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Abstract
Due to current challenges such as climate change, migration and economic development,
pressure on available water resources is increasing. A stakeholder platform is a way of
addressing the complexity of water resource management. However at this point in time little
empirical information is available on the dynamics of the formation phase of a stakeholder
platform and how these dynamics can be understood. Therefore this paper will focus on the
formation process of an emerging Multi Stakeholder Platforms (MSP) in Ethiopia. Two
important dynamics that come together in the formation process of this MSP are i) the power
and politics that are present between the stakeholders and ii) perceptions of uncertainty and
risk of the water related challenges. The power cube of Gaventa (2006) and the Cultural
Theory of Douglas (1987) are used to analyse these dynamics. The overall aim of this thesis is
to give insight in the dynamics of a starting stakeholder platform within the context of
Ethiopia in order to get a better understanding of how space for engagement is created. The
research findings suggest that within the formation process, space for engagement is created
in which already existing power dynamics come immediately on board. Also different
perspectives are present, which creates tension in finding the best solution. As way of
conclusion, cooperating and navigating through the wicked problems that relate to water is a
non-linear messy process in which stakeholders seek a way to address the many challenges
they are facing.

Keywords: integrated watershed management, multi-stakeholder platform, power dynamics,
uncertainty, risk, cultural theory, Ethiopia
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1. Introduction
The challenges that are faced with regard to the governance of natural resources are visible all
over the world. Due to insufficient resource management there is an unsustainable use of
natural resources, which is the cause of a large amount of conflicts. Water is one of these
natural resources that can cause conflict, as it is subject to scarcity due to its importance for
everyday life. Good water management is extremely important essential, especially when
looking at the growing scarcity in many various areas of the world.

1.2 Problem statement & Research questions
Water is a common pool resource, “a public resource or material that is not owned by any
person or institution in particular and is intended to be assessed or appreciated by the
public” (Ashton, 2015:5). Common resources, such as water, risk depletion and scarcity,
which makes sufficient adequate management crucial for its existence. The model of the
“Tragedy of the Commons” from Ostrom (1990) refers to the fact that when communication
and cooperation remains low between people, overuse of resources is inevitable. The
governance of water, in times of scarcity, remains an important challenge, especially in
developing countries.

One of the ways of dealing with resource management are Multi Stakeholder Platforms
(MSPs), also known as Fora, Dialogues or Partnerships (Warner, 2007). MSPs are emerging
in many sectors all over the world. Stakeholder involvement is becoming more important due
to the increased awareness that resource management challenges cross several disciplines and
do not obey to administrative boundaries. Which makes it essential to find new approaches
that address this complexity (Mitchell, 1997; Stenekes et al., 2006 in Evans et al., 2010). A
widely accepted definition that is widely accepted defines an MSP as a “decision-making
body (voluntary or statutory) comprising different stakeholders who perceive the same
resource management problem, realize their interdependence for solving it, and come
together to agree on action strategies for solving the problem” (Steins and Edwards 1998: 1
in Warner et al., 2005:3). However, this definition does not defines how MSPs function in the
daily reality routine but instead refers more to an ideal to which these processes should aspire
to function (Evans et al., 2010).

Although there are many names and ideas on the use of MSPs, often the focus of the literature
is on the different models that show the different stages an MSP goes through, such as the life
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cycle model of Roloff (2008). Furthermore, a lot of research focuses on how stakeholder
platforms are performing (Mena & Palazzo, 2012), what the challenges are (Faysse, 2006)
and how these can be overcome. From this literature, it can be concluded that MSPs do not
always function as expected. As Warner (2005) also states, MSPs are not always suited for all
kinds of challenges and policy contexts. “While explicitly starting from diversity, MSPs tend
to 'homogenise' the problem, looking for consensual solutions by providing a conducive space
for mutual understanding” (Warner, 2005:9). There is no such thing as a standard MSP,
which is also highlighted by Joy and Paranjape (2013), who argue that “MSPs do not function
in a vacuum"(p.6). Translating this to the issue of water, some users have good access to
water and others not. Some users are already prioritized long before the MSP is established.
Stakeholders also have certain established relationships with each other in which negotiation
may already have taken place. These relationships can already be unequal, which can be a
threat to the functioning of the MSP. Already before the MSP was there, there were certain
dynamics that took place between stakeholders that will also influence how stakeholders act
within an MSP, whom they favour, whom is already a partner and how they used to tackle
issues (Joy & Paranjape, 2013). Therefore it is important to take into account the institutional
and political context in which the MSP is placed and the already existing established
relationships and approaches to water challenges.

MSP processes are thus never the same and follow their own path. However, some common
phases can be found in for instance the process model, such as the initiating, adaptive
planning, collaborative action and reflexive monitoring phase (WUR Knowledge Co-Creation
Portal, 2012). Within this process model, the initiating phase is deemed very important, within
this phase, the reasons, focus and direction are explored. However, “the importance of
‘setting up’ is often overlooked due to well-intentioned haste or the pressures placed on
groups to respond to urgent issues" (WUR Knowledge Co-Creation Portal, 2012). Although it
is considered important, it is often overlooked in the process of setting up and
institutionalizing an MSP. Not only within the field of setting up MSPs this phase is often
overlooked, also most academic literature only pays attention to the overall performance of an
MSP (Mena & Palazzo, 2012; Faysse, 2006; Warner, 2007), but not to this specific formation
phase. As the overall definition of an MSP (mentioned above) states, at a certain point,
several stakeholders see the need of working together and co-operate on a certain issue.
However, little empirical research has been conducted on how formation processes of
emerging MSPs are unfolding and what that need of working together entails. How can the
11

process be understood in which stakeholders make the decision that a certain kind of issue
requires a specific sort of co-operation?

Therefore, this research explores the formation process of an emerging MSP in Ethiopia.
This formation process is analyzed by conducting field research in Ethiopia and observing the
steps that are taken towards and during the first meeting between the stakeholders,. This
research explores two important dynamics that are witnessed during this formation process.
Power dynamics that unfold between stakeholders and perceptions of uncertainty and risk of
the water related challenges are two important dynamics that come together in the formation
process of this MSP. As MSPs emerge within a specific context, the power relations and
politics that are present in the institutional set-up of Ethiopia contribute to the understanding
of how the formation process unfolds in this specific setting.

To get an understanding on these dynamics relate to the formation stage, the main research
question is:

How do stakeholders representing different political and regional interests agree to coordinate
their actions and form an MSP addressing watershed management in the Eastern regions of
Ethiopia?

The sub-questions are:

1) How do stakeholders representing different regions in the emerging MSP decide about
what the issue is that requires a certain form of cooperation?

2) How are the power relations and politics in the institutional set-up of the Ethiopian
government represented in the negotiations during the formation process of this stakeholder
platform?

3) How do stakeholders perceive and handle uncertainties and risks related to watershed
management during the formation process?

12

1.3 Outline
After having introduced this thesis, the next chapter focuses on the conceptual framework,
which provides theoretical insight in the literature needed to evaluate the acquired data.

Chapter 3 will continue with the research methodology. Here the case study, the research
strategy and the different methods of collecting data will be outlined.

Subsequently, chapter 4 will give inside in the contextual information for the researched MSP
to understand what the circumstances are for this MSP. First of all the water related
challenges will be discussed. Ethiopia faces many challenges with regard to water, with
specific challenged for every region. Secondly, the institutional set-up is briefly discussed.
This MSP is not performing in a vacuum, but is placed in and interacts with a specific sociopolitical context, which will also be illustrated in this chapter.

Thereafter, chapter 5 and 6 will focus on the field research that was conducted in Ethiopia.
This field research focused on the steps that were taken before and during the first meeting of
stakeholders on the 19th and 20th of April 2016t between all the stakeholders. In these chapters
the focus will primarily be on the steps that were taken towards the first meeting, which
entails the setting up of the platform, stakeholder selection and the arguments stakeholders
made. Secondarily, the observations that were collected during the first meeting between the
stakeholders will be presented, which focuses on setting the terms of participations and how
stakeholders navigated through the many challenges and uncertainties they are facing.

After having presented the empirical observations, in chapter 7 this data will be interpreted by
means of two important dynamics, namely that of politics and power and perceptions on risk
and uncertainty.

The last chapters of this thesis (chapter 8 and 9) will present a discussion on the basis of the
obtained results and the current academic literature and engage with practitioners. To
conclude, the research question will be answered and recommendations for further research
will be done.
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2. Conceptual Framework
Common pool resource management, integrated watershed management, partnerships,
cooperation’s and collective action have received quite some attention in the literature. All are
focusing on how cooperation between different stakeholders can could enhance and improve
management of for instance natural resources. This conceptual framework will provide
theoretical insights to provide a base for the analysis of the acquired data.

In order to understand how different stakeholders enter the process of cooperation and issue
setting, firstly attention will be paid to the overall process that is at the core of this thesis,
namely integrated watershed management. This collective action of stakeholders will lead to
an exploration of the first analytical dimension of this research, namely the concept of
cooperation and the role of power and politics that exist within decision making processes.
The second analytical dimension focuses on the concepts of uncertainty, ambiguity and risk
and include the Cultural Theory (Douglas, 1987). At the end of this chapter, an interpretation
of the theoretical framework for the analysis of empirical data is given.

2.1 Integrated watershed management and social networks
Integrated watershed management is an important concept within the mainstream policy with
regard to the management of water and is already used for many years (White, 1957; Weber,
1964; Schramm, 1980; OECD, 1989; Young et al., 1994 in Mitchel, 2007:49). A watershed or
catchment is a specific area in which the water resources drain to a common point (Kerr,
2007). The common idea emerged that the responsibility of a catchment is divided among
different public agencies on the state and municipal level, but is also shared among different
fields such as agriculture, sanitation, forestry and wildlife (Mitchel, 2007:50). Constantly,
they cross each other when managing this common pool resource. Watersheds are often
characterized by high exclusion costs and subtractability, which are important elements of a
common pool resource (Kerr, 2007). The natural resources in the watershed, such as forest
and groundwater, are commonly hold, but other resources such as runoff water or agricultural
land are managed privately. An important characteristic is that a watershed is a hydrological
unit, but not a naturally established unit of social organization (Rhoades 1999; Swallow et al.
2001 in Kerr, 2007:90). Therefore, ‘platforms’ (for instance MSPs) are discussed in the
literature as a means to promote collective action on common pool resource management
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(Kerr, 2007). MSPs have the characteristics of a social network, as it entails forms of
cooperation between different people that are in a certain way linked to each other.

Social networks are an important element of social-ecological systems that have the ability of
facilitating or constraining collaboration in natural resource management (Bodin and Prell,
2011 in Barnes-Mauthe et al., 2013). Social networks can be defined as "patterns of
relationships between individuals or groups” (Barnes-Mauthe et al., 2013). These networks
can facilitate information exchange between different individuals or groups with different or
the same perspectives which can enhance stakeholder cooperation, also it can establish
common rules and norms between stakeholders (Crona and Bodin, 2006; Isaac et al., 2007 in
Barnes-Mauthe et al., 2013). Especially in common-pool resource management, the structure
of social networks can be important because of the high levels of uncertainty and competition
over resources (Grafton 2005 in Barnes-Mauthe et al., 2013).

Not only the complexity of the resource is important, but also it can become more complex
when the scope of the resource is transcending actors with diverse ethnical backgrounds and
cultural- and language barriers that influence decision-making. As Barnes-Maute et al. (2013)
mention, studies have shown that ethnic diversity among the actors can influence the social
network and affect cooperation. As this cooperation is transcending political boundaries,
differences in language and background can affect the way in which people cooperate.
However, this does not explain why people choose to cooperate and form an MSP.

Lubell et al. (2002) argue that, from a contractive point of view, partnerships in watershed
emerge because it produces mutually beneficial solutions to resource conflicts. However,
Kerry (2007) is stating states that one of the challenges of integrated watershed management
is that the costs and benefits are not distributed equally. There are conflicting uses for water
(agriculture or drinking water) and the spatial position in the watershed is important.
Therefore a cost-benefit analysis will not always be the answer on why partnerships emerge.
Also Shirmer (2014:17) argues that “there is an assumption that co-operation should appear
when there are clear benefits in terms of reducing costs and maximizing impact. This ignores
the importance of context and how the actions of individuals or their organizations are
embedded in existing social relations” (Shirmer, 2014:17).
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2.2 Two analytical dimensions
As the hydrological boundaries transcends political, institutional and expertise boundaries, the
partnership formation phase has important political dimensions in which power can play an
important role. Subsequently, there are genuine concerns about how to control the complex
and cross-border problem of water scarcity and the way to act upon this. Therefore, the
dimension of i) politics and power and ii) risk and uncertainties play a central role within this
research. This research aims to use these two dimensions to interpret the formation process of
the MSP and what the action arena of this platform can ultimately effectuate. It should be
noted that these are the only processes within a formation process, but within this emerging
MSP these processes seem to have a major influence.

2.3 Politics and power
Politics is a broad term that can entail different definitions. A broadly described definition is
that politics is “ways in which people gain, use, and lose power” (Calhoun, 2002:369).
According to this definition the state can be the central actor, however there are also processes
in which groups and individuals (within and outside the state) are negotiating and thus making
decision to access power. The process of partnering is therefore not only related to cost
benefit analysis, but is also highly political and addresses important power dynamics.

Literature states that little attention has been paid to the politics of participation and the
inherent power processes that are occurring within participatory processes (Cullen et al.,
2014). Cullen et al. also highlight that the emphasis on power processes and politics have not
been applied often in the field of establishment and facilitation of platforms. Power dynamics
are important elements and can even be considered key factors which govern the nature of
interaction between stakeholders. In platforms, different powerful and less powerful actors are
brought together in order to reach consensus. However, often the interests and perspectives of
different actors do not correspond or are in conflict. Therefore, achieving consensus on the
issue and the common goal of the platform can be challenging or sometimes even
unachievable.

To analyze the forms of power and the way in which the stakeholders engage in the emerging
stakeholder platform in Ethiopia, the power cube of Gaventa (2006) is used (extracted from
Cullen et al., 2014). The power cube was developed to be able to have insight in citizen
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engagement during policy processes, but it also addresses larger issues on how spaces for
engagement are created and the levels of power in which these occur (Gaventa, 2006).

Figure 1. Power cube (Gaventa, 2006)

Within the power cube, three elements of power are identified.


The element of space. Space refers to the different potential arenas of participation,
which is in this research the MSP itself. As Cullen et al. (2014) describe, the space can
be i) closed, where powerful actors control it, ii) invited, here others are invited to
provide input, or iii) claimed/created, in which the less powerful actors can develop an
agenda. Important questions that need answering are how is this MSP created, in
whose interest, who was invited and who controls the arena of participation?



The element of forms. Forms refer to the forms of power that manifest itself within the
spaces for engagement. The form of power can be i) visible, which can be analyzed by
looking at who participates in the action arena and who makes the decisions, ii)
hidden, which points to the form of power that is maintained by powerful actors and
institutions. This can be analyzed by looking at who makes decision, who decides
what will be on the agenda or the informal means of using power. The last form, iii)
invisible is harder to define and refers to the “social and political culture, which
shapes the psychological and ideological boundaries of participation” (Cullen et al.,
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2014:266). This refers more to the general culture that shapes how people think about
and behave within an MSP.


The element of levels. Power can manifest itself at different levels, local, national or
global. Power is context specific. Where the level of power is concentrated, it is also
highly influenced by the wider institutional arrangements in Ethiopia itself. For this
research, it will be analysed what different levels of power are present in the analyzed
MSP and how this relates to the power arrangements in the Ethiopian context. The
three elements of the power cube are constantly influencing each other and are not
static. Power dynamics are very complex and also depend on the context. Within this
existing context, there are already existing social relations which can relate to the
political processes and power dynamics between stakeholders, which stakeholder are
invited, which level of power do they poses and who shapes the ‘space’ for the MSP.

2.4 Uncertainty, Ambiguity and Risk
Uncertainty and risk are characteristics that are an integral part of water (Joy and Paranjape,
2013). Mainly because:

a. water is divisible and amenable to sharing.
b. it is a common pool resource. This should extent to all kinds of water (surface-,
groundwater) but it is mainly accepted in with regard to surface water.
c. it has multiple uses and users and there are resultant tradeoffs involved.
d. it contains the problem of excludability.
e. it involves the issue of scale and boundaries as it differs in living upstream or downstream.
f. the way water is managed can cause externalities which are not always directly seen. The
way water is planned, used and managed causes externalities – both positive and negative.

Integrated management approaches for natural resources have to deal with several
uncertainties, such as climate change and other social-economic factors (DeWulf et al.,
2005:115). Often scientific information is lacking and the complexity of ecological systems
creates a deficit in the information needed. Natural resources are also closely related with
social systems, as they are used by different actors and they make different use of the natural
resources. To manage all these different users, you have to deal with all their different stakes,
because not every actor may define the problems at stake the same (Salipante and Bouwen,
18

1995; Lewicki et al., 2003 in DeWulf, 2005). “These differences in how they frame the issues
results in ambiguity, i.e., the existence of two or more equally plausible interpretation
possibilities” (DeWulf, 2005:116).

Uncertainty can be defined as a lack of knowledge on a certain phenomenon, while ambiguity
points to the difference in frames that can exist relating to a certain phenomenon. With
uncertainty it is already clear which frame to apply, but more information is needed to solve
the existing problem. With ambiguity, it is not clear which frame to apply and to make sense
of the situation. As DeWulf et al. (2005) argue that “the relevant dimension for ambiguity is
not the one from complete knowledge to complete ignorance, but something ranging from
unanimous clarity to total confusion caused by too many stakeholders voicing too many
different but equally valid interpretations of the situation” (p. 117). In relation to water
related challenges, uncertainties can also be the result of different, yet unknown socialeconomic and agro-economic developments such as land use change, use of different crop
types, urbanization or population growth and industrial expansion (Middelkoop et al., 2004).
These frames are for example constructed between different scientific disciplines (DeWulf et
al., 2005). Natural sciences explain certain phenomenon different than the social sciences.
These frames can also emerge by different cultural beliefs, personal experiences and
interaction with (within) the environmental situation. It is important to stress that there are no
right or wrong frames, but that it is necessary to take all of them into account as they structure
the way different stakeholders act. Natural resource management is thus not a way of solving
one problem, but more a field of negotiation between different actors and different problems
that are at stake.

Uncertainty is closely related to the concept of risk. Especially in relation to the
characteristics of water, risk is an undeniable aspect, which can be mediated and shared
through the use of an MSP. However, like the existence of different frames, “different
individuals and different communities might judge a risk more or less seriously because they
value the consequences differently they value differentially what is being harmed, who is
doing the harm and who is responsible in any other way” (Douglas, 1990:10).

Every

stakeholder can have different frames on how they perceive uncertainty and the risks, and also
which solution they find fitting. This may influence the process of partnering and the setting
of the issue.
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There are several methods to analyze the forms of risks that people perceive such as
participatory risk mapping (Smith et al., 2000) and analyzing narratives (Mehta, 2001).
Boholm and Corvellec (2011) developed the ‘relational theory of risk’ for understanding risk
perception not only as an individual phenomenon, but more as a social phenomenon (Dobbie
and Brown, 2014). The risk objects, such as a water system, is related to an object at risk such
as the environment or public health. This relationship between the risk object and the object at
risk can generate a risk perception, which results from culturally situated cognition and social
practice. The ambiguity of risk perceptions can influence the issue setting as the relation
between risk object and object at risk can differ.

That different perspectives can exist on due to uncertainties, risks and possible solutions, is
expressed in the cultural theory or grid-group theory (Douglas 1987, Douglas and Wildavsky
1982, Schwarz and Thompson 1990, Thomson et al. 1999, Rayner 1992 in Vellema et al.,
2006). This theory assumes that different groups of people can be distinguished on the basis
of their worldview or perspective. A perspective, as described by Middelkoop et al. (2004), is
"a consistent description of the perceptual screen through which people interpret the world,
and which guides them in acting" (p.328). The Cultural Theory distinguished four
worldviews, however, for this research, the study by Middelkoop et al. (2004) will be
followed. They use three perspectives, namely the egalitarian, hierarchist and indivualists, as
explained in figure 2.

Figure 2. Perspectives and their view on the world (extracted from Middelkoop et al., 2004)
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These perspectives are based on how people interpret the world (worldview) and how they act
(management style) upon it (Middelkoop et al., 2005). A major advantage of the cultural
perspective that is used in this method is the recognition that individuals and groups can have
different interpretations and behave differently under similar circumstances (Kwadijk et al.,
2001). Middelkoop et al. (2005) developed a table in which different worldviews and
management styles are shown. This overview of worldview and management styles for water
management will be used and is adapted to this relevant case (table 1). The central idea in
regard to cooperation is extracted from Loyens (2013).

Table 1. Adapted perspectives for water management (extracted from Middelkoop et al. (2004) and Loyens (2013)

This framework will act as a general framework to unravel a mixture of worldviews and
management styles and to see if they associate or that one dominant style is present. However,
the three perspectives are based on extremes, while there is a variety of hybrid and less
extreme perspectives (Kwadijk et al., 2001). Within the respective MSP in Ethiopia, also
different people from different organizations and different regions are present. This
framework can help identifying the main extreme thoughts about the perceived risks,
uncertainties, the needed solutions and the way in which these worldviews merge or remain
contradictory.

Fundamental to the cultural theory is that the different worldviews sustain and balance each
other. Hood (1998) argues that variety will remain in public management and that
21

management is rarely based on facts and logic alone (Hood, 1998:173). The issues at stake are
namely mainly trans-scientific in nature, which means that they fall somewhere between
science and politics. These issues could be addressed by solely scientific data, but the success
of management for any organizational structure is that it should also match the cultural/
institutional context. In the view of modernization, scientific knowledge will bring
homogenization, as it will eradicate uncertainty. However Hood argues that variety will
remain and public management is inherently plural and contradictory.

2.5 Concluding remarks
The concepts discussed in this chapter provide a frame for the empirical data to be analyzed.
As already explained, two main dynamics that are present within the formation phase are
studied.

The first dimension will look at how already existing power relations and different forms of
power manifest itself in de formation phase of this MSP. By using the power cube of Gaventa
(2006), the created spaces, forms and levels of power are analyzed. Hereby also the
institutional set-up of Ethiopia will be taken into account to give a more complete
interpretation on how this MSP is embedded in the already existing power dynamics.
The second dimension will use Mary Douglas’ Cultural Theory (1987), which shows the way
in which different perspectives, in relation to worldview and perceived management style, can
be analyzed and that these can help in creating a diverse image of a group and subsequently
understanding the dynamics. Here it is important to note that according to Douglas this
diversity is always there and that one worldview will not exist without the others. Moreover,
they are continually reorganizing themselves in relation to the others. By making use of the
Cultural Theory, the different worldviews and management styles are unravelled to see how
these different perspectives interact and if they merge or that contradiction remains in the
formation process. The aim is to see if worldviews and management styles are more heading
towards unity in this formation phase as uncertainty is perhaps eradicated by science or that
Hoods (1998) idea on the continued existence of variety in public management is more
applicable.

Ultimately, power dynamics and worldviews and management styles with regard to
uncertainty and risk are closely related, as already existing power dynamics influence the way
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in which people interpret the world around them. The preferred management style is a
combination of the risks and uncertainties that an individual perceives, but also the style that
you are familiar with and is most fit in the context you are working in. Therefore, these two
dynamics are less separated than is perhaps indicated here and the tension between these
dynamics will also be analyzed.
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3. Research methodology
This chapter describes the methodology that will be used for this research. Attention is paid to
the study area, the research strategy and design and the methods of data collection. The
fieldwork in Ethiopia was conducted between February and May 2016. Within this research,
no reference to individual persons will be made, but only to the organization they represent.

3.1 Case study of the formation process
The unit of analysis for this research is the stakeholder platform itself, which is called the
Sustainable Water Services Stakeholder Platform for Dire Dawa, Harari State and parts of
Oromia, Eastern Hararghe Zone. The stakeholder platform in Ethiopia contains 19 different
stakeholders, which range from governmental agencies, industries and a single NGO.

For three regions in Ethiopia (marked in orange in figure 3) an MSP is initiated as a result
from a partnership for the project Sustainable Water Services for Harar.

Figure 3. Boundaries of the researched MSP

This MSP zone entails Dire Dawa, Harari State and four Woredas of Oromia Eastern
Hararghe Zone (OEHZ). Especially Harari State is suffering from extreme water scarcity. Due
to the drying up of lake Haramaya in 2004, the main water source for Harar State was
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depleted, which resulted into competition for the existing water resources in the region. A
new water pipeline has been realized thank to financing by the African Development Bank
financing, which bring water from Dire Dawa to Harar city (over a distance of 71 kilometer).
This pipeline is transcending the political boundaries, which proposes several challenges to
the process of partnering and the setting of the issue for the region.

Over a period of two years, the platform has been set up and different discussion days were
held. The setting up of the MSP was initiated by Vitens Evides International (VEI). One of
the project results was to set up an MSP to enhance integrated watershed management. This
process was started in September 2014, which resulted in the first discussion day on
November 20th 2014 and the second in April 2015.

The time span that will be used to analyze the formation process ranges from the first
discussion day held on November 20th 2014 until the first stakeholder platform meeting on
the 19th and 20th of April 2016, however the actual empirical data is obtained from February
2016 until May 2016. The dynamics between the stakeholders are explored and the individual
perceptions with regards to water challenges. Not only the study area remains within the
platform, also the surrounding political and institutional context of Ethiopia is subject to this
study.

3.2 Research Strategy & Design
Sub-research question 1: How do stakeholders representing different regions in the emerging
MSP decide about what the issue is that requires a certain form of cooperation?

The ultimate aim of this research is to interpret the dynamics that surround and are present
within the formation process of this emerging MSP. To interpret these dynamics and have an
insight in the formation process, the major events that happened from the start of the process
until the first MSP meeting day are discussed/analysed. These events can give essential
insight in the dynamics of the formation process. Two dynamics seem important within this
formation process, namely politics and power relations and the concerns with the water
related challenges. These two dynamics are analyzed in order to get a better understanding of
the formation process.
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Sub-research question 2: How are the power relations and politics in the institutional set-up
of the Ethiopian government represented in the negotiations during the formation process of
this stakeholder platform?

To understand this process with different actors, firstly this process will be analyzed with
regard to politics and power. Already existing hierarchical stratification of society and politics
in Ethiopia are anchored in this platform. As Cullen et al. (2014) also explain, power
dynamics are important elements and can even be considered key factors, which govern the
nature of interaction between stakeholders. To analyze how these different forms of power are
visible in the formation process of this MSP, the power cube of Gaventa (2006) will be used,
as it gives insight in how spaces for engagement are created. Within these politics and power
relations, social networks seem important. With regard to the time span of this research, no
extensive network analysis will be conducted. To get a good overview of the politics within
the formation stage, firstly context specific literature will be used. Furthermore, the
observations of the dynamics within the first MSP meeting are used to create a better sense of
the spaces for engagement. Also interviews are conducted to get an insight in how people
experienced the meeting and the role they played.

Sub-research question 3: How do stakeholders perceive and handle uncertainties and risks
related to watershed management during the formation process?

Not only politics influence the dynamics, also the stakeholders are placed in a context where
there is considerable uncertainty with regard to water scarcity, droughts and floods. These
perceptions, interpretations and attitudes with regard to the issue, uncertainty and risk are also
present and surround the formation process of a platform. There is a certain issue, which
requires a certain form of cooperation, but how is this specific issue identified? To get an
understanding of the different perceptions and ideas regarding water related challenges, the
grid-group theory, which assumes that people can be distinguished on the basis of their
worldview, will be used. A content analysis will be used to be able to define the different
worldviews and how they influence each other, if they are merging or that contradiction
remains. This information will be extracted from the observations during the first MSP
meeting and interviews with the respective stakeholders.
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3.3 Data collection
The research question requires different types of data, as it focuses on the stakeholder itself as
much on cooperation processes and contextual understanding. This research will make use of
qualitative data methods, because this research focuses on a small process and deeper
qualitative insights on this phenomenon are needed. Qualitative methods give the opportunity
to understand the meaning people give themselves to events, behaviour or objects (Hennink et
al., 2011). Firstly attention will be paid to the different methods that are used and
subsequently the limitations of this research are discussed.
3.3.1 Literature review

The first method used is a literature review for establishing a theoretical framework, which
acts as the basis for this research. Furthermore, literature and other sources such as
information documents are used to get an understanding of the wider political and institutional
contextual situation of Ethiopia.
3.3.2 Minutes of meetings and conversations

The idea of initiating an MSP already started in November 2014 as a result of the SWSH
project. As the formation phase already started at that time, all the minutes of meetings and
conversations from the first discussion day of the stakeholder platform (November 2014) until
the first official meeting will be used. Minutes are notes that are written down during
meetings. These minutes give valuable information on the different ideas stakeholders
proposed and the way the formation process is continuing. The formation process did not start
at a certain point in time; it evolved during the different discussion days, e-mail
correspondence, hand-over ceremony and ultimately the first stakeholder platform meeting.

During the first stakeholder platform meeting the secretary also took minutes, which helped in
understanding the discussions that were sometimes conducted in local languages.
3.3.3 Qualitative interviews

At the start day of the first meeting, 19 stakeholders were identified, not taken into account
the federal government and the finance bureaus of the regions. For this research, 14 different
persons were interviewed that represented an organization that was part of the stakeholder
platform. A total of 20 interviews were conducted in the end. It was planned to interview
every stakeholder at least once, but due to time constraints and the busy schedules of the
representatives, not every stakeholder has been interviewed.
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There are different forms of interviewing and also different techniques that can be used
(Emans, 2002). This research made use of particularly semi-structured interviews. Semistructured interviews are characterized by an initial list of questions, but in which the
interviewer can ask other questions that seem relevant to gain more insights. However, the
flexibility of semi-structured interviews gave the opportunity to go deeper into certain
subjects the participants come up with.

To start of mainly general questions were asked which provided information on the
background of the stakeholders and their general interest in the platform and the challenges
they face. Subsequently, questions about how to solve problems, the forms of cooperation and
the way they perceive the future were asked. Almost all interviews were recorded, after
informing and asking for permission. These interviews are all written down.
3.3.4 Participatory observation

Another important qualitative method is participatory observation. This method gives the
opportunity to study how people behave in their natural setting and see how they behave, with
whom they talk and what subjects they deem important without intervening as a researcher
(Hennink et al., 2011).

To understand the process of partnering, observations during meetings are written down. The
first stakeholder discussion day on the 19th and 20th of April 2016 was an important event,
because this was the first time all stakeholders came together. During this event, discussions
and interactions are carefully written down.

Also informal meetings and conversations will be part of the observations. However, the first
stakeholder discussion days and the data of the interviews are the most important forms of
data that will be used.
3.3.5 Data analysis

The different methods that are used mainly provide textual data. The data was analyzed by
reading and highlighting the different sorts of texts.
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As an interpretive method is used, which acknowledges subjectivity, awareness is crucial. Not
only the participants are reflecting their subjective views, Also the background, present
emotions and position of the researcher can form a bias in the research (Hennink et al., 2011).

However, in the empiric chapters, the exact words that were used by the participants are used
and are placed in the context in which these words were said. Although interpretations errors
can occur, by having written all the data in text, an attempt has been made to present this
information in an as transparent manner.
3.3.6 Limitation of the research

This section will discuss the methodological limitations for this research.

The first limitation of this research is the way in which the qualitative data is collected. By
possessing a dual role, as intern from VEI and as an objective researcher, this could have
influenced some of the data obtained. By introducing myself as an member of VEI, while
doing research could have influenced the answers stakeholders have given during interviews,
as I was also part of the donor. Socially acceptable answers may therefore be present.

Another methodological limitation is the use of a small case study with a small time span.
Due to time limitations that are present in writing a thesis, there was no room for an
interactive session in which worldview was explored. This could have provided a more
extensive analysis of the different perspectives that are present within this platform and the
perceived power dynamics.

Nevertheless, as every research has its limitations, the conclusions that could be drawn on the
basis of the chosen methods and the known limitations do seem solid. As it was a single case
study, no hard conclusion could be drawn, but it was a start of an empirical analysis and
exploration of the formation phase of an MSP. In further research and to be able to come to
harder conclusion, more extensive research could be conducted with the issue of time taken
into account.
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4. Context of the platform
Insights in the institutional set-up of the Ethiopian government and the water challenges are
important, as an MSP cannot be observed without a solid understanding of the contextual
influences. Firstly, attention will be paid to the water related challenges this MSP is dealing
with and thereafter in which institutional set-up (form of state) it is operating.

4.1 Water challenges
Due to this geography and the climate, Ethiopia has always faced high hydrological
variability because of the lack of water storage and the vulnerable watersheds (Mosello et al.,
2015). The current natural and socio-economic challenges, such as population growth,
migration and climate change, are changing the availability of water, the demand and the
quality. The water sector still uses no little integrated planning, which means that the water
allocation does not always take into account the competing demands and there is often no fact
based data on how much water is available in which areas. It is also argued that Ethiopia does
not have an overall lack of water, but the water is distributed unevenly and there is a lack of
general information on the water levels and the meteorological data (Mosello et al., 2015).

That Ethiopia is not only experiencing water scarcity due to a factual shortage, as Mosello et
al. (2015) also argue, is supported by the fact that the annual rainfall in Harar is comparable
with that of the Netherlands. However, in Ethiopia the rainfall is seasonal, thus heavy rain
seasons are alternated by very dry seasons. Between the regions of this MSP (Dire Dawa,
Harar, OEHZ), the diversity of Ethiopia is already visible. OEHZ is characterized by mainly
highlands, while Harar and especially Dire Dawa are characterized by lowlands. When
looking hydrologically, this MSP is set up within an exceptional situation. Looking at the
watershed, Harar and OEHZ are connected as they fall within the same basin; Dire Dawa falls
within another basin. Dire Dawa is connected to Harar and OEHZ through the 71 kilometer
pipeline that pumps water to Harar and some kebele’s (small administrative units) of OEHZ.
This pipeline has been financed by the African Development Bank, because there was a
potential humanitarian crisis coming up in Harar as their main water source, Lake Haramaya,
dried up due to overuse. Therefore you can speak of an inter-basin water exchange, which is
exceptional in Ethiopia and also rare in the rest of the world. This makes the platform an
inter-basin trans- regional stakeholder platform, which transcends hydrological features, but
also institutional.
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4.2 A federal government system
Ethiopia, officially the Federal Democratic
Republic of Ethiopia, is located in the
Horn

of

Africa.

This

country

is

characterized by high diversity. It not only
encompasses at least 70 different ethnic
groups, but also agro-ecologically, as it has
highlands, lowlands and desserts (Berhanu
& Poulton, 2014). Since 1995, Ethiopia
has been constituted by a federation of
nine ethnically based regional states,

Figure 4. Administrative Regions and Zones of Ethiopia
(source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_zones_of_Ethiopia)

which in turn are divided in 69 zones.
Moreover, there are two chartered cities, namely Addis Ababa and Dire Dawa.

A federal system is a system with shared power, the federal union and the regional states are
having a certain amount of shared- and self-rule "within their constitutionally defined powers
and responsibilities" (Habib, 2010:5). This means that it is enshrined in the constitution what
actions the regional states can take on their own. In the case of the Ethiopian Federal
Government, the government is the designated authority to formulate and execute national
policies and strategies in the utilization and conservation of natural resources.

This MSP was initiated for the regions to work with the water related challenges they are
facing. However, the Federal Government has been working on the development of the water
resources to reduce the poverty levels and to achieve a middle-income status by 2015. A
Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP) was developed which focused on the establishment
of irrigated land and hydropower capacity (Mosello et al., 2015:12). But the challenges with
regard to water are not only depended on the natural and socio-economic surroundings, the
institutional set-up influences also the way in which water is governed.

Although Ethiopia is formally a federation, much has been written on the top-down approach
and the state-centred approach of the federal government. As Cullen et al. (2014:264) cite
Hagmann and Abbink (2011:584–585), “although formally a federation, Ethiopia’s central
power holders keep a tight leash on sub-national entities." Ethiopia has been focusing on
decentralization, such as establishing a federation, and participatory approaches to steer
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towards better cooperation and harmony between different local groups (Gebre-Egziabher &
Assafa, 2007). However, as Vaughan and Tronvoll (2003:33) also argue that “the pattern of
social interaction in Ethiopia sustains a strictly hierarchical stratiﬁcation of society, where
one is constrained by a large, invisible, but rigid system of common sanctions, to obey
“orders from above." This means that still a hierarchical form of behaving between
individuals and organizations exists.

4.3 Taking into account the context
In order to understand the context in which this MSP is operating, it is thus important to take
the water related challenges of the area into account. Water does not obey to political
boundaries and may even be transferred by hand-made constructions, which makes the
dependency relation complicated between the stakeholders that are present in the formation
phase. The presence of correct data on for instance groundwater or seasonal rainfall is not
self-evident which among other things makes water a challenging subject in Ethiopia. This
also contributes to high levels of uncertainty which has an influence on the way people are
interacting with each other.

Also this platform operates in a context where there is formal decentralization, but in practice
there is still a very strong hierarchical order to which people obey. The federal government
still holds a great amount of power and the chartered cities and Harari also have more
autonomous power. This should be taken into account when looking at the power dynamics
within the MSP and the way in which stakeholders are interacting and are able to engage in
discussions.
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5. Creating partnering space
This section focuses on who created the ‘space’ for this platform to emerge and how the
platform is set up. The creation of the platform and the boundaries that were set for
stakeholder participation and subjects of discussion are important to understand the dynamics
that take place within the platform.

The first paragraph focuses on how the platform was chosen as a tool for water management
and how and when this process started. The second paragraph puts emphasize on the selection
process of the stakeholders and the considerations made here by VEI and by the stakeholders
themselves. This selection is important to create boundaries on who is invited to participate
and who is not. The last paragraph focuses on the motivation from stakeholders to engage in
the platform. In all paragraphs, the role of VEI and other researcher cannot be ignored, as they
have a large influence on the whole set up of this platform and the agenda setting.

5.1 The platform as a tool
This section zooms in on the establishment of the platform, by whom and for what purpose.
The platform has been established with a specific aim and is used as a tool to achieve goals
that relate to the water resources in the region, but also for VEI to fulfill the obligation they
have towards the SWSH project.

The platform has been set-up by VEI as a project result of the Sustainable Water Services in
Harar (SWSH) project, a public-private partnership with the following organizations: Vitens
Evides International (VEI), Heineken Brewery Share Company, Harari People Regional State
(HPRS), Harar Town Water Supply and Sewerage Service Authority (HWSSA), Ethiopian
Catholic Church-Social and Development Coordinating Office of Harar (ECC-SDCOH), MS
Consultants, Acacia Water, Royal Haskoning DHV. The aim from the project was to ensure
cooperation and long-term water allocation, protection and conflict resolution with regard to
the water resources in the area. One of the project results was to establish a stakeholder
platform, which aims for structural dialogue regarding long-term water allocation, protection,
and its development strategies, taking all water-related stakeholders’ voices in the region into
account. The platform was facilitated and initialized by the staff of VEI, which gave them a
certain amount of power over the process. During the establishment phase of the platform,
two discussion days were held which can be seen as an inception phase. These discussion
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days were initiated for stakeholders to be informed about the idea of a platform, the ultimate
aim and to incorporate their input.

During these discussion days, almost the same composition of organizations was present
(see appendix 3). This resulted in 12 government representatives (of which four of the federal
government), one university representative and one business representative, one NGO and
two consultant organizations that are part of the SWSH project.

The first meeting mainly focused on the awareness about the importance of long-term
sustainable water resource allocation and embracing a sustainable stakeholder platform. The
second stakeholder discussion day focused on ownership and institutionalization of the
stakeholder platform. In the last meeting, it was suggested by a representative of the Ministry
of Water, Irrigation and Electricity to hand-over the platform to a neutral actor to enhance
ownership and also the sustainability of the platform.

As a result of these meetings, the VEI decided to hand-over the platform to a neutral actor that
could continue with the establishment of the platform. As Harar and OEHZ fall in the Shebele
basin, Dire Dawa falls in the Awash Basin. As there is not yet an authority for the Shebele
basin, but there is one for the Awash basin, Awash Basin Authority (AwBA). This
governmental agency was chosen as a neutral actor. On the hand-over ceremony at December
10th 2015, the platform was handed over from the SWSH project to AwBA. Although AwBA
was from now on in control, VEI was still financially responsible for the first stakeholder
platform meeting. They were not only responsible for the logistics, but the agenda for the first
meeting was also established by VEI. A memorandum of under (MoU) had to be signed
between the stakeholders and the researchers of the project would present their findings.
Therefore, the first meeting was already tightly defined in which certain results had to be
achieved in order for the SWSH project to achieve their results.

Therefore, this MSP was chosen as a tool to promote cooperation and a sustainable use of the
water resources of Dire Dawa, Harar and OEHZ initiated by VEI and supported by mainly the
Federal Government and regional governmental representatives. Besides, it was also a tool to
achieve project results of the SWSH project within a certain time frame.
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5.2 Selection process of stakeholders
As the platform is used as a tool to achieve certain goals, it is also important to see who gets
authorized to make use of this tool. It gives insight in the water related challenges in the
region, but also which organizations are given the ability to influence what will ultimately be
discussed at the table. This part focuses on who was invited to engage in the platform and
under which criteria.

The staff of VEI played a considerable role in identifying the possible stakeholders for the
stakeholder platform. As the stakeholder platform was established with a certain aim, the
choice of stakeholders had been done by looking at actors that were mandated to make
decision on water related issues or that have a major stake in water resources. As was pointed
out by the representative of Harari People Regional State (HPRS) it was important for him
that he would be surrounded by people with the same hierarchical status as him, otherwise he
would not show up (I_03).

The stakeholders were selected with the requirement that they were regional or zonal decision
makers/actors or that had a major stake in the water resources in these regions. The groups
that were identified were the federal government, regional/zonal administrations,
environmental bureaus, agricultural offices, water bureaus, NGO’s, universities, industries
and private businesses. By means of a stakeholder mapping by Acacia Water, VEI and
support from HWSSA and HPRS, the possible stakeholder were identified. The scope of the
platform was initially focused on Harar and some zones of OEHZ.

However, after an

observation of the water related challenges, it was chosen to also include Dire Dawa in the
platform. This was initiated by VEI due to the fact that Dire Dawa and Harar are sharing the
same water resource.

From the interviews it became clear that stakeholders often pointed to other stakeholders
within their own region, such as the agricultural office pointed to the water authority (I_03)
and Dire Dawa University pointed to the cement factory in Dire Dawa (I_05). The interviews
indicated that often people returned back to their hometown after finishing university and that
they started working there. Therefore social relations are more existence within the regions.
The response on questions about the inclusion of Harar Brewery and other businesses showed
that the inclusion of these organizations was not self-evident. HWSSA pointed to the fact that
these businesses are profit-making companies, which is not in line with their objective (I_02).
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Also according to the Harari Town Administration, they have their own water supply and are
not related to the rest (I_10), which do not make them important. Other organizations such as
the Environmental Protection Authority of Harar (EPA Harar) argued it was important to also
include Harar Brewery and for instance the cement factory, as they extract large amounts of
water and have a considerable role in pollution problems. Therefore, a criterion was
developed, which stated that any business could be included when they use at least 500.000
cubic meters of water per year. Therefore, Harar Brewery Share Company was included, just
as the Coca Cola Bottling Company.

After having discussions about the aim of the platform and which stakeholders to include, the
following actors per region were identified as stakeholders.

Table 2. Stakeholder selection

As can be extracted from table 2, there is an overall dominance of governmental agencies.
Five out of the nineteen stakeholders are non-governmental, however three (universities and
NGO) can be considered as semi-governmental, because the Ethiopian federal government
still controls much most of civil society (Vaughan & Tronvoll, 2003). This lack of diversity is
not exceptional when looking at the institutional context of Ethiopia. Ethiopia has an overall
weak representation of the private sector and civil society (Spielman et al., 2010 in Cullen et
al, 2014:267). This was something VEI was aware off when identifying possible stakeholders.
Although effort had been made for including several different actors, still some organizations
are very weakly represented. This also led to the following problem in which especially the
businesses have little mandate to make decision and are dependent on the mandate of
government officials. The only NGO (table 1) that was included, also pointed to the fact that
everything they do and decision they make are coordinated with the government and they
ultimately are also accountable to them (I_06).
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5.3 Deciding to engage
After stakeholders were approached to engage in the platform, it was up to these organizations
to ultimately make the decision to engage. This sub-chapter will focus on the interests they
have in the water related challenges, the reason they joined and what they expected from the
meeting.
The objective of the platform was explained during the discussion days and in the information
document, however differences in opinions about the aim of the platform continued to be
present in the discussions. This can partly be explained by the fact that certain stakeholders
were also partners in the SWSH project. Therefore, it was not always clear what the scope of
the platform was and for whose benefit. Harari People Regional State (HPRS) and Harar
Water Supply and Sewerage Authority (HWSSA) therefore pointed to the fact that Harar had
to have the largest amount of power in the platform, as they had to put most effort in the
project. HPRS stated that the project is focusing op HWSSA so they are the owner, they
mobilize the resource for the project and the people of Harar benefit the most from it (I_03).
On the other side, Dire Dawa Water Mines and Energy Bureau expressed in an interview that
they thought that Harar should contribute more as they were benefitting more from this
stakeholder platform (I_09). Harar is extracting a large amount of water in Dire Dawa and
there is no good use of that water resource they mentioned. This shows that there was
confusion on the inclusion of Dire Dawa, as this project was executed in Harar. Not only
organizations from Dire Dawa were doubtful, also Harar Brewery expressed their reservations
by involving themselves in this platform (I_07). Their main concern was what they would
gain by participating and what is expected from them.

When moving beyond the doubts and the aim and scope of the platform, there were also
several water related topics that were deemed important. Most of the stakeholders pointed to
the importance of better water management and they expressed their worries about the
challenges they face within their organization. The Harari Agricultural Bureau pointed to their
worries about the groundwater and the micro dams for irrigation, OEHZ to the overall water
shortages in their region (I_11) and the Dire Dawa Agricultural Bureau to the depletion of
groundwater.
"Yes, actually all are at risk. Yesterday I heard from the news that Addis Ababa is also having
problems. The most important problem is the rural part of Dire Dawa and Harari. The
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temperature is getting higher and higher and the climate is changing. We have droughts. Both
governments are very eager to satisfy the demand of water and remove the problems,
especially in the rural part" (I_01).
Attention was not only paid to the overall worries on water management, also other interest,
which relate to the already existing relationships came up for discussion. Haramaya
University brought up the water price Harar is charging them:
“We need to beg to get water and then the water tariff is not fair" (I_11).
Furthermore, the misunderstanding on the extraction of water by HWSSA from the Dire
Dawa wells was a point that was mainly mentioned by the representatives from Dire Dawa.
The different stakeholders expressed their worries, the challenges they face and the topics
they would like to discuss. HPRS reacted with the following proverb on the question why
they want to join in the MSP:
“One cannot remain awake, for fear of dream. If I sleep, I will dream badly, so I will stay
awake. You have to confront and resolve" (I_01).
After the first meeting was held and the question was asked why they joined, participants
answered: "I was invited so I came"; "I wanted to see what this was all about". During the
meeting not only stakeholder engaged, also members from the federal government were
invited as witnesses. The majority of the stakeholders found it very important that the federal
government came, as they could also provide funding. HPRS formulated it as such:
“When the meeting is held, at least one person should be there to make things easy.
Facilitation, coordination, conflict resolution, sustainability of water and equity. Equity
seems very simple, but some people or politicians consider that everything should be based on
politics, but it should be based on facts and information, data (I_15).”

Ultimately, figure 5 on the next page shows the organizations that engaged in the first MSP
meeting in Dire Dawa. This figure shows where the different stakeholders were positioned
around the table. The Environmental Protection Authority Harar (EPA Harar) and the
Ethiopian Catholic Church only joined the next day and were seated at the table.
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5.4 Concluding remarks
This platform created space for different stakeholders coming from different regions to come
together and start the conversation about water. Not only did it try to serve the needs of the
stakeholders, it also served another important goal, the project itself. As can be extracted from
the interviews, the overall purpose of the platform seemed clear, namely addressing water
related issue, but under what circumstances and how this related to the SWSH project was
unclear. Also, this platform created space for industries and NGOs to start participating in
communication with government organizations. How this space is used by which stakeholders
will be discussed in the next chapter.
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Figure 5. Attendees first stakeholder platform meeting on 19th and 20th of April 2016

6. Making use of partnering space
The previous chapter gave insight in the creation of a partnering space by setting up a
platform. This section will provide information on what was happening within that platform
space during the first meeting in Dire Dawa at the 19th and 20th of April 2016.

The meeting had two main parts, which will also be guiding the paragraphs of this chapter.
The first part paid attention to the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) that was
established in a joint effort between AwBA and VEI. This MoU encompasses the rules and
regulations with regard to platform membership. The second part of the meeting focused on
the research that was conducted by Acacia Consultancy and MS Consultancy, whom are part
of the SWSH project. This chapter focuses on who was involved in the discussion, what
things were discussed, how did people react on the given information and if there were
contrary views.

6.1 Setting the terms of participation
The first day of the meeting started with a speech from a representative from the Water
Resource Development Fund of the Ministry of Water, Irrigation And Electricity.
“The application of Integrated Water Resources Management varies according to each river
basin’s specific conditions and requirements, yet in all cases Integrated Water Resources
Management is focused on delivering a triple bottom line of a balance of economic, social
and environmental benefits resulting from an integrated approach that carefully considers
each trade-off. However, the water crisis is largely a challenge of improving water
governance, and Integrated Water Resources Management focuses equally on improving the
human system, focusing on how people and their institutions work all together, make the
appropriate and right decisions, and implement them effectively (P_03).
He points to the different disciplines that should work together and that the governance
aspects are very important. Federal government officials, from the Ministry of Water,
Irrigation and Electricity, witnessed the two days. In additions to these federal government
officials, the respective Bureaus for Finance and Economic Development from the three
regions and the governmental EBC media were present.

On the first day, the formulation and signing of the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU)
was the central issue. The MoU encompasses the organizational structure of all stakeholder
platform bodies and the rules and regulations. It was important that on the first day, every
stakeholder signed the MoU as this would speed up the process and more time could be used
for discussing the research report. The moderator from VEI had an important job on giving
the stakeholders the space to discuss the MoU, but also ultimately steer them towards signing.

After the draft MoU was presented, the MoU was open for discussion and the stakeholders
were invited to respond to the MoU. Firstly, many stakeholders talked about the importance
of a stakeholder platform. To address water related issues, the vice president of HPRS
explained that collaboration, rationalization and scientific approach might be necessary. Also
HWSSA expressed their willingness to collaborate, as they are ‘challenged’. The wells dry up
and they are forced to dig deeper.
“I was scared when I saw the wells" (HWSSA in P_03).

Many organizations expressed their concerns about the water related challenges in the
regions. Hereafter, the discussion was followed by questions with regard to the enforcement
mechanisms. EPA Harar and Haramaya University raised their concerns regarding the
ultimate enforcement and legally binding aspects of this platform. Here DWSSA responded
that this enforcement ‘has to come from the higher officials’ that are present in the Steering
Committee. AwBA itself reacted by explaining that participating is on a voluntary basis. This
was refuted by a representative of the federal government and stated that AwBA as a
governmental organization has the authority to sanction the stakeholders when after
agreement they do not cooperate. It was agreed that AwBA, as a regional governmental
organization, and because of their powers and their relation to the federal government, this
will serve as enforcement mechanism.

Before the meeting, attention was pointed repeatedly to the role of the government in this
process. To function, Haramaya University expresses that it needs the government. When this
organization is not engaging itself in this MSP as a way to manage the water resources, it will
not happen (P_15). It depends on commitment and dedication of the government to function.
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Unless focusing on the management aspects starting from the present, it is ended that the
future will not be bright, because, as I mentioned once again in the above paragraphs,
scarcity with respect to availability and water quality deterioration related to the nature of
geological formations, expansion of urbanization and industrialization and climate changes
will increase" (I_15).
Another important element of the MoU was the budget breakdown. To enhance ownership
and to complement the small budget of AwBA, it was decided to ask for a small yearly fee
from the stakeholders. This raised an intense discussion. The invitee of the OEHZ finance
bureau pointed to the fact that they cannot decide on these issues, as they are only the zone of
a larger administration. Before they can sign a budget breakdown, this must be discussed with
the administration of Oromia. Therefore, they could not sign. Also Dire Dawa Water Supply
and Sewerage Authority raised a discussion, because they wanted to delay signing to take a
closer look at the budget breakdown. Also a representative of the Ministry of Water, Irrigation
and Electricity, Water Supply and Sewerage Directorate supported this argument, because it
was better to give the stakeholders more time. However, the moderator did not see any point
in this and kept on steering towards signing. Two other federal government representatives,
who argued that the signing could take place and that the financial issues could be discussed
later, supported him. In the end, the budget breakdown was removed and every stakeholder
that was present signed the document. The facilitator accepted this act in order to get het MoU
signed. However, after this day he expressed the noncommittal implications this can have.

6.2 Navigating uncertainty
After the terms of participation were discussed and signed, the next subject of deliberation
was the research report that included data obtained with regard to water levels and other
hydrological data and suggested strategies.

The aim for this second part of the meeting was to identify the issues stakeholders would like
to address within this MSP. The research that was presented was conducted by several
researchers from the SWSH project. As the project did not focus on Dire Dawa initially, they
put scientific data from already conducted research by Dire Dawa organizations themselves in
the report and also developed suggested strategies. Firstly, the presentation started with
overall information and definitions about watersheds, basins and how they are interconnected.
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After the presentation ended, the involvement of stakeholders in establishing an overall issue
or scenario to work on was questioned. As the EPA Harar said that they are decision makers
(P_04) and are there to make decisions, not to find the possible solution by themselves. This
implies that they want to receive the best possible solutions and choose one of this scenario's.
However, this was not how the presentation of the research report was prepared, stakeholders
were invited to engage in discussion and express their challenges and possible solutions.

Conflicting ideas and perspectives became visible after the data of the research were
presented; for instance rainfall and potential new areas where water can be extracted was
presented. Immediately after the presentation ended, the way in which the researcher gained
this knowledge on the regions was questioned. Especially EPA Harar wanted to know if the
research was based on participatory approaches. Also AwBA’s research directorate responded
by saying that you cannot conduct research without including the stakeholders in the research.
The stakeholders were indeed neither included in this research by scientists nor given the
opportunity to give comments. This was not a good start to discuss the presented information,
as the basis of knowledge was already questioned. Already before the meeting started, it was
expressed by several stakeholders that more research is needed.
“Even if they know, they do not know exactly how much water it has. This really needs
technology and human capacity” (I_10).
Thereafter, the discussion went on smaller issues focusing firstly on Dire Dawa. The amount
of annual rainfall was presented as 600 mm. When making more effective use and
establishing ways of collecting or storing it, scarcity problems would already be partly
eradicated, stated by the report. Dire Dawa University questioned this amount and Dire Dawa
Water Supply and Sewerage Autority (DDWSA) was consulted if this was the right amount
who could not give a definite answer. Also the definition of deep and shallow water created
confusion. EPA Dire Dawa assumed that the recharging of shallow and deep water is
connected, while the researcher is stating that this is sometimes assumed, but information in
terms of figures is needed. After several subjects were discussed, the researcher asked which
of the discussed issues should be prioritized. EPA Dire Dawa answered by saying:
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“You don’t have to prioritize. It is difficult to give an idea on this based on the development
priority of Dire Dawa administration. The industries demand huge amounts of water, from
shallow or ground wells, this depends. The population of the city is also increasing (P_04).”

Subsequently, the researcher pointed out that it is easier to start with one thing and then move
forewords. Two representatives of the federal government also confirmed this: focusing on
one issue may already have a positive effect on other considerable issues. EPA Dire Dawa
then decided that they should focus on the regulation for water drilling and the overall use of
water. As the present representative of the Environmental Protection Authority of Dire Dawa
the head of the department, he has the mandate to make statements and define their future
action strategies.

Next, the focus was on the issues for Harar. The stakeholders from Harar already expressed
their commitment and willingness to cooperate many times during the two days. After the
different scenarios were discussed, they were also asked which issues were deemed most
important by them. Where the Harar Agricultural Bureau pointed to the importance of microdams for the farmers, HWSSA was more interested in exploring the options for new
boreholes. Furthermore, HWSSA prioritized almost all scenarios (which mainly focused on
options for new boreholes), except for one that needed cooperation with OEHZ. Harar is
depending more than the other regions on water resources from places outside the city or even
outside their administrative zone. Therefore, the research suggested using a sub-basin on the
borders with OEHZ. HWSSA responded by mentioning that they are not mandated to do that,
it is beyond their management span of influence. These are tasks that should be executed by
the federal government. The EPA Harar said that no decision could be made on the basis of
this report. Again the issue of the basis of knowledge was questioned, pointing to the
importance of scientific information and not only opinions. What was also important in
choosing an issue and/or way of intervening was:
“We do not know the costs and benefits of the scenarios, we cannot choose anything
(P_04).”

At last, the stakeholders of OEHZ were asked what their region needed and what their
thoughts were on the presented information. As the person from the water bureau already had

45

left for another meeting, they could not say anything about this matter because they did not
possess the correct information.

During the whole meeting a specific group of people took the lead. The people that engaged
in the discussion (more than once), besides the federal government officials were:

Table 3. Overview present stakeholders who engaged in discussion (in orange)

After the researcher wrapped up the presentation and thanked everybody for their attention,
the chairman from AwBA took the stage to thank everybody for their attention and input. He
wanted to put some action plans for the next meeting. He asked the stakeholders how they are
thinking of acting upon the discussed issues. EPA Dire Dawa, EPA Harar, HWSSA, Dire
Dawa Water Mines and Energy were all expressing their gratitude, but also pointed to the fact
that they will work on these issues in the next meeting. Dire Dawa University also stated that
there is not a lot of knowledge on a lot of things and that more research is needed. With these
statements, the meeting ended.

6.3 Concluding remarks
After the two days of deliberation, the terms of participation were set, but the issues that
requested close attention and cooperation were not yet settled. What can be learned from these
two processes; setting the terms of participation and navigating uncertainty?

The terms of participation were set at the first day, which influenced the whole dynamic at the
meeting. Most of the these stakeholders had never met as they come from different political
regions and work in different disciplines. However, at the first day they immediately had to
commit on working together, without knowing the others or having discussed on what issues
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and in what way they could start cooperating. This process is also influenced by several
actors, such as the facilitator and the representatives of the federal government. The needs of
the stakeholders themselves are at this stage not taken into account. Thus setting the terms of
participation at the start of a meeting already puts pressure on a newly formed group which do
not have started speaking together about how and why they should start cooperating.

Thereafter, the discussion started on the scientific data that was obtained in the three areas and
how they could act upon this. In the end no scenario was chosen, which seemed disappointing
as everybody agreed to work together and obey to certain rules, but there was no prospect on
actual cooperating on water related challenges. However, it was observed that navigating
through all these uncertainties and different challenges, stakeholders had an overload of
information and were not able to make a decision. Also it seemed that despite the complexity
and differences in stakeholders, one or at most a few satisfactory solutions were sought by the
stakeholders themselves. This creates tension in navigation, because on the one side there is
the intense complexity of the problem and the many uncertainties and risks associated
therewith, and the need of finding a solution and demanding more research to find the answer.
Navigating uncertainties becomes then a tense and complex process.
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7. A two-way analysis
In chapter 4, the context in which this platform is emerged was described to provide a better
insight in the institutional set-up and the genuine water related challenges. Subsequently in
chapter 5, a specific episode in the formation process has been displayed, the setting up and
initiating phase of the platform. In chapter 6 the first official meeting is described focusing on
two important processes, namely setting the terms of participation and navigating uncertainty.

The analysis of the formation process of the platform will pay attention to two important
dynamics, namely how this platform is embedded in an already existing and created context
of power and politics and how this is affected by uncertainty, risk and different worldviews.

The first chapter will focus on the power cube of Gaventa (2006) to see in what way dynamics
of power are present in this platform. Here dynamics from the setting up of the platform
(chapter 5), setting the terms of participation (chapter 6.1) and from the overall institutional
set-up of Ethiopia (chapter 4) are used. Thereafter, the matter of water challenges is analyzed
and the Cultural Theory is used to see which kind of frames can be identified and how these
dynamics between frames can be analyzed. Here information from the setting up of the
platform (chapter 5) and navigating uncertainties (chapter 6.2) will be used. To conclude, the
most important findings will be displayed.

7.1 A powerful space
The power cube by Gaventa (2006) is a way of looking at how space for engagement is
created and what happens inside this space. The power cube is used as a tool to get a sense of
the power dynamics that can be observed in this platform and how this relates to the
institutional content of Ethiopia. The aim is not to analyze who ‘possesses’ power and who
does not, but to explore how power can be observed during the formation stage of this
platform. The three different elements of the power cube, space, forms and levels of power,
are analyzed in this paragraph.
7.1.1 Space

The element of space refers to the understanding about how this MSP is created, by whom
and who was invited. A space does not simply emerge, but it needs to find a certain entry
point and scull a little bit to create this space.
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The initiation of this platform has mainly been done by VEI. They sought for a certain aim of
this platform and to make sure stakeholders were willing to engage. They were supported and
mandated by the federal government to establish a platform. As Gaventa (2006) argues, there
is closed, invited and created space. However, he also argues that it should been seen as a
continuum, in which also different forms of creating space can be present. This space is
created by a public-private partnership in which possible members are formally invited to
join. Where it first had the character of a closed space in which discussion days were held
with a certain group of invited people, it later also invited stakeholders to give input on which
stakeholders should also be invited. However, as strict criteria where developed and signed
immediately, it could be argued that it remained mainly closed, with some room for
invitations if organizations satisfy the criteria.

Not only had VEI created this space with at first mainly support from project partners, they
also provided the finances which fortified their position to set boundaries. However, this
could only been done by support from the stakeholders themselves which mediated their
position. By handing over the platform to AwBA, the space as such obtained more legitimacy
and took a step towards a more sustainable platform. But as Gaventa (2006) also argues, that
those who create the space, are also more likely to have power within it (p.28).

The space was also initially interpreted differently among the stakeholders, which also
showed a difference in how they wanted to use this space for engagement. Especially the
governmental agencies focused on the GTB planning and the cornerstones that were
important to address, such as environment and rural development, while Haramaya University
mainly focused on the price they were charged. The organizations in Dire Dawa also mainly
focused on the absence of co-operation between them and Harar.
7.1.2 Forms

Within the certain forms of power that are related to the creation of space, also different forms
of power can be observed within this space. There are different forms of power according to
the cube, and one of them is the ‘visible’ form of power.

Visible form of power
The visible form of power is relatively the easiest form to be analyzed, as it can be observed
by looking at who makes decisions and on what topics.
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During the two discussion days, it is interesting to see that three federal government
representatives are present to witness the whole process. They also signed the MoU under
‘witnesses’. In discussions, it became clear that when decisive decisions need to be made,
they stepped in and gave their opinion. For instance in chapter 6.1 with regard to the moment
of signing the MoU, two of the representatives pushed on signing the document at that
moment, as this was also the objective of the moderator, which was on good terms with the
representatives of the federal government.1 A respectively smaller incident, but when EPA
Dire Dawa did not saw the need of focusing on one scenario, his idea was contradicted by two
federal government representatives and he ultimately choose two issues.

The representatives from Dire Dawa and Harar also had more visible forms of power, as they
engaged in discussion, gave their opinion and expressed the decisions they have made.

Hidden forms of power
Hidden forms of power are harder to identify, as this form focuses more on the agenda setting
and who is granted at the decision making table. This also points to the argument that the one
who creates the space also poses a lot of power within the space.

As VEI initiated the creation of a platform, they also initiated the first meeting, including the
day, the time and they developed the agenda for this first meeting. Being the facilitator of an
MSP already bring a lot of power. As they also had project results to achieve, they focused on
the elements (signing of the MoU, many stakeholders present and handing over the platform
to another organization) they deemed important. Also the federal government supported them,
as the federal government is also part of the public-private partnership that set up this project.

The representation of stakeholders and who is invited to take a seat at the table also points to
the effect of hidden forms of power. It was chosen to only invite decision makers, businesses
that consumed large amounts of water and NGOs. However, it should not be underestimated
the power that other stakeholders had in deciding who could engage and who could not. As
was mentioned in chapter 6, it is important for higher representatives that also other higher
representatives are sitting at the table, otherwise it is not worthwhile coming. Also the
representation of NGOs is interesting, as is mentioned by Vaughan and Tronvoll (2003), the
1

The VEI country director maintains good connections with the federal government and is also from Ethiopian
origin.
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policies for NGOs involve strict regulation and monitoring of the activities they carry out, and
that they require NGOs to work through government structures. In the interview with the
representative of the Ethiopian Catholic Church, he also pointed to the fact that they need are
ultimately accountable to the government and that they mainly work through local
government structures. They act as non-governmental organization, but are still part of the
predominantly government organizations that are present in Ethiopia.

Invisible forms of power
The last form of power, ‘invisible’ power, is the hardest to identify, as it is much deeper and
looks at the historical and ideological boundaries, which influence the ability to participate.
The dominant socio-political culture in Ethiopia has been historically very vertically stratified
and hierarchical (Vaughan & Tronvoll, 2003).

This MSP is crossing administrative

boundaries and in which the stakeholders from Oromia Eastern Hararghe Zone have a
different position than those from Dire Dawa and Harar. Eastern Hararghe Zone is a zone of
the Regional State Oromia. Therefore, they do not have the same decision making power as
the others. This already shows the hierarchy in Ethiopian political life. Not only is it crossing
political boundaries, it is also crossing ethnic boundaries, as the Oromo and Amhara culture
are present in this platform. Barnes-Maute et al. (2013) mention that ethnic diversity and
differences in language can affect the social network and also affect cooperation. As Hoben
(1970) (in Vaughan & Tronvoll, 2003) suggest that the Abyssinian political culture is in many
ways the opposite of the Oromo, where the Amhara culture is individualistic and hierarchical,
the Oromo culture is more egalitarian and solidaristic. Also a different language is spoken,
which was also observable during the meeting where the moderator asked if everybody
understood what has been said as the Amharic language was the language used. The control
of the Ethiopian state has been historically mainly based on the Amhara/Tigrayan sociopolitical tradition, which still plays a dominant role in the current socio-political life of
Ethiopia (Vaughan & Tronvoll, 2003). Vaughan & Tronvoll also argue that it is often the case
that the "process of socialization from birth teaches Ethiopians that people are not equal"
(p.11) Hierarchical structures are therefore very present in the minds of people and can also
structure the way in which people can engage with each other.
7.1.3 Levels

The last element in the power analysis is the levels of power that are present in this platform.
Gaventa (2006) argues that there is much debate on what level of power is most important to
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address. Within this platform, the level of regional, national and global are present. That
perhaps more levels are important to address, is also stressed by AwBA as it is mentioning
that it may not end and address the interest of the societies in the areas (P_03).

Regional
When looking at the involvement of stakeholders, the level of power in this MSP is on the
regional level. However, it can be observed that different regions already possess more power
than others and that it matters whether you represent a zone of a large regional state or that
you represent the regional state itself. The NGO's and businesses fall somewhere between
regional and national, however in this platform they did not show their sphere of influence.

National
Besides the observational regional power of this MSP, the federal government from Ethiopia
still possess a large amount of power. The federal government showed strongly the levels of
power, as the overruled decision by ‘lower’ decision makers in that context. This can be
brought back to the institutional set-up of Ethiopia, in which hierarchy remains important.
This top-down approach was also mentioned by one of the stakeholders:
“Moreover, in keeping with the top-down approach favored by policy makers at the time, the
planning and implementation of water development schemes was not submitted to public
discussion, nor were stakeholders consulted on the matter. Policies were made in camera,
and plans were executed by professionals without involving the stakeholders concerned. This
decision-making tradition, which is still with us today, has to change because without public
participation and the input of the stakeholders themselves development programmes will not
be sustainable” (I_16).

As Vaughan and Tronvoll (2003:33) also argue that despite the idea of decentralization and
giving more power to local government officials, they are still subject to top-down power
from higher levels of government.

Global
The last level of power is the more global level. The public-private partnership that executes
the SWSH project can be seen as a global force of power. Different organizations from
Ethiopia and The Netherlands are initiating this platform and also have power through their
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partnership, such as VEI. Therefore, the platform also has also a strong global component,
which influence the power relations.

Different levels of power are present in this MSP. All levels are important to address and to
recognize, as it provide insight in the different dynamics of an MSP. The global level
influences the platform by having mandate from the public-private partnership. The national
level also influences the way in which cooperation arrangements are made, but can also
provide more mandate to the platform. The regional level also contains its own dynamics and
may also benefit from the inclusion of the national and global level, as was described in
chapter 5 that they also need the federal government 'to make things easy'. Power is hardly
even only visible at one level and this multitude of levels can be beneficial or restricting
participation in MSP processes.
7.1.4 Opening up new space for cooperation?

The question that could be asked after analyzing the power dynamics that are present within
and outside this platform is: does this platform really open up space for cooperation between
stakeholders? It is hard to argue whether it opens up new space for cooperation, or that is a
reflection of society as it already is. The MSP still deals with different levels of power and
with the hierarchy that is present in the Ethiopian context. The individual stakeholders
themselves are submissive to the federal government during the meeting. Also hierarchy
between regions is present and affect the way in which and if people can engage themselves
in discussions. The hierarchy seems restricting for people to engage in discussion, however it
also provides a mandate to the MSP and bring people together to start thinking about new
forms of cooperation. Therefore, this MSP does open up space for cooperation as different
stakeholders are now starting the conversation, but the already existing power relation come
on board.

7.2 Worldviews and management styles
The power of the Cultural Theory (Douglas, 1987) is that it provides a way of thinking in
which different rationalities that exist can be observed, instead of thinking solely from your
own perspective. Within this section, the different perspectives that are present within the
platform will be analyzed and a first assessment will be made to see whether these
perspectives lean towards homogenization and unity or that variety remains visible.
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7.2.1 Egalitarian

Within the egalitarian perspective, everyone is equal and should work together, social
injustice is not acceptable. In the sense of water management, nature is very vulnerable and
society needs to adapt to this changing environment. This can be done by having a
management style, which focuses on prevention and adaption on the long term.

On the basis of the observations and the answers given by stakeholders, it seemed that the
egalitarian worldview and management style does not seem present within the stakeholders.
However, when looking closely at the observations and answers, some elements of the
egalitarian perspective can be extracted, also from the point of view of the researcher.

Starting with the opening speech of the federal government, the need of working together for
the common benefit is highlighted (P_03). This touches on the idea of working together as a
group for a common goal. This is also highlighted in the several interviews that are conducted
with the stakeholders, that cooperation is needed. However, this does not immediately
indicate that everybody is also equal in this sense, which is an important element of the
egalitarian perspective.

With regard to ideas on water management, water is characterized as a very sensible issue and
is highly unpredictable and that in the future thinks will change dramatically (I_17).
Haramaya University also argues that water management should be based on making
decisions now that sufficiently anticipate on the needs of the future (I_10), which focuses on a
pro-active management strategy based on the long term.

Especially, the egalitarian management perspective was proposed by the research conducted
for the SWSH project and also used in the first MSP meeting. When presenting the data, the
researcher focused on how the scientific data, which shows the natural processes that are
ongoing, should guide the water management strategies. By developing scenarios, the idea of
long term planning and prevention was pointed out instead of continue performing mitigation
measures (P_04).
7.2.2 Individualist

The individualist is characterized by a fear of strong restriction on their autonomy and favor
self-regulation. Water is hereby considered as an economic good and can be exploited for
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economic gains. As risks can be calculated, their management style is based on an economic
risk assessment and cost-benefit analysis. An important element is the short time horizon their
management is often based on.
After evaluating the answers of the respondents, it became clear that Harar Brewery used a
more individualist perspective. In an interview (I_07), Harar Brewery was not sure about their
role in the platform and asked what the output of this MSP for the brewery would be. As they
aimed at working more strategic, they placed themselves as entrepreneurs in a competitive
environment. They also face risks of depletion and environmental pollution, and they
conducted a lot of research to get water from the Harar areas. However, as the demand is
increasing and more water is needed, the respondent explained they do not yet know what
kind of amount they need in the future and how their water resource will behave. Therefore,
he explained that they take a certain amount of risk.

During the first meeting, more elements of the individualist perspective were present. When
different scenario’s on working together were presented, HWSSA expressed that they already
start working with the French on a new water resource plan for their water supply, without
noticing any other stakeholders. This led to a great surprise, as nobody was aware of this new
plan and supposedly only served HWSSA itself. By looking for donors for themselves, it can
also be argued that they also acted as an entrepreneur in a competitive environment for
finding the best water resources.
In the discussion on scenarios, also the EPA Harar pointed to the cost-benefit analysis of all
the scenarios. Without a good cost-benefit analysis, they could not make a choice. This also
touches more on an individualistic perspective in which the costs and benefit are playing an
important role in making decisions regarding water management.
7.2.3 Hierarchist

The hierarchists tend to retain the already existing rules that determine the roles and
responsibilities in the group and the already existing power structures. Therefore, the focus is
on top-down regulation and that uncertainty demands more research from experts can also be
considered part of the dominant social order (Xue et al., 2014). However, their management
strategy is focused on win-win solutions and negotiations between different interests.
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The hierarchist perspective is the most present in this MSP. When looking at the worldview
perspectives, often it is said in the meeting that climate is changing and that this bring along
various risks, but it can be managed.
In this worldview, the future can be made more predictable, but only when people are willing
to do so (I_15). Therefore, adequate enforcement mechanisms are also needed with regard to
this MSP, as Haramaya University suggested. Otherwise people will not behave accordingly.
The management style of the hierarchist focuses on win-win solutions and all interests
incorporated. Already at the start of the first meeting, this perspective was used by the
representative of the federal government (P_03). Must emphasize was put on the role of
organizations and the win-win solutions that are possible for everybody.
Nature can be managed and win-wins are possible, because common tasks can lead to
common benefits (I_15). Hereby adequate standards need to be developed.
7.2.4 A first assessment of different worldviews and management styles

During the first stakeholder platform meeting and the information gathered from the
conducted interviews, it can be analysed that different perspectives were present, although the
hierarchist perspective dominated. The interesting element was that organizations do not
always hold one perspective and can also change between worldview and management style.
As the researcher from the report mainly expressed the egalitarian perspective, he also
showed hierarchist elements that focus on the need of management and the role of knowledge.
Therefore it is important to see these perspectives in a continuum and not as strictly divided
perspectives that can be easily ascribed to certain organizations.

Table 4 provides an overview with some of the general ideas that relate to certain worldviews
and management styles.
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Table 4. General overview present worldviews/management styles

During the meeting the hierarchist perspective dominated among the stakeholders that
engaged in discussions. The interviews also provided information that the individualist
perspective is also present, mainly expressed by Harar Brewery. The Cultural Theory
provides a general overview of perspectives, but it does not pay attention to the differences
that are present on a smaller level. Differences between disciplines and administrations
remain.

During the first meeting, stakeholders were searching for an answer and also expecting the
researcher to provide them with a solution on which they could anticipate. Also the need for
more research was multiple times expressed. This challenges the idea of variety from Hood
(2000), which states that variety is inevitable and that answers to complex public management
problems should not only be found in science, but also has a strong management aspect
embedded in the socio-cultural context. The different perspective do not merge during the
meeting and one perspective dominates the discussion. However, finding one solution on the
basis of one perspective is simply not possible, as it does not do justice to the variety in
practice. This is also what Verweij et al., (2006) argues on the basis of the Cultural Theory,
that in the end people are basing their arguments on different premises and different
worldviews and therefore there will never be one solution (Verweij et al., 2006). In the search
for a promising solution, the notion of diversity and variety is forgotten.
7.2.5 Mixing perspectives

As this analysis of perspectives shows, people are not representing only one perspective. The
hierarchist

perspective

dominated

during

the

meeting,

which

resulted

in

an
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underrepresentation of the two other perspective. Ignoring or not giving space for different
perspectives undermines the notion from Hood (2000) that variety is inevitable and that
uncertainty will not be solved by science alone. By giving attention to different perspectives
and be aware of this, participation of stakeholders in an MSP can co-construct a future in
which all perspectives are taken into account.

7.3 Concluding remarks
Power manifests itself in a variety of ways. Not only observable, but also hidden and already
starts by the initiation phase of this MSP. This chapter showed that it is important not to see
power in a vacuum, but to analyze the different forms of power that can influence how
dynamics are present and the way in which people choose to cooperate. Therefore, not only
the power is important, but also the perceived problems and risks.

The Cultural Theory provide insight in which perspectives on water management are present
and how they are interacting. In this MSP the hierarchist perspective dominated during the
first meeting. Here the interaction between world view and power relations also becomes
visible, as they cannot exist without each other. Power relations and the way society is or
should be organized, is at the basis of the Cultural Theory and provides a perspective on
socio-cultural life. In a society where the institutional set-up and overall context is hierarchic,
it is not surprisingly this is tracked back to the way people perceive the world and nature
around them. Already existing power relations can also challenge the way in which different
frames can be represented during the formation phase. When there is a strong tendency
towards one perspective, the way in which other ideas can be represented can be undermined.
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8. Discussion
Heading to the conclusion of this research, this chapter will focus on different aspects that
remain open for discussion. First an analytical discussion will challenge the often used
definition of MSPs and it will address how this research relates to other work on water
governance and the use of MSPs. Thereafter this chapter will engage with practitioners and
policies that organize MSPs.

8.1 An analytical discussion
8.1.1 Defining an MSP

In the introduction, an often used definition of MSPs is given and repeated below:

"A decision-making body (voluntary or statutory) comprising different stakeholders who perceive the same
resource management problem, realize their interdependence for solving it, and come together to agree on
action strategies for solving the problem” (Steins and Edwards 1998: 1 in Warner et al., 2005:3)

But do stakeholders perceive the same resource management problem and do they come
together to agree on specific action strategies? As stated in the introduction, Evans et al.
(2010) argued that this is not how it is, but how MSPs should aspire to function. How do the
results from this research relate to this often used definition and is this how it should be and
ultimately can be?

The case study in this research represents the first part of the definition, namely that an MSP
is a decision making body, which implies that decision should be taken in order to be
successful or that stakeholders must aim for making decisions. However, this puts restrictions
on the different function of an MSP. Subsequently it is stated that these different stakeholder
perceive the same resource problem, which is inherently untrue when looking at the variety
that exists within groups of people and let alone between stakeholders that all have a different
stake.

Within the formation phase, an important element is how and why people agree to coordinate
their actions. In this definition, people come together to agree on action strategies, which
implies a less restrictive space than a decision-making body. This part of agreeing on action
strategies touches upon the importance of the formation phase in which stakeholders come
together to agree to coordinate certain actions. Agreeing on an action strategies does not
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restrict the way what kind of action strategies, which could also be based on informing each
other on a regular basis.

The last part of this definition is again problematic and ignores the complex dynamics in
which MSPs are often organised. Defining one problem when looking at the multitude of
different water related challenges is impossible. Water is an complex multi-dimensional,
trans-boundary problem, which contains many problems and deals with a huge amount of
different social, political, cultural dynamics, as shown in this research.

This definition puts already a lot of limitation on the working of MSPs, especially focusing on
the formation phase. How and why people start an MSP depends on several factors such as
power and politics and perceptions with regard to risk and uncertainty. By limiting an MSP to
this definition, the formation phase is already restricted and does not relate to the way in
which people would like to organize themselves. Therefore, this definition does not do justice
to the social reality in which MSP function, nor does it do justice to the way in which an MSP
should aspire to function.
8.1.2 Variety and space

This section will look at how this thesis research relates to comparable work on water
management and MSPs. Hereby the work of Warner will be used.

Jeroen Warner is one of the main authors when it comes to the governance and politics of
water management and the use of MSPs. As he argues, the key driver for participation in an
MSP is the salience of the water challenges. Urgent management challenges, due to flood risk,
social pressure to engage in an MSP will be high (Warner, 2005). Nevertheless, his argument
on in- and exclusion do point to the fact that the a priori motivation to participate is often
mistaken (Warner, 2004). This argument is interesting when looking at the pre-motivation of
stakeholders to engage and are willing to coordinate their actions, and how groups are also
excluding themselves from discussion. As the businesses and NGOs did not engage in any
discussion, this can also have different implications than power differences. It can also show
that the issue discussed is not relevant for them or it bring opportunity costs, which are more
important than participating.
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That stakeholders participate can also be caused by having a space in which they have a voice
and simply listen to each other, instead of learning and working towards a common shared
goal. Successful MSPs are more found in acting as sounding board, than policy making body
(Warner, 2004). "MSPs are ways of managing increasing degrees of variety (diversity) and
variability (dynamics)" (Kooiman, 2000 in Warner, 2005:2). Here Warner touches upon an
interesting dynamic of loose space and the variety that is inherent to managing water, which
assumes already a more messy process. Here he puts that when people see the need of
including all the different views, they will see the need of working together and as the way
forward (Warner, 2005). However, politics also play a role in MSPs, as people bring their
social, cultural and political luggage with them (Warner, 2004). This relates to the results of
this research, which recognizes that stakeholders indeed are not empty sheets when they
arrive at the table, but it is important to recognize that power dynamics and politics come into
play already at the initiating phase and facilitation of an MSP.

Within spaces for engagement, loose space can be appreciated. This thesis research deepens
this ideas of variety and loose space by using a conceptual framework to analyze how variety
and perspectives and management styles on uncertainty and risk are present in an MSP and
how these dynamics are interacting. Warner (2004) does argue that besides having room for
'talking', quick wins and clear goals are also needed, closely related to mandate. But this does
not have to mean that variety is inevitably lost as a result. Mandate is often related to politics
and power, which already come on board at the formation phase. Therefore, at the beginning
of the formation phase, these issues of mandate can be addressed and analyzed.

8.2 Practical discussion
The next section will reflect on the practical implications that can be extracted from the
results of this research for the use of MSPs.

Water issues can be seen as wicked problems, as they cross different disciplines, contain high
level of uncertainties and everybody has a stake. Verweij et al. (2006) provide critique on the
one sided way of thinking in policy making and analysis of policy processes with their article
'Clumsy solutions for a complex world and messy institutions for wicked problems'. Clear
solutions that do not have covered the different cultural perspectives will not be effective and
viable. Clumsy solutions, not based on simply facts, but a mixture of views, facts and
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everything that seems important for people are needed. The solution does of public
management does not lie in working on the same resource management problem and solve it,
but offering space for more perspectives, ideas, facts and depart from that point. Rittel and
Webber (1973) (in Ney & Verweij, 2015:1679) argued that ‘tame’ problems can be solved by
following a linear decision-making process, in which an issue is identified and data is
obtained in order to make a final decision. MSPs can offer a space in which these problems
are discussed, but a linear process seems ineffective and impossible, looking at the nature of
the problem. Wicked problems are not solved by tame solutions.

Practical guidelines often tend to focus on the different cycles an MSP is following or the
unequal power relations that are present and are constraining participatory approaches (Cullen
et al., 2014:271). However, it appears that every MSP is used in a different context with
different challenges. As MSP contain different stakeholders, it is inevitable that different
perspectives are present with regard to the issue at stake, the proposed solutions and the
decision making power people/organizations possess. This brings challenges to identifying an
ultimate aim of the platform and setting the issue, which should be addressed.

Often this has been identified as problematic. However, different perspectives and ambiguity
will remain as you are working in a socio-cultural political environment. Therefore, the idea
of clumsy solutions of Verweij et al. (2006) and the idea that variety remains instead of
moving towards homogenization from Hood (2000) can provide a new horizon in which
MSPs can be developed. Static policies that ignore the great deal of variety and strive towards
homogeneous and one-sided solution will therefore never be visible in daily practice.

The private sector that is looking for business opportunities and the way in which water
management is done by governmental organizations do not need to exclude each other.
Instead of seeing an MSP as a tool to establish good integrated watershed management, it
should rather be seen as a process that will continually develop itself over time and in which
new information, new uncertainties will appear. It can create a certain kind of space in which
cooperation, deliberation and navigating uncertainties is encouraged and up taken. A new
horizon for stakeholders to be aware of all the differences and recognize the variety and seek
ways for cooperation, starting from clumsiness.
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9. Conclusion & Recommendations
As MSPs are winning grounds as tools to enhance cooperation, communication, management
of complex natural resource management, there is a need to look at these formation of spaces
for engagement. The central questions was: how do stakeholders representing different
political and regional interests agree to coordinate their actions and form an MSP addressing
water shed management in the Eastern regions of Ethiopia? This has been done by looking at
two dynamics, namely by looking at the power and politics that are present within and outside
the platform and how uncertainty and risk are navigated and relate to certain worldviews and
management styles.

Firstly, this research shows that the formation of an MSP and the dynamics within this space
are characterized by already existing power relations that are present in the institutional set-up
of Ethiopia. Secondly, different perspectives with regard to worldview and management style
are expressed by different stakeholders, which gives insight in the way people are interpreting
the water related challenges and they how to act upon these.

This case study shows that these perspectives do not seem to merge, but that during the
discussion the hierarchist perspective was mainly represented. Subsequently, stakeholders aim
to find the best solution for the water related challenge during the meeting. This contrasts and
creates friction with what underlies the perspective on variety from Hood (2000), which
argues that variety will continue to exist. Finding one solution in such a complex situation is
never possible. As already existing power relations come on board at the formation phase,
these also challenge the way in which different frames can be represented at the formation
process. As way of conclusion, dealing with power relations and uncertainty and risk makes
cooperation not a linear process with an already existing ultimate goal, but more a messy
process in which the way how and on what topics to cooperate remains challenging.

Researchers that are highly valued leave limited space for movement for the other
stakeholders within the first meeting of the platform. The introduction of scientific knowledge
from outside researcher in the formation phase of an MSPs can be questioned. This
knowledge is used to reduce the issue of uncertainty, however it also creates tension.
Scientific information does not resolve the issue of uncertainty and can create more
uncertainty and ambiguity when it does not relate to the social reality of the stakeholders. In
the formation phase, people might benefit from a more loose space in which they can first
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make sense of each other and seek ways to start cooperation without immediate interference
from more knowledge.

The case study shows that the formation phase is not a linear process towards decision
making, it is more a ‘messy’ process in which people are trying to make sense of the
presented information and seek for a solution. However, a messy process does not mean
doomed to fail, it shows how people with different background, information, perceptions are
behaving in a platform in which all these differences come together. How and why
cooperation seems needed depends on the uncertainties and risks stakeholders perceive and
the moment when stakeholders see the need of working together and start coordinating their
actions. Lessons that can be drawn for policy makers is that MSPs are not a simple tool that
can be implemented, but it needs to meet the contextual situation and people themselves must
feel the need to start coordinating their action by using an MSP, otherwise it will be doomed
to fail. When wanting to implement an MSP, it is important to see an MSP as a process and
not a tool. It is a new way of organizing and coordination between stakeholders in certain
contexts, which takes time.

As the exploration of dynamics within an emerging MSP show, different perspectives on the
issue at stake and the already existing institutional set-up of Ethiopia play a large role in the
formation process of this MSP. However, there is room for more research on this topic to
deepen the conceptual framework for analyzing the formation phase of an MSP. Due to the
size of this thesis research, also the role of social networks and ethnicity is underexposed.
Especially the differences between the Amharic and Oromo culture are lately very challenged
in Ethiopia, which could be interesting to take into account in further research.

As way of conclusion, the most important lesson that can be drawn is that although the effects
of different perspectives, uncertainty and power relations seems impediment to the working of
an MSP, ideas on clumsy solutions and the inevitable existence of multiple frames could
provide a new view on MSPs. The role of clumsy solutions and ideas with regard to variety
should be taken into account; in literature and in practice.
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Appendices
Appendix 1 - List of interviews and participatory observation
Interviews2
Date
23-03-2016
23-03-2016
24-03-2016

25-03-2016
25-03-2016
25-03-2016

29-03-2016
01-04-2016
13-04-2016
30-04-2016
08-04-2016
04-04-2016
06-04-2016
27-04-2016

28-04-2016
02-05-2016
04-05-2016
07-05-2016
07-05-2016
12-05-2016

Person
Harari People Regional State
Harar Water Supply and
Sewerage Authority
Harari People Reginal State
Agricultural Development
Bureau
Environmental Protection
Authority Dire Dawa
Dire Dawa University
Ethiopian Catholic Church
Social Development
Coordination Office Dire Dawa
Harar Brewery Share Company
Environmental Protection
Authority Harar
Dire Dawa Water Mines and
Energy Bureau
Harari Town Administration
Haramaya University
OEHZ Administration
OEHZ Water, Mines and
Energy Office
Harari People Reginal State
Agricultural Development
Bureau
Harar People Regional State
Haramaya University
Environmental Protection
Authority Harar
Environmental Protection
Authority Dire Dawa
Awash Basin Authority
Dire Dawa University

Code
I_01
I-02

Event
First Discussion Day
Second Discussion Day
First MSP Meeting
First MSP Meeting

Code
P_01
P_02
P_03
P_04

I_03

I_04
I_05
I_06

I_07
I_08
X
I_09
I_10
I_11
I_12
I_13

I_14
I_15
I_16
I_17
Y
I_18

Participatory observation3
Date
24-11-2014
29-04-2015
19-04-2016
20-04-2016
2
3

Green shading: interview conducted by secretariat MSP Mulualem Tarekegn.
Green shading: observations from minutes written down by staff from VEI.
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Appendix 2 – Stakeholder mapping MSP
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Appendix 3 – Attendance list stakeholder discussion days4
Attendees First Stakeholder Discussion Day

Date

25th of November 2014

Present

Urban Water and Sanitation Directorate (federal goverment)
Oromia Water Mines and Energy Bureau
Water Resources Development Fund (federal government)
Harari Water Supply and Sewerage Authority
HWSSA representative for SWSH project
Harar Town Administration
Harari Peoples Regional State
Dire Dawa Chartered City Administration
Dire Dawa Water and Sewerage Authority
Dire Dawa Water Mines and Energy Bureau
Haramaya University
Haramaya and Aweday Town WWS Manager
Eastern Hararghe EEPCO Branch
Harar Brewery Share Company
MS Consultants
Ethiopian Catholic Church
Oromia Eastern Hararghe Water Bureau
Haramaya Town Administrator
Oromia Eastern Hararghe administration

Invited but absent

Attendees Second Stakeholder Discussion Day
Date
Present

4

29th of April 2015
Ministry of Water, Irrigation and Energy (federal government)
Ministry of Water, Irrigation and Energy (federal government)
Urban Water and Sanitation Directorate (federal government)
Water Resources Development Fund (federal government)
Harar Water and Sewerage Authority (HWSSA)
HWSSA representative for SWSH project
HWSSA
Rural Water Supply and Sewerage Unit Harar
Harari Peoples Regional State
Dire Dawa Water and Sewerage Authority
Oromia Eastern Hararghe Water Bureau
Haramaya University
Harar Brewery SC
MS Consultants
Ethiopian Catholic Church

Data obtained from minutes written by VEI.
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