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Summary of Presentation

Pressure to increase the success rate of new products
has led the meat processing industry to direct their research
focus on current market demands in an effort to reduce over-
all costs, at the expense of decreasing research efforts to-
ward “foundation” food science. Research and development
teams, accountable for returning profit to their company,
must establish priorities, improve product screening pro-
cesses and conduct more intensive preliminary reviews prior
to beginning a project. Success rates are being measured
through new product introductions, product improvements,
marketplace gains and consumer feedback. Corporate
downsizing (right sizing) and mergers (buying innovation)
have led to a reduction in the size and resources available
to research and development departments, with the expec-
tation that the projects will continue to be done on time.

There is a perception among management that the pro-
cess for developing new products is highly predictive of the
marketplace. In reality, 96 out of 100 new product incep-
tions fail to succeed. Another perception is that manage-
ment is committed to new product ideas and the develop-
ment of new products. In reality, there are inadequate funds
available for developing new ideas, new product research
and development, or for marketing support to successfully
launch a new product.

The result of these changes in research and develop-
ment has led to an increase by the processing industry to
seek assistance from outside sources. In 1995, 69% of the
top 100 food processors were seeking assistance from in-
gredient suppliers, up 10% from 1994. Nearly 20% of these
research activities are being done in the supplier facility. It

is becoming more common to request supplier assistance
earlier in the product development process and to use the
supplier’s facility. Currently, suppliers devote 6% to 7% of
revenues on research and development efforts.

Because of the reduced research and development
workforce, along with the expectation that reporting of re-
sults will meet or exceed previous goals, processors are seek-
ing assistance with new technology to help them determine
what will and will not work. Suppliers provide a unique part-
nership to processors since suppliers are processor-focused
and are interested in satisfying the immediate needs of the
processor. In return, suppliers are able to use these opportu-
nities to identify new applications to enhance the function-
ality of the products they market. Although proprietary in-
formation cannot be disclosed, the knowledge suppliers have
gained from serving a broad base of clientele can be ex-
tremely beneficial to processors.

About 25% of the top 100 processors have formed mul-
tiple supplier project teams to support research and devel-
opment activities. Half of these processors view this part-
nership as helpful to their company, while the remainder
find this arrangement only somewhat helpful to their busi-
ness. Turf protection and resistance to sharing ideas among
suppliers are viewed as some of the major barriers to a suc-
cessful processor-supplier project team. Once a successful
alliance has been formed, processors become more willing
to share ideas, resources and knowledge, ultimately leading
to marketing new products more quickly. Current position
in the marketplace, market share and market volume be-
come factors to consider when forming processor-supplier
teams.

When “foundation” research is needed, universities be-
come invaluable resources. In 1994, the National Academy
of Sciences recommended that the private sector should es-
tablish better relationships with academic departments. In-
dustry funded research benefits universities by providing new
sources of funding to help retain the best and brightest fac-
ulty and it speeds the transfer of research results from the
laboratory to the marketplace. By cooperating with univer-
sities, industry has the opportunity to collaborate with a larger
pool of qualified food and meat scientists. Contracting
projects with universities leaves more time available to in-
dustry to conduct short-term projects.
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Discussion

Some of the concerns addressed during the sessions were
industry expectations of university research, publishing con-
tract research, confidentiality agreements, new faculty in-
volvement and effect on tenure and the involvement of gradu-
ate students with contract research. As pressures for new
product development increase among food processors, the
need for help outside the firm will increase. Universities will
need to determine what their role should be and how the

faculty can take advantage of the opportunities available.
Some of the questions to continue to discuss are:

• Should universities emphasize short-term, market-
oriented research?

• Is there a need for “foundation” research in the food
processing area?

• If “foundation” research is perceived to be not needed,
where else will new technologies and ideas originate?




