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ABSTRACT
This research study was set out to investigate how Wageningen University researchers in Food and
Nutrition perceive working with industries under the top sector policy and how that has affected
their roles (or not) as researchers. Moreover, it also investigated how Wageningen University
facilitates collaboration with industries at the organizational level under the top sector.
To realize this work, two main stakeholder groups, university researchers and industry
representatives were identified and semi-structured interviews conducted. The aim is to find out
their views about collaborating with each other under the top sector.
The study revealed that researchers thought that their research has more impact in the top sector;
however they also perceived a negative side to the top sector. For the researchers, the top sector is
too much demand-driven because of the steering nature of industries when it comes to selecting
research projects and funding. In addition, the type of role researchers should play is not specified.
The implications to researchers include a forced shift towards doing more applied research which is
short term as opposed to the basic research that researchers identify more with. Also there is less
possibility for free thinking as an independent researcher without the constant interference from
companies in the project; less freedom of operation without industries limiting researchers on what
to do and the dependency of researchers on company funds. Finally, the study revealed that the
university does not have explicit structures to help facilitate researchers’ collaboration with
industries.
The recommendations for the study are that Inclusive Innovation Approach should be reflected more
in the top sector, which brings out the best of each world, rather than reflecting Responsive
Innovation Approach which is a more top-down approach. For the stakeholders, the university should
have structures, leadership, ensure trust, open funds, train researchers, have contact persons and
offices for the top sector on campus. The designers of the top sector should include all the
stakeholders more inclusively and actively in agenda setting, balance topics on the agenda for both
applied and basic research, add clarity to the construction of the top sector and funding in particular,
and have a flexible funding scheme. Researchers should have a proactive attitude towards research
and industries, and those doing basic research should look for other sources of funding besides the
top sector.
Key words: Research and researchers, university-industry collaboration, hybrid organizations, PPPs,
top sectors policy
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction
Research and policy have often been considered as separate spheres of endeavor, with the former
informing the latter. Collaboration of the public and private sectors is important in commercialization
of research results in business and policy making, such as between industries, knowledge institutes,
civil society and the government. This sort of collaboration between different sectors is of particular
interest to the government, together with all the other sectors involved and it is gaining momentum
in studies associated with innovation, Research and Development (R&D) (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff
2000, Sharif and Baark 2011, Wong, Hu et al. 2015). Some of the reasons advanced for the
collaboration between research institutes and industry are that, the collaborations help to improve
management practices and industrial production. This collaboration also helps to improve the
country’s trade at the international level, university policies, enhances the technological
performance of a country and makes available mechanisms for funding (Barnes, Pashby et al. 2002,
Van Looy, Callaert et al. 2006, Kauppila, Mursula et al. 2015, Topsectoren.nl 2015).
There are various types of collaboration between the private and the public sector. An example
includes the collaboration between industries (businesses) and knowledge institutes (academia). This
type of collaboration creates mutual benefits for the two organizations involved. For instance it
provides industries with knowledge through technology at lower cost that can be translated into
products and services for their benefit, and for the university; collaboration provides funding,
publications in high-profile journals, licensing opportunities and income (Barnes, Pashby et al. 2002,
Kauppila, Mursula et al. 2015). This type of collaboration between industries and the university is
what others perceive as a hybrid organization (Billis 2010, Gulbrandsen, Thune et al. 2015). Hybrid
organizations are organizational arrangements that bring two or more organizations together that
are different in organizational culture and interest. Being a hybrid offers many opportunities. For
example it ensures effectiveness and efficiency because it brings out the best of both entities. Also
hybrids can offer protection for staff, through the ability to apply for wider varieties of funding
opportunities, and hybrids can offer flexibility for partners in the collaboration that helps achieve
their goals (Billis 2010).
The type of collaborations that exist between the public and the private sector is what is referred to
as Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff 2000, Klijn, Edelenbos et al. 2007,
Gulbrandsen 2011, Waring, Currie et al. 2013). PPP are partnerships between different sectors, like
the government, private, industries, academia and civil society (Government.nl 2016). Collaboration
3

in the PPP is supported through different programs of which the latest program in the Netherlands is
the Top Sector Policy (TSP). The aim behind the top sector policy is to encourage even more
collaboration between universities, industries and the government (Awti.nl 2016). Collaboration
between these three sectors is also referred to as the Triple Helix.
The collaboration within the Triple Helix implies that, the growth of a company to some extent
depends on the new knowledge developed in the university. The role of researchers is to generate
new knowledge important in developing new forms of technologies based on the type of projects. As
such the role of researchers is to some extent imperative to the growth of some industries.
Governmental policy can further enable the innovation process of the collaboration (Pearson,
McBride et al. 1996).
Though PPP can be very successful and innovative, the introduction of the top sector policy has
raised some concerns about university and industry collaboration especially on the part of the
university researchers in terms of their roles in these collaborations (Etzkowitz 1998, Nelson 2004,
Martin 2012). As such this study aims to investigate how researchers in Wageningen University
perceive their changing roles, (or not), with the introduction of the top sector policy.
1.2 Problem statement
The introduction of PPP in 2009 in most European countries including the Netherlands came with
issues, many coming from tensions and dilemma as a result of bringing together organizations that
are different in cultures and interests. Specifically, PPP raises concerns in regard to agenda setting
which embodies framing, decision making, funding and publication of research results. This means
for researchers that there can be changes in how research is done, and its positioning in the field.
Also there can be changes in the focus of research and the reliability of research findings.
Top sector policy is a recent program of the PPP and it has occupied a central position in research
and innovation policies since 2010. Top sector has brought a new dynamic in doing things, it has
encouraged dialogue among many parties and it has adjusted the agenda setting of many
organisations (Awti.nl 2016). The idea behind the top sector as earlier mentioned is to strengthen the
collaboration between industries and universities and more importantly to uphold the country’s
competitiveness.
However, issues associated with the introduction of the top sector policy may not be well
understood among researchers. This is because while top sector policy can be perceived as a tool to
manage scarce resources, to bridge knowledge gaps between organisations, and maintain the
economic growth of a country and it competitiveness, there are also concerns with its
4

implementation and the impact that it may have on the role of researchers in the collaboration.
These concerns can be such things as: 1) the credibility of science; 2) the setting of researchers’
agenda which is often mainly focusing on industrial concerns; 3) few possibilities for free thinking; 4)
less opportunity for operation and 5) clarity about the funding scheme of research. Some of these
concerns can also be related to the fact that some universities are becoming hybrid organisation
(Owen-Smith 2003, Gulbrandsen 2011). But how the researchers themselves perceive these issues
regarding their work in top sector policy will be the focus of this work.
Previous research has analyzed how researchers function in the PPPs and what can go wrong or right,
and the difficulties that researchers encounter working in the PPPs (Klijn and Teisman 2003,
Spielman and von Grebmer 2006, Cheung, Chan et al. 2010). This study will shed more light on
researchers’ perception of their roles in PPP, specifically in the top sector Agri & Food and among
food scientists, in the Department of Food and Nutrition, Wageningen University. This work intends
to find out what issues researchers encounter working with industries under the top sector policy
and how they deal with such issues. The focus of this study will be on how researchers relate to their
roles, what coping strategies they use in conflicting situations among and within the organisation
while working in the top sector Agri & Food.

5

CHAPTER 2: THE GROWTH OF PPP

To better understand the setting leading to the creation of the top sector policy, it will be important
to have some background knowledge about the growth and intensification of the PPP. As such, this
section will discuss PPP and how it is perceived in Europe. Specifically this section will dwell on PPP
in general, PPP at the European level, PPP in the Netherlands, the extension of PPP to top sector
policy and PPP in Agri & Food top sector.
2.1 General notion of PPP
PPP stands for Public-Private Partnership as earlier said and are defined as “any joint effort between
public and private entities in which each contributes to planning, commits resources, shares risks and
benefits, and conducts activities to accomplish a mutual objective” (Spielman and von Grebmer
2006) on page 292. PPP is also seen as an agreement which is long term and involves the public and
private sectors for the construction of infrastructure, which are public facilities by the private sector
entities (Grimsey and Lewis 2002, Worldbank.org 2015).
Figure 1: Example of public and private sectors

Source: own Study
PPP can therefore be perceived as a hybrid concept since it uses resources from the public and the
private sectors as a result of the collaboration as illustrated in Figure 1. There are different types of
PPPs that range from commercial focus to research driven partnerships (Fig 2). This study is about
PPP in scientific research ( Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Different types of PPP
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Source: Adapted from Rowe, Alexander et al. (2013)
The optimum goal of PPP is to develop a product that contains features of both sectors using a transdisciplinary expertise from the government, industry and researchers which has society relevance.
The innovation acquire will help to address society needs that could not have been achieved without
PPP (Karré, van der Steen et al. 2008). PPP has two forms which are contract and partnership.
Contract is when a design, building or an infrastructure project (like a road) is incorporated in a form
of a contract. Partnership form of PPP is when organisations that have separate activities are brought
together in the form of cooperation for mutual benefits.
PPP works in a form of a triangle (Figure 3). This triangle has been called different names depending
on who is involved in the collaboration such as “Triple Helix”, “Golden triangle” (university, industry
and the government), “OVO Triangle” (Research, Extension and Education) and “Dutch Diamond”
with NGOs (Etzkowitz 1998, Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff 2000, Johnson 2008, Spiertz and Kropff 2011,
Awti.nl 2016, Government.nl 2016). Today the triangle has been extended to include a fourth sector
which is made up of the media, public and the civil society in what is called “Quadruple Helix” of
innovation as shown in Figure 4 (Carayannis, Barth et al. 2012). The main focus of the triangle is that
it shows some interactions between different actors in the public and private sectors which are
represented by the government, knowledge institutes like the university and industry (Awti.nl 2016).
Figure 3: Collaboration in PPP

Government

University

Industry

Source: Adapted from Hatakeyama and Ruppel (2004)
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Figure 4: Collaboration in hybrid organization

Government

Industry

University

Media, Public
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Source: Adapted from Carayannis, Barth et al. (2012)
The triangle of the Triple Helix for instance works as follows: the research institutions provide
knowledge based on their expertise in research findings which results in new technologies. The new
technologies can be translated later into new output in terms of products and services by industries
which are later commercialized to the benefit of the industry and society while also boosting the
economic growth of the country. The government supports the alliance between academia and
industries by bringing the parties together and co-finances the partnership while taking the public’s
interest into consideration. The government does so through policies, decisions, programs and
projects. At the end, the innovation that results from the collaboration needs to have economic,
scientific and society benefits (Figure 5).
Figure 5: The relevance of innovation

Source: own study
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PPP has its strengths and weaknesses. The weaknesses are the tensions that are involved by bringing
two separate entities together. Algarni, Arditi et al. (2007) argue that it is because each actor has
his/her interest and culture in the collaboration, which can be complex and can result in differences.
Also, political obstacles and resistance to change might hinder effective and efficient PPP
collaboration. The strengths of PPP are that the private and the public sectors share risk among
organizations in a project at different stages. There is also the financial contribution from industries
that result in a pay-off for researchers and raise funds for various projects. In addition there is
knowledge exchange between scientists and non-scientists which is often transformed into quality
products or services by industries. These products and services can be marketable and they enhances
competitiveness, economic growth and increased societal benefits (Rowe, Alexander et al. 2013). It is
also argued by Nishtar (2004) that engaging in PPP projects creates a strong device for resolving
problems as a result of the expertise of both organisations. As such in a PPP, parties involved have
expertise and resources which each other wants and the exchange of information in PPP projects
helps to close information gap which results to the development of products and services that have
society impact.
2.2 PPP in Europe
Due to global financial crisis that affected key sectors of European industries, governments
introduced PPP in Europe in the 90s in order to reduce spending and borrowing. This triggered a
paradigm shift whereby the public sector was no longer the sole supplier of public services (Dhéret,
Martens et al. 2012). PPP in Europe was specific to particular countries as well as to particular sectors
(Klijn, Edelenbos et al. 2007). PPP began in the UK and later Germany wherein the private sector was
engaged in funding infrastructure projects and public services, which before was solely the
responsibility of the public sector. By engaging in PPP projects, the public sector still continues to
provide services to the population without incurring the entire financial burden alone. In UK and
Germany the use of procurement in PPP was widespread which was later manifested in other
European countries like Spain, France, Germany, Portugal, Italy and the Netherlands (Kappeler and
Nemoz 2010, Dhéret, Martens et al. 2012). Examples of PPP are projects in telecommunications
systems, airports and power plants.
Today, PPP appears more frequently in Media-discussions in the EU as it is believed that a smart way
out of the current financial crisis is to include private finance in the form of PPP projects. An example
of a PPP project in Europe is the Horizon 2020 project. This project is of interest to the European
commission because it has society, scientific and economic relevance in it (Owen-Smith 2003). This
project has a program that provides grants for researchers with brilliant ideas that are not directly
9

funded by industries and has a long term implementation. It has a funding budget of about 80 billion
Euros extended over a 7 year’s period, from 2014-2020 (Eit.europa.eu 2015). The “Horizon 2020
project” discusses the cooperation that exist between the private and public sectors with the goal to
secure investment through PPP projects, that are responsive to the needs and ambitions of
Europeans (Owen-Smith 2003, Dhéret, Martens et al. 2012). One such project is Knowledge and
Innovation Communities (KICs) in Food. KIC Food contributes to the objective of the European project
by addressing the issue of food security & safety, sustainability and health.
For KIC to bring ideas from the lab to the market, it needs to connect the three angles of the
‘knowledge triangle’ by providing part of the budget for research that has already been by
researchers. They also have to produce knowledge that can be translated into products and services
for market demands. The actions of KIC will help to supplement food where needed while taking the
aspects of nutrition into consideration in the programming. Although KIC Food is still in progress, it is
committed to achieving its goals. The success of KIC will rely heavily on actors’ willingness to support
food security and nutrition efforts (Eit.europa.eu 2015).
2.3 PPP in the Netherlands
PPP in the Netherlands started in the 90s and it was a copy from the UK Private Finance Initiative
(PFI) (Klijn, Edelenbos et al. 2007), on page 3. PPP is considered by the Dutch government as a faster
and more efficient way to implement projects rather than using only one sector like the public
sector. To maximize benefits of PPP, the Dutch government developed policies, set up pilot projects
and strove to keep transaction costs low (Oecd.org 2004, Klijn, Edelenbos et al. 2007). The start of
PPP in the Netherlands was very promising as it followed the examples of her predecessors of the UK
and Germany. But later the Dutch PPP market did not meet the standard expectations. Today the
Dutch PPP markets are striving to start PPP again because of the current financial crisis (Dhéret,
Martens et al. 2012).
PPP in the Netherlands is supported by the activities of “Kenniscentrum”, known as the knowledge
centre. This centre helps to promote knowledge and share experiences of PPP in the Dutch market.
In 2006 Kenniscentrum became part of the Ministry of Finance with a department that acted as an
information and advice centre for both the private and public sectors (Dhéret, Martens et al. 2012).
Projects that are PPP imperatives in the Netherlands are called “key projects”(Klijn and Teisman
2003), on page 138. These key projects are mainly development projects that are meant for urban
areas and fit within the national policy of the country. This concept of key projects is carried out by
the Dutch Ministry of Housing, Planning and Environment (Nieuwwij.nl 2015). As of the present,
10

there are six giant key projects in the Netherlands two of which are the road tunnels of Wijkertunnel
and Tunnel onder de Noord and the Dutch Railways (Klijn and van Twist 2007). There is also the
Second Coentunnel worth 1.4 billion Euros and A2 Maastricht motorway worth 0.5 billion Euros.
Other examples of PPP projects include: health care, education, social infrastructure, culture and
waste management (Dhéret, Martens et al. 2012).
2.3.1 PPP in Agri & Food
Agri & Food is one of the target 9 top sectors in the Netherlands. It is one of the top sectors that form
the core of the Dutch economy. Statistically, it is estimated that the sector generates 42 billion Euros
in added value to the economy, 29 billion Euros of which comes from industry and suppliers, primary
production and manufacturing. Each year, billions of Euros are invested in this sector. For instance in
2015 about 31 million Euros was invested for spending on projects, of which about 89 PPPs projects
were approved. Also hundreds of millions of Euro are invested in PPP type projects with Wageningen
UR, Netherlands Organisation for Applied Scientific Research (TNO), TIFN (Top Institute for Food and
Nutrition) which was formally Wageningen Centre for Food Sciences (WCFS) and CCC (Energy
Efficiency Partnership). The Agri & Food sector is one of the top sectors that have a strong
collaboration between researchers and industries. It is made up of 135,000 industries of which 400
are with the PPP type projects and 300 with Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs).
(Topsectoren.nl/agri-food 2015).
The top sector Agri & Food started primarily on the basis of money that previously was managed by
the Wageningen Agricultural Research Center (DLO). DLO is a sort of foundation where all contract
research institutes are involved including Wageningen UR. Originally the public funds of DLO were
dedicated to the Wageningen UR research institute to carry out research in different ways
concerning Agri & Food. At the end of 2011 when the top sector policy kicked off, the programming
of public moneys was transfer from Wageningen UR to the top sector institutes. And this was more
to the benefit of industries since they decide the research topics and subsequently the funding of
those topics in the form of projects.
Wageningen UR focuses on two top sectors which are Horticulture & Propagation Materials, and Agri
& Food sectors. Research institutes make up half of Wageningen UR and they are funded by the
Ministry of Economic Affairs, which before was the Ministry of Agriculture. Wageningen UR is not the
only university that receives funding from the top sectors, all universities in the Netherlands is
eligible for funding. However, for the top sector Agri & Food the main university is Wageningen UR
(Sikkema and Guiking 2015 ).
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Researchers who are interested in research topics in top sector Agri & Food have to write a research
proposal. The criteria for the research proposal are established by several bodies among which are
DLO, TNO, universities, businesses and the government. The framework for the criteria is about
research questions and innovation needs in agriculture (Sikkema and Guiking 2015 ). The criterion for
Agri & Food top sector is that the proposal on the topic in question should fit within the top sector
‘innovation agenda’. This innovation agenda is comprised of three goals namely: 1) increase
production of goods and services with less resources, 2) add higher quality value to food, and 3)
leadership in international markets in terms of Agri & Food products. To achieve this, top sector Agri
& Food encourages knowledge institutes to gear towards the needs of industries in the sector
(Topsectoren.nl/agri-food 2015).
2.3.2 From PPP to top sector
The latest form of PPP in the Netherlands is the Top Sector Policy (Awti.nl 2016). It was initiated by
Mark Rutte, the Prime minister of the Netherlands in 2010 as one of the innovation policy in the
country and went into force from 2012. Besides the enhancement of collaboration between
industries and university, the top sector is also to increase the involvement of other government
ministries besides the Ministry of Economic Affairs in decision making process concerning the
country at the international level on innovations. This policy is intended to increase the Netherlands
competitive position at the international level. The policy is carried out by the government through
the Ministry of Economic Affairs on behalf of other ministries like the State Secretary of Education,
Culture and Science (Topsectoren.nl 2015, Awti.nl 2016).
The Netherlands has 9 economic top sectors which are: “1) Agriculture & Food, 2) Chemistry, 3)
Creative Industry, 4) Energy, 5) High Tech Systems & Materials, 6) Life Sciences & Health, 7) Logistics,
8) Horticultural & Propagating Materials, and 9) Water”(Verhagen 2011, Topsectoren.nl 2015, Awti.nl
2016, Government.nl 2016). These sectors were officially appointed Top Sectors by the Dutch
government in 2012 and they have innovation agendas (Hessels and Deuten 2013). These sectors
have helped to boost economic growth, improve industries competitiveness in terms of products and
services at the national and international levels, and have helped to portray the country’s level of
technological performance of the Netherlands in the world (Topsectoren.nl 2015).
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Figure 6: Top sectors in The Netherlands

Source: Adapted from Sikkema (2016)
Today, top sector policy has brought in opportunities whereby the country has learned and grown
both at the national as well as the international level. For top sector encourages cooperation
between industries, knowledge/research institutions and the government, as portrayed in the Triple
Helix, with the aim of upholding the country competitiveness and enhancing economic growth. To
achieve this requires changes in the way research is conducted, focusing more on producing and
implementing knowledge for society and with society and with more benefit for society (Schut, van
Paassen et al. 2013). With the top sector, the government supports the alliance in the Triple Helix
through funding and governance. The government does not draw up proposals for these sectors, but
rather invites scientists and businesses to draw up an action plan for themselves. Each top sector has
a lead team that helps to create mutual visions which serves as the basis for their agenda setting
with associated activities. The agenda is comprised of the following main topics: innovations,
education, labour market, economic diplomacy and legislation (Klijn, Edelenbos et al. 2007, Sikkema
and Guiking 2015 , Awti.nl 2016).
Thus PPP type top sector policy has brought some significant changes to the actors involved. The first
change is experienced by the government, the role of which has changed from management-bysubsidy to network management (Awti.nl 2016). The second is the role of industry whereby they
have the power to influence the agenda setting (Topsectoren.nl 2015). Finally are the researchers
whose roles have changed from supply-driven to demand-driven and client oriented by working in
the PPP type top sector projects (Klerkx and Leeuwis 2009, Roux, Stirzaker et al. 2010, Bozeman,
Gaughan et al. 2015). Generating these changes is also a motive behind the top sector policy (Hessels
and Deuten 2013).
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CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This chapter will discuss the relevant concepts that guided the research. The concepts include: PPP
and research institutes, hybrid organizations, perception of researchers and the coping strategies of
researchers in conflicting situations under the top sector.
3.1 PPP and research institutes
This concept basically focuses on the role of research institutes in a PPP type project. The
collaboration between the university (public) and industry (private) is one that is considered a PPP.
Parties are in a PPP project because they need each other and the expertise of both organisations
helps to achieve the goal of the collaboration. The university working with a non-scientist like
industries means that they have to adjust their formal way of doing research in order to meet the
objective of the project.
Research institutes in this study are perceived as organisations that conduct research, collaborate
with the business community and are also involved in development activities. These institutes
produce scientific and/or technological knowledge which is later translated into products or services
by the private sector (industry) for economic development (Gulbrandsen 2011, Rowe, Alexander et
al. 2013, Tachibana 2013). Research institutes are mission oriented, client oriented or both, and
collaborating with industries helps to bridge knowledge gaps, enhances the economic growth and
competitiveness of a country. In this sense the mission of research institutes aligns with that of the
university like the case of Wageningen University and its research centres.
In the past, research was state-led and dominated by the economic and institutional (political)
relationships of the regime (Sumberg, Thompson et al. 2013). In this regards the traditional role of
researchers was sitting high in the ivory towers and conducting research from the lab. Nowadays to
market oriented and demand-driven research is crucial in boosting economic growth and upholding a
country’s competitiveness in the commercialization of research results in PPP projects. (Feller 1990,
Klerkx and Leeuwis 2009, Sumberg, Thompson et al. 2013). Klerkx and Leeuwis (2009) gave some
characteristics of demand-driven research which can be summarised into two main elements. Firstly,
this type of research requires that researchers take part in the decision making process of the
project. In other words it requires collaboration between industries and researchers in setting the
agenda which should reflect mutual interest. Secondly, setting the research priority and decision
making on funds should be well organised and should improve client-orientation. Collaboration is
what several authors (Gulbrandsen 2011, Rowe, Alexander et al. 2013) refer to as a partnership, an
agreement or an alliance between two different organisations for mutual benefits. Conducting
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demand-driven research implies working with other stakeholders like the non-scientist, for mutual
interest.
3.1.1 Role of researchers
The move to demand-driven research can change the role of researchers which also requires roles
like that of ‘knowledge workers’ that can be facilitators (advisors), brokers or information knowledge
translators (Ingram 2008, Turnhout, Stuiver et al. 2013). In the paper written by Turnhout, Stuiver et
al. (2013), the authors outlines the different roles that researchers can play in a research process and
these roles also represent different positions in a communication spectrum. These roles include pure
scientists who interferes only in a limited extent in the decision making process. Then there is the
science arbiter in which they maintain a restrictive way of interaction with users. Further is the
honest broker that interacts in a close position with actors in the society and is close to the role of
pure scientist. The final role is the participatory knowledge producers whose boundaries are blurred
and work closely between users and knowledge producers. These different roles are also embedded
in the different projects that researchers carry out for industries.
As a result of the changing roles of researchers, the concept of boundary work becomes imperative,
which states that researchers are not the most important stakeholder but one of many and therefore
need to set boundaries of their roles and work (Schut, van Paassen et al. 2013). Schut, van Paassen et
al. (2013), furthers argues that to be able to translate research results into products and services for
economic development and for innovation to have an impact in the society requires more than just
the roles of research and teaching that the university had in the past. Researchers have different
boundaries arrangements with industries which may include: informative, advisory, exchange, colearning and capacity building relationship (Michaels 2009, Schut, van Paassen et al. 2013).
Looking at the notion of demand-driven research, Klerkx and Leeuwis (2009), discuss that in this new
era of PPP type projects and in relation to the top sector policy, researchers need to adjust their
agendas and take on a new roles as researchers in order to achieve the goal of the collaboration.
Hence, some researchers are experiencing changes and struggles between the state, academic and
corporate interests which formally used to shape research agendas and priorities. This is even more
so in market-driven research where scientific research needs to have the right impact in the society,
and economic growth. In this case clear roles are require for researchers since in this way researchers
can get more support in the research process (Schut, van Paassen et al. 2014), especially when the
power of the intention and purpose of the research lies in the hands of a particular sector. In this
regard the discussion on science and innovation becomes intertwined with politics which needs to
take into consideration the issues of power (like funding), position, agenda setting, execution and the
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impact these have on the roles of researchers working in such projects (Owen-Smith 2003, Klerkx and
Leeuwis 2009).
Thus, working with industries under the top sector means researchers’ agenda are no longer set in
the traditional role of research wherein, researchers had the power to state what should be
implemented in society as a result of the research findings. Since if seen as such, the innovation can
be considered as a top-down process. This type of top-down process of innovation also reflects
Responsive Innovation Approach (RA) in which decision making about the innovation is perceive as a
top-down (Borrás and Edquist 2013, Klerkx 2014). Rather bottom-up, which reflects Inclusive
Innovation Approach (IA) and takes into consideration the interest of both worlds in the innovation is
advocated (Foster and Heeks 2013). Generally with demand- driven research, researchers found out
that they need to be flexible and adaptive in research processes and they need to have a critical
perspective on how research agendas are set within the PPP, whether it is done for the macro or
micro level and whether it is market-led, demand-driven and inclusive.
Working in PPP projects in a demand-driven fashion has affected the role of researchers in such
organizations. This type of collaboration is what others have referred to as “KIBSification” (Biegler,
Grossmann et al. 1997), on page 101. Knowledge-Intensive Business Services (KIBS) are actors within
the national systems of innovation that do competition (service), contracts and collaboration with
organisations like Research and Technology Organisation (RTO). These services performed by KIBS
are similar to what the university does with industries since they provides services that satisfy the
demands of both the public and the private sectors. Others have called this type of collaboration a
hybrid organization (Gulbrandsen 2011, Gulbrandsen, Thune et al. 2015).
3.2 Hybrid organisations and practices
Hybrid organisations are defined by Gulbrandsen, Thune et al. (2015) “as organizational phenomena
that mix together concepts, people, and practices of different origins to make novel combinations
out of existing ‘species’” (p 364). It is also seen as a collaboration of organisations with government
and research institutions like universities and companies (Owen-Smith 2003, Gulbrandsen 2011).
Thus hybrid organisations can be considered as organisations that fulfill both the public and private
demands and contain resources and structures from these two sectors and the innovation contains
features of the parties involved in the collaboration. An example of what can be considered a hybrid
practice is when the university provides knowledge to a factory on how to produce a new variety of
maize that is diseases resistant and has high yield as Figure 6 illustrates.
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Figure 7: An Example of a hybrid practice
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Source: Diagram Own Study, Images from: google.nl (2015)
Hybrid organisation can occur as a result of public policy initiative or as an alliance between firms and
other actors for mutual benefits (Gulbrandsen 2011). The goal of hybrid organizations is to avoid
operational inefficiency, resource scarcity or risk in business units of which hybrid offers a better
solution because they draw the best from the capacities of the multiple organisations involved in the
collaboration (Borys and Jemison 1989, Billis 2010). An example of a hybrid organisation is the
collaboration between university and industry. This hybrid emerges as a result of the discoverydriven culture of universities with the innovation-driven culture of industries of which when combine
can result to new products and services (D’Este and Patel 2007, Tachibana 2013). The goal for
university working as a hybrid is two folds: for income, and to support research which can lead to
subsequent publication (Owen-Smith 2003).
A hybrid can either be mission, client oriented or both, of which the bottom line is to produce and
exchange knowledge for innovations. Organisations are considered as hybrid for 2 reasons. First,
when it comes to output, they occupy an intermediary position between the two sectors (private and
public) in terms of ownership, output and governance. Also they work at the border between
scientists and their non-science counterparts with close relations at times in both directions
(Gulbrandsen 2011). It is generally believed that, hybrid organisation can help ease practical and
commercial development through new scientific knowledge in a problematic situation. They also can
facilitate communication, knowledge exchange, identify new business opportunity for partners
involved and improve on each other’s expertise because of constant changes and feedback. More
importantly, industries can help with funding to speed up innovation (Billis 2010).
However hybrid organisations do not guarantee a social and cultural acceptance by the general
public of innovations produce in the collaboration. Innovation can be part of the solution although
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investing in innovation alone does not guarantee a hybrid organisation (Dodds 2011, Tracey, Phillips
et al. 2011). Becoming hybrid does not also guarantee success like in terms of implementation or
conflicts, except when the project involves mutual benefits, careful planning in advance, effective
communication among stakeholders so that both parties are on the same page and a strong
commitment on the part of the actors involved (D’Este and Patel 2007, Tachibana 2013).
Hybrid organisation can imply changing role for researchers because it entails demand-driven
research which as earlier mentioned requires researchers to adjust their agenda in order to achieve
the objective of the collaboration. Furthermore the project has to be of mutual interest to the parties
involved.
3.2.1 Evolution of hybrid organisations
Today institutional arrangements have witnessed the evolution of hybrid organisation as a result of
innovation systems in public and private sectors. Which includes the interaction between science
suppliers and actors in the innovation (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff 2000). Hybrid organisation started
with the state playing the leading role in task division between the private and public sector. This
type of task division yielded little results. Figure 7 shows that it started with the state directing the
relations that existed between university and industry by stating the task of each sector. In this
relation the role of researchers outlined by the state was traditional mainly to conduct research and
to teach. These roles were very technical and basically focused on the production of knowledge,
hypothesis testing and experimentation (De Boer, Enders et al. 2007, Leeuwis 2013). In this
traditional role, the researcher had the power to state what should be implemented in society
depending on their research findings. The traditional mode of information dissemination by
researchers was called the ‘top-down’, ‘linear mode’, ‘pipeline’ ‘science push” model of innovation
criticized by various authors as not very interactive and time consuming (Klerkx and Leeuwis 2009,
Klerkx, Aarts et al. 2010, Spiertz and Kropff 2011).
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Figure 8: State led policy
Figure 9: Laissez-faire policy
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The disadvantage of top-down models is that it discourages creativity which is the core to innovation
as opposed to bottom-up which encourages creativity. Because the top-down approach of the state
led did not deliver the required results, the state decided to reduce its powers on decision-making so
as to allow some freedom of decision-making to the other actors involved in the collaboration. As
shown in Figure 8, this consisted of separate institutional powers and very strong boarders dividing
actors, which in a way encouraged a laissez-faire policy by reducing the influence of the state in the
decision-making process.
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Figure 10: Hybrid organizations
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Still with the laissez-faire policy of the state, it was realised that many challenges that were
associated to societal issues like poverty, food shortage and others did not fit in squarely in either of
the following categories of public, civil or the private sectors (Karré, van der Steen et al. 2008). As a
result of these issues, joint efforts from all the sectors were required to deal with these challenges.
Figure 9 shows a hybrid organization which consists of overlapping institutional spheres where each
actor could take up the role of the other. This encourages free thinking, which is the core to
innovations, with a strategic alliance between businesses, knowledge institutions and the
government. In this way institutional arrangement of organizations that are hybrid, are often
encouraged but not necessarily controlled by the government (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff 2000).
The benefits of becoming a hybrid are that it can direct R&D agendas, help stimulate private R&D
investment, complement science and technological capabilities, develop research carried out in
public institutions, commercialize public R&D results, and facilitate the mobility of labor between the
public and private sectors (Guimón 2013, Rowe, Alexander et al. 2013).
The advantages of an institution like the university working as a hybrid is that there is sharing of risks
and profit among partners, sharing knowledge and resources between collaborators for the benefit
of both, improving on each other’s effectiveness, policy implementation, service delivery and better
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risk management as a result of the university innovative agenda (Klijn, Edelenbos et al. 2007, Van
Fenema, Keers et al. 2014).
3.2.2 Hybrid organization practices
Practices under hybrid organization can be classified under three different phases in a collaboration
process. These phases was adapted from Braun (2003), research planning process. They include; the
agenda setting phase, the execution phase and the impact results phase.
3.2.2.1 The agenda setting phase
Agenda setting is the process of fixing attention on one particular problem rather than another
(McCombs 2005). Setting the agenda in a university-industry collaboration is what Klerkx and
Leeuwis (2009) also refer to as “research project planning” (p 811), which is basically a project plan
to resolve problems. The findings Perkmann and Walsh (2009) identified four different projects plan
that exist between industries and academic institutes. They include:
1) Problem solving projects. In this case industries approach researchers with a specific problem that
they encounter in their R&D or in the course of a manufacturing process. With problem solving
projects, industries demand a solution or advice from researchers on how to go about the problem.
This type of problem may be related to products, processes or concepts. The problem itself
determines the method required for the solution. In these kinds of projects industries determines
what the research topic will be and they are also responsible for funding the project.
2) Technology development projects are more focused on developing new technology which is
important for commercial purposes. This type of project may involve a product, process, or a concept
for industries which is similar to problem-solving projects, only the difference between the two
projects is that in this situation the technology to be developed is not specific. Also in such projects,
industries approach researchers for the new technology required for their product and they fund the
project as well.
3) Ideas testing projects. This type of project builds on innovations developed by university which
they can ‘sell’ to firms that find such an innovation interesting to them. Also the ideas of the
innovation can emerge within firms and they approach researchers to dig deeper into such an
innovation for their benefit. Industries can fund up to 50% of these kinds of innovative ideas
provided that ideas from the university are not considered “bizarre” by industries.
4) Finally are the knowledge generation projects which are typical university projects with the
participation of industries in it. It is where the curiosity-driven research takes place. Industries are
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approached by researchers in an advanced stage of the project proposal. Industries participate in
such projects by contributing ‘in kind’ budget to the project which can be committing time for the
project, providing materials or lab space for such a project.
These four types of projects between industry and university collaboration differ from each other
because of their proximity to the market. For instance problem solving projects help to resolve
issues around products, process or services which are close to the market. While knowledge
generation projects, generates generic knowledge that helps society at large and not specifically a
particular stakeholder in the collaboration. These four categories of research in this study, can be
basically divided into two, namely basic which is about creating new knowledge that addresses
causes, effects and the nature of things and this type of research is mostly carried out by the
University and applied research which is to find answers and solutions to specific problem and mostly
carried out by the research institutes. The combination of the two is what is known as Wageningen
UR. A final difference in the 4 project types are that the more applied, like the problem solving and
technological development projects, are initiated by industries, knowledge projects are initiated by
researchers and ideas testing can be initiated by both the researchers and industries.
Also another sector which nowadays has a big influence in setting the agenda for industries as well as
researchers is the public and media as seen in the “Quadruple-Helix”(Figure 4). The use of mass
media for instance is one effective way of making information available to a wider public. They do
not only provide readers with information but at times direct the readers mind on what to think
about as a result of the emphasis laid by the reporter on a specific topic. An example of a topic that is
often picked up by the media is food issues because food issues are usually surrounded by morality
and emotions and as such are intertwined with controversies (Teratanavat and Hooker 2006).
Media is comprised of social networks and content communities like press releases, national radio
programs, interviews with journalist, smart phones, digital photography publications and websites
like that on food call “weightwatchers.” Mass media like the internet has made wide ranges of
information about food easily accessible than most scientific magazines that often focus on one
subject and require payment (Van Vliet 2008, Dickinson, Shirk et al. 2012).
Through mass media, people turn to attach importance to a topic on the basis of which frame was
use by the social media. Different social media uses different frames to get the public attention to a
particular topic. For instance newspapers have a number of ways that they can put salience on a
topic in the daily news, for example if the story is told on page one. They also use highlighted and
sensational headlines. Another example is the TV news which can use the topic as an opening story
on the newscast, devote lengthy time to the topic and/or do repetition of the topic over and over
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(McCombs 2005). Thus social media can set the agenda for public attention on issues, for example
public opinion on food and nutrition, health claims and food safety.
By creating skeptics and deniers about scientific credibility and public uncertainty around societal
issues, mass media can influence the agenda setting of industries and subsequently that of
researchers.
3.2.2.2 Potential issues associated with the agenda setting phase
First, is the lack of interaction between partners about the agenda if the agenda is determined by
one party and not in collaboration with the rest of the stakeholders. This comes about due to the
repositioning of powers in a hybrid. In the university-industry collaboration for instance, businesses
are considered as ‘partners’ as well as ‘leaders’ in the research project (Leitch, Motion et al. 2014). As
leaders implies that, businesses have a greater powers to determine the research projects as well as
the funding. In such a situation it can be difficult to attain mutual interest according to the principles
of hybrid collaboration.
Secondly, tensions can also be experienced in this phase when the collaboration involves more than
two partners. As such pleasing multiple partners in such collaboration can be challenging (Klijn,
Edelenbos et al. 2007, Fiaz, Naiding et al. 2012, Van Fenema, Keers et al. 2014). Furthermore, likely
sources of tension in this phase maybe about funding. Billis (2010) argue that funding in a hybrid
organization can be a source of tension especially when the rule concerning such is not clear.
In addition to this, the credibility of science can be questioned in a hybrid organization by the general
public wherein the university is considered as a consultancy firm because they conduct research for
clients like industries. Leitch, Motion et al. (2014) argue that if they are perceived as such it may raise
the question of accountability, reliability and credibility since research in consultancy is not subject to
peer reviews.
Finally agenda setting can be a source of dilemma for researchers especially if the scientific evidence
about the topic in question is surrounded by emotions and controversies within the public. For
examples in the case of nutrition research like color additives in food (E numbers) which some
perceived as affecting the environment, the issue of whether natural equals safe in food, or whether
fats are healthy are all topics in which public concern has perhaps influenced agenda setting.
3.2.2.3 Elements of the execution phase
Execution phase generally is how projects are been implemented in the field. However, in this study,
execution phase will be about the structures that are put in place by the university to facilitate
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implementation of projects and enhance collaboration. It will also be about the type of research
conducted. Structures and procedures in a hybrid organization are important to reinforce free
standing partnership as well as manage conflicts. It is argue by Billis (2010), that structures for
engagement need to be put in place like guidelines or rules and should be embedded in a clear
contract, for this enables staff to act effectively in case of conflict. The author explains further that
this is because staff on their own cannot enforce decisions on such an occasion directly.
3.2.2.4 Problems associated with the execution phase
There are some common problems associated to the execution phase that include:
(1) Paralyze collaboration: The absence of structures in collaboration can lead to paralysis of the
collaboration. Noted by European Union (2014) and Ranga, Hoareau et al. (2013) the university and
industry can have a cultural divide and that divide can be overcome by structures in the form of legal
binding procedures, leadership in faculty members that understand both cultures and incentives.
(2) Challenges creating legitimacy of organization: Legitimacy is the “perceptions” that actions of an
organization are needed in a “socially constructed” norms, beliefs, values and definitions
(Gulbrandsen 2011) on page 221, (Gray, Kouhy et al. 1995, Tregidga, Milne et al. 2006), on page 4.
Legitimacy in organizations is important because it ensures commitments to the organization and the
support of stakeholders. Creating legitimacy between two organizations that have different interests
can be challenging.
This is because pressure from a particular sector that has extra powers can turn to dominate the
alliance. For example, the case of industrial influence in problem solving projects and technology
development projects, since they have the power to determine the topic as well as the funding
(D’Este and Patel 2007, Tachibana 2013). This can risk the dual alliance of the collaboration because
it can make one party to focus more on the demands of influential partner in the collaboration to the
detriment of the less influential partner. In the case of university–industry collaboration the type of
situation where industry has more powers, can create a low degree of legitimacy on the part of the
university which at times can put researchers in an in-between powerless position whether to either
conduct research based on science or based on industry demands (Gulbrandsen 2011).
(3) Accountability: Furthermore there can be a problem in terms of accountability. Neef and Neubert
(2011), explain that dilemmas of accountability exist like at the level of researchers who at times
want to be accountable to project leaders, supervisors or the scientific community and in the case of
the top sector with industries, which is known as “upward accountability.” And it can also be a
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“downward accountability” where researchers only think they should be accountable to the potential
user of the innovation like to the public.
3.2.2.5 Elements of the impact results phase
This is about the implication to researchers as a result of working with industries. Perkmann and
Walsh (2009) argue that the way industry collaborates with researchers has different effects in the
production of academic knowledge. According to these authors, fundamental research can lead to
nice scientific results that can be published, while applied research involves high degree of
interaction which can generate learning opportunities. Researchers can gain in this collaboration in
various ways: 1) if their discipline aligns with the science of the innovation; 2) if the topic is highly
research-driven and 3) if they engage in different types of relationship and roles with companies and
projects.
3.2.2.6 Possible issues of the impact results phase
Problems likely to be associated with this phase include:
First, applied research collaboration might at times distract researchers from engaging in longer term
academic research which is a possible dilemma for researcher. Also most of the research that
originate from applied research can be confidential due to the secrecy of industries and as such
might not be published in scientific journals (Perkmann and Walsh 2009, Leitch, Motion et al. 2014).
More so non-academic research can generate knowledge that can resolve a technical problem and
be used in a market trend. However this type of technology can primarily be applied only to the
problem the research set out to resolve. As such, researchers should be well informed as to the
complementarily to academic research activities in which they are involved with companies
(Perkmann and Walsh 2009).
Again, Intellectual property (IP) can be an issue. Contract with IP ownership can be difficult to
negotiate between university and industries. The main issue here is that researchers tries to conduct
research with industries that will create public knowledge and will be at the disposal of the general
public which is at odds with industries desire to either commercialize IP or claiming ownership of the
knowledge acquired from the research (Keiller and Glover 2013 ). This can result to delay in
publishing the outcome of the research findings, and some industries not willing to join the
discussion platform which can be an issue to some researchers.
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3.3 Perceptions of researcher working in hybrid organisations in PPP
As seen above each different phase of research collaboration has different possible problems or
tensions as understood by different actors in the collaboration and even by people not in the
collaboration. In the following section the focus will be on the researcher side of the collaboration,
and discuss their perceptions on what they think should be a good way of conducting research and
what makes for successful university-industry collaboration. Perceptions relates to an individual (in
this case researchers) thoughts, reactions or observations based on their experiences in working with
industries. As such researchers perceptions of what is consider a good or bad experience working
with industries can be very complex and differs per researcher (Bozeman, Gaughan et al. 2015). Thus
because experiences differ, what will be the point of focus in this sector will be the mechanisms and
the principles that underlies a successful industry-university collaboration.
Organisations that are hybrid have generic features but the principle that underlines these
organizations differs from sector to sector. The principles provide a logical explanation as to how
both organisations meet the objectives and resolve issues when they occur in the collaboration (Billis
2010). Thus the features and principles of an organization forms what is known as the ‘rules of the
game’ (p 48) to which the organization adheres. There are many principles for collaboration that
have been outlined by scholars. The following are the major principles that have been identified as
aiding in successful collaboration:
(1) Transparency. According to several authors (Owen-Smith 2003, Cheung, Chan et al. 2010, Rowe,
Alexander et al. 2013, Leemans 2015) transparency in collaboration ensures trust. Transparency is
achieved through effective communication between partners and continuous dialogue. It is when
both researchers and industries are open about the problem they want to address and what each
can contribute in resolving the problem.
(2) Mutual interest in a project. This ensures that the partnership is built on sets of principles that
take each organisation interest into consideration in the project. In the findings of a report written
Edmondson, Valigra et al. (2012), the authors argue that, if another party interest is left out in the
agenda setting, then the partnership will not work. Thus the agenda needs to be of mutual interest.
In addition to that, the rules of the project should be clear from the beginning and well organised.
Such rules would be for IP, confidentiality, funding and publication as well as task division in
achieving the goal of the project.
(3) Ensures research collaboration. Such collaboration involves public participation and other
stakeholders which is achieve through constant dialogue, debate, discussion, inviting and listening to
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the opinion of the wider public in the innovation, so that knowledge gained through research will
help to address public concerns, facilitate its uptake and have an impact in the society (Owen-Smith
2003, Klerkx 2012). This is because collaboration in institutions which is at the macro level
(innovation policy) want to do ‘the right thing’, thus feedback from the society is needed to find out
what the desires at the micro level are. This corresponds to responsive innovation which holds that
innovation has to include public engagement upstream in order to avoid misunderstanding and
difficulties afterwards, and to ensure learning (Borrás and Edquist 2013). This also describes the next
level of democratisation of innovation which is getting the whole public involved.
(4) The collaboration in the hybrid should be able to manage legal and ethical issues like funding
arrangements. To ensure that innovation meets its expectation, Owen-Smith (2003) and Rowe,
Alexander et al. (2013) argue that, it is imperative the underling purpose of the innovation as well as
the impact of the innovation be well understood at the policy level which is clear and know like the
case of EU regulation on nutrition & health claims, and what is unknown like issues of dilemmas,
risks, uncertainties and ignorance. The innovation should be able to address these issues.
(5) Finally, (Klerkx and Leeuwis 2009), uphold that for research to be demand-driven there is need to
have separate funding provisions from which researchers can select from. They added that these
types of schemes help to ensure performance in the collaboration.
It is only considering these key principles that researchers can do proper research and the outcome
of the research can reflect mutual interests that have an impact in the society and protect the
integrity of the researcher. These key features mentioned above require much communication to be
embedded in the process of the collaboration for it to have an impact (Owen-Smith 2003, Rowe,
Alexander et al. 2013).
3.4 Coping strategies of researchers in PPP
Collaboration between industries and universities can result in clash of interests. If many of the
above issues were not managed for in the contract or if issues arise in the course of the
collaboration, what then can researchers do to protect their interests? What coping mechanisms do
researchers use? Coping mechanisms can be needed in relation to all the different phases that exist
in a hybrid organization.
Agenda setting in a hybrid is associated with ‘mixed framing’ because the research objectives of the
different parties involved move to a new dynamic in the collaboration. Framing is the selection of
some aspects of a perceived reality by a communicator and to make it more salient in a
communication text, in such a way that it promotes a particular problem definition (Matthes 2009).
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To cope with this Owen-Smith (2003) argue it requires researchers to focus on reactions which are
values and not rule based in order to determine their agenda. These calls for discussions meetings
with stakeholders concerning the purpose and the uncertainty of the research and these discussion
meetings will be on constant bases. It also requires trans-disciplinary research which embodies
resourcing, construction and implementation. This aspect is important because it brings out the best
from both sectors into the collaboration and ensures trust and loyalty.
To cope with the issue of legitimacy, Sumberg, Thompson et al. (2013) argues researchers’ need to
focus on how the legitimacy of research is both established and contested. Aerts and Cormier (2009)
argue that researchers can decide to make strategic choices like to adjust their legitimacy status by
adapting their activities according to the demands of the client and thereby changing their
perceptions. And one way of doing this, is through strategic communication like in the case of
reporting on social or environmental issues which involves accountability to various parties. This will
help to determines how research topics are framed and setting of the agenda. Also public as well as
other stakeholders’ participation needs to be involved in the agenda setting process until the
implementation and evaluation phase of the project. This will enable the innovation to have an
impact and later be accepted in the society (Pittens, Elberse et al. 2014).
To cope with issues associated with the execution phase, the university need structures and
procedures in the form of guidelines that are embedded in the contract with companies up front
before the project begins, researchers may have to become more active in the contracting and
monitoring their universities contract procedures to better protect their self-interest (Edmondson,
Valigra et al. 2012).
To cope with skeptics and deniers allegations from the public that occurs through mass media
channel, Leemans (2015) argue that to react to skeptics about scientific evidence, it is important for
scientists to involve the public in the scientific reasoning as well as show how many other scientists
share their opinion and research. Conversely, scientists need to be able to accept the uncertainties in
the innovation they created and device communication strategies that includes the concerns of the
skeptics.
The previous sections has outlined the issues and tensions that can exist with all the stages of a
project in a hybrid organization as well as outlining potential coping mechanisms by researchers to
these problems. These points are further summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1: Summary of distinctive phases, possible tensions and coping strategies under hybrid
organization
Phases
Agenda setting phase
(The manner of determination
of the research topics and
funding).
Actors involve; industries,
researchers and the public

Possible tensions
-Lack of interaction among
partners because of the
leadership position of
industries.
-Pleasing multiple partners in a
collaboration can be
challenging
-Responsibility about funding of
the project.
-Question about the credibility
of science if the university is
consider as a consultancy firm.
-Dealing with controversial
topics like nutrition can be
challenging for researchers

Execution phase (structures and
procedures that are put in place
to facilitate collaboration).
Actors involve, the university

-Creating legitimacy of
organisation between two
different cultures and interest
can be challenging
- Lack of legal binding
procedures can cause the
organization to reach its
breaking point.
-Accountability of researchers
to both the public and
industries can be a dilemma
for researcher

Impact results phase
(implication of research to
researchers).
Actors involve; researchers

-Researchers can concentrate
on short term research(applied)
instead of long term research
- Confidentiality clause in
applied research which can lead
to no publication
-Researcher can be involve in
research that does not aligns in
academic research activities
-IP issues

Source: Own study
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Coping strategies
- Involve all stakeholders in the
agenda setting from the
beginning to the end
-Have a good understanding of
what the research project is all
about
-Have a clear contract before
the project begins
-Involve the public in the
agenda setting. Have regular
discussions about the
innovation
-Add the uncertainties of the
project in the innovation
-Focus on research that is
values and not rule
-Researchers can adjust their
legitimacy to also includes the
demands of industries through
strategic communication
-Have clear structures and
procedures in the form of
guidelines to help researchers
in the collaboration
-Researchers should be
accountable to both the public
and industries in their
innovation
-Researchers should do both
applied and fundamental
research (both short and long
term projects)
-Rules about confidentiality
clause, publication and IP
should be clear from the
beginning

3.5 Research main and sub-questions
These concepts of PPP and research institutions, hybrid organizations, perceptions of researchers
and the coping mechanisms of researchers in a conflict situation lead to the research questions of
this study. These research main and sub-questions are to gain more insight on how researchers
perceive their collaboration with industries under the top sector.
Two main research questions were used to help address the objective of the study, which are:
RQ1: How do researchers in Wageningen University perceive working with industries under the top
sector policy and how has that affected their roles as researchers?
RQ2: How does Wageningen University facilitate collaboration at the organizational level with
industries under the top sector policy?
The following specific research sub questions were used to address the main research questions
which are:
SQ1: What are researchers’ views about collaborating with industries before and under the top
sector?
SQ2: What is the role of researchers working in the top sector?
SQ3: What are the implications of the top sector policy to researchers’ roles?
SQ4: How does the university stimulate researchers’ collaboration with industries under the top
sector?
SQ5: What are the issues encountered by researchers in collaborating with industries under the top
sector and how do they deal with them?
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CHAPTER 4: CASE STUDY

4.1 Wageningen UR as a hybrid organisation in food science
Wageningen UR (made up of the research institute and the university) or WUR, can be perceived as a
hybrid organization since hybrid means the interaction of two elements that are incongruous in
nature (Dodds 2011). Thus collaborating with industries makes the university a hybrid. An example of
some companies that collaborates with Wageningen UR nationally and international includes: DSM
(Dutch Multinational Company), FrieslandCampina, Danon, Unilever, Kylog, and Nestléé to mention
these few.
One of the many top sectors that Wageningen UR is involved with is the Agri & Food sector. This
sector embodies collaboration in PPP type projects as mentioned before. This sector is of particular
interest because, given that the Netherlands is the smallest country in Europe in terms of land
availability, yet the country is the second largest exporter in Agri & Food products and it accounts for
13% of it in the world. This gives the Netherlands a haven in terms of revenue and job opportunities
(Topsectoren.nl/agri-food 2015). Through this sector, the world has come to see the Netherlands as
innovative, creative, technologically advanced and highly productive.
Wageningen UR was used to working in a demand-driven fashion in PPP projects with industries even
before the coming of the top sector as shown in Figure 10. The Dutch PPP for food is called the Top
Institute for Food and Nutrition (TIFN) situated in Wageningen. TIFN emerged out of the Wageningen
Center for Food Sciences. It is specialized in three main research lines which includes; Nutrition and
Health, Sensory and Structure, and Bio ingredients and Functionality. TIFN has a board and program
council that involves representatives of big and small companies, and also the university. To facilitate
collaboration with industries, TIFN creates scientific workshops yearly in which they discuss
collaborations with companies (TIFN 2015). The introduction of the top sector policy is still new
among the researchers in Wageningen UR and still needs to be fully understood by them.
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Figure 11: Collaboration of Wageningen University with other stakeholders

Source: (WageningenWebsite 2015)
Wageningen UR is a university that is responsible for teaching, performing high quality academic
research. DLO, which is a foundation for contract research institutes, has also some similarities to
Wageningen Univeristy. Wageningen UR is made up of five chair groups under the supervision of a
director. One of the groups is the social science group which does mostly fundamental research.
Another group is the contract research institutes. The rationale behind the creation of the research
institutes was to translate knowledge through partnership with other sectors and to do applied
research. The partnership is also in the form of a triangle like in the “triple helix” which involves
actors like the government, industry and the university. There are three scenarios by which research
projects are contracted by researchers in Wageningen UR.
The first scenario is that researchers apply for research topics proposed by industries as problem
solving and technology development projects discussed earlier in section 3.2.2.1. And if selected, the
researcher has to report on the project to the entire team council made up of all the different
stakeholders. In this case industry determines the research topic, owns the data and determines
whether the research results will be published or not, or whether IP will be included or not. The
researcher gets a budget from the industry but only indirectly, because the entire project team
decides which research question the researchers will work on.
However, how the researcher is been conducted and the method of research is decided upon by the
researcher and the methods are owned by the university. But the outcome of the research findings
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and the gains are entirely that of the company. Also at times the industry can decide to fund an
entire research project which is an exceptional case. In such situations it is the choice of the
companies to decide on confidential clause or not in the outcomes of the research results. This type
of research conducted in collaboration with industries is more market-driven (WageningenWebsite
2015).
The second scenario is when individual researchers apply directly for a project with an organization
(direct contract) by writing a project proposal directly to the organization in question. This is in
relation to projects that are ideas testing or the generation of new knowledge. If the organization is
interested in the proposal, the researcher will sign a contract wherein the terms and condition of the
research will be clearly stated such as the type of research to be conducted (like conducting
independent research), funding, confidential clause and rights of publication. If the research is
independent, in this case industries have no direct involvement in how the research is conducted as
well as in the research outcomes. Most often at times industries do not co-author in the researcher’s
scientific papers. However researchers have to state who is funding the project at the end of the
report. Again contract research can be in the situation where companies come with funds for a
project and asked whether researchers can carry out the project for them.
A third scenario is when researchers visit a company to talk to them about a topic or an issue that the
company has in order to advise them or to ‘sell’ to them an innovation. In that case the contract is
clear on the responsibility of each party. As a whole, Wageningen UR has different money streams
for the funding of research projects, although at times some of this money stream is very limited to
conduct academic research. This includes the innovative science (NWO), TNO, STW, TIFN DLO and
now the top sector (WageningenWebsite 2015).
However, there is a sort of a grey area between the university and the research institutes where
sometimes people at the university also conduct applied research for companies and people at the
research institute also do basic research for companies. The research institutes do not only
collaborate with industries but also with the government, Ngo or anyone that can be considered a
client. To some researchers, it is a good thing to collaborate with industries because this interface
makes it possible for the university to operate. But the core of the collaboration with industries lies
with the research institutes and this is what this study is all about. For easy understanding, in this
study, Wageningen university will be used instead of research institutes because of the grey area
that exist when it comes to task division between the university and its research institutes.
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4.2 Wageningen UR and nutrition law
Nutrition and foods claims are regulated by the EU (EuropeanCommission 2007). Its aim is to protect
consumer interest by ensuring that food claims are clear, based on evidence and accepted by the
scientific community. It also guarantees fair competition, encourages and safeguards innovation in
the general food sector (EuropeanCommission 2007). The general provisions of the regulation on
food products also stipulate that food claims can be subjected to evaluation provided they meet the
following conditions: claims should not be unclear, misleading or false. Furthermore, claims should
not question the nutritional competence of its counterpart so as to cause doubts in regards to food
safety (Reg. 1924/2006). On the subject of scientific evaluation, Article 6(1) states that health
specifications on food have to be established from acceptable scientific data. The body responsible
and is authorized to evaluate scientific evidence specific to health claims on food is EFSA (European
Food Safety Authority) (EuropeanCommission 2012). Nutrition theory does changes very often; as
such the above law provides guidance as to what nutrition and health should be all about. It also
provides guidelines to researchers about what a good scientific research should be and the type of
roles they should adapt.
According to literature, scientists play an important role when it comes to controversial topics like in
food and nutrition. This is because they are the ones that conduct the research on which certain
claims and subsequent decisions are made. Furthermore, they are important to provide a clear view
on what is actually happening with the product, and the (un) certainty about a claim. Thus the role of
scientists is to inform the public, by admitting what is certain and also things that are not (yet)
certain. This is so that, people can makes their own informed decision on what to believe, based on
the information available on the subject.
Thus the job of the food scientist is to analyze the properties of a food or substance that is of concern
to the public or industry. They analyze the material biologically, physically or chemically by
scrutinizing the product from the outside in, creating understanding about the chemical composition
of the product and can make judgments about nutrition and safety.
Public opinion about food and nutrition at times are controversial. As such industries are always
sensitive to public opinion. Industry agendas, as well as that of the researcher, can be influenced at
times by public opinion as seen in Figure 4. Examples of such publicly sensitive topics on functional
food are gluten free food, super food, novel food, color additive in food (E-numbers) which are well
researched in Wageningen UR (Ramaker 2015, Visser 2015). These topics in a way steer industry
agenda and influence the roles of researchers at many levels:
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First, some of the concerns of the public are in the short term while the agenda of the university is in
the long term. This conflicting interest between research outcomes and public opinion puts
researchers in an awkward situation since their agenda in a way is determined by the public through
companies. Because the majority of projects at the university are problem-solving and technology
development, this has made Wageningen UR to be viewed by many skeptics as supporters of food
claims. Tensions might be experienced as some skeptics through social media even see Wageningen
UR basically as puppet especially for the biotech industry because the public thinks the university can
hardly conduct independent research without the constant interference of industries in the process
of the research and the research outcomes. This thereby questioned the credibility of science in this
respect.
Again, the confidentiality clause forces some scientists like the biology, not to publish research
results since the research outcome belongs to the industry. Even when researchers can publish, the
issue of patents (IP) is seen as challenging to some researchers.
There is the dilemma of who to be accountable to whether to the general public, companies or
funders. This dilemma is also seen on the part of the big funders such as the National Council
Foundation and Unilever, concerning their basis of funding. Is it based on science itself or is it based
on public opinion?
Finally, having industry as ‘leader’ (powers to select topics and funding) can greatly influence the
power structure in a collaboration like in PPP projects under the top sector. This can influence some
researchers to focus more on the demands of industry. As such it is important to find out what
researchers in Wageningen University perceive of this situation under the top sector.
Thus the focus of this study is on the views of life science researchers in Wageningen UR who work in
the department of food and nutrition. These life scientists were chosen because they have within
Wageningen UR the strongest links with industries.

35

CHAPTER 5: METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION

5.1 Study area
This research was carried out in Wageningen, in the Netherlands. This area was chosen for various
reasons. To begin with, the Netherlands has a good economy, educational system and is innovative.
All combined make the Netherlands to have one of the best top sectors and that of Agri & Food in
particular in the world. Also the Netherlands is famous in Agri & Food products as they are one of the
world’s exporters of these products as a result of their innovative Agro & Food technology
(Topsectoren.nl/agri-food 2015).
Again, Wageningen University has been ranked the best university in the Netherlands 11 times in a
row and is currently one of the best worldwide when it comes to food production and processing
(Mastersportal.eu 2015). Finally most of the Wageningen researchers in food science have frequent
collaborations with industries before and during the top sector policy. Some interviewees were
involved with the designing of the top sectors policy and thus have personal experience working with
the top sectors. This research was carried out with the focus on researchers that were involved with
the Institutes, Food and Nutrition. The unit of analysis was the case study of food scientists in
Wageningen University. Two business representatives of FrieslandCampina and the Kraft Heinz
Company were also interviewed to help triangulate the information from researchers.
5.2 Methods of Data Collection
The research consisted of two phases: desk study and interviews. The desk study comprise of,
searching the internet, reviewing relevant books, scientific journals and articles about the research
topic, to get information and concepts related to the study. Also it was to get information about the
introduction of the top sectors policy in the Netherlands and the implications to Wageningen
University researchers. The research uses both inductive and deductive research approaches for data
collection. To achieve this, qualitative data collection methods and techniques were used to get
information and to address the research questions.
Furthermore interviews were booked with researchers mostly in their offices in Wageningen. In
depth semi-structured interviews with researchers were conducted which gave the possibilities to
probe, so that researchers could be able to talk about their experience working with industries under
the top sector. Individual interviews with researchers were selected based on snowball sampling. In
this case a group of researchers were selected for interviews and in the course of the interview they
gave the names and contacts of other researchers that collaborate with industries and work with the
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top sectors. Then this researcher gave the name of another researcher until the required number of
researchers that was needed for the study was attained. The selection of the interviewees was based
on their position and their collaboration with industries before and under the top sector. The
information acquired from the researchers either supported the information from the primary data
or contradicted it.
The sample size of respondents consisted of 17 out of the 21 that were intended. They included 3
interviews with researchers from research Institutes, 8 Food scientists, 4 Nutrition scientists and 2
representatives of companies which were; FrieslandCampina and The Kraft Heinz Company to
complement the information from the researchers. Both male and female researchers were
represented respectively in the interviews. Interviews was undertaken about researchers’ views
about collaborating with industries before and under the top sector, how projects were initiated, the
objective and the partners involved, whether they are experiencing changing roles or not with the
coming of the top sector, whether the university encourages researchers in working with industries,
the issues they have collaborating with industries, and how they dealt with these issues.
It was intended to get different perceptions and experiences of researchers that collaborated with
industries and how they cope with issues involved in the collaboration. For the research output, it is
expected that the experiences of researchers working with industries will be known and also how
they deals with issues in the course of the collaboration. The expectation of business representative
is to see their point of agreement and disagreement with researchers. Various measures were used
to ensure validity. For instance facts in place of opinion were encouraged to reduce bias.
Correspondents were promised confidentiality so as to get more detailed information from them
about their collaboration with industries.
5.3 Method of Data Analysis
Information collected from interviewees were first transcribed and later coded. ATLAS.ti was used for
qualitative data analyses. The analysis of the data was based on the theoretical concepts and the
topic list formulated under the sub research questions. This topic list was grouped under the
following major categories: (1) RP Researchers perceptions working with industries (2) RR
Researchers roles under the top sector (3) IM Implications (4) OI Organizational influence (5) CS
Coping strategies (5) EM Emergent concepts (like the unexpected) with the coming of the top sector.
Frequency tables were used to present the results.
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CHAPTER 6: FINDINGS

This chapter presents the results from the interviews conducted with correspondents. The findings
are based on the views and experience of food scientists at Wageningen UR and some business
representatives. The chapter is organized in the follow sections; the first section is about the general
information about researchers working with industries. This part was not in the original plan of the
study. However it is included because in the cause of the interviews, it was apparent that researchers
always talk about their working experience before and during the top sector. The second section is
about researchers’ experience working as a hybrid organization under the top sector and based on
the different phases. The third section is about the roles of researchers under the top sector and the
chapter ends with the implication of the changing roles of researchers to research process.
6.1 General information
The general information is comprised of: 1) background information about respondents, 2) the
difference between the research institute and the University in Wageningen, 3) primary sources of
funding for the researchers, and 4) the general experience of researchers working with industries. In
this study, the majority of researchers’ means 10 or more (75%) and the minority refer to 5 or less
(25%).
6.1.1 Background information of respondents
The background of respondents is summarized in Table 2. All the respondents are food scientists.
The sample size of respondents is 17 as discussed earlier. They include 3 researchers from the
research institute, 8 researchers from food and design, 4 researchers from nutrition and health and 2
business representatives of FrieslandCampina and The Kraft Heinz Company.
Table 2: General background of respondents
Gender
Researchers/business
representatives

Male

Female

No

Institution

1

2

3

Food scientists

4

4

8

Nutrition and health

2

2

4

Representative of
FrieslandCampina

1

0

1
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Business manager of The Kraft
Heinz Company

1

0

0

Total

9

8

17

6.1.2 Differences between research institute and the university
To have a better understanding of the context of what the researchers reported in their interviews it
is important to have a look at the difference between the Research Institute of Wageningen and the
University. Interviews with researchers reviewed that there are differences that exist between the
Institute and the University in terms of prioritizing goals and achieving them. These can be
summarized as:
The research institute:


The institute makes up half of Wageningen UR. The institute goal is to benefit industries with
research outcomes in the present and in the future.



The institute does apply research and focuses mostly on society challenges and the interest
of clients, be it industries, farmers, NGOs or the government.



The institute’s main goal is to produce scientific knowledge that can be translated into
products and services by clients and the second goal is to publish. As such they do sometimes
accept confidential clauses.



The institute believes that the way to have societal impact is by working with companies.
These companies can later apply the knowledge gained from the institute into products and
services that will benefit society while also addressing the country’s competitiveness.

The university:


The university does fundamental research (or basic research) most of the time with PhD or
Master Students which can be far from what companies want. And as a result, at times they
get little or no funding for such research from companies. An example includes curiositydriven research or with topics like food safety.



The university encourages curiosity- driven research rather than applied research.



The university’s main goal is to conduct research and to be able to publish research
outcomes.
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The university as a whole works on client projects like with companies (can accept
confidentiality clause, guided by strict principles) as well as partner projects like working
together with multiple companies. At the end the result of the research must be publish.

The difference between client and partners project is that with the client’s projects, industry
determines the problem, content and funding, and together with researchers write a proposal.
Researchers write a larger part of the proposal. Researchers decide how the research should be
conducted. This collaboration between the two parties results in a detailed plan that reflects mutual
interest. With client projects companies can either choose for confidentiality of research results or
co-author publications with the research centre.
In contrast, in partner projects multiple companies come together in a project. An example can be
diary and protein companies being partners in a project. The goal of partner project is to generate
generic knowledge which helps society in general and the project is mostly for the long term horizon
and not purposely for a short term. At the end partners projects done with the University have to be
published.
Thus the major difference between the University and its Research Institute is that the university
does fundamental research, encourages curiosity-driven research and the main goal is to publish.
While the research institute does applied research with clients and their main goal is to produce
scientific knowledge that can be translated into products and services by industries.
6.1.3 Researchers primary sources of funding
What all the researchers have in common when it comes to funding is that they have industries as
their core funders. Specifically the funding is divided into four categories which include: private,
government, foundation/organisations and other funding organisation. The frequencies of funding
sources are indicated in Table 3.
Table 3: Primary sources of funding for researchers
Sources of funding

Types

Frequencies of
funding mentioned
5

Foundation/Organization EU

Government

Farmers organization
University funding
(Grant/ scholarship)
Dutch government

1
6
2
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Private/Commercial

Other funding
organizations

PPP (with industry
partners)
Top institute for food
& Nutrition (TIFN)
Top sector (TS)
Industry funding
NWO
Companies
FrieslandCampina
funding

8

STW
Food and bio base
research

2
1

Horizon 2020 project
PTSS

1
1

TNO

1

SIEP

1

Small companies

1

Bilateraal

1

Fac research school

1

Dairy industry funding

1

Sino-Dutch diary

1

5
4
4
3
2
1

Researchers mentioned various sources of funding. The table above shows that the most significant
funding source for researchers under Foundation/Organization is the EU. For government-funded
projects, University funding through grants/scholarship was the most significant among researchers.
With private/commercial funding, the PPP funding, closely followed by the Top Institute for Food and
Nutrition (TIFN), Top Sector (TS) and Industry funding, and NWO were frequently mentioned by
researchers as their sources of funding.
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Thus, the results show that the most significant sources of funding for researchers are industry, EU
and university funding. This implies that researchers rely to a larger extent on external resources for
funding.
6.1.4 Experience of researchers working with industries
This section presents the researchers approach to industry collaboration. It will be in line with the
different phases (introduced in section 3.2) in the collaboration process. These phases include the
agenda setting phase, the execution phase and the impact results phase.
6.1.4.1 Agenda setting phase
Funding with industrial partners was mentioned by all the researchers. Researchers said this type of
funding is where industries contribute about 50% or more to the project. In this phase, two views
emerge about who initiates the topic for research. The first view held by 13 out of the 15 researchers
interviewed is that in projects such as problem solving, the development of new technology for an
industrial process and some ideas testing, in the majority of cases, the initiator of the topic is from
companies; wherein companies approach researchers with a question or a problem in which they
have no experience, for researchers to help resolve the problem for them as illustrated by this quote,
“Industry funded projects are directly funded by the company where in the company comes to us with
a question wherein they do not have the knowledge or the expertise or the mechanism in it for us to
help provide answers for them.”
A few researchers also explained that industries come to them either because of the personal
contacts that they have or because they have read about them and their expertise in articles. If they
do not have the right expertise for the project, the researches direct the industry to another part of
the university that has more expertise than they do.
A minority of researchers also said that in knowledge generation or some idea testing projects, the
ideas actually comes from them and they approached industries to talk to them about the idea of the
innovation or to give advice to the company about a problem that they think can be interesting to
them. In this case the innovation is based on mutual interest because researchers said they try to
make the project interesting to both the company and the researcher.
“I have a specific scientific interest and I try to find companies who are also interested in this areas
but also have a certain relevant research questions or issues that needs to be addressed and I
combine that with my scientific interest. So we come up with a joint project where we try to find and
explore a certain research questions or hypothesis. And then the idea is that it is not only of scientific
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interest but also can be applied later in industries. That is why industries participate of course in the
process since eventually they want to innovate.”
The second view held by a few researchers is that industries do not entirely select topic for them.
According to these researchers, it is what is important and interesting to them that determine
whether they will engage in the topic or not. One interviewee explains it as follows;
“I fully do not agree that most of the ideas come from companies. It’s often also that I listen to things
around and what I find important and usually we get more than one company. So it is all about what I
find important because there are also many questions I don’t find interesting so in that case I do not
respond to those. I only respond to those which I think is interesting to me and preferable also for
more than one company.”
All the researchers claim that even though industries approach them on what to research, how the
research is done depends on the researchers. In the process there is some interaction between
researchers and industrial partners which ends up in a joint project plan that is of mutual interest.
One researcher expresses the interactive process in agenda setting between industries and
researchers in this quote;
“Industries decide on the agenda but researchers decide on how the research should be done.
Collaboration works in an interactive way whereby researchers write down a detail research plan of
the project on how it will look like at the end”
At the end of the project researchers claim the methods that they developed belong to the university
and they can do what they want with it while the outcomes of the research, in terms of product
belong to the company. The type of research conducted for industries is based on bilateral projects
which is one on one and at times with partner projects which involves multiple partners. The
research area is mostly about innovations in product development and design, and the knowledge
generated results in generic knowledge that has an impact in society. For other researchers, they do
not do product development but try to understand the mechanisms behind product development so
as to advise companies that are interested in such.
Some of the tensions experienced by the majority of researchers under this phase include;
1) Negotiating bilateral contracts and managing goals with industries
The problem explained by researchers is that in the course of a bilateral project when companies are
fixed on a particular project plan, and in the course of carrying out the research the unexpected
happens, it is difficult for them to convert or change the plan.
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To cope with this problem, researchers said they discuss with companies the challenges with the
original plan and how converting it will yield better results at the end than the previous plan.
2) Pleasing multiple partners at once
The majority of the researchers explained that when it comes to partner projects that involve
multiple partners; it is always a challenge to please everybody in the project. An example of such a
project given by researchers is subsidy projects. To cope with this, researchers said they try to
understand the project and incorporate innovations that will satisfy most of the partners if not all of
them that are involved in the project.
3) Conflict of interest
Other researchers claim that they have conflict of interest with some companies because they fine
their suggestions to be too critical to the company plan. The researchers explain that it is because
they want to do independent research free from the influences of companies in how the research
should be conducted that causes the conflict of interest. To cope with this, researchers said they
focus on doing independent research and have regular meetings with companies to brief them on
the progress of the research.
4) Question about the credibility of science
Some of the researchers explained that because they work with industries it is difficult for the public
to see them as doing independent research without the interference of companies in the research
process. As stated by one researcher:
“The problem in my field is that as soon as you work with industry you are seen as not independent
anymore. This is the view of the public and I see no way to avoid this. I am always transparent about
my research funding and publish everything I do in collaboration with the industry, but still this
perception is a major problem.”
To cope with this problem the majority of researchers said they try to be open about their research
results and the uncertainties in the results to companies and the public. Other coping mechanisms
for some includes; trying to involve the public in the research process, while other do not accept
confidentiality agreements because they want to be open to the general public about the research
outcomes.
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5) Controversial topics in food and nutrition
Some of the researchers claimed that one of the problems they encounter with nutrition is that they
do not know a lot about certain subjects, while companies and the public want black or white
answers from them about certain research topics. Also some scientists have bold claims in the title of
their project, but it is difficult to really validate the claim in the rest of the text. According to these
researchers, this issue comes as a result of the fact that there is still uncertainty in this field of food,
nutrition and the health claims on many topics. An example given by the researchers is about
saturated fats and sugar which is still surrounded by controversies in spite of the amount of research
already done on them.
To cope with this issue some researcher said, they refrain from taking a firm stand on controversial
topics. They include the uncertainties of the research findings at the end of the project. These
researchers claimed being neutral on a topic and continuing to ask many question is the best way to
deal with controversial topics like in nutrition. As one researcher said about controversial topics “But
for me maybe its better not to say something than to say something.”
6.1.4.2 Execution phase
This section looks at how the University assisted researchers in their collaborations with industries
before the top sector. The majority of researchers who had work with TIFN and NWO and are still
doing so said these funding organisations had structures that facilitated their collaboration with
industries. Researchers explained that with these funding organisations they knew what was funded
and how they could get the funding through the organisation’s website. More so one researcher
explained:
[...] I know NWO gives funding. They have calls and researchers know that they are there and they
come back every year. So you know, ok, this is the due date and this is what I can do. Then it is clear
that you have time to work on it. And it could be of different options either completely funded by the
government so without any financial contribution from industries, and also topics that you may need
a bit of financial contribution from industries. [Emphasis added]
Thus the structures of the funding under NWO had clarity to how and when to apply and where and
when funding was going to come from.
Furthermore, the majority of researchers that have worked with TIFN said that TIFN organised annual
workshops coupled with food summits to help facilitate collaboration with industries. Each year the
workshop handles different topics interesting to both researchers and food industries. These
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meetings help to identify some common issues that can hinder collaborations and how to deal with
them.
6.1.4.3 Impact result phase
This section discusses the terms and condition of a contract and how that impacts researchers’ roles.
According to the majority of researchers industry collaboration comprises of both applied and
fundamental research. But in most cases they did applied research that is coming up with innovation
that can be applied in a product and will benefit the society at large.
However the issues they encounter under this phase include the following:
1) IP issues
The minority of researchers working with industries said the issues they have with working with
industries is about IP. For these researchers the issue is not only with the delays involved but also
that some companies are not willing to join the discussion platform. To cope with IP issues, some
researchers said they look for another company within their field that is interested and willing to join
the discussion platform.
2) Confidential clause
Two views emerge on confidential clause. The first view is with researchers doing fundamental
research like with the university. For the majority of the researchers, they said that they understand
the logic behind such a policy since some industries are private about their interests and do not want
to share their interests or secrets with other industries. They see a confidential clause in a contract as
challenging to them because their goal is to publish. One coping mechanism for this was to accept a
confidential clause but in the end still attempt to publish something. For as one researcher said:
“I accept confidentiality clause because it is a standard policy with some companies. But at the end
the research results must be published.”
The other coping mechanism for researchers doing fundamental research was to refuse to
participate in a project that has a confidential clause in it.
The other view is from researchers at the institute doing applied research. They accept confidential
clauses and can go without publishing the research results. According to these researchers the
reason they accept this clause is that, publication is not the main goal of the institute unlike the
university for which it is their main goal. They said their goal is to create technologies that have
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societal impact, and if a company is willing to pay for that, and want to keep the information private,
is not a problem for them.
3) Publication
Two views emerge on publication. On the one hand, 13 out of the 15 researchers interviewed said
they do not have issues with publication or biased publication because the rules in the contracts
about publication and confidentiality are very clear from the onset and it is for the researchers to
choose either to accept it or not (see the above on confidential clause). The reason advanced by
researchers for having to publish research results quickly is that they work with students that have to
graduate, and in order to do so the students need to publish the work in their thesis.
Some of the reasons advanced by the majority of researchers about having less issues with
publication are the followings; 1) they do not deal with sensitive issues in their discipline like the case
of food and nutrition, and whether food claims are substantive or not; 2) They are more involved
with fundamental research; 3) Most companies like the big ones value scientific publications because
it gives them more credibility and there is no bias involved; 4) They work with people who are
interested in the content and with the research department of a company in which they have a
common language; 5) the procedures of the research is very clear to them from the beginning.
On the other hand, the minority said biased publication did exist in the past with government
projects like in the fishery industries. According to these researchers that type of biased publication
does not exist anymore because nowadays it is easier to take a company to court, than the
government, for crossing boundaries in research. As one researcher stated:
“[…] Government tends to be more demanding and put more pressure than that is done in companies.
Companies have more to lose if they do that. So you can sue a company but it’s quite difficult to sue a
government. ”
Researchers also discussed experiences in a neutral way, in other words, they were neither positive
nor negative about it. The minority of researchers see issues working with companies as non-existent
because parties always resolve issues in collaboration when it does exist. According to one
researcher these stories of IP, funds, publication are made up by researchers because of the
bureaucracy in the system. To him trust and loyalty is more important than having a long and
complicated contract on what to do or not in a research project. Here is what one interviewee had to
say,
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“People always make a lot of stories about IP, grant, tensions […] there is a lot of bureaucracy as such
a lot of people improvise. To me problems do not exist. So people waste a lot of time in this
preliminary story because when you are really there and you work together amongst scientists and
industries, you will find a way to resolve issues if any happens. We spend a lot of energy writing this
plan of confidentiality agreement etc. and then at the end useless totally. So it is much better and
good to shake hands and it is just a stupid paper to be honest. It is a matter of trust and loyalty, under
wise it is not worth working with someone. You better work alone.”
The majority of the researchers said working generally with industries has not changed their roles as
researchers because there is still some interaction between both of them, and as such they still have
some influence in the agenda setting, in the execution of the agenda and that has less impact on
their roles as researchers.
Table 4: Phases in collaboration between university- industry and coping mechanisms
Phases
Agenda setting phase

Identified tensions
-Negotiating bilateral contract
and managing goals with
industries
-Pleasing multiple partners at
once

-Conflict of interest

-Question about the credibility
of science

-Controversial topics in food
and nutrition

Execution phase

Not mentioned by researchers

Impact result phase

-IP issues

Coping mechanisms
-Has a discussion with
companies to change original
plan
-Has a good understanding of
the project and incorporate
innovations that are of mutual
interest in the project
-Do independent research and
brief companies through
regular meetings
- Be open to the public by
publishing all the research
results including the
uncertainties
-Reframe from taking firm
stand.
-Be neutral in controversial
topic
-Involve public in research
process
Not mentioned by researchers
-Look for another company
willing to participate in
discussion platform
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General issues

-Confidential clause

-Researchers accept it but later
publish. Others totally refuse
projects with confidential
clause.

- Publication

-Rules are clear on that and it is
the choice of the researcher to
accept it or not
-Trust and loyalty is important
than signing contracts on IP,
confidentiality or whether to
publish or not

-Tensions does not exist

Source: Own study

6.2 Hybrid organization under the top sector
This section discusses researchers’ perceptions of collaborating with industries under the top sector.
This section addresses sub-question 1 (SQ1), sub-question 5 (SQ5) and sub-question 4 (SQ4) which
are, what are researchers’ views about collaborating with industries under the top sector? What are
the issues encountered by researchers in collaborating with industries under the top sector and how
do they deal with them? And how does the university facilitate researchers’ collaboration with
industries under the top sector? This section specifically addresses the new issues that researchers
encountered with industries under the top sector different from the general issues. These issues are
based on the different collaboration phases and how they dealt with them. Also in this section, it is
whether the university assists researchers in the collaboration process with industries or not.
6.2.1 Agenda setting phase under the top sector
All the 15 researchers interviewed like the idea behind the creation of the top sector. As stated
clearly by one:
“The top sector is a very good tool to promote interaction between industries and academia. So I
think it is very good.”
For the majority of researchers good research is when it involves all stakeholders like academia and
industries in the agenda setting from the beginning. For them, good research is when the topic
combines goal oriented research and curiosity-driven research so as to address mutual interest which
is the essence of two organisations collaborating together. However there are some issues attributed
to the agenda setting within the top sector viewed by all the researchers as flaws in its construction.
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1) Too much industrial influence on the agenda setting
One of the issues that came up frequently with the majority of researchers about the top sector
construction is the steering nature of industries in the agenda setting. The majority claimed agenda
setting is mostly in favour of industries and the process is not interactive. 10 out of the 15
researchers interviewed think industries have a very big influence on the agenda setting in the top
sector especially when it came to decision making, selection of research topics and funding. A
negative outcome of this agenda setting power like selecting topics that are interested to researchers
as well was explained by one interviewee:
“I think one of the weaknesses of the top sector is that in principle, the companies are the initiators
and proposer of the research project. And I think that if you are a research institute like DLO or the
university and you have an idea and you cannot find a company which is interested then the idea will
never materialise.”[Emphasis added]
Similarly, the researchers from Food and Nutrition claimed industries even have a stronger power
when it comes to topics in this field. Companies decide on the topics that are of interest to them
which makes it difficult for researchers to acquire projects that also meet scientific challenges. For
some of the scientists, they considered it as if “industry is playing a chess game with scientists.” To
these researchers, it appears as such because companies get to decide on the topics and the finance
of the project. Some scientists said they think it is a “competition but it is not a good one.”
It is important to note that the two business representatives have a different view about the agenda
setting process within the top sector. They claimed it is interactive with researchers. They said they
deal with consumers’ behaviour and their objective is to look for innovations that direct their “top
line growth’’. As such they identify the technological gaps and discuss with researchers whether it is
workable or not and what are the limitations before they begin the project. So to them it is an
interactive process.
2) Only specific topics on the agenda to the exclusion of other
Furthermore, the majority of the researchers felt that agenda setting is being devoted to the funding
of specific topics by industries to the exclusion of others, and subsequently researchers with
particular topic interests, are excluded from participating in projects in the top sector. Moreover,
sectors of important to public value can end up being unrepresented in top sector projects. An
example of such a project given by researchers is the case of food safety as illustrated in this quote:

50

“An example of a sector that is not funded by the top sector is food safety which is one of the most
important issues. It is even more important than health associated to food and sustainability
maybe.[...] So if you will strictly follow the top sector policy, it means that this type of research will
no longer be there. And I think this is a flaw in the sense that the Ministry of Economic Affairs has
decided to put almost all of their innovation money into the top sector policy. That means that some
areas will be under developed. [...] it means that if you zoom down a little bit deeper, some areas are
not covered.”[Emphasis added]
3) Limited availability and access to funds
According to the majority of researchers interviewed, good research transparent funding. It also
requires funding to include projects with both applied and curiosity-driven research topics, so that
the researchers can participate in acquiring projects. Again good research is having a flexible project
scheme that allows researchers to draw creative ideas like “Horizon 2020 project” called ignosygram.
For the researchers these are the criteria that form the basis for a successful collaboration between
the university and industry.
However, an issue that was mentioned by 13 out of the 15 researchers interviewed was the
difficulties in acquiring projects within the top sector framework because of limited funding,
compared to previous funding organisations like NWO. Also the limited funding that is available is for
applied and not for basic research projects. Overall funding under top sector is seen as being less,
making it more difficult to get projects funded since the coming of Top Sector Policy.
Other researchers claim the funding landscape of the top sector is not transparent and for them that
is the reason why it is difficult to get projects.
Business representative claim they also encourage basic research and they are willing to fund such
research projects but only if researchers can illustrate how the research out comes will be applicable
in the society in the foreseeable future.
4) Coping mechanisms in the agenda setting
To cope with agenda issues under the top sector, the majority of the researchers said they make sure
that companies and research partners collaborate in initiating and setting the agenda before the
project begins. Also they create a balance in selecting the topics in order to meet mutual interest. To
create a balance in a project, researchers said they explain to the companies how the project will be
of benefits to them as well as to the companies as illustrated by this quote;
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“We try to find research questions which on the one hand answer to the company expectations, but
which are also scientifically interesting and challenging enough. That is the balance that we are
looking for and I think that is what is important in the top sector than in other projects. You should
always make sure that the research questions that you are working on are still scientifically
interesting enough”. [Emphasis added]
To cope with agenda setting, researchers said that in a project, they make sure that agenda setting is
in collaboration with all the stakeholders involved in the project like researchers, industries, the
public and government. In that case not only one person gets to decide what should be researched
or not. They also make sure the project is balanced and meets mutual interests. The project is of long
term and not only on short term and includes topics that are familiar to the university.
To cope with funding issues, all the researchers said they make sure that they create a very clear
contract concerning the budget of the project at the beginning of the project and not at the end of
the project. They also make sure that the contract clearly explains what the industries funds and that
the funding is flexible for researchers to choose, the contract states how and when payment of the
project will be done. Furthermore, they make sure they make realistic budgets that will interest both
parties and they never accept an overstretched budget for a project from companies.
6.2.2 Execution phase under the top sector
According to the majority of researchers when it comes to IP, confidentiality clause and publication
the rules under the top sector is very clear on that and it is their choice to either accept it or not
although a few still make mention of the fact that they still have issues with IP and confidentiality.
Thus the majority of researchers do not have many issues with that. However, the issue they do have
here is about the construction of the top sector framework.
The issue that the majority of researchers claimed they experienced under this phase is that, the
rules under Agri & Food top sector are unclear and unorganized. According to the majority of the
researchers, good research is when the rules and procedures are very clear, and transparent from
the beginning including task division in the project. This clear rule according to researchers forms the
good basis for a successful collaboration between industries and university.
With the top sector, researcher perception is that it is “chaotic” as everyone scramble to get a
project as expressed in this quote;
“I think with the top sector now it is not an organised process, everyone tries to find a consortium and
everyone is looking and it is a little bit chaotic I think. Everyone is looking on their own what the
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changes are so it takes a lot of time to find opportunities and you do not know where the
opportunities are exactly so it is a little chaotic.”[Emphasis added]
Other researchers perceived the top sector as complicated and difficult to work with. The majority of
researchers claimed the rules are complicated because they are constantly changing every year and
as such difficult for them to work with. For other researchers, the top sector has too much paper
work to deal with.
To cope with such issues, researchers said, they make sure the contract of the project is short, clear,
realistic and envisioned before the project starts. Also they hold regular meetings and gives constant
explanation about the stage of the project to the company. While other researchers coping
mechanism is to detail out the project plan and stick to it.
6.2.3 Impact results phase
The issues that researchers encountered under this phase include the following:
1) Difficulties doing curiosity- driven research within the top sector framework
In addition to the issues of lack of bureaucratic structures to facilitate collaboration that will be
explain further in section 6.2.4., researchers also identified the issue of feeling excluded because of
the type of research they do which is curiosity-driven (basic/fundamental) research as opposed to
applied research within the top sector. For these researchers they considered it almost impossible as
university researchers to acquire projects within the top sector because the top sector deals more
with applied research than fundamental research. These researchers claim because of that, their
research field does not therefore fit into the top sector framework. Because of this, they do not try
to seek projects in the top sector.
2) Difficulty articulating project needs by industries
According to some of the researchers, industries have hard times actually articulating what they
want and this cost time to finally figure out want industries want even with applied research
projects. One researcher explained that industries come with a problem but what they actually
means with this problem may be different.
“For example it is a technical thing but if companies say I want to research on fats. It is not very
precise what type of fats should be researched, saturated or unsaturated do they mean.”
Researchers then have to spend time clarifying the specific problem or question that the industry
wants to research.
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However, some of the business representatives disagree with researchers on this point. Instead they
claim that they come to researchers with a clear objective in mind and all they want from researchers
is to help identify the technology that can address the problem as seen in this quote;
“When you look to where we involved research is that we have a very clear objective on what we
want to deliver in the market, what is the concept we need to deliver from the consumer point of
view. And base on that we define the technology which we can use for it. After identifying the gaps
we have, we then look who are the key players that can help us with the gaps. So per topic we identify
who are the best partners who can help us to deliver. That is when we go to researchers.”
The coping strategies of researchers are that, they make sure projects contains aspects of both
curiosity-driven research and applied research. They also have regular meetings and keep asking
questions with companies to figure out what they want in order to have a good idea of what the
project should deliver at the end. They explain in simple terms to companies the concepts and
procedures of the project. They also exchange information about the project and conduct monitoring
that indicates how far they are in the project and what more needs to be done. Finally they discuss
the results with the company at the end of the project.
6.2.4 Bureaucratic influence on researchers
This addresses sub-question 4 (SQ4), which is How does the university facilitate researchers’
collaboration with industries under the top sector? This section is to find out if the university facilitate
the collaboration process with industries for researchers.
The results show that 5 out of the 15 researchers claimed they are stimulated by the university in
collaborating with industries. The university does so in various ways: 1) by providing them with
information about the projects in question; 2) by having business developers and some chair groups
representatives in the agenda setting commission that informs researchers what industries wants;
3)having writing teams that help to direct researchers on certain aspect of the research proposal like
drafting a realistic budget for companies; finally 4) by creating links between researchers and
companies in their fields of interest through workshops.
What is positive according to researchers about having legal structures in place to facilitate
collaboration with companies is that it helps them to anticipate the type of issue that may occur in
such a relationship and how to deal with that. It also enables them to have their ideas on the agenda.
It furthers helps them to write good proposals and draft realistic budgets that meet mutual interest,
gives them a better understanding of the project and how to go about it. It creates confidence in
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them while working with industries and both focuses on the future of the project as a result of their
expertise without necessarily getting into each other’s way.
Also according to the minority of researchers interviewed, they themselves do not need to be guided
by the university in order to collaborate with industries. They claimed this is because they
collaborate on a daily basis with industries. It is their routine. However these researchers
acknowledge that they have the experience working with industries unlike other researchers who
were used to working only with government projects and had no experience working with industry
funded projects.
Moreover, 7 out of the 15 researchers interviewed said they have never been stimulated by the
university in any way or given any guideline or rules on how to approach industry by the university,
although they claim the top sector policy is still new to them. What repeatedly came up with these
researchers was that they have to create the collaboration themselves which in the end also benefits
the organization which they represent as illustrated by this quote;
“The university does not encourage us researchers in this collaboration. We as researchers have to
find our own ways. As a researcher or assistant Prof. here at the university, you have to find your own
way in the topic and you have to find your own way in the funding. So there is no one that provides
information or anything to you. You have to do that yourself.”
These researchers also claimed that the university is not aware of the problem they are facing when
working with industries but what is interesting to the university is the rewards that comes with the
success of a project. They further said maybe the university thinks they support them because they
use the name of the university in conducting research; which the researchers do acknowledge the
name of the university is powerful.
The disadvantage of not having procedures and guidelines on how to go about collaborating with
industries is that researchers expresses their disappointment about projects calls because they do
not know how to approach it. Specifically they claimed they do not know how to draft a realistic
budget that will be pleasing to companies and a balanced proposal that is interesting to industries as
well. Also they do not know how to act in certain conflict situations with industries. To cope with
these researchers said they discuss among themselves as scientists and advice each other on how to
sign a contract, resolve problems, write a proposal that meets mutual interests and draft a realistic
budget. Also they attend forums where experts give tips on how researchers can collaborate with
industries.
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6.2.5 Other Issues
For some researchers top sector has changed them because it led them to consider new issues, like
gender issues.
“Top sector has opened my eyes as to know how things are going on within the Top Sector and also
how it works. Chemistry is a male dominated field. It is focus on getting things on the agenda. That is
what I found out. How they treat me as a female researcher and this has taught me to look at things
differently. Not that I don’t put my topic on the agenda but what I notice is that especially the higher
the ladder is in the top sector the more harder it becomes, the more difficult it seems to be. Whenever
there is money available, there is always tension and the fighting start especially in any competitive
environment. Yes top sector has change me because there is not too much moneys and its it very
difficult for projects to be granted at the moment under the top sector”
To cope with this issue, researchers say they discuss with other scientists who can help support
female ideas on the agenda. The different phases, tensions and coping strategies of researchers is
summarised in table 5.
Table 5: Summary of Phases, tensions and coping strategies under the top sector
Phases

Tensions

Coping strategies

Agenda setting phase

-Too much industrial influence
on the agenda setting

-Involvement of all the
stakeholders in the agenda
setting process
-Have a balance in research
topics on the agenda
-Create clear contract about
funding at the beginning
-Make realistic budget
-Do not accept overstretch
budget
-Make a short, clear, realistic
and envision rules about the
project at the beginning
-Holds regular meetings with
companies
-Gives constant explanation
about the project.
-Make a detail project plan and
stick to it
-Have clear structures

-Only specific topics to the
exclusion of other
-Availability and access to funds

Execution phase

-The unclear and unorganized
Construction of the top sector

-No stimulation from WUR

56

Impact results phase

Belongs to neither of the
phases

-Difficulties doing curiositydriven research within the top
sector framework

-Have flexible projects that
focus on both curiosity-driven
projects and applied projects

-Difficulty articulating project
needs by industries

-Have regular meetings with
companies
-Keeps asking questions
-Explain the technology in
simple terms
-Discuss the results with the
company at the end of the
project

-Gender issues

-Talk with other scientists who
can support female ideas on the
agenda

Source: Own study
It is seen that researchers’ perception of working with industries before the coming of the top sector
is that they still had some influence on the agenda setting, by making sure that they incorporated
their own interest into the project, even though it may not have been formally embedded in the
planning. In such a way both the interest of industries and researchers was articulated in the project.
6.3 Roles of researchers under the top sector
This section is about the experience of researchers concerning their roles under the top sector. This
section addresses sub-question 2 (SQ2) which is what is the role of researchers working in the top
sector? Specifically the focus will be on whether researchers have experienced changes in their roles
or not with the top sector.
6.3.1 Researcher views on changing roles
A few of the researchers especially those working in applied research interviewed said they did not
experience any changes with their roles while working with industries under the top sector. For them
it is “business as usual” because they are doing applied research which fits within the top sector
framework as illustrated by this quote “Because we are in the applied group we match the top sector
pretty well.”
This also indicates that the type of roles these groups of researchers play here is a combination of
pure scientist, honest broker.
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However, the majority of researchers doing both fundamental and applied research said, they have
experienced some changes and those changes have affected their roles as researchers working with
industries.
These changes include:
1) Working on a larger scale with big industrial partners
Some of the researchers claimed that working with the top sector is different from the way that they
use to work with previous funding organisations like NWO, DLO and TNO. The difference here is that
top sector revolves only around big companies and smaller companies are unable to assess the
funds; although according to these researchers the top sector claims otherwise. Some of the big
companies like in the food industry mentioned by researchers that they work with include, Unilever,
DSM, FrieslandCampina, CSM, Danon, Nestlé and Coca-Cola. The difficulties working with these large
organisations according to the researchers are that it is challenging to construct the right consortia
with them. One researcher even compares the difficulties in creating the right consortia with these
big companies to “climbing a steep mountain.”
2) High influence of companies on the agenda
Another change experienced by 12 out of the 15 researchers interviewed is the high influence of
companies on the agenda setting. Researchers explained that with previous funding organisations,
working with companies was flexible unlike with the top sector where by it is difficult to get funding
because of the high influence of industries in the agenda setting in terms of selecting the topics as
well as funding, that satisfy more of their own interests rather than those of researchers.
3) Working with multiple partners at once
Some other researchers experienced working with many partners who are from big companies
challenging and different comparatively to how they worked previously with bilateral projects which
was one-on-one with a particular company and thus easier to negotiate.
4) Shift in the programming of public funds
Also one of the changes experienced by all the researchers is the programming of public funds which
has moved to the top sector itself. The experience of researchers about this change is that when the
funds were organised by the research institutes, they incorporated projects that currently
researchers have issues with under the top sector framework like food safety, nutrition and
consumer science. With previous funding organisations, researchers claimed they had structures that
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accommodated all researchers unlike the top sector projects that are for selective topics and only a
few applicants can meet the requirements.
5) The dissatisfaction involved in applying for projects under top sector
6 researchers said their experience with the top sector is the frustration involved in applying for
projects. According to these researchers top sector can open a call for one project and they received
100 proposals. In that case, they have 100 proposals for 1 project and the success rate is 1%. This
scenario instead creates more disappointment among researchers in terms of cost and time.
With this group of researchers who have experienced changing roles, the views indicated to me that
from a pure scientific background that most of them have, the type of role they should play in the
top sector is not very specific to them. Thus should it be the role of pure scientists or science arbiter
or honest broker or better still the role of participatory knowledge producers.
6.4 Implications to researchers
This section addresses sub-question 3 (SQ3) which is “What are the implications of the top sector
policy to researchers’ roles? Specifically it looks at the views of the majority of researchers who
claimed they have experienced changes with the top sector and what that means to their role as
researchers and in the research process.
The majority of researchers claimed the changes they experienced with the coming of the top sector
have some implications on their roles. The implications include the following:
1) Less possibility of free thinking
Researchers doing applied research feel they still have the possibilities of free thinking when they
work with industries under the top sector because they can still come up with new ideas that are
interesting to companies and can be applied in the society in future. As such the top sector has not
influence their role in anyway.
However the majority of researchers think that the influence of companies in the agenda setting
under the top sector gives them less opportunities to work with the top sector and do free thinking
as an independent scientist. They explained that it is difficult to keep a researcher’s integrity when it
comes to doing independent research with companies because with such big powers given to
industries, they can be looking at the project more to their benefits instead of creating a balance in
the project to achieve mutual interest as illustrated by this quote;
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“Of course when the company is the leader of the consortium and we are part of that project, of
course then the company can decide what to do. And that can be a problem in case we think of course
that you are only looking at one side of the problem and you are not looking at the whole problem.
Like you are only looking at the positive aspects for example and you are not looking at the negative
aspects. So your research is not balance for example. That may occur and if that is the case we prefer
not to participate. That may be a problem because it gives us even less opportunities to work in the
top sector project. With the powers given to industries under the top sector, I think that is a big
challenge for researchers to keep thinking as an independent scientific institute and not to get
involved in maybe the restricted view of the way the research is done”
2) Less freedom of operation
The majority of the researchers thinks that for industries to have such a big influence on the agenda
setting gives them less freedom to operate as researchers because they will be limited by the views
of the companies since companies will want to include certain things in the project which for some
researchers is limiting their freedom to do the research as it should be done.
3) Dependency of researchers on companies
The majority of the researchers claimed that having projects that are 100% government funded is
hard to come by. So a project where industry contribution is either 50% or more is what is available
to them at the moment. This makes them dependent on industries for projects and funding because
it is the only best possible option left to them. The danger in that according to the researchers is that
if companies do not like the idea of a project, they will never fund it and that means no income and
publications for researchers.
4) Concentrate on short term research projects instead of long term
The majority of researchers claimed that, most of the research projects at the university take about
10 years for it to be applicable in the society and it is difficult to convince companies to invest in such
a project for that length of time. What companies prefer is to have projects on the short term.
Researchers claimed this can influences some researchers to only concentrate on short term projects
whereas the goal of the university calls for long term investment. For researchers, to be able to
accomplish a project for a longer length of time means that they need money from companies to get
the projects funded.
Researchers claimed that the industry mission is to make profits which are quite different from the
mission of the university. For the majority of the researchers there is no problem against industries
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making profits but it means for them that they are forced to depend on short term industry funded
projects. This has caused some researchers to either do some adjustment in their research field to
incorporate industry demands or venture into new projects that are more industry oriented.
Business representatives disagree with researchers on this point. They claimed that they are willing
to fund projects for 10 years and even longer time period with researchers. However what they
expect from researchers is that in the course of the first year into the project, they should be able to
show the first step into the project and the results they have accomplished. This will enable them to
know the current stage of the project and whether the original plan of the project needs adjustments
or not. They also claimed this has to continue till the 10th year. According to businesses, researchers
only want to work on a project behind closed doors and deliver the results at the end which is not
acceptable to industry.
Furthermore businesses claimed that researchers should stick to their field of expertise and the
strength that they have in that field instead of going to venture on new grounds because each
project needs a specialist. For businesses if top sector cannot provide them with the expertise that
they need for a project, they will simply engage with other organisations even if they are outside the
top sector to deliver the expertise that is needed for the project.
6.5 Summary of findings
The result of the interviews shows that researchers collaborated with industries even before the
coming of the top sector. The collaboration was divided into different phases. There were some
tensions involved and coping strategies employed by researchers to deal with each conflict. With the
coming of the top sector, researchers faced different kind of problems under the different phases
and also adapted coping strategies to these problems. The majority of researchers said they
experienced some changing in how they conducted research with industries under the top sector.
The majority of researchers claimed the university do not have explicit structures to help facilitate
their collaboration with industries. The changes experienced by researchers have impacted their role
as researcher in university-industry collaboration in various ways as listed above.
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CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION

This research investigated how Wageningen University researchers perceive working with industries
under the top sector policy and how that has affected their roles as researchers. Moreover, it also
investigated how Wageningen University facilitates collaboration at the organizational level with
industries under the top sector. This section will focus on major issues concerning researchers’
perceptions about collaborating with industry in relation to 1) conducting demand-driven research 2)
researchers’ roles in the research process, 3) implications for collaboration and 4) trust issue in
collaboration.
7.1 Demand-driven research under the top sector
In the literature review we explored the concept of supply-driven research which was identified as
the traditional way in which research was conducted and led by researchers versus demand-driven
research that requires the collaboration of relevant stakeholders in the research process, and in
which agenda setting should reflect mutual interest. In the case of the top sector these stakeholders
will be industries and researchers. Wageningen University has been more focused on demand-driven
research, and the top sector policy is meant to be in line with this way of working. However, the
findings of this research suggest that there is inconsistency between researchers and industry about
their perceptions of demand-driven research and whether it is top-down or bottom–up (Fig 11). So,
the question to ask is “What does demand-driven research mean under the top sector policy?”
Figure 12: Perception of the top sector policy by researchers and industry

Source: Own study
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The findings show that industries perceived the top sector as a bottom-up approach to innovation as
illustrated in Figure 11, since they get to discuss with researchers about the technology before the
research is carried out. However, researchers perceived it to be a top-down approach, because they
claim the starting point for the decision-making process of the innovation is with industries. As such
researchers claim industries have already made-up their minds as to what kind of technology they
want before approaching researchers.
The findings of the study shows that indeed top sector use demand-driven in working because
researchers and industries are involved however there is this feeling among researchers that it is too
much demand driven, because researchers claim the agenda is in favor of industries since they have
the power to decide on the research topics and funding. As such, the decision making process is one
sided and so they view it as not transparent. This implies that the balance between the demand and
supply side of research has gone towards industries and as the researchers said if an idea is not
interesting enough to industries, it will never materialised. This illustrate an interesting findings
because much of the literature has promoted demand-driven working as opposed to supply-driven
because demand-driven is interactive and it has a way of adding precision, creativity, ensuring
commitment and ownership in a project. However people also find demand–driven research to be
negative if it is dominated by a ‘leader’ who has all the decision making powers in a project.
Furthermore, the findings show that industries have already made up their minds at least in the
perception of the researchers, so it is really just about delivering on demand and this reflects a
Responsive Innovation Approach (RA) as seen in every top-down discussion in the literature review.
In RA it is argued by Borrás and Edquist (2013) that even though RA gives a clear and easy to use
structure of how the innovation should look, RA also means that it is a very top-down and might not
be to the satisfaction of all the parties involved. This type of top-down approach in conducting
research has been criticized by various authors (Klerkx and Leeuwis 2009, Klerkx, Aarts et al. 2010,
Spiertz and Kropff 2011), because it is not interactive and it is time consuming. This is interesting
because we see the top-down approach in terms of top-down as been led by researchers. But the
findings show a top-down approach which is led by industries. This is also the concerns raised by
researchers when they talk about the leadership role of industries under the top sector which can
restrict their views in a project. The big question is “Does it serves society well to have so much
demand-driven research only being driven by the demands of industry?”
Here, an interesting kind of phenomenon is observed because, whereas earlier work has advocated a
shift from a top-down approach of conducting research to a more bottom-up driven type of research
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which is interactive, but here we see a kind of reverse effect. Research has now become top-down
from the other side which is the demand side. It is interesting because this type of approach might
limit scientists in their creative problem-solving mind, which Gulbrandsen, Thune et al. (2015) also
refers to as “curiosity-driven” mind. This can also make researchers to be dependent on industries
because of the powers they have. Rather the top sector should reflect Inclusive Innovation Approach
(IA) which involves doing research within the community and for which the innovation is meant to be
interactive, flexible, lasting and beneficial to all stakeholders. More importantly IA does not give
preference to a particular party but rather tries to come up with the best of both worlds in the
innovation (Foster and Heeks 2013).
As such this study show that there is not much ‘democratisation of innovation’ which is involving all
stakeholders inclusively and actively in the decision-making process in the agenda setting, as
advocated by Owen-Smith (2003), under the top sector. Rather the top sector is giving more
influence to industry. If the goal of the top sector is to address society’s needs, the current structures
are not making it easy for researchers to have an input in the agenda setting. Whereas Schut, van
Paassen et al. (2014) argue that the involvement of different stakeholders in a research processes
help to provide important insights on the different dimensions to the problem and what technical
and policy solution are possible in the context situation.
Thus, doing demand-driven research points to the importance of having this kind of dialogue, having
a good balance, moving towards more collaborative research and really working more in partnership
in an inclusive and active manner in a project. For instance in this case, how the top sector policy
could ideally be, as shown in the middle section of Figure 11, where in, both groups would equally
influence agenda setting.
7.2 Researchers role in the top sector
This section is about hybrid identity in relation to research, the type of research conducted by
researchers, the role of researchers and the implication at the organisational level.
7.2.1 Hybrid identity in relation to research
One of the main concepts discussed in the literature review is hybrid organization which is a research
organisation that fulfils both private and public demands. It is also seen that for it to be effective it
has to be of mutual interest to the stakeholders involved. The findings show that there is not so
much of a struggle between public and private goals at the level of the organisation because
researchers do not talk about it.
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However what is observed from the findings is that there are tensions from being a hybrid
organization at the structural level, as well as for the researchers themselves in their research roles.
Researchers view the top sector as chaotic which makes it complicated to work with. One of such
tensions is the unclear and organized construction of the top sector.
7.2.2 The type of research
In the findings, it is observe that researchers relates to the PPP working like when they refers to
private as indicative of more applied research as oppose to public, which relates more to conducting
basic research in public goods. This is also doing pre-competitive research as the researchers
mentioned. The findings further shows that clearly under the top sector, researchers sometimes
finds that it weighs too much on applied research as opposed to basic research and this is in contrast
to their identity as being in the basic research sphere that the majority of them held. For example, as
basic researchers they would be interested in functional food from many angles. As IFIC (2006), argue
new technology like with functional food requires different testing samples, additional materials,
which at times can lead to the restructuring of the entire research process. Thus it needs a longer
time period of research for the technology to determine the health claim of the food and the side
effects involved both to humans and in the environment as was discussed earlier in section 4.2.
Therefore this type of research slows down the research process and requires a longer time period.
As such this goes contrary to the principal focus of the top sector policy. Thus, to fit within the top
sector, researchers are pushed away from the basic research that they might be interested in to do
the more quick applied research. This issue is also raised by researchers when they said when one
follows the top sector closely; it means some areas are excluded as such some researchers do not
look at the top sector projects because it does not apply to them.
7.2.3 The role of researchers
In section 7.2.2 it is seen that researchers struggle with the type of research under the top sector
whereby the policy highly aligns with applied research. This to me indicate a struggle within
researchers themselves and their role in the whole research process under the top sector, as
indicated in the papers of several authors (Turnhout, Stuiver et al. 2013, Schut, van Paassen et al.
2014). As earlier discussed in section 3.1, in the paper of Turnhout, Stuiver et al. (2013), the authors
outlines the different roles that researchers can play in a research process. The issue here is about
what researchers should do in the research process under the top sector because they are not just
researchers but also knowledge brokers like facilitators which nowadays has become blurred in
enabling change and addressing ‘wicked’ problems (Ingram 2008, Turnhout, Stuiver et al. 2013,
Schut, van Paassen et al. 2014) It is seen from the findings that maybe researchers are kind of
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struggling to choose the right role at the right moment because it is not very specific which role they
should play under the top sector. Is it the role of pure scientist, science arbiter, honest broker,
participatory knowledge producers or a combination of these roles. And as Schut, van Paassen et al.
(2014) argue in the dynamic configuration paper, researchers will be better supported in knowing
which role they should play in such a research process.
Figure 13: Different roles of researchers under the top sector

This struggle that the researchers are going through clearly reflects who they are as researchers and
the role they play in a collaboration process especially with non-scientists. So the question is “What
type of research is require from researchers under the dynamics of the top sector?” Should it be in a
public private domain, or should it be more like pure research or more mixed research or other type
of activities?
The writings of authors like (Klerkx and Leeuwis 2009, Schut, van Paassen et al. 2013, Sumberg,
Thompson et al. 2013, Turnhout, Stuiver et al. 2013) and discussed in the context of a hybrid
organisation (Gulbrandsen 2011, Gulbrandsen, Thune et al. 2015), which aligns with the viewpoints
of this study which is basically about researchers experience working with industries under the top
sector.
7.3 Implication at the organisational level
This section refers to WUR facilitating the research process for researchers with industries. In the
report written by Ranga, Hoareau et al. (2013), putting structures in place to facilitate collaboration
is crucial in a collaboration. This report also argues that information about the partnership should be
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made clear and available to the entire university. Also, the university needs to be represented at
decision making board by senior as well as junior staffs. The structure can also be leadership that
understands both the complex systems of universities and industry demands. However the findings
show that the university does not have any explicit structures in place to help facilitate research with
industries under the top sector. Researchers’ claim they have to figure out how this collaboration
works by themselves which to an extent does not enhance efficiency in the collaboration. It is
important to note that putting in place of university structure and having a clear construction under
the top sector will help have a transparent collaborative process that ensures mutual interest, to the
satisfaction of all the stakeholders involved in the research process.
7.4 Trust in a collaboration process
It is seen from the above point that, putting in place of structures helps to formalise transparency
and for all trust in a collaborations process between researchers and industries. It is seen in section
that transparency in collaboration is what instils trust and commitment in a partnership. It is
however seen from the results that trusting each other which is much more effective in a
collaboration process is kind of becoming less recognized, and in its place, long pages of contract has
taken over. This issue was also raise by one researcher when he says trust and loyalty is better than a
long contract of 20 pages. As such researchers are a kind of struggling with the issue of trusting each
other or signing long contract that at the end the terms of the contract can still be bridged. Trust and
interpersonal relations are key to an effective collaboration among researchers and industries. Trust
plays an important role in all the phases in the collaboration process. It is crucial in determining in
the earlier stage of the project challenges and solutions to the problem that the project wants to
address. This will establish mutual trust and misunderstanding among partners later on in the
project. Thus, trust in collaboration is achieved only by being transparent to one another.
Transparency means that the rules are very clear and organised from the beginning and not
constantly changing for if this is the case it can be difficult to work under such rules and that is
exactly the challenge researchers are facing now under the top sector.
7.5 Summary of discussion
The central topic of this research is how Wageningen researchers perceive working with industries
and how that has affected the roles of researchers, at the organizational level. It is seen from the
findings that researchers perceive the top sector to be too demand driven in favour of industries.
Also researchers are struggling to adapt to the type of research under the top sector which is applied
research whereas they identify themselves more to basic research. This has also affected their roles
as researchers since they are struggling with which type of role they should adopt, because they are
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not only researchers but also facilitators. Again, whereas researchers are changing under the top
sector, however these changes are not embedded in the structures of the university although the top
sector is perceived as a new policy by researchers. Trust is also highlighted as an important
component in a collaboration process.
7.6 Limitations of the study
This current study is a field study looking to test theoretical ideas. This aligns more with Bozeman,
Gaughan et al. (2015). This study was further to test the ideas of researchers in the new policy realm
of the top sector which none of the other authors had done. However, this research study has some
limitations in terms of external and internal validity that need to be taken into consideration with
interpreting the findings.
For the internal validity, the question can be posed if it was the right methodological approach to get
the information from correspondents. In this case, yes it was because the use of semi-structured
interviews gave the interviewees the opportunity to express their experience under the top sector
and what they think can be done to make the top sector workable for all the stakeholders involved.
Again the question could be posed if the concepts used in the study were appropriate to help analyse
the results? It is seen that the four concepts used for the study were helpful in understanding the
results. With these concepts it was possible to test the views of researchers within the new policy
realm of the top sector and compare that to what literature says. The interpretation of the findings
using the concepts brought in a new way of looking at the concepts.
Also my role as a researcher in collecting the data can at times influence the answers that the
interviewees gave to the questions. However, the questions formulated were neutral and facts about
the questions were encouraged during the interview rather than opinions. Beside confidentiality was
promised to respondents which gave them the confidence to talk to me about their experience
under the top sector.
External validity could be about the selection of the target groups and the exclusion of others. The
study shows that the focus was about the perceptions of food scientists specific to this field, which
means that the results might have been different for another group of scientists, e.g. social scientists,
or other scientists working under a different top sector section. Thus, future research needs to point
out whether different target groups report the same results about the top sector.
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8 CONCLUSION

The following chapter will summarise the main conclusion of this study. The central topic of this
research is how Wageningen researchers perceive working with industries and how that has affected
their roles as researchers. Also, the study is about how Wageningen University facilitates
collaboration with industries at the organizational level under the top sector. There are three main
conclusions that could be drawn from this research which includes the perceptions of researchers in
regard to: conducting demand-driven research, the researcher’s identity and implications at the
organisational level. The final section of this chapter is about recommendations for future research.
8.1 Demand-driven research
Researchers perceive demand-driven research under the top sector to be too demand-driven. From
the results, the Top Sector Policy was meant to enhance even more collaboration between
researchers and industries in a bottom-up manner which is highly recommended by literature for it is
interactive in nature and less time-consuming. But the result of this study has instead portrays a
reverse top-down effect in that the bottom which was previously regarded as a better option has
now become the top.
Recommendations
Research perspective
o

Demand-driven research should be from the bottom-up and not too much driven by a leader
who makes all the decision. For this might lead to a boomerang effect whereby what you try
to avoid instead end up happening.

o

Inclusive Innovation Approach should be the focus of the top sector because it has the
potential to bring out the best of both worlds.

o

Agenda setting has been portrayed to be the core issue among researchers under the top
sector and, research should focus on that and the structures that govern it.

Practice perspective
o

The top sector should be an inclusive policy that reflects the ideas of all the relevant
stakeholders like researchers and industries in the agenda setting of the project. For this is
what makes some researchers view it as not transparent.

o

Keep the ship steady by balancing topics on the agenda on basic and applied research, and
projects that envision both long term and short strategy of implementation.
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o

Also add clarity to the construction of the top sector and particularly rules about funding.
The funding should have a flexible scheme for researchers to choose.

8.2 The researchers’ identity
This section addresses the role of researchers under the top sector. The top sector relates to
different ways in creating hybrid roles for researchers like in terms of the scope of research and the
way they do the research. Thus researchers do not always feel confident with these roles or to say
the least, they are still struggling with these roles and trying to figure out which is the best way to
adapt under the top sector.
Recommendations
Research perspective
o

The researcher role under the top sector should be very clear per project from the beginning.
Does the project require pure research roles or a participatory knowledge producer’s role or
a mixture of roles?

o

Ensure capacity building. It is seen that people are better supported in the different types of
roles researchers can take if the role is very clear from the beginning of a project.

Practice perspective
o

Researchers should have a proactive attitude with industries under the top sector.

o

Researchers that are more inclined to basic research should look for other sources of funding
since the top sector is more directed to applied research.

8.3 Implication at the Organizational level
This section is to address the second research question (RQ2), which is “What is the implication for
researchers at the organizational level?” It is seen that the university does not have explicit
structures in place to help facilitate research with industries under the top sector.
Recommendations
Research perspective
o

Wageningen UR should provide structure and leaders that can speak the language of both
the university and industry.
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o

Wageningen UR should also provide information about the top sector to all the chair groups
and not only to those represented in the decision making board.

Practice perspective
o

The university should train researchers about working under the top sector in order to help
facilitate their collaboration with industries.

o

The University should have contact persons and an information office that researchers can
always reach for when they need information about issues concerning the top sector.

8.4 Trust in a collaboration process
This section is about the emergent issue in this study. Trust is presented by researchers as most
effective more than 20 pages of long contract between researchers and industry.
Recommendations
Research perspective
o

Transparency should be formalised in the structures of the WUR to facilitate collaboration
with industries

o

Trust should be considered as the basis of collaboration and not long pages of contract.

Practice perspective
o

Researchers and industries perspective should discuss in the earlier stages of the project in
order to avoid misunderstanding later in the project and to build mutual trust.

o

The roles of researchers and industries should be well defined and clear so as to avoid
disagreement later on in the project about leadership and decision making.

o

Researchers and industry should recognize the value of each other because if that is not the
case, respect and trust cannot be established.

8.5 Recommendations for future research
o

The study has been conducted from the point of view of food scientists at Wageningen UR.
Future study should focus on industry point of view regarding the top sector.

o

Studies about top sector in other countries like in the UK and Germany, where PPP started,
should be conducted to find out how their top sector is organized and works.

o

Studies about other top sectors in the Netherlands should be conducted to find out if they
have similar issues like the Agri & Food top sector.
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10 APPENDIX
Interview blue print guide questions
I am Patience Chindong a student at Wageningen University doing my MSC in Applied
communication science. I am doing this interview to help provide answers for my thesis.
My research focus is on the collaboration between research institutions and industry. Your work as a
researcher and your collaboration with industry make you key for my research.
I have prepared some questions to guide our conversation and your opinion on the questions would
be highly appreciated.
Results of this interview will be handled confidentially and will only be used for the purpose of my
MSc thesis.
I would like to record our conversation if you don’t mind.
RESEARCH AND POLICY AT THE INTERFACE: UNDERSTANDING THE CHANGING ROLES OF
WAGENINGEN UNIVERSITY RESEARCHERS IN TOP SECTOR POLICY IN THE NETHERLANDS
Topic 1: Researchers views about the introduction of the top sector
1) What is your research about?
2) What is your primary source of funding for your research?
3) What is the nature of your collaboration with industry?
4) What kind of research do you do for industries?
5) Do you work with the top sector? What kind of research do you do with the top sector?
6) Has your work evolved with the introduction of the top sector? If yes, how? If no why not?
Can you give examples?
7) When you think about working with industries, could you tell me the most positive
experience you have?
8) Did you also have negative (or difficulties) experience?
9) In relation to the issues you mentioned earlier with industries, in your experience has things
changed since the coming of the top sector?
Topic 2 organisational influence
1) What is the influence of your organization on how you react with industries in the top
sector?
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2) Is there a change in how your organisation has supported you or stimulated you in working
with industries?
Topic 3: Role of researcher working in the top sector
1) How would you typify (characterize) a researcher working in the top sector? Or with
industry?
2) Have you change as a result of working with industry in the top sector?
3) Has working in the top sector change you as a researcher? If so how? If no, why not?
4) Do you think you frame research issues differently now because of your working in the top
sector? How?
5) Does your work in the top sector policy influence your decisions on which research topics to
work on and also the methods to use? If so how?
6) Do you accept confidentiality clause when it comes to publishing research result? Why yes or
why not?
7) What are the main factors for you that make the integrity of a researcher?
8) In your opinion, what is good research? And good for who?
Topic 4: Coping strategies
1) How do you deal with the issues you earlier mentioned under the top sector?
2) Specifically tensions and dilemmas in relation to:
-

Publishing

-

Framing of issues (like prioritising issues)

-

Agenda setting (like in selecting the research topic)

-

Decision making

-

Funding of research

Topic 5: Advice for consideration
1) In your opinion, what is required for successful university-industry collaboration?
2) What will be your advice to the designers of the top sector in relation to?
-

Publishing

-

Framing of issues (like prioritising issues)

-

Agenda setting (like in selecting the research topic)

-

Decision making

-

Funding of research
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Thanks for your cooperation.
Questions to industries (business managers)
1) What kind of research do you do generally with researchers? (Problem solving, technology
development or ideas testing)
2) How is the agenda of the project initiated/determine?
3) How is the process organized?
4) How the project does relates/ compliment to your own R&D?
5) Do you work with the top sector? Why or why not? And what kind of research do you do
with the top sector?
6) Who determines the agenda under the top sector?
7) Do you have structures in your organization that helps to facilitate the collaboration with
researcher?
8) Do you have issues/conflicts working with researchers? What about agenda setting, IP,
Confidentiality, publications, funding, decision making
9) How do you deal with such conflicts?
10) Have you seen different position overtime now with researchers since the introduction of the
top sector? Or Have you witness any changes working with researchers under the top sector
compare to how you usually work with researchers? Can u give examples?
11) In your opinion what makes for successful industries-researchers collaboration?
12) What advice do you have for the top sector policy? In relation to agenda setting, funding, the
construction of the top sector.
Thanks for your cooperation.
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