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Abstract

National research priorities are often the culmination of agendas derived in negotiations between triple helix actors. These negotiation processes are no longer controlled by “science” but involve other groups such as “users”. The term “users” is an example of an ideograph, a common rhetorical device used in political settings to add legitimacy to a point of view. In this paper, we explore the use of the ideograph “users” in the evolution of research agenda-setting policies and processes of a New Zealand funding agency. In particular, a case study of a funding decision process between the agency, a research institute and an industry representative body will be used to shed light on the implications of the use of ideographs for the negotiation process. The central conclusion is that problems will ensue in any negotiation process when an individual member of an ideographic collective is called upon to espouse an apparently representative view. In the extreme, the seemingly intractable problem of finding “ideal” ideographic representation threatens to undermine the very philosophy underpinning the negotiation process. 

Introduction

Negotiation processes that determine national research priorities occur between triple helix players - researchers in universities and research institutes, industry spokespeople & policy officials.   Choices are made about funding priorities that are then translated into research agendas. The negotiation process that determines the funding of science has evolved in many countries from being entirely in the hands of “science”, to involving other stakeholders such as “users”, “industry”, “the environment”, “indigenous peoples” and “society” in general.  We propose that many of these apparent stakeholder groups (identified by their labels) are, in fact, ideographs - rhetorical devices used in political settings to add legitimacy to a point of view.  

Whilst these concepts have been applied in other political arenas, there are very few instances of them being used as heuristics to frame the negotiation processes that occur when future scientific research agendas are set. In this paper, we will explore the ideograph concept as it applies to science and technology negotiation processes and, using a case study of a new priority setting process for science funding in New Zealand, managed by the main funding agency, the Foundation for Research, Science & Technology (the Foundation), will try to shed light on the implications of their use on the negotiation processes. 

Ideographs in Political Discourse

Ideographs were first introduced by McGee (1980) to describe the slogan-like use in political language in particular, of terms that were understood to describe certain collectives with an apparently identifiable ideology. Perhaps the most commonly used ideograph is “the people”, to represent an implied commitment to certain beliefs or actions. Amongst others proposed by McGee, were “liberty”, “equality”, “the rule of law”, “religion” and “freedom of speech”. 

An ideograph is an ordinary language term found in political discourse. It is a high-order abstraction representing collective commitment to a particular but equivocal and ill-defined normative goal. It warrants the use of power, excuses behavior and belief which might otherwise be perceived as eccentric or antisocial, and guides behavior and belief into channels easily recognised by the community as acceptable and laudable (McGee 1980: 15)

Many ideographs have a non-ideographic usage, so it is the context in which they are used that defines whether they qualify as an ideograph. When an ideograph is invoked, an observer usually can say what is meant, what is apparently meant, or not meant in a certain situation although defining an ideograph precisely is more difficult. They are often invoked to symbolise a particular line of argument, a “rhetoric of control” (McGee, 1980:6). When an ideograph is used they “do work in explaining, justifying or guiding policy in specific situations” (McGee, 1980: 13). However, they have meaning only insofar as their descriptions are acceptable and believable. 

The important fact about ideographs is that they exist in real discourse, functioning clearly and evidently as agents of political consciousness. They are not invented by observers; they come to be as a part of real lives of the people whose motives they articulate. (McGee, 1980: 7)

In addition, an “architecture” can be observed to be created by ideographic usage. McGee (1980) proposed that ideographs can have a vertical (over time) or horizontal (linking ideographs) structure. Vertical structure arises when earlier usages become precedent for invoking an ideograph in a particular circumstance. “Awareness of the way an ideograph can be meaningful now is controlled in large part by what it meant then” (McGee, 1980: 10). Horizontal structure is evident when ideographs are linked together in either a reinforcing or conflicting way. Ideographs can also evolve and change meaning, and the architecture that arises from their usage also evolves. Thus ideographs are rhetorical devices that are dynamic discursive forces. 

Change in Science Systems

A transformation in the science system has been occurring at least since the 1970s (Rip, 1997) even if not accepted by large sections of the world of science until more recently. The transition has been variously perceived to be a shift from the search for knowledge to the search for relevance, from “Mode 1” to “Mode 2” knowledge production (Gibbons et al., 1994), from “pure science” to “strategic science”.  Although many have argued that this transition is not grounded in historical fact, for example, that science has long taken place in the location of application (Godin, 1998; Rip, 1997), the scene was set for a more hands on approach to the management of science on the part of policy makers.

By 1970, however, high and pure science appeared to have problems. A man (an American) had been put on the moon, while the problems of the poor and the urban ghettos seemed unsolvable …Policy Makers, politicians, and society in general were taking seriously what some scientists tell them about the way in which scientific discovery leads to practical benefit… and were not content with promises anymore. Science policy, up to that time focussing on improving national capability, became pro-active, for example by creating R&D programmes. And critical movements and environmental concerns put the overall legitimation of science into doubt. Society was reluctant to accept science uncritically (Rip, 1997: 617).  

Strategic science was one label given to the new regime. It has been defined by Irvine and Martin (1984) as “basic research carried out with the expectation that it will produce a broad base of knowledge likely to form the background to the solution of recognized current or future practical problems”.  Science was exposed to new tests of productivity and ability to enhance the wealth and well-being of economies and societies. With the rise of the application of evaluation techniques to science and technology (for example, Georghiou & Roessner, 2000), new terms such as “relevance” and “user” became part of the parlance of science and evidence of relationships with the world of technology implementation were expected. “Pressure for relevance of scientific research, and in general, new linkages with, and interference by, the “outside” world, have opened up the earlier protected space for science” (Rip, 2000).

Thus, interacting with “users” became a major plank of research policies and was viewed as an essential element of “useful” science.  “User interest is increasingly taken as a measure of the value and relevance of research” (Shove & Rip, 2000: 176). In their study of the symbolic functions that notions of use and the user fulfil in the social sciences, Shove and Rip (2000) found that users were partly real and partly mythical, a mixture of symbolic significance and practical elusiveness and that they “have to be defined and constructed, and their characteristics vary depending upon the purposes which they, and the concept of use, are required to fulfil”. 

Specific users for identified technologies being developed in R&D projects have been a recognised actor in innovation processes for some time  (for example, von Hippel, 1988; Douthwaite, Keatinge & Park, 2001). In general, these “real-life” users are more easily identifiable, at least in theory, as the concept of use has been narrowed down in more detail as a technology approaches application. The user is no longer generic and can be embodied in an individual or organisational sense. 

However, it is the more abstract, elusive “user” that is referred to in policies, particularly those that must be engaged in the negotiation processes for research funding, that is of interest in this study. In this application of the word, “user” refers to broad and generalised audiences such as “industry” or “the environment” or even “society”. Scientists will argue in the abstract that their particular research direction is “what users want” and how “relevant” their research is to the world of application. 

“”Relevance” became the new buzzword, bridging the gap between science and the promise of progress. Some scientists embraced it, while others criticised it as short-termism and perhaps undermining the vitality of science. Whether enthusiastically or reluctantly, scientists started to shift their repertoire, if not always their practices” (Rip, 1997:61)

“User” in this generic form of usage, is an ideograph, in that the user plays the role of abstract sponsor with an implied collective knowledge of the research and commitment to it and is able to articulate its “relevance” to the world of the user. Like the ideograph “industry” (Rip, 1997), the ideograph user is maintained in status by its linkages to actual user groups, which occasionally are able to articulate their conception of “relevance” through spokespeople who comment on the direction of the field on behalf of the user ideograph. 

Not only, however, are research policies calling for more concrete evidence of involvement of “users” in the conduct of research but also in research agenda setting exercises such as “foresight” processes (Martin & Johnston, 1998). User involvement in agenda-setting negotiations is predicated on the notion that user groups hold a collective conviction of their technological future. However, as Van Lente (1993) asks, does a collective such as “user” have its own mind or belief? Further, the negotiation process cannot involve every member of the collectives. In practice, representatives of the user ideographs who have an apparent mandate to espouse the views of these collectives perform the agenda setting. By exploring the discourse surrounding an actual research agenda setting negotiation process, the role and influence of the use of the ideograph “user”, and how it was perceived and invoked by certain actors, can be examined.

The Research Project

The material presented in this paper forms part of a larger project that sought to investigate the evolution of the Foundation’s discourse, particularly as embodied in strategic communications, that has occurred since its formation in 1989, a period of time that has seen several periods of significant change in the Foundation’s role and activities. A discourse is made up of the way people speak and act, the context in which these behaviours occur and the power relationships that exist between the discourse participants. Thus discursive analysis requires an examination of both the production of texts and processes of communication as well as the interaction between actors in particular social and institutional contexts. “Discourse does not merely describe things, it does things” (Hardy and Palmer 1999: 4) in that discourse is employed in order to pursue plans and strategies. Thus as conceptual ideas (categories, relationships and theories) change, new objects such as texts are produced and very difference practices may be invoked (Phillips and Hardy 1997; Hardy and Palmer 1999).

The broader research project, called ‘Discourse Change and Strategy at the Foundation for Research Science & Technology’, sought to examine the change management process undertaken by the Foundation, both internally and from the perspective of the organisation’s major stakeholders, the New Zealand research providers, which include nine Crown Research Institutes (CRIs) and eight universities. A second phase of the project looked specifically at the negotiations in 2001 over the significant shifts in research direction and funding between the Foundation, a CRI called Forest Research (FR) and members of the forestry industry, particularly those belonging to one of its representative bodies, the Forest Industries Council (FIC). A large variety of texts from before and after the dates at which key discourse change decisions were made, were examined. These included official Foundation publications such as annual reports and statements of strategic intent, discussion documents released to the public during the transitions, material from Foundation presentations to stakeholders, internal management documents, transcripts of an internal email discussion change forum and a range of communication and media material. For phase II, forest industry and FR documents were added to the secondary data set. 

Interviews were carried out with forty-two individuals.  Current Foundation staff interviewed included the Chair of the governing Board, the Chief Executive, all of the senior management team and all but one of their direct reports, as well as a sample of other employees (designated as “FT” after quotations). Four managers who had previously worked for the Foundation in key senior positions were also interviewed. Twenty-three representatives of thirteen stakeholder organisations were interviewed with almost of all of these interviewees having a direct communication responsibility for their organisation with the Foundation. As part of phase II, five key representatives of forestry industry organisations were interviewed (designated FI). Quotations from representatives from Forest Research are designated FR. Following a general analysis of the changing strategy discourse (for example, Davenport & Leitch, 2001), the transcripts were further interrogated with a particular emphasis on the negotiation processes and the discursive usage of the words “user” and “relevance”. 

The Foundation and its External Environment 

The total annual R&D expenditure in New Zealand is very low by international standards, mainly because of what appears to be low business expenditure. The Government is the major funder of R&D and the majority of R&D activities (over 70%) are carried out by the government and university research sectors. It is not surprising therefore that maximizing the generation of economic, environmental and social benefit from public sector R&D have been major drivers for change in the New Zealand research system. 

Commencing in 1984, New Zealand progressed through a period of macro-economic stabilization and structural reform, particularly in the public sector, that has been called one of the “most notable episodes of liberalization that history has to offer” (Evans et al., 1996:1856). The implementation of public management principles (Boston et al., 1996) and the drive for efficiency included the building of clear organizational objectives, the separation of policy from operational functions, a move from input funding to the specification of outputs and the view that the Government was interested in public agencies as both the purchaser of goods and services as well as the owner (Walker, 1996). The majority of the reforms took place over about a ten-year period and implementation in the science system has been viewed as one of the clearest examples of the reform principles. 

The Foundation was created in 1989, as the purchaser of science outputs (that is, funder of R&D). The Foundation is a crown entity and is not directly accountable to a minister other than as the executor of statutory instructions issued by the Minister of Research, Science & Technology.  In 1992, research carried out by primarily discipline-based Government departments was transferred to a series of ten (now nine) CRIs oriented towards economic, environmental or social sectors. CRIs operate like corporations, are governed by boards of directors and have to be financially viable, but are owned by the Government and must engage in activity for the ‘benefit of New Zealand’. 

In parallel with the organisational restructuring, a contestable funding system was created, with several specific funds targeting different parts of the research system, through which research outputs were purchased from all research providers. As the CRIs and universities are the major research providers, this system was perceived as effectively creating a “market” for Government-funded science. Government, using expert panels, set strategic priorities for the funds, which then had research strategies for each output area for more specific priorities guidance. Research providers submitted bids, which were peer-reviewed, and then advisory committees recommended allocation decisions to the Foundation’s Board. 

During this time, the Foundation had gradually shifted its strategic focus from grant allocation through to funding instrument management. In its first years of operation, the managers saw their task as concentrating on enhancing the quality of the research, that is, funding criteria were based on scientific excellence, which was perceived to have been erratic under the previous departmental model. Around 1995 the shift in criteria for funding moved towards ‘excellence’ coupled with ‘relevance’ to research ‘users’. 

In 1999, another shift in the system was initiated following a two year ‘Foresight’ process. The increased emphasis on desired research ‘outcomes’ (including a set of 14 Government sanctioned “Target Outcomes” announced in May 1999 (figure 1)) led to a much stronger ‘future focus’, and the research was re-categorised into strategic portfolios of related work.  In parallel with this shift to outcomes, the Foundation reframed its primary purpose as managing ‘investments’ on behalf of the Government. A major internal restructuring occurred and user reference groups replaced the advisory committees in the funding decision making process.  Thus, since its formation in 1989, the Foundation has undergone several significant periods of change in strategy (figure 2) as the organization moved from being an organisation concerned with fund management, to being one that managed ‘investments’ to deliver outcomes.

Figures 1&2 about here

Case Study of the Forestry Investment Negotiations

As part of the 1999 changes, the Foundation announced that it would not be calling for competitive proposals from providers for the year 2000/01. This was a major change in procedure. Instead, the Foundation invited providers to review and substantially renegotiate their research in order to form portfolios that would contribute to the new target outcomes. It was proposed that providers would submit their plans and negotiations were carried out between the Foundation managers and reference groups of research users and senior managers of each research provider. 

Later in 2000, the Foundation introduced the concept of ‘disinvestment’, which was framed as a logical component of the Foundation’s new investment strategy. The Foundation intended to review its portfolio to identify areas where it should not remain the lead investor. The Foundation proposed to “work with stakeholders to wind down its investment in these areas through a structured disinvestment process that manages the risk of capability loss”. A model for an ‘exit strategy’ was proposed that gradually reduced the target programme’s funding over a number of years. 

The Foundation’s investment in primary production research, which was perceived to be overly funding short-term research supporting industries producing low value commodity products that would be conducive to investment in more outcome oriented research, were the primary target of the Foundation’s new strategy.  The Foundation’s investment in forestry research, predominantly undertaken by FR, was the first to receive scrutiny. 

As its name suggests, the CRI, Forest Research, is the major New Zealand research provider for the forestry industry. The 1992 reorganisation of the science system had less impact on FR than most of the other CRIs in that, other than an ownership change, the research programmes and personnel remained relatively intact. However, over the past few years, as the forestry industry had struggled economically and the direction of science policy had changed, FR had been required to fundamentally rethink its research strategy and to build closer ties with its user community in order to maintain Foundation funding.

FR’s first response to the Foundation’s 1999 signals was contained in their research strategy entitled “The New Era in Forestry Research: Initiating the Strategic Shifts”. In line with the direction provided by the Foundation, FR proposed to shift their R&D significantly up the forestry value chain and to move outside the traditional value chain to knowledge intensive areas that would create new commercial opportunities. FIC also responded to the change in direction instituted by the Foresight process and by the Foundation’s demand for increasing ‘end-user’ involvement in the development of research strategies, stating that a change of strategic direction had occurred that matched the new priorities established by FR. 

However, by the year 2000 the Foundation was looking for evidence that FIC and FR strategies were being implemented. The Foundation sent a clear message that the NZ$26 million
 p.a. that it invested in the forestry sector was potentially in jeopardy and that between two and five million was at immediate risk of being invested elsewhere. This ‘disinvestment’ message led to a rapid and dramatic response from FR and FIC in the form of a paper entitled “Use it or Lose it!” The message form the Foundation was stated as “To [the Foundation], the “proper” use of Government investment lies in seeking fundamental change, and they are prepare to back high-risk, high-returns R&D required to achieve it” (Forest Research, 2000:1). The paper employed a rugby metaphor to draw industry attention to the fact that: “The price of ignoring [the Foundation’s] categorical position statement is the risk of losing R & D funds to other sectors” (Forest Research, 2000). As one interviewee stated, the paper was so blunt that ‘even the ref is bleeding’.

The paper contained other messages from the Foundation, including that it expected FR to transfer a further 10-20% of its FRST-funded R&D to step change/innovation areas within twelve months. The Foundation’s determination that the forest industry needed to further change its strategic direction for R&D was fuelled by its perceptions of the current and impending problems the sector faced. These perceptions were listed in the “Use it or Lose it!” document. The forest industry was perceived to be conservative with its R&D investment largely directed towards short-term, incremental, cost saving programmes. The Foundation pointed to the lack of industry planning in the area of R&D and to industry’s historical failure to work towards R&D targets with FR and other research providers. 

During 2000, FR, FIC and other parts of the forestry industry took part in various forms of interaction with the Foundation.  As part of efforts to prove that real change was taking place, for example, several presentations were made to the Foundation governing board by FIC and FR representatives. During this “transitional” year, negotiations took place between a Foundation selected user panel and FR, in which FR was expected to show commitment to change by proposing significant shifts in research direction under the security of relatively stable funding before a disinvestment strategy would be developed. 

The sector had also been spurred into action. In August 2001, FIC published what was perceived to be a radical new research, science and technology strategy (New Zealand Forest Industries Council, 2001) that urged industry to invest in R&D for it’s future. In the introduction, the document was stated to be “an input into a negotiation process between the stakeholders in the forest-based industries and [the Foundation]”. The report outlined how FIC saw the investment partnership between the Foundation and the forestry industry and emphasised the importance of partnerships and the central role that FIC had to play in facilitating such partnerships on behalf of the forestry sector. It stated that FIC would take on the role of the “lead agency” and establish and run an advisory body to represent the sector and “enable” the Foundation/sector/provider partnership.  The strategy committed FIC to the appointment of its first RS&T manager, who would manage and facilitate industry level RS&T initiatives. 

The Rise of “Users” in the Triple Helix 

In the evolution of the New Zealand research system, the significance of “users” (or “end-users” as it is often phrased in the New Zealand research system) in the negotiations of what research would be funded and therefore conducted rose dramatically and the ideographic status of the term becomes very apparent. It is often used in conjunction with the term “providers” to form the negotiation triangle with the Foundation. While the term “providers” has some ideographic tendencies in usage, it represents a specific, finite and relatively homogenous group of research performing organisations such as CRIs and universities.

The elevation of the status of users can be seen in the history of the Foundation decision-making process. Initially a combination of scientific peer review (the form in which the ‘science” ideograph translates into individual representation) and advisory committees staffed by senior researchers recommended funding decisions to the Foundation Board (which was also predominantly composed of eminent researchers). In the later phases, the “user” has taken the place of “science” in the funding decision-making process. For example, user representatives were added to both the advisory committees and the Foundation Board and peer review was phased out. In the most recent change period, the advisory committees have been replaced with reference groups composed entirely of user representatives who play a key role in the negotiations between the providers and the Foundation. 

I think what message we have been giving them though is that it's in their [the providers] interest to actually be thinking about how their research and how their research teams relate to users…  What are their user communities and if they're interested in bringing those areas to us then they need to get those relationships in place beforehand because increasingly that's what we expect.  And when we have the portfolios all established the intention is to try to start scheduling meetings of all the participants along with the users to start getting them all sitting in a room and actually working out what relationships, what networks and attractions are going to be needed in each area. (FT)

The justification for the rise of users reinforces the ideographic nature of the term. In the following quotation from a Foundation manager discussing the proposed negotiation process, the users are able to “talk, to “relate” and to “negotiate” with the Foundation, and users can also “feel”, implying a collective ability to interpret and behave.

The Foundation was, through its road shows, talking about this triangle of the Foundation and the providers and users and this is an important interaction and this is how we want to relate and talk and discuss and negotiate things. Applications came in from the providers so…[previously] the application is a proxy for the relationship with the users but the users interpret it as them not having any autonomy of putting something forward and shaping it. They feel it’s filtered. (FT)

As McGee (1980) described, ideographs are also able to “do work” in explaining or justifying policy. The same Foundation manager continues: the only way we will achieve (the outcomes) is if we actually look at the whole picture including the users because the users will actually deliver the benefits” (FT). This can be interpreted as an example of what Shove and Rip describe (2000:175) as a state in which research funders succumb “to the temptation of constructing and then believing in users of their own making”. In the New Zealand case, the users are depended upon to deliver the desired outcomes, despite the known vagaries of the innovation process and the problematic causal ambiguity of the Target Outcomes. 

There is no doubt that when the user is invoked in a non-ideographic way, it may be able to fulfil these delivery expectations. For example, a forestry representative described his ideal programme design to make research relevant: it’s driven by the end user. The end user says, look we really want to see this research done. How would you do it? How would you design a programme and let’s sit down and design it with them so it was relevant…And that actually works really well on one to one projects” (FI). However, at the policy level here appears to be an almost blind faith that, if users are involved, they will then deliver. In practice the realities of individual user environments, such as the depressed economic situation of the forestry sector during the time-frame of this attempt to involve them, means that the individuals or organisations that make up the collective “user” group cannot necessarily carry this burden or deliver on expectations, even if it is for their own “good”. 

As the Foundation took a more proactive role as an investor, and changed its decision-making process to be driven by the results of negotiations between itself, users and providers, expectations of the community that the ideograph represented increased greatly on many dimensions. The assumption underpinning the new negotiation process was that the users hold a collective conviction of their technological future, that is, that they are able to form one view of their future technological desires and the way research can contribute to that. In addition, the new negotiation process also assumed that each individual member of that collective firstly subscribed to this one view and, what is more, was also able to clearly articulate that view during the negotiation process.  

Also underpinning the negotiation processes is the presumption that the Foundation maintains control and that the users (and providers) are participating in order to further the purpose espoused by the Foundation rather than for other reasons. In the forestry case, for example, the Foundation perceived that the strategy document was a major step forward for the industry to be able to plan for their research–driven future. However, a different view of the strategy existed with an element of manipulation on the users’ side:

The corporates at this point had in their mind that this whole strategy was going to win them more funding from the Foundation. More funding, not use it or lose it, more funding. They thought here’s an opportunity for an increase in our funding…Not at this stage did the sector see the need to actually have a commitment in there for funding. So all the way it was coming up with really nice ideas about what things they wanted to do and gradually [included] principles of the partnership with the Foundation because it was actually a strategy for the Foundation to buy-in to as well because it was to influence them. (FR)

Whilst the published FIC strategy is perhaps a relatively representative document, in that the Board of FIC that approved the strategy represents a large proportion of the industry, generating “true” representation in other parts of the negotiation process is more problematic.  In order to enact the negotiations, specific representatives had to be identified to form the user reference group that was a key participant in the negotiation process. It was the Foundation’s role to select these representatives, but even this task was not always straightforward. As a Foundation manager described:

So it's been a bit of a balance and spending a bit of time trying to hunt out [representatives] where there aren't any overall user groups that are a huge amount of use…We've always had problems in those areas because there's no good representative group of users in the same way you find in horticulture or agriculture.  There are groups which apparently represent manufacturers which are …very much trade and economically focussed.  They’re not S&T focussed and it's been very hard to get a good, rational viewpoint from the industry or industry bodies.  They've been good at saying that what we fund isn't any good but they can't suggest a better alternative so it's easy to be critical I guess. (FT)
In the idealised framing of the negotiation process these participants would then represent all of the facets of their sectors equitably and with equal voice. Another Foundation manager articulated how the process might happen:

The first step for what I'm looking at is to bring everyone together and have a session where people talk about what research they're doing, how whether they're users or providers and people talk about what they see as priorities.  Really it's just simply sharing information and not making any immediate decisions, not saying we're going to use this and we're going to disinvest here and do something else but to really just start the dialogue between the different people and start saying to be really effective what do we need to do. Ideally and obviously [the participants would include] our current contractors, current research providers, potential research contractors, people who are interested in participating and key users which range from community groups, local government, central government, there's quite a wide range. The Foundation does have a role in trying to bring together the users, to try and distil some sort of view and then bring together providers and try and pull it all together. (FT)

However, the idealism appeared to breakdown in the forestry case, when the negotiation process had to be implemented. It was perceived by some that there was a tendency of the actual representatives recruited to try to influence the process, not from an altruistic concept of which user group they were supposed to represent, but by bringing parochial biases to the choice process. The Foundation was cognisant of these potential pitfalls in the process as one manager described:

So the Foundation's view needs to be part of the negotiation because they'll be similar to reference groups but it's more saying okay this is a group of knowledgeable people in this sector who have looked at what the Foundation has identified as priorities and their interest in ensuring that those priorities are met through addressing particular criteria that have been identified.  Now some of that may mean that the end users are holding things back or are expecting things that are unobtainable or whatever so that interaction has to be worked through and providers might be behaving in a whole series of different ways that also needs to be managed. (FT)
The perception of the success or otherwise of the negotiation process obviously depended very much on the status of the stakeholder. In other words, if the views espoused, and the resultant decisions, favoured (or at least was neutral towards) the stakeholder, the negotiation process was perceived to be representative. If the reverse was the case, then the negotiation process was belittled, mandates were questioned and, in one case, blame was also vented at the Foundation when it was perceived that bias was exhibited by the Foundation manager undertaking the selection of user representatives. To illustrate this, to follow are two quotations from different FR interviewees of the same reference group negotiation; the first positive, the second negative. 

The Foundation moving to independent (user) reference groups was a good move because they are essentially trusting us without them saying, “are you not doing good science?” And “tell us about the relevance and the strategic direction” as opposed to “tell us about the detail of your research programmes”. So they were changing their philosophy. Let’s not get hung up on the details, let’s look at the outcomes and why you’re doing it. That was a breath of fresh air. (FR)

Why was it a disaster?  Because in the final instance when they [the Foundation] put together a reference group to if you like sign off on the proposed changes, [the Foundation] could see all the contentious issues, so there was even somebody from farm foresters, right, the people who owned all the alternative species [that were going to be cut].  They even got someone in from the social and landscapes because that was going to be cut back.  I can’t remember the other ones.  But there was no uniformity across the sector.  Those were just small subsets of the sector being winged in by the Foundation because they thought that this was what was required and to some extent it preserved the Foundation’s view.  So at that point it was an unmitigated disaster.  It didn’t do the sector any good and it certainly didn’t do us any good and it didn’t do any good for the Foundation.  So [we] certainly came away from that saying never again, never again, we will manage the relationship within the sector.  Those priorities will have to be bought into by the sector before we go anywhere near the Foundation. (FR)

How can these two views of the same negotiation exist at the same time? Irrespective of the actual details of the negotiation process and resultant decisions, the problem underpinning these perceptions is the disjuncture between the ideal of the process involving the ideograph, and the realities of its implementation when actual individuals had to be identified to give substance to the user ideograph’s technological choices. At best, a representative negotiation process is seen as an ideal to strive for in the abstract by the first interviewee. At worst, the ideographic representatives are viewed by the second interviewee as trying to subvert the process to the political ends envisaged by a specific sub-sector of the larger user group they are supposed to be representing. This subversion of process was also complicated by the ability, or otherwise, of certain representatives to voice their vision more powerfully than other stakeholder representatives in the agenda-building process. Thus, while the policy envisaged some optimal choice based on the vision of ideographic users, the outcome may be that a sub-optimal choice is the result because of the political process that ensued when the Foundation had to find a select few representatives of that ideograph.
Other process questions can be observed in these examples. Firstly, what is or should be the process for selecting the “appropriate” ideograph representatives and who is involved? Obviously this selection process will strongly influence the resultant ideograph views articulated and the subsequent choices made. As can be seen in several of the previous quotations, The Foundation not only controlled who was selected as user representatives, but also appeared to have a pre-conceived idea of who was a “good” representative and what might represent a useful viewpoint. Thus, the Foundation does not appear to be an equal member of the triple helix process.  Because it controls the negotiation process (as well as the funding) it wields a large amount of influence and, through it’s user representative choices, may be viewed as predestining the outcome of negotiation process to those that it perceives as “good”. However, if any hint of bias is perceived in the user selection, the whole negotiation process is undermined. 

Secondly, how would the actors identify when the ideographic collective is not being “fairly” represented? Often this is only surfaced when yet another ideograph representative, who has a different framing of the wishes of the ideographic collective, contests the view espoused. In the example given above, the stakeholder in question intended to remedy this perceived situation by making sure that some prior negotiations with likely ideographic representatives might help to pre-determine the outcomes of the eventual formal negotiation process, a move that again could undermine the philosophy behind the negotiation process.

Are there solutions to these problems? They are not likely to be completely resolved by any change in the policy or process, as a perfect translation of an ideographic concept into an individually espoused view that is perceived to be representative, will almost by definition be intractable. One approach, for example, would involve the Foundation breaking the ideograph down into smaller, potentially more coherent, collectives but then the negotiation process may become unwieldy. In practice, the Foundation had taken a more pragmatic view, based on an essential trust that the process will win out, as espoused by a manager:

New Zealand’s a small place - you’re always going to have this sort of issue but ….my experience with the Foundation is if you’ve got generally good people on [the user reference groups], there’s enough checks and balances in it. People realise when people have got vested interests coming though and they might tolerate it to a certain degree…I’ve seen people push barrows too far and its been caught by the other people in the room. Everybody present is aware that there could be a problem and in some ways it disciplines before it acts. (FT) 

Conclusions

This exploration of the reforms that have happened in the New Zealand science system and the case study of the negotiation processes instituted as the most recent instrument to make funding decisions, illustrate the roles of the ideographic “user” in the negotiation of research agendas between triple helix actors. 

The rise of the ideograph “users” at the expense of the traditional ideograph “science” (with its peer review ideographic representation) illustrates the vertical structure that can exist between ideographs in that the science ideograph (which is perceived in “Mode 1” terms) was discarded as not relevant to, or capable of, delivering the new (“Mode 2”-like) purpose of research which is to generate benefit to society, in this case to New Zealand.  The more highly regarded “users” were perceived to have a greater mandate to specify what was, and what was not, of benefit.

However, “science”, in the form of research providers, was still a part of the negotiations and an underlying struggle can be seen as the two ideographs vied for control of the new negotiation process. Given the issues raised in the study regarding the ability to translate the generic user ideograph from an abstract concept into a representative with a mandate to express a research agenda, the question must be asked whether the new utopian vision of optimal research priorities based on negotiations informed by user representatives is, in practice, any “better” than the spurned peer-review process (albeit with its own faults) representing the other ideograph, “science”?

There is no doubt that ideographs will continue to have their place in triple helix negotiation  processes such as the setting of research priorities, as they convey a variety of benefits upon their vocaliser.  Whilst they convey a measure of authority, a “rhetoric of control” (McGee, 1980:6), they also enable a simplification of sometimes complex concepts so that some degree (or perception) of mutual understanding can be arrived at, even if, in reality, the actual understandings may vary. 

The variation in actual understanding, however, drives behaviour and it is in the behavioural implementation that the differences in perception are played out. For example, an understanding of what might constitute ideal ideographic representation is manifested in membership selection of user reference groups, which then determines the research outcomes. If this understanding is contested then the membership might be adjusted to be seen to “better” reflect the ideographic user and the ultimate outcomes of the triple helix negotiation process may be quite different.  In this way, the power of such rhetorical devices is played out as funding choices are made between triple helix players and future research agendas are set in motion, with lasting ramifications.
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Figure 1: Goals and Target Outcomes 

Announced in May 1999 following a two-year Foresight process. 

Extract from the Foundation’s Statement of Intent, July 1999: 2-3

Policy Directions for the Foundation 1999-2002

The Government recently established four high level goals for the future development of research, science and technology in New Zealand:

1. Innovative capacity: Accelerate knowledge creation and the development of human capital, social capital, learning systems and networks in order to enhance New Zealand’s capacity to innovate.

2. Economic capacity: Increase the contribution knowledge makes to the creation and value of new and improved products, processes, systems and services in order to enhance the competitiveness of New Zealand enterprises. 

3. Environmental capacity: Increase knowledge of the environment and of the biological, physical, social, economic and cultural factors that affect it in order to establish and maintain a healthy environment that sustains nature and people. 

4. Social capacity: Increase knowledge of the social, biological, environmental, cultural, economic and physical determinants of well-being in order to build a society in which all New Zealanders enjoy health and independence and have a sense of belonging, identity and partnership. 

From its set of four high-level goals for RS&T and the results of the Foresight project, the Government announced 14 Target Outcomes, to be achieved by its purchase agents, including the Foundation. These Target Outcomes were a direct output of the Foresight process and are as follows:

· Wealth from new knowledge-based enterprises

· Innovative manufacturing and service enterprises

· Sustainable use of natural resources

· Wealth creating food and fibre industries

· Future focused global intelligence

· Infrastructure for a knowledge society

· People with knowledge, skills and ideas

· Strong families and communities

· Maori development

· Vibrant culture and identity

· Health for all

· People living in safe and healthy environments

· Healthy, diverse and resilient ecosystems

· New Zealand in the global biophysical environment

The Foundation is committed to contributing to the achievement of these goals and outcomes. It has developed strategies, resources and action plans within the Government’s framework, and has designed its strategic direction to complement the contribution of other participants in New Zealand’s innovation system.  

Figure 2: Progressive development of the Foundation over the last decade. 

Adapted from the Statement of Intent, July 1999. Emphases as in original.

	
	1989
	1995
	1999

	Goal
	To establish an organisation to allocate funds to research organisations
	To build integrity in how the organisation allocates funds and satisfies the Public Finance Act (PFA)
	To embrace a new role as a leading investor, facilitator, catalyst and integrator which gives life and meaning to the Government’s vision and goals for the Science Envelope

	Responsibilities
	An organisation that satisfies the PFA.
	· Processes

· Databases

· PFA
	· Generate future focused new knowledge

· Foster linkages and information flows

· Increase innovative capacity of enterprises

· Promote role of R,S&T in NZ’s future

· (PFA)



	Outcome
	EXCELLENT

RESEARCH
	EXCELLENT RESEARCH &

RELEVANCE
	WEALTH for New Zealand through delivery of excellent research of benefit to New Zealand
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