems

- Resource and capability pooling

Is actor willing o partner in a PPP to tackle problemis)? - Reduction of uncertainty
- Public and private extemalities

MIE Literature

What is the actor's preferred PPP form?
> Autonomous or Integrated form

#*  Role of govermment in PPP
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4. METHODOLOGY

The methodology describes the technical research design which addressed the Aow , where and
when questions of the research. It consists of the sample selection, data collection method, and data

analysis methods (Verschuren and Doorewaard, 2010).

4.1. RESEARCH STRATEGY AND INFORMATION SOURCES

The research strategy considers decisions regarding the method of by which the research will be
carried out and analysed (Verschuren & Doorewaard, 2010). Verschuren and Doorewaard (2010)
define six types of information sources: people, media, reality, documents, literature, and secondary
data. For each research phase and corresponding research question different sources of information

can be relevant. This subsection is divided into the literature review and the empirical study.

Desk research was required for the literature review phase. Desk research is the search of
information based on existing literature and secondary data. The findings from the desk research are
used to develop the theoretical framework (Verschuren and Doorewaard, 2010). To answer sub-
guestion 1a, literature in the field of innovation ecosystems was studied. To answer question 1b,
literature in the field of the Resource-Based View and Innovation Ecosystems was studied. To answer
guestion 2, literature in the field of P P P was studied. Literature consisted of books, journals, articles,
and case studies collected from sources such as: Scopus, Web of Science, Google Scholar, and

Google.

The samples for the empirical study were selected through theoretical sampling whereby the sample
was chosen based on specified criteria instead of for statistical reasons. The purpose of the research
is to further develop theory, hence the cases were chosen based on how relevant each case was
thought to be in extending theory (Eisenhardt, 1989). This sub-section will first discuss the
respondent categories, the selection criteria for both groups, and then discuss the search method

used to find the respondents.

Respondent Categories

Between 4 and 10 cases is an advised amount of cases to study in a case study research. Fewer
makes it difficult to generate theory with much complexity and its empirical grounding is likely to be

unconvincing. More than 10 cases makes it difficult to cope with the amount of data (Eisenhardt,
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1989). For this research 13 cases were selected. To gain a thorough understanding of the AMSAP
partnership, all partners involved were studied, equalling five in total (group 1). To gain an
understanding of the viewpoint of actors along the value chain eight cases were selected, covering a
range of actors downstream, upstream the maize value chain and complementary actors around the
maize value chain (group 2). The purpose of the research was to understand the strategic drivers to
partner and the preferred governance attributes. Interviewing actors already involved in a partnership
helps answer this research question. However, for the research it was of added value to also
interview actors not (yet) involved in such a partnership. Adding this second group enables a richer
analysis to answer the research question. Secondly, group 2 actors are believed to be influenced by
the AMSAP program, or have the potential to benefit from such a program because of
interdependencies between actors in an innovation ecosystem. This is especially pertinent in the seed
sector, u n d gfre sentfoeo abmplexs web of organisations, individuals and institutions
associated with the development, multiplication, processing, storage, distribution and marketing of
s e e dGromwell 1991; AGRA 2009; cited in Chinsinga, 2011). Moreover, these actors could provide
the components or complements needed to upscale an approach like AMSAP. Thus gaining an
understanding of the perspectives of these actors is relevant when evaluating whether and/how to up-

scale such an initiative.

The two categories of respondents are AMSAP partners and non-AMSAP partners (table 5). A further
distinction can be made in terms of their position and/or role in the maize value chain, as displayed in

table 4. Upstream and downstream refers to the position relative to a seed company.

Table 4 Respondent Types

Group 1 AMSAP Group 2 Non-AMSAP

Governmental Non- Seed Upstream Downstream = Complementor
Local Foreign = Governmental Company
Agricultural USAID ACDI VOCA DuPont Public Seed | Farmer Bank
Transformation Enterprise Cooperative
Agency Union
Ministry of Private Seed = Processors Research
Agriculture Companies Institute

NGO

Sample Criteria Group 1

The AMSAP partners were chosen based on their engagement in the AMSAP partnership. The

individuals were chosen on the basis of their key positions in the partnership, their knowledge about
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the partnership and the maize value chain, and their availability and willingness to meet in-person, or
if necessary over the phone (between the 6t and 20t of February 2016). One or two people were
interviewed from each actor category. The list of respondents and their positions can be found in

appendix 2.

Sample Criteria Group 2

The first, albeit broad criteria for group 2, was that each actor should be engaged in the maize value
chain. Different organisational types were required to cover the different positions along the value
chain related to component and complement needs in an approach like AMSAP. The number of
respondents was not predetermined, the focus lay on sampling respondents to create a complete
picture. The choice to focus the sampling on value chain actors around seed companies,
cooperatives, and buyers as supposed to sampling further downstream towards traders and
consumers was made for two reasons. Firstly, the research focus lay in the context of improving
farmer productivty and storage provision, which are issues assumed to be more relevant for the
former mentioned actors. Secondly, these are actors with relevant resources that could be involved in
upscaling an innovation like AMSAP. The specific criteria for the interviewee from each organisational

type were the following:

Expertise: the interviewee should be a strategic decision-maker, preferably at senior or CEO

level, with knowledge about the issues at stake in this research;

Availability: the interviewee should have the ability and willingness to meet in-person or speak

over the phone if necessary (between the 6t and 20t of February 2016);

Accessibility: preferably be located in or within 200km distance from Addis Abeba due to time

and public transport constraint of the researcher.

Search Method

Three sources were used to get in contact with the respondents: key informants, secondary
documents, and web search. A purposive snowballing method was used to expand the network of
respondents. Snowballing is a non-probability sampling technique often employed when the sample is
hard to reach. In this case, the sample was hard to reach in the sense that the respondents were
required to have expertise on AMSAP (group 1) or senior/CEO level expertise (group 2). The
snowball method implies that the researcher finds one respondent, and uses the network of that
respondent to find further respondents. This was useful because often the name or contact details of
suitable respondents were not found, or not up to date through an internet search method. Also, this
method quickened the search, as often the researcher obtained a phone number or e-mail address
directly.
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The key informants for this research were from research institutes, and (non)-governmental
organisations, namely: Wageningen University, Centre for Development Innovation, Dutch Embassy,
USAID, and ACDI VOCA. The secondary documents used were documents on the AMSAP
partnership and the seed system in Ethiopia found on various government, company and organisation
websites. The online web search was conducted using Google with the aim of finding the contact

details of various value chain actors.

The empirical study can be divided into two parts. The first part is the case study on AMSAP, which
involved qualitative and quantitative data collection methods on the AMSAP partnership partners
(group 1). The second part is the data collection methods on the other value chain actors around

AMSAP (group 2).

Group 1: AMSAP Partners

A case study was conducted to answer sub-question 3 about the AMSAP partnership. A case study is
an empirical method to gain insight into how processes work. A case study includes qualitative
research methods such as interviews, observation, and studying documents from secondary sources
(Verschuren and Doorewaard, 2010). The focus in case studies lies on a single phenomenon within
its real life context. Case studies are research situations where the number of variables of interest far
outstrip the number of data points (Yin, 1994:13). According to Yin (1994) case studies are most
applicable in complex, rapidly changing environments where motivations are difficult to track. In case

studies researchers are driven to theory, not theory driven.

The main method for data collection on the AMSAP case was in-depth interviews with AMSAP
partners. The interview questions were open-ended, but guided to some extent by the researcher.
The interview questions were semi-structured, with questions formulated beforehand using findings
from the literature review. The semi-structured nature of the questions allowed the respondents to
openly express their opinions and shed light on new issues the researcher had not yet considered.
Each partner was asked the same questions regarding the strategic purpose and governance
attributes of the partnership. This face-to-face interviewing method allowed for follow-up questions

and explanations where necessary.

The second method was a questionnaire with close-ended statements about the partnership
governance attributes and their strategic drivers to participate in the partnership. The respondents
were asked to state their degree of agreement with the given statements using a 7-point Likert scale.

These statements were constructed using the findings from the literature review. This structured
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answer form facilitates a structured comparison of subjective answers. This questionnaire had some

overlap with the open-ended interview questions for the purpose of facilitating comparison.

The third method was studying secondary documents before and during the empirical phase. These
included the websites of the respective partnership partners, conference presentations slides, and

newspaper articles. The complete list of documents used are listed in the references.

Lastly, observations were made during a conference organised by one of the AMSAP partners. The
attendees of the conference included partnership partners and beneficiaries of the AMSAP program.
The aim of the active observation and listening was to gain an impression of the interaction and
attitude of partners and beneficiaries toward the partnership and the conference host. This method

served as a minor supplement to the former methods employed.

Group 2: Non-AMSAP
Two methods were used: semi-structured interview and a questionnaire to gain an understanding of
the strategic drivers and preferred governance attributes towards a partnership of group 2. The

results from this data collection were used to answer sub-questions 4 and 5.

First, an in-depth, semi-structured interview was conducted with the sample of respondents of group
2. The interview questions were open-ended, but guided to some extent by the researcher. The
questions were formulated beforehand using findings from the literature study. The interview process
can be described as an iterative process, where adaptations were made according to the results from
prior interviews. Some questions were constructed beforehand that turned out not to be relevant or
important enough to ask given the time constraint. Each respondent was asked the same questions
regarding: the role in the maize value chain, problems they face in the maize value chain, and their
opinion on joining/replicating a partnership like AMSAP. This face-to-face interviewing method

allowed for follow-up questions and explanations where necessary.

The second method was a questionnaire with close-ended statements about the resource and
capability endowments of each actor, and their strategic drivers and governance attribute preference
towards joining/replicating a partnership like AMSAP. The respondents were asked to state their
degree of agreement with the given statements using a 7-point Likert scale. These statements were

constructed using the findings from the literature review.
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4.2.

OPERATIONALISATION OF KEY CONCEPTS

This section operationalises the key concepts and assigns variables to these concepts (table 6).

These have been incorporated in interview questions and questionnaires. Though other variables may

play a role, the choice was made to limit the scope to the variables represented table 6. Though

during the empirical research ample room is left to explore variables not operationalised.

Table 5 Preliminary Variables for Operationalisation

Coveme —amerison———\male —san

Task allocation

Decision to Whether the objective suits the actors | Alignment with actors High/Low
address business orientation mandate
farmer Whether the actor faces a problem Problem perception High/Low
productivity | related to farmer productivity Location of problem in Direct/Indirect
ecosystem
Decision to Strategic Resource pooling Resource type & Property/knowledge- based,
join/replicate | Drivers Cost and risk sharing | characteristics Mobility, imitability, substitutability
partnership Other actors in Cost and risk sharing High/Low
partnership Competitors, government | Present/Absent

Governance  Operational model Incentives Present/Absent

attribute Revenue model Safeguards Present/Absent

preference Governance features | Decision Rights Private actor/shared with

government
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4.3. DATA COLLECTION DESIGN

The interviews conducted with group 1 and 2 were open-ended, but guided to some extent by the
researcher through probing questions when required. The semi-structured nature of the questions
allowed the respondents to openly express their opinions and shed light on new issues the researcher
had not yet considered. This face-to-face interviewing method allowed for follow-up questions and
explanations where necessary. In total, 13 people were interviewed (5 from group 1, 8 from group 2).
The interview questions were formulated beforehand using the findings from the literature review. The
guestions posed to group 1 and 2 differed but had some overlap too. See appendix 5 and 6 for the
interview questions. The interviews lasted between 25 to 60 minutes each. They were conducted

either at the organisation s/company s premises, or in a public premises.

After a formal introduction of the interviewer and the subject, the interviews started with informational
gquestions about the role of the interviewee in the company/organisation and the role of the
organisation/company in the maize value chain. In the interviews with group 1 respondents, the next
guestions were broad questions about the motivation behind partnering in AMSAP, followed by more
specific questions about the organisation and governance attributes of the partnership. The last part
was about the future of AMSAP and asked about bottlenecks and success factors of AMSAP. For
group 2 respondents, the questions after the informational part were broad questions about problems
the actor faced in the maize value chain. Next the interviewer gave a description of the partnership

like AMSAP, the so-called Model X.

Model X is a hypothetical partnership with similar governance objectives and attributes as the AMSAP
model. The respondents were asked about the opportunities and constraints they saw in partnering in
Model X. The partnership was presented as Model X and not as the AMSAP model to avoid any bias
or preconceptions respondents may have toward AMSAP. To examine how to up-scale AMSAP
partnership, it is first relevant to find out the preference of group 2 actors towards the partnership, but

without distinctly naming it.

Lack of quantitative measures in case study can make it difficult to assess which relationships are
most important and which are distinct to a certain case (Eisenhardt, 1989). The remedy is to include
guantitative data evidence, so some data can be referred to as findings and not interpretation (Yin,
1999). For this reason, the semi-structured interviews were complemented by questionnaires. The

guestionnaires consisted of closed-ended statements that the respondents were asked to answer
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using a 7-point Likert-scale. On average it took the respondents about 15 to 25 minutes to complete
the questionnaire. Half the respondents completed the questionnaire in the researcher s presence,
the other half were sent over the e-mail. The questionnaire had instructions to help the respondent fill
it in, the researcher took care not to interfere with the respondent while they were completing the
guestionnaire. The only interaction that took place was when the respondent had a question related to

the questionnaire, which was then answered in-person or over the mail.

Likert-scale

The fixed choice format measures level of agreement or disagreement, including a neutral point. The
Likert-scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree); 2 (disagree); 3 (somewhat disagree); 4 (neither
disagree nor agree); 5 (somewhat agree); 6 (agree); to 7 (strongly agree). To enable a sound
comparison of answers, the same questionnaire was given to each respondent. This meant that some
guestions were more applicable to certain respondents than to others, depending on their role in the
value chain. Therefore, the questionnaire included the option not applicable next to the 7-point
Likert scale. A Likert-scale was chosen for three reasons. Firstly, the fixed scale facilitates the
comparison of the attitude of respondents regarding statements about a topic. Secondly, the scale
means respondents are not forced to take a stand by answering yes or no. Thirdly, it is an
inexpensive method that is generally easily understood and is versatile as it can be sent over the mail.
The downsides are however that despite the choice points, it compromises the respondents to some
extent meaning their true attitude is not measured, there may be central tendency bias as
respondents avoid the extremes, and there may be social desirability bias (Li, 2013). Generally,
having more scale points is considered more reliable but there is a diminishing return after around 11
points (Nunally, 1978). On a 5-point scale respondents may not have a point that reflects their true
attitude, forcing them to choose the next best alternative causing measurement error. The choice was

made for a 7 point scale allowing for more discrimination than on a 5 point scale.

The questionnaire between group 1 and group 2 differ because the questions addressed the drivers
for partnering retrospectively and hypothetically, respectively. Group 1 actors are AMSAP partners,
hence the statements addressed drivers for partnering in AMSAP and governance attributes of
AMSAP. Essentially it measured why group 1 respondents have partnered. While for group 2, the
guestionnaire measured whether respondents would join/replicate a partnership like AMSAP and why.

The construction of the questionnaires is discussed per group next.

Questionnaire Group 1
The questionnaire for group 1 (appendix 7) was divided into four parts. Part 1 were statements about

the governance attributes of the AMSAP partnership. These statements were constructed from the
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literature review on attributes of P P P. Paurt 2 were statements about the resource and capability
endowment of the actor in relation to competitors or similar organisations doing similar tasks in the
Ethiopian market. Part 3 statements were about the intentions of the actor regarding their decision to
partner in AMSAP, specifically asking about the resources and capabilities the actor wanted to gain
access to through the partnership. Statements in part two and three were constructed from the
literature review on the resource- based view. Part 4 asked the respondent to assign weights to
different resources and capabilities thereby indicating the relative importance of having each resource
and capability for the business performance of the actor. A total of 1 point had to be divided over the
resources listed, and a total of 1 point had to be divided over the capabilities listed. A definition of
each resource and capability was given. Asking the respondents to assign weights to each resource
and capability was a way to make a distinction between how important each was in comparison to
others. Assigning weights meant respondents were forced to make a distinction, though this set-up
did allow respondents to rank items as being equally important. This choice was made deliberately to
allow the respondents more freedom, as compared to a set-up where respondents are forced to rank
items on an ordinal scale, e.g. from 1 to 10. This ranking would then be used to compare against the
answers in part 3 about the resources and capabilities the actor would want to gain access to. This
approach was used because it was expected that actors would partner in a partnership to gain access

to resources and capabilities that are most important to the performance of their business.

Questionnaire Group 2

The questionnaire for group 2 (appendix 8) consisted of four parts. Part 1 was about attributes of the
partnership Model X. The statements about attributes of Model X were constructed using the insights
about the attributes of AMSAP gained from literature review on AMSAP and the qualitative and
guantitative data collected from group 1. A brief description of Model X was provided before the
respondents completed part 1. Part 2, 3 and 4 were identical to part 2, 3, and 4 of the questionnaire

given to group 1.

4.4, ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

The interviews were analysed in two stages. The first stage was within-case analysis to distil unique
patterns before generalizing these across cases (Eisenhardt, 1989). First the interviews were typed
over to word document, then exported into Atlas ti, a qualitative data analysis and research software.
The data was then analysed by source - interview and questionnaire. Coding was done for each

interview using Atlas ti. After which the findings were compared and coupled. The second stage, a
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cross-analysis and comparison, was done between cases using the codes and groups generated with

Atlas ti to draw conclusions.

Quantitative data was used to find and/or strengthen the patterns evident from the qualitative data
analysis. There was considerable overlap in questions posed during the interviews and statements
given in the questionnaire. This was done deliberately to compare and strengthen the base on which
to draw conclusions from. The quantitative data form the Likert-scale questionnaire was illustrated in a
radar plot using excel. This method of data representation allows for a quick interpretation of those
items that score highly and which score low. Other results have been displayed in tables and bar

charts for the ease of comparison and comprehension.

To ensure rigor in a research there are four criteria that must be fulfilled, namely: construct validity,
internal validity, external validity, and reliability (Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2008). This section discusses what

each criteria means and how this research meets these criteria.

Construct Validity

Construct validity refers to the extent to which the method in the data collection phase leads to
accurate observations of reality (Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2008). Using different data collection methods
and multiple sources of evidence to build the construct measures increases the construct validity
(Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2008; Eisenhardt, 1989). To ensure construct validity the data collection
circumstances and procedures have been recorded and documented, and the interview notes of
interviews not recorded have been sent back to interviewees for review to ensure the notes are

accurate and do not contain falsities.

Internal Validity

Internal validity refers to the presence of a causal relationship between variables and results (Gibbert
& Ruigrok, 2008). In case study research internal validity is about establishing phenomena in a
credible way (Riege, 2003). Internal validity is ensured when there is consistency between the
theoretical framework, method and data analysis. In this research there was theory triangulation as
different theoretical lenses were used. The theoretical framework was built on insight from IE
literature, the RBV, and PPP theory. Likewise, there was triangulation in the empirical section by
employing different methods of data collection, namely: interviews, documents, questionnaires and
observation. Also, both qualitative and quantitative data analysis methods were used. The
conclusions drawn were tied to existing literature (Eisenhardt, 1989). And finally, the results were

discussed and evaluated together with an expert researcher.
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External Validity

External validity refers to the generalizability of the theory, whether it can account for phenomena in
other settings besides the setting in which it was studied (Yin, 1994). To improve the external validity,
a detailed account of the case study context, the rational for each case study selection, and the
research protocol has been documented (Yin, 1994). Cross-case analysis of 4-10 cases is considered
to provide a good basis for analytical generalizability (Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2008) instead of statistical
generalizability. In this research 13 cases were studied. The interviewees for each case were selected
on specific criteria, whereby the criteria expertise played a major role. The selected interviewees
were all senior or CEO level, strategic decision makers because it was assumed that their opinions
reflected the overall standpoint of an organisation or company towards a certain issue. All partners of
the AMSAP partnership were included in the sample selection, and of each partner one or two senior
level staff involved in decision making in the AMSAP partnership were interviewed. For group 2, one

or more cases were selected for each position in the value chain.

Reliability

Reliability refers to the absence of random error enabling future researchers to arrive at the same
insight. Key in ensuring reliability is transparency and replication. Transparency can be improved by
ensuring careful documentation and clarification of the research procedure by having a case study
protocol (Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2008). Replication can be improved by having a case study database
(Yin, 1994). The field notes and research procedure was documented, summarised and are available

for review.
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5.RESULTS

This chapter will provide the results of the empirical analysis related to sub-question 3, 4, and 5. The

results are retrieved from qualitative (interviews) and quantitative data (questionnaire) analysis.

5.1. ABOUT AMSAP

Sub-question three is: What are the value chain productivity and storage provision strategies of
AMSAP? This sub-section will answer this question by discussing the objectives, strategy of AMSAP,
and the seed system AMSAP is embedded in. The information is gathered from primary (interviews

and questionnaire) and secondary sources (documents).
5.1.1. Background

The New Alliance and Feed the Future Initiative

NAFSN was announced during the G8 Summit in 2012. The USA contribute to the NAFSN through
their global hunger and food security initiative Feed the Future. NAFSN is a $3.75 bilion PPP
representing commitments form more than 70 global and local companies, 6 African nations, and
numerous international donors and development organisations (Feed the Future, 2013). The
investments in African agriculture focus on expanding seed production and distribution; establishing
small-scale irrigation systems; and sourcing food from smallholder farmers, among other actions

(USAID, 2013)

AMSAP

The AMSAP is the first NAFSN partnership which is jointly funded by USAID through the Feed the
Future initiative, and DuPont in conjunction with the Ethiopian government's Ministry of Agriculture
and Agriculture Transformation Agency (USAID, 2015). In Ethiopia this program aims to reach
100,000 Ethiopian farmers and is expected to generate more than $25 million in additional income per
year, and to increase the availability of food and basic nutrition for nearly half-a-million children by

2018 (USAID, 2015) The objectives of AMSAP (DuPont Pioneer, 2015) are to:

Increase productivity by transitioning farmers from open-pollinated to improved hybrid

varieties;
Reduce post-harvest loss;

Expand access to credit, inputs, and markets;
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Build the capacity of extension services to disseminate skills and best practices to Ethiopian

maize farmers

Expected results of AMSAP between 2013 and 2015 (USAID, 2014):

Increase farmer productivity of 35,000 maize farmers by 50%;
Reduce PHL of maize by as much as 20%;

Raise income of smallholder farmers by an average of 20%;
Expand availability of improved maize seed and other inputs;

Improve practices and extension services through community-based lead farmers,

government extension services, and cooperatives

5.1.2. AMSAP Strategy
The strategy of AMSAP at institutional level is to coordinate the public and private investments with
national agriculture development priorities set by the government in their Agricultural Growth Plan
(AGP) (USAID, 2015). The objectives of the AGP are to increase agricultural productivity and market
access of key crop and livestock products with increased participation of women and youth. Maize
was identified as one of the five priority crops (appendix 9) based on the following criteria: number of
smallholders engaged in the sector, growth potential, nutritional impact, value addition and job
creation opportunities, and links to government, private sector and other non-state actors (USAID,
2011) AMSAP is part of the Agribusiness Market Development project (AMDP), a sub-program of the
AGP, partly funded by Feed the Future, which is USAID project operated by ACDIVOCA (USAID,
2015). Also, AMSAP aligns with Direct Seed Marketing (DSM) and Blended Fertilizer programs
piloted by the government in 2014 (DuPont Pioneer, 2015). These programs allow farmers to access
suitable fertilizers, and make individual decisions on seed selection as supposed to being allocated

seeds by the state-owned seed enterprises.

The strategy in the field is to provide free seed samples and demonstrations to popularise hybrid
maize seeds. Through AMSAP, we are giving these farmers a risk-free way to experience a new
technology. Once they experience the technology, they are then willing to invest in it (Lystra Antoine,
Director Agricultural Development DuPont Pioneer) (USAID, 2015). Besides providing improved
seeds, the AMSAP partners organise field days and create demonstration plots to show lead farmers
the resilience of the new hybrid seeds, as well as best practices for planting, weeding, fertilizing and
harvesting to generate the highest yields. These lead farmers serve as role models to other farmers in

the surrounding communities who want to purchase new seeds. ACDI VOCA, MOA development

44



agents (DA s) and DuPont work together to provide training to extension workers, farmers
cooperatives and agricultural training centres to spread information on improved seeds, post-harvest
loss prevention, storage, marketing and production practices. Additional support is given to farmers
through community farmer service centres that provide quality inputs and agronomic advice (USAID,
2015). In addition, DuPont assists with credit for the construction of seed storage warehouse and

post-harvest community based storage facilities (USAID, 2014).

5.1.3. Seed System
Following market reforms in the 1990 s, seed production and distribution became open for the private
sector. 60% of the hybrid maize market is managed by the public sector, 10% by private companies
subcontracting for the public sector, and the remaining 30% by private companies. The fertilizer
market was liberalized in 1991 but since 2000 the public sector and cooperative unions have been

almost the sole distributors of fertilizer (IFPRI, 2011).

AMSAP is embedded in the formal seed system that is transitioning from the conventional seed
distribution system towards DSM. In the conventional seed distribution system different stakeholders
are involved in estimating demand, allocating and distributing seeds produced by private seed
companies, public seed enterprises and unions (Direct Seed Marketing in Oromia, 2014). The DA at
Kebele (municipality level) collects or projects individual demands from farmers and reports this to the
Bureau of Agriculture (BOA) at Woreda level (district). The Cooperative Promotion Agency (CPA)
distributes the seeds to cooperative unions, who distribute these to farmers (figure 5). The major
disadvantages of this system are: the lack of competitive distribution system, inaccurate demand
estimations, low or no accountability or traceability, loss of quality due to long distribution chain, and
lack of credit facilities (Direct Seed Marketing in Oromia, 2014). These inefficiencies were addressed
by the Integrated Seed Sector Development (ISSD) and the Regional Seed Core Group in 2010
through DSM. The main objective of DSM is to improve the distribution efficiency by directly involving
seed producers and their agents, creating a market oriented seed sector that is driven by demand

(ISSD, 2014) as displayed in figure 6.

| > Development Agents ¢

Cooperative Bureau of Agriculture

o T
| Cooperative

Promotion Aaencv

Figure 5 A simplified display of the conventional seed distribution system 45
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Figure 6 Diagram of direct marketing for hybrid maize seed in Ethiopia (retrieved from Benson et al., 2014)

The advantages of DSM include more timely delivery, higher accountability and traceability, increased
seed choice for farmers in terms of price, variety, proximity. Challenges include: shortage of seed for
some varieties, limited capacity of seed producers, lack of infrastructure, lack of capable and trustful
agents, geographical concentration of seed producers, and low awareness of farmers and
government bodies at lower level (Direct Seed Marketing in Oromia, 2014). However, the pilot DSM
has been a breakthrough in the seed sector development of Ethiopia which still needs commitment of
actors and policy backup for its sustainability (ISSD, 2014). And more consideration should be given
to build a dynamic private sector to promote fertilizer, seed, credit, and market information systems
(IFPRI, 2011). This research ties in well with this need as it examines the constraints and
opportunities for a range of actors to partner in seed sector and maize value chain development. This

helps understand interdependencies between actors and gives insights into appropriate incentives to

prompt greater commitment.

5.2. STRATEGIC DRIVERS TO PARTNER GROUP 1

For each actor the key problem, motive to partner, and self-assessed resource endowment and need
for resources is presented using answers from the interview and questionnaire. Only the
guestionnaire results from USAID and ACDI VOCA are missing due to non-response. The theme
distilled from qualitative data analysis is coloured yellow. The location of each actor in the innovation
ecosystem around AMSAP is identified according to their role in the AMSAP innovation as
complement, component supplier or peripheral actor. The location is determined using the three

levels of interaction framework (Moore, 1996:27) presented in section 3.1.2.
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5.2.1. Du Pont

Key Problems
Lack of hybrid seed use

Agronomic practices

There are areas where

familiar yet. And areas where there is poor
of hybrid

management S e é

Key Motivation to Address Problems
Improve farmer productivity

Improve farmer income

yboif s8pderAave FBF AMSAP|i s
productivity and farmer income. We aim to increase

9 e use of hybrid seeds and improve the
management of hybrid seeds. Working in AMSAP is

an [ nvestment

Resource Pooling

government

G8 commitment

Key Motivation to Partner

Al'l partners want to [increase farmer productivilty,
Government Support
None of wus can do anything without the knowl/ edge| of

Resource Endowment & Need
Endowment high for all resources

Need high for all resources

Resource Importance
Marketing and production capability most important

Physical and financial resource most important

Resource Endowment and Need, DuPont

&

&
B Endowment = Need

orNwWhao N0
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Figure 7 Du Pont Resource Endowment and Neea
average scores

Relative Importance Resources and

Capabilities, DuPont
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Figure 8 Du Pont scores for relative importance for each

resource and capability

Contribution to AMSAP

Location in Innovation Ecosystem

Hybrid seeds (component)

Storage Facilities (complement)

Agronomic Training (complement)

Storage
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5.2.2. USAID/ACDI VOCA

Key Problems Key Motivation to Address Problems
Farmer productivity Mandate
Access to capital AMSAP part of AMDP program  subprogram of

. . gover nment Agricul tural Gr
Agronomic practices

AMSAP [ everages the ef
USAI D/ ACDI

Post-harvest practices

Key Motivation to Partner

Resource Pooling

Farmers are primarily focussed on yield, but this is dependent on the seed variety, the agronomy, the

fertilizer use

Cost reductions - it is cheaper to work together than to do this alone. It is not possible to do what AMSAP is
doing alone. It is too expensive. The commitment of each partner is essential, this joint effort means there is

amul tiplier effect on the [ mpact

Risk reduction - it is risky to make such large investments into agricultural chains, it is too expensive and

uncertain. Without the partnership the impact of similar activities would be small
Government Support

With the government support is it easier to reach the farmers, the farmers become more trusting. The

government involvement is like a guaranty, the have the power to give approval

Contribution to AMSAP Location in Innovation Ecosystem

Capacity Building (complement)
Distribute cleaning machines (complement)

Develop market links Level 3 Business Ecosystem
Investment

48



onNk oo
coooo

e————
)
1

fm=———=a
]
]

5.2.3. MOA

Key Problems Key Motivation to Address Problems

Lack of hybrid seed supply Improve farmer productivity
The demand for hybrid slpE@8CRECVEry high, only

30% of total demand is clyrr ddiZf dFvdlifg most [ mpor|itant cr
number one in terms of productivity. Farmers are

, dependent on maize for folod and
Post-harvest practices

. 100 quintal s/ hectare I s
Rlawvdst loss and management practices does

. o we reach 30 quintals/hectare. The government aims
require more attentioninthe f ut ur e

to fill this gap by increasing production and improving
productivity

Key Motivation to Partner

Resource Pooling

For this intervention there is a need to partner with other actors because it is a broad initiative, it contains
many different activities
G8 Commitment

Government [ s partfodd GSecwmiitiptive

Resource Endowment & Need Resource Importance

Endowment high for all resources Production capability most important, knowledge

) resource and marketing capability second.
Need high for all resources

Resource Endowment and Need, MOA Relative Importance of Resource and
Capability, MOA
0.6
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Figure 9 MOA Resource Endowment and Neea  Figure 10 scores for relative importance for each resource

average scores and capability
Contribution to AMSAP Location in Innovation Ecosystem
Government Distribution Channels (component) Level 1 Core Business

Fertilizer (component)

Training (complement)




5.2.4. ATA

Key Problems Key Motivation to Address Problems
Lack of hybrid seed supply Improve seed supply
Most [ ocal seed companfes are weak. Public

Improve supply chain efficiency

institutions are not efficient, they are supported by Every year 30% seed are Jefover because of

the government. The government considers that a ) ) ) o
misallocation or non-timely distribution due to
public obligation. There is no business element in
) ) bureaucratic channels. ATA aims to scale DSM, we
It they produce withoufl understanding the client
. . Wa/;j to make marketing, a’/szybut/on //nore efficient,
Private seed companigs ace 1 mite pol i1 cy

patent rights to produce ﬂFXfP/g‘/m?Ing%n varieties

Key Motivation to Partner
Resource Pooling

Necessary to work together to deal with these prob | e ms

Government Support

Go v e rr M@Aesapport is needed for the transition. Improved seed varieties are needed, and local seed

compbani es are weak

Resource Endowment & Need Resource Importance

Endowment high for all resources, only physical Networking capability most important

resources medium ) ] ) ]
Physical, financial and reputational resources least

Need high for relational and knowledge resource important

and networking capability

Relative Importance Resource and
Capability, ATA

Resource Endowment and Need, ATA
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4.0
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Figure 11 ATA Resource Endowment and Need average  Figure 12 ATA scores for relative importance for each

scores resource and capability
Contribution to AMSAP Location in Innovation Ecosystem
i Network and knowledge DSM Level 3 Business Ecosystem
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5.2.5. Key Findings
Strategic drivers to partner takes into account the problem perception, motivation to address problems
and partner, the interdependencies and resource pooling between actors in the innovation ecosystem,
and lastly act or s resour ce e n diewkeye findingsafor ccachn asgedt swill be

summarised consecutively.

Key Problems, Motivations to Tackle Problems and to Partner
Figure 12 summarises the key problems, motivations to address problems, and motivation to partner
for group 1 actors into principal themes that arose through qualitative data analysis. Overall the

identified problems and motivations to partner were similar for all partners in AMSAP.

Key Moativation to tackle

Key Problems Problem Key Motivation to Partner
Lack of hybrid seed use Increase farmer productivity Resource Pooling
Production Constraints Increase seed provision Gain support government
Increase demand seeds Company/organisation
Economic motivation mandate

Figure 13 Key problems, motivations to tackle problem and partner for group 1

AMSAP addresses key problems related to farmer productivity, access to credit, training and storage.
The AMSAP partners named hybrid seed use and production constraints as major problems in the
maize value chain. Production constraints include poor training, poor post-harvest management, lack
of financial capacity of cooperative, weak local seed companies, and misallocation of seeds. The key
motivations to address these problems can be classified into three categories: increasing farmer
productivity, increasing seed provision and demand, and economic. Improving access to credit or
storage were not or hardly mentioned, though these are pillars in the AMSAP strategy. The key
motivation to work in a partnership can be classified into three categories: resource pooling, gaining
government support, and the company/organisation mandate (in terms of commitment to the G8 New

Alliance for Food Security and Development goals).

Interdependencies in Innovation Ecosystem and Resource Pooling

AMSAP coordinates actors to provide products and services to facilitate the adoption of an innovation
(hybrid seeds). The goal of the innovation ecosystem is to diffuse an existing innovation that is
relatively new to the Ethiopian market. AMSAP offers a combination of solutions (hybrid maize seeds,
agronomic training, access to credit, and the provision of storage for smallholder maize farmers)

because each aspect in itself is not enough to tackle the productivity constraints of farmers. Improving
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the productivity of farmers requires certain complements and components, contributed by partners
located at different levels of the innovation ecosystem depending on what they contribute (figure 13).

Adet ail ed account wilutiorialsted inpappertdir B4r s con

E Relations stakeholders & USA E
[ Ministry of Agriculture ] i Netwarking capability USAID/ACDI

i Good reputation

| Hybrid seeds

Distribution channels I
! Capital

Good reputation & trust among farmers

.._i Good reputation
i Agronomic knowledge

Relations grassroot lewvel
Paolitical Power

| Storage facilities

Agricultural Transformation Agency ] Relations government
Knowledge DSM

Figure 14 Resource Pooling by partners in AMSAP

Several resources shared to deliver components and complements have immobility, imitability and
imperfect substitution characteristics. The resources and capabilities shared in AMSAP are both
property-based (e.g. distribution channels, hybrid seeds) and knowledge-based (production,
marketing expertise and managerial resources).The key interdependencies between the partners in

AMSAP are described below.

AMSAP seeds are distributed through government distribution channels (physical resource).
The government distribution channels are vaster and spread out than the channels of private
seed companies including DuPont. Sharing these distribution channels is currently more

efficient for DuPont than creating these by themselves.

Production capability by DuPont regarding improved hybrid seeds is difficult to imitate and

quality is difficult to substitute. Hybrid seeds are contributed, but the patent is not shared.

Reputational resources of the government are good, they are trusted by farmers and this is
instrumental for the adoption of seeds. Also the reputation of DuPont, they have a positive
reputation for producing high quality seeds. And USAID, as they have an embedded

reputation for helping smallholders.

Financial resources are contributed by DuPont and USAID, the financial contribution may be

difficult to match by the government.

The relational resource of the government in terms of having the power to change policy, this
is immobile, imitable and imperfectly substitutable, it is crucial for the transformation of the

seed system and cannot be achieved by the other partners alone.
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Resource Endowment and Needs

Resource endowment, needs and importance were questioned in the questionnaire to gain insight
into the resources each actor has available to pool, what resources each actors needs and how
important these are to each actor. This knowledge could paint a picture regarding resource specific
intentions to partner. Following the notions from Das and Teng (2000) it was presumed that (1) actors
would intend to gain access to resources and capabilities for which the resource endowment is low, or
(2) actors would intend to gain access to more of the resources that are most important to the
business performance. However, the scores from the questionnaire regarding resource needs were
generally scored high by all actors for all resources this raises reliability concerns and makes it
difficult to establish any relationships. Hence these results should be considered as indication to guide
more in-depth research. Nevertheless, the results on resource importance indicate which resources
are most important to each actor are listed below. These results match the resea r ¢ h expectations

as the resources most important to each actor suit their business orientation.
Physical and financial resources (tangible), and marketing and production capability (DuPont);
Knowledge resources (intangible), production and marketing capability (MOA);

Relational and knowledge resources (intangible), and networking capability (ATA).

5.3. STRATEGIC DRIVERS TO PARTNER GROUP 2

For each actor the key problem, motive to partner, and self-assessed resource endowment and need
for resources is presented using answers from the interview and questionnaire. The theme distilled
from qualitative data analysis is coloured yellow. The location of each actor in the innovation
ecosystem is identified according to what they could contribute to the Model X innovation as
complement, component supplier or peripheral actor. The chapter concludes with a summary of key

findings regarding strategic drivers and actors interdependencies.
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5.3.1. Guts Agro (Maize Buyer)

Key Problems

Access to capital, agronomic practices, post-harvest
practices, poor infrastructure
Farmers sell directly after harvest, they also side sell

when they are in need of money

reRand post-harvest handling is poor, seeds farmers
use may not be good, and use of fertilizer may be
wrong
Poor infrastructure. logistics not coordinated, transport

costs are high and the chain is disorganized

Key Motivation to Address Problems

Improve supply chain efficiency

We are affected by disorganized chain because
we bear the costs. Improving problems would
improve the efficiency in the chain, reduce losses,
and improve revenue for chain actors. Less quality
/ ower for f a4

means price

We need a uniform supply, we prefer high supply,
we need more certainty

Key Moativation to Partner

Resource Pooling, Interdependency, Mandate

The model is based on working together. Working with a seed company means a better understanding of seed

requirements and more effective supply chain development. We are affected by other actors in the chain, all the

way to seed producers

Reducing poverty matches

and improve nutrition and make a profit at the same time. This means partn € r s

the obj ect i wseal weftry dddrdsspoveryr

in ot her fiellds

Resource Endowment & Need

Endowment high for all resources, only financial

resources medium

Need for all resources high, only financial medium

Resource Importance
Production capability most important

Reputational and Relational resources important too

Resource Endowment and Need, Guts Agro

Relative Importance of Resource and Capability,

8 Guts Agro
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Figure 16 Guts Agro resource endowment and needs

average scores

Figure 15 Guts Agro scores for relative importance each

resource and capability

Contribution to Model X

Location in Innovation Ecosystem

Level 3 Business Ecosystem E
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5.3.2. WFP (Maize Buyer

Key Problems Key Motivation to Address Problems
Uncertain supply, agronomic Improve farmer productivity, PHL, improve quality, market outlet
practices, access to capital Consistent market outlet needs to be ensured

Difficult for farmers to supply the

We work on capacity building through post-harvest handlin
right amount, at the right time, the paciy g gn p 9

ractices, we supply equipment to improve quality and reduce
right quality, all is uncertain pract we supply equip improve. quaity Y

losses, we build warehouses for farmers to aggregate their harvest

- this is in our interest because we require a uniform quality

Key Motivation to Partner
Resource Pooling, Interdependency, Mandate
Working with partners means we can use our resources efficiently, we all have complementary resources

that we can combine. WFP is not allowed to go into production, it is not within our mandate

In a partnership strengths are pooled, partners are aligned according to their contribution and goals. If there
/s a missing partner in the value chain approach then WFP is forced fo pay an organisation to do the work

that is required. This is not cost effective, resources should be pooled and there should be collaboration

Resource Endowment & Need Resource Importance
Endowment medium for all resources Production and marketing capability most important
Need high for physical, reputational, market, Physical resources important too
production, and networking. Others not applicable

Resource Endowment and Need, WFP Relative Importance Resource and Capability,

WFP
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Figure 17 WFP Resource Endowment and Need average Flgure 18 WFP scores for relative importance eact
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5.3.3. Anno Agro (Seed Company)

Key Problems Key Motivation to Address Problems

Lack of hybrid seed supply, farmer productivity, fixed seed pricing Increase use of hybrid seeds,

Improve agricultural practices

The government set the pricing and amount requirements. The .
Raisethefar mer s awar éeéness of

seed enterprises sell seeds at that fixed price. We sell the same
effect of hybrid seeds and improved

variety, so we can t defer fromw the price too much
technology

Key Motivation to Partner

Resource Pooling, Interdependency
There are so many advantages. Like sharing experiences, learning from each other, working on common

[ssues, training, and training each other, farm visits
Resources can be pooled to offer training. Resources like knowledge, financial capital

/'t [Is obligatory to use DA s for training and fac

Resource Endowment & Need Resource Importance

Endowment high for reputation and knowledge Production and marketing capability most important

resources, production and networking capability ) ] ) ]
Physical and financial resources important too

Need high for all, only financial is medium

Resource Endowment and Need, Anno Agro Relative Importance Resource and Capability,
8.0 Anno Agro
6.0
R R EEE
20 i1 1
0.0 0.4
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Figure 19 Guts Agro Resource Endowment and Need average Figure 20 Guts Agro scores relative importance for resource

scores and capability
Contribution to Model X Location in Innovation Ecosystem
E Hybrid seeds (component) Level 1 Core Business E
!| Training agronomic practices (complement) | I Level 2 Enlarged Enterprise
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5.3.4. Nono (Seed Company)

Key Problems

Lack of hybrid seed supply, farmer productivity,

fixed seed pricing

Biggest problem i s o
Getting a patent I s
lack of | and to bprod

b

d

1]

Key Motivation to Address Problems

Increase use of hybrid seeds, improve farmer
productivity

/' f farmers
ﬁ/éng siegag L/'/?e V) é’ro%ghis /aestﬁ/e%ﬁ? if they lack the
£apgeiyy to prpduce, then this affects the demand for

have probl em

seeds

s t his

Resource Pooling

We are not an NGO, we are a profit making company. Local a n d

Key Motivation to Partner

i nternational NGO

support to build the capacity of farmers, they can provide training and technical support

Resource Endowment & Need
Endowment high for all

Need high for physical, financial resources and

production and networking capability

Resource Importance
Physical and financial resources most important

Market and production capability most important

Resource Endowment and Need, Nono
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2.0 I I

0.0 I
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Figure 21 Nono Resource Endowment and Need average Figure 22 Nono scores for relative importance each resource

scores

and capability

Contribution to Model X

Location in Innovation Ecosystem
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5.3.5. OSE (Public Seed Enterprise)

Key Problems Key Motivation to Address

) . . Problems
Access to capital, Agronomic practices

Farmers [ ack training, their 5 [nodadgi@ oipyhalededsc € s fare poo

example their use of chemicals and pesticides. Farmers are not If farmers are able to pay, we will
getting the right price from the traders, which means they have less have timely payment and demand
money to buy for seed may increase

Key Motivation to Partner
Resource Pooling
Sharing information, knowledge and experience amongst the partners. The distribution channels could be

expanded through the government

Resource Endowment & Need Resource Importance

Endowment only high for marketing and Physical and financial resources most important

production capability ) - ) )
Production capability most important, next marketing

Low endowment for reputation, relational and

knowledge

Need high for all

Resource Endowment and Need, OSE Relative Importance Resource and Capability,

OSE
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6.0 .6
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Figure 23 OSE Resource Endowment and Need average Figure 24 OSE scores for relative importance each resource

scores and capability
Contribution to Model X Location in Innovation Ecosystem
E Hybrid seeds (component) Level 1 Core Business E
i_ Knowledge and extension services (complement) Level 2 Enlarged Enterprise i
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