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Abstract

The present paper specifies and explains the deffosarmdmprehensive management support
in research and development (R&D) cooperationsifdustrial actors within the European
meat industry. In an empirical study, 67 meat ilusompanies have been questioned
regarding their requirements. As a result, 17 mamemnt support service elements could be
identified which are associated with different imabon phases. Further analysis of the data
reveal different demand profiles. For example,ribed to differentiate companies regarding
their R&D cooperation experiences is obvious. THererequired for coordination tasks in
R&D cooperation projects is underestimated by pignditing companies without previous
R&D cooperation experience. The overall conclug®that an innovation broker approach
for complex R&D cooperation projects in the meatlustry is needed. Following this
approach, support services should take into accauobmbination of differing company
characteristics.

Keywords: R&D cooperation; Management support services;ovwation broker; Public-
private partnerships; Open innovation; Meat industr

1 Introduction

It is a challenge for politics, economy and scietgestrengthen innovation within and
between companies with the aim of improving perianoe in the globally competitive
environment. This process focussing on two appresichirst, incentive systems for R&D
cooperation between companies (business to buyingsd second, incentive systems for
R&D cooperation between business and science. &gphoaches provide the foundation for
a range of national and international research éx@onk programmes and cluster initiatives
(Solvell et al. 2003). Paralled to this, politib@hders of the European Union have formulated
an EU strategy that aims achieve “the most dynaamd competitive knowledge-based
economy in the world” (European Commission, 20Q)e to that, companies should benefit
more from the research activities within univeesitand research institutions.

In recent years, R&D cooperation in the meat ingusas been characterised by becoming
apparent that cooperation along complete valuenshiai necessary (Lambert et al., 2000).
This is especially important for quality managemgmbcesses. For example, different
companies at the level of primary production, pssgeg and trading take responsibility
regarding their own areas of accountability socaproduce high quality meat products. The
majority of producing companies in the meat valbeic have adopted their internal control



systems according to legislation (EU General Foad/)Lin recent years. One can say that the
meat industry has already made significant progresise last decade. The current challenge
is to interlink internal systems on an interorgatiemal level in order to create efficient
guality management systems for complete value shi@@obinson et al., 2005). To improve
such systems it is of high importance to implemanteroperational inspection and
communication systems rather than to rely on simgl@ponents and isolated applications
(Trienekens et al., 2009; Schulze Althoff et al02).

As a sequel to the examples described above, ogatassume that R&D cooperation
between value chain actors in the frame of a céedemnnovation process is needed to
develop interorganisational quality managementesyst The various stages within the value
chain — including agricultural production as wedl slaughter companies, processing plants
and retailers — have to communicate and cooperdte each other and as well as with
suppliers of technologies and services on the @mel land with scientists on the other hand.
The challenge is to combine all these actors iatetioning R&D consortia. This implies that
synergies will be created in the cooperation. Audhiermore that single actors as well as
complete value chains have more advantages thadwdistages as is expected to be shown
by the joint generation of new knowledge and bydifig collaborative solutions to
accomplish present and future demands of the mdvkigh respect to food safety, food
quality, traceability etc.).

However, participating in complex, system orienteéhd interorganisational R&D
cooperations is difficult for a large number of guaing companies within meat value chains.
In particular, companies involved in primary protloie and at the meat processing level are
overwhelmingly small and medium sized enterpriseSIEs). These producing plants lack
resources for R&D activities. Compared to biggeoduction plants (e.g. at the slaughter
level, bigger processing plants and retailers)herrajority of suppliers of technologies and
services. It is assumed that these companies are nghly equipped with resources and/or
experience to fulfil R&D cooperation requirementiequately. With regard to the globally
competitive market — (and the requirement from plétical sector that companies should
benefit more from the research activities at ursims and research institutions) it is of
enormous importance to facilitate R&D cooperati@ivieen all described actors within the
meat industry.

With this background, the study presented in thisgn focuses especially on industrial actors
in R&D cooperations within the meat industry bysmag the research question:

= What is the demand within the meat industry for management support in R&D
cooper ation projects?

The following sub questions were formulated to eatéhe scope of the question as well as
taking into account the structure of the meat itiguand specific challenges expected to be
encountered in complex R&D cooperation:

= In which phase of the innovation process do companies require specific management
support service el ements?

= |sthere a relation between the scope of management support service elements and the
company size?

= |s there a relation between the scope of management support service elements and
cooper ation experiences?

It can be assumed that particular company feattggaire a targeted support to enable
companies to participate or even to initiate R&Doperation projects. Therefore, these



questions are important for institutions that adseaffer management support services for
actors intending to take part in R&D cooperationsartia.

2 Theoretical background

This paper focuses on R&D cooperation. R&D is omet @f the innovation process. It
“comprise creative work undertaken on a systentadsis in order to increase the stock of
knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture aodiety, and the use of this stock of
knowledge to devise new applications” (OECD, 2002&D can be distinguished between
intramural and extramural. Extramural R&D (also ledl R&D cooperation) can be
understood as an element within the open innovatmnrcept. The term ‘open innovation’
describes the approach of companies that open aip R&D activities for other actors to
generate new ideas and new knowledge with the distimulating innovation instead of
solely internally generating new knowledge. To @age innovation, companies use external
resources for their internal sustainable develogni€hesbrough, 2003). Open innovation
and innovation, as such, secure the profitabilitga @ompany and of entire value chains and
sectors (Menrad, 2004). Although it should be bommind that R&D is simply one part of
the whole innovation process. The result of sudaeR&D - the generation of new
knowledge, an invention, an innovative idea orrarovative concept is no innovation as long
as the idea (etc.) has been productively incorpdranto the enterprise’s activities.
Subsequently, it has to be introduced to the ma(Reigers, 1998; Henry et al., 1991;
European Commission, 2004). That means that spedafganisational, financial and
commercial steps (which are intended to lead toiif@ementation of innovations) are as
crucial for the innovation process as is the restutuccessful R&D.

An innovation process is caused by altered conditiand circumstances. It can be divided
roughly into three core phases: Initiation, R&D ligstion and exploitation (see figure 1).
Each phase comprises various different activitifsr example, the realisation phase
comprises activities like the acquisition of extdrknowledge; intramural R&D (in-house);
extramural R&D (open innovation / cooperation); @sdion of machinery, equipment and
software etc. (OECD, 2002). Since this paper exadlg focuses on R&D cooperation the
R&D realisation phase is equivalent to ‘extramur&D’.
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*Since the research focus is on R&D cooperation the R&D realisation phase is equivalent to ‘extramural R&D’. Beside extramural R&D the R&D
realisation phase might comprises, in another context, activities like intramural R&D (in-house); acquisition of machinery, equipment and software
etc. (OECD, 2002).

Source Figure based on Bruns et al., 2008; Menrad, 2B@4enfeld et al., 1991; Rothwell, 1994; Schlicksuf®92; Schroeder et al.,
1986; Trommsdorff, 1990

Figurel Phases of the innovation process

The phases accomplished serially. Since R&D amwitare “high risk”, it is common to
repeat process stages by undertaking correctiorevenm trying alternative approaches as a
solution to a problem. Hence the innovation proazssbe described as an iterative process
or as a learning loop. The core phases are accoetpdry overlapping activities like
networking and coordination, which take place dgitime whole innovation process.

It can be assumed that in complex R&D cooperatimmstellations involving scientific and
industrial actors aiming at a joint generation efwnknowledge, special problems regarding
planning (e.g. searching for appropriate partnars) management (e.g. like coordination of
consortium) are likely to occur. Reasons for thusdies might be different backgrounds of
various partners regarding organisational cultur@ more specifically research approaches,
the availability and deployment of missing resosrcand, not the least, the huge
administrative effort required in the managementcoimplex R&D cooperation projects.
Potential barriers related to the formation analdsghment of R&D cooperation consortia
and as well the realisation of R&D cooperation ectg are listed in the following table
(based on Aslesen et al., 1999; De Jong et al.7;2l@rkx, 2008; Lienemann, 2005; SMEs-
Net, 2006; Rammer et al.,, 2006; Rammer et al.,, 20a8tuin et al. 2007; European
Commission, 2004; Trienekens et al., 2008). Thesadrs are assigned to different stages of
the innovation process (illustrated in figure 1).



Table 1 Barriers related to R&D cooperation projects assigned to stages of the
innovation process

Innovation process

phase Barriers
e Lack of expertise regarding identification of iniadon demand (micro-perspective and / or
macro-perspective)
*  Lack of expertise regarding structured idea managem
= « Thematical focus of R&D joint project does not &tthe innovation strategy of the single
:% company
2 £ e Lack of expertise regarding searching of potemtialperation partners
é. e Lack of SMART project planningsfecific, measurableachievabler ealistic,time-bound)
8 e Lack of financing & lack of expertise to apply feublic funds (incl. experiences regarding
extensive application procedure)
@S Management barriers in the R&D realisation phaseaeearching barriers that are not limited to the
% E ﬁ R&D realisation phase (these barriers are listeceut@oordination”).
o5 « Risk of spill over of knowledge
L%g « Unsatisfactory agreements regarding common inteléproperty
= -  Different culture of cooperation partners
g g § - Different levels of language skills
2
g . e Extensive administrative procedure
i;; % g e Lack of time and specific project management exiseer
*  Lack of information flow and communication

Barriers related to the formation and establishnoéf®&D cooperation consortia and as well
the realisation of R&D cooperation projects can &ssociated with transaction and
coordination failures. The service of a third pathgside science and business actors) might
minimise these failures for consortium partnersleviiansaction and coordination tasks are
taken over by this third party. Potential trangactnd coordination tasks especially for R&D
cooperation projects are worked out in this paeeld on the transaction cost theory. The
transaction cost theory is classified within theldi of new institutional economics (Erlei,
2007). New institutional economics consider addgio arising costs which occur in
connection to transactionssuch as coordinatiorsc@itmpared to that, neoclassical theories
assume complete market transparency. In ordergbatls and services are interchanged
without recognition of additional costs which ocourtop of the expected price.

Coase(1999), who introduces transactions costs into ¢senomic theory, causes the
existence of firms by the costs of market utilisatiFirms do exist since market utilisation
costs are higher than firm internal hierarchicaisation costs (Voigt, 2002). In the case of
R&D cooperation projects it is a question of comparternal available resources for R&D
activities. If resources for R&D are internally navailable the company need to make a



decision: Is it more cost-efficient to build up R&Edmpetences internally (e.g. by hiring
scientific and competent personal and by buildipgresearch facilities) or is it more cost-
efficient to find R&D resources on the market. Thransaction cost theory gives an
explanational approach for decisions to carry esahdactions at the market, corporation
internal or to prefer a hybrid organisation modedi: 2007). In this regard three kinds of
transaction cost categories need to be consid&sadching- and information costs (eligible
transaction partners have to be found; thereforeed and quality of potential transaction
partners have to be compareoBrgaining- and decision costs (expenditure for the exchange
of rights of disposal, like drawing up agreemeragreement negotiations, legal advices,
preparation of information)olicing- and enforcement costs (the observance of agreements
has to be controlled (Richter et al., 2003).

By integrating a third party in R&D cooperation @cts (beside the consortium partners
science and business) this party could focus on nmisation of transaction and
coordination barriers. “Such intermediary actistimclude: helping to provide information
about potential collaborators; brokering a trarisadbetween two or more parties; acting as a
mediator, or go-between, bodies or organizatioas &lne already collaborating; and helping
find advice, funding and support for the innovationtcomes of such collaborations”
(Howells, 2006). According to Howells (2006) thisrd party might be “an organization or
body that acts [as] an agent or broker in any dspfethe innovation process between two or
more”. Beside that definition the literature praserst diverse terminologies regarding third
parties with different functions. Most of them asta broker or intermediary in an innovation
network. One could work out mainly two differenn#ls of third parties. Some concentrate
solely on the intermediation between actors. Theykvas a supporter in innovation systems
aiming to facilitate collaborative innovation preses and innovation activities. Others
additionally provide content and knowledge. Thegction as well as an innovation source
(Chesbrough, 2006; Den Hertog, 2000; Hargadon.efi@97; Howells, 2006; Klerkx, 2008;
Klerkx et al. 2009; Winch et al., 2007). The terology is most diverse. While Hargadon and
Sutton (1997) for example defined the term “knowledr technology broker”, this paper
follows rather the definition of Winch and Courtn€007): “An innovation broker is an
organization acting as a member of a network afradn an industrial sector that is focused
neither on the generation nor the implementationinoovations, but on enabling other
organizations to innovate.” According to this défon the third party does not participate
directly in the generation of new knowledge durihg R&D realisation phase (see figure 1).

Based on a combination of transaction cost theodythe third party approach a catalogue of
management support service elements has been fdedelo overcome transaction and
coordination barriers (table 2). Assuming by thiegnation of a third party, supporting other
organisation to innovate, R&D cooperation consoviiauld be more efficiently since the
scientific and industrial actors within the congart are able to concentrate on the content of
an innovation process — the generation and adapfioew knowledge.

3 Data and methods

Management support service elements are ident#iedng to enable actors to innovate in
R&D cooperation projects (see table 2 in chapter ey lay the groundwork for the
development of the inquiry instrument. The cord pathe inquiry instrument approaches the
research questiohat is the demand within the meat industry for management support in
R&D cooperation projects? To integrate these results in a broader sense,parteof the
questionnaire refers to the relevance of innovatmw R&D cooperation in enterprises.
Likert-scales have mainly been used to measurdetred of agreement to a statement. In



addition, enterprise data have been compiled fatissical analysis to be able to examine
differences between SMEs and bigger companies dsawebetween companies with and
without R&D cooperation experience.

The inquiry instrument used was in the form of agjionnaire, which was sent out to
approximately 700 companies at the beginning of920® address companies with R&D
cooperation experience industrial partners involvethe Integrated Project ‘Q-PorkChains’
(funded by the EU 6 framework programme) were selected for the inqguitye aim of the
project is to improve the quality of pork and pgroducts for the consumer and to develop
innovative, integrated and sustainable food pradnathains with low environmental impact.
The consortium consists of 62 partners from 20ediffit countries including 33 research
institutions, 29 business partners and industrg@asons. Furthermore the questionnaire has
been sent to members of the European R&D netwo€@S3[Trans Border Integrated Quality
Assurance). The network management has the olgeotigupporting actors in value chains
and networks within the agrifood business regardnegdesign, preparation and realisation of
R&D cooperation projects. Furthermore, the targdatadsfer of knowledge is a particular
focus. The cooperation between business, scientgualic bodies is based on the public-
private partnership approach.

To address companies without R&D cooperation egpegs as well, support has been given
by a pig producer association and also by a castyt in the agrifood business. These
institutions also sent questionnaires to their oekwmembers.

With a response rate of approximately 10 %, 67 comgs took part in the inquiry. The

majority of these companies are in the followindgpsectors of the meat industry: pork (59
companies), beef (42 companies), poultry (31 congsarand lamb (19 companies). Several
production stages within the value chain are represl in the sample. All in all, 13

companies from primary production, 18 companiesnfrelaughtering and deboning, 22
companies from the processing level, 13 comparsesugpliers of goods and 27 service
companies have been analysed. The companies dadwbtto 100% since the single
characteristics are not exclusion criteria. Fornegi®, actors producing beef can as well
produce pork. The same with actors located in thiees chain. Slaughter companies can
equally be active at the processing stage.

Three analysis steps have been conducted in arderd an answer to the research question
and sub-questions:

1. Analysis regarding the demand frequency of managesupport service elements by
industrial actors of the meat industry in R&D corgi®n projects

2. Comparison of demand profiles between SMEs andebiggmpanies

3. Comparison of demand profiles between companiesh vehd without R&D
cooperation experiences

By dividing the companies into two groups, SMEs aighjer companies, the total amount of
companies decreased due to the fact that not afipanies gave sufficient information
regarding their company size for classificationoirdne group. 28 SMEs and 21 bigger
companies were comparedhe second comparison, based on R&D cooperatiparence,
has been conducted with a group of 46 companids R&D cooperation experience and a
group of 20 companies without R&D cooperation eigrere.

For analysing differences between these groupsinthependent-samples t-test is normally
been used. However, the t-test is invalid whenagertritical assumptions are not met. The t-



test assumes that the sample mean is a valid neeauwentre (distance between all scale
values is equal). In case of an ordinal test végiédistances between the values are arbitrary)
a t-test is invalid. Since the assumptions of est-aire not met (like normal distribution) the
nonparametric Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test for twa@pendent samples has been chosen to
determine the significance of demand profiles ompany groups (by size and by R&D
cooperation experience). The Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxest can be used regardless of the
sample characteristics (Pappas et al., 2004; UQDAD).



4 Results

The catalogue of management support services whighcorporated in the design of the
empirical study lists support services in R&D co@pen projects aimed at enabling other
organisations to innovate (see table 2). The cgt@loof management support service
elements is based on a combination of transactish theory and the third party approach
(see chapter 2).

Table 2 Catalogue of management support service elements in R&D cooperation
projects

Innovation process Management support service el ements

phase
e Support regarding the identification of innovatiemand of the value chain.
c e Initiation of R&D cooperation.
o
_§ e Looking for subsidies and applying for subsidies.
c
- « Development of a consistent project plan.
e Setting up and tuning the consortium agreement.
< According to the definition of Winch and Courtnep (), a third party combines transaction and
2 *ﬁ coordination tasks in R&D cooperation projects wtita aim of enabling other actors to concentrate
é— § on the content of the innovation process. Thisradt@s not directly participate in the generatiébn o
S’ g new knowledge. The transaction and coordinatiokstasdertaken according to this phase are
@ overarching tasks that are not limited to the R&Blisation phase (see “Coordination”).
«  Management support regarding the implementatiareaf technologies, new concepts.
.5 « Dissemination of results (publications, trainingsrkshops).
a
s} e Support during the protection of results / know-Hevg. patent advice).
o
>
w e Support during the implementation of successfidted concepts / techniques into the daily
business or during the commercialisation of sudobigsieveloped products.
«  Organisation of direct contact possibilities betawbasiness persons, research and
representatives from the political level.
(@]
g L .
< «  Bringing project partners together.
o
g % *  Guaranteeing the communication between partners.
< z
g e Matchmaking between unknown partners.
c
% «  Mediation if conflicts and disagreements betweenngss appear.
g e Taking over project specific management and admnatisn tasks for the whole consortium
c
-% (project controlling regarding costs, time and sas@mpliance; project documentation).
c
'g e Charing of team meetings.
Q
© « Translation of financier’'s requirements into spiegifroject guide lines.




By analysing the frequency of desired managemeppa@t service elements in R&D
cooperation projects (see figure 2), it can beestétat out of the whole portfolio of prompted
management support service elements certain seeleceents connected to financial issues
'‘Applying for subsidies’ and ‘Translation of finalecs’ requirements in project guidelines’
are required with a high frequency. Besides fingineind administrative support issues,
networking activities are in the focus of the seegi demanded by the meat industry. These
service elements are most frequently desired byathpany groups, by SMEs as well as
bigger companies, and by companies with and witHe&D cooperation experience. A
ranking of management support service elementvéngn the following figure.

1. Applying for subsidies | B4% |
2. Organisation of direct contacts | 76% |
3. Translation of financier's e
; : : L A% |
requirements in project guidelines
4. Design of project plan | 62%% |
5. Management and administration for consortium [ B2% |
6. Initiation of R&D cooperation | 55% |
7. Matchmaking between unknown partners | 559% |
8. Bringing project partners together | 5% |
9. Identification innovation demand | 5% |
10. Mediation if conflicts and disagreements | =0 |

between partners appear

11. Support protection of results | 49% |

12. Communication between partners | 49% |
13. Sefting up consortium agreement | 48% |
14. Dissemination of results | 7% |
15. Management support for implementation of new concepts| 25 |
16. Support commercialisation of results [ 4 |
17. Chairing team meetings | % |

Key information ofempirical study ! T i
I 0 0% 60% o0%
Response rate = 10%
Bample: approxd. 700 Companies of the ||:| Percentage of inquired companies that rated service element as high important

meat industry

Figure2 Industry demand for management support service elements.

Demand profiles of SMEs and bigger companies

Beside the three service elements mentioned alvdvieh are desired by all companies in a
similar frequency, differences can be observed dmparing the demand profiles of SMEs
and bigger companies. The most identifiable difiees can be recognised regarding service
elements which are valued with a higher importabngeSMEs (figure 3). The comparison
indicates only one significant difference regardithg service element 'Support for the
commercialisation of results’, which is desired mmby SMEs compared to bigger companies
(.013 Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon Test, 2-tailed).
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. Key information of empirical study
15. Management support for i for this analysis = 49

implementation of new concepts {not alf companies gave sufficient
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for classification in company groups)

rin total = 67

* Watn-Whithey-Wilcoxon Test, 3ig 2-tailed

|- = 3MEs . igger Companies|

Figure3 Comparison of demand profiles of SMEs and bigger companies.

Demand profiles of companies with and without R& D cooper ation experiences

The analysis of demand profiles of companies witth without R&D cooperation experience
(see figure 4) reveals significant differences rdgm the demanded service elements
‘Initiation of R&D cooperation’ (.008 Mann-Whitneyilcoxon Test, 2-tailed), ‘Management
support for implementation of new concepts’ (.018nv-Whitney-Wilcoxon Test, 2-tailed),
and ‘Setting up consortium agreement’ (.046 MannitWdy-Wilcoxon Test, 2-tailed).
Regarding the service elements ‘Initiation of R&Boperation’ and ‘Setting up consortium
agreement’ companies with R&D cooperation expegemeed more support than companies
without R&D cooperation experience. In contrasthat, it is more important for companies
without R&D cooperation experience to receive suppothe field of ‘Management support
for the implementation of new concepts’.
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cialisation of results 008% 5 6. Initiation of

R&D cooperation

P

15. Management support - - 7. Matchmaking between

for implementation of new concepts unknown partners

Key information of empirical

13. Setting up consortium agreement study

n for this analysis = B6
{not alf companias gave
information regarding R&D
| cooperalion experiences)
nin total = 67

* Matn-Whithey-Wilcoxon Test, 3ig. 2-tailed

| 2 * Cooperation experiences 1o cooperation eXperiences

Figure4 Comparison of demand profiles of companies with and without R&D cooperation
experiences.

5 Discussion and conclusion

Regarding the research questionhat is the demand within the meat industry for
management support in R&D cooperation projects? it can be concluded that the present study
delivers a number of significant results. All 1&mtified service elements are more or less
relevant. The results vary between 84% and 32%uebtipned companies that rated single
service elements as highly important. Especialy ghrvice elements connected to financial
issues are demanded most frequently. Referringh& annual expenses for innovation
activities it is not surprising that co-financingyan important issue (see as well Batterink et
al., 2006). Companies try to increase their innovabudget. The inquiry illustrates that the
annual expenses for innovation as a share of totabver of participating companies are
between 1% and 7%, varying amongst the differendyction stages of the chain. The
questionnaire results were a surprise concerniagtimary production level. The percentage
of innovation expenses as a share of total turneveelatively high (7%) at this level. An
explanation might be that individual farmers thelwse have not been investigated. At the
farm level, mainly farm cooperatives have beenaedeed. One task of these cooperatives is
to support farmers to improve their production. rEfiere it can be assumed that these are
innovatively thinking actors supporting farmersimmplementing changes, which have been
developed (often in collaboration with universijieby these cooperatives. However,
companies at the slaughter, processing and reteNet spent approximately 1% of their
annual turnover for innovation.
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Comparing the figures on innovation expenses otiggating companies with figures
produced in the frame of the fourth community inmtban survey (CIS4) the innovation
expenditures of surveyed slaughter and processorgpanies are lower. The average
innovation expenditures as a share of total turnoat European companies in the
manufacture of food products and beverages aré/®(Eurostat, 2006). However, the CIS
does not include the primary production level @ tbod chain. The CIS figures on high tech
sectors, 11% of their annual turnover are usethfawvation activities (Eurostat, 2006), are in
line with compiled data regarding food chain sugsliof services and goods in the empirical
study presented in this paper. Participating sepplin the food chain invest approximately
11% (as a share of total turnover) innovation exgeares. In this regard, it can be assumed
that to a large degree, innovations are incorpdrateo the food production chain by
suppliers delivering among others machinery, teldgies, information and communication
systems and services.

Beside the intense requirement regarding suppdmamcial and administrative issues by the
majority of respondents, the analysis focused dferéint demand profiles. Further more
demand profiles based on the company features “aomize” and “R&D cooperation
experiences” has been analysed.

The results answer the first sub-questibm:which phase of the innovation process do
companies require specific management support service elements? 17 management support
service elements are identified and associated thiéh different innovation phases. The
majority of companies require support especiallpme of the three core phases, the initiation
phase. Furthermore, support in both overlappingsghanetworking and coordination, is
needed. The answers by participating companiebaenced regarding these three phases.
Only management support in the exploitation phasems to be less important for the
majority. Regarding management support in the R&alisation phase it needs to be
mentioned that service elements are associatedtiatioverlapping coordination phase (see
table 2). This is based on the definition of anowation broker by Winch and Courtney
(2007). A third party does not participate itselfthe generation of new knowledge, in the
R&D realisation phase. This actor rather suppattiers by providing a coordination function
during the R&D realisation phase.

The comparison of demand profiles between SMEs lagder companies is targeting on
answering the second sub-questitsithere a relation between the scope of management
support service elements and the company size? Regarding the first eleven ranked service
elements it can be concluded that no precise distim between SMEs and bigger companies
can be made. This is in contrast to the less deethedrvice elements on ranks 11, 12, 14-17
(see figure 3). In this case, differences can lmogeised between SMEs and bigger
companies. It has been proved that only one saamfidifference between SMEs and bigger
companies has been found regarding support degiregrms of commercialisation of
innovations like the market launch of new produmtsmplementation of new knowledge to
optimise processes etc.

Concerning the third sub-questiols there a relation between the scope of management
support service elements and cooperation experiences? The analysis indicated that a
distinction between companies with and without R&@bperation experiences can be made.
Significant differences are visible regarding thervigee elements ‘6. Initiation of R&D
cooperation’, '13. Setting up consortium agreemeand '15. Management support for
implementation of new concepts’ (see figure 4).

In terms of companies with and without R&D coopematexperience, the data indicate that
companies without R&D cooperation experience do papect obstacles during the
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organisational initiation and administrative handliof R&D cooperation projects. Whereas
the response of companies with R&D cooperation e@pee implies that barriers need to be
overcome. Due to their experiences, this groupoaianies explicitly desires support in the
initiation phase of R&D cooperation projects alsgarding administration aspects during all
phases. Therefore, it can be deduced that thet effquired for coordination tasks in R&D
cooperation projects is underestimated by companid®ut R&D cooperation experience
(participated in the survey). It is evident thapedally if more cooperation partners from
science and business are involved the necesssigsato satisfy all requirements during the
design of a project — on the part of business pastcompetitor- and supplier relationships),
of science partners, of financiers and as well specific thematic focus in the case of public
funding programmes. Especially in these complex R&Dperation projects transaction and
coordination tasks arise which cannot be undertélyecooperation partners individually. In
these cases a third party, not directly particigpin the generation of new knowledge, but
rather enabling other actors to concentrate orgédmeration of new knowledge, is needed to
coordinate actions.

At first glance, the results may seem surprisimgesiit appears that inexperienced companies
have no need in most frequently demanded managesnepbrt service elements (over all
surveyed companies). However, the results can ddbwanterpreted in terms of an unability
of these companies to estimate hurdles in compl&D Reooperation projects. This
interpretation is for example supported by an ermcglirstudy of Batterink (2009) who
suggests assisting companies inexperienced witr-arganisational processes. Therefore
support services during the organisational intiatand administrative handling of R&D
cooperation projects seems to be a latent demainel idnan an active demand (Boon, 2008).

In contrast, companies without R&D cooperation egmee have an active demand when it
comes to the adaptation and implementation of rekBe@sults within their own company.

This may result in the fact that companies with&®&D cooperation experience have
observed R&D cooperation projects only as an eateactor. On the contrary, companies
with R&D cooperation experience already appliedeaesh results during the R&D

cooperation project. Due to that, companies inwbiveR&D cooperation projects generate a
competitive advantage on the one hand. On the dthed, they carry the risk of an

unprofitable investment. If the subject of the R&Doperation project contains a public
benefit and the R&D cooperation consortium has iegpsuccessfully for public funds, the

risk involved in innovation is minimised becauseablic funding.

Limitations and suggestions for further research

Based on the study sample it is difficult to fiyadissess if the differences on demand profiles
are related (only) on the investigated company adtaristics like company size and
cooperation experiences. To be able to make a glesi@tement further quantitative studies
are needed since the empirical study sample irptper is comparatively small.

Besides that, it is recommended to analyse if dehpnofiles might as well relate to other
company characteristics or environmental circuntgarin R&D cooperation projects. The
presented analysis focussed on isolated compamaatkastics without including mutual
interferences with further company features. Evema precise distinction is evident
regarding the company size, it could be assumet rtftme a combination of company
characteristics than single company features areialr factors for the demand of
management support. The study gives incitementsfdather qualitative studies. The
investigated features (like company size and cajmer experiences) in conjunction with
other characterising features may determine redum@nagement support more in-depth.
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Other characterising features could be the locatothin the value chain (whether a
producing plant or a supplier of technologies amuvises) or whether, for example,
companies that deliver technologies are originathpcerned with another sector than the
agrifood industry. To answer these questions furgjualitative analyses are proposed.

Consequencesfor the meat industry

The generation of new knowledge, a technologicaliry force for the meat industry, a
reduction of the time-to-market phase and with #raincrease of the innovation rate is the
aim of targeted R&D cooperation projects. The medustry depends on cooperation in
value chains and network probably more than angrotinea of the agrifood industry. Since
the meat value chain is based on the divisionkmua, often across country borders. Business
to business (BtB) and science to business (StBperadion are important as well for the
future. The need for complex, system oriented abetdorganisational innovation in the meat
industry will continue. And cooperation will inspirthe improvement of processes and
systems within the meat industry. According to thais likely that management support
services for R&D cooperation will be much in demamthe future.

The challenge is to align targeted support servioesBtB and StB cooperation. To offer
companies adequate support depending on their raliffe characteristics requires an
innovation broker approach for R&D cooperation potg adapted to the demand profiles of
companies in the meat industry. Based on this mgguican be concluded that an innovation
broker service provider should offer a whole pditf@f service elements. One would expect
a flexible customer oriented performance in R&Dwaeks.

An adapted innovation broker approach for the nrehistry has already been applied by the
EU Commission for the first time — in the frametbhé Integrated Project ‘Q-PorkChains’
funded by the EU'6framework programme. The innovation broker appndasted in the Q-
PorkChains project is a promising approach forimdgonal innovation broker functions.

In the future, more effort should be given to elsthba European R&D network in the meat

industry which is provided with targeted managenseport services. By doing so, it would

be desirable to integrate the presented findingkendesign of an adapted innovation broker
approach and as well in future research fundingrammes.
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