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1. Introduction: The Netherlands as a hybrid society 

1.1 The hybrid realm 
Society is often visualized as a triangle with different sectors or domains at the 

corners, each with a distinct coordination mechanism at play (cf. Evers, 1990; Pestoff, 
1992; Zijderveld, 1999). The state, which is based on coercion, is situated in one 
corner. In another the market can be found, which is coordinated by the free exchange 
of goods and services. And in the final corner of the societal triangle the community is 
located, with love as its coordination mechanism. 

Van de Donk (2001) adds three dimensions to this triangle to describe the 
characteristics of the organizations that can be found in each sector by comparing their 
publicness, their profit-orientation and their formality (see Figure 1.1). In his model 
state organizations are defined as public, formal and non-profit; market organizations 
as private, formal and for profit; and community organizations as private, informal and 
non-profit. 

Figure 1.1 Societal Triangle (Van de Donk, 2001) 

I 

II IV 

a b 

c d 
III 

state 

market community 
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However, in reality these clear distinctions are often hard to make. Rather than close 
to the corners of the triangle, where the characteristics of each sector are arguably the 
most profound, many (if not most) organizations can rather be found at the core of the 
triangle, where distinctions (and indeed realities) get more fuzzy. Here hybrid 
organizations are to be found, which can most broadly be defined as ‘heterogeneous 
arrangements, characterized by mixtures of pure and incongruous origins, 
(ideal)types, “cultures”, “coordination mechanisms”, “rationalities”, or “action 
logics”.’ (Brandsen, Van de Donk, & Putters, 2005, p. 750) This is the realm of 
organizations that are not either public or private, but public and private; that neither 
are non-profit nor for profit, but both; and that simultaneously are formal and informal. 

Brandsen, Van de Donk and Putters describe this hybrid realm as the Third sector or 
civil society (‘maatschappelijk middenveld’ in Dutch), which according to them is 
mostly inhabited by organizations established to care for others on a voluntary basis. In 
quadrant a of this sector we for example find the environmental movement, which 
sprang from the community but operates near the political domain, since it often uses 
the political procedures and mechanisms of the state to realize its ideals and objectives. 
In quadrant b we find organizations such as trade unions, that also are situated close to 
the political domain but, contrary to the organizations in quadrant a that care for 
society as a whole, represent the interests of their members. Quadrant c comprises 
grassroots organizations providing care within communities (such as neighbourhoods) 
and quadrant d organizations characterized by higher degrees of professionalism and a 
range of clients/beneficiaries beyond the communities they sprang from (eg, local 
mutual forms of insurance) which often provide services in competition with private 
companies (cf. Brandsen et al., 2005). 

This conceptualisation of the Third sector is illuminating, but does only in passing 
take into account that there are other forms of hybrid organizations next to those that 
stem from the community. A more accurate representation of the pluriformity of hybrid 
organizations is Billis’ visualization of three societal sectors and their nine hybrid 
zones (see Figure 1.2). Taken together, these zones constitute what I call the hybrid 
realm at the centre of society. 

In each of the nine zones, the characteristics of two or all three societal sectors are 
mixed and hybrid organizations can be found with a special kind of what I call 
hybridness (see chapter 2 for more on this): 
- Zone 1: public and Third sector hybrid organizations, 
- Zone 2: public, private and Third sector hybrid organizations, 
- Zone 3: public and private sector hybrid organizations, 
- Zone 4: Third and public sector hybrid organizations, 
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- Zone 5: Third, public and private sector hybrid organizations, 
- Zone 6: Third and private sector hybrid organizations, 
- Zone 7: private and public sector hybrid organizations, 
- Zone 8: private, public and Third sector hybrid organizations, 
- Zone 9: private and Third sector hybrid organizations. 

Some combinations are more common than others but examples can be found for 
hybrid organizations situated in each zone. I already mentioned several public/Third 
sector and Third sector/public hybrid organizations (situated in zones 1 and 4) as well 
as several private Third sector and Third sector/private hybrid organizations (situated 
in zones 6 and 9) when I described Brandsen et al.’s conceptualisation of the Third 
sector.  

Figure 1.2 The three sectors and their hybrid zones (Billis, 2010a, p. 57) 

In the Netherlands there is also a tradition of public/private (zone 3) and 
private/public hybrid organizations (zone 7). An example of the latter would be the 
Dutch East India Company (VOC) and an example for the first the various kinds of 
quangos we can find in the Netherlands both on the local as well as on the national 
level. Below I will describe them and their hybridness in more detail, beginning with 
the VOC. 

1 

2 

3 
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1.1.1 Private organizations with sovereignty 
The Dutch East India Company or VOC (in some circles still a source of much 

pride)1

Its hybrid character proved to be the VOC’s success formula, as an entry in a 
UNIVERSAL DICTIONARY from 1751 acknowledged: 

 is maybe the most famous Dutch example of a private organization with 
sovereignty (cf. R. in ’t Veld, 2005). Established in 1602 as a chartered company it 
acquired the monopoly to trade in the Indian Ocean area from the Dutch Republic 
(Gaastra, 2007; Den Heijer, 2005). Nominally under control of its license back home, 
this private organization quickly began to become a force in itself, using the 
sovereignty it had been granted to take on the trappings of the state (cf. Singer, 2008, 
p. 34). 

‘One of the reasons why the Dutch East India company flourishes, and is become the richest 
and most powerful of all others we know of, is its being absolute, and invested with a kind of 
sovereignty and dominion. … [it] makes peace and war at pleasure, and by its own authority; 
administers justice to all; … settles colonies, builds fortifications, levies troops, maintains 
numerous armies and garrisons, fits out fleets, and coins money.’’ (quoted in Neal, 1993, 
p. 196). 

The VOC was a very lucrative endeavour for its shareholders and for Dutch society 
as a whole. After 1634, the company paid an annual dividend which fluctuated between 
12 and 50 percent on the original investment (Singer, 2008, p. 36). This amassment of 
wealth helped pay for the Netherlands’ Golden Age of the 17th century, in which Dutch 
science and art were among the most acclaimed in the world. 

But outsourcing sovereignty to the VOC also had negative effects as the company 
engaged in activities that ran contrary to the national interests of the Dutch Republic. 
Together with its sister, the Dutch West India Company, it for example at the 
beginning of the 1600s not only dragged the country into an ill-judged and prolonged 
war with the Portuguese in Brazil but also lobbied hard against a peace treaty, as 
trading in times of war proved to be far more profitable than at peace (cf. Singer, 2008, 
p. 36). 

Widespread corruption led to the final demise of the VOC. In 1799 it was 
nationalised after going bankrupt the year before. 

The Dutch East India Company is, admittedly, a rather extreme example of a hybrid 
organization, not only financially and geographically but also because its own fate and 

                                                        
1 In 2006, prime minister Jan-Peter Balkenende, a Christian-Democrat, for example praised the 

VOC for seeking opportunities across borders. He later had to apologize for these remarks after 
criticism and demonstrations by anti-slavery groups. 
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that of the Dutch Republic were so closely intertwined. It highlights, however, the 
ambiguous character of organizations operating at the interface between state and 
market as combining public and private can create synergies but can also be quite a 
risky business. 

Today we can still find many private organizations with sovereignty, especially in 
the fields of warfare and security. The ongoing conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan have 
brought the activities of mercenaries and other private armies to our attention once 
again (cf. Singer, 2008). And also in the Netherlands many tasks which in the past 
were carried out by the police, are now provided by private security companies (Van 
Steden, 2007). 

1.1.2 Quasi-autonomous non-governmental organizations 
A form of hybrid organization that evolved out of the domain of the state is the 

quasi-autonomous non-governmental organization, or quango for short. These are 
organizations which, as their main task, are charged with the implementation of one or 
more public policies, and which are funded publicly but operate at arm’s length of 
government, without an immediate hierarchical relationship with politics or the civil 
service (adapted from Van Thiel, 2000, p. 5). 

There are several forms of quangos in The Netherlands, both on the national as well 
as on the local level. On the national level we find (1) contract agencies 
(agentschappen or baten-lasten diensten), which are quasi-autonomous units within 
government (internal autonomization) that still are under full ministerial accountability, 
(2) public bodies (‘zelfstandige bestuursorganen’, ZBOs), which are quasi-autonomous 
organizations outside government (external autonomization) and for which ministerial 
accountability is limited to policy design and regulation, (3) voluntary or charity 
organizations that also receive public funding (which can be Third Sector 
organizations) and (4) state-owned enterprises (SOEs) which are fully or partially 
owned by governments (Van Thiel, 2000, p. 6). 

Also on the local level a plethora of quangos can be found (Van Thiel, 2001). Parts 
of municipal governments can be granted some autonomy while the alderman still 
remains fully accountable for its actions (eg, by using forms of self management or 
contract management or by establishing a municipal enterprise).2

                                                        
2 In Dutch, a municipal enterprise is a ‘tak van dienst’ (Van Thiel, 2001, p. 33). 

 It is also possible to 
establish quasi-autonomous organizations outside the municipality for which the 
alderman’s accountability is limited. These can either have a public legal form (such as 
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committees3 or local joint ventures)4 or a private legal form (such as foundations5 and 
corporations).6

National and local forms of quangos can not be fully compared to each other, but 
municipal organizations that were granted some autonomy (eg, by introducing self 
management) come closest to contract agencies on the national level (Van Thiel, 2001, 
p. 22). Municipal enterprises resemble state-owned enterprises, and quasi-autonomous 
organizations outside municipalities resemble public bodies (Van Thiel, 2001, pp. 33-
4). 

 

There are several reasons for establishing quangos (cf. Frissen et al., 1992, pp. 6-7). 
One normative motivation is to give politicians the opportunity to focus on their core 
activity of making policy and by doing so strengthen the so-called primacy of politics.7

Quangos can be found in all policy fields. In 1993, there already were more 
quangocrats than normal civil servants (Van Thiel, 2000, p. 39). In 2004 there were 
630 public bodies and 38 contract agencies on the national level and in total about 2500 
private organizations that provided public services

 
Another, less normative and more instrumental motivation comes from the idea that 
running public organizations like businesses will make them more cost-conscious, 
efficient and professional, that it will bring the delivery of public services closer to the 
citizens and that it will increase quality.  

8

                                                        
3 Art. 82 of municipal law grants a local council the right to establish such committees which can be 

given several responsibilities, except policy making and budgeting. 

 (Schillemans, 2007, p. 36). There 
are no such precise figures for organizations at the local level, though Van Thiel’s 

4 These are the so-called ‘gemeenschappelijke regelingen’. 
5 ‘Stichtingen’ are non-profit organizations with charitable purposes. 
6 One or more municipalities can hold shares of a ‘besloten vennootschap’, which is a private 

limited liability company. Municipalities can also hold shares in a ‘naamloze vennootschap’, 
which is a public limited liability company whose shares are traded on the stock market. 

7 This concept, which is in Dutch referred to as ‘primaat van de politiek’, entails a clear division of 
tasks between politicians, civil servants and civil society. It is based on the normative idea that 
politicians should be the sole source of policy and that its implementation can be left to other 
parties, be they public or private. 

8 These organizations are referred to as ‘rechtspersonen met een wettelijke taak’ (abbreviated as 
RWTs). They are private legal entities that employ statutory tasks, such as the organizations 
providing public service broadcasting as well as Dutch hospitals and schools. The distinction 
between RWTs and other forms of quangos is not very clear (for example, some ZBOs are RWTs, 
whereas others are not) but is of no practical importance for this dissertation. The term RWTs is 
mainly used by the Dutch Court of Audit to describe those private organizations the Court is, 
according to Dutch jurisdiction, also allowed to audit. 
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description of municipal quangos shows that their impact should not be 
underestimated. 

Since being autonomized, many quangos both on the national as well as on the local 
level not only provide public services in a more businesslike manner, but also offer 
goods and services on the market place. This is, after all a logical consequence of their 
position at arm’s length and has in some cases actively been encouraged by 
government to substitute for diminishing public funds. These market activities also 
made good business sense, especially in cases when an organization’s capacity was not 
fully used by its public tasks. 

However, this development, together with the more general belief in some circles 
that government is no business and hence should not be run as such (see for example 
Ankersmit & Klinkers, 2008), led to fierce criticism over the years and several 
normative responses by government (see 1.3.1). 

1.1.3 Hybrid quangos in waste management as subject of this dissertation 
In the rest of this dissertation I focus on the hybrid quangos that can be found in 

zone 3 of Billis’ model (originally public organizations that venture into the market 
place) as the Dutch debate about the benefits and risks of hybridity (see 1.3) mainly 
centred around them. However, this does not mean that all that follows is of no 
consequence for all other organizations that can be found in the hybrid realm of 
society. The general challenges they face are the same, though how they manifest 
themselves in practice may differ from one hybrid organizational form to the other. 

In the preceding section, I explained that quangos can be found in all policy fields, 
which illustrates the broad impact of hybridity. However, I decided to limit my 
discussion in this dissertation to the quangos in only one domain, that of waste 
management. The rationale behind this decision was to limit the danger of comparing 
apples and oranges, by not taking the differences of institutional regimes in each sector 
into account. 

Organizations in waste management safeguard important public interests concerning 
health issues, economic development and environmental protection. And waste is big 
business too. More and more originally public waste management organizations now 
also collect, recycle and dispose waste of businesses and have become important 
competitors of commercial waste management companies. 

This does again not mean that what follows does not apply to quangos operating in 
other policy fields, as waste management can be compared to many other sectors of 
economy with a comparably large role played by governments. 
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I continue this introductory chapter with a short history of how hybrid organizations 
were used in public service provision in The Netherlands. I will also describe hybrid 
organizations as contested but unknown phenomena and will discuss whether hybridity 
is merely a Dutch phenomenon. After a description of the societal as well as scientific 
relevance of this research, I will present my general research question which I divide 
into several analytical as well as empirical specific research questions. An outline of 
my dissertation concludes this chapter. 

1.2 A short history of public service delivery in The Netherlands 
In The Netherlands (as is the case with most, if not all, other Western countries) the 

border between the realm of the state and the market place was never strict and 
impenetrable, but always rather fuzzy, porous as well as shifting over time, adjusting to 
societal and political preferences, necessities but also fads and fashions. The country 
therefore has a long and rich tradition of using hybrid organizational forms mixing 
public and private in the provision of public services. 

I will illustrate this point by providing a short history of public service provision 
below. I will first describe how many organizations providing public services in The 
Netherlands were originally established by private initiative, either by entrepreneurs 
looking for a profit or by religious and ideological groups striving for autonomy. The 
Dutch state only significantly increased its role in public service provision after the 
Second World War, creating a public sector which was one of the biggest worldwide at 
the beginning of the 1980s. When it could not be sustained anymore, Dutch 
governments of the 1980s and 1990s tried to reduce the size of the public sector by 
privatization and increase its effectiveness by managerialism. I will end this section 
with a description of governance, the most recent driving force behind public sector 
reform in The Netherlands. 

1.2.1 Private initiative 
Many organizations providing public services in the Netherlands such as schools, 

hospitals and housing corporations were established at the turn of the 19th century at 
the initiative of (groups of) socially concerned citizens and / or religious or ideological 
groups (Brandsen, Van de Donk, & Kenis, 2006c, p. 422). Also many of the 
Netherlands’ public utilities were originally established not by the state but by private 
initiative of entrepreneurs (R. in ’t Veld, 2005, p. 46). Examples are many gasification 
plants (Veraart, 2007, p. 172), several railway companies (Veenendaal, 2004) as well 
as the water company of Amsterdam (Delden & Veraart, 2001, p. 19). 
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The reason why entrepreneurs established these services is simple: they expected a 
healthy return on their initial investment. The involvement of religious and ideological 
groups in the provision of public services has another reason, which lies in the 
pillarized character of Dutch society. For a long time the Netherlands were, in the 
words of Lijphart (1975), a consociational state with major internal divisions along 
religious and ideological lines but cooperation at elite level. Dutch society was divided 
into several pillars, comprising religious as well as ideological groups that lived next to 
rather than with each other. 

There were at least four pillars (Protestant, Catholic, Social Democratic and 
Liberal), each with its own social institutions, based on the concept of sphere 
sovereignty,9

1.2.2 Growing state intervention 

 brought forward by Neo-Calvinist theologian (and eventually prime 
minister) Abraham Kuyper, stating that each group should be allowed to deal with its 
own affairs without outside interference (Andeweg & Irwin, 1993, chap. 2). 

State intervention grew rapidly during the 20th century as the Dutch government 
began to provide funding for organizations established by private initiative. From 1901 
onwards government for example granted loans to housing corporations in an attempt 
to stimulate the construction of social housing. In 1917 it started funding all 
confessional as well as non-confessional schools as part of a political deal between 
which became to be known as the Pacification of 1917.10

After the Second World War, the Netherlands developed into a sophisticated welfare 
state (Andeweg & Irwin, 1993, pp. 194-9), that provided two kinds of generous 
insurance schemes (people’s insurance, providing coverage and benefits for all 
permanent inhabitants of the country

 Government also nationalised 
many of the public utilities established by entrepreneurs, for example the railroads in 
1938. 

11 and employee insurance, covering all those that 
worked12

                                                        
9 ‘Soevereiniteit in eigen kring’ in Dutch. 

 (Andeweg & Irwin, 1993, p. 195).  

10 This deal included a trade off between Christian parties that demanded state funding for 
confessional schools and secular parties, that demanded universal suffrage.  

11 These ‘volksverzekeringen’ included the old age pension scheme, the widows and orphans law, 
child payments, medical insurance and a general program for the handicapped (Andeweg & Irwin, 
1993, p. 195) 

12 The ‘werknemersverzekeringen’ included unemployment compensation insurance, compulsory 
medical insurance, disability compensation and compensation for normal sickness leave (Andeweg 
& Irwin, 1993, p. 195) 



10 

This development mirrored that of other countries. A rapid worldwide expansion in 
the absolute and relative size of the public sector during 1960-1980 (a period that has 
been labelled the golden age of public sector intervention, (Jackson, 2003, p. 29) 
followed a lengthy period of laissez-faire in which the public sector (measured by 
public expenditure) grew only modestly (Jackson, 2003: 28). In 1870, the average 
relative size of the public sector worldwide (as measured by the ratio of government 
spending to GDP) had been 10.7 %. This had increased to 19.6 % in 1920. In 1960, the 
relative size of the public sector already measured 28 % and in 1980 would be 41.9 % 
(Tanzi & Schuknecht, 2000, p. 6). 

1.2.3 Privatization 
In the (early) 1980s the Netherlands were commonly described as the sick man of 

Europe that suffered from a high rate of unemployment and a gigantic national debt. At 
the climax of this crisis in 1984, about 800 000 people were without a job, which 
equated to 14 % of the Netherlands’ total working population (Visser & Hemerijck, 
1997, p. 9). The country’s national debt had increased by about 70 % in five years time 
(from € 50,555 million in 1975 to € 85,491 million in 1980 (Centraal Bureau voor de 
Statistiek, 2008). A drastic reform of the Dutch welfare state, for a long time one of the 
biggest in Western Europe (Andeweg & Irwin, 1993, p. 194), seemed unavoidable to 
prevent an impending financial as well as a legitimation crisis of the state (cf. 
O’Connor, 1973). 

The Dutch governments of the 1980s (two Conservative-Liberal coalitions, both 
headed by prime minister Ruud Lubbers) tried to tackle this crisis and to stimulate the 
economy by agreeing with unions and employers on a comprehensive plan to revitalise 
the economy. Central to this was the deal that trade unions would accept shorter 
working times and less pay in exchange for guaranteed employment. This consensual 
style of policy making became known as the polder model.13

Another, and for the provision of public services more influential, step the Lubber’s 
governments undertook to revitalise the economy was reducing the size of the public 
sector through privatizing state-owned companies. Compared to many other member 
states of the European Community, direct intervention of Dutch government in the 
country’s industry was however very limited (Parris, Pestieau, & Saynor, 1987, 
p. 186). There only were four state enterprises in the 1980s (the post and telecom 
administration PTT, IJmuiden Fishing Port Authority, the Mint and the Government 
Printing Office), and government held all the shares in only 13 corporations (such as 

  

                                                        
13 The Polder model has fallen out of fashion as it was criticized as a form of backroom politics. 
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coal mining company DSM and Dutch Rail). The impact of this operation was thus 
rather limited (Andeweg & Irwin, 1993, p. 201). 

1.2.4 Managerialism 
The 1990s were also in The Netherlands the time of what Pollitt (1990) describes as 

managerialism, or the conviction that private sector management techniques can and 
should also be applied in the provision of public services. This belief was partly 
inspired by the political fashion of that time, New Public Management or NPM (Hood, 
1991; Lane, 2000; Barzelay, 2001), which was based on ten basic principles, 
formulated by American management consultants David Osborne and Ted Gaebler in 
their book REINVENTING GOVERNMENT: HOW THE ENTREPRENEURIAL SPIRIT IS 
TRANSFORMING THE PUBLIC SECTOR (1992) (see Figure 1.2). New Public Management 
was aimed at making government not only smaller (so it could focus on making policy 
and leave its implementation to others) but also more efficient and businesslike 
(Bovaird & Löffler, 2003a, p. 17). This was done by introducing so-called market type 
mechanisms into the delivery of public services, such as internal markets, user charges, 
vouchers, franchising and outsourcing (Walsh, 1995). The introduction of managerial 
techniques in the provision of public services, also lead to what can be described as the 
rise of the audit society (Power, 1997) or of inquisitive democracy (’t Hart, 2001), a 
system in which the output of public organizations is monitored critically (De Bruijn, 
2007). 

Figure 1.3 Ten principles of reinvention (Osborne & Gaebler, 1992) 
- Catalytic government (steering rather than rowing) 
- Community-owned government (empowering rather than serving) 
- Competitive government (injecting competition into service delivery) 
- Mission-driven government (transforming rule-based organizations) 
- Results-oriented government (funding outcomes, not inputs) 
- Customer-driven government (meeting the needs of the customer, not the bureaucracy) 
- Enterprising government (earning rather than spending) 
- Anticipatory government (prevention rather than cure) 
- Decentralized government (from hierarchy to participation and teamwork) 
- Market-oriented government (leveraging change through the market) 

In the Netherlands, managerialism was the underlying philosophy of the so-called 
‘grote efficiency operatie’ (big efficiency operation), which led to the establishment of 
a series of quangos (see Van Thiel, 2000). However, contrary to the comparable reform 
processes in the Anglo-Saxon world at the same time (cf. Solomon, 1999, pp. 25-50; 
Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2000, pp. 270-87), the establishment of quangos in The 
Netherlands was not primarily aimed at a hollowing out of the state based on 
ideological preferences. The Dutch autonomization policy was more pragmatic and 
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aimed at modernizing the state by making its structures more flexible. The Dutch were, 
using Pollitt and Bouckaert’s (2000, p. 176) categories, employing a modernisation 
strategy for reforming the public sector, whereas the Anglo-Saxon countries relied on a 
marketization strategy.14 This was mostly due to the political culture in the Netherlands 
at this point in which practical constraints were seen as more important than ideologies 
as politics was understood to be a serious business (cf. Andeweg & Irwin, 1993, 
pp. 35-6).15

1.2.5 Governance, the collaborative challenge and joined-up government 

 

In the last decennium, New Public Management has been replaced by governance 
(Rhodes, 1997; Pierre & Peters, 2000) as the main driving force for public sector 
reform in The Netherlands. Governance is based on the belief that most societal 
problems in the network society (Castells, 1996; Kickert, Klijn, & Koppenjan, 1997) 
are wicked, in the sense that there neither is agreement on the nature nor on the 
solution of the problem (cf. Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004, chap. 1).  

Wicked problems cut across neat service lines and thus can not be tackled by only 
one agency but rather ask for a multi-stakeholder approach in which not only 
government but also other actors participate, such as citizens, business, Third sector 
organizations and the media (see Figure 1.3 for an overview of the characteristics of 
governance) (Bovaird & Löffler, 2003a, p. 18). 

In governance, old boundaries between organizations, policy fields, sectors and even 
countries do not apply anymore, as responsibilities are shared and all actors depend on 
one another, in what is called the collaborative challenge. In the Netherlands this is 

                                                        
14 Pollitt and Bouckaert (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2000, p. 178) describe the following four strategies 

states have followed since the 1980s to reform their public sectors: (1) maintain (restrict 
expenditures, freeze new hirings, run campaigns against waste and corruption and generally 
‘squeeze’ the system of administration and law), (2) modernize (bring in faster, more flexible ways 
of budgeting, managing and accounting and delivering services), (3) marketize (institute as many 
market-type mechanisms as possible, let public sector organizations compete with each other) and 
(4) minimize (hand over as many tasks possible to the market sector through privatization and 
contracting out).  

15 This was Rule One of The Rules of the Game of Dutch politics formulated by Lijphart: ‘The first 
and foremost rule of the Dutch political game is that politics should not be regarded as a game at 
all … it is business. This attitude is in accord with Holland’s long tradition as a merchant nation 
and with the crucial political role the merchant middle classes have played in Dutch history. This 
attitude towards politics has a pervasive and highly beneficial influence on democratic stability.’ 
(Lijphart, 1975, p. 123). Maybe the currently increased political instability in The Netherlands has 
something to do with the loss of this cool and rational political culture since the successes of 
populist politicians like Pim Fortuyn and Geert Wilders. 
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true today for most organizations delivering public services, such as housing 
corporations, the police, hospitals and educational institutions, as for example Van 
Duivenboden et al. (2009) demonstrate in a recent book. In order to react to this new 
situation and to increase their capacity to deal with wicked problems, many 
governments now employ so-called whole of government approaches. They try to 
tackle wicked problems not only by working together with other societal actors but also 
in a joined-up or holistic manner. This entails governmental agencies working together 
across departmental boundaries and portfolios to achieve a shared goal and an 
integrated government response to a particular issue (cf. Christensen & Lægreid, 2007; 
Pollitt, 2003). 

Figure 1.4 Characteristics of governance (Löffler, 2003, pp. 164-6; Bovaird & Löffler, 
2002) 
- ‘Assumes a multiple shareholder scenario where collective problems can no longer be 

solved only by public authorities but require the cooperation of other players (eg, 
citizens, business, voluntary sector, media) – and in which it will sometimes be the case 
that practices such as mediation, arbitration and self-regulation may be even more 
effective than public action;  

- deals with formal rules (constitutions, laws, regulations) and informal rules (codes of 
ethics, customs, traditions) but assumes the negotiation between stakeholders seeking to 
use their power can alter the importance of these rules; no longer focuses only on market 
structures as steering mechanisms, as in conventional “new public management” 
approaches, but also considers hierarchies (such as bureaucracies) and cooperative 
networks as potential facilitating structures in appropriate circumstances;  

- does not reason only in terms of the logic of ends and means, inputs and outputs, but 
recognises that the characteristics of the key processes in social interactions (eg, 
transparency, integrity, honesty) are likely to be valuable in themselves;  

- is inherently political, concerned as it is with the interplay of stakeholders seeking to 
exercise power over each other in order to further their own interests – and therefore 
cannot be left to managerialist or professional decision making elites.’ 

Just as New Public Management and managerialism of the 1980s and 1990s, 
governance often has a normative dimension, especially when it comes to discussions 
about what constitutes good governance. This is still an indeterminate term, without a 
single and exhaustive definition, but most commonly refers to a provision of public 
services that is both effective and efficient and which is firmly based on ethical aspects 
(such as integrity), democracy and legitimacy (Van Montfort, 2004, 2008). A way to 
achieve this is to formalize and standardize organizational structures and procedures by 
drafting compulsory principles and codes (eg, Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en 
Koninkrijksrelaties, 2009).  

Some authors claim that the normativity of this debate is a positive thing, as without 
knowing what constitutes good and bad governance no comparisons can be undertaken 
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and no learning can be achieved (one proponent of this view is Van Montfort, 2008, 
pp. 25-6). Others warn that good governance should be more than just checking 
whether the rules and principles of a code have been followed. In ’t Veld (2008) for 
example states that good governance today is often no more than what he calls a 
‘prothesis for virtuousness’. It is used as a form of immunisation against too much 
outside interference and often is no more than a lip service. 

1.3 Hybrid organizations as contested but unknown phenomena 

1.3.1 Discussion and criticism… 
There are two main points of criticism generally brought forth against quangos. The 

first concerns their position at arm’s length from government. At the end of the 1990s, 
the idea developed that the autonomization of organizations engaged in public service 
delivery had led to a situation in which government had totally lost its grip on them and 
the quality of their services. The Court of Audit also lamented that quangos were 
growing in an uncontrolled manner (Algemene Rekenkamer, 1995).  

In 2004 these criticisms triggered government to propose bringing all quangos back 
under full ministerial accountability, based on a report claiming that citizens often lost 
their way in the thicket of quangos that had developed (IBO, 2004). Due to fierce 
criticisms, these plans were eventually not carried out. In their place came a law in 
2006 dictating uniformity in in the way quangos were set up on the national level, 
which had already been in the making for several years (Staatsblad, 2006). 

A second main point of criticism against quangos concerns their market activities. 
As soon as these organizations had entered the market place, their commercial rivals 
complained about their alleged competitive advantages due to their privileged position 
close to government, such as possibilities for cross-subsidisation and the misuse of 
confidential data (OECD, 2004; Price Waterhouse Coopers, 2005). 

There also are fears in society at large that allowing public organizations to enter the 
market place will trigger them to take unacceptable risks which could result in financial 
losses and compromise the quality of their public service provision. 

Dutch government tried to tackle these complaints by drafting a law in 2001 
virtually banning all hybrid organizations (Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, 2001), 
based on a controversial report written by a task force under chairmanship of Job 
Cohen, then rector of the University of Maastricht (MDW-werkgroep markt en 
overheid, 1997). This bill met with criticism from a broad coalition of practitioners and 
scientists as well as by the Council of State, Dutch government’s most prominent 
advisory body, and was finally withdrawn in 2004 (see 3.3.2). In its place it was 
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proposed in 2009 to add rules of behaviour for quangos operating in the market place 
to Dutch competition law. 

1.3.2 …but also great expectations 
With the rise of governance as a political philosophy in The Netherlands, another, 

more positive view developed in some quarters, in which hybridity is expected to help 
organizations tackle the societal questions of today in a coordinated and joint fashion. 
In 2004, the Scientific Council for Governmental Policy (WRR), an independent think 
tank of the Dutch government, for example described hybridity as a means to generate 
new knowledge and as a prerequisite for consumer sovereignty (Wetenschappelijke 
Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2004a). A year later, the Social and Economic Council 
of the Netherlands (SER), an economic advisory council to Dutch government, 
proclaimed that mixing public and private would also increase the quality and 
effectiveness of public service provision (Sociaal-Economische Raad, 2005). There 
also are attempts to create a specific legal status for social enterprises (maatschap-
pelijke ondernemingen).16

However, these more positive views on hybridity are still the minority. Most voices 
in the Dutch debate about the subject remain critical of hybrid organizations. It is after 
all not that long ago that the Dutch government was seriously thinking about banning 
hybrid organizations outright. Whether or not the heralds of a more positive view 
constitute an emerging trend, still remains to be seen. 

 

1.3.3 A normative debate 
As described above, there has been quite some debate in the past about quangos that 

engage in commercial activities, as well as efforts to tackle the most prominent worries 
concerning their hybridity. This discussion was at its peak during the 1990s but 
periodically re-emerges, for example when media reports on the excesses of some 
public managers instigate debates about whether the managerialism and 
commercialization of public organizations has gone too far. The recent nationalisations 
of banks have also triggered discussions about the relationship between the public and 
the private sector (cf. Rutte & Weekers, 2009) and hybrid organizations tend to feature 
prominently in critical accounts on the negative effects of introducing market-type 
mechanisms in the provision of public services (eg, Brakman & Van Witteloostuijn, 
2010). 

                                                        
16 The term social enterprise was, as he likes to point out, coined in The Netherlands by Steven de 

Waal (2000). 
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But does that mean that we already know much about these hybrid organizations? 
I argue that even after nearly twenty years of debate this still is not the case, which is, 
for a good deal, due to the normative character of the debate.  

Two schools of thought oppose each other in the Dutch discussion about hybridity 
(see chapter 3 for a more extensive overview). On the one side of the debate are those 
that claim that bringing public and private together in organizations rather than to keep 
them apart, leads to innovation and the creation of synergy (Brandsen, Van de Donk, & 
Kenis, 2006b; Brandsen, Van de Donk, & Van Montfort, 2005; Brandsen et al., 2005; 
Frissen, 2005; Meijerink, 2005; Van Montfort, 2008; Mouwen & Van Bijsterveld, 
2000; Sociaal-Economische Raad, 2005, 2010; R. in ’t Veld, 1995, 1997a, 1997b, 
2003, 2005; Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2004a). I refer to this 
approach as the synergy argument. Hybridity is in this perspective expected to yield 
several economic, performance related, cultural and governance related benefits. 

On the other side of the debate are those that claim that there is (and moreover 
should be) a strict, fixed (and preferably impenetrable) border between the public and 
the private domain as introducing commercial values would corrupt the provision of 
public services (Ankersmit & Klinkers, 2008; Gradus, 2005; De Jong, 1998; MDW-
werkgroep markt en overheid, 1997; Simon, 1989, 2005, 2008; Stevens, 1997, 1998). 
I refer to this perspective in this dissertation as the corruption argument. Hybridity is 
seen here as the root cause for all sorts of economic, performance related, cultural and 
governance related risks. 

The Dutch discussion on hybridity is rather normative in the sense that most 
commentators tend to focus on only one side of the coin based on their own 
background and ideological beliefs, unwilling to acknowledge the other side. Hybrid 
organizations are mostly treated as black boxes and as if there are no differences 
between them. So far this debate has centred mainly on the question whether a 
combination of public and private should be allowed and what its possible positive and 
negative effects could be. There still is a lack of empirical studies describing what 
actually is happening in hybrid organizations and what the actual effects are of 
hybridity. 

Most voices in the discussion treat the possible effects of hybridity as mutually 
excluding, whereas to me they are often two sides of the same coin. Each effect can be 
interpreted both as beneficial and as hazardous depending on the author’s standpoint. 
The old adage, where one stands depends on where one sits, also rings true here. This 
also means that one can never choose only the one and not the other: hybridity is a 
heads and tails issue. Each positive effect has a flipside and vice versa. That is why it is 
so important to better understand the essence and effect of hybridity. 
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Research that goes beyond the normative discussion and critically examines the 
arguments brought forward by hybridity’s advocates and adversaries has only started to 
emerge during the course of my own research project. The Dutch Court of Audit 
studied three hybrid organizations in more detail during a research project in which I 
participated (Algemene Rekenkamer, 2005) and Brandsen, Van de Donk & Kenis 
(2006b) edited a volume of case studies and theoretical articles to which I also 
contributed a chapter (Karré, 2006, based on Karré, 2005). There also are several PhD 
theses available on certain aspects of hybridity. Honingh (2008) for example studied 
whether the organizational behaviour of teachers and middle managers differs in 
publicly and privately funded schools for vocational training. And Van der Wal (2008) 
studied whether public and private sector managers really are driven by different (and 
opposing) sets of organizational values.  

Further research still seems to be needed, however, especially as the number of 
hybrid organizations is only expected to grow in the future which makes it necessary to 
develop ways of how to cope with or manage their hybrid character, as for example 
also a task force on public accountability instigated by the Dutch Ministry of the 
Interior claims: 

‘It has to be expected that in the future more and more forms of hybrid organizations will 
develop. The important question now is how public interests can in future best be safeguarded 
and which checks and balances will be necessary.’17

1.3.4 Only a Dutch debate? 

 (Werkgroep Publieke Verantwoording, 
2008, p. 11) 

In this dissertation I mainly focus on hybrid organizations in The Netherlands and 
the Dutch discussion on hybridity. However, this does not imply that it is an 
exclusively Dutch topic. For example, in a recent book in which he pays particular 
attention to Third Sector hybrids, Billis notes:  

‘Hybrid organizations are ubiquitous. They are international, multi-sector phenomena and 
their unclear sector accountability often engenders unease and distrust. And in our area of 
concern [the Third Sector, PMK] we appear to have stumbled into a period of intense 
organizational hybridity in which we appear to be drifting up the (welfare hybrid) creek not 
only without a paddle, but also without a reliable map.’ (Billis, 2010b, p. 46) 

All over the world various forms of hybrid organizations are discussed from several 
theoretical and practical perspectives. But, as Billis notes as well, ‘[d]espite recent 

                                                        
17 In Dutch this passage reads: ‘Te verwachten is dat in de toekomst steeds meer verschillende 

soorten hybride organisaties ontstaan. Belangrijk is de vraag hoe publieke belangen in de 
toekomst het best kunnen worden geborgd en welke checks and balances nodig zijn.’ 
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increased interest in hybrid organizations, the literature remains sparsely spread 
across many academic disciplines over several decades.’ (Billis, 2010b, p. 55). Also on 
the international level, there so far is no systematic body of research on hybrid 
organizations. 

In the United States, research on hybrid organizations is for example conducted by 
Seidman (1997) as well as by Koppell (2003) who examined FannyMae and 
FreddyMac. Hybrid organizations also feature prominently in the American and British 
discussions about social entrepreneurialism, where they are defined as mixing elements 
of for-profit and non-profit organizations (see for example Billis, 2010; Perrini, 2006).  

In Germany, mixing public and private is seen as a means to create a strong and 
robust civil society (referred to as Bürgergesellschaft or Zivilgesellschaft) (cf. Evers, 
Rauch, & Stitz, 2002; Meyer & Weil, 2002). It also is studied on the local level (cf. 
Edeling, Stölting, & Wagner, 2004; Killian, Richter, & Trapp, 2006; Richter, 2007). 

International organizations interested in the effects of hybridity include the OECD, 
which not only discussed its effects on competition law and policy (OECD, 2004) but 
has also developed guidelines on corporate governance of state-owned enterprises 
(OECD, 2005). 

Hybrid organizations are also mentioned in the organizational studies’ literature that 
deals with the differences between ideal-typical public and private organizations (see 
for example Emmert & Crow, 1988; Perry & Rainey, 1988; Rainey, 1997; Rainey & 
Chun, 2007), as well as in the literature about partnerships and alliances between 
different organizations (see for an overview of this literature Skelcher, 2005). 

While there is international interest in hybridity, there is one characteristic that 
distinguishes the Dutch debate from that in other countries. Whereas mixing public and 
private is seen by many international commentators as a means to create a new form of 
society or a new, more social kind of entrepreneurialism and to relieve the tax burden, 
most Dutch commentators view hybridity as some sort of pollution which leads to 
impure organizations that do not resemble ideal-typical ideas of what public and 
private organizations should look like (cf. section 3.3.2).  

To a relative outsider this is in some ways difficult to comprehend, given the long 
tradition and, arguably, success story of hybrid organizations in the Netherlands. 
Frissen (2005, pp. 35-6) explains this negative Dutch view with the country’s 
Protestant cultural tradition and its distaste for anything that can be seen as a bending 
of rules and a neglect of principles. He also claims that hybridity simply does not fit 
with the modernistic and dichotomous perspective Dutch government employs when 
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looking at the world around us and that it (as also Moore, 2000, claims) runs contrary 
to the basic human desire to refrain from all that can be seen as unclean and impure.18

I will take account of this negative Dutch view on hybridity by not only trying to 
establish where the strengths lie of the concept but also to examine which risks it 
poses, that have in the past made several Dutch commentators claim that hybrid 
organizations operate in a ‘murky twilight zone between state and market.’

 

19

1.4 Societal and scientific relevance 

 (NRC 
Handelsblad, 2009). 

I described in the preceding section the hypotheses concerning the positive and 
negative effects of hybridity as they are put forward in the Dutch discussion about 
hybrid organizations. I also described the normative character of this debate and why I 
believe that we still know rather little about organizations mixing public and private, 
both theoretically as well as empirically (a point that is echoed by Brandsen, Van de 
Donk, & Kenis, 2006c, p. 18). In the concluding chapter of their volume, Brandsen et 
al. describe that even after studying several case studies of hybrid organizations, many 
important questions still need to be addressed in more detail, such as (Brandsen et al., 
2006a, p. 434): 
- What are the effects of hybridity on various levels of an organization? 
- What are the effects of hybridity on the quality of an organization’s service 

provision? 
- What are the economic effects of hybridity in organizational practice? 
- Are the theories used so far to conceptualize hybrid organizations sufficient or do 

we have to go beyond the state-market dichotomy and the state-market-society 
trichotomy? 

- Is it desirable to establish a new legal form specifically for hybrid organizations? 
The quest to get a better grip on hybridity and to better understand hybrid 

organizations has only just started. My aim with this dissertation is to add to the body 
of knowledge on hybrid organizations by looking at the effects of hybridity in 
organizational practice. Such a critical examination of hybrid organizations, is, in my 

                                                        
18 A view that is as old as the old testament. Levithicus 19:19 explicitly bans impurity: ‘Thou shalt 

not let thy cattle gender with a diverse kind: thou shalt not sow thy field with mingled seed: neither 
shall a garment mingled of linen and woollen come upon thee.’ 

19 In the original op-ed piece the NRC speaks about ‘de schemerzone tussen staat en markt’.  
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opinion, of both societal as well as scientific relevance. These organizations not only 
fulfil important functions in the provision of public services in The Netherlands, 
guarding several important public interests, but also deal with significant amounts of 
public money. Consultants Atos KPMG calculated for example in 2000 on behalf of 
the Dutch Ministry for Economic Affairs that hybrid organizations (which it defined as 
all public companies) generated a total turnover of € 25 billion (Atos KPMG 
Consulting, 2002), about 5 % of GDP (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2009). In 
2003, commercial activities of provinces, municipalities and water boards alone 
already amounted to about € 2.5 billion (Atos KPMG Consulting, 2003). Unfortunately 
no more recent figures are available but also those from eight years ago indicate that 
hybrid organizations in The Netherlands are no marginal phenomena (at least not in 
pecuniary terms).  

Hybridity’s societal and financial impact, as well as the possible benefits and risks 
attributed to it, warrant a critical examination and a discussion which is not (as often is 
the case now) based on normative ideas but on research on how hybridity works in 
practice in different sectors. Only when we understand what hybridity means, how its 
positive effects can be maximised and its negative effects mitigated, can we decide 
when it makes sense to mix public and private (and when it does not). 

1.5 Research questions 
I argued in this chapter that there already is an abundance of hypotheses on the 

potential positive and negative effects of hybridity but a lack of empirical observations 
concerning the question which of them actually do manifest themselves in 
organizational practice. There also is a lack of research on the possible shapes and sizes 
of hybrid organizations. To change this, the following general research question will 
be addressed in this dissertation: 

How do hybrid organizations function in practice and what are the effects of 
their hybridity? 

This general research question can be divided into five specific research questions, 
two of an analytical and three of a more empirical nature.  

The first analytical research question aims at providing a more nuanced definition 
of hybridity and therefore is: 

On which dimensions can an organization be hybrid? 
In much of the literature already written on hybrid organizations, the distinction 

between public and private is described as a dichotomy. My aim with this question is to 
go beyond this simplistic view and to describe hybrid organizations as positioned on a 
continuum between public and private. This description can be found in chapter 2. 
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The second analytical research question is: 

What could be positive and negative effects of hybridity? 
This research question aims at providing an overview of the various hypotheses 

mentioned in the literature already available on hybrid organizations about what the 
positive and negative effects of hybridity could be. This overview can be found in 
chapter 3. 

The following three empirical research questions aim at describing hybridity and its 
effects in organizational practice. I answer them by looking at three hybrid 
organizations in detail (chapters 6-8), by comparing these findings and discussing them 
with experts (chapter 9).  

My first empirical research question is:  

In which ways is the case organization hybrid? 
The aim of this question is to give a multi-faceted description of how hybrid 

organizations look like in practice by applying the multidimensional model outlined in 
chapter 2 to my three case studies.  

My second empirical research question aims at describing the effects their hybrid 
status had on my three case organizations. It is: 

Which positive and negative effects of hybridity can be observed in the case study 
and how are these dealt with? 

My third, and final, empirical research question is: 
What do the findings of this study say about the overall viability of hybrid 

organizations? 
I will elaborate on the overall viability of hybrid organizations in waste management 

and other sectors in the final chapter of this dissertation (chapter 10). I am aware that it 
is of course not possible to make general statements based on three case studies in one 
sector. I will therefore especially highlight issues that should be addressed in future 
research in other sectors. 

1.6 Outline 
Besides this introduction, my dissertation consists of nine more chapters.  
Chapter 2 describes the dichotomy between public and private and the differences 

between agencies and enterprises as ideal-typical public and private organizations. It 
also contains an overview of the various organizational dimensions on which 
organizations can be classified as being public, private and hybrid. 
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Chapter 3 describes the hypotheses brought forward in the Dutch debate on hybrid 
organization concerning the positive and negative effects of hybridity. 

In chapter 4 I outline my research strategy and specify, based on the answers on my 
two analytical research questions, my empirical research questions. 

Chapter 5 contains a description of the Dutch waste management sector and the 
public, private and hybrid organizations that operate in it. Its aim is to set the scene for 
my three case studies from this sector. 

Chapters 6 through 8 contain my individual case studies. TOM, my first case study, 
ran a waste incineration plant in a big Dutch city. DICK, my second case study, 
collected the waste of about twenty municipalities in the west of The Netherlands. And 
HARRY, my third case study, collected waste on one of the islands of the Netherlands 
Antilles.  

Chapter 9 contains a comparison of my three cases. I discussed my findings with a 
group of professionals from the waste management sector to test their validity. The 
outcome of this discussion is also described in this chapter.  

Chapter 10, finally, consists of my conclusions as well as recommendations and 
ends with ideas for further research. 
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2. Defining hybrid organizations – Dimensions of 
hybridity 

2.1 Introduction 
In the introductory chapter, I described the hybrid organizations I will focus on in 

this dissertation as quangos which, as their main task, are charged with the 
implementation of one or more public policies, and that are funded publicly but operate 
at arm’s length of government, without an immediate hierarchical relationship existing 
with politics or the civil service. The purpose of my first analytical research question, 
On which dimensions can an organization be hybrid?, that will be answered in this 
chapter, is to refine this definition by identifying the dimensions on which an 
organization can be a hybrid.  

I will first describe the distinction between public and private as a dichotomy, the 
dominant view for most of the debate on hybrid organizations in the Netherlands 
(section 2.2). I will then describe why this dichotomy is criticized and why scholars 
rather see the distinction between public and private as a continuum (2.3). I construct 
such a continuum by following three steps. I first define the poles of the continuum by 
describing ideal-typical public and private organizations and by discussing how they 
differ from one another (2.4 and 2.5). As a second step, I describe the various models 
already available to arrange organizations between the poles (2.6). As a third and final 
step, I synthesize these models to develop my own multidimensional continuum which 
I subsequently use in my case studies to classify the organizations studied (2.7). 

2.2 A normative dichotomy 
The distinction between public and private is, according to Italian philosopher 

Bobbio (1989), one of the ‘grand dichotomies’ of Western political thought and has 
been so since antiquity, as Geuss demonstrates in his genealogy (Geuss, 2001). This 
‘binary opposition’ (Weintraub, 2007, p. 1) divides our world into two exhaustive and 
mutually exclusive spheres, subsumes all other distinctions and makes them secondary 
(Bobbio, 1989). 

Since it has been at the core of our understanding of the world around us for such a 
long time already, the grand dichotomy seems to be straightforward. But, as Weintraub 
(Weintraub, 2007, pp. 1-2) writes, it is anything but, as it is not unitary but protean: 
‘[…] the use of the conceptual vocabulary of “public” and “private” often generates 
as much confusion as illumination, not least because different sets of people who 
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employ these concepts mean very different things by them – and sometimes, without 
quite realizing it, mean several things at once.’  

Different definitions of public and private are possible, as there is ‘[…] no single 
clear distinction between public and private but rather a series of overlapping 
contrasts […]’ (Geuss, 2001, p. 6). This is mainly due to its normative character. We 
can employ it to determine questions about visibility (what is or should be hidden / 
withdrawn versus what is or should be open, revealed, accessible) and collectivity 
(what is or should be individual versus what is or should be collective) (Weintraub, 
2007, p. 5). It hence determines what is perceived to be acceptable in which context 
and what is not, as Geuss demonstrates by recounting the uproar Diogenes had to face 
due to his habit of indulging in the private habit of masturbation in the public sphere of 
the Greek forum (Geuss, 2001, chap. II) 

According to Weintraub (Weintraub, 2007, p. 7) the following four definitions of the 
public versus private dichotomy are the most common: 
- The liberal / economistic model, which lies at the base of mainstream economics 

and sees public versus private in terms of the distinction between state 
administration and market economy (as described by philosophers Hobbes, 
Bentham, Locke and Smith). 

- The republican / virtue approach, as proposed by Aristotle, which is based on a 
trichotomy between market, state and citizenship. 

- The social history / anthropology approach, as described by Ariès, which opposes, 
to borrow Tönnies’ classic concepts, the Gemeinschaft of the family and the 
Gesellschaft of society (Tönnies, 2005). 

- The feminist / Marxist model, in which private versus public is understood as the 
distinction between the family and society in which women are suppressed by the 
system. 

The definitions of public and private used in these four approaches are summarised 
in Figure 2.1: 
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In the Dutch discussion about hybrid organizations the dichotomy between public 
and private is most commonly defined in terms of Weintraub’s liberal-economistic 
model, as the debate started when public organizations were granted the autonomy to 
also become active on the market place. In this dissertation I therefore also define 
public the same way as Hobbes and Bentham: as the state catering to the ‘need for a 
coercive agency standing above society’ and private following Locke and Smith as ‘the 
“natural” harmonization of self-interest’ on the market place (Weintraub, 2007, p. 9). 

2.3 Patterns of government-market interrelations 
The normative character of the dichotomy of public versus private means that we 

should handle it with care. Geuss (2001, p. 10) for example warns that its unreflective 
use ‘restricts our possibilities of perceiving and understanding our world. It also can 
have the effect of casting a vague glow of approbation on highly undeserving features 
of our world or possible causes of action (or, alternatively, of shining the blinding light 
of unwarranted suspicion on possibilities we would do well to consider 
sympathetically).’  

As it juxtaposes two ideal-types, the dichotomy remains useful for normative 
discussions, but seems less relevant as a descriptive tool, as ‘[s]ince human societies 
formed, there have always been complex relations and interplay between purportedly 
private economic activity and governmental entities.’ (Rainey & Chun, 2007, p. 73). 

This mixing of state and market has taken various forms and patterns over the years 
(Dahl & Lindblom, 1953; as cited in Rainey & Chun, 2007, pp. 73-4). A first pattern 
concerns the emergence of several hybrid forms of organization, such as the quangos 
described in this dissertation. 

A second pattern concerns the complex interrelations between government and 
business organizations through contracting out and other forms of partnerships (cf. 

Figure 2.1 Public versus private in four models (Weintraub, 2007, p. 35) 

Philosophical 
basis Private Public Sociohistorical Point Of 

Reference 

Aristotle Household Political community Polis 

Ariès Domesticity Sociability Old Regime 

Marxist Feminism Family Market Economy Capitalism 

Mainstream 
Economics 

Market 
Economy 

Government (that is, 
administrative ‘intervention’) Capitalism 
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Skelcher, 2005). It also includes attempts made by business firms to influence 
governmental policies. 

A third pattern concerns various functional analogies that exist between public and 
private organizations, as many specialists perform the same general functions 
regardless of the kind of sector their organizations operate in. A public and a private 
hospital for example do not differ very much from one another on their general 
functions. Other analogies refer to social roles and contexts as government uses laws, 
regulations and fiscal policies to influence private organizations which, on their part, 
also affect the quality of life and the public interest. 

In the light of these examples of interrelations between state and market, the 
distinction between public and private is (at least in academia if not by the general 
public) commonly seen as not a dichotomy but as a continuum of several dimensions.  

A first step in the construction of this continuum is to define its poles. I will do this 
in the next section by describing Dahl & Lindblom’s agency and enterprise and 
Simon’s task and market organization as ideal-typical public and private organizations. 

2.4 Ideal-typical public and private organizations 
Dahl and Lindblom (1953) make a distinction between agencies as ideal-typical 

governmental organizations on the one hand and enterprises, or ideal-typical business 
firms, on the other (cf. Rainey, 1997, pp. 61-3; Rainey & Chun, 2007, pp. 75-6). 
Agencies are subject to polyarchy (or governmental authority) which is based on 
centralized rules and authoritative directions as the broad mode for organizing 
economic and social activity. Economic markets are the alternative of polyarchy, and 
the mode of social control determining the actions of enterprises, which grant 
individuals a larger degree of choice about their transactions and relations. 

This distinction between agencies and enterprises resembles that between task and 
market organizations, which Simon, an influential voice in the Dutch debate about 
hybridity (cf. chapter 3), developed in his dissertation (Simon, 1989).20

                                                        
20 It is remarkable that Simon does not refer to Dahl and Lindblom’s theories in his (scarcely 

annotated) dissertation. 

 Task 
organizations, on the one hand, are ideal-typical governmental organizations which are 
heteronymous, as they are controlled by a superior body through authoritative 
directions. They have what Simon calls a capacity function, as they produce goods and 
services to the specifications of the principal. Market organizations on the other hand 
are ideal-typical business firms. They are autonomous, as they lack a clear principal, 
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and have what Simon calls a product function, as they produce goods and services to 
their own design. 

Most economies of today are mixed, as they combine agencies and enterprises for 
the production of goods and services. The rationale for this lies in the fact that both 
polyarchy and markets (as well as the capacity and the product function) have their 
strengths but also their weaknesses. The strength of exchanges on the market place for 
example lies in the fact that they are of a voluntary nature. Economic success is linked 
to inducing consumers to willingly engage in exchanges with producers by offering 
them the products and services they want, as efficiently and cheaply as possible. 
However, markets fail to handle certain types of problems (Lindblom, 1977). In these 
cases of market failure government action through agencies is deemed to be necessary: 
- Public goods and free riders: certain goods such as national defence or the services 

of a lighthouse, which are commonly referred to as public goods (contrary to 
private, common and club goods) are non-rivalled and especially non-excludable. 
That means that there are no limitations on consuming these goods and that it is 
not effectively possible to exclude anyone from doing so. This leads to the so-
called free rider problem, as individuals have the incentive to let others pay for 
these services and hence makes the production of these goods economically 
unattractive. Government has to step in as the producer of public goods as they 
commonly benefit society as a whole. 

- Individual incompetence: there are areas (eg, medicine or education) in which most 
individuals lack sufficient education or information to make wise choices for 
themselves. This makes it necessary for government to step in and regulate. 

- Externalities or spillovers: this concerns the impact an economic decision has on 
any party not directly involved and is most commonly illustrated by the example of 
a factory polluting the air in its neighbourhood. Government has to step in to 
regulate such spillovers. 

Government action is also deemed to be necessary to correct other problems markets 
create or can not address, such as monopolies, income redistribution and instability due 
to market fluctuations, as well as to provide services too risky or expensive to be 
provided by private competitors. And next to these economical there are of course also 
political rationales for government intervention. These refer to the state’s duty to 
provide services that for the most part can not be bought on a commercial market and 
that are based on general social values, the public interest and the politically imposed 
demands of certain groups. 

Polyarchies are an effective way to correct market failures but they can create their 
own problems know as government or non-market failures. Perhaps the most severe 
form of government failure concerns polyarchy’s reliance on excessive central control, 
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as its centrally developed authoritative directions can be perceived to be inflexible in 
relation to local needs and preferences. 

2.5 Differences between public and private organizations 
Many authors have refined the distinctions between ideal-typical public and private 

organizations made by, among others, Dahl and Lindblom as well as Simon, by 
contrasting agencies and enterprises with one another. Rainey & Chun (2007) have 
drawn up a list of distinguishing characteristics of agencies as compared to enterprises 
(see Figure 2.2) by summarizing the literature already written on this subject (see their 
chapter in Ferlie, Lynn, & Pollitt, 2007 for an overview of their sources). 

According to Rainey and Chun, agencies differ from enterprises with regard to their 
environment, their organization-environment transactions and their organizational 
roles, structures and processes. 

Figure 2.2 Distinguishing characteristics of agencies as compared to enterprises 
(adapted from Rainey & Chun, 2007, pp. 92-5) 
1. Distinctive environmental factors 
    a. Absence of economic markets for outputs and reliance on governmental 

appropriations for financial resources (and hence less incentives to achieve cost 
reduction, operating efficiency, and effective performance, lower efficiency in 
allocating resources and less availability of relatively clear market indicators and 
information for use in managerial decisions). 

    b. External control by politically constituted authority and presence of particularly 
elaborate and intensive formal legal constraints as a result of oversight by legislative 
branch, executive branch hierarchy and oversight agencies, and courts (and hence 
more constraints on domains of operation and on procedures and less autonomy for 
managers, greater tendency for proliferation of formal administrative controls and a 
larger number of external sources of formal authority and influence, with greater 
fragmentation among them. 

    c. Presence of more intensive external political influences (greater diversity and 
intensity of external informal political influences on decisions as well as greater need 
for political support from client groups, constituencies, and formal authorities in order 
to obtain appropriations and authorization for actions). 

2. Organization-environment transactions 
    a. Public organizations and managers are often producing public goods and handling 

significant externalities. Outputs are not readily transferable to economic markets at a 
market price. 

    b. Government activities are often coercive, monopolistic, or unavoidable. Government 
has unique sanctioning and coercive power and is often the sole provider. 
Participation in consumption and financing of activities is often mandatory. 

    c. Government activities often have a broader impact and greater symbolic significance. 
There is a broader scope of concern, such as for general public interest criteria. 

    d. There is greater public scrutiny of public managers. 
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    e. There are unique expectations for fairness, responsiveness, honesty, openness, and 
accountability. 

3. Organizational roles, structures and processes 
    a. Greater goal ambiguity, multiplicity, and conflict. 
    b. Distinctive features of general managerial roles  
               i. A more political, expository role, involving more meetings with and 

interventions by external interest groups and political authorities. 
               ii. More crisis management and ‘fire drills’. 
               iii. Greater challenge to balance external political relations with internal 

management functions. 
    c. Administrative authority and leadership practices 
               i. Less decision making authority and flexibility due to institutional constraints 

and external political influences. 
               ii. Weaker authority over subordinates and lower levels. 
               iii. Greater reluctance to delegate authority and tendency to establish more levels 

of review and approval and to make greater use of formal regulations to 
control lower levels. 

               iv. More frequent turnover of top leaders due to elections and political 
appointments. 

               v. Counterpoint studies describe though that public managers can also show 
entrepreneurial behaviours and managerial excellence. 

    d. Organizational structure (public organizations are said to have more red tape and 
more elaborate bureaucratic structures, but empirical studies report mixed results). 

    e. Strategic decision making processes (likely to be subject to interventions, 
interruptions, and greater involvement of external authorities and interest groups). 

    f. Differences in incentives and incentive structures 
               i. Greater administrative constraints on the administration of extrinsic incentives 

such as pay, promotion, and disciplinary action. 
               ii. Weaker relations between performance and extrinsic rewards such as pay, 

promotion, and job security. 
    g. Individual characteristics, work related attitudes and behaviours 
               i. Different work related values, such as a lower valuation of monetary 

incentives and higher levels of public service motivation. 
               ii. But also lower levels of work satisfaction and organizational commitment. 
    h. Differences in organizational and individual performance 
               i. Public organizations and employees are said to be cautious and not innovative 

but the evidence for this statement is disputed. 
               ii. Government managers and employees self-report high levels of motivation 

and effort in their work but there are also concerns that poor performers are 
not effectively corrected or discharged. 

               iii. Public organizations are said to be less efficient in providing services but also 
that statement is disputed. 
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2.5.1 Distinctive environmental factors 
The first set of possible differences between ideal-typical public and private 

organizations (as summarized by Rainey & Chun) concerns the setting or environment 
agencies operate in. They lack economic markets for their outputs and rely on 
governmental appropriations for their financial resources. Compared to enterprises, 
agencies operate under greater external control by politically constituted authority and 
have to deal to a greater extent with the presence of elaborate and intensive formal 
legal constraints as a result of oversight by various branches of government as well as 
courts. A final distinctive environmental factor distinguishing ideal-typical task from 
ideal-typical market organizations, concerns the presence of more intensive external 
political influences in the public sector. Agencies not only have to deal with greater 
political influences on their decisions, they also are in greater need to acquire political 
support from various other stakeholders, such as client groups and constituencies, for 
their actions. 

2.5.2 Organization-environment transactions 
A second set of differences between ideal-typical task and market organizations 

refers to the nature of their interactions with their environment. Agencies often produce 
public goods, which means that their outputs are not readily transferable to economic 
markets at a market prize. Their activities are also often coercive, monopolistic and 
unavoidable, given the unique sanctioning and coercive power of government as the 
sole provider. They also often have a broader impact and greater symbolic significance 
than the activities of ideal-typical enterprises, which leads to greater public scrutiny of 
public managers and unique expectations concerning good governance, based on ideal-
typical public values such as fairness, responsiveness, honesty, openness, and 
accountability. 

2.5.3 Organizational roles, structures and processes 
This final set of differences between ideal-typical agencies and enterprises Rainey & 

Chun collected, relates to roles, structures and processes. Ideal-typical public 
organizations have to deal with greater ambiguity, multiplicity and conflict than their 
private counterparts. Ideal-typical public managers have, for a start, to play more 
political, expository roles than private managers, which results in a greater challenge to 
balance external political relations with internal management functions. They also have 
less decision making authority as most important decisions about their organizations 
are made by politics.  

Ideal-typical agencies are said to have more red tape and more elaborate 
bureaucratic structures than enterprises and are also said to be driven by different sets 
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of organizational values. It is worth elaborating on this, as the alleged differences in 
culture between the public and the private sector and the tensions expected from 
mixing them, were a central topic in the Dutch debate about hybrid organizations (cf. 
chapter 3), especially based on Jacob’s book SYSTEMS OF SURVIVAL (1992). 

Jacobs distinguishes between two different ‘ethical systems’ or ‘moral syndromes’, 
a commercial and a guardian one (Jacobs, 1992, pp. 23-4). Both are driven by different 
sets of values. Whereas trading is the central value in the commercial syndrome (which 
applies to the private sector, but also to science), taking is that of the guardian 
syndrome (which applies to government ministries, the armed forces and the police, as 
well as commercial monopolies, political parties and organized religions).   

Figure 2.3 A pair of contradictions (Jacobs, 1992, pp. 23-4) 

Public values (guardian syndrome) Private values (commercial syndrome) 

Shun trading Shun force 

Expert prowess Come to voluntary agreements 

Be obedient and disciplined Be honest 

Adhere to tradition Collaborate easily with strangers 

Respect hierarchy Compete 

Be loyal Respect contracts 

Take vengeance Use initiative and enterprise 

Deceive for the sake of the task Be open to inventiveness and novelty 

Make rich use of leisure Be efficient 

Be ostentatious Promote comfort and convenience 

Dispense largesse Dissent for the sake of the task 

Be exclusive Invest for productive purposes 

Show fortitude Be industrious 

Be fatalistic Be thrifty 

Treasure honour Be optimistic 
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Figure 2.4 Dahl & Lindblom’s continuum (Rainey, 1997, p. 65) 

The extreme poles in this continuum are the private enterprise (top right) and the government 
agency (bottom left). The top row depicts organizational forms usually referred to as private 
enterprise or free enterprise and the row below arrangements colloquially referred to as public, 
government-owned, or nationalized. In the middle are arrangements popularly considered neither 
public nor private. 
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In the ethical system of the guardian, trading and other commercial activities are 
shunned. It is a culture which thrives on tradition, obedience, discipline, hierarchy and 
loyalty and in which expert knowledge gives power. The guardian syndrome also has 
its dark side. Vengeance and deception are permitted, as long as they are in the sake of 
the task at hand or, to put it differently, in the public interest. Other values, which are 
not necessarily virtues but are core to the guardian syndrome, are the rich use of leisure 
(or laziness, if one wants to be cruel), ostentation, exclusivity and fatalism. Honour, 
largesse and fortitude also are important. 

In the commercial moral syndrome the use of force is shunned. This culture is all 
about cooperation, honesty and the abiding of contracts, as well as about competition, 
initiative and enterprise, innovation and efficiency. Comfort and convenience are 
important too, as are industry, thrift and optimism. It is alright to disagree as long as 
that serves the task at hand. Financial investments are aimed at increasing productivity. 

2.6 Dimensions of hybridity 

2.6.1 Introduction 
Having defined the extremes of the public-private continuum as the agency and the 

enterprise, I now turn to models that arrange the different forms of organization in 
between these two poles. Some of these models only use one dimension to range 
organizations, while others are multidimensional. Unidimensional models 

Dahl & Lindblom: ownership 
Dahl and Lindblom (1953, p. 10) construct their continuum of hybrid organizational 

forms based on differences in ownership. They do not explain precisely how they have 
chosen the various organizations’ positions on this continuum but we can assume that 
the characteristics of agencies apply less and less as one moves away from the extreme, 
while those of enterprises become more and more applicable (and vice versa). 

Fottler: Funding 
Fottler (1981) chooses another dimension to categorize organizations. He 

distinguishes between four classes of prototypical organizations based on the way they 
are funded: 
- Private for-profit: these are private organizations that generate their funding on the 

market place, ie, the classic profit-making business firm. 
- Private non-profits: these organizations depend on public goodwill for their 

funding (such as donations, contributions and subsidies) but do not fall under 
government authority.  
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- Private quasi-public: these organizations are established by governments and have 
a certain monopoly to produce certain goods and services for a price set by 
government. 

- Public: these organizations are part of government and have a statutory task to 
fulfil (ie, ideal-typical governmental agencies). They are financed through taxation. 
Multidimensional models. 

Wamsley & Zald: ownership and funding 
Wamsley and Zald (1973) construct a multidimensional model for distinguishing 

between organizations by combining Dahl & Lindblom’s and Fottler’s two dimensions 
of ownership and funding. They argue that organizations can either be owned by 
government or privately-owned. They can also either receive their funding from public 
sources, for example in the form of budget allocations from legislative bodies, or they 
can receive funding from private sources, such as donations or sales on the market. 
Combining these two dimensions results in four categories of organizations, including 
two hybrid forms when public funding and private ownership are mixed and vice versa: 
- Publicly owned organizations with public funding (agencies that get their operating 

funds from government budget allocations). 
- Publicly owned organizations with high levels of funding from private sources 

such as sales or donations, such as state-owned enterprises. 
- Privately owned organizations that get very large proportions of their financial 

resources from contracts with governments or sales to government, or from 
government subsidies. 

- Privately owned organizations that get most or all of their financial resources from 
private sources such as sales and donations, like most business firms. 

Perry & Rainey: ownership, funding and mode of social control 
Perry and Rainey (1988) expand the model of Wamsley & Zald by adding a third 

dimension, that of the mode of control. They also distinguish between polyarchy and 
economic markets as modes for organizing economic and social activity. This approach 
yields eight categories of organizations, including six hybrid forms between the 
extremes of the bureau and the private enterprise (see Figure 2.5): 
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Figure 2.5 Perry & Rainey’s typology of institutions (Perry & Rainey, 1988, p. 196) 

Category Ownership Funding Mode of Social 
Control Example 

1.  Bureau Public Public Polyarchy Bureau of Labour Statistics 

2. Government corporation Public Private Polyarchy Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation 

3. Government-sponsored 
enterprise Private Public Polyarchy Corporation for Public 

Broadcasting 

4. Regulated enterprise Private Private Polyarchy Private electric utilities 

5. Governmental enterprise Public Public Market Public electric utilities21 

6. State-owned enterprise Public Private Market Airbus 

7. Government contractor Private Public Market Grumman 

8. Private enterprise Private Private Market IBM 

 

Bozeman: publicness 
Bozeman (1987) introduces to this discussion his notion of publicness. He argues 

that all organizations are subject to some degree of political influence (or authority) 
and to some level of external government control (he calls this economic authority), 
which he treats as continua rather than as dichotomies by themselves. Economic 
authority refers to the control owners and managers have over an organization’s 
revenues and assets. It decreases as external government authorities gain more control 
over their finances. Political authority is granted to organizations by other political 
actors, like the citizenry or governmental institutions and enables them to act on their 
behalf and to make binding decisions for them. Private organizations have very little 
political authority as they operate on their own behalf, whereas government agencies 
act for the community and hence have high levels of it (Rainey, 1997, pp. 66-9). 

Bozeman develops his own version of a continuum between agencies and 
enterprises as he positions organizations in a publicness grid (see Figure 2.6) based on 
the influence political and economic authority have on their actions. The owner-
managed private firm occupies one extreme (high on economic authority, low on 
political authority) and the traditional government bureau (low on economic authority, 

                                                        
21 Perry and Rainey do not offer an example for this category, maybe because governmental 

enterprises are a rare concept in the US-American context. I devised this example myself. 
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high on political authority) the other. An array of other organizational forms represents 
combinations of the two dimensions. 

Figure 2.6 Publicness Grid (based on Bozeman, 1987, p. 95) 
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Van Thiel: Funding, ministerial accountability and control mechanisms 
In her dissertation, Van Thiel (2000) develops a continuum to arrange all forms of 

quango, especially but not only those that can be found in The Netherlands on the 
national level. She uses four dimensions to score them on: legal form, funding, the 
degree or ministerial or political accountability and the control mechanisms employed. 
At the poles of her continuum are the private business firm and the departmental unit. 
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Figure 2.7 Different types of organizations used by government for policy 
implementation (adapted from Van Thiel, 2000) 
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Evers et al.: resources, goals and interests, incentive and decision making structures 

and organizational cultures and practices 
Evers et al. (2002) develop a system to range organizations based on four 

dimensions: (1) resources, (2) goals and interests, (3) incentive and decision making 
structures and 4) organizational cultures and practices. In the tradition of Evers (1990), 

                                                        
22 Van Thiel does not use this dimension in her continuum but only mentions it in a footnote (Van 

Thiel, 2000, p. 7). Her aim is to construct a continuum that also is applicable to countries without a 
system of administrative law. As I study hybrid organizations in The Netherlands, which does 
have a system of administrative law, I add this dimension to Van Thiel’s original model. 
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Pestoff (1992) and Zijderveld (1999), they see society as a triangle, with the state, the 
market place and civil society at its corners (the so-called welfare triangle, see also 
section 1.1).23

According to Evers et al., hybrid organizations can mix different resources, such as 
(a) governmental financial appropriations, (b) earnings from commercial activities for 
other organizations and individual customers and (c) donations by civil society. They 
can also mix different goals and interests, such as (a) the public interest as represented 
by the state, (b) private, commercial interests represented by the market and (c) specific 
goals fitted to the needs of individual groups, situations and / or regions. Hybrid 
organizations thirdly mix different incentive and decision making structures, such as 
(1) polyarchy, (2) competition on the market place and (3) formal and informal 
influences by societal stakeholders. And they, finally, combine organizational cultures 
and practices common to government, the market place and civil society, such as (a) 
hierarchy, uniformity and legality, (b) competition and enterprise and (c) trust. 

 

Figure 2.8 Dimensions of Evers et al. (2002) 

 State Market Civil society 

Resources Governmental financial 
appropriations 
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2.7  Multidimensional model used in this study 
I construct the multidimensional continuum used in this study to describe the hybrid 

character of my case organizations by synthesizing those described above. A research 
team at the Dutch Court of Audit which I was part of developed a similar synthesized 
multidimensional model24

                                                        
23 Van de Donk’s model described in the introduction can be seen as a further development of this 

welfare triangle. 

 when writing a report on public entrepreneurship in the 

24 The multi-dimensional model the Court of Audit developed based on an analysis of some of the 
literature I also studied, consists of five dimensions: (1) allocation / competition, (2) structure and 
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Netherlands (Algemene Rekenkamer, 2005, further developed in Algemene 
Rekenkamer, 2006). The multidimensional model used in this dissertation can be seen 
as a further development and refinement of this model.  

My version of the continuum between the agency and the enterprise consists of ten 
dimensions that I clustered for clarity’s sake into the following three groups: (1) 
structure and activities, (2) values and strategy and (3) governance and politics.  

2.7.1 Structure and activities 
The dimensions in this cluster tell us more about the principal as well as about the 

activities of the organization. They are: 
- Legal form: this dimension deals with the degree to which an organization’s legal 

form is governed by public or by private law. 
- Ownership: this is the continuum between full governmental and full private 

ownership. 
- Activities: this is the continuum between a complete focus on statutory or public 

tasks and one on private, commercial activities.  
- Funding: this is the continuum between 100 % governmental appropriation and 

100 % private funding. 
- Market environment: this is the continuum between a monopolistic and a 

competitive market environment.  

2.7.2 Strategy and culture 
The dimensions in this cluster deal with questions concerning the organization’s 

overall strategic outlook and its value system. They are: 
- Strategic orientation: the continuum between a strategic orientation totally aimed at 

government and one totally aimed at the market. 

                                                                                                                                                                   
culture, (3) relationship government – organization, (4) products and services, and (5) funding. 
The first dimension distinguishes between governmental allocation and competition on the market; 
the second between a structure based on public and private law, and a culture based on public or 
private values; the third between a relationship based on public or private law, and the level of 
autonomy an organization has when it comes to task execution and management; the fourth 
dimension distinguishes between a focus on a private task or on commercial activities and the last 
between government and market funding. This model differs from mine in the sense that I 
regrouped these dimensions into three categories. I also added two dimensions, one concerning an 
organization’s ownership and the other concerning its strategic orientation. Finally, I changed the 
graphic representation. 
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- Value orientation: the continuum between a total orientation on the public values 
of the guardian syndrome and a total orientation on the values of the commercial 
syndrome. 

2.7.3 Governance and politics 
The dimensions summarised in this cluster deal with the question of how the 

organization’s relationship with its public principal(s) looks like and to which degree it 
possesses autonomy, both managerial as well as executive. They are: 
- Relationship with political principal: the continuum between a relationship based 

on public and one on private law. 
- Managerial autonomy: the continuum between political autonomy (a system in 

which the management of an organization is influenced by politics) and economic 
autonomy (a system in which the management of an organization is influenced by 
the market) 

- Executive autonomy: on this dimension I score whether an organization has little 
or much autonomy in how it conducts its activities or to use Simon’s taxonomy, 
whether it rather has a capacity function or a product function. 

2.7.4 The application of this model 
In this dissertation an organization will be defined as being hybrid if it is on one or 

more of the above mentioned dimensions a mixture of public and private. I expect, 
given the many interrelations between the public and the private sector, that the 
number of organizations that are hybrid on one or a small number of dimensions, is 
quite substantial. It seems therefore necessary not only to take into account whether an 
organization mixes public and private but also the intensity of this mix, which I define 
as an organization’s hybridness.  

In my case studies, I describe how my three case organizations could be scored on 
the ten dimensions at the time I studied them. I will also describe how they developed 
to that point and how they might develop from there on. I will use a spider chart to 
illustrate each organization’s hybridness. Scoring the mixed character of an 
organization is obviously no exact science. The charts will be used mainly as a quick 
comparison of the hybrid character of my three case organizations and should not be 
read as an absolute measure of the organizations’ degree of hybridity. I used the 
following scores: completely public (0), mostly public (2), somewhat public (4), 
halfway between public & private (5), somewhat private (6), mostly private (8) and 
completely private (10). See appendix 4 for an overview on how and why I scored each 
organization the way I did. 
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A hypothetical organization, represented as only a dot at the centre of the chart, 
would be 100 % public on all of the dimensions featured above. As the surface area 
grows, the organization becomes more private to the maximum of covering the full 
chart, which represents an organization that scores 100 % private on all dimensions: 
the ideal-typical enterprise. A prototypical hybrid organization would be half 
agency/half enterprise and could be visualized as portrayed in Figure 2.9.  

Figure 2.9 Ideal-typical hybrid organization 

 
However, reality is far messier and such perfect hybrids are only rarely to be found. 

Most hybrid organizations do not score evenly on all dimensions but rather show 
heterogeneous scores. Figure 2.10 and Figure 2.11 show examples of such 
heterogeneous hybrids.25

Figure 2.10
 

 for example visualizes a hybrid organization that is a municipal service. 
It conducts some activities for commercial customers but still generates most of its 
revenues by executing tasks on behalf of its municipality. Its culture still is more 
bureaucratic than entrepreneurial and the organization’s strategy is mostly aimed at the 
public sector. The organization’s director only has limited autonomy concerning how 
he runs the organization and how it conducts its services. 

                                                        
25 These examples are fictitious but were inspired by real-life cases. 
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Figure 2.10 A hybrid municipal service 

 
Figure 2.11 A hybrid quango 

 
Figure 2.11 visualizes a quite different organization. This hybrid organization is a 

quango with a governmental department as its principal. It already conducts most of its 
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activities for private partners and hence generates a substantial amount of its income 
from commercial activities. This organization operates in a competitive market 
environment and embraces commercial values and strategy. The organization’s CEO 
has a considerable amount of managerial as well as executive autonomy. Both the 
organizations visualized in Figure 2.10 and Figure 2.11 are hybrid organizations. 
However, they differ from one another regarding their hybridness, which is more 
intense for the organization visualized in Figure 2.11 than that visualized in Figure 
2.10. 

I not only use the spider charts in my case studies as a descriptive but also as an 
indicative-diagnostic tool to point me to those dimensions on which an organization’s 
new hybrid status can be expected to be either beneficial or hazardous. Take the 
organization visualized in Figure 2.10 for example, which is hybrid on the dimensions 
concerning its activities, funding, market environment, value and strategic orientation 
as well as those concerning its managerial and executive autonomy. I expect that the 
positive and negative effects of its hybridity will occur on these dimensions. 

2.8 Summary 
In this chapter I addressed my first analytical research question, which is: On which 

dimensions can an organization be hybrid? I concluded that the dichotomy between 
public and private is more applicable to normative discussions than to a scientific 
assessment of organizations because of its normative character and the fact that it does 
not take account of the various ways in which the public and the private sector have 
already interrelated and mixed more or less since human societies formed. After 
comparing ideal-typical public and private sector organizations, I described the various 
uni- and multidimensional models other researchers already used to describe hybrid 
organizations that mix public and private. I constructed my own multidimensional 
model by synthesizing the others, which brought me to define ten dimensions on which 
an organization can be hybrid, clustered into the following three categories: (1) 
structure and activities, (2) strategy and culture and (3) governance and politics. 

In the next chapter I will focus on the alleged positive and negative effects of 
hybridity as they have been brought forward in the Dutch debate about hybrid 
organizations. 

 
 





45 

3. The effects of hybridity – An anatomy of the Dutch 
debate 

3.1 Introduction 
In this chapter I will attempt an anatomy of the Dutch debate about hybrid 

organizations as it has raged (and still does) since the 1990s (see chapter 1) to answer 
my second analytical research question, What could be positive and negative effects of 
hybridity?  

The Dutch debate on this subject can be roughly divided into three stages, which I 
described in an article written with Taco Brandsen (Brandsen & Karré, 2010). During 
the first period, which about covers the 1990s, several public agencies were 
autonomized and managerialism was introduced in public service provision. Topics for 
discussion during this era were how to manage and regulate these new autonomized 
organizations. Hybridity was by most commentators seen as a nuisance as it made it 
more complicated for government to exert control on organizations that operated at 
arm’s length. Hybridity was, in other words, seen by many as a dangerous force 
undermining the primacy of politics. 

During the second period, which spanned the noughties or the first ten years of the 
21st century, hybrid organizations had become a fait accompli. Besides being vilified 
by some, they now were embraced by others, especially as the governance trend set in. 
Organizations in the Third Sector were rediscovered as agents in the provision of 
public services. In much of the literature dealing with hybridity from this angle, a 
certain nostalgia can be read for the times when not government but the Third Sector 
played a leading role in the provision of public services. 

More recently hybrid organizations have become mainstream. The (scientific, if not 
political and societal) debate about hybridity now focuses less on normative ideas but 
rather on how hybrid organizations function in practice. This doctoral thesis can be 
seen as part of this new trend in the debate on hybrid organizations. 

By dissecting the Dutch discussion on hybridity I will try to establish who the most 
relevant advocates and adversaries of hybrid organizations are and what arguments 
they brought forward concerning the possible positive and negative effects of mixing 
public and private on the dimensions described in chapter 2. 

Where appropriate I will also refer to international literature but I will not attempt to 
give an all-embracing overview of all scientific and administrative texts ever written 
about this subject at home and abroad. The main reason for this is that in this 
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dissertation Dutch hybrid organizations take centre stage, together with the arguments 
brought forward in the Dutch discussion about hybridity, whose validity I attempt to 
test in practice.  

I describe the arguments brought forward by the advocates of hybrid organizations 
in section 3.2 and those of their adversaries in section 3.3. I describe what I find 
intriguing about them in section 3.4 and end this chapter with a summary in section 
3.5. 

3.2 The synergy argument 
In section 1.3 I already described the two schools of thought opposing each other in 

the Dutch debate about hybrid organizations, which I call the synergy and the 
corruption argument. In this section I give an overview of the most prominent 
advocates of hybrid organizations and their arguments in favour of hybridity. An 
overview of those opposing hybridity and their arguments can be found in section 3.3.  

3.2.1 Roel in ’t Veld 
Probably the most influential proponent of the synergy argument, based on how 

often he is cited in other publications about this subject, is Roel in ’t Veld. Quite the 
hybrid himself, who has for most of his career alternated between posts in academia 
and the civil service, he sees hybrid organizations as not fundamentally different from 
any company that produces two or more different products (cf. R. in ’t Veld, 2005, 
p. 54) 

In ’t Veld acknowledges that hybridity leads to tensions but claims that the possible 
synergetic effects of mixing public and private merit trying it anyway, as long as the 
benefits outweigh the transaction costs of controlling the negatives effects. He writes: 

‘The multicultural character of a hybrid leads to internal tensions but also makes its external 
relations vulnerable. Powerful motives therefore have to exist for creating a hybrid. The central 
motive is synergy, which refers to the fact that the combination of a public and a commercial 
activity produces advantages which could not be reached by split production.’26

Hybridity is in In ’t Veld’s view also an important condition for innovation: 

 (R. in ’t Veld, 
2005, p. 53) 

                                                        
26 In the original Dutch this passage reads: ‘De multiculturaliteit van de hybride levert intern 

spanningen op, maar maakt ook externe relaties kwetsbaar. Er moeten dus krachtige motieven 
aanwezig zijn om een hybride te creëren. Het centrale motief is synergie: de omstandigheid dat de 
combinatie van een publieke en een commerciële activiteit voordelen opleverd die bij gescheiden 
productie niet zouden zijn te bereiken.’ 
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‘Especially in the innovative sectors of society many hybrids can be found. Supply of 
drinking water developed as a hybrid private initiative, was nationalised next and might now be 
privatized again. A great number of innovations either occur in the domain of public 
universities or in hybrid organizational forms and will then productively be applied by private 
companies. National government seems to acknowledge this fact, as it, in the light of its drive 
for more innovation, calls for the creation of hybrids, such as top technology institutes.’27

According to In ’t Veld the positive effects of hybridity are blatantly apparent to 
everyone who takes the effort to look around in the Dutch public sector: 

 (R. in 
’t Veld, 2005, p. 53) 

‘He who has a good look around in the Netherlands will discover that many of the hybrid 
organizations, public bodies, knowledge institutions and public enterprises that have recently 
come into existence, are now functioning significantly better. They distinguish themselves 
positively from traditional government with respect to their effectivity and customer-
orientation, as well as with respect to the manner in which they report and are accountable. This 
is even visible in recent reports by the Court of Audit. The question is how this situation has 
come to be. One of the plausible explanations is that being put in touch with the market also has 
a positive effect on public operations. The whole organization will start to employ the methods 
for increasing effectivity and quality that are necessary to sustain competition. Also public 
operations are penetrated by the all-embracing attention for the customer. A process of partial 
commercialisation can therefore have very positive side effects for the whole organization. This 
produces important motives to cherish the hybrid organization instead of destroying it.’28

                                                        
27 This passage reads in Dutch: ‘Juist in de vernieuwende compartimenten van de samenleving treft 

men veel hybriden aan. Waterleiding ontwikkelde zich als hybride particulier initiatief, 
verstatelijkte vervolgens en privatiseert nu misschien weer. Tal van vindingen ontstaan in het 
publieke universitaire domein, dan wel in hybride vormen, en vinden vervolgens in private 
ondernemingen en [sic] productieve aanwending. De rijksoverheid lijkt zich daarvan ook goed 
bewust als zij in het licht van het streven naar innovatie aandringt op de creatie van hybriden 
zoals toptechnologische instituten.’ 

 (R. in 
’t Veld, 2005, p. 57) 

28 This passage reads in Dutch: ‘Wie in Nederland goed rondkijkt, zal ontdekken, dat veel van de 
recent ontstane hybride organisaties, zelfstandige bestuursorganen, kennisinstellingen en publieke 
ondernemingen in aanzienlijke mate beter zijn gaan functioneren. Zij onderscheiden zich in 
doelmatigheid, in klantgerichtheid, in de kwaliteit van verslaglegging en verantwoording vaak 
gunstig van de klassieke overheid. Dat is zelfs in recente Rekenkamerrapporten zichtbaar. De 
vraag is hoe dat komt. Een van de plausibele verklaringen is, dat de aanraking met de markt ook 
op het publieke functioneren gunstige effecten heeft. De gehele organisatie gaat zich bezighouden 
met de methoden tot doelmatigheidsverhoging en kwaliteitsborging, die noodzakelijk zijn om de 
concurrentie vol te houden. Ook in het publieke functioneren dringt de alomvattende aandacht 
voor de klant door. Een proces van gedeeltelijke commercialisering voor de gehele organisatie 
kan dus zeer gunstige neveneffecten hebben voor de gehele organisatie. Dat levert belangrijke 
motieven op om de hybride organisatie juist te koesteren in plaats van haar te vernietigen.’ 
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However, in order to achieve synergy and innovation, one first has to deal with the 
possible negative effects of hybridity which In ’t Veld describes as follows (cf. R. in ’t 
Veld, 1997a, pp. 100-2): 
- Economic contamination: this form of pollution refers to anticompetitive 

behaviour of hybrid organizations and includes cross-subsidies (public money 
being used to pay for commercial activities) and the exploitation of captive 
customers who can not choose but buy the goods and services they need from one 
supplier. 

- Perverse bias: this negative effect refers to a normative and cultural 
incompatibility between certain forms of production and / or service provision, 
such as an organization that itself provides services on the market place it 
regulates.  

- Double binds: these occur when actors receive conflicting stimuli, orders or other 
incentives for a certain behaviour which they can not reconcile. 

- Centrifugal domination: this negative effect occurs when forces start to dominate 
an organization that threaten its cohesion and especially refers to a possible clash 
between conflicting values. 

According to In ’t Veld, the most important source of tension within hybrid 
organizations is the combination of conflicting values which complicates 
organizational sense-making (R. in ’t Veld, 1997a, p. 51). Different sets of values 
prevail in the public and the private sector, In ’t Veld claims. He uses the two cultural 
systems developed by Jane Jacobs (1992) to illustrate that point (see section 2.5.3). 
Jacobs is very critical about an organization trying to change or mix moral syndromes. 
Quoting from Plato’s REPUBLIC, she calls this behaviour ‘the greatest wickedness’, as it 
does ‘the most harm’ to the community (Jacobs, 1992, p. 32) and leads to the creation 
of ‘a monstrous moral hybrid’ (Jacobs, 1992, p. 96), such as the Mafia: 

‘The Mafia picks and chooses as it pleases from the commercial syndrome. While its basic 
framework is the guardian syndrome, it adds trading in the form of giving bribes and also by 
engaging in a lot of commerce in its own behalf.’ (Jacobs, 1992, p. 96) 

In ’t Veld is more positive about hybrid organizations than Jacobs but acknowledges 
that because they combine the guardian and the commercial syndrome strong cultural 
tensions could arise. To counteract those and to safeguard the cultural stability of a 
hybrid organization the following three conditions have to be met (R. in ’t Veld, 1997a, 
chap. 5): 
- Integration: a mechanism has to be established within a hybrid organization that 

reconciles or integrates the conflicting stimuli it receives. The hybrid 
organization’s paramount goal should be to combine in itself ‘the most prominent 
values from both cultures’ (R. in ’t Veld, 1997a, p. 137). 
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- Legal relations: Hybrid organizations should strive for uniformity in their external 
legal relations. In ’t Veld argues that many tensions could be prevented, if hybrid 
organizations only enter into relations based on private law, even with government. 

- Multiple forms of accountability: In ’t Veld advises hybrid organizations to employ 
multiple forms of accountability next to that to their political principals and to for 
example also work with citizens’ charters, such as that developed by the Charter 
Group Public Accountability.29

3.2.2 Scientific Council for Government Policy 

 

Another advocate of hybridity is the Dutch Scientific Council for Governmental 
Policy (WRR) which in 2004 published a widely discussed report titled EVIDENCE OF 
GOOD SERVICE PROVISION (‘Bewijzen van goede dienstverlening’) (Wetenschappelijke 
Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2004a). In this report, the Council writes that social 
services in many sectors, 

‘feel the weight of rising tension between the institutional regime in which the sectors function, the 
orientation within which the service providing institutions and their professional employees operate, 
and the demands from the side of the clients on the institutions. Hence, the various interests 
insufficiently (mutually) match their responsibilities, demands and needs, or counteract each other, 
whereby the actual service provision (and the service provider) is cornered. These tensions are not, 
and never will be, totally eradicable. To this end it will be necessary to pursue a way to deal 
productively with these tensions and indeed to benefit from the complexities.’30

The WRR laments the dichotomous view which seems to be dominant in the 
provision of public services: 

 (Wetenschappelijke 
Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2004b, p. 2) 

‘Currently the discussion is dominated by questions formulated as “dichotomies”. In 
institutional terms there is an ongoing struggle around the issues of whether sectors would be 
counted as state or market. This is ongoing both in the Netherlands and in the European Union 
as a whole. The question raised in regard to the institutions (hospitals, housing cooperatives, 
schools and employment offices) is whether responsibility for service provision should be 
placed with management or the professionals. And there is a burgeoning debate around the 
client as to whether his/her needs should be met by the steering of demand or indeed of supply. 
These dichotomies fail to do justice to the versatility of social service.’ (Wetenschappelijke 
Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2004b, p. 2) 

                                                        
29 The ‘Handvestgroep Publieke Verantwoording’ in Dutch. See for more information its website at 

www.publiekverantwoorden.nl (retrieved July 22, 2009). 
30 All passages quoted here were taken from the official English summary of the report, published on 

the website of the Council. 

http://www.publiekverantwoorden.nl/�
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According to the Council, this dichotomous approach leads to several negative side-
effects, such as the destruction of knowledge and the establishment of a dictatorship of 
mediocrity (see Figure 3.1). 

Figure 3.1 Five negative side-effects of the dichotomous approach 
(Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2004b, pp. 3-4) 
- Destruction of knowledge by the division between policy and implementation. 
- Dictatorship of mediocrity as supervisors and accountability forums are instituted from 

the basic idea of risk-limitation. Sub-optimally performing organizations are treated with 
kid gloves and lifted to an ‘acceptable’ level without a good example being set.  

- Illusion of the sovereign consumer, as the client increasingly is viewed as a consumer 
who steers, evaluates and selects the service that fits him/her though he/she is in no 
position to match this image, for example because he/she is highly dependent on social 
organizations. 

- Disappearance of the politico-normative debate as the political control of social service 
provision has shifted into an excessive focus on administration and management rather 
than on the normative or ideological aspects.  

- Stacking up of supervision and responsibility as it has become an object in its own right 
– rather than a means to encourage the interested parties to provide effective and high 
quality services.  

In order to counteract these negative effects, the WRR proposes a new perspective 
on public service provision in which the artificial borders between state, market and 
civil society are broken down and a critical exchange of ideas between them is 
cultivated (see Figure 3.2). 

Figure 3.2 Five principles to increase the quality of public service provision 
(Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2004b, pp. 4-8) 
- Organize knowledge alliances, clustering the knowledge that can be found in different 

locations. 
- Invest in variation and innovative practices to be in a position to adequately respond to 

shifts in society’s demands on quality of service. 
- Organize active and involved opponents in open systems where stakeholder participation 

is the standard.  
- Ensure appropriate public accounting by implementing an effective system of checks and 

balances. 
- Make supervision cohesive, restrained and selective, by making external supplementary 

to internal supervision and by introducing a system of selective quality supervision based 
on organizational learning to replace the existing system of general quality supervision. 

3.2.3 Social and Economic Council of The Netherlands 
One year after the WRR published its recommendations for increasing the quality of 

public service provision, the Social and Economic Council (SER) issued a report 
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describing the beneficial effects of entrepreneurship for producing goods and services 
that are in the public interest (Sociaal-Economische Raad, 2005). It repeated this point 
in a more recent report (Sociaal-Economische Raad, 2010). 

The SER subscribes to the argument made by the WRR in an earlier report on HET 
BORGEN VAN PUBLIEK BELANG (Safeguarding Public Value) (Wetenschappelijke Raad 
voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2000), claiming that it is up to government to determine 
what public interests are. However, this does not mean that all public services have to 
be provided by public sector organizations. Hybridity is a viable alternative, according 
to the SER, as long as it combines ‘modern leadership’ with autonomy for 
professionals ‘who are inspired and motivated to optimally exploit their potentials.’31

‘aimed at an external goal – executing public tasks as well as possible. Entrepreneurialism 
for the public good asks for individuals who primarily want to be lead by a “public spirit” and 
who have as it were institutionalised the public interests at stake.’ (Sociaal-Economische Raad, 
2005, p. 25) 

 
(Sociaal-Economische Raad, 2005, p. 25) Hybridity can never be a goal in itself 
though. Allowing public organizations to behave in a businesslike manner is  

Government will always have some role to play in the provision of public services, 
writes the SER, as those are produced on regulated quasi-markets (Sociaal-
Economische Raad, 2005, sec. 5.3). It can, however, limit its activities to regulating the 
playing field, as long as the following three preconditions are met (Sociaal-
Economische Raad, 2005, p. 9). Entrepreneurial agencies first of all have to also be 
accountable to other stakeholders next to government and have to develop professional 
and strong internal accountability structures. Second, the amount of autonomy agencies 
have to engage in entrepreneurial activities will depend on the level of competition in 
the sector they operate in and on whether customers have real freedom of choice. A 
third precondition for allowing entrepreneurialism by agencies is that government takes 
its role seriously of safeguarding the public interests of affordability, quality and the 
reliability of supply. 

Because public services are produced in hybrid markets, in which both public and 
private organizations operate (Sociaal-Economische Raad, 2005, sec. 5.3.3), there has 
to be a level playing field (as also the European Community demands).32

                                                        
31 In the Dutch original, the SER speaks about ‘modern leiderschap’ that gives room for 

professionals ‘die worden geïnspireerd en gemotiveerd om hun potenties optimaal te benutten.’ 

 The SER 

32 Article 86 of the EC Treaty reads: ‘In the case of public undertakings and undertakings to which 
Member States grant special or exclusive rights, Member States shall neither enact nor maintain 
in force any measure contrary to the rules contained in this Treaty (…). Undertakings entrusted 
with the operation of services of general economic interest or having the character of a revenue-
producing monopoly shall be subject to the rules contained in this Treaty, in particular to the rules 
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therefore endorses government’s attempts to add to Dutch competition law rules of 
behaviour for hybrid organizations.33

3.2.4 Other advocates 

 

Other notable advocates of the synergy argument include Mouwen & Van 
Bijsterveld (2000), Frissen (2005) and many practitioners working at hybrid 
organizations. 

Mouwen & Van Bijsterveld 
In 2000, Kees Mouwen and Sophie van Bijsterveld (at that time vice-chancellor of 

the University of Tilburg and lecturer in law at the same university respectively) 
published their vision on the university of the future, which, in their eyes, inevitably 
has to be hybrid. Such a new, mixed orientation, they claim, ‘combines in a 
constructive manner the classic academic values of the past with the dynamic of our 
modern times, creating scientific synergy both on a strategic and an operational 
level.’34

Frissen 

 (Mouwen & Van Bijsterveld, 2000, p. 136) In order for such a hybrid 
orientation to work, universities have to develop strategies on how much private 
funding they want to attract and how to combine the contradicting cultural orientations 
of the classic public Von Humboldt university with that of a commercial company. 

Paul Frissen, a professor of Dutch public administration well-known for his 
postmodernist views, relishes the mystery of hybrid organizations (cf. Frissen, 2005, 
p. 36). He claims that hybridity can ‘combine different value systems, which is a real 
advantage in our fragmented society. Hybridity can cross closed and stifling 
boundaries, which could be very much of use in our multicultural society. Hybridity 
combines the best of many worlds and by doing so could shift and break borders. 

                                                                                                                                                                   
on competition, insofar as the application of such rules does not obstruct the performance, in law 
or in fact, of the particular tasks assigned to them. The development of trade must not be affected 
to such an extent as would be contrary to the interests of the Community.’ 
(http://ec.europa.eu/competition/legislation/treaties/ec/art86_en.html, retrieved July 22, 2009).  

33 At the time of writing, this bill still was discussed by the Senate, the first chamber of the Dutch 
parliament. 

34 In the Dutch original this passage reads: ‘[De hybride universiteit als hèt universiteitsconcept voor 
de 21ste eeuw] verenigt op een zodanig constructieve wijze de klassieke academische waarden uit 
het verleden met de dynamiek van de moderne tijd dat zowel op strategisch als op operationeel 
niveau wetenschappelijke synergie kan ontstaan.’ 

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/legislation/treaties/ec/art86_en.html�
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Hybridity is one condition for innovation because the order of the pure world only 
honours the already existing and must reject what is new.’35

Practitioners’ theories 

 (Frissen, 2005, p. 36) 

In the report by the Netherlands Court of Audit on public entrepreneurship (which I 
already mentioned in sections 1.3 and 2.7) four possible benefits of hybridity are 
described, which were brought forward by the managing directors of the three 
organizations studied as well as in an expert meeting (Algemene Rekenkamer, 2005, 
chap. 4): 
- Financial benefits: commercial activities can enhance an organization’s financial 

position. 
- Cultural benefits: hybridity can help make an organization’s employees more 

entrepreneurial and can also make its whole culture more businesslike. 
- Beneficial effects on statutory tasks: commercial activities can contribute to an 

organization’s statutory tasks, for example by increasing the quality of service 
provision and by generating extra income that can be used for investments that also 
benefit public services. 

- Societal benefits: managers of hybrid organizations also claim that the above 
mentioned positive effects of hybridity will not only benefit their own 
organizations but, as they improve public service provision, also society as a 
whole. 

3.2.5 Summary: the benefits of hybridity 
Advocates of hybridity see hybrid organizations as effective boundary spanners that, 

by bringing public and private together, create synergy and innovation, which leads to 
economic, performance related, cultural and governance related benefits. I will use the 
spider charts in my case studies as an indicative-diagnostic tool to point me to those 
dimensions on which an organization’s new hybrid status might lead to these beneficial 
effects. 

                                                        
35 In Dutch this passage reads: ‘Hybriditeit kan verschillende waardensystemen met elkaar 

verbinden, hetgeen in deze gefragmenteerde samenleving waarlijk een voordeel is. Hybriditeit kan 
over grenzen van eventuele geslotenheid en benauwenis heen gaan, hetgeen ons in onze 
multiculturele samenleving zeer van pas zou kunnen komen. Hybriditeit verbindt het beste van vele 
werelden en zou zo grenzen kunnen verleggen en doorbreken. Hybriditeit is een voorwaarde voor 
innovatie omdat de ordening van de zuivere wereld slechts het bestaande beloont en het nieuwe 
moet verwerpen.’ 
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Economic benefits 
Hybridity can benefit an organization’s financial and economic position by for 

example getting access to new markets. This is, for example, one of the possible 
positive effects of hybridity mentioned by the practitioners interviewed by the Dutch 
Court of Audit (Algemene Rekenkamer, 2005). 

I expect the possibility of positive economic effects to be limited to organizations 
that are hybrid on those dimensions of my model which I summarized as dealing with 
structure & activities. 

Performance related benefits 
Hybridity can also have a positive effect on an organization’s performance, as it can, 

as for example In ’t Veld (1997a) as well as the practitioners interviewed by the Court 
of Audit (2005) point out, serve as an incentive to increase effectivity. 

I expect the possibility of positive performance related effects to be limited to 
organizations that are hybrid on those dimensions of my model which I summarized as 
dealing with structure & activities. 

Cultural benefits 
Hybridity is by its advocates seen as an incentive to combine the best of both worlds 

by bringing the most prominent values of the public and the private sector together. 
Mouwen and Van Bijsterveld (2000) see this as a major goal for their envisioned 
hybrid university of the future and In ’t Veld (1997a) claims that introducing private 
sector values will also help make public sector organizations more customer-oriented. 

I expect the possibility of positive cultural effects to be limited to organizations that 
are hybrid on those dimensions of my model which I summarized as dealing with 
strategy & culture. 

Governance related benefits 
Hybridity is by its advocates seen to have a positive effect on an organization’s 

relationship with its political principals and, via these representatives, also with society 
as a whole. In ’t Veld (1997a) for example claims that hybridity can serve as an 
incentive for more effective governance. 

I expect the possibility of positive governance related effects to be limited to 
organizations that are hybrid on those dimensions of my model which I summarized as 
dealing with governance. 
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3.3 The corruption argument 
Opposing those that claim that hybridity can create beneficial effects, are those that 

see hybrid organizations as an abomination, as they expect mixing public and private to 
yield all kinds of dangers and risks. First and foremost they fear that commercializing 
the public sector will only lead to corruption. Judging from the amount of texts written 
in this vein and their political consequences, this corruption argument was for a long 
time prevalent in the Dutch debate about hybridity. The most prominent critic of hybrid 
organizations, again judged by the amount of times his work is cited, is Martin Simon 
(see 3.3.1). His views are shared, among others, by a task foce chaired by Job Cohen, 
that wrote a report which would later form the basis for a proposed ban of all hybrid 
organizations, as well as by authors such as De Jong (1998), Stevens (1998) and 
Gradus (2005). 

3.3.1 Martin Simon 
Martin Simon, an outspoken management consultant, developed in his dissertation 

(Simon, 1989) the dichotomy between the task and the market organization and that 
between an organization’s capacity and product function (see section 2.4). Based on 
these two distinctions, four types of organizations are possible (Simon, 1989, chap. 4): 
- Market organizations with a product function (enterprises that design their own 

products and offer them for sale on the market place, such as Unilever). 
- Market organizations with a capacity function (enterprises that offer their capacity 

to produce certain goods and services to the specifications of a client, for example 
an architect’s office). 

- Task organizations with a product function (agencies that develop their own goods 
and services and offer them to all who want to call upon them, such as Social 
Services). 

- Task organizations with a capacity function (agencies that offer their capacity to 
produce certain goods and services to the specifications of a client, such as the 
army). 

Simon calls these four organizational types ‘ideal models’ and explains that ‘many 
organizations show an almost “natural” predisposition to allow mixed forms to 
develop, with internal and external frictions as its consequence.’36

                                                        
36 In the Dutch original, Simon speaks about each of the four types of organization as an 

‘ideaalmodel’ and writes ‘dat vele organisaties een bijna “natuurlijke” neiging hebben om 
mengvormen te laten ontstaan, die interne en externe fricties tot gevolg hebben.’  

 (Simon, 1989, 
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p. 85) This ‘creeping process of functional transformation’37 (Simon, 1989, p. 85) 
takes place in six forms. For the purpose of this dissertation, it is most interesting to 
examine what the negative effects are according to Simon of a task organization 
transforming into a market organization and what the effects are of a task organization 
with a capacity function developing a product function and of a task organization with 
a product function developing a capacity function.38

Task organizations transforming into market organizations 

 

According to Simon, the hybridisation of a task organizations will only lead to ‘an 
unstable situation which makes high demands on its management as well as on its 
principal.’39

There also will be ‘an extra pressure towards market money’

 (Simon, 1989, p. 87) Because it can generate its own incomes now, the 
task/market hybrid can increase its autonomy (for example by attracting new staff and 
buying new means of production), which, in return, means that its principal suffers a 
loss of control (Simon, 1989, p. 88). As soon as its commercial activities generate a 
substantial part of the hybrid’s budget (according to Simon this is the case as soon as 
commercial activities account for 10 to 15 % of the organization’s revenues) and when 
this income is used by its management as an important management tool, tensions will 
arise between the organization and its principal. 

40 (Simon, 1989, p. 88) 
as the hybrid needs higher budgets to cope with its new activities. This ‘money virus’41

‘Most task organizations are, given their output, not capable of becoming a complete market 
organization. This results in their management trying to broaden its selection of goods and 
services by asking the principal for a carte blanche (the original task will, of course, still be 
executed). Statutory tasks (with captive users) are also transformed into “market revenues”. 
Conflicts arise within the organization, with the users and the principal.’

 
(Simon, 1989, p. 88) will, according to Simon, inevitably also infect that part of the 
organization that still deals with its activities for the political principal, as market 
activities are now seen to be more important. This leads to several tensions:  

42

                                                        
37 Chapter 5 of Simon’s book is called ’Het sluipend proces van functietransformatie’.  

 (Simon, 1989, p. 89) 

38 See for the negative effects of a market organization changing into a task organization and of a 
market organization with a product function changing into one with a capacity function (and vice 
versa) Simon’s dissertation (1989, pp. 92-7). 

39 ‘De mengvorm taakorganisatie/marktorganisatie veroorzaakt echter een instabiele situatie, die 
hoge eisen stelt aan zowel management als beleidsorgaan.’  

40 ‘[…] een extra druk richting marktgeld.’  
41 ‘geldvirus’  
42 In Dutch this passage reads: ‘De meeste taakorganisaties zijn gegeven hun output niet in staat om 

een volledige marktorganisatie te worden. Dit heeft tot gevolg dat het management 
assortimentsverbreding wenst en vrijheid van handelen aanvraagt bij het beleidsorgaan (uiteraard 
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Task organizations with a capacity function developing a product function 
According to Simon (1989, pp. 98-9), the management of a task organization with a 

product function always has to deal with loyalty issues, as the users of its output, the 
organization’s staff and its principal have different ideas concerning the quality of its 
output. Whereas its users and staff strive for the highest possible quality, its principal 
rather is interested in keeping costs at bay. The organization’s management has to find 
ways of combining and reconciling these demands. 

These differences in interests increase when such an organization starts to offer 
products on the market place as well, as this will according to Simon lead to the 
development of two opposing groups or subcultures within the organization:  

‘The “product people” and the “capacity people” turn into interest groups within the task 
organization and its management shall only be able to control this situation with the greatest 
effort.’43

Task organizations with a product function developing a capacity function 

 (Simon, 1989, p. 100) 

A third form of negative functional transformation occurs when a task organization 
with a product function also starts to offer bespoke solutions tailored to the 
specifications of some of its clients. This leads, Simon argues, to tensions within the 
organization:  

‘The internal tensions, manifesting themselves in the quality of the characteristics of the 
product, will over time undermine the relation of trust between the principal and the task 
organization.’44

Summary: the dangers of hybridity 

 (Simon, 1989, pp. 100-1) 

In two later texts (2005, 2008), Simon summarises ‘the dangers of hybridity’45

- Conflicting loyalties: these occur when an organization simultaneously executes 
tasks on behalf of a political principal (based on values such as minimal costs, 

 
(Simon, 2005, p. 41) as follows: 

                                                                                                                                                                   
wordt de oorspronkelijke taak nog uitgevoerd). Wettelijke taken (de gebruiker is verplicht de 
diensten van de taakorganisatie af te nemen) worden eveneens getransformeerd tot 
“marktinkomsten”. Er ontstaan conflicten in de organisatie, met de gebruikers en met het 
beleidsorgaan.’ 

43 In Dutch this passage reads: ‘De “productmensen” en de “capaciteitsmensen” worden belangen-
groepen binnen de taakorganisatie en het management zal deze situatie slechts met de grootste 
moeite kunnen beheersen.’  

44 Or, in Dutch: ‘De interne organisatiespanningen, onder andere tot uitdrukking komend in de 
kwaliteit van de productkenmerken, zullen de vertrouwensrelatie tussen beleidsorgaan en 
taakorganisatie op den duur ondermijnen.’  

45 ‘de gevaren van hybriditeit’  
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effectivity, transparency and legality) and operates on the market place, where its 
main incentive is to make a profit. 

- Cultural tensions: these occur when a task organization that also engages in 
commercial activities, attracts new employees with a background in business. 
Internal tensions occur when these new employees are better paid than their 
colleagues and have trouble fitting into the old organization, as they speak another 
language concerning its quality and the price of production. 

- Financial difficulties: hybridity also leads, as Simon argues, to discussions about 
an organization’s financial management, especially concerning a product’s cost 
price and the question of how it should be included in the overall price of the 
product. 

3.3.2 The task group Cohen 
Another influential critic of hybrid organizations is the so-called Werkgroep Markt 

en Overheid, a task force headed by Job Cohen, a Social Democratic politician and 
then chancellor of the University of Maastricht. His Taskforce Cohen was installed in 
1996 by Dutch government as part of its MDW-operation46

The taskforce’s assignment is twofold: it was first asked to analyse how public 
organizations compete with commercial organizations and whether this leads to unfair 
competition. Based on this analysis, it should then develop recommendations for how 
to deal with such a situation. 

 because of persistent 
criticism by their private rivals about the commercial activities of public organizations. 

The task force defines unfair competition as the existence of unequal conditions for 
competition as public organizations can benefit from exclusive or special market rights 
and writes that this problem has come on the political agenda due to three 
developments (MDW-werkgroep markt en overheid, 1997, p. 19): 
- Economic dynamics, which lead to an increased use of market-type mechanisms in 

traditional public services. 
- Legal dynamics, including stricter rules by the European Union concerning public 

organizations that operate on the market place and the so-called arm’s length 
principle, stating that all enterprises (also public ones) should be treated alike. 

                                                        
46 MDW is the abbreviation for ‘Marktwerking, Deregulering en Wetgevingskwaliteit’ (market 

mechanisms, deregulation and legislatory quality). The whole MDW-operation ran from 1994 to 
2003 and was aimed at producing recommendations on how to improve the quality of public 
service provision in The Netherlands. 
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- Administrative dynamics, including the autonomization of organizations and the 
incorporation of commercial management practices by public organizations, which 
both lead to entrepreneurial behaviour and (new) hybridity. 

The taskforce is critical about public organizations entering the market place as it 
does not see any benefits of doing so:  

‘The fact that the performance level of the implementation of policies can be increased by 
incentives for efficiency does not mean that it is necessary to engage in market activities. […] 
Another argument that advocates the development of market next to task activities is that 
synergy might develop. This is not persuasive as a general claim. One can always argue that a 
public task will benefit a private activity or the other way round. However, this is not verifiable, 
at least not without high costs.’47

Public and private organizations have to be treated equally when entering the market 
place, the task group proclaims, and ‘purity in the public sector’

 (MDW-werkgroep markt en overheid, 1997, p. 18)  

48 (MDW-werkgroep 
markt en overheid, 1997, p. 20) has to be safeguarded, as hybridity can lead to an 
increase in costs or a decrease in the quality of public services as well as to ‘unclean 
relations […] that endanger the integrity of the public task’49

According to the task group, hybrid organizations enjoy the following distinctive 
competitive advantages compared to their commercial rivals which destroys the level 
playing field (MDW-werkgroep markt en overheid, 1997, pp. 32-6): 

 (MDW-werkgroep markt 
en overheid, 1997, p. 20), for example when public organizations not only provide a 
permit for a certain activity but also perform it themselves. 

- Financial advantages: as quangos, hybrid organizations do not have to pay 
corporate income tax as well as value-added tax (VAT)50

- Advantages concerning productive inputs: hybrid organizations can use public 
factors of production for free or (in the case of excess capacity) for a reduced price, 

 which makes their 
products and services cheaper than those of their commercial rivals. They can also 
use public subsidies to pay for their commercial activities by using cross-subsidies. 

                                                        
47 In Dutch this passage reads: ‘Het feit dat het prestatieniveau van de uitvoering kan worden 

verhoogd door efficiëntieprikkels betekent niet dat het verrichten van marktactiviteiten 
noodzakelijk is. […] Een ander argument dat pleit voor de ontwikkeling van marktactiviteiten 
naast de taakactiviteiten is dat synergie zou ontstaan. Als algemene claim is dat niet overtuigend. 
Er is altijd een betoog te leveren dat de publieke taak de private activiteit bevrucht of andersom. 
Dit is evenwel niet verifieerbaar, althans niet zonder hoge kosten.’ 

48 ‘zuiverheid in de publieke sector’ 
49 The Dutch text speaks about ‘onzindelijke verbindingen […] die de integriteit van de publieke taak 

in het geding brengen.’ 
50 This has since then been changed, at least for the waste management sector, by introducing a 

VAT-compensation funds. 
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which means that their costs are much lower than those of their private 
competitors. As quangos, it is also easier for them to acquire financial capital with 
lower interest, piggybacking on the government’s good credit rating. 

- Advantages concerning the turnover of goods: hybrid organizations benefit from 
government’s good image and can use information obtained through public 
mandate for selling their goods and services. Other possible competitive 
advantages include the existence of captive customers who can not chose but have 
to buy their goods and services from the hybrid organization.  

- Advantages concerning the mixture of functions: hybridity makes governments 
play different roles simultaneously, such as that of regulator and producer, which 
again works to the benefit of hybrid organizations as they combine governmental 
authority with commercial activities. An example are municipalities that regulate 
the collection of household waste and also provide the service themselves by using 
their own collection services. 

The task force also describes that hybrid organizations have to combine two 
conflicting cultures, as they simultaneously have to be loyal to their political principals 
and have to react to market pressures. This leads, according to the taskforce to internal 
coordination problems. Another difficulty arising for hybrid organizations is that they 
also have to follow regulation specific to the public sector, such as administrative law 
and freedom of information legislation. 

The task force Cohen doubts that the competitive advantages enjoyed by hybrid 
organizations could adequately be controlled by merely strengthening Dutch 
competition law (as, among others, In ’t Veld proposes). It recommends government 
not to allow public organizations to engage in commercial activities anymore and 
proposes two remedy routes for dealing with those hybrid organizations that already 
exist. The first remedy route concerns splitting already existing hybrids up into a 
purely public and a purely commercial part (MDW-werkgroep markt en overheid, 
1997, chap. 9). Remedy route 2 (MDW-werkgroep markt en overheid, 1997, chap. 12) 
is to also place all public tasks under full competition.  

Commercial activities by public organizations should only be allowed in one of four 
exceptional situations, when the task force deems it to be in the public interest (MDW-
werkgroep markt en overheid, 1997, chap. 10): 
- One exception concerns commercial activities which are inseparably linked to the 

provision of public services (think of prison inmates who produce goods and 
services during their incarceration which are sold on the market place). 
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- A second exception concerns commercial activities of universities and other 
scientific establishment as long as they are linked to their research activities.51

- A third exception concerns the commercial use of infrastructure in the case of 
overcapacity. 

 

- A final exception concerns organizations which are bound to be privatized. 
- The task force develops a set of rules of professional conduct for these essential 

hybrids, which include the achievement of uniformity in fiscal regimes, a ban on 
cross-subsidies and a ban on employees simultaneously being employed in the 
organization’s public and commercial operations (see Figure 3.3). 

Figure 3.3 Rules of professional conduct for essential hybrids (cf. MDW-werkgroep 
markt en overheid, 1997, pp. 74-5) 
- Achieve uniformity in fiscal regimes. 
- Cross-subsidies are banned. 
- Loan capital has to be acquired under normal market conditions. 
- Employees are not allowed to simultaneously be employed in public and private 

operations. 
- All means of production (also immaterial assets) have to be included in costing. 
- There may be no captive users for commercially produced goods and services. 
- Information gathered by government may not be used for commercial activities. 
- The image of government (eg, its logo) may not be used in advertising commercial 

activities. 
- The same rules have to apply for the commercial activities of public organizations as do 

for private organizations. 
- Public authorities (such as granting permits) may never be mixed with commercial 

activities. 

3.3.3 Cohen’s aftermath: on the road to banning hybridity 
The report by the task force Cohen was criticized by, among others, In ’t Veld 

(1997b) who writes in a newspaper commentary:  
‘Cabinet informed parliament that where the provision of a public task and commercial 

activities used to be combined by one organization, these would now have to be separated. The 
so-called hybrid organization has to become an exile when these new principles are 
implemented. This might not seem to be of much importance, but there exist in our country at 

                                                        
51 A quite obvious case of where you stand depends on where you sit. It is hardly surprising that 

Cohen, as dean of a university, made an exception for academic institutions. 
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this moment already thousands of such hybrid organizations, with a turnover of many tens of 
billions of guilders. If the cabinet sticks to its notion, this will be a dramatic societal change.’52

Another critic, Simon van Driel, in 1997 managing director of the city management 
service at the municipality of The Hague and now a Social Democratic senator, writes:  

 

‘This position [concerning splitting hybrid organizations into a public and a private part, 
PMK] keeps up petrification and leads to inflexible governmental agencies on policy fields 
where it can be useful to compete with the market. Breaking this petrification open is in the 
public interest.’53

However, the recommendations made by the task force Cohen were embraced by the 
second purple cabinet of Prime Minister Wim Kok, a Social-Democratic, Liberal and 
Progressive coalition, which made drafting a law dealing with hybrid organizations 
part of its coalition agreement (Regering, 1998, p. 75). It asked the Social and 
Economic Council of the Netherlands (SER) to advise on the elements a bill banning 
hybridity should comprise. To be able to already regulate hybrid organizations in the 
meantime, prime minister Kok issued guidelines for public organizations entering the 
market place the same year (Ministerie van Algemene Zaken, 1998).  

 (Van Driel, 1997) 

The report the SER issued the following year (Sociaal-Economische Raad, 1999) 
does not comprise a direct ban of hybridity but outlines several strict market entry 
rules. An agency may only enter the market place, the SER proclaims, with the 
permission of a legislator. Other market entry rules are a test whether the agency’s 
commercial activities are in the public interest and a cost/benefit analysis. Mixing 
conflicting roles (such as those of regulator and agent) is forbidden. 

Based on the recommendations by the task force Cohen and that of the SER, the 
Kok government in 2001 drafted a bill (the so-called Wet Markt en Overheid) (Tweede 
Kamer der Staten-Generaal, 2001), that would for all intents and purposes ban 
commercial activities by public organizations by imposing strict market entry rules as 
well as rules of conduct (see Figure 3.4). 

                                                        
52 ‘Het kabinet heeft nu aan het parlement laten weten dat op plaatsen waar de vervulling van een 

publieke taak en het handelen op de markt door één organisatie tot nu toe nog samengingen, deze 
vanaf nu gescheiden moeten worden. De zogeheten hybride organisatie moet bij het doorvoeren 
van de nieuwe uitgangspunten een banneling worden. Dat lijkt misschien niet zo belangrijk, maar 
er bestaan in ons land op dit moment al duizenden van die hybride organisaties, met een omzet 
van vele tientallen miljarden guldens. Als het kabinet dus aan zijn opvatting vasthoudt, gaat het 
om dramatische maatschappelijke veranderingen.’ 

53 ‘Het standpunt houdt verstarring in stand en leidt tot inflexibele overheidsorganisaties op 
terreinen waar het zinvol kan zijn zich met de markt te meten. Het doorbreken van die verstarring 
is een publiek belang.’  
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Figure 3.4 The draft law Markt & Overheid in a nutshell (Tweede Kamer der Staten-
Generaal, 2001) 
- The draft law aims at creating a level-playing field for public and private organizations 

on the market place by introducing market entry rules as well as rules of conduct. 
- Market entry rules: agencies may only enter the market place after a process of 

democratic decision making, based on a law or a decree, which describes the goods and / 
or services to be produced as accurately as possible. Relevant stakeholders have to be 
invited to comment on any plans for market activities of agencies. It also has to be made 
clear, (1) which general interest will be served by operating on the market place, (2) 
what the effects of market activities by agencies will be for enterprises and citizens 
already operating in the market and (3) which financial means shall be used in order to 
finance these activities. Each market activity will periodically be assessed and the proper 
execution of the market entry rules will be monitored by a commission. 

- Rules of conduct: these rules apply to agencies already operating in the market place. 
First, all direct and indirect costs have to be included in costing, which is supposed to 
prevent cross-subsidies with public money. Second, confidential data may not be used in 
market activities. Other data collected by government may only be used if it is made 
accessible for other parties as well. And third, statutory and commercial activities have 
to be executed by different organizational units, which is meant to prevent the 
combination of conflicting roles. 

This draft law was immediately heavily criticised by scientists, professionals and 
even the Dutch Council of State, the highest advisory body to the Dutch government 
(R. in ’t Veld, 2003; De Ru, Peters, & Sylvester, 2003). Their criticisms focus on four 
main complaints: (1) the language used in the draft is rather ambiguous which makes it 
unclear what its scope is, (2) the draft unduly limits the autonomy of governments, (3) 
it only is a sign of an advancing juridification of politics and (4) such an umbrella bill 
is redundant as other laws already cover most of the problems it is meant to tackle. 

These complaints and the change of government in 2001 which saw a coalition 
between Conservatives, Liberals and right-wing Populists gain power meant the law 
banning hybridity never made it into parliament. The second government of 
conservative prime minister Jan-Peter Balkenende, a coalition between Conservatives, 
Liberals and Progressives, eventually withdrew it in 2004.  

In 2009, new legislation concerning hybrid organizations was discussed by 
proposing adding rules of conduct for agencies conducting market activities into Dutch 
competition law. These rules can be seen as the lowest common denominator, as they 
include several exceptions and one important legal loophole, as governments can 
decide whether or not a commercial activity conducted by an agency is in the public 
interest and therefore not subject to the new rules (see Figure 3.5). At the time of 
writing this new bill still is under consideration at the First Chamber of Dutch 
parliament. 
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Figure 3.5 Competition rules for hybrid organizations (Eerste Kamer der Staten-
Generaal, 2009) 

The proposed additions to Dutch competition law do not apply to a wide range of 
organizations, such as schools, the Netherlands Organization for Applied Scientific Research 
(TNO) and public broadcasting organizations. They also do not apply to public organizations 
trading with each other. Commercial activities that are deemed to be in the public interest also 
are exempt from the new rules. Whether or not an activity is seen to be in the public interest, 
is up to government. 

The following rules of conduct apply to all agencies conducting commercial activities that 
do not fall under the exceptions mentioned before: 
- Integral costing: all direct and indirect costs have to be included in the cost price. 
- Preferential treatment: government authorities may not give preferential treatment to 

state-owned enterprises. 
- Use of data: confidential data may not be used in market activities. All other data has to 

be made publicly accessible. 
- Mixing of roles: executive and / or legislative roles (such as granting a permit) may not 

be combined with commercial activities. 

3.3.4 Other critics 
Other notable opponents of hybridity include De Jong (1998), Stevens (1998) and 

Gradus (2005). 

De Jong 
De Jong, an organizational consultant, claimed in an article published in 1998 that 

the position of a customer of a commercial enterprise is totally different compared to 
that of an agency’s client (De Jong, 1998). The customer knows that market forces will 
ensure that he pays a fair prize for good quality. His relationship with the service 
provider is based on a contract that can legally be enforced and he can always chose 
another provider. The customer of a commercial organization, finally, does not own 
any property rights in the organization he buys goods and services from. 

A client of a public organization deals with a monopolist. Contracts with public 
bodies can only be challenged with difficulty and most clients can not switch providers 
(and hence are no customer in the strict sense of the word). Some clients of a public 
organization also hold property rights. 

According to De Jong, the different roles of customer and client should not be 
combined within a hybrid organization (that sells commercial services to customers 
and provides statutory tasks to clients), as this will only lead to the organization 
neglecting its clients in favour of its customers:  

‘When the management of a hybrid organization has to chose whether to stick with might 
and main to its contract with a commercial customer or that with a public client, then it is 
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obvious that it will chose to shun the biggest pain and help that customer first that can take it to 
court, fine it or that can even walk away.’54

De Jong does not believe that there are any benefits in hybridity and criticises those 
brought forward by, for example, In ’t Veld. According to him, hybridity leads to at 
least five negative effects, which make him conclude that hybridity should better be 
shunned all together: 

 (De Jong, 1998) 

- The position of a hybrid organization’s public client will always be much weaker 
than that of its commercial customers. 

- Commercial activities are financially and psychologically more appealing than 
statutory tasks, which means that those are in danger of being neglected. 

- The strategic goals of enterprises and agencies (profit maximization versus more 
complex political and societal goals) can not be combined within an organization. 
Trying to do so, will only lead to tensions and negative effects for citizens. 

- The culture and ethics of commercial activities and statutory tasks can not be 
combined. 

- Costs can not adequately be calculated for public and private activities. 

Stevens 
In an article published in 1998, Henrik Stevens described several shortcomings of 

hybrid organizations (which he describes as ‘mongrels’55

Stevens also concludes that hybridity is a major obstacle for organizational learning:  

 (Stevens, 1998)). Their 
biggest problem is in his perspective their organizational schizophrenia, which leads to 
devastating internal value conflicts. According to Stevens, hybridity also leads to an 
organization displaying opportunistic behaviour which undermines trust in 
relationships with others, as well as to confusion concerning competencies, as it is not 
clear who is responsible for what and when. This will, finally, result in a power 
vacuum. 

‘At last, it can be expected that hybrid organizations, because of their elusive character, will 
become too much focussed on themselves and will not be able anymore to adequately react on 

                                                        
54 ‘Wanneer het management van een hybride organisatie moet kiezen tussen het met man en macht 

voldoen aan het contract met een private opdrachtgever of aan het contract met de publieke 
opdrachtgever, dan ligt het voor de hand dat gekozen zal worden voor het vermijden van de 
meeste pijn en dat de opdrachtgever die de hybride organisatie voor de rechter kan slepen, boetes 
kan opleggen of zelfs kan weglopen, als eerste geholpen wordt.’ 

55 ‘bastaardvormen’ 
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impulses from their surroundings. They as it were spin out of control in their own world, 
through which innovation and quality improvements fail to occur’.56

Gradus 

 (Stevens, 1998) 

A final critic of hybrid organizations is Raymond Gradus, who served as one of the 
three secretaries of the taskforce Cohen. In his inaugural lecture as part-time professor 
at the Free University of Amsterdam, Gradus asks himself whether commercial 
activities are not seen by many governments as ‘a panacea for public failure’. He 
advises public organizations to ‘stick to their last’ (Gradus, 2005) as ‘there is, in my 
opninion, no crucial proof for idolizing hybridity’57

Gradus is no advocate of a total ban of hybrid organizations (as the task force Cohen 
had been) but writes that hybridity should be handled with care and should only be 
attempted when mixing public and private clearly is in the general interest. This is, in 
his view, for example the case when commercial activities by agencies are used to 
correct market imperfections (such as de facto monopolies of private enterprises in the 
market for waste collection, (cf. Gradus, 2005, chap. 3)).  

 (Gradus, 2005, p. 9). 

But Gradus also describes hybridity’s dangers (Gradus, 2005, chap. 5). Because of 
them, commercial activities of agencies should be more or less a last resort, he claims. 
Gradus writes that hybridity can first of all lead to opportunistic behaviour when hybrid 
organizations mainly focus on their own self-interest. A second danger of hybridity 
concerns mixing public and private organizational cultures. According to Gradus, 
commercial values will always dominate public values. 

3.3.5 Summary: the risks of hybridity 
Adversaries of hybrid organizations see introducing market elements into the 

provision of public services as a form of corruption and warn that public interests will 
not be able to hold their ground opposite commercial interests. Hybridity leads in their 
view to economic, performance related, cultural and governance related risks. I will use 
the spider charts in my case studies as an indicative-diagnostic tool to point me to those 
dimensions on which an organization’s new hybrid status might lead to these 
hazardous effects. 

                                                        
56 In Dutch this passage reads: ‘Ten slotte mag verwacht worden dat hybride organisaties, vanwege 

hun ongrijpbare karakter, teveel op zichzelf gericht raken en niet meer adequaat reageren op 
prikkels uit de omgeving. Zij raken als het ware dolgedraaid in hun eigen doelrationele uitleg, 
waardoor innovaties en kwaliteitsverbeteringen uitblijven.’  

57 ‘Voor een verheerlijking van hybriditeit ontbreekt mijn inziens het noodzakelijke bewijs’, Gradus 
claims in his text which has the title MARKTACTIVITEITEN EEN PANACEE VOOR PUBLIEK FALEN? 
…SCHOENMAKER BLIJF BIJ JE LEEST! 
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Economic risks 
Hybridity can lead to economic risks, warn both the taskforce Cohen (MDW-

werkgroep markt en overheid, 1997) but also In ’t Veld (1997a). These concern various 
forms of unfair competition, such as the use of cross-subsidies, the use of confidential 
government data for commercial means, the forming of public monopolies and the 
combination of conflicting roles. 

I expect the possibility of negative economic effects to be limited to organizations 
that are hybrid on those dimensions of my model which I summarized as dealing with 
structure & activities. 

Performance related risks 
Hybridity is, for example by Simon (1989), De Jong (1998) and Stevens (1998), also 

seen as a negative influence on an organization’s performance. Because of hybridity, 
these authors claim, organizations get contaminated with ‘the money virus’ (Simon, 
1989, p. 88) which will make them neglect their public tasks in favour of their 
commercial activities. Several authors describe this situation by a modified version of 
Gresham’s law: commercial activities drive out public (statutory) tasks.58

I expect the possibility of negative performance related effects to be limited to 
organizations that are hybrid on those dimensions of my model which I summarized as 
dealing with structure & activities. 

  

Cultural risks 
All commentators agree that hybridity leads to cultural conflicts as private sector 

values are introduced which are commonly seen to be stronger than public sector 
values as they are based on individual self-interests rather than on altruism. Most 
hybrid organizations, as for example Simon (2008) writes, also try to attract new 
employees with a business background as their current employees are seen to lack the 
necessary skills and attributes to also engage in commercial activities. These new 
employees often have trouble fitting into the old organization, as they speak another 
language concerning its quality and the price of production. Conflicts between these 

                                                        
58 Gresham’s original law is ‘Bad money drives out good’. It states that any circulating currency 

consisting of both good and bad money (both forms required to be accepted at equal value under 
legal tender law) quickly becomes dominated by the bad money. This is because people spending 
money will hand over the bad coins rather than the good ones, keeping them for themselves. Legal 
tender laws act as a form of price control. In such a case, the artificially overvalued money is 
preferred in exchange, because people prefer to save rather than exchange the artificially demoted 
one (which they actually value higher). 
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new employees and an organization’s veteran staff can also arise when the former are 
paid more than the latter because of their specialist knowledge and skills. 

I expect the possibility of negative cultural effects to be limited to organizations that 
are hybrid on those dimensions of my model which I summarized as dealing with 
strategy & culture. 

Governance related risks 
Stevens and Gradus also warn about possible governance related risks of hybridity. 

Putting an organization at arm’s length and allowing it to enter the market place, they 
claim, will lead to it developing an own identity and opportunistic behaviour. As 
hybrid organizations mostly focus on their own interests, they become less dependable 
partners for their political principals in the provision of public services. 

I expect the possibility of negative governance related effects to be limited to 
organizations that are hybrid on those dimensions of my model which I summarized as 
dealing with governance. 

3.4 An evaluation of both approaches 
In the Dutch debate on hybrid organizations since the 1990s several arguments have 

been brought forward in favour and against hybrid organizations. These are mostly 
described in a black and white manner (see Figure 3.6 below). 

Figure 3.6 Benefits and risks of hybridity 

 Benefits of hybridity Risks of hybridity 

Economic aspects Increased turnover and profit Unfair competition 

Performance related aspects Increased efficiency and 
effectiveness Neglect of public tasks 

Cultural aspects Increased consumer-orientation Cultural conflicts 

Governance related aspects More effective governance Opportunistic behaviour 

The Dutch discussion on hybridity is peculiar on two counts. First, for most of its 
course it was rather normative, as those believing in the benefits of hybridity were at 
loggerheads with those that warned about its risks. Admittedly, the believes of both 
groups are plausible enough, as they are, especially in the cases of Roel in ’t Veld and 
Martin Simon, based on many years of experience in the public sector. However, most 
arguments used both by advocates and adversaries of hybrid organizations are based 
mainly on anecdotal evidence and only for a limited part on scientifically collected and 
analysed empirical data. Hybridity has proven to be such an emotional subject, with 
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everybody viewing it, to borrow a phrase coined by In ’t Veld, through the veil of his 
or her values, that most of the discussion so far has centred about the question What do 
we have to think about public organizations entering the market place? instead of on 
the more fundamental question of What is actually happening when agencies start 
employing commercial activities? 

A second, quite intriguing peculiarity of the Dutch discussion is that opponents as 
well as advocates of hybrid organization adopt a rather one-sided view. In their eyes, 
hybridity can either have positive or negative effects, whereas I find they are often two 
sides of the same coin. Each effect can be interpreted both as beneficial and as 
hazardous depending on the author’s standpoint. The old adage, where one stands 
depends on where one sits, also rings true here. Hybridity truly is a heads and tails 
issue. 

Managers of hybrid organizations often cite increased turnovers and profits as 
positive effects of hybridity and their organizations can surely benefit economically 
from a more entrepreneurial course. Whether an organization’s improved financial 
position is also positive for the government that owns it or for the citizen who depends 
on the services it provides, is debatable. After all, if the hybrid organization turns a 
profit, even though this is public money, it is not part of the public purse and not at the 
disposal of public budgeters.  

Also whether the competitive advantages a hybrid organization might have are 
interpreted as positive or negative, seems to me a matter of interpretation. I can 
understand that their private competitors, guarding their own business interests, often 
claim that hybrid organizations have unfair advantages on the market place as they are 
linked with governments. But from a political standpoint or that of the citizen, unfair 
competition can be desirable or is not perceived to be a problem because it has 
beneficial effects for the public, as there are often other motivations for choosing the 
public option than cost alone (such as creating local jobs or working to a higher (eg, 
environmental) standard than a commercial competitor can provide). 

Also hybridity’s performance related effects are in fact two sides of the same coin. 
Managing an organization in a more businesslike manner can increase its effectivity 
and efficiency and thus save money. But some point out that efficiency should not be 
the only goal in public service provision. For example, more businesslike home care 
has been criticized for providing a stripped-down service, focused on providing only 
those tasks mandated by contract, in as little time as possible, and thereby ignoring the 
real needs of patients. Another flipside of a more businesslike approach is that a hybrid 
organization might be tempted to put more energy into providing commercially more 
interesting services to its private customers, and thereby neglecting its public 
customers. 
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There are two sides to hybridity’s alleged cultural effects too. Introducing market 
values in public organizations can have a positive effect as it increases costumer-
orientation. But behaviour appropriate on the market place, such as always choosing 
the cheapest or most profitable option, is not necessarily beneficial in a public setting. 
Furthermore, not all employees of an organization might be capable of working in an 
entrepreneurial fashion and might be triggered to leave. Again this can also be seen as 
a positive effect, as it cuts the organization’s dead wood. 

Finally, also the governance related effects of hybridity brought forward in the 
Dutch debate seem to me to be different sides of the same coin. Often its new hybrid 
status leads to the professionalization of an organization’s governance, for example by 
the introduction of a supervisory board and by basing its relationship with its public 
principals on clear, enforceable contracts. This can also be interpreted in a negative 
way, as government has less say on how the organization provides its services and how 
it spends what is in essence public money. 

3.5 Summary 
I answered the second analytical research question of this dissertation in this 

chapter, which is: What could be positive and negative effects of hybridity? I did this 
by conducting a literature review, summarizing the arguments brought forward in 
favour and against hybrid organizations since the 1990s by the most relevant Dutch 
advocates and adversaries. I then compared and critically examined both arguments. 

In the next chapter I outline my research strategy and describe how I conducted my 
three case studies using the insights from this and the preceding chapter. 
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4. Research strategy 

4.1 Introduction 
In this chapter, I describe the strategy used in conducting my research. In section 4.2 

I describe how I developed a list of sensitizing concepts for my research by studying 
the literature available on hybrid organizations and by participating in a research 
project by the Dutch Court of Audit. In section 4.3.1 I describe why I decided to design 
my own research using the case study approach. In section 4.3.2 I account for my 
choice of cases. Section 4.3.3 contains information about the methods used for data 
collection, and section 4.3.4 about the methods used for analysing that data. Section 4.4 
addresses validity issues. And finally section 4.5 contains a short summary and a 
chronological overview of the steps taken during my research process. 

4.2 Literature overview and pilot study 
My first step after deciding in 2002 that I wanted to research hybrid organizations, 

was to conduct a literature review. As a point of departure, I took the two inaugural 
orations of In ’t Veld (1995, 1997), an advocate of hybrid organizations, and the 
dissertation of Simon (1989), a firm critic of mixing public and private. From there on I 
explored other Dutch and international literature already available on the subject by 
using keywords such as hybridity, hybrid organization and public-private organization 
to start my quest in the catalogues of scientific libraries and on the internet. 

The Dutch literature I found at this point proved useful in understanding what the 
possible positive and negative effects of hybridity might be, but lacked a firm 
conceptualisation of a hybrid organization. The reason for this was that most of these 
texts had not so much been written to add to the scientific knowledge on hybrid 
organizations, but rather as contributions to the societal debate on the pros and cons of 
autonomizing agencies that raged in the Netherlands during the 1990s. Much of the 
literature from after this period still repeated the arguments of those participating in 
this debate without adding much new insight to them. Only during the course of my 
own research (from 2002 on), more Dutch literature was published that was less 
normative and also aimed at conceptualizing the various forms a hybrid organization 
might take (Algemene Rekenkamer, 2005; Brandsen et al., 2006b; Sociaal-
Economische Raad, 2005, 2010; Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 
2004a). 
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My search for international literature was limited to texts from English and German 
speaking countries due to my limited language skills in Romanic languages. I could not 
find many texts that dealt with hybrid organizations in the same way as the Dutch 
literature I had unearthed. But I found much of the organizational sciences literature 
and in this field especially those works dealing with the differences between ideal-
typical public and private organizations very useful for my own understanding of the 
dimensions on which an organization could be a hybrid (Bovaird & Löffler, 2003b; 
Bozeman, 1987; Christensen, Lægreid, Roness, & Røvik, 2007; Dahl & Lindblom, 
1953; Lawton & Rose, 1994; Perrow, 1993; Rainey, 1997; Rainey & Chun, 2007; 
Wilson, 1989). 

My literature overview gave me a first idea of what a hybrid organization might look 
like and which positive and negative effects hybridity can produce. But it also made me 
draw the conclusion that despite all the debate of the 1990s and afterwards our 
understanding of hybrid organizations still is limited and, especially in a lot of the 
Dutch literature on the subject, tainted by normative bias. That is why I decided not to 
formulate and test hypothesis based on what I had learned in the literature, but to 
develop a list of what Blumer (1954) calls sensitizing concepts as opposed to definitive 
concepts:  

‘A definitive concept refers precisely to what is common to a class of objects, by the aid of a 
clear definition in terms of attributes or fixed bench marks. This definition, or the bench marks, 
serve as a means of clearly identifying the individual instance of the class and the make-up of 
that instance that is covered by the concept. A sensitizing concept lacks such specification of 
attributes or bench marks and consequently it does not enable the user to move directly to the 
instance and its relevant content. Instead, it gives the user a general sense of reference and 
guidance in approaching empirical instances. Whereas definitive concepts provide prescriptions 
of what to see, sensitizing concepts merely suggest directions along which to look. The 
hundreds of our concepts – like culture, institutions, social structure, mores, and personality – 
are not definitive concepts but are sensitizing in nature. They lack precise reference and have 
no bench marks which allow a clean-cut identification of a specific instance and of its content. 
Instead, they rest on a general sense of what is relevant. There can scarcely be any dispute over 
this characterization.’ (Blumer, 1954, p. 7) 

These sensitizing concepts were ‘points of departure to form interview questions, to 
look at data, to listen to interviewees and to think analytically about the data.’ 
(Charmaz, 2005, p. 17) The list of sensitizing concepts can be found in appendix 1. 

In 2004 I was fortunate to be able to test and add to my list of sensitizing concepts 
by participating in a research project by the Netherlands Court of Audit on the benefits 
and risks of public entrepreneurialism by three hybrid organizations: the Leiden 
University Medical Centre, the ROC Midden-Nederland, an institution for vocational 
education, and the Netherlands Organization for Applied Scientific Research (TNO). 
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While being involved in several stages of this research, I especially participated in 
conducting the case study at TNO (Algemene Rekenkamer, 2005).  

This project gave me an invaluable insight in how hybrid organizations function in 
practice, especially thanks to the special privileges researchers working for the Court of 
Audit enjoy, as organizations are obliged to share all requested information. I learnt a 
lot from participating in this project and from the discussions I had with the other team 
members. But I also decided that for my own research on hybrid organizations I would 
use another approach. While the Court of Audit paid special attention to the spending 
of public funds, as is its assignment, I wanted to employ a broader view and also 
include the cultural aspects of hybridity in my study. 

4.3 Case study research 

4.3.1 Reasons for choosing this method 
Based on my experiences with the Court of Audit’s research project, I not only 

added to my list of sensitizing concepts but also decided to use an exploratory case 
study approach as research strategy. I based this decision on the idea that the Dutch 
debate needed to be moved away from the ideological stalemate between advocates 
and adversaries of the idea of hybridity, to a discussion about how hybridity effects 
organizations in practice. This could, I was and am convinced, best be achieved by a 
small number of in-depth case studies. Employing the case study method in my 
research also seemed to be a good choice because of the research questions case studies 
can answer (which are mostly, as are my own, how questions), the fact that I as a 
researcher had no control over the phenomena I studied and that these were 
contemporary, ongoing events. According to Yin (1994). all these characteristics not 
only justify but also call for a case study approach. 

4.3.2 Case selection 
I knew from the outset of this research that I wanted to focus on hybrid 

organizations originating from the domain of the state and the positive and negative 
effects of their hybridity. But I did not yet know what kind of hybrid organizations to 
study as my cases. I followed a two-tier process in selecting the case studies for my 
research. 

 After discussions with my two supervisors, as well as with other academics, such as 
Walter Kickert, Wim Van de Donk, Christopher Pollitt and Paul ’t Hart (for a full list, 
see appendix 2), I opted against a cross-sectoral or even international comparison. I 
made this decision in the belief that the differences between sectors as well as political 
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settings would make a comparison between case organizations more difficult. This 
made it necessary to decide on a sector within which to conduct my research as a first 
step in the selection process. 

After publishing a short description of my research plans in 2003 in the newsletter of 
SiOO, the inter-universitary centre for organizational change and leadership (at the 
time one of the home bases of both my supervisors), I was able to interview several 
professionals in diverse sectors such as waste management, health care and security 
(for a full list, see appendix 2). These interviews focussed on the question whether 
hybridity played a role in the sector and what its effects were. I also interviewed 
several of the participants of the Netherlands School for Public Administration’s 
(NSOB) course on the governance of autonomized organizations to discover how they 
dealt with hybridity. 

After careful deliberation I decided to conduct my case studies in the waste 
management sector. This had several reasons. Firstly, there is a rich supply of 
organizations: in 2006, there were 650 organizations active in the waste management 
sector according to SenterNovem, the (former) environmental agency of the Ministry 
for Economic Affairs (cf. chapter 5). Second, the organizations in this sector have a 
researchable scale, which makes it possible to include a whole organization and not 
only parts or divisions of it in my research. Third, so far hardly any research has been 
done on waste management organizations with a public administration focus. This is 
both striking as well as a pity, as there are important public values at stake in waste 
management (see section 5.2). Other organizations that provide public services have 
already been the focus of much more academic attention. It might even be argued that 
organizations in the education and the health sector have been overexposed to research. 
I argue that one of the strengths of my research is that it deals with unspoiled 
organizations, whose members have not yet internalised the scientific jargon of the 
hybridity debate as so far they had not yet had a starring role in it. 

After deciding which sector to do my research in, I had to find organizations willing 
to participate as case studies. I started my quest for cases in 2004 by conducting several 
expert interviews. I interviewed the director of NVRD, the Dutch Solid Waste 
Association,59 the umbrella organization for all public waste management companies, 
and the secretary of the AOO, the Dutch Waste Market Council, a deliberative body on 
waste.60

                                                        
59 ‘Koninklijke vereniging voor afval- en reinigingsmanagement’. 

 These interviews had two main goals: firstly, I wanted to learn more about the 

60 AOO stands for ‘Afval Overleg Orgaan’. The council has in the meantime been merged with 
SenterNovem. 



75 

waste management sector and secondly, I asked both interviewees to point me in the 
direction of organizations that might be interesting to include in my research as case 
studies. I subsequently interviewed representatives from these organizations as well as 
from others, to get an idea about whether they were hybrid in the way I defined it at the 
outset of my research, and to find out what kind of challenges they faced. I invited 
several organizations to participate in my research as case studies. Unfortunately some 
declined, as hybridity is a sensitive subject in the waste management sector, where 
their commercial rivals often criticize public organizations for offering their services to 
private companies and in other regions than their own (cf. section 5.6 on this 
discussion). Other organizations were deterred to participate due to the investment this 
demanded in time and attention.  

In the end, three organizations were willing to be my case studies. The first, which I 
call TOM, was the waste incineration and recycling plant of a big city. The second, 
which I call DICK, was a company collecting waste on behalf of several smaller 
municipalities in the west of the Netherlands. And the third, which I call HARRY, was a 
waste collection and disposal company of one of the island areas of the Netherlands 
Antilles. These organizations were chosen not only because they were willing to 
cooperate (which admittedly brought an element of chance into the selection of cases) 
but also because they together cover all segments of the waste management market: 
collection, recycling and disposal. They also made it possible to compare how 
hybridity manifests itself and is treated in varying environments. The inclusion of the 
case of HARRY made it possible to compare the effects of hybridity in another cultural 
context, though in my opinion there are, as I will point out in chapter 8, more 
similarities than differences between the context my Antillean case organization 
operated in, compared to TOM and DICK’s context. 

In each case it was the organization's managing director who granted me access to 
the organization and who then appointed a contact person who was to provide me with 
the documentation I needed and help me to organize my interviews. In each case, a 
formal agreement on my research was signed, including arrangements on 
confidentiality and how to proceed in the case of dispute. This agreement also included 
a research plan, specifying the amount of time needed for every step of the data 
collection and analysis process, as well as an overview of my sensitizing concepts as 
topics I was especially interested in. Together, this information formed the protocol for 
each of my case studies (Yin, 1994, pp. 63-73). 

4.3.3 Data collection 
My sensitizing concepts guided me through the data collection process at each of my 

three case studies but I also tried to keep an open mind to those effects of hybridity not 
yet covered by earlier studies. At each organization, I gathered evidence from three 
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sources: documentation, interviews and direct observations. Also the study of physical 
artefacts played a role, such as the way each organization's offices looked. How it 
presented itself to the outside world, told me much about how each organization 
perceived itself. But unlike the evidence originating from the other sources, this 
evidence was not collected in a systematic manner. Multiple sources of evidence were 
used to achieve triangulation (Yin, 1994, p. 90). 

I started each case by studying the documentation provided by my contact person. 
This was done to develop an as complete picture as possible before conducting the 
interviews. This documentation included: (1) letters, memoranda and other 
communiqués, (2) agendas, announcements and minutes of meetings, and other written 
reports of events, (3) administrative documents – proposals, progress reports, and other 
internal documents, (4) formal studies or evaluations of the same site under study and 
(5) newspaper clippings and other articles appearing in the mass media.  

Studying this material had the advantage, as also Yin (1994, p. 80) points out, that 
the evidence it presented to me was stable and thus could be reviewed repeatedly, 
unobtrusive as it was not created as a result of the case study, exact as it contained 
exact names, references and details and broad in the sense that it covered a long span 
of time, many events, and many settings.  

Using documentation as a source of evidence also has its weaknesses (Yin, 1994, 
p. 80). Retrievability can be low and bias can be an issue, both in the forms of biased 
selectivity and reporting bias. A last weakness concerns the access to relevant material, 
which might be blocked. I did not get the impression that my own data collection 
suffered overly from any of these points. I found my contact persons willing to supply 
me even with confidential texts. I tried to balance possible bias issues by not only 
studying documents but also conducting interviews at each case organization. A second 
reason for this was that texts only tell a researcher so much. To establish how the 
individuals in each case organization interpreted its hybridity, I had to interview them. 

At each case organization, I tried to interview the following people: (1) if possible 
all members of the board of directors, such as the chief executive, the chief financial 
officer, the chief information officer and the chief strategist, (2) two or more members 
of the organization's supervisory board, (3) the board of the organization's works 
council, (4) its controller, (5) its managers responsible for marketing and for PR, (6) 
several of its operational staff and (7) several of its external stakeholders, such as 
public and commercial customers and political principals. In each case a selection was 
made between these possible interview partners; see an overview of interviewees per 
case in appendix 3. I posed several questions to all interviewees but also made a 
selection of the questions on my list of sensitizing concepts depending on their role or 
function within the organization. The interviews I conducted were focused, between 
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1 and 1 ½ hours long and were recorded using an audio recorder. I made a summary of 
each interview in which I clustered the information gathered around the topics on my 
list of sensitizing concepts. Some striking statements I wrote down verbatim in this 
summary to include them as an illustration in my case study report. I then presented the 
summary to the interviewee in question and asked him or her to alert me on factual 
errors and omissions.  

According to Yin (1994, p. 80), interviews as sources of evidence have several 
strengths. They are targeted, ie, they focus directly on the case study topic and 
insightful in that they provide perceived causal inferences. They have weaknesses too. 
Interviews can be biased due to poorly constructed questions. There can be a response 
bias and inaccuracies due to poor recall. Another possible weakness concerns 
reflexivity, when an interviewee gives the answer he or she thinks the interviewer 
wants to hear. I tried to prevent these weaknesses from arising in my own interviews 
by carefully preparing my research questions and by testing them beforehand during 
the Court of Audit’s research project. I tried to limit the inaccuracy due to poor recall 
by not relying on just one person’s memory, but speaking to several people on each 
topic. I am also convinced that most (if not all) interviewees did not just tell me what 
they think I wanted to hear, as they sometimes disagreed with my interpretations of 
events. 

A third source of evidence I used in this study were direct observations at meetings. 
See appendix 3 for an overview of the meetings I attended. Yin describes direct 
observation as a strong source of evidence, as it covers events in real time and also 
their context. However, direct observations are time-consuming and costly which 
means that one needs to be selective in using this method. The very fact that an event is 
being observed may also lead to it proceeding differently. Based on costs and 
availability I selected which meetings to cover and tried to bear in mind that my 
attendance might influence how they proceeded, though I never got the impression that 
people behaved in a special manner or were more careful with what they were saying 
just because I was there too.  

I had originally planned to also gather evidence by participative observation, for 
example by spending a day joining the crew of a waste collection lorry. This was not 
possible as none of my case organizations allowed me to participate in their operational 
processes, mostly due to work safety and liability reasons. 

I included the data collected at each case organization in individual databases to 
increase the case studies’ reliability (cf. Yin, 1994, pp. 94-8). These databases included 
all the documents gathered, reports of my interviews and my case study reports. 
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4.3.4 Data analysis 
I not only employed triangulation in the collection of data, but also in the analysis of 

the data I unearthed at the three organizations. I first analyzed the data collected in each 
case study using a strategy relying on the theoretical propositions (or sensitizing 
concepts) collected during my literature review and during my pilot case study with the 
Court of Audit (cf. section 4.2). I used pattern-matching as mode of analysis, in which I 
compared an empirically based pattern with a predicted one (cf. Yin, 1994, p. 106). In 
other words, I compared the data collected in my case studies with the propositions 
from the literature and the pilot case and examined their similarities and differences.  

I then engaged in a process of what Yin calls explanation building (Yin, 1994, 
p. 110). Its goal was to analyze the case study data by building an explanation about 
the case, which can then serve to develop ideas for further studies on the practical 
effects of hybridity in and for organizations. In my case study descriptions, I tried to 
explain not only why my three case organizations developed into hybrids but also why 
and how which of the effects of hybridity as described in the literature occurred.  

As a second step, I composed an individual case study report for each organization 
studied. These reports had a theory-building structure, as described by Yin (1994, 
p. 140). This means that my description and analysis of the evidence unearthed at each 
case study was presented in such a way, that would make it easier to use them as 
building blocks for constructing a theory on hybridity based on these empirical 
observations later on in the research process. I discussed each report with the chief 
executive of the respective organization. 

A third and last step in the process of analyzing my data was to summarize my 
findings and present them to a panel of experts. This panel of experts consisted of 
seven directors from waste management organizations. I asked them to reflect on my 
observations and to tell me whether they sounded familiar to them. By doing so I also 
collected data on how other waste management organizations dealt with hybridity, 
though not on a level of detail comparable to my three individual case studies. 

4.4 Validity issues 
According to Yin (1994: 32-8) there are four criteria for judging the quality of a case 

study: (1) construct validity, (2) internal validity, (3) external validity and (4) 
reliability.  

Construct validity refers to establishing correct operational measures for the 
concepts being studied. If this criterion is not met, a case study might be tainted by 
subjective judgements. I strived to increase construct validity in my study by 
employing the following three tactics: first, I always used multiple sources of data, 
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combining documentation, interviews and (whenever possible) observations as sources 
of evidence. Second, I strived to establish a chain of evidence by making it clear where 
the data underlying my analyses came from. A third tactic I used was to ask every 
interviewee to review the summary I made of our conversation and to alert me to 
factual errors, misinterpretations and omissions. I did the same with my draft case 
study reports, which I presented to the managing directors and my contact persons in 
every organization. They did not always agree with my interpretations and conclusions 
but confirmed that I had my facts right.  

Internal validity refers to establishing a causal relationship, whereby certain 
conditions are shown to lead to other conditions as opposed to spurious relationships. I 
strived to achieve internal validity in my case studies by pattern-matching, ie, 
comparing empirically based patterns with theoretically predicted ones. I also 
discussed my observations and interpretations with the managing directors of my case 
organizations and my contact persons, as well as with a group of managing directors 
from other hybrid waste management companies. 

External validity refers to establishing the domain to which a study's findings can be 
generalized. I strived to achieve external validity by opting for a multiple case study 
approach and by using what Yin calls a ‘replication logic’ (Yin, 1994: 36). This means 
that I compared my three cases to see on which aspects they were similar and on which 
they differed from each other. Producing external validity was also one of the reasons 
to organize the already mentioned session with the managing directors of other waste 
management companies. By doing so I wanted to make sure that what happened at my 
three case studies was not unique to them but also representative to other organizations 
in the same sector. An important question is of course whether the same applies to 
organizations in other sectors. I will address this issue again in chapter 10, by 
comparing my findings in the waste management sector with those in other sectors.  

Reliability refers to demonstrating that the operations of a study (such as the data 
collection procedures) can be repeated, with the same result. I strived to achieve 
reliability by composing a case study protocol, which included a list of the sensitizing 
concepts I paid attention to in all case studies. I also developed electronic as well as 
analogue case study databases for my individual cases, containing copies of all the 
materials collected during the cause of my research. 

4.5 Timeline 
I described in this chapter the strategy that I followed during my research. I began 

my PhD project in 2002 and spent the first two years developing my research plan, 
making an overview of the literature already available and conducting discussions with 
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other academics. I also wrote several papers and first drafts of chapters during this 
period and developed a list of sensitizing concepts. 

I was able to test my preliminary list of sensitizing concepts in 2004, when I was 
part of a research team of the Dutch Court of Audit, studying three hybrid 
organizations. This was also the time when I decided to conduct my own research at 
hybrid organizations in the Dutch waste management sector. 

In 2004 and 2005, I conducted several interviews with professionals working in this 
sector. These conversations were meant to deepen my understanding of it and of the 
dilemmas the organizations that worked in I had to face. I also used these conversations 
to look for organizations willing to participate in my research as case studies. 

I conducted my first two case studies in 2006 and my last in 2007. In 2008, I 
presented the preliminary findings of my research to a panel consisting of directors of 
other waste management companies and asked them to reflect on my observations and 
analyses. 

I spent the period from November, 2008 to March, 2009 by writing first versions of 
all my chapters and discussing them with my supervisors. I incorporated their remarks 
in my chapters and delivered them the manuscript of my thesis in June, 2010. 
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5. Hybrid organizations in Dutch waste management 

5.1 Introduction 
In order to answer my general research question, How do hybrid organizations look 

like in practice and what are the effects of their hybridity?, I conducted three case 
studies at hybrid organizations in the Dutch waste management sector. In this chapter I 
describe this sector and the organizations that inhabit it. By doing so I set the scene for 
my case studies, which will be described in chapters 6-8. 

In this chapter I describe the waste management sector as it looked like at the time I 
conducted my case studies (2006/7). It obviously has not stood still since: the general 
economic downturn has also affected waste management organizations and just before 
the financial crisis hit private equity funds discovered waste incineration plants as 
lucrative objects for investments. In general the waste management sector has not 
changed that much though. It still remains a hybrid market place in which public and 
private organizations compete for market shares. 

This chapter consists of the following parts: I first describe the public and private 
interests at play in waste management (5.2 and 5.3) and the changes in Dutch waste 
policy over the last years (5.4). I then give an overview of the organizations active in 
the market segments of waste collection and disposal (5.5) and describe the discussions 
concerning commercial activities by hybrid organizations (5.6). Section 5.7 offers a 
short summary of this chapter. 

5.2 Public interests in waste management 
Waste management organizations fulfil very important tasks: the quality of their 

services bears a direct connection to the state of our economy and our quality of life. 
This becomes painfully obvious when waste management is suddenly not taken care of 
anymore, like during a strike of Amsterdam and Utrecht garbage men in 2010,61 or  
– more dramatically – during Britain’s Winter of Discontent in 1978 / 197962

                                                        
61 Waste workers were on strike as a protest against the collective work agreement (CAO). 

 and more 

62 When waste workers were on strike during this remarkable phase in British politics, rubbish was 
piled high in the streets of London, like on Leister Square. However, the most notorious action 
during this labour conflict was the unofficial strike by gravediggers, which lead to coffins piling 
up. 



82 

recently in the Italian town of Naples.63

- Universal provision: waste management is generally considered to be a an essential 
service to society.

 There are several public interests at stake in 
waste management (Afval Overleg Orgaan, 2002, based on Ministerie van 
Economische Zaken, 2000): 

64

- Continuity of sufficient capacity: there will always be waste that can not be 
recycled and therefore has to be either disposed at landfills or has to be incinerated. 
It is in the public’s interest that a sufficient amount of landfill and incineration 
capacity is available and that the continuity of these installations is guaranteed. 

 Therefore it is considered desirable that everybody should 
have access to waste management facilities on a non-discriminatory basis under 
transparent conditions. The prices for the collection and disposal of waste are 
expected to be directly related to the costs of services delivered.  

- Protection of captive customers: there are several captive customers in waste 
management. For example, individual households generally can not choose the 
company that empties their containers. It is in the public interest to protect these 
customers from paying too much for the provision of waste services.  

- Environmental, public safety and health concerns: proper waste management has a 
positive effect on the environment, public safety and health. Government is 
therefore expected to employ an active waste management policy to guarantee this. 

- Efficient markets and functional regulation: waste management takes place in a 
regulated environment. Due to environmental, public safety and health concerns it 
is not in the public interest to deregulate this market.65

Because of these public interests, governments traditionally play a variety of roles in 
the waste management sector (Ministerie van Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Ordening 
en Milieubeheer, 2003, pp. 69-70). National government draws up regulations (like the 
National Waste Plan every four years), implements European waste policies and 
supports and controls regional and municipal governments in their waste management 

 Government decides which 
installations are allowed to be build and controls prices by levying high taxes for 
certain services (eg, landfilling). 

                                                        
63 Due to a shortage of landfilling capacity waste piled up high on the streets of Naples during the 

summer of 2007. The army had to be called in to help get rid of all the trash. 
64 ‘Maatschappelijke basisvoorziening’ in Dutch. See more about this special character of waste 

management in the Dutch national waste management plan LAP (Ministerie van Volkshuisvesting, 
Ruimtelijke Ordening en Milieubeheer, 2003, pp. 71-3). 

65 This is due to the negative value of waste. Waste does not have any value for its owner, he has to 
pay to get rid of it. Unchecked, this would be an incentive to dispose of it as cheaply as possible 
with negative effects for the environment as well as public health and safety. 
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activities. Regional governments (the twelve Dutch provinces) grant licenses for 
installations and support municipalities in their activities. Municipalities finally ensure 
that household waste and waste water are adequately collected and disposed of. 

5.3 Waste management as big business 
Not only public interests are involved in waste management. Taking care of our 

society’s trash is big business too. Processing waste accounts for about 35 % of total 
environmental costs in The Netherlands. In 2006, annual turnover on the market was 
estimated at € 5.8 billion (SenterNovem, 2006, pp. 9-10). This amount could be broken 
down into collection by private companies (€ 1.8 billion), collection by public 
companies (€ 0.6 billion), recycling (€ 1.2 billion) and waste treatment (€ 2.2 billion). 

In 2006 more than 650 companies were active in this market. Of them, about 340 
operated in the market segment of waste collection, about 145 in the market segment of 
recycling and about 170 in the market segment for waste treatment, which covers 
landfilling, incineration and separation of waste (SenterNovem, 2006, p. 10). 

Five large internationally operating companies dominated the waste management 
market in 2006. They were AVR, Sita Nederland, Van Gansewinkel, Essent Milieu and 
Shanks Nederland. Essent Milieu was a public company,66

Together these five companies achieved one third of the total turnover on the waste 
management market in 2005 (SenterNovem, 2006, p. 10). 

 all others are privately 
owned. Sita was part of Suez, a French based multi-national corporation active in the 
markets for environmental services and energy. Shanks Nederland was part of the 
British Shanks Group.  

                                                        
66 Its mother, Essent, has in the meantime been bought by German public utility RWE, which on its 

part is owned by both public and private parties. 
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Figure 5.1 Five top-ranking Dutch waste management companies in 2005 
(SenterNovem, 2006, p. 10) 

Rank Company Turnover 2004 
(mil. €) 

Turnover 2005 
(mil. €) Shareholder 

1 AVR* 507** 499** Public 

2 SITA Nederland 436 417 Private 

3 Van Gansewinkel* 348 (521)*** 354 (531)*** Private 

4 Essent Milieu 414** 335 Public (several provinces and 
municipalities) 

5 Shanks Nederland 289 297**** Private 

* AVR was bought by a consortium of private equity funds in January 2008. One year later, it has bought Van 
Gansewinkel. AVR now has a share of 15 % in the market for waste management. 
** A (limited) part of the turnover of both AVR and Essent Mileu is achieved through activities abroad. The 
companies do not disclose how much turnover they achieve precisely with their international activities. 
*** In brackets the full turnover of the organization, including her European activities. 
**** Financial years of Shanks does not correspond to calendar years. The first column describes the turnover 
from July 2004 until June 2005. The second column describes the turnover from July 2003 until June 2005. 

Following this top five there was a group of medium sized companies which were 
mainly active on regional markets. They shared 20 % of the total market for waste 
management in 2005 and are mainly publicly owned (SenterNovem, 2006, p. 11). 
Members of this group were for example Afval Energie Bedrijf (AEB), the incineration 
company of the municipality of Amsterdam (€ 110.2 million turnover in 2005) and 
Omrin, a waste collection company in Friesland (€ 100 million turnover in 2005). 

5.4 Dutch waste policy 
Until recently the Dutch waste management sector was heavily regulated. Regional 

government monopolies dominated waste collection and waste disposal, aiming at 
regional self-sufficiency.67

                                                        
67 The market for recycling is another matter as it has been open to competition for quite a while 

already. 

 This meant that until 2000 provincial borders were closed 
for the transport of waste. It was predominantly collected by government-owned 
collection services, which had to dispose of it at landfills or at incineration plants 
within each province. All those incineration plants and most landfilling facilities were 
owned by either regional or municipal governments, Their capacity was planned 
centrally, by the so-called Waste Management Council (Afvaloverlegorgaan or AOO in 
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Dutch),68 which was made up of national, regional and local governments. Because of 
a moratorium on the construction of new incineration plants, which came into effect 
after the dioxin scandals of the 1980s69

Also landfilling was very expensive and therefore no real alternative to incineration. 
Based on the Dutch version of the waste hierarchy, the so-called Ladder of Lansink,

 and lasted until 2003, new players were 
prohibited from entering this market. This lack of competition lead to artificially high 
tariffs for the incineration of waste.  

70

Discussion about the artificially high tariffs charged for the incineration of waste led 
to the installation of a government commission which advised the opening of regional 
borders for the transport of waste in 2000, creating a national market for waste 
treatment (Commissie Toekomstige Organisatie Afvalverwijdering, 1996). Transport 
of waste across national borders was still prohibited as Dutch government aimed at 
creating national self-sufficiency. 

 
landfilling was the last resort. In 1996 landfilling combustible waste was even banned, 
while a special landfill tax was instated for other types of waste. This tax has been 
increased over the years and is by now the highest one charged in any European 
country (Dijkgraaf, 2004, p. 7).  

However, there was a loophole in this trans-national transport ban. European Union 
regulation made it possible for Dutch waste management companies to enter into 
contracts with foreign separation companies. Thanks to EU legislation aimed at 
increasing the amount of waste being reused, waste was allowed to be transported 
abroad as long as more than 50 % of it was reused at its final destination. Waste 
collection companies used this loophole to evade high tariffs for incineration (due to 
the lack of competition) and landfilling (due to the landfilling tax). Most of the waste 
was transported to landfilling sites in Germany where no high taxes were levied.  

From 1 January 2007 restrictions on the transport of non-hazardous combustible 
waste across national borders were eased. Regulation stayed in place for the landfilling 
of waste. The capacity of landfilling facilities is still planned centrally and there is a 
ban in place on the export of waste to be landfilled abroad.  

                                                        
68 In 2005 the AOO merged with SenterNovem, an agency of the Dutch ministry for Economic 

Affairs (www.uitvoeringafvalbeheer.nl).  
69 Dioxin, an allegedly carcinogenic substance, was found to not have been sufficiently filtered from 

the emissions of waste incineration plants. 
70 The ‘Ladder of Lansink’ consists of the following seven steps, starting with the most desirable: (1) 

prevention, (2) recycling, (3) incineration and (4) landfilling. 
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5.5 Waste collection and disposal 
The waste management sector consists of the following three market segments: (1) 

the market for waste collection, (2) the market for recycling and energy recovery and 
(3) the market for waste disposal. Because none of my three case organizations were 
big players in the market for recycling and energy recovery, I will only describe the 
other two in more detail. 

5.5.1 Market for waste collection 
This market segment can be divided into two subsegments, one concerning the 

collection of waste produced by households and the other one concerning waste that is 
produced by various industries. 

Collection of household waste  
Under article 10.21 of the Dutch Environmental Law (‘Wet Milieubeheer’) 

municipalities are obliged to ensure the collection of household waste. In the past many 
municipalities did so by providing collection services themselves but since then some 
have chosen to contract these services out to public and private companies or to enter 
into a public private partnership with a commercial waste management company.  

There now is a wide array of organizations active in this sector with various forms 
of legal status (see Figure 5.2):  

Figure 5.2 Types of organizations in the market for the collection of household and 
biodegradable waste with their market shares in 2006 (SenterNovem, 2006, p. 22) 

Type of organization Municipalities (%) Households (%) 

Municipal service 20 34 

Municipal service of neighbouring municipality 3 1 

Local joint venture 14 10 

Public company 24 26 

Private company 36 25 

Public Private Partnership 3 4 

In 2006, public companies were employed by 61 % of Dutch municipalities. They 
are called ‘overheidsgedomineerde ondernemingen’ in Dutch (indicating that the 
influence by governments varies in such organizations) and come in three forms: (1) 
municipal services, (2) local joint ventures (‘gemeentelijke regelingen’) and (3) 
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autonomized public companies. Municipalities can also choose to use the collection 
services of neighbouring communities. 

Municipal services were employed by 20 % of all Dutch municipalities (among 
them the country’s three biggest cities) in 2006. Some of them are integral parts of the 
municipality’s hierarchy (the so-called ‘gemeentelijke diensten’). Others were 
internally autonomized using a management contract. In total there were 90 such 
services in The Netherlands in 2006. 

Local joint ventures (based on the ‘Wet Gemeenschappelijke Regelingen’)71

Autonomised public companies were employed by 24 % of Dutch municipalities in 
2006. This group consists of larger companies, like Omrin in Leeuwarden and ROVA 
in Zwolle. Other members of this group are smaller municipal services which were 
autonomized as a public company (‘vennootschap’). There were 18 such autonomized 
public companies in The Netherlands in 2006. In the 1990s many municipal waste 
collection services were autonomized. In the new millennium this trend has stopped. In 
2005 a survey found that about 80 % of Dutch municipalities had no plans to change 
the legal status of their waste collection services (cf. SenterNovem, 2006, p. 21).  

 were 
employed by 14 % of Dutch municipalities in 2006. Examples are GAD (‘Gewestelijke 
Afvalstoffendienst’) in Bussum and AVRI (‘Afvalverwijdering Rivierenland’) in 
Geldermalsen. There were 12 such local joint ventures in The Netherlands in 2006. 

3 % of Dutch municipalities contracted their waste collection duties out to the 
service of a neighbouring municipality. The municipal waste collection service of 
Groningen, for example, collects waste in a number of (smaller) neighbouring 
municipalities. 

Private companies were employed by 36 % of municipalities in 2006, mostly by 
those that were too small to make an own collection service economically viable. 
SITA, AVR and Van Gansewinkel were the biggest private companies collecting 
household waste. All in all there were 19 private companies active in this market 
segment. 

Partnerships between a municipality and a private company were employed by only 
3 % of all municipalities. Examples of such constructions were HMS (AVR and the 
municipality of The Hague) and CURE (Van Gansewinkel and the municipality of 
Eindhoven). 

                                                        
71 ‘Wet van 20 december 1984, houdende nieuwe bepalingen met betrekking tot gemeenschappelijke 

regelingen (Wgr)’. 
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Figure 5.3 gives an overview of the market shares in 2006 of the companies active in 
the market for waste collection based on the number of municipalities they were 
employed by. Companies with a market share below 1.6 % and municipal services 
which were only employed by one municipality (like the ones of Rotterdam, Utrecht 
and Amsterdam) are omitted from this overview. The three biggest companies engaged 
in the collection of household waste are all private (Sita, Van Gansewinkel and AVR).  

Figure 5.3 Market shares of organizations in collection of household waste in 2006 
(SenterNovem, 2006, p. 22) 

Organization Market share 
(in %) 

Market share 
(# of municipalities) Type of organization 

Sita Nederland 10.5 75 Private company 

Van Gansewinkel 7.0 36 Private company 

AVR 6.1 23 Private company 

ROVA 3.3 14 Public company 

Twente Milieu 2.5 6 Public company 

Omrin 2.4 17 Public company 

RD4 1.8 9 Local joint venture 

Circulus 1.7 3 Public company 

GAD 1.6 9 Local joint venture 

Collection of industrial waste 
Municipalities are not obliged to collect industrial waste as well. Businesses have to 

take care of this themselves. Like municipalities in the collection of household waste, 
they can choose from an array of arrangements. They can contract out the collection 
activities to the municipal collector operating in their area, a private collector or a 
public company. 

In 2006, this market segment was dominated by three private and internationally 
active players, Van Gansewinkel, Sita and Shanks. Together they held about 40 to 
45 % of this market segment. Municipal collection services had a market share of about 
5 %. The rest of this market segment was held by small, specialised companies 
(SenterNovem, 2006, p. 11). 
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5.5.2 Market for waste disposal 

Incineration of waste 
There are eleven waste incineration plants in The Netherlands, which were in 2006 

owned by seven companies. (SenterNovem, 2006, p. 12). The biggest player in this 
market segment then was AVR with three plants (two in Rotterdam and one in 
Duiven). Based on this capacity, AVR had a market share of 36 %. Essent Milieu, a 
public company, was the second biggest player in this market segment. It owned two 
plants and had a market share of 23 % in 2006. Afval Energie Bedrijf (AEB), the waste 
incineration company owned by the municipality of Amsterdam, and Huisvuilcentrale, 
another public company with plants in Alkmaar and Dordrecht, had market shares of 
15 % each. Taken together these four companies had a market share of almost 90 %. 
Twence (operating in Twente), ARN bv (operating in Nijmegen) and Sita ReEnergy 
together had a market share of about 10 % (SenterNovem, 2006, p. 13). 

Landfilling of waste 
In 2005, 3.5 million tons of waste were disposed of at Dutch landfilling installations. 

There were 19 companies active in this market segment in 2006, which together owned 
27 plants (of which only 25 were fully operational). 

This market segment was dominated by public companies, which had a market share 
of 84 % in 2006. The three biggest players in this market were Essent (36 % of 
capacity), Afvalzorg (15 %) and Twence (11 %). Private companies had a market share 
of only 16 %. The biggest private company active in this market segment was 
Amersfoort based Smink Groep (4 % capacity).  

5.6 Debate about hybridity 
As in many other policy fields (see 1.3) there also is a fierce debate in the waste 

management sector about the commercial activities of hybrid organizations. Private 
waste management companies regularly suspect them of unfair competition. In an 
interview in 2008, Fred Knitel, CEO of private waste management company Shanks, 
for example complained about the lack of regulation and control and the use of cross-
subsidies by hybrid organizations:  

‘Public companies such as Dar, Avalex and Circulus are no public utilities anymore, but 
commercial institutions that compete with private companies without being hampered by any 
regulation. They did not acquire their funding on the normal capital market. Among other 
things their collection vehicles were paid for in the past with public means. Which costs do 
public companies link to their commercial activities and which not? In practice, they use rather 
unclear ways of costing, which allows them to tender with crazy prices. Add to that the fact that 
municipal regulators and politicians do their utmost best to protect public utilities. The 
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requirements for drop-off points run by public and by private companies used to differ for 
example. In my opinion, what’s sauce for the goose should be sauce for the gander.’72

Another criticism often heard, concerns the fact that no tender is needed when a 
municipality grants a contract to a public company it owns shares in. According to Han 
van Rijssen, staff member at the Vereniging Afvalbedrijven, the private waste 
management sector’s inter-trade organization, public companies often lure 
municipalities into contracts by offering them a small percentage of their shares. They 
defend this practice with granting the municipalities more control over the organization 
than they would have as mere customers but, Van Rijssen claims, in fact only do this to 
get around an otherwise obligatory tender (Van der Eijk, 2008). 

 (Van der 
Eijk, 2008) 

Commercial waste management companies also argue that public companies use 
their protected status in their home markets (their own municipalities) to win tenders 
elsewhere. In 2007, Dar, the waste management company of, among others, the city of 
Nijmegen, for example won a tender to also collect waste in the region of Land van 
Cuijk in Brabant. According to Geerth Steeghs, manager governmental services at Sita 
they could only do this because of unfair competition: 

‘Dar calculates lower costs for Land van Cuijk than for its home market Nijmegen, where it 
has a protected status. Tariffs are possibly higher in the protected area because there is no 
competition and because the company uses these revenues for unfair competition elsewhere. 
There is no transparency. We state that there is a difference in tariffs, but can not prove the use 
of improper public aid and cross-subsidies. [Public companies] overstep the mark – they run 
with the hare and hunt with the hounds. They act like commercial companies in the market 
place, while they benefit from a protected status elsewhere. These companies have to chose: 
either be commercial or only execute the statutory tasks of your shareholders.’73

                                                        
72 In Dutch this passage reads: ‘Overheidsgedomineerde bedrijven als Dar, Avalex en Circulus zijn 

geen nutsbedrijven meer, maar commerciële instellingen die ongehinderd door enige regelgeving 
de concurrentie aangaan met private bedrijven. […] Zo hebben ze hun kapitaal niet verkregen op 
de normale kapitaalmarkt. Onder meer de inzamelvoertuigen zijn in het verleden veelal betaald uit 
publieke middelen. […] Welke kosten rekent een overheidsbedrijf toe aan haar commerciële 
activiteiten en welke niet? Er vinden in de praktijk onduidelijke kostentoerekeningen plaats, 
waardoor overheidsgedomineerde bedrijven met krankzinnige prijzen meedingen. Daar komt bij 
dat gemeentelijke toezichthouders en politici hun uiterste best doen om nutsbedrijven een hand 
boven het hoofd te houden. De eisen voor milieustraten waren bijvoorbeeld voor nutsbedrijven 
anders van voor private bedrijven. Ik ben voor gelijke monniken, gelijke kappen.’ 

 (Van der Eijk, 
2008) 

73 In Dutch this passage reads: ‘Dar berekent voor het Land van Cuijk lagere kosten dan voor 
Nijmegen, waar ze een beschermde thuismarkt heeft. Mogelijk zijn de tarieven in het beschermde 
gebied hoger omdat er geen concurrentie is en gebruikt het bedrijf die verdiensten om 
concurrentievervalsend buiten het eigen territorium op te treden. Het ontbreekt aan transparantie. 
Wij constateren een verschil in tarieven, maar kunnen niet bewijzen dat er sprake is van 
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Managers from public waste management companies obviously do not accept this 
criticism. According to them there is no unfair competition and municipalities should 
be free to also employ their own collection services if they wish to do so. This, after 
all, has clear advantages for the municipalities involved, as Henk Knip, managing 
director of Circulus claims:  

‘We are a public company and focus only on the statutory tasks of the municipalities 
Apeldoorn, Deventer and, since recently, also Epe. These municipalities have a clear influence 
on the management, strategy and course of our company. This is the essential difference with 
private parties and one of the reasons why a municipality such as Epe has decided for us. Many 
politicians still want to retain influence on the execution of their statutory tasks. I would find it 
strange should a government not be allowed anymore to chose by itself who executes its 
statutory tasks.’74

Managers of public organizations claim that their organizations pay more attention 
to the societal goals of the municipalities they work for compared to their private 
counterparts. They also argue that instead of ruining fair competition, the activities of 
hybrid organizations in the market for waste management actually stimulate it. Maybe, 
public waste managers often muse, their private companies are not that sure about their 
own performance and thus afraid of public competition? As a reaction to criticism by 
Ruud Sondag, CEO of the Van Gansewinkel Group, who wants to ban public 
companies from the commercial waste management market, public company HVC for 
example stated in a press release: ‘Maybe Mr. Sondag doubts the added value of 
commercial contracts and that is why he advocates limiting the possibilities for 
municipalities to be active in waste management.’

 (Van der Eijk, 2008) 

75

Because of the criticisms hybrid waste management organizations often encounter, 
the Dutch Solid Waste Association (NVRD) has issued guidelines for how they should 
operate. These state that public and private financial streams should strictly be divided 
in a hybrid company’s accounts and that those departments that are involved in 

 (S. in ’t Veld, 2009) 

                                                                                                                                                                   
oneigenlijke staatssteun en kruissubsidies. [Overheidsgedomineerde bedrijven] gaan over de 
schreef en eten van twee walletjes: ze gedragen zich commercieel op de markt, terwijl ze elders 
een beschermde status genieten. Bedrijven moeten kiezen: of ze zijn commercieel of ze verrichten 
enkel zorgtaken voor de aandeelhouders.’ 

74 In Dutch: ‘Wij zijn een overheidsgedomineerde onderneming en richten ons puur op de 
(zorgplicht)taken van de gemeenten Apeldoorn, Deventer en sinds kort Epe. Deze gemeenten 
hebben een duidelijke invloed op de bedrijfsvoering, de strategie en de koers van het bedrijf. Dat 
is een wezenlijk onderscheid met private partijen. Mede om deze redenen kiest een gemeente als 
Epe voor ons. Veel politici willen sturing houden over het uitvoeren van hun (zorg)taken. Ik zou 
het ook vreemd vinden als een overheid niet zelf mag beslissen wie haar zorgtaken uitvoert.’ 

75 In Dutch: ‘Wellicht twijfelt de heer Sondag aan de meerwaarde van commerciële contracten en 
pleit hij daarom voor inperking van de gemeentelijke mogelijkheden om actief te zijn op het gebied 
van afvalbeheer.’ 
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commercial activities should have an independent position from the rest of the 
company. A company’s annual report should include a list of all commercial activities 
employed by an organization. 

I find the debate about hybrid organizations in the Dutch waste management sector 
remarkable on two grounds. First, also in this sector hybridity is a rather controversial 
issue, with representatives of commercial and of hybrid waste management 
organizations at loggerheads with each other about the possible effects of hybridity. 
Many of the arguments they use seem to be based on hearsay and speculation but there 
are hardly any hard verifiable facts. Independent research on what is actually 
happening when hybrid organizations enter the market place seems to be needed. 

Second, the old adage where one stands depends on where one sits, which I referred 
to already in chapter 3, is also true here. There are many arguments in this discussion 
about possible positive and negative effects of hybridity but they are all based on or 
tainted by the business interests of their proponents. It should be of no surprise that on 
the one hand representatives of commercial waste management companies warn 
against unfair competition as hybrid organizations make good use of the advantages 
they have on the market place. On the other hand, it also comes as no surprise that 
hybrid waste management companies try to underline their special links with 
governments which make them, in their opinion, capable to respond to their waste 
management needs in a more adequate way than their private rivals. Again, this makes 
independent research necessary about what really happens when hybrid waste 
management organizations enter the marketplace. 

5.7 Summary 
In this chapter, I described the Dutch waste management sector and the public, 

private and hybrid organizations that inhabit it to set the scene for my three case 
studies. I also described the arguments brought forward in the discussion about 
hybridity as it rages in this sector and what I find intriguing about it. In the three 
following chapters I will present my case studies in detail.  
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6. Case Study 1: TOM 

6.1 Introduction 
My first case study took place in 2006 at one of The Netherlands’ big cities’ waste 

incineration plant, which I will call TOM. At that time, this plant was among the ten 
largest in the world and burnt about 940,000 tonnes of waste per year, originating from 
both households and businesses. The heat resulting from the incineration of waste was 
turned into steam, driving turbines for the production of electricity. About 530,000 
megawatt hours were produced this way in 2006. This was enough to provide about 
156,000 households with electricity, as well as the city’s public transport system and 
municipal buildings. The hot water produced provided district heating. 

Coinciding with the opening of a new plant in 1993, a covenant was signed with 
neighbouring municipalities and a private waste collector, in which these parties bound 
themselves to have their waste burnt by TOM. In 2001, its managing director was 
granted more freedom to run the organization like a business. TOM started focussing 
more and more on private customers, and made plans to build a new state of the art 
waste burning plant exclusively for these private customers. 

In 2006, I was given the opportunity to study TOM’s hybrid character. I was given 
access to confidential internal documents, observed meetings and conducted some 15 
one-on-one interviews with both key people from within the organization as well as 
their most important external partners.  

I have split my findings in two parts: first I will discuss the history and background 
of the organization (6.2). I will then describe how and why it transformed into a hybrid 
organization, which effects this had and how they were dealt with (6.3). Each of these 
parts focuses in turn on TOM’s structure and activities, its strategy and culture, and 
governance and politics. In this chapter’s final section (6.4), I will summarize by listing 
my key findings. 

6.2 History and background 

6.2.1 Structure and activities 
TOM was established during the first quarter of the 20th century when plans of the 

municipality’s sanitation department to dump waste in an area of natural beauty met 
with fierce protests from the gentry. Because of these protests, TOM was founded as 
part of the sanitation department to burn the waste instead. The organization was later 
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split off from the sanitation department to become a municipal enterprise, when as part 
of a larger decentralization drive at the beginning of the 1990s, the municipality 
decentralized its waste collection services to newly created boroughs. 

TOM’s main activity was to incinerate waste delivered to its plant by municipal 
waste collection companies, as well as their commercial counterparts. By-products of 
this process, sustainable energy and hot water for district heating, were sold in a joint-
venture with an energy company. TOM was also active in waste recycling. It ran a 
hazardous waste depot, several drop off points for bulky and chemical waste and a 
regional transhipment station for household appliances.  

According to its annual report, about 260 employees worked at TOM at the time of 
my case study. The majority of staff were middle-aged men between 40 and 54 years 
old. 16 % of TOM’s workforce was over 55. Mobility among the workforce was low, or 
so several interviewees on the managerial level complained. TOM’s employees were 
civil servants and hence had to swear an oath of office. TOM was headed by a 
managing director with a long service record and a very good reputation in the waste 
management community. He seemed to me to brim with energy and was a tireless 
advocate for his organization on the municipal, national and even international level. 
Constantly developing new business ideas, he reminded me more of an entrepreneur 
than a stereotypical civil servant. Some members of TOM’s management told me the 
municipality was not always happy with so much initiative and often had to rail him in 
again. 

Besides TOM’s managing director, the organization’s board of directors consisted of 
the directors of its eight business divisions. Some interviewees called this structure 
‘democratic’, as each department had its representative in the board of directors. 
Others described it as inert as its main focus was to generate consensus. Even 
seemingly straightforward decisions, I was told in one interview, like which manager 
should be issued with a PDA, could take several weeks. 

In 1993, TOM’s most recent plant became operational. This plant was owned by the 
municipality and rented to the organization. At the same time a covenant was signed 
between its parent and about twenty neighbouring municipalities, which all agreed to 
have their waste burnt by the organization. A similar deal was struck with one private 
waste collection company. I was told in interviews that the reason this private waste 
company received this preferential treatment was purely technical. The company had 
its own facilities for storing waste which gave TOM the opportunity to compensate for 
fluctuations in the amount of municipal waste. This guaranteed an optimal exploitation 
of the plant’s incineration capacity.  

Of all the waste TOM burnt every year, about 60 % originated from the parties of the 
covenant. In order to ensure the plant could always operate at full capacity, the 
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remainder of the plant’s capacity was filled with waste from commercial waste 
collection companies based on long-term contracts. The parties with which the 
covenant had been signed only had to pay the cost price for having their waste burnt. 
The municipalities also did not have to pay VAT, as the covenant was seen as a local 
joint venture and TOM’s activities as one public organization providing services for 
another. All other customers had to pay the market rate for waste incineration.  

By charging the partners of the covenant a cost price based on the balance of profits 
and costs of the whole operation, any profits made from incinerating the waste for 
commercial customers was in effect paid out as a discount. Likewise, if the incineration 
at market rate generated a loss, this would be shared out by the partners of the covenant 
by raising their rates. This had, however, not yet been necessary. On the contrary, 
many interviewees boasted: for many years TOM’s cost price and hence the fees the 
citizens of the municipalities of the covenant had to pay for waste disposal, were the 
lowest in The Netherlands. 

In 2006, TOM had (according to its annual report) a turnover of about € 114.3 
million and generated profits of about € 11 million. In 1998, three years before the 
organization’s managing director had been granted more autonomy by the 
municipality’s local council, TOM had had a turnover of about € 80.4 million and 
generated profits of about € 4.3 million. 

Figure 6.1 Financial development TOM (based on overview in annual report 2006, all 
amounts in millions of €) 

 1998 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Turnover 80.4 101.3 109.3 110.2 114.3 

Profit 4.3 34.4 95.9 11.9 11.0 

6.2.2 Strategy and culture 
Several interviewees on the managerial level described TOM before its hybridisation 

as a prototypical agency (or, in their words, ‘task organization’) with a focus on 
providing services for the municipalities of the covenant. The organization did not 
develop an own strategy of how to fare on the waste management market but followed 
the orders it received from town hall.  

TOM also had the stereotypical culture of an agency in those days. The managers I 
interviewed complained that its employees were mainly focussed on executing their 
own tasks and lacked cooperation skills. One manager described them as ‘thinkers’ and 
‘soloists’, toiling away on ‘their own little islands’ or in their ‘silos’. 
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The dominant group in the organization was, according to my interviewees, its 
operational staff which, as one interviewee jokingly told me, consisted mainly of 
‘moustachioed middle-aged men’ with a technical background. Several interviewees 
told me that TOM had a ‘macho culture’ in which power played a significant role. They 
also referred to its ‘bureaucratic’ culture as its employees had ample means at their 
disposal to object to decisions by the organization’s leadership and regularly made use 
of them. One of TOM’s managers called these employees ‘spoiled children’ that liked 
to ‘grumble’.  

Several interviewees told me that at this time non-compliance with organizational 
regulations was more rule than exception. There even was a saying stating that at TOM 
it was ‘tolerated to behave in an intolerable manner’. In many of my interviews, the 
managers decried this situation. The representative of TOM’s works council I 
interviewed described this behaviour in a more positive light. According to him not 
slavishly sticking to rules and regulations had in the past often led to innovation. 

6.2.3 Governance and politics 
As a municipal enterprise TOM was an integral part of the municipality’s structure. 

This meant that an alderman was ultimately responsible and the municipality liable for 
how it conducted its business. The alderman was supported by the municipality’s 
administrative service (bestuursdienst in Dutch) and was (like the whole college of 
aldermen) accountable to the municipal council. The municipalities of the covenant 
could make their voices heard through an advisory council. 

The responsible alderman mandated the day-to-day running of the organization to its 
managing director who, on paper, had no autonomy of his own but was expected to 
follow the orders he received from town hall. In reality he had far more autonomy, 
mainly due to the specialist nature of waste incineration and, according to several 
interviewees, that it was not very high on the list of the municipality’s policy priorities. 

In a report drawn up by a management consultancy to facilitate the decision making 
process concerning TOM’s eventual transformation into what was called ‘a proactive 
service provider’ in 2001 (see the following section), the tasks of the various parties in 
the organization’s governance regime at various stages of the political process were 
visualized as follows: 
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Figure 6.2 Roles in TOM’s governance arrangement 

 Agenda-
setting 

Policy 
formation 

Decision 
making Implementation Evaluation 

Municipal 
council   X  X 

Advisory 
council   X  X 

College of 
aldermen   X  X 

Responsible 
alderman X  X  X 

Administrative 
service  X   X 

Managing 
director X X  X  

6.3 Hybridity and its effects 

6.3.1 Structure and activities 
TOM’s managing director lobbied at the municipality for more autonomy to run the 

organization like an enterprise. He also proposed extending its incineration capacity by 
building a new plant. The alderman responsible for TOM commissioned a management 
consultancy to advise on a new status for the organization in 2001. 

In their report, the consultants concluded that three trends would dominate the waste 
management sector over the coming years: vertical integration (waste collection, 
disposal and recycling in one hand), internationalisation (the creation of a European 
and international waste management market) and consolidation (by mergers and 
acquisitions). They predicted that as a result there would soon only be three kinds of 
waste incineration companies: public service providers (or ‘dienstverleners’, mainly 
disposing of household waste), market players (or ‘marktspelers’, which incinerate 
both household and business waste) and niche players (or ‘nichespelers’, which focus 
on a single waste stream). 

According to the consultants, TOM fitted into the category of public service provider 
at this point. It could develop into a market player should it decide to use its new 
incineration capacity solely for burning business waste. Should the organization decide 
to only slightly increase its share on the market for the incineration of business waste, 
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TOM would develop into a hybrid of the two, a so-called proactive service provider 
(‘proactieve dienstverlener’). With both options, the municipality had the choice to 
either let TOM remain a municipal service, autonomize or even privatize the 
organization or let it enter into a public-private partnership with a commercial 
enterprise. 

Based on the predicted effects of both options on three criteria (total cost, 
environmental impact, effect on municipal control) the management consultants 
advised the municipality to see TOM as a proactive service provider from now on, 
which formalised the status quo in which TOM’s managing director de facto had more 
autonomy than he had de jure. The alderman went along with this view. However, she 
decided against a possible autonomization of the organization and instead decided that 
TOM would remain an integral part of the municipality, also in its new role as pro-
active service provider. 

In 2003 the municipal council also decided to allow TOM to increase its total 
incineration capacity from 900,000 to 1,540,000 kilotons by constructing a new, 
technically highly innovative plant, which was scheduled to be completed by 2007. 
This decision was remarkable on two grounds. First, it was made at a time when, as I 
was told, most commercial waste management companies were reluctant (or not able 
to) make such a big investment. Second, the new plant was planned to burn business 
waste only. According to figures presented in a new report drawn up by the same 
management consultancy firm three years later, when TOM’s managing director was 
lobbying for its autonomization (see 6.3.3), TOM would then generate 45 % of its 
turnover by burning commercial waste, 28 % by selling electricity and only 25 % by 
incinerating household waste.  

TOM’s managing director, told me in an interview he hoped that by focussing on the 
market for the incineration of business waste, he could reduce TOM’s cost price the 
partners of the covenant had to pay even further. But by becoming more dependent on 
developments on the very cyclical commercial waste management market the risks for 
the signatories of the covenant increased too, as the municipalities were now more 
likely to be forced to cover TOM’s losses on that market, which would in turn lead to 
higher waste disposal fees for their citizens. 

However, according to my interviewees within TOM’s organization, there was no 
discussion at the municipalities about amending or even cancelling the covenant at this 
point. Only TOM’s management seemed convinced that this document was now 
outdated, though not necessarily because the new plant increased the financial risks of 
the municipalities. On the contrary, according to TOM’s managers it was simply not fair 
that also the parties which had not invested into the new plant (ie, the 21 neighbouring 
municipalities and one commercial waste management company) would soon reap its 
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expected benefits. TOM’s managing director tried to lobby to have the covenant 
amended but to no avail. 

The construction of the new plant turned out to be a financial and image fiasco for 
the municipality as well as TOM. It was completed only after a delay of several months 
and at substantial extra cost. There were also technical problems. It not only took much 
longer than planned until the new plant could eventually burn waste and produce 
energy. As write this, it also has not yet managed to run at full capacity. 

A report on this matter, written on behalf of the municipality by a commission 
headed by a professor of public administration, concluded that the problems with the 
new plant were due to mismanagement both at TOM as well as at town hall. TOM’s 
board of directors had originally planned to manage the new plant’s construction 
entirely by itself but lacked the skills necessary to successfully oversee such a vast 
project. They hired a professional project manager only when the first problems and 
delays had already occurred.  

The municipality was at fault, the commission concluded, because it never critically 
assessed the optimistic information it received from TOM’s management. It naively 
accepted TOM’s claims that it needed the best plant money could buy and that this 
major investment could easily be paid back with the profits it would generate on the 
electricity market.  

6.3.2 Strategy and culture 
After the municipality’s decision to allow him to run his organization as a proactive 

service provider, TOM’s managing director mapped out an entrepreneurial strategy 
aimed at making the organization more businesslike. One of the first steps in this 
strategy was to rebrand TOM as an enterprise even though it officially still was a 
municipal service. Its annual report, was revamped from a tool for accountability 
purposes aimed mainly at the municipality, to a glossy product catalogue, portraying 
TOM as a dynamic company on the look-out for new business opportunities.  

However, I learned in interviews TOM did not try to hide the fact that it was still 
owned by a municipality, as its management hoped that it could profit from the 
municipalities good reputation, especially on the credit market. TOM also needed its 
backing for further investments in the cost-intensive waste incineration market, 
especially at a time when private parties were reluctant to do so. 

In order to help him with his entrepreneurial strategy TOM’s managing director hired 
a new financial and a new marketing director. Both were men in their mid-forties who 
had earned their spurs in the business world. Like TOM’s other employees both new 
members of the board had to take an oath of office but told me they did not feel like 
civil servants at all. To me they did not look or sound like the civil servant cliché 
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either, with their sharply cut business suits and their English language management 
speak. TOM’s managing director had brought them into the organization by not only 
offering them a market-oriented salary, but also the use of a company car. One of them 
told me this had led to wrinkled noses at the municipality at first. TOM’s managing 
director had none the less pushed through his decision to hire them by stating that he 
needed managers with market expertise, especially as the organization was soon to 
provide more services for commercial parties. 

Both new managers told me they were not at all impressed by what they found at 
TOM. For example, according to the new financial director there was no effective 
financial management. The organization was in his eyes ‘feral’ as it knew no pressure 
and money was never a real issue. He told me:  

‘When I came to work at [TOM] I found an organization that was completely unused to 
working under pressure. There always was enough money. Each year a budget had to be 
handed in at town hall but reality often differed widely from these figures. The reasons for 
these contradictions (often labeled ‘maintenance costs’) were never seriously questioned.’ 

Also TOM’s new commercial director was very critical of the organization. 
According to him there was no professional sales function. He told me this was 
because TOM never had to sell or market its products in the past. This had to change 
now as TOM was on the verge of expending its share in the market for the disposal of 
business waste. TOM’s new commercial director began to build up a commercial 
department from scratch. To help him do this, he brought in several new employees 
with a commercial background.  

Shortly after the arrival of the two new directors, TOM’s board of directors was 
brought back from nine to four members: the managing director, the new financial and 
marketing directors, and an operations director. This new slimmed-down board decided 
that TOM had to change drastically and had to transform from, in the words of its 
members, ‘a task into a market organization’. To achieve this purpose an ambitious 
programme was launched, aimed at making TOM more professional and market-
oriented (though it was never made explicit what both adjectives were supposed to 
mean). 

As a first step, TOM’s original nine departments were consolidated and reorganized, 
cutting away layers and functions and streamlining their work processes. Another step 
taken was to ask yet another firm of management consultants to conduct a scan of the 
current culture among TOM’s employees. It concluded that they (1) were very critical 
about each other and their management, (2) refused to take responsibility for problems, 
(3) tried to exert power in order to remain in control (which created a ‘political 
climate’ within the organization) (4) were very competitive with each other and (5) 
were constantly seeking the approval of their superiors. 
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This picture did not match the culture the board of directors felt the organization 
needed. The board stated that TOM’s new culture should be based on a clear vision for 
the future and aimed at generating results in an open and supportive working 
environment which stimulated employees to be decisive. They should be both creative 
and methodical. Coaching was to help them to develop their professional skills and to 
teach them how to better cooperate with each other. 

The change in culture proved to be a long-winded and difficult process. According 
to the representative of TOM’s works council I interviewed this was mainly because for 
many of the organization’s employees, especially its blue-collar work force, culture 
and values were rather vague concepts. Many of TOM’s employees interpreted the 
management’s battle cry that TOM had to develop into a professional and 
entrepreneurial organization as a thinly-veiled criticism on their past performance. This 
caused irritation and astonishment as the organization was doing well in economic 
terms.  

This paradox made TOM’s employees suspect an ulterior motive behind the 
management’s attempt to change the organization’s culture. They saw the whole 
cultural transformation programme as a violent breach with the past and a pretext to 
limit their autonomy by introducing strict rules and procedures. For example, the 
representative of TOM’s works council told me: ‘I really do not recognise my 
organization anymore. They [the management, PMK] are taking away our enthusiasm, 
our spontaneity, our freedom and the human-oriented character of our work. It is all 
replaced by coercive procedures. Our people [those on the operational level, PMK] do 
not recognise themselves in that, it frightens them.’ At the time of my research at TOM, 
several veteran middle managers had already left the organization because they could 
not identify with its new strategic course and cultural orientation.  

There were also tensions between TOM’s operational employees and its 
management, because of the latter’s decision to attract new employees for commercial 
functions. TOM’s operational staff was beginning to feel marginalized by better paid 
office staff, as the representative of its works council told me:  

‘Our operational employees are very sceptical towards those working in the office. They 
have the feeling that the organization is getting top-heavy, with many well paid office workers. 
That only creates jealousy.’ 

However, according to the managers I interviewed, this influx of fresh blood was 
necessary to transform TOM from a task into a market organization. It was also meant 
to break with the dominance of its technicians (the moustachioed middle-aged men), 
who, according to their managers, believed strongly that the organization was theirs, as 
in their eyes it was mainly thanks to them and their professional expertise that the 
ovens burned and that the organization was making money. Especially TOM’s financial 
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director was keen to challenge this view of affairs. According to him, commercial 
excellence was now more important than technical excellence: ‘It’s not all about 
keeping the ovens burning anymore. Our new paramount focus is making money!’ 

The managers’ strategy to cope with the tensions that had arisen with the 
organization’s operational staff was to try and better explain why they thought TOM 
needed to change. But they did not fundamentally alter their top-down approach of 
pushing through the cultural transition process, which led to a stand-off with the 
organization’s staff. 

6.3.3 Governance and politics 
TOM’s new directors were very critical of the civil servants they had to answer to at 

the municipality. They not only played political games, but also often did not know 
what they were talking about, the directors complained when I interviewed them. 
TOM’s financial director described them as follows:  

‘There is a small group of good people working at town hall but also a big grey base, which 
there’s always been at the municipality. It surely is no lean and mean killing machine.’  

He continued:  
‘The alderman and the administrative service understand too little of what is happening here. 

They do not know what our drives and responsibilities are and lack a framework for answering 
questions like: are our costs acceptable? Are our revenues high enough? The only thing they do 
is benchmark our tariffs against those of other companies.’  

According to this director, the reason for this lack of expertise was that TOM was 
very different compared to the municipality’s other services. He even went as far as to 
characterise his organization as a ‘misfit’ in the municipal organization. This situation 
became especially irksome as the organization transformed from what its management 
described to me as a task into a market organization. According to the members of its 
board of directors, an organization such as TOM, which showed entrepreneurial 
initiative, needed and wanted good checks and balances at town hall. But municipal 
oversight was limited, as waste management was apparently not a particularly 
interesting subject for politicians.  

My interviewee at the municipality’s administrative service agreed with this view 
and concluded: ‘I doubt that there is any municipal control of [TOM].’ He described 
that TOM both literally and figuratively operated at quite a distance from town hall. Not 
only was its plant situated the outskirts of town, but TOM’s activities were also so 
different from those of other municipal agencies that this civil servant only had a rough 
idea of what the organization did to begin with. There also was nobody in the 
administrative service he could ask for more information:  



103 

‘Due to the many examples of autonomization and outsourcing of the 1990s, we not only 
lost much expertise about ‘enterprises with public tasks’ from within the civil service. There are 
now also less politicians and higher ranking civil servants with affinity for this type of 
organizations.’ 

Because of this, TOM had more leeway than other agencies, this interviewee stated. 
The municipality’s role in its governance was limited to checking whether TOM had 
achieved its goals at the end of every year, but there was hardly any municipal input 
left on the formulation of these goals.  

In the eyes of its managing director this situation posed a threat to the organization 
and the municipality, especially as TOM was extending its commercial activities. That 
is why he lobbied for an autonomization because this would create a better system of 
checks and balances, including the installation of a supervisory board. TOM’s managing 
director hoped this board of experts would not only help the organization to better use 
the chances operating on the waste management market offered, but to also provide it 
with the countervailing powers it lacked. TOM’s board of directors acknowledged this 
was necessary, as their organization had the tendency to be overenthusiastic and getting 
ahead of itself. However, the municipality decided against an autonomization. 

TOM had not only alienated from its public principals but also from its public 
customers. It already had more dealings and better contacts with its commercial clients, 
even before its new plant was finished that was intended to only burn their waste. My 
interviewees at the organization were critical about the municipalities who, in their 
eyes, were not really interested in how TOM conducted its services. This was due to the 
fact, I was told, that they were captive customers. They did not have any choice but to 
have their waste incinerated by TOM and did not really care how that was done, as long 
as the price they had to pay did not increase extraordinarily. It also irritated my 
interviewees at TOM that the municipalities treated the organization as their property 
and not as a knowledgeable partner in waste management. 

I put these complaints to two of TOM’s municipal customers. They agreed that they 
had no choice but have TOM burn their waste but claimed to be very interested in how 
this was done. They actually complained about not receiving enough information from 
their counterparts at TOM whom they describe as sometimes arrogant and often not 
very empathetic. These municipal customers were also under the impression that 
TOM’s employees much preferred dealing with their commercial customers, whom 
they even consulted on strategic issues. My interviewees at TOM’s commercial 
department did not full-heartedly agree with this view, but acknowledged that in the 
past they might not have paid as much as attention as they should have on their 
relationships with the organization’s municipal customers. They assured me they were 
now trying their best to amend this situation. 
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6.4 Key findings 
In this chapter I answered my empirical research questions for my first case study, 

TOM. This section summarizes my key findings in this case. 
My first empirical research question is In which ways is the case organization 

hybrid? I answered this question by comparing how TOM scored on the ten dimensions 
of the model described in section 2.7, before and after its transformation into a hybrid 
organization (see appendix 4 for a summary on how and why I scored TOM the way I 
did). 

Within less than ten years, TOM had transformed from a municipal agency into a 
hybrid organization. Figure 6.3 shows how it scored on the dimensions of my model in 
1993, just after its parent municipality had signed a covenant with several other 
municipalities and a private waste management company. In the words of several 
interviewees, TOM was a task organization at the time, which focussed nearly 
exclusively on providing services for the partners of the covenant. It had a bureaucratic 
and macho culture, with the organization’s technicians as the dominant group who did 
not bother too much with company rules and regulations. Officially an alderman was in 
charge of the organization with very little managerial and executive autonomy for 
TOM’s managing director. But in reality the managing director had more autonomy due 
to the specialist services his organization provided. 

Figure 6.3 TOM as an agency 
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In 2001, TOM was labelled a proactive service provider. The alderman was still 
politically responsible but TOM’s managing director now enjoyed considerable levels 
of managerial and executive autonomy comparable to that of a director of an 
autonomized organization. TOM’s board of directors had instigated a cultural transition 
programme aimed at promoting entrepreneurial behaviour and at transforming TOM 
from a task into a market organization. TOM was also on the brink of extending its 
commercial activities. It was just finishing the construction of a second incineration 
plant, which was supposed to burn waste delivered by commercial waste management 
companies. With the new plant operational, TOM would generate more turnover by 
burning commercial than by burning household waste. The diagram in Figure 6.4 
shows how the organization would look then. 

Figure 6.4 TOM as a hybrid organization 
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TOM’s managing director told me that his organization’s new hybrid status was 
beneficial both for TOM and for the municipalities it provided its services for. He 
described that TOM already used the profits it generated on the market place to reduce 
the tariffs its municipal customers – and thus their citizens – had to pay. He claimed 
that by employing more activities for commercial customers he would be able to 
decrease these tariffs further still. This was a noble aim, but I unfortunately can not 
confirm whether TOM really managed to keep its cost price low by cross-subsidizing its 
public activities with private money, as its annual report did not differentiate between 
takings from public and private sources. 

I did not only find it hard to substantiate TOM’s managing director’s claim that 
hybridity already had a positive effect both for his organization and citizens. It proved 
difficult to find any positive effects due to TOM’s new hybrid status. But there were 
several negative effects, which I summarize below. 

Unfair competition 
This was an issue at TOM on two grounds. First, its municipality had decided to 

build a new waste incineration plant. This new plant, although built with public money, 
would only burn the waste of commercial waste management companies. TOM argued 
that at this time no commercial company would have made such an investment.  

Second, the covenant TOM had signed with several municipalities and a private 
waste management company meant they would reimburse TOM for any financial losses 
on the market place. Because of this strong backing, the organization could in theory 
operate less prudently than its private rivals. The risk to the signatories of the covenant 
increased as TOM was on the brink of burning more waste for private companies. 
TOM’s managing director tried to rule out this risk by lobbying for an amendment or 
termination of the covenant and for an autonomization of his organization. This would 
limit the financial liability of the municipalities and would also prevent those 
municipalities that had not invested into the new incineration plant from reaping its 
expected financial benefits. But his arguments fell on deaf ears, as the municipalities 
refused to break open the covenant. 

Neglect of public activities 
The municipalities whose waste TOM burnt were captive customers. As it extended 

its commercial activities, the organization focussed on its commercial customers 
instead, which had the option to leave if they were not satisfied with its services. This 
led to frustration at the municipalities who thought that they were not taken seriously. 
At the same time, TOM felt that the municipalities had little interest in waste 
management, as long as it did not cost them too much. When I conducted my research 
at TOM, the organization had already acknowledged this problem. Steps were taken to 
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include the municipalities in the strategic discussions the organization’s marketing 
department had with its commercial customers. 

Cultural tensions 
The cultural transformation project instigated by TOM’s board encountered the 

resistance of the organization’s operational staff, who saw it as a pretext to limit their 
autonomy by introducing strict rules and procedures. Also the board’s decision to bring 
new employees with commercial backgrounds into the organization led to tensions, as 
it created jealousy and made the organization’s blue-collar staff fear being 
marginalized. The managers’ strategy to cope with these tensions was to try and better 
explain why they thought TOM needed to change. However, they did not fundamentally 
alter their top-down approach of pushing through the cultural transition process. 
Because of this, the stand-off between the organization’s board and its operational staff 
persisted. 

Alienation of public principals 
TOM had always been different from other municipal agencies because of the 

specialist and technical nature of the services it provided. This meant that the civil 
servants of its municipality found it hard to control the organization as they lacked the 
necessary insight in how it conducted its work, and had no expertise on the waste 
management sector. According to TOM’s managing director, this posed a threat to both 
the organization and the municipality as it was expanding its commercial activities. 
That is why he lobbied for autonomization. He was convinced that this would give the 
organization a better system of checks and balances, such as a supervisory board. 
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7. Case study 2: DICK 

7.1 Introduction 
My second case study took place at an organization active in waste collection, waste 

disposal and infrastructure maintenance, which I will call DICK.76

In 2006, I was given the opportunity to study DICK’s hybrid character. I was granted 
access to confidential internal documents, observed meetings and conducted 15 one-
on-one interviews with both key people from within the organization as well as its 
most important external partners. I also conducted a discussion with 5 members of 
DICK’s operational staff. 

 DICK was a 
corporation owned by several municipalities. It collected the waste of about 93,000 
households and arranged for its disposal at an incineration plant. From 2006 on, it also 
maintained the public infrastructure of one of its shareholding municipalities after 
incorporating the municipal department and staff that had originally been responsible 
for these activities. 

I have split my findings in two parts: first I will discuss the history and background 
of the organization (7.2). I will then describe how and why it transformed into a hybrid 
organization, which effects this had and how they were dealt with (7.3). Each of these 
parts focuses in turn on DICK’s structure and activities, its strategy and culture, and 
governance and politics. In this chapter’s final section (7.4), I will summarize by listing 
my key findings. 

7.2 History and background 

7.2.1 Structure and activities 
It used to be common practice for municipalities to dump the waste collected by 

their municipal waste services at their own landfill sites. This practice was banned at 
the beginning of the 1970s, leaving incineration as the only legal form of waste 
disposal. However, at the same time there was a national shortage of incineration 
capacity. Because of this shortage, incineration companies could pick and choose their 
customers and set their price. This situation posed a dilemma especially for small and 

                                                        
76 I already published a short account on this case study together with one of my supervisors in Karré 

& In ’t Veld (2007). 
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mid-sized municipalities which were not interesting customers for the incineration 
companies due to the comparatively small amount of waste they collected.  

In 1974, nineteen municipalities in the west of the Netherlands decided to 
collectively solve this dilemma by establishing DICK as a group purchasing 
organization with the legal form of a local joint venture. The municipalities kept their 
own waste collection services but DICK purchased capacity at a waste incineration 
plant on their behalf and stored their waste at a trans-shipment centre before it was 
transported to the ovens. DICK also supported the municipalities in formulating a 
regional waste policy. The organization conducted these activities at cost price, which 
was calculated by dividing the total costs by the amount of waste each municipality 
delivered.  

At the end of the 1990s, the waste management sector had developed into a dynamic 
market place, dominated by a number of big internationally operating companies active 
in several market segments. The municipalities of the joint venture reached the 
conclusion that in this new market environment DICK had no future as an independent 
organization, and that the same was true for the waste collection services of the seven 
municipalities that had not yet outsourced this activity to a commercial party. This led 
to talks among the municipalities about a merger which they hoped, I was told in 
interviews with aldermen, would create a new market-oriented waste management 
company. In 2000 this process was given the go-ahead. At this point, the municipalities 
expected that the merger could easily be concluded within two months. 

A new director was brought in to manage the merger and to transform DICK into a 
market-oriented waste management company. He had, after a stint as officer in the 
Dutch army, earned his spurs in the waste management sector, having worked for both 
a commercial and at a public waste management company. To me he made the 
impression of a self-assured man, who knew his strengths and weaknesses. He also 
struck me as a hard worker who often spent evenings and weekends developing his 
vision for DICK’s future.  

Together with the new managing director, both a new financial and a new HR 
manager joined the organization. DICK was the first public organization the financial 
manager had ever worked for. He told me he had expected to find an overregulated 
organization but was surprised by what he perceived to be DICK’s lack of 
professionalism and organization.  

DICK’s managing director told me it quickly dawned on him that concluding the 
merger within two months, as the municipalities had proposed, would be impossible. 
Both DICK and the municipal waste collection services had not been managed properly 
in the past, he explained. Its employees had enjoyed a lot of freedom and were not 
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eager to part with it. And the municipalities had no clear vision of what they wanted 
their new market-oriented waste management company to look like.  

It eventually took until 2001 for DICK to be merged with the waste collection 
services of four municipalities. Three others had decided not to partake after all. Of 
these, two decided to be better off keeping their individual collection services and the 
third had received an offer from a commercial waste management company it couldn’t 
refuse. 

DICK now not only purchased incineration capacity, but also collected waste and 
provided sanitation services, such as street cleaning, snow and ice clearing and pest 
control. It ran several regional drop-off stations where citizens could bring their bulky 
and hazardous waste, and advised individual municipalities on their waste management 
policy. The organization received a lump sum budget to cover the costs of these 
activities.  

In 2002, just before its autonomization, DICK had had a turnover of about € 25.5 
million and generated a profit of about € 30,000. According to the annual report, by 
2006 this had grown to a turnover of about € 38.2 million and profits of about € 1.6 
million (see Figure 7.1). 

Figure 7.1 Financial development DICK (based on overview in annual report 2006, all 
amounts in millions and €) 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Turnover 25.5 25.5 26.1 27.2 38.2 

Profit 0.03 0.06 0.08 1.0 1.6 

DICK had 148 employees, its annual report of 2006 stated, with an average age of 
44.6 years. The annual report states that this is a rather high average age compared to 
the 35 year average for Dutch industry in general, but not uncommon in the waste 
management sector. 

The merger first met the resistance of the newly established organization’s staff, 
which went on strike on its first day. DICK’s managing director told me it took quite 
some efforts to calm them down again.  

7.2.2 Strategy and culture 
As a group purchasing organization, DICK had a very limited scope of activities. Its 

sole raison d’être was to leverage the combined purchasing power of the nineteen 
municipalities and thus achieving economies of scale. After the merger with several 
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municipal waste collection services, the organization expanded its activities by 
collecting waste but did not branch out beyond the municipalities of the joint venture. 

Several members of its management team I interviewed referred to DICK’s culture at 
this time as ‘bureaucratic’. Its financial manager even referred to it as a ‘1950s style 
bureaucracy’. The organization was hierarchical and its leadership based on power and 
authority. Every year DICK received a lump sum budget from the municipalities to 
cover its costs. According to several people I spoke to, this led to a situation where 
ensuring the entire budget was spent at the end of the year was more important than 
trying to work more efficiently and effectively. 

The members of DICK’s management team also told me that in the past the 
organization had been very badly run. There was no professional financial management 
and the quality of its other business processes was wanting too. There had been no real 
HR management, DICK’s managing director and its new HR manager stated. The lack 
of any sort of management and especially that of HR management was according to 
several interviewees mainly due to the fact that municipalities in general do not really 
care much about their waste management organizations, which they mostly staff with 
people who other departments want to get rid of. These interviewees assured me this 
was also true for DICK, which according to the chairman of its supervisory board had 
been used as a dumping ground (or the possibly even less flattering ‘afvalputje’ 
– waste drain – in Dutch) in the past for employees who did not function properly at 
other departments.  

The organization’s employees could in the past more or less do what they wanted 
and many saw the organization as their own little playground. One example of this, 
mentioned to me by amongst others a member of DICK’s work council, was that the 
staff of DICK’s regional drop-off points had sold valuable waste materials such as 
copper and aluminium for their own profit. This was theft and against the 
organization’s regulations, yet tolerated in the past.  

DICK’s managing director also told me there was a lot of internal politics going on, 
especially at the level of the organization’s middle management. One example he gave 
was that some of the organization’s area managers (or ‘rayoncoördinatoren’ in Dutch) 
had created little fiefdoms (or ‘koninkrijkjes’) for themselves which they ruled in an 
autocratic manner. DICK’s new HR manager told me that at this time managers were 
appointed based on how long they had worked for the organization rather than because 
of their leadership skills. This meant that not necessarily the best people were 
promoted to the position of area manager. 
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7.2.3 Governance and politics 
As a local joint venture, DICK was run by a general and an executive board. Both 

were manned by aldermen. DICK’s managing director had no authority to take any 
decisions without approval by these two bodies. According to a running gag, recounted 
by numerous interviewees, he was not even allowed to decide where to put a stamp on 
an envelope.  

A relatively straight-forward decision (eg, buying a new waste lorry) would in this 
setting take more than half a year and sometimes even longer, DICK’s managing 
director complained, as meetings of the boards often lacked a sufficient quorum. 
According to several of DICK’s managers and some aldermen I spoke to, this was 
because most of the aldermen staffing these boards, especially those from smaller 
municipalities, did not think of waste management as a very important subject, 
especially since there were few complaints from citizens. 

7.3 Hybridity and its effects 

7.3.1 Structure and activities 
Simultaneously with the discussions leading up to the merger, DICK’s managing 

director started a debate about autonomizing the organization. In 2000, he called a 
meeting of the general board where its members identified several problems due to the 
organization’s legal form as a local joint venture. These problems were later included 
in a proposal to autonomize the organization, written by the managing director and a 
consultant who had in the past led the organization on an interim basis.  

The problems identified by the aldermen can be summarized as follows: (1) 
Meetings of both boards often lacked a quorum, which seriously delayed decision 
making. (2) DICK could only offer generic products as the municipalities had a 
collective financial liability and refused to run risks for any activities that did not 
benefit all of them. (3) The municipalities fulfilled both the role of service provider and 
client, which could incite conflicts of interests. (4) DICK’s managing director had no 
room to manage, as the organization’s two boards had to take virtually every decision. 
There was also no clear division of duties and responsibilities between the director and 
the two boards. 

In his proposal, DICK’s managing director stated that the municipalities could 
overcome these issues by autonomizing DICK as a municipal corporation. This would, 
he argued, make the organization more decisive, strengthen its market position and 
give him more room to run it in a businesslike manner. As an autonomized 
organization, DICK could offer more custom-made waste solutions and would have a 
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greater incentive to offer good prices and increase the quality of its service provision. 
Autonomising the organization would also, the managing director argued, lead to a 
stricter separation of roles between the organization and the municipalities, limit their 
financial liabilities as well as the number of meetings each of them had attend. 

These proposals coincided with the municipal elections of 2002 and were, DICK’s 
managing director told me, not welcomed with much enthusiasm by the municipal 
politicians during the election campaign. They finally agreed just before the elections 
to autonomize DICK as a municipal corporation by 1 July 2003 but only after intense 
lobbying by the managing director. Each municipality of the joint venture received as 
many shares in the new company as it had inhabitants. 

To address fears among employees that the autonomization would eventually lead to 
privatization and to prevent another strike such as that after DICK’s merger, a condition 
was added to its charter stating that only local authorities could own shares in the new 
company. Also, a municipality wanting to sell its shares first had to offer them to the 
others.  

On the whole, DICK’s managing director put a lot of time and energy in informing 
the organization’s workforce why he considered the autonomization to be necessary 
and what its effects would be for them, especially concerning their legal status as civil 
servants. He told me he did this to prevent a repetition of the strike that had broken out 
when DICK was merged with several municipal sanitation departments. Because of the 
autonomization, DICK’s employees lost their legal status as civil servants but were 
compensated with a social plan granting them similar privileges.  

DICK’s managing director and its financial manager told me that they experienced 
the period right after the autonomization as being thrown in at the deep end. According 
to the managing director, this was a period of hard graft (he used the Dutch term 
‘tropenjaren’, years which count double). The financial manager recalled it as a period 
that necessitated ‘crisis management’. First of all, there was a maintenance backlog. 
The municipalities had, the two told me, not invested in the organization for quite a 
while, anticipating that an autonomization would come sooner or later. The 
organization’s offices were dilapidated and its employees had to work at desks that 
were ‘literally pulled out of a garbage container’, or so DICK’s financial director 
recalled. He also told me:  

‘When an organization is put at arm’s length in this manner, then there is no time to manage 
everything properly right away. For example, we still depended on the municipality for our 
computer network. We had an understanding with the municipality that we could still use their 
network for some time after the autonomization. But on the day of the autonomization someone 
cut the cables and we had to scramble to find a company that would build us a new network. It 
was constantly necessary to organize things in a hurry or to apply emergency measures 
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somewhere. At the beginning our work was very ad hoc, we hardly had time to structure our 
work.’  

It also took DICK’s financial manager quite some time to get the organization’s 
administration and accounts in order. The financial administration was so disorganized 
that it took the organization half a year to send out its first invoices. The financial 
manager had been told by his predecessor that there were draft contracts between the 
organization and the municipalities which could be signed quickly:  

‘In the end this unfortunately proved to be yet another story that was not true. It took us 
more than a year to sign contracts with the municipalities. Bit by bit we discovered which 
skeletons lurked in the closet. Only when we did not find any more of them, did I develop the 
feeling that everything was going the right way.’ 

As an autonomized organization, DICK still had the same two main activities it had 
had before. It purchased incineration capacity for all the municipalities (now its 
shareholders, see 7.3.3) based on a multilateral contract, charging a tariff that covered 
the costs of this activity. It also provided waste collection and sanitation services. 
DICK’s managing director had made the conscious decision not to compete in the 
commercial waste management market, as he understood that his organization was not 
competitive enough. According to him, DICK’s strengths lay in the municipal waste 
management market, as it knew exactly what the waste management needs of 
municipalities were. 

In 2006 DICK expanded its portfolio though when, as a result of a municipal 
economy drive, the infrastructure maintenance department of its biggest shareholder 
was taken over by the organization, together with all its employees. From now on DICK 
also carried out a wide range of maintenance functions for this municipality, such as 
maintaining its sidewalks, streets, harbours, bridges and streetlights.  

Now that the organization was autonomized, the services it provided to 
municipalities were based on unilateral contracts. DICK was no longer paid a lump sum 
budget to cover the costs of these activities but was paid based on the conditions laid 
down in the service level agreements each contract included.  

One member of DICK’s works council described this change as follows:  
‘We were messing around a lot in the past to achieve our results. We had a certain budget 

which, as is common in a municipal setting, had to be spent by the end of the year. Therefore, 
our main target was doing exactly that. This is totally different to what we do now. We now try 
our best to be more efficient so that our customers have to pay less. It is not our paramount aim 
to generate fat profits for the organization but rather to achieve a profitable output for the 
municipalities by delivering quality services for a justifiable price.’ 

By contracting their waste collection and sanitation duties out to their own 
corporation, municipalities could avoid the need to tender for these services, which was 
an advantage especially for DICK’s smaller shareholders that lacked the expertise 
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necessary to organize such a tender. This arrangement also suited DICK who, according 
to its managing director, was not yet competitive enough to win tenders. Its financial 
manager and the secretary of the management team told me that the reason why the 
municipalities granted contracts to the organization, even though it was more 
expensive than its private competitors, was its intimate knowledge of their waste 
management needs. The municipalities also thought that it was easier to control and 
influence an organization such as DICK, compared to a purely commercial enterprise. 

However, this did not apply to all municipalities. DICK’s shareholding municipalities 
were no captive customers. They compared the organization’s cost/performance ratio 
with those of other waste management companies and decided on the basis of this 
benchmark whether or not to employ DICK. Six shareholding municipalities did not buy 
waste collection and sanitation services from DICK. One of them was the organization’s 
second largest shareholder, who had in 2001 also decided not to have its waste 
collection service merge with the DICK. The municipality’s aldermen told me that they 
thought that their own municipal organization could provide waste collection and 
sanitation services in a more cost-effective manner than DICK. Other municipalities did 
not employ DICK because they had already signed contracts with other, commercial 
waste management companies which had not run out yet. 

7.3.2 Strategy and culture 
In order to change DICK’s bureaucratic culture and make the organization and its 

workforce more businesslike, DICK’s managing director introduced team based 
working right after the organization’s merger with four municipal waste collection 
services. By forming teams and making them responsible for how they carried out their 
work, DICK’s managing director hoped to break with the old hierarchical culture of the 
organization in which area managers had a lot of power and authority (see 7.2.2). 

These managers now had to learn how to function as team leaders that decided 
together with their team members of how to best organize their responsibilities. To 
help them make this shift, all future team leaders were asked to attend courses on 
leadership and were offered individual coaching.  

However, several interviewees on the managerial level told me that in practice the 
change from a hierarchical organization to one with autonomy for self-steering teams 
proved to be more difficult than DICK’s managing director had anticipated. First of all, 
not all area managers turned out to be capable of functioning as team leaders. I was 
told many left the organization, which in some cases led to a power vacuum and the 
need for the same top-down interventions, even though that was exactly what the new 
system was supposed to put an end to. Most teams also struggled with their new 
freedom and needed support on how to organize their work in this new manner. 
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A second step taken by DICK’s managing director to make the organization’s culture 
more businesslike, was to ask a team of management consultants to start with a cultural 
transformation project. This process entailed asking the organization’s employees what 
they thought the core values should be if the organization was to operate in the market 
place, and how those could be achieved. However, this project had only just started 
when I did my research at DICK and had not yet yielded results. 

According to several interviewees, DICK was now well on its way to transform into a 
professional and entrepreneurial organization. Several of its operational staff I interviewed told 
me that they thought DICK was more businesslike than before with a new focus on results. They 
now had to work harder and longer hours and their performance was controlled better than 
before. DICK’s HR manager told me for example:  

‘We had many problems with our municipal contracts [just after the autonomization, PMK]. 
It was often not clear what precisely was agreed upon and often tasks were executed differently 
to what was agreed. We now control this more strictly. Since the autonomization, control and 
accountability have become very important and we are busy to translate this into policies and 
procedures.’ 

There were now not necessarily more rules and procedures but those that had been 
in place all along were now finally enforced. Illicit behaviour that had in the past 
generously been overlooked, like theft at drop-off points, was now punished. A 
member of DICK’s works council described this new regime as follows:  

‘Everything was tolerated before and now there are rules. Some still find it hard to get used 
to this. Especially the behaviour of the field staff [ie, those working at drop-off points, PMK] is 
better monitored now. These people feel limited in their autonomy as they were used to a 
different situation before. It was for example common practice for them to keep copper and 
aluminium aside and sell it for their own profit. Some people found it hard to get used to the 
fact that this is not tolerated anymore. This is why there have been dismissals recently as some 
still went on with these old practices.’ 

Another change for DICK’s employees, its financial manager told me, was to learn 
that operating in a businesslike manner meant to be cost-conscious first and service-
oriented second. They could not, for example, do citizens a favour anymore by taking 
away any bulky waste they encountered next to a household’s waste container. They 
were only allowed to do that on certain days every year, since DICK’s municipal 
customers only paid the organization for the collection of bulky waste on a set number 
of days per year. 

Even though they were expected to work harder and adhere to more rules and 
procedures than before, DICK’s operational employees I spoke to during a group 
discussion told me that they were happy with these changes as they would make their 
organization sustainable and future-proof. They also did not mind that there were strict 
rules regulating their work and behaviour, as long as these rules applied to everyone 
and not only the operational staff of the organization. I had the impression that this 
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positive stance of the organization’s employees towards these cultural changes was 
mostly due to the strategy DICK’s managing director had chosen to present them. He 
had not tried to push these changes through top-down but asked groups of employees 
to flesh them out, while he and the other directors spend a lot of time explaining to 
their staff why they thought these changes were necessary. 

From the outside, DICK already seemed more like a commercial enterprise, 
especially in comparison to other municipal organization that had not yet been 
autonomized. The manager who directed DICK’s new infrastructure maintenance 
department and who had, just like his staff, been moved to DICK, told me for example 
about the trepidations of his employees when they heard that their department would 
soon be incorporated into DICK:  

‘They saw it as a commercial enterprise and had heard all kinds of stories about it, for 
example that there would be a lot of steering and a lot of rules. And that you better not make 
any mistakes if you don’t want to be fired.’ 

These new employees also brought another culture into the organization. Several 
interviewees on DICK’s operational level told me that people in the waste business look 
at the world in a different way than those in the infrastructure game. Another big 
difference between these two groups was that DICK’s new employees had not 
experienced the autonomization process and the discussions that led up to it. DICK’s 
veterans told me that they thought that they already behaved in a more entrepreneurial 
manner than their new colleagues.  

It was DICK’s older employees and those that worked at the organization’s new 
infrastructure maintenance department that still had to get used to its new 
entrepreneurial culture. The member of DICK’s work council I interviewed for example 
told me:  

‘Especially our older employees still have to get used to the more businesslike culture at 
[DICK]. They still stick to what they think their rights are. For example, in the past our road 
sweepers stopped work at 3.30 even though their shift did not end until 4 o’clock. This 
behaviour is addressed now. New people understand that and it is easier to explain to young 
people why we do this. The people from infrastructure maintenance follow an altogether 
different approach. They still have to make the switch and this costs a lot of time. We 
constantly have to explain where we stand, where we want to go and why [DICK] is different 
from how it was at the municipality. Also the budget plays a role in this. We don’t try to spend 
all the money anymore, no, we actually need to have some money left at the end of the year. It 
frustrates me how much time it costs and how often one has to repeat oneself.’ 

7.3.3 Governance and politics 
Following DICK’s autonomization, the executive board of the local joint venture was 

transformed into the organization’s supervisory board. Representatives of the 
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municipalities now met at least once a year as shareholders, replacing the general 
board.  

According to an overview published in DICK’s company newsletter at the time of its 
autonomization (see Figure 7.2), the two main tasks of the annual shareholders’ 
meeting were to approve the organization’s annual account and to decide how to 
allocate its profits. In order to prevent conflicts of interest, DICK’s management urged 
municipalities not to mix the roles of shareholder and customer and thus not send the 
alderman responsible for the municipality’s waste management policy to these 
meetings. 

Figure 7.2 Tasks and authorities of actors in DICK’s governance arrangement (based 
on overview printed in company newsletter) 

Shareholders Distribute shares 

Approve the organization’s annual account 

Decide how to allocate its profits 

Change its statute 

Dissolve the company 

Appoint the managing director as well as the members of the supervisory board 

Supervisory Board Monitor and advise the organization’s managing director 

Approve important decisions 

Confirm the organization’s annual account 

Appoint and dismiss the members of its management team 

Managing Director Manage the organization 

Represent it to the outside world 

DICK’s supervisory board, whose main tasks according to the newsletter were to 
monitor and advise the organizations management team as well as to approve 
important decisions, consisted of seven members. Four of them were political 
appointees designated by the organization’s shareholders based on rules laid down in 
the organization’s statute. DICK’s two largest shareholders, two towns of about 70,000 
inhabitants, were allowed to appoint one each. The two other board members were 
appointed by the organization’s smaller shareholders. At the time of my research, these 
board members were all either serving or former aldermen. The three non-politically 
appointed board members, among them the chairman and his deputy, were designated 
by cooptation. One of them, and the only female board member, had been nominated 
by DICK’s works council. 
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DICK’s managing director now had more freedom to manage the organization 
autonomously, together with the other members of its management team. These were 
the financial and the HR manager as well as the two managers responsible for a waste 
management and infrastructure maintenance. 

One of the reasons why DICK’s managing director had been lobbying for an 
autonomization was to speed up its decision processes. In the setting of local joint 
venture, the managing director had no autonomy as all decisions had to be taken 
directly by the aldermen that staffed its general and executive board. 

After the autonomization DICK’s managing director had more freedom, although the 
most important decisions still had to be taken by the shareholders at their annual 
meeting after careful consideration by the supervisory board. The same problems that 
had plagued the organization as a local joint venture, persisted, as it more often than 
not proved to be difficult to lure enough aldermen to attending these meetings so that a 
quorum could be constituted. Some aldermen chose not to attend the meetings 
themselves but delegate a civil servant in their place. These civil servants often had no 
authority to decide on anything but had been told only to listen carefully and report 
back. Because of this lack in attendance, DICK’s shareholders’ meetings often were 
rather short and trivial, I was told by the chairman of its supervisory board, who also 
chaired the annual shareholders’ meetings. He told me that this was a sign that the 
shareholders trusted the organization. DICK’s managing director on the other hand felt 
frustrated by it.  

Fierce discussions scarcely took place at the annual shareholders’ meetings but were 
not unheard of. I could read in the minutes of the board’s meetings that in the past two 
topics had led to a standoff between the organization and its shareholders. The first 
concerned the question whether DICK should use its profits to build up financial buffers 
or rather to pay out dividends to its shareholders, for example by lowering its tariffs. 
On paper each of DICK’s shareholders was entitled to a dividend, even those that did 
not have their waste collected by the organization. This frequently lead to tensions 
between those shareholders that did and those that did not buy the organization’s waste 
collection and sanitation services, as the first, I heard in interviews with aldermen, 
suspected the latter of cherry picking. 

A second topic which led to tensions between DICK and its shareholders and to two 
exceptionally fierce shareholders’ meetings in 2005 was the question whether the 
organization should extend its services by incorporating the infrastructure maintenance 
department of its biggest shareholder. During the times of the local joint venture, the 
proposal to do so would have reached the other municipalities directly via the general 
and the executive board. Reading the minutes of the first shareholders’ meeting in 
2005, I got the impression that they felt affronted since they had only been informed of 
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these plans after they had already been formalised by DICK’s managing director and its 
supervisory board. They had their doubts about this decision and were afraid that by 
incorporating this service, DICK might acquire a pig in a poke. A second meeting had to 
be called and DICK asked to provide its shareholders in the meantime with more 
information on what the benefits and risks were of incorporating the municipal 
department. It still took DICK’s managing director and the chairman of its supervisory 
board quite some time and effort during the second meeting to explain to the 
shareholders why they thought that the decision to incorporate the municipality’s 
infrastructure department was a sound one but this decision was finally approved. 

The secretary of the board told me that some municipalities also treated DICK as if it 
still was a local joint venture when purchasing its services. They felt that it was their 
right to know exactly how the organization priced its services and calculated its 
overhead. However, most of the organization’s customers were not very interested in 
how it conducted its services, DICK’s waste collection manager told me. This was due 
to the fact, she stated, that most municipal civil servants switched jobs so quickly that 
they did not have much time to delve into the subject at hand. DICK’s financial 
manager attributed this lack of interest to the contempt of many municipal civil 
servants of waste management and those involved in it:  

‘In the eyes of municipalities waste is really no more than that: waste. Civil servants at 
municipalities look at waste management organizations with a certain disdain. Compared to 
other topics, waste does not score high on their list of priorities.’  

DICK’s supervisory board had a hybrid composition, as it consisted of political and 
non-political appointees. Each group was confident that itself had the most meaningful 
contribution to this body. When I interviewed them, the political appointees, who were 
(or in one case used to be) aldermen, claimed that DICK benefited from their special 
knowledge of the waste management needs of municipalities and their political 
expertise.  

The non-political appointees stated that the organization benefited from their 
broader knowledge of the waste management sector and their experience in business. 
These board members had various backgrounds. The board’s chairman had been an 
interim manager at DICK when it was still a local joint venture and had worked as a 
management consultant and project manager for municipalities. His deputy had been 
an accountant. The third non-political member of the board still had a day job as a 
schoolmaster.  

The board’s political appointees acknowledged in our interviews that they had 
double binds which forced them to simultaneously wear several hats. However they did 
not see this as too big a problem. One of them, an alderman of DICK’s biggest 
shareholding municipality, put it like this:  
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‘I apply myself 100 % for the organization as member of the supervisory board, but this of 
course can not mean that I have to renounce myself as councillor of my municipality. I also 
apply myself 100 % for the municipality. I totally recognize the tensions attributed to wearing 
two hats at the same time. […] In reality this does not lead to any big problems though. When I 
am asked during a board meeting how my municipality sees something, I just tell them that I 
am not sitting here as a representative of that municipality. If you want to talk to me in my role 
as alderman, you will have to do that at another time and not during a meeting of the 
supervisory board.’ 

When I conducted my research at DICK, there was no discussion yet about changing 
the composition of the supervisory council towards one in which no political 
appointees would have a role. When asked about this in our interviews, the board’s 
current members with political backgrounds stated that they were not against changing 
the board’s composition per se but that such a change should happen in an organic 
way. They were also adamant that even in such a setting, the municipalities as DICK’s 
shareholders should have a say in the board’s composition, for example by being 
allowed to designate independent experts. 

7.4 Key findings 
In this chapter I answered my empirical research questions for my second case 

study, DICK. This section summarizes my key findings in this case. 
My first empirical research question is In which ways is the case organization 

hybrid? I answered this question by comparing how DICK scored on the ten dimensions 
of the model described in section 2.7, before and after its transformation into a hybrid 
organization (see appendix 4 for a summary on how and why I scored DICK the way I 
did). 

In 1974, DICK had been established as a group purchasing organization of nineteen 
municipalities with the legal form of a local joint venture. As such it purchased 
capacity at a waste incineration plant on the municipalities’ behalf. In 2001 the 
organization merged with the sanitation departments of four municipalities. DICK now 
not only purchased incineration capacity, but also collected waste and provided other 
sanitation services. 

Figure 7.3 shows how the organization scored on the dimensions of my model just 
after the merger. DICK then was to all intents and purposes an agency. Its managing 
director had some discretion but his autonomy was limited to the most basic decisions. 
All others had to be taken by the general and the executive board of the local joint 
venture. The organization was financed by a lump sum budget and had what several 
interviewees described as a bureaucratic culture and a very unprofessional workforce. 
This was due to the fact, I was told that DICK had been used by the municipalities as a 
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dumping ground for employees they wanted to get rid of at other municipal services. In 
the past, DICK’s employees could do more or less what they wanted and many saw the 
organization as their own little playground. 

Figure 7.3 DICK as an agency 

 The diagram in Figure 7.4 shows how DICK scored on my ten dimensions in 2006, 
when I conducted my research at the organization. It had been put at arm’s length from 
the municipalities in 2003 and now had the legal form of a municipal corporation. It 
still provided the same services for the same group of customers but now had to 
compete with other waste management companies for its contracts. It also did not 
receive a lump-sum budget anymore but was now only paid if its customers were 
satisfied with the quality of its work DICK already had a somewhat entrepreneurial 
culture. Its managing director had introduced team-based working in order to break the 
hierarchical structures of the old bureaucratic organization. He now had more 
managerial and executive autonomy, though the most important decisions still had to 
be taken in accordance with the organization’s supervisory council and the 
municipalities as stakeholders. 

I used the two charts in my research process to not only illustrate DICK’s 
transformation into a hybrid organization but also as an indicative-diagnostic tool to 
point me to those dimensions on which its new hybrid status could be expected to 
either produce positive or negative effects. I did this to answer my second empirical 
research question Which positive and negative effects of hybridity can be observed in 
the case study and how are they dealt with? In DICK’s case effects of its new hybrid 
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status were to be expected on the dimensions concerning its legal form and market 
environment, its culture, its relationship with its public principals and the increased 
autonomy of its management. 

Figure 7.4 DICK as a hybrid organization 

 

Increased turnover and profits 
Since its autonomization, DICK’s financial position had enhanced considerably. This 

can be seen as a positive effect of its new hybrid status for the organization. The 
strategy DICK’s managing director used to sustain this development was to stick to his 
entrepreneurial course. It is more difficult to say whether the organization’s enhanced 
financial position also was positive for its shareholders. They received dividends but 
DICK’s increased turnover from the same customer base could indicate that they now 
had to pay more for the same services. DICK had no other customers than its municipal 
shareholders and the dividends it paid out to them every year could be seen as a 
restitution on an advance that turned out to be higher than the actual cost. Whether this 
was due to increased efficiency or simply the case because of an overpayment, can not 
be determined based on the data available to me.  

Unfair competition 
Although DICK was more expensive than its commercial rivals, many (though not 

all) of its shareholding municipalities still opted to have their waste collected by the 
organization. Reasons for this included familiarity with the waste management needs 
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of municipalities and higher trust. Under European Union legislation, municipalities 
were allowed not to tender for waste management contracts as long as they awarded 
them to a public organization they held shares in. Some commercial rivals might see 
this as unfair competition, but this behaviour did not break any law. Competition was 
by no means ruled out, as some of DICK’s shareholders had decided to have their waste 
collected by other companies. 

Increased performance 
DICK’s performance had increased since it had become a hybrid organization. This 

was mainly due to two developments. The first concerned the creation of competition: 
DICK’s shareholders were no captive customers. This competition kept the organization 
sharp, as DICK had to work to keep its customers. Secondly, DICK’s service provision 
was now based on enforceable contracts. The service level agreements in these 
contracts guaranteed that DICK’s customers would receive value for money as they 
made it easy for the municipalities to check whether DICK’s service delivery was up to 
scratch. This also meant that DICK no longer receive a lump-sum budget but had to 
earn its funding by providing good services. This change in funding created an 
incentive for the organization to constantly monitor and increase its efficiency and 
effectiveness. DICK’s main strategy to achieve this, was to professionalize the 
organization’s workforce and increase its consumer-orientation (see below). 

Increased consumer-orientation 
DICK’s managing director introduced team-based working as a way to break with the 

old hierarchical culture of the organization and made an end to the illegal practices 
some of the organization’s employees indulged in, which had been tolerated in the past. 
The underlying motive for all these changes was the belief that DICK could only keep 
its contracts with the municipalities if the organization’s workforce behaved more 
professionally and businesslike. But rather than the top-down approach that lead to 
friction at TOM, he engaged the organization’s employees’ help in formulating DICK’s 
new goal and strategy, and met with a lot less resistance.  

Strained relationship with shareholders 
DICK’s managing director now had more autonomy to run his organization like a 

business but its municipal shareholders often seemed reluctant to give up power or 
even seemed unaware that they had already done so. In the case of the discussion about 
whether DICK should extend its services by incorporating the infrastructure 
maintenance department of its biggest shareholder (cf. 7.3.3), it became clear to me 
that most of the municipalities still expected to have as much say in the organization 
now as they had when it was a local joint venture. When it came to strategic decisions, 
they still wanted to be engaged from the very beginning. They were not contend to 



126 

only give their blessing to a decision already taken by the supervisory board and 
thereby mistook the reason why DICK had been hybridised in the first place as well as 
their role in its new governance arrangement. For DICK this situation was frustrating, 
and tried to remedy the confusion by providing more and more information. 
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8. Case study 3: HARRY 

8.1 Introduction 
My third case study took place at a waste management corporation on one of the 

island areas of the Netherlands Antilles. I will call this organization HARRY. It 
collected the waste of 50,000 households and 900 businesses, was active in city 
cleaning and maintained the island’s sewage system.  

In 2007, I was given the opportunity to study HARRY’s hybrid character. I was given 
access to confidential internal documents and conducted 12 one-on-one interviews with 
both key people from within the organization as well as its most important external 
partners. There were unfortunately no meetings scheduled during my stay at HARRY. 

I have split my findings in two parts: first I will discuss the history and background 
of the organization (8.2). I will then describe how and why it transformed into a hybrid 
organization, which effects this had and how they were dealt with (8.3). Each of these 
parts focuses in turn on HARRY’s structure and activities, its strategy and culture, and 
governance and politics. In this chapter’s final section (8.4), I will summarize by listing 
my key findings. 

Before describing HARRY in more detail, I will first try set the scene of this case 
study by shortly describing the Netherlands Antilles. At the time of my research, this 
group of islands in the Caribbean Sea was as a political unity divided into five 
administrative areas, the so-called island areas (‘eilandengebieden’). These could be 
compared to municipalities on the Dutch mainland, in terms of size, population and 
administrative structure.77

Every island area was governed by a mayor, called ‘gezaghebber’ in Dutch. who, 
together with a couple of representatives or aldermen (‘gedeputeerde’), formed its 
government (‘bestuurscollege’) which could be compared to a college of mayor and 
aldermen on the Dutch mainland. The island council (‘eilandenraad’), comparable to a 
Dutch local council, was the island area’s parliament. 

 

Also the political culture on the islands could be compared to that of many Dutch 
municipalities, though one could argue that its characteristics were more pronounced 

                                                        
77 Since then the Netherlands Antilles as an administrative union have been broken up. The bigger 

island areas were transformed into individual countries within the Kingdom of the Netherlands. 
The smaller ones got the legal status as municipalities of the Netherlands. 
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due to the islands’ isolation. Island areas had a small political in-crowd whose 
members knew each other well. Political debates often got personal and radicalism was 
thriving. The boundaries between society and politics, and between politics and the 
media, were blurred. This lead to a system of patronage and, some claimed, even 
cronyism (R. in ’t Veld, 2006). 

8.2 History and background 

8.2.1 Structure and activities 
HARRY had been established in 1974 as the island area’s sanitation department. Its 

main task was to collect household waste and dispose of it on a landfill site. It kept the 
island’s streets clean, took care of bulky waste and cleaned up fly-tipping sites. HARRY 
also provided some services for private customers but those were at this point, 
according to the organization’s marketing manager I interviewed, negligible compared 
to the activities it conducted on behalf of the island area. 

Next to keeping the island clean, HARRY also served another, less outspoken 
purpose for its political principals, which used it, its HR manager told me, as a tool for 
providing jobs to those that could not find employment elsewhere, either because they 
were unskilled or because they suffered from financial, health and social issues. 

When I conducted my research, HARRY had 324 employees, according to its 
business plan. Job mobility was low and about 70 % of the organization’s work force 
was older than 40. Most were unskilled and 78 % of all employees worked in HARRY’s 
operations department. 

In 2006, HARRY had (according to its annual report) a turnover of ANG 36.4 million 
(approximately € 14.1 million) and generated a profit of ANG 50,000 (approximately 
€ 19,400). Ten years earlier, when the organization was put at arm’s length, it had had 
a turnover of ANG 24 million (approximately € 9.3 million) and made a loss of ANG 
4.7 million (approximately € 1.8 million). For the first three years after 
autonomization, the island area still had to cover HARRY’s losses (see Figure 8.1). 

Figure 8.1 Financial development HARRY (based on overview in annual report 2005 
and annual account 2006, all amounts in million and ANG) 

 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 

Turnover 36.4 35.7 34.4 34.8 34.7 30.6 31.1 30.2 27.4 26.2 24.0 

Profit 0.05 3.0 3.0 3.7 7.1 0.02 1.1 0.1 -2.6 -2.9 -4.7 
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8.2.2 Strategy and culture 
As the island area’s sanitation department, HARRY did not follow a commercial 

strategy but focussed on providing services for the island area. However, according to 
its managing director, who had worked at HARRY for twenty years (last as deputy 
director) and who had been appointed managing director mere weeks before I started 
my research at the organization, HARRY already had a businesslike culture at that time, 
as its employees were not afraid to get their hands dirty.  

Other interviewees contradicted this description. According to HARRY’s HR 
manager and two of its operations managers, the organization’s employees lacked 
discipline. They defied rules, did not stick to their work hours and used company time 
to run their own little businesses. The managers called this a ‘worry about nothing’ 
culture and a ‘poko poko’ mentality (after the Antillean expression for taking it easy). 

8.2.3 Governance and politics 
As the island area’s sanitation department, HARRY depended on the island council 

for its funding. It was also this council (and not the organization’s director) that set out 
its main guidelines and directions. This situation prevented the organization from doing 
its work properly, its managing director told me. HARRY often saw its budget being cut 
because of financial difficulties of the island area and there was no clear vision for the 
future, with many decisions being taken on an ad hoc basis. This led to inertia and a 
lack of investment, which gave HARRY a rather bad reputation among the inhabitants of 
the island area. 

8.3 Hybridity and its effects 

8.3.1 Structure and activities 
In order to tackle the inertia caused by HARRY’s position within the island area’s 

bureaucracy, and enhance the organization’s financial position, HARRY’s former 
managing director started to lobby for its autonomization as a corporation in 1986. He 
also thought, the organization’s current managing director told me, that this would help 
HARRY to better serve the waste management needs of businesses and increase its 
share in the market for the collection of business waste. 

It took the organization’s political principals quite a while to warm to this idea, its 
current managing director told me. This sceptical sentiment also came through when 
reading the official correspondence concerning the autonomization. There were first of 
all doubts whether putting HARRY at arm’s length would actually help increase the 
quality of its services. Not everyone was convinced that a mere change in legal position 
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and increased managerial and executive autonomy for the organization’s management 
would automatically lead to more efficiency and effectiveness. There also were fears 
that granting HARRY more freedom would lead to opportunistic behaviour, as the 
organization’s strategic focus would shift from serving the community to making a 
profit. 

The correspondence I studied showed that the discussion about whether to 
autonomize HARRY processed rather chaotically. Several reports on why and how the 
organization should be put at arm’s length were commissioned, but discarded. A 
number of management consultants, both from the island as well as from The 
Netherlands, were involved. Also several government committees were asked to look a 
the situation, and although they all argued for an autonomization, none managed to 
follow this decision through. 

In 1991, five years after the idea had first been mentioned, a preliminary decision 
was reached to autonomize HARRY as part of a broader aim to make the island area’s 
public sector more businesslike. A committee and several outside consultants were 
asked to finalize this plan and, at last, the island council decided to autonomize HARRY 
in 1995. It even agreed to cover all potential losses of the newly autonomized 
organization for up to five years (which, in the end, did not prove to be necessary, as 
HARRY already reported (modest) profits after three years after being put at arm’s 
length). 

HARRY now had the legal form of a corporation, in which the island area held all the 
shares. Its main goals were to implement an integrated waste management chain and to 
execute it in a businesslike manner. By doing so the organization strived, it stated in its 
mission, to not only remain the local market leader in waste management, but also to 
participate in the socioeconomic development of the island area. HARRY saw it as its 
duty to contribute to public health by keeping the island clean, and thereby stimulate 
tourism, the island area’s most important source of revenues, as well as its other 
industries.  

It was agreed that HARRY would now also maintain the island area’s sewage 
network on behalf of the island area’s public works department. Besides this one new 
task it still carried out the same activities for the island area as before being put at 
arm’s length but the provision of these services was now based on a management 
agreement (beheersovereenkomst in Dutch). This contract granted HARRY a monopoly 
on both the collection of household waste as well as the collection of business waste in 
the island area’s capitol city.  

HARRY also started to employ commercial activities. It had already before also 
collected some business waste but had not done so in a structured and professional 
manner. Now a new department was created which would be responsible for marketing 
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the organization’s waste collection services to commercial customers. In 2001 HARRY 
also started to give advice concerning waste management matters to other island areas 
of the Netherlands Antilles, as well as other countries in the region. It had for example 
in 2004 entered into a joint venture to draft the waste policy of Suriname, another 
former Dutch colony. 

HARRY held shares in two subsidiaries: a waste incineration company, disposing of 
hazardous waste (such as animal cadavers and medical waste) and a construction waste 
recycling plant (such as debris). Of the first HARRY held 70 % of the shares and of the 
latter half. 

HARRY’s autonomization brought on several changes for its employees and for how 
it executed its tasks. Those employees working in the organization’s offices (the clerks) 
lost their legal status as civil servants. The organization’s operational staff (the 
labourers) never were civil servants. Both groups retained their rights and privileges 
after HARRY was put at arm’s length and also benefited from this move financially, as 
the management of the newly autonomized organization reinstated bonuses that had 
been axed previously. That was the main reason why the representatives of the trade 
unions of both clerks and labourers I interviewed were very pleased with HARRY’s new 
collective agreement and even regarded it as the best of the region.  

The organization and how it conducted its tasks, was modernized in three ‘waves of 
innovation’ as the business plan for the 2007-2010 period states. During the period 
right after the autonomization, the organization modernised the ways of how it 
conducted its services, for example by procuring modern waste containers and lorries. 
During the second ‘wave’ that lasted until about 2004 the organization’s business 
processes were streamlined, as this was one of the conditions for acquiring an ISO 
certification. Since then the organization’s quality management systems are ISO 
certified, as well as environmental management systems. The third and most recent 
innovation wave included the implementation of new management techniques, like the 
introduction of performance management (also see 8.3.2). 

When I conducted my research, the managing director who had guided HARRY 
through the autonomization had just left the organization to assume political office. He 
was succeeded by the former deputy director, an energetic man of about 40, who had 
received an MBA from a Dutch university and had worked at HARRY since he got his 
degree.  

HARRY’s new managing director was sure that its hybrid status as an autonomized 
corporation gave the organization the perfect opportunity to ‘combine the best of both 
worlds’. By operating in an efficient and businesslike manner HARRY could not only 
stay the local market leader in waste management. It also helped it to better perform its 
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public task of participating in the island area’s socioeconomic development, as laid 
down in the organization’s mission. 

Managing such an organization was not for everyone though: ‘You have to have 
affinity with an organization such as HARRY and her employees and should not see and 
run it as a normal, commercially oriented company’, the managing director told me. 
This was in his eyes especially due to the fact that most of HARRY’s employees were 
low-skilled and socially vulnerable, as the island area had long used the organization as 
a tool for job creation. HARRY’s managing director tried to encourage all his employees 
to enhance their skills and asked for their input on the organization’s strategic course. 
In order to help those with social, health and financial issues, the organization 
employed an in-house social worker. 

HARRY had two different kinds of customers: the island area, for which it provided 
services based on the conditions laid down in the management agreement and 
companies, for which it provided services based on individual contracts. At the time of 
my research, activities for the island area still generated 89.2 % of HARRY’s profits, 
according to its business plan. But the percentage of profits it made from its 
commercial activities (collecting business waste and consultancy services) had grown 
steadily from 1 % to 10.8 % in only ten years.  

HARRY’s managing director told me that he was satisfied with this development, as 
it meant that his organization was less financially depended than before on the 
notoriously cash-strapped island area. He was less satisfied with the fact that the 
management agreement with the island area had not been amended since the 
organization’s autonomization ten years earlier. That meant that the fees HARRY 
received were still on the same level as they had been in 1996. However, it was not 
possible to break this agreement open unilaterally and the island area refused to 
renegotiate. 

At least HARRY did not have to collect the fee each of the island area’s households 
had to pay for having its waste collected itself. The organization received every year an 
advance on the waste management costs from the island area who had taken it on itself 
to then collect the fees monthly from every household on the island via its electricity 
company. 

HARRY was the market leader in the market for the collection of business waste. 
This was due to the fact, the organization’s marketing manager told me, that HARRY 
had a very high brand awareness, as it also collected household waste. She explained 
that its biggest rivals were technologically less advanced and hence cheaper companies 
who often collected the waste with nothing more than cardboard boxes on the back of a 
pick-up truck.  
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HARRY staunchly separated the revenues from its commercial activities and those 
employed for the island area in its bookkeeping. It even used different trucks and crews 
for the collection of household and business waste to make sure that the costs of these 
activities could be precisely allocated. 

8.3.2 Strategy and culture 
Next to modernizing the ways of how it conducted its services, also several 

measures were taken to, in the words of HARRY’s managing director, ‘professionalize’ 
its work force after the organization’s autonomization. This was done to make the 
organization more businesslike and to fight the poko poko mentality of its employees. 

The first measure taken in this respect was the introduction of human resource 
management. According to HARRY’s HR manager, there was no real personnel 
management before the autonomization. He had used the first years after HARRY had 
been put at arm’s length to redefine, reclassify and revalue all the positions within the 
organization and to introduce performance and assessment interviews. The old practice 
in which every employee automatically received more salary every year irrespective of 
his or her performance was scrapped and replaced by more attention for proper career 
planning.  

Now, one of the main tasks of the HR manager was to transform the culture of the 
organization’s employees to one that, he explained, was more professional, commercial 
and customer-oriented. HARRY’s marketing manager told me that her department was 
the harbinger of this change as its employees had already learned that they often had to, 
as she put it, ‘go the extra mile’ to satisfy the customer. One instrument used to 
stimulate HARRY’s employees to be more efficient and effective was the introduction 
of profit sharing. Every year that the organization made a profit, its employees received 
5 % of the net takings. 

A second measure taken to professionalize HARRY’s workforce was the introduction 
of performance management in 2004 as part of a pilot instigated by a Dutch professor 
in business administration at several of the island area’s companies. After testing the 
system at HARRY’s garages, in 2005 all departments had to come up with plans on how 
they would contribute to reaching the critical success factors defined in the 
organization’s mission. They also had to come up with performance indicators for 
measuring their progress. However, introducing performance management at HARRY 
soon met with difficulties, as many employees failed to keep track of their activities, 
either because they did not bother or because they had problems reading and writing. 

And a third measure, which had just been instigated at the time I visited HARRY in 
2007, was the attempt to give its middle managers more responsibility in how to use 
their resources by giving each of them his own budget.  
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HARRY’s employees were now expected to work harder than before. Their managers 
explained this with the fact that its customers had become more demanding, expecting 
HARRY as a commercial organization to deliver value for money. However, according 
to the operational managers I interviewed, many of HARRY’s employees had proved 
not to be able to cope with this increased work pressure and had fallen ill because of it.  

Sick leave was a big problem for HARRY, its operational managers complained to 
me and they were not convinced that the increased work pressure was the only factor to 
blame. They also suspected ‘fraudulent behaviour’ (as one of them put it) as another 
reason for the high level of absenteeism and claimed that many allegedly sick 
employees were in fact staying home without reason so that their colleagues would be 
paid overtime allowance.  

The operational managers told me that HARRY was still plagued by the ‘poko poko’ 
culture from before the autonomization. According to one operational manager, the 
reason for this lay mostly in the organization’s soft personnel management: 

‘For far too long we have been focused on rewarding our employees for positive behaviour. 
Bad behaviour is only seldom punished but this is necessary because we are dealing with low-
skilled employees who often are not properly motivated. It only ends in chaos, when you let 
them do whatever they want.’  

The ‘poko poko’ mentality was fought by introducing strict controls of work times 
by using swipe cards. Another control measure HARRY’s operations manager 
considered was to fit GPS devices on all of HARRY’s vans to be able to check their 
movements in real time and to control whether their crews were sticking to their routes. 
Also softer measures were introduced, like communicating the organization’s goals in 
a more effective way to its employees and attempts to make them more aware of their 
behaviour and its effects on the organization.  

HARRY only generated about a tenth of its revenues by activities for commercial 
customers, but there was a steady influx of new employees with a commercial 
background. This led to criticism from some of HARRY’s veteran employees. One of 
them complained that it was not possible anymore for a blue-collar worker to grow 
from a job on the work floor into an office function without a proper diploma. New, 
business-oriented employees were attracted for these functions, making the 
organization, as this interviewee feared, not only less egalitarian but also top-heavy: 

‘By doing this you will only create a group of thinkers rather than doers. These people spend 
their days sitting in the office, while others have to work outside in the sun. We should not 
forget that those people are the heart of the organization. It is a problem for the organization, if 
they do not show up one day. It is less a problem, if the people working in the office do not 
show up.’  
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8.3.3 Governance and politics 
The island area was still HARRY’s sole shareholder and regulator. It also was its 

main customer, However, since its autonomization, HARRY put more emphasis on its 
activities for its commercial customers. This was largely because the management 
agreement the organization had signed with the island area was not under discussion, 
which meant that the organization did not have to fear loosing it. This also meant that 
the market segment for the collection of commercial waste was the only one in which 
the organization could still grow. 

The island area’s shares in HARRY were held by a foundation which administered all 
its shares in public enterprises. This foundation was seen as HARRY’s legal proprietor 
but had practically ceased to function at the time of my research. HARRY now mostly 
dealt with the island area’s finance department which was considered the economic 
proprietor of the organization. This department also represented the island area as 
HARRY’s main customer but, according to my interviewee from the department, 
wanted to get rid of this responsibility as its employees lacked the expertise for rating 
the quality of the services the organization provided. No other department of the island 
area was willing to take this responsibility on. Even the department for health, whose 
representative chaired HARRY’s supervisory board, had decided against it. 

Over the years, the relationship between HARRY and the financial department as its 
economic proprietor had been strained by several financial differences. The first 
concerned HARRY’s distribution of profits. The financial department claimed that any 
profits HARRY made should be used either for dividends or for lowering the tariffs as 
any profits were a clear sign that the tariffs were too high in the first place. My 
interviewee from the island area put it bluntly: ‘if a company that depends on the 
public purse for 80 to 90 % of its revenues is making profits then that simply means 
that it charges us a far too high price.’ Another argument the financial department 
used to support its claim on HARRY’s profits was to point out that it had guaranteed to 
cover all its losses for up to five years when the organization was autonomized. On 
grounds of reciprocity the financial department now expected to receive a share of its 
profits, a claim HARRY’s management dismissed as ridiculous. 

The financial department was also not happy about the fact that HARRY had two 
subsidiaries. My interviewee from the island area said about this, ‘We as shareholder 
have paid for these companies, but have no oversight over them. What is going to 
happen should either of these companies go bankrupt?’ However, the financial 
department did not per se condemn HARRY for employing activities for businesses next 
to those for the island area, but only as long as those would result in lower tariffs. 

HARRY’s management was rather critical about the quality of the civil servants it 
had to deal with at the island area. The manager of the organization’s planning 
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department told me that HARRY had started to employ a Dutch company to provide 
management systems assessment and thus to act as an independent auditor, as it lacked 
adequate checks and balances at the island area. The organization also felt compelled 
to write its own regulations. When HARRY had been working with an outdated 
environmental licence for a while, its planning department had drafted a new one itself 
and presented it to the island area’s environmental department. HARRY had also 
proactively written a new waste decree. The island area’s civil servants did not 
particularly appreciate this and felt affronted by HARRY taking matter in its own hands, 
the manager of the planning department told me,. 

Politics still played an important part in HARRY’s governance through its 
supervisory board. This board had, according to the organization’s statute, to consist of 
at least eight members, representing various interests and groups. Those were an expert 
in financial and economic affairs, a specialist in technological issues, an expert in 
health issues, an expert in environmental issues, a representative from an employers’ 
association, a representative from one of its trade unions and a customer. Chairman of 
the board was traditionally the island area’s representative for health, which could lead 
to loyalty conflicts as he was supposed to act in the interest of both the organization as 
well as in the interest of the island area. My interviewee from the island area’s 
financial department wondered for example: ‘What is going to happen when the island 
council proposes to decrease waste tariffs? In his role as deputy of the island area, 
[the chairman] would have to obey this wish but he might think totally different about 
it as chairman of the supervisory board.’ Unfortunately I was not able to put this 
dilemma to the representative himself. He refused my request for an interview because 
he had been appointed to this position only several weeks previous, and had, in his 
opinion, not yet been able to sufficiently familiarise himself with the organization.  

HARRY’s statute dictated that its supervisory board had to consist of several experts 
in the fields of finance, technology, health and the environment. However, most of my 
interviewees (among them even some board members), claimed that in practice most of 
these so-called experts were appointed because of their political affiliations as every 
party in the coalition ruling the island area’s administrative board saw it as its right to 
delegate a certain number of board members in its public enterprises. One of the few 
independent board members I interviewed complained about this as follows: 

‘Our politicians appoint almost everyone as a member of the supervisory board. That should 
not be possible. You should have at least some knowledge about the company on which board 
you serve. I do not have anything against political parties appointing board members per se but 
they should chose someone who knows what he is doing. […] Otherwise you end up with board 
members who are steered from the outside.’ 



137 

Another board member added:  
‘All board members should meet some sort of profile. If you want to have several fields of 

expertise represented in the board then you have to accurately define them. Take an example: if 
you want to have employers represented on the board, you should also state who that should be. 
Does the proprietor of a snack bar already fit that definition? Or should it rather be a 
representative of an employers association? You get a far more competent board by paying 
attention to this. Such a board would stand further away from politics and would focus mostly 
on the interests of the company.’ 

None of my interviewees wanted to depoliticise HARRY and its supervisory board as 
they thought that it was appropriate that politics retained some influence in a public 
company with public funding. But my interviewees acknowledged that the logics of 
politics and that of business differed and sometimes clashed. HARRY’s managing 
director told me for example:  

‘It’s always problematic to allow politics into a company. The goals of managers and 
politicians are fundamentally different. Managers focus on the interest of the company, whereas 
politicians first and foremost want to be popular. They harm public organizations when they try 
to use them as vehicles for their popularity.’ 

HARRY had often been a political plaything in the past. The most prominent case of 
this at the time of my research, which I could reconstruct by studying the confidential 
minutes of supervisory board meetings as well as the media coverage of this case, 
concerned the appointment of its new deputy director. A majority of the supervisory 
board had appointed a former politician to this post, who was said to have the same 
political affiliation as the then chairman of the board. This led to a short-lived strike by 
HARRY’s workforce and legal procedures because several of its employees claimed that 
they had been denied the right to apply for this position as it had not been formally 
advertised. The court eventually ruled in their favour and declared the deputy director’s 
appointment to be unlawful. This affair had political repercussions for HARRY and its 
management, as the island area’s representative for health had taken it as a cause to 
order an audit of the organization. 

8.4 Key findings 
In this chapter I answered my empirical research questions for my third case study, 

HARRY. This section summarizes my key findings in this case. 
My first empirical research question is In which ways is the case organization 

hybrid? I answered this question by comparing how HARRY scored on the ten 
dimensions of the model described in section 2.7, before and after its transformation 
into a hybrid organization (see appendix 4 for an overview on how and why I scored 
HARRY the way I did). 
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Figure 8.2 HARRY as an agency 

 
HARRY had been established in 1974 as the island area’s sanitation department. It 

collected waste, disposed of it at its own landfill facility and kept the island’s streets 
clean. Figure 8.2 shows how the organization scored on the dimensions of my model at 
this point. HARRY then was to all intents and purposes an agency. Its managing director 
had some discretion but most decisions had to be taken by the island council as the 
organization’s political principal. HARRY was financed by a lump sum budget and had 
what several interviewees described as a bureaucratic culture and a very unprofessional 
workforce. This was due to the fact, I was told, that HARRY, next to keeping the island 
clean, also served another purpose for its political principals, which used it, its HR 
manager told me, as a tool for providing jobs to those that could not find employment 
elsewhere, either because they were unskilled or because they suffered from financial, 
health and social issues. 

The chart in Figure 8.3 shows how HARRY scored on my ten dimensions in 2007, 
when I conducted my research there. Eleven years earlier, the organization had been 
autonomized as a public corporation. It still provided sanitation services for the island 
area but was also active in increasing its share in the market for the collection of 
business waste. In this market HARRY had to compete with other companies, whereas it 
had a monopoly with regards to the collection of household waste and to sanitation 
services in the centre of the island area’s capitol city. HARRY’s main goal in increasing 
its share in the commercial waste management market was to become less financially 
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dependent on the notoriously cash-strapped island area. It already generated about 
10.8 % of its revenues from activities for commercial customers. HARRY’s status as an 
autonomized organization meant that its managing director enjoyed considerable levels 
of managerial and executive autonomy. 

Figure 8.3 HARRY as a hybrid organization 

 
I used the two charts in my research process to not only illustrate HARRY’s 

transformation into a hybrid organization but also as an indicative-diagnostic tool to 
point me to those dimensions on which its new hybrid status could be expected to 
either produce positive or negative effects. I did this to answer my second empirical 
research question Which positive and negative effects of hybridity can be observed in 
the case study and how are they dealt with? In HARRY’s case effects of its new hybrid 
status were especially to be expected on the dimensions concerning its legal form, the 
relationship with its public principal and the increased autonomy of its management.  

Financial independence 
Its transformation into a hybrid organization made HARRY immune from the island 

area’s budget cuts. This gave the organization more financial security to make long-
term plans, which increased its stability. Although a stable waste management 
company of course is in the public interest, this does mean that the island area now had 
to look at other public institutions when budget cuts were necessary. Isolating HARRY 
from budget cuts means that other public organizations – including schools and 
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hospitals which some might argue contribute just as much if not more to the public 
interest – are hit harder. 

Increased performance 
Before its autonomization, HARRY had a bad reputation as a run-down public agency 

with poor service, but it had managed to transform itself into a modern waste 
management company. This had been achieved by following a rigorous 
professionalization strategy aimed at making the organization more competitive. 
HARRY’s employees were now expected to work harder than before. Not all of them 
were capable of this and sick leave was a big problem. 

Increased customer orientation 
HARRY’s commercial director hoped the customer focused attitude of the 

department devoted to its commercial customers would spill over to all its staff. 
Stricter rules were enforced to deal with those who were using the organization for 
their own gains, though some managers still found this approach too soft. Another way 
to increase HARRY’s customer-orientation was to seek new employees with commercial 
backgrounds. Not all interviewees were happy with this development. Some 
complained that bringing new employees in would make the organization less 
egalitarian. I got the impression that HARRY’s managing director was well aware of the 
potential cultural tensions his organization’s new hybrid status might cause. He told me 
that he hoped to be able to combine the best of both worlds but knew that managing a 
hybrid organization was like walking a fine line between too much and too little 
commercialism.  

Commercial customers more important than public ones 
HARRY now had two kinds of customers: the island area, which was the 

organization’s captive customer and commercial companies, which could opt to take 
their business elsewhere. This created an incentive for HARRY to pay more attention to 
its private customers. The effects of this were still limited, as commercial customers 
accounted for only about 10 % of the organization’s revenues. 

Pressures on relationship with island area 
As a hybrid organization HARRY operated at arm’s length from the island area. I 

would have expected its public principal to have a system in place to check whether the 
organization was doing its job properly. But the island area’s financial department, 
which acted as the organization’s shareholder and customer, missed the necessary 
expertise. HARRY was frustrated by this lack of oversight. It not only employed a Dutch 
company to act as independent auditor but also drafted its own legislation. There were 
discussions between HARRY and the island area about what should be done with the 
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organization’s profits. The former claimed that they should be used to lower HARRY’s 
tariffs, whereas the latter wanted to reinvest them. This was not only a conflict about 
dividends; there were also discussions about how HARRY had actually managed to 
make a profit. The island area saw this as proof that the tariffs the organization was 
charging were too high. These tariffs were laid down in the management contract the 
organization had signed with the island area. HARRY would in fact have welcomed 
renegotiating this contract (as it thought its tariffs were actually too low) but the island 
area refused to do that. 

Another source of tension between HARRY and the island area concerned the two 
subsidiaries the organization participated in. According to the island area these were 
financed with public money but its financial department had no authority to check their 
books. There were fears about possible financial liabilities should any of the companies 
go bankrupt. 

A last source of pressure on HARRY’s relationship with the island area was the 
politicized nature of its supervisory board. This board consisted mainly of members 
appointed by political parties, who put the interests of their constituents (and their own) 
before those of the organization. It was chaired by a politician, the island area’s 
representative for health, which put him in a hybrid position in which he had to chose 
between the organization’s and the island area’s interests. There was no discussion 
about changing the composition of the supervisory board. My interviewees thought that 
it was appropriate that politics retained some influence in a public company with public 
funding. 
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9. Comparison of findings 

9.1 Introduction 
In the last three chapters I dealt with my case studies individually. I described how 

and why they changed from agencies into hybrid organizations by moving on several 
of the ten dimensions of my analytical model from a public towards a more private 
orientation. I also described which positive and negative effects their transformation 
has had, as well as which coping strategies were used to deal with them. By doing so I 
strived to answer my first and second empirical research questions for every case: (1) 
In which ways is the case organization hybrid? and (2) Which positive and negative 
effects of hybridity can be observed in the case study and how are these dealt with?  

In this chapter I compare the observations made in the individual case studies and 
describe the similarities and differences between TOM, DICK and HARRY’s hybridness. 
I also compare the positive and negative effects hybridity had in each case and the 
strategies employed to deal with them. By doing so, I strive to answer my empirical 
research questions for all three cases collectively.  

I tested the validity of my findings by discussing them with representatives of six 
other public waste management corporations during an expert meeting. I present a 
summary of this meeting in this chapter and describe how these other organizations 
dealt with their hybridness.  

I end this chapter by comparing my findings with the hypotheses concerning 
possible positive and negative effects of hybridity brought forward in the literature on 
this subject and as described in chapter 3 of this dissertation. 

9.2 Comparison of case studies’ hybridness 

9.2.1 Review: Agencies, enterprises and hybrid organizations 
In chapter 2 I described that, in the light of the many interrelations between state and 

market, the classic dichotomy between public and private has been replaced by a 
continuum of several dimensions. The ideal-typical public organization (the agency or 
task organization) and the ideal-typical private organization (the enterprise or market 
organization) form the poles of this continuum. The agency, on the one hand, is subject 
to government authority. It produces goods and services to the specifications of a 
superior body or principal. The behaviour of enterprises, on the other hand, is 
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determined by economic markets. They are autonomous, produce goods and services to 
their own design and focus on customer needs and market demands. 

Between these two extremes, organizations can be arranged on several dimensions. 
Based on the several uni- and multidimensional models already available to range 
organizations, I constructed my own model consisting of ten dimensions, clustered into 
three groups: (1) structure and activities (legal form, ownership, activities, funding, 
market environment), (2) strategy and culture (strategic orientation, value orientation) 
and (3) governance and politics (relationship with political principal, managerial 
autonomy, executive autonomy).  

I visualized this model in the form of a spider chart and used it in my case studies to 
describe how TOM, DICK and HARRY looked like before they transformed into hybrid 
organizations as well as to describe on which of the ten dimensions this change 
occurred (see appendix 4 for an overview of how and why I scored each organization 
the way I did). In the following sections I will compare these findings. I will first 
describe the history and background of my three case organizations and second how 
and why they transformed into hybrid organizations. By doing this, I will answer my 
first empirical research question collectively for all three cases: In which ways are the 
organizations hybrid? I will also visually compare how my three case organizations 
looked before and after becoming hybrid organizations by putting their spider charts 
next to each other. 

9.2.2 History and background 
Before they became hybrid organizations, my three case studies were traditional 

public organizations or agencies, providing waste related services on behalf of a 
government. In Dahl & Lindblom’s continuum of organizations described in Figure 2.4 
they then all inhabited the far left corner. In Bozeman’s publicness grid described in 
Figure 2.6 the case organizations could at this point be placed in lower right hand 
corner of the model. 

TOM was a municipal enterprise, established to mainly burn the waste of parties that 
had signed a covenant. Those were mostly municipalities but also included one private 
waste management company which had its own facilities for storing waste. This gave 
TOM the opportunity to compensate for fluctuations in the amount of municipal waste. 
DICK was a group purchasing organization with the legal form of a local joint venture 
that purchased capacity at an incineration facility on the behalf of several 
municipalities. HARRY was the sanitation department of one of the island areas of the 
Netherlands Antilles. Like TOM, HARRY also had some private customers, In both cases 
these activities were merely a sideline and meant to support the activities the 
organizations conducted for their public principals.  
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As agencies, TOM, DICK and HARRY had cultures dominated by values akin to those 
of Jacobs’ guardian syndrome (see 2.5.3). They were hierarchical and bureaucratic 
organizations, in which their operational staff played a leading role. 

All three organizations provided their services to the specifications of politicians, 
which were aldermen or the equivalent of this position. They were in turn accountable 
for how the organizations fared to their respective legislative bodies, which were local 
councils.  

9.2.3 Hybridity and its effects 

Structure and activities 
All three of my case organizations had directors in charge who were not satisfied 

with merely implementing the strategy set out for them and their organization by 
politicians. All three of them rather saw themselves as businessmen than as civil 
servants and were eager to strengthen their organization’s position in the waste 
management market. They were frustrated with the fact that the status of TOM, DICK 
and HARRY as parts of a bureaucracy had led to inertia, making it impossible to react 
quickly to changing market situations. For example, it took DICK about six months to 
buy a new waste lorry, mostly because this needed political approval. The inertia meant 
that all three organizations could not act swiftly on the waste management market, 
which has become more commercial than before. Of course it is debatable whether 
acting astutely on market changes was ever meant to be or should be the goal of the 
organizations, but their directors complained that due to the inertia they were also not 
able to react to the waste management needs of the citizens in a flexible and agile 
manner.  

In all three cases, the initiative to grant the organization more autonomy and to run it 
like a business, came from the managing director. In the case of DICK and HARRY this 
involved putting the organizations at arm’s length. However, the politicians involved 
were at first reluctant to do so. The proposal to autonomize DICK coincided with 
municipal elections and was not welcomed with much enthusiasm. Also HARRY’s 
political principals were critical about letting go of the organization. There were doubts 
whether putting it at arm’s length would actually help increase the quality of its 
services, and fears that granting HARRY more freedom would lead to opportunistic 
behaviour, as the organization’s strategic focus would shift from serving the 
community to making a profit. Both organizations were only autonomized after intense 
lobbying by their managing directors: DICK was autonomized as a municipal 
corporation in 2003 and HARRY as a corporation in 1996, ten years after the idea had 
first been discussed. 
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In the case of TOM similar doubts and fears made the alderman responsible for the 
organization opt against an autonomization, but she still granted its managing director 
more autonomy. This was achieved in 2001 by labelling the organization a ‘proactive 
service provider’, a hybrid of a traditional public service provider and a market 
organization. By doing so, the alderman confirmed the status quo in which TOM’s 
managing director had more autonomy de facto than he had de jure.  

In both Dahl & Lindblom’s continuum (cf. Figure 2.4) and Bozeman’s publicness 
grid (cf. Figure 2.6) all three organizations had now moved away from their original 
positions towards a position more in the centre of the respective models.  

In none of the cases did an increase in the autonomy of its managerial directors also 
lead to a change in ownership of the organization. TOM and DICK were still owned by 
municipalities and HARRY by the island area. There were no plans at any of the 
organizations to change this. 

Of all three of my case organizations only DICK did not yet provide services for 
commercial customers, nor did it plan on doing so in the near future. However, this did 
not mean that the organization did not have to operate in a competitive environment. In 
contrast to the situation at TOM and HARRY, DICK’s shareholding municipalities were 
no captive customers. This forced DICK to compete with other waste management 
companies for their contracts. Several municipalities used independent benchmarks to 
compare its cost/performance ratio with that of its competitors. On the basis of such a 
comparison, DICK’s second largest shareholder had already decided not to have its 
waste collected by the organization but to keep its own sanitation department. 
However, since under European Union regulations municipalities were not yet required 
to tender for waste management contracts as long as they awarded them to a public 
organization they held shares in, they were free to choose DICK even if it did not offer 
the cheapest service. Several municipalities used independent benchmarks to compare 
its cost/performance ratio with that of its competitors, rating them on more than cost 
alone. 

So far only HARRY already conducted more activities for commercial customers than 
before its autonomization. These were now not a sideline anymore but an increasingly 
important source of income for the organization. HARRY already generated about 
10.8 % if its revenues by conducting services for other parties than the island area. 

In the case of TOM, most of the waste it burnt still originated from municipalities. 
However, simultaneously with the decision to treat the organization as a ‘proactive 
service provider’, the municipal council had agreed to nearly double TOM’s 
incineration capacity by constructing a new, highly innovative plant, which was 
supposed to burn business waste only. This new plant was nearly finished at the time I 
did my research at TOM and was scheduled to be fully operational the following year. It 
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was expected that from then on TOM would generate more than 70 % of its turnover by 
burning waste delivered to its plant by commercial waste management companies and 
by selling the electricity this created on the energy market. Only a quarter of the 
organization’s turnover would then be generated by incinerating municipal household 
waste.  

With the new plant not only the share of TOM’s financial dependence on commercial 
waste management companies would increase. So would the pressure of competition, 
as all Dutch incineration plants were trying to get a big piece of the lucrative market 
for incinerating business waste. It would also become more depended on the 
developments on the commercial waste management market which for one is very 
cyclical.  

Strategy and culture 
The strategic outlook of all three organizations had changed. Their managing 

directors no longer saw their organizations as mere executioners of a strategy devised 
by politicians, aimed at providing goods and services to their exact specifications. They 
now had the autonomy to make their own plans, at least within the boundaries of their 
new, looser governance arrangement (see the section on governance for more on this). 
The new strategy they followed was more entrepreneurial, in the sense that the 
managing directors saw and managed TOM, DICK and HARRY as businesses, with the 
strategic goal to grow and strengthen their position in the waste management market. 

One way of achieving this new strategic orientation was to bring new employees 
with a commercial background into the organization, with the specific task to 
professionalize the way it conducted its services, both on the managerial as well as on 
the operational level. A second way to change TOM, DICK and HARRY into more 
businesslike organizations was to tackle their organizational cultures, which, according 
to several interviewees at each organization, were bureaucratic, hierarchical and not 
businesslike. This included a new focus on values comparable to those of Jacobs’ 
commercial syndrome (see 2.5.3), such as initiative, enterprise and efficiency and had 
as an effect that in all three organizations employees were now expected to work 
harder and longer as well as more efficiently.  

Governance and politics 
Their hybridness brought a change in governance for all three organizations. TOM 

remained an agency on paper, but its managing director was granted more managerial 
and executive autonomy and was allowed to run the organization as a ‘proactive 
service provider’. However, an alderman was still ultimately responsible for how it 
conducted its services. TOM’s managing director was, at the time of my research, 
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lobbying the municipality to take the next step and really autonomize the organization, 
but he had not yet convinced the alderman of doing so. 

Contrary to TOM, DICK and HARRY were autonomized and the changes to their 
governance arrangements therefore more radical. Their relationship with their public 
principals, now the organizations’ shareholders, was based on private law rather than 
public law. Their managing directors also had more managerial and executive 
autonomy than TOM’s but still no full autonomy, as their decisions were subject to 
oversight by not only the organization’s shareholders but also their supervisory boards. 

Following DICK’s autonomization, the general board of the local joint venture was 
transformed into the organization’s assembly of shareholders. HARRY only had one 
shareholder, the island area. Its shares in HARRY were held by a foundation which 
administered all its shares in public enterprises. This foundation was seen as HARRY’s 
legal proprietor but had practically ceased to function at the time of my research. 
HARRY now mostly dealt with the island area’s finance department which was 
considered the economic proprietor of the organization. 

Both organizations now also had supervisory boards. DICK’s board consisted of 
seven members. Four of them were political appointees designated by the 
organization’s shareholders. At the time of my research, these board members were all 
either serving or former aldermen. The three non-politically appointed board members 
(among them the chairman and his deputy) were designated by cooptation. One of 
them, the only female board member, had been nominated by DICK’s works council. 

HARRY’s supervisory board was designed to be more diverse than DICK’s. It 
consisted of eight members, representing various interests and groups. The island 
area’s representative for health chaired the board. Next to him, it had to consist of an 
expert in financial and economic affairs, a specialist in technological issues, an expert 
in health issues, an expert in environmental issues, a representative from an employers 
association, a representative from one of its trade unions and a customer. 

9.2.4 Summary 
I used spider charts to visualize how TOM, DICK and HARRY looked before and after 

they became hybrid organizations. These charts are displayed below.  
It is interesting to note that the starting positions of all three organizations were very 

similar. TOM slightly differed from the other two organizations as it already conducted 
some activities for private customers. But they all were, for all intents and purposes, 
ideal-typical public organizations or agencies. 

These similarities have gone now. TOM is the only organization whose shape on the 
chart still resembles the one it had as an agency but its scores and thus its hybridness 
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have intensified. Both DICK and HARRY have rather pronounced scores concerning 
their governance. They are more or less private organizations in this respect. They are 
less hybrid on the other two clusters, although they were in an ongoing process of 
change which was due to also effect these dimensions.  

Figure 9.1 TOM: agency and hybrid 

Figure 9.2 DICK: agency and hybrid 

Figure 9.3 HARRY: agency and hybrid 
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Both organizations were working hard on changing their cultures towards a more 
businesslike orientation. DICK already had to provide its services in competition with 
others. HARRY had to do the same but in this case the island area’s special 
circumstances meant that there was no real competition to speak of. 

9.3 Comparison of effects of hybridity and of strategies 

9.3.1 Review: Positive and negative effects of hybridity 
In chapter 3 I presented an anatomy of the Dutch debate on hybrid organizations and 

the arguments used by the advocates and adversaries of hybridity. I summarized them 
in Figure 3.6 which is repeated below. 

Figure 9.4 Benefits and risks of hybridity 

 Benefits of hybridity Risks of hybridity 

Economic aspects Increased turnover and profit Unfair competition 

Performance related aspects Increased efficiency and 
effectivity Neglect of public tasks 

Cultural aspects Increased consumer-orientation Cultural conflicts 

Governance related aspects More effective governance Opportunistic behaviour 

I described that the alleged positive and negative effects of hybridity can be arranged 
as economic, performance related, cultural and governance related positive and 
negative effects, which often are each others flipsides or opposites. The advocates of 
hybrid organizations claim on the one hand that hybridity can benefit an organization’s 
financial and economic position, for example by getting access to new markets. But the 
critics warn that this positive effect can only be achieved by unfair competition, as 
hybrid organizations can use public investments to cross-subsidize their commercial 
activities. On top of which, while public owners can benefit from profits, they are also 
liable for losses. 

A second possible effect of hybridity on an organization concerns its performance. 
The advocates of hybrid organizations claim on the one hand that hybridity serves as 
an incentive for their employees to work in a more professional and efficient manner. 
On the other hand, the critics of hybrids warn that hybridity will lead to a situation in 
which organizations neglect their statutory, or public, tasks, as their commercial tasks, 
which often lead to higher earnings, become more alluring. 

A third possible effect of hybridity touches on the organization’s culture. 
Hybridity’s advocates claim on the one hand that combining public and private values 
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can enhance the quality of an organization’s public service delivery. Its critics warn on 
the other hand that a combination of values will lead to conflict, as the values of the 
public and the private domain are incompatible. 

A last set of possible effects of hybridity mentioned in the Dutch literature on the 
subject concerns an organization’s governance. On the one hand, the advocates of 
hybrid organizations claim that hybridity can professionalize the governance 
arrangement. The critics warn on the other hand that allowing an organization to 
become hybrid will only serve as an incentive for opportunistic behaviour, which 
makes hybrid organizations less dependable partners for politics in the provision of 
public services. 

In my three case studies, I not only described how TOM, DICK and HARRY changed 
on the ten dimensions of my analytical model but also which positive and negative 
effects this transformation has caused and how these effects were dealt with. I again 
used the spider charts drawn for each organization to help me do this. I used them as 
indicative-diagnostic tools to point me to those dimensions on which the organizations’ 
new hybrid status could be expected to either produce positive or negative effects. 

In the following sections I compare the positive and negative effects of hybridity 
that I observed in the case studies and the strategies that were employed to deal with 
them. I also evaluate how successful they were. By doing so, I will try to answer my 
second empirical research questions collectively for all three case studies: Which 
positive and negative effects of hybridity can be observed in the case study and how are 
these dealt with? 

9.3.2 Economic effects of case organizations’ hybridness 

Increased turnover and profit 
The managing directors of TOM, DICK and HARRY described higher turnover and 

profit as a positive economic effect of the new hybrid status of their organizations. 
Their strategy to continue this positive trend was to stick to their entrepreneurial course 
and to venture into new markets. 

I indeed observed that all three organizations had increased both their turnovers and 
profits but find it difficult to share the directors’ enthusiasm, as the benefits of this 
development often seemed to be limited to the organizations themselves. In TOM’s case 
I was told that the organization used the revenues it generated from burning the waste 
of commercial customers to subsidize its activities for the partners of the covenant, 
mostly municipalities. But from the information available to me it was impossible to 
tell whether TOM’s private activities really contributed to a low public tariff, as the 
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organization did not differentiate between takings from public and private sources in its 
annual report.  

Also in the case of DICK I find it difficult to verify positive economic effects. Its 
increased turnover from the same customer base seems rather to indicate that these 
customers had to pay more every year for the same services. DICK had no other 
customers than its municipal shareholders and the dividends it paid out to them every 
year were in reality nothing more than a restitution on an advance that turned out to be 
higher than the actual cost. Whether this was due to increased efficiency or simply the 
case because of an overpayment, can not be determined based on the data available to 
me.  

In HARRY’s case, its hybridity had made it immune from budget cuts by the island 
area. This gave the organization more financial security to make long-term plans, 
which in turn increased the organization’s stability. However, it also meant that the 
government of the island area had to look at other public institutions when budget cuts 
were necessary, as its choice was now limited. This might lead to a situation in which 
other (and arguably more important) public services have their budgets cut, such as the 
island area’s education or health services.  

Unfair competition 
Another flipside of higher turnovers and profits as positive effects of hybridity, is 

unfair competition. Private competitors often complain that hybrid organizations can 
only make a profit on the marketplace because they use public investment to cross-
subsidize their commercial activities. These competitors also argue that public 
organizations gain an competitive advantage due to their close relationships with 
governments, for example by securing favourable loans, possibilities for cross-
subsidisation and the misuse of confidential data. 

In my opinion, one could indeed speak of unfair competition in the case of TOM, 
whose municipality had decided to build it a new, high-yield incineration plant at a 
time when, according to interviewees at the organization, private companies would 
shirk away from such an investment. The organization had another financial advantage, 
as it was assured that it would be reimbursed by the signatories of the covenant for any 
financial losses it made on the market place. This gave TOM in theory carte blanche to 
operate less prudently on the market place than its private rivals. In practice the 
organization had not yet suffered any losses and had not yet needed any public 
financial subsidies. But the risk of this happening increased as TOM was expanding into 
the market place. Whether this can be seen as a negative effect of hybridity, depends in 
my opinion on how reasonable the risks the organization took were and whether they 
had been properly assessed beforehand, as I find the notion that public organizations 
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should never be allowed to take any entrepreneurial risks with public money out of 
touch with reality, as this would bring government to a standstill. 

In DICK’s case, European legislation was in the organization’s advantage, as it stated 
that municipalities did not have to tender for waste collection if they were shareholders 
of a waste management company. This was advantageous for DICK, as it could have 
never won a tender based on price only. 

HARRY did not have much serious competition because of the special circumstances 
of the island which made entering the market prohibitively expensive for any would-be 
competitors. Because of this market failure HARRY had a near-natural monopoly and 
there were no complaints of unfair competition. The only competition it had were 
Mom-and-Pop outfits operating from the back of a pickup truck. These rivals were less 
technically advanced as HARRY but because of this also much cheaper. 

Even though one can speak of unfair competition in the cases of TOM and DICK, I 
am not sure whether this can be seen as an argument against their new hybrid status, as 
it was not a disadvantage to society at large, but limited to commercial companies. In 
TOM’s case it could be argued that it was positive that a municipality was willing to 
invest in a clean and technically advanced incineration plant, while at the mean time 
provide services at a price lower than any competitor could offer. In DICK’s case one 
could argue that the organization did not do anything wrong but just used the 
possibilities it was granted by European legislation. 

9.3.3 Performance related effects 
Another strategic goal TOM, DICK and HARRY’s managing directors strived to 

achieve with the hybridisation of their organizations was to create incentives to work in 
a more professional and efficient manner. I was told that neither organization had been 
terribly efficient as agencies, which according to my interviewees was due to two main 
reasons. TOM, DICK and HARRY had first of all in the past been financed by a lump sum 
budget. This meant that they had lacked any incentive to save money by working more 
efficiently. On the contrary, as is common in the public domain with this kind of 
funding, they had the incentive to use all the money they got, as having any of it left at 
the end of the year could lead to a less generous budget for the following year. 

Another reason for their inefficient behaviour was a lack of competition. The 
organizations only had captive public customers, who had no choice but to have their 
waste processed by either TOM, DICK or HARRY. That meant that all three 
organizations had guaranteed sales and had no incentive to excel.  

From what I could observe in my three case studies, I am inclined to say that their 
new hybrid status did indeed positively influence TOM, DICK and HARRY’s 
performance. Their hybridity brought a change in funding. DICK and HARRY were now 
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no longer financed by lump sum, but rather on their output. TOM would also be funded 
this way for burning commercial waste as soon as its new plant was operational. As 
they could keep any money saved, this new way of funding stimulated the 
organizations to increase their efficiency. In practice this meant that the employees of 
all organizations were now expected to work longer and harder and save money. 

As hybrid organizations, TOM, DICK and, to a lesser extent, HARRY also had to be 
competitive, since they now had to outperform companies which were trying to 
outperform them. TOM’s main rivals for the incineration of business waste were other 
public and private waste incineration facilities. DICK had to compete with other waste 
management companies for contracts with its shareholders and HARRY had to compete 
with private companies for contracts for the collection of business waste. They were as 
indicated before less technologically advanced as HARRY but much cheaper. 

The strategy their managing directors used to enhance TOM, DICK and HARRY’s 
competitiveness was to professionalize the way they worked, partly by bringing new 
employees with commercial backgrounds into their organizations. They also embraced 
modern management techniques, such as performance management. 

Also my case organizations’ positive performance related effects had their flipside, 
at least for TOM and HARRY. Both organizations now had two kinds of customers: 
captive, public customers, and private ones that were free to take their business 
elsewhere. This made it tempting for the organizations to spend more attention on 
private customers than on the public ones, as the latter were not going anywhere. For 
example some of TOM’s municipal customers (and I heard similar stories at HARRY) 
told me that they believed that the organization was taking its commercial customers 
more seriously and also included them in strategic discussions. TOM was aware of this 
situation and already tried to react to it by engaging more with its public customers to 
give them the idea that it valued their views and opinions the same way as it did with 
its commercial customers.  

One might say that the reverse was also true: the organizations complained that their 
municipal customers had so little knowledge of the waste sector that they were not very 
interested in the running of the waste organizations, and often saw them as little more 
than cash-cows; see governance related effects in 9.3.5. 

9.3.4 Cultural effects 
A third goal the managing directors pursued through TOM, DICK and HARRY’s new 

hybrid status, was to transform their organizations’ culture from one with the values of 
the guardian syndrome to one with the values of the commercial syndrome (see 2.5.3). 
They saw their organizations as hierarchical and bureaucratic and told me staff often 
misused their position for their own gains. The managing directors wanted to achieve a 
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situation in which their organizations’ cultures were characterized by more 
businesslike values such as initiative, enterprise and efficiency and in which all 
employees were working together on achieving the entrepreneurial goals of the 
organization. 

In my opinion, only the cultural transition programme started by DICK’s managing 
director had been successful. Even though they were expected to work harder and 
adhere to more rules and procedures than before, DICK’s operational employees told 
me that they appreciated these changes as they would make their organization 
sustainable and future-proof. They also did not mind that there were strict rules 
regulating their work and behaviour, as long as these rules applied to everyone and not 
only the operational staff of the organization. This new, entrepreneurial outlook by its 
staff also positively contributed to the organization’s performance (see the preceding 
section). 

A possible flipside to the positive influence of new businesslike values on a hybrid 
organization and its staff, are cultural clashes that can arise when one tries to combine 
traditional public sector and traditional private sector values. I could witness this 
negative effect in both TOM and HARRY. 

TOM’s board put considerable time and energy into trying to change its political, 
bureaucratic and task-focussed culture to the more entrepreneurial culture they 
envisioned. This top-down cultural transformation project encountered the resistance of 
the organization’s operational staff. TOM’s blue-collar workers interpreted the 
directors’ claim that the organization had to be more professional and entrepreneurial 
as a thinly-veiled criticism on their past performance. They saw their autonomy as a 
source of pride, which was threatened by the introduction of strict rules and 
procedures. Many told me this changed the organization they had worked for for 
decades beyond their recognition. 

Another source of conflict between TOM’s operational staff and its board was the 
latter’s decision to bring new employees with commercial backgrounds into the 
organization. This decision was instigated by the desire to strengthen its sale function 
and to break the dominance of its technical staff. However, it created jealousy and 
made the organization’s blue-collar staff fear being marginalized. 

The board of directors’ strategy to cope with these tensions was to try to better 
explain why they thought TOM needed to change. However, they did not fundamentally 
alter their top-down cultural transition process, pointing out the shortcomings of the old 
culture. In the eyes of the organization’s staff, this old culture had worked rather well 
in the past. Because of this, the stand-off between the organization’s board and its 
operational staff persisted. 
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Also at HARRY there were tensions between its management and some of its 
operational staff. I heard complaints about new employees with a commercial 
background being sought for positions in the organization’s offices. In the past it had 
been possible for HARRY’s operational staff to grow from a job on the work floor into 
an office function even without a proper diploma. This was now not possible any more, 
as HARRY’s managing director was busy professionalizing the organization and its 
workforce. This led to complaints amongst the operational staff about HARRY 
becoming less egalitarian and top-heavy, whereas the managers still deemed the 
organization too soft. 

9.3.5 Governance related effects 
A last reason why the managing directors of TOM, DICK and HARRY had lobbied 

their public principals to allow them to run their organizations like businesses, was that 
they expected positive governance related effects. They complained that as agencies, 
their organizations had suffered from inertia, as their governance arrangements did not 
facilitate the kind of quick decision making they thought they needed in the market 
place. 

So far, only the governance arrangements of DICK and HARRY had been changed. 
TOM had been labelled a ‘proactive service provider’ in 2001, but this was more a 
semantic change and had no legal repercussions. The organization’s managing director 
had more autonomy now but lobbied for a full autonomization as he claimed there was 
no system of professional checks and balances at the municipality. He put especially 
high hopes in the supervisory board his organization would get after being put at arm’s 
length, as he complained that the civil servants at the municipality who now regulated 
organization lacked the necessary expertise and knowledge. 

DICK and HARRY had already been autonomized. Their public principals, 
municipalities in DICK’s case and an island area in HARRY’s case, were now the 
organizations’ shareholders. I was told that in the past both DICK’s municipalities as 
well as HARRY’s island area had not really been interested in how the organizations 
conducted their services, which often meant crucial decisions took a very long time. 
Their new hybrid status had not changed this. At DICK, aldermen often chose not to 
attend the annual shareholders’ meetings, which as a result often lacked a sufficient 
quorum to take decisions. At HARRY, the foundation tasked with acting as the 
organization’s shareholder had all but ceased to function.  

I therefore have to conclude that DICK and HARRY’s new hybrid status had only a 
limited positive effect on their relationships with their shareholders. In my opinion, the 
blame for this situation has to be laid at the doorstep of both organizations’ 
shareholders who failed to take their roles seriously. In DICK’s case, there even was 
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some confusion at one of the annual meetings, as some shareholders still tried to 
influence the organization the same way they might have done before its 
autonomization, not realizing their roles had changed.  

DICK tried to deal with this situation by providing its shareholders with more 
information to facilitate their decision making processes and to make them more 
involved in how the organizations worked, but so far without much success. This was a 
pity, as committed shareholders could be an efficient remedy against the opportunistic 
behaviour that is often cited as a possible negative governance related effect of 
hybridity. That said, instead of taking advantage of this lack of control, all three of my 
cases organizations were very frustrated that their shareholders did not take an active 
interest. 

A second change to DICK and HARRY’s governance arrangement was the 
establishment of a supervisory board. The boards of both organizations had a number 
of politically appointed members. DICK’s managing director told me that the 
supervisory board provided him with a better system of checks and balances than he 
had before. HARRY’s managing director told me that the positive effect of having a 
supervisor board was that politics could still be involved in the organization’s decision 
making, even now that it was put at arm’s length. 

The hybrid composition of DICK and HARRY’s supervisory boards, which HARRY’s 
managing director cited as one of its strengths and which also the politically appointed 
members of DICK’s board saw as its advantage, in my opinion rather led to an 
undesirable situation. Loyalty issues could arise for the politicians who were board 
members, in choosing between conflicting interests of the organization and their 
constituents. According to the board members I interviewed, this problem had not yet 
arisen at DICK, but they were aware of its potential. In contrast, some of HARRY’s 
board members had decided not to take the interests of the organization into account at 
all in the affaire concerning the appointment of its new deputy director, but to use 
HARRY as a vehicle for nepotism. 

I see the (potential) problems with the hybrid composition of DICK and HARRY’s 
supervisory boards not so much as a problem due to their hybridity but because of the 
conflicting roles of political appointees. A hybrid organization with a hybrid 
supervisory board may be too much. 

9.4 Discussion of findings 
I undertook two steps to test the validity of my findings. I first presented a draft 

version of my case study reports to the organizations’ managing directors and asked 
them to alert me on any factual errors and omissions. As TOM was going through rather 
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rough times, with tensions between its management and operational staff and veteran 
employees leaving the organization, its director found it difficult to face my findings. 
The discussions with DICK and HARRY were conducted in a friendlier atmosphere. 

I then organized an expert meeting to discuss my (anonymized) findings with the 
directors of other hybrid waste management companies. This was done to establish 
whether my observations were more generally applicable in the waste management 
sector. The directors of seven waste management companies attended this meeting. 
Two of them ran waste incineration companies and another one a company active in 
the whole waste management chain. Also the directors of three waste collection 
companies attended the expert meeting. The (now former)78

All of the organizations represented at the expert meeting were still owned by local 
governments. In one of them, a private waste management company held a minority of 
shares. All organizations conducted activities for private customers next to those for 
their public principals. Only one was still a municipal service and another one a local 
joint venture; all other organizations had been put at arm’s length. 

 director of DICK was 
present too. 

It was a conscious decision not to invite a representative of a private waste 
management company to attend this meeting as I feared the presence of a commercial 
rival would create an atmosphere in which the directors of the hybrid waste 
management companies would not feel safe enough to discuss the synergies and 
pitfalls of hybridity. I got the impression that the expert meeting worked because all 
those present felt comfortable and also enjoyed discussing a very relevant topic without 
having to worry that anything they said might later be used against them in the heat of 
the market place or (even worse) the courtroom (eg, one of the organizations 
represented at the expert meeting had just been challenged in court by a private 
competitor). 

We first discussed what a hybrid organization was and whether the directors felt 
their own organizations fitted that category. They told me that an organization’s legal 
form was of little consequence for its hybrid character. According to the directors, an 
organization was hybrid if it had both public and private customers. They were aware 
of the negative image hybrid organizations have in the Netherlands and found it a pity 
that the discussions about hybridity often lacked nuances. 

All seven directors saw themselves as entrepreneurs. ‘If politicians did not want us 
to run our organizations like businesses, they should have kept them as municipal 

                                                        
78 He had resigned after a conflict with the organization’s supervisory board over tensions that had 

arisen between the director and one of DICK’s managers. 
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services’, one of them summed up the group sentiment. At the same time, they were 
well aware of their special role as directors of hybrid organizations: ‘You have to an 
affection for the public interest to run such an organization. You have to have an 
affinity for it to be able to make the right choices.’ This meant that all the organizations 
did, had to be based on a solid strategy and vision. It often was a challenge, the 
directors conceded, to combine their organizations’ own interests with those of their 
public principals. However, they all agreed that they enjoyed their work. 

We then discussed the effects of hybridity I had found at my three case studies. I 
asked the directors whether my observations painted an adequate picture of the waste 
management sector in general and whether these effects could be observed in their own 
organizations.  

9.4.1 Economic effects 
The directors were adamant that hybridity had economic benefits, as operating in the 

market place could lead to lower waste management costs for citizens. They also 
acknowledged that there were risks involved which had to be properly addressed. This 
was one of the demands politics put on them, though politicians were often inconsistent 
in this. One director said:  

‘Politicians rather focus on risks than opportunities. They prefer predictability and are risk-
averse but do not follow this through. When they see extreme opportunities, politicians are 
suddenly willing to run extreme risks.’ 

One director stated that it can make economic sense for an organization to offer 
overcapacity below cost price as long as the marginal costs are covered. But it is 
difficult to explain to the public customers that the private customers are paying less. 
He was happy that he no longer had to deal with these sorts of issues, as his 
organization now only served public customers. 

9.4.2 Performance related effects 
The directors at the expert meeting stated that hybridity had positive effects on 

performance. Those who ran organizations that had been put at arm’s length were now 
responsible for their organizations’ continuity. This served as an incentive to adopt a 
long-term perspective and also tackle persistent problems like high levels of 
absenteeism.  

They also stated that hybridity had another positive effect on performance, as the 
introduction of competition increased the quality of the provision of services for their 
public customers. The organizations’ employees now had to achieve a number of preset 
results. According to the directors, this led to a number of changes on the middle 
management level. One of them said:  
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‘In the job profiles we used to state meticulously what the middle managers had to do. Now 
we only state what they are responsible for. There now is a focus on results, which came as a 
shock to those managers who were not used to such an approach. This is why all our former 
middle managers have now left the organization.’ 

9.4.3 Cultural effects 
The directors recognized my observation that hybridity can mean that an 

organization’s employees have to work harder, follow more rules and procedures and 
see their autonomy be limited. One of them was critical about using hybridity as a 
means to make the culture of an organization more entrepreneurial and less 
bureaucratic. He said:  

‘Autonomisation is used to attempt to solve a problem which is in fact due to poor 
management. Also in public organizations there ought to be good management. Hybridisation 
is used in the hope that this will make the organization more professional. There is a dogma 
that states that the market is better in doing this sort of thing. But you have to solve 
management problems rather than try to organize them away through hybridity.’ 

9.4.4 Governance related effects 
Politicians often complain about not being properly informed of how hybrid 

organizations conduct their business. The directors at the expert meeting recognized 
this observation but put the blame right back on the politicians’ doorstep. One said:  

‘Whether politicians think that there is a problem and what they perceive it to be depends on 
the background of the aldermen involved. There are big differences in quality. A smart 
municipality has an alderman whose task it is to deal with its shares in companies. As an 
organization, you have to be lucky with your aldermen, as many are not very capable.’  

The directors also criticized the civil servants they encountered. One of them said:  
‘They are against putting an organization at arm’s length as a matter of principle. After all, it 

makes them lose influence and causes jealousy.’ 

All the directors at the expert meeting put high trust in their supervisory boards and 
were happy to have them. Most of them stated that these boards should not contain any 
political appointees. One director for example said:  

‘You have to demand that the members of your supervisory board are fully independent, that 
is your right as a director. If it is decided that a governance arrangement should consist of three 
parties than those should be three separate ones.’  

Another director could see a benefit in having politicians in his organization’s 
supervisory board:  

‘We used to have a supervisory board which only consisted of aldermen and then switched 
to one with independent members only. We reversed this decision and now our shareholders 
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again have the right to appoint the board members. This creates a link with the shareholders. 
Some opt to appoint an alderman as member of the board. Only the chairman is independent.’ 

9.5 Summary 
In this chapter I compared the observations made in the individual case studies and 

described the similarities and differences concerning TOM, DICK and HARRY’s 
hybridness. I also compared the positive and negative effects hybridity had in each case 
and the strategies employed to deal with them. By doing so, I strived to answer my 
three empirical research questions for all three cases collectively. I tested the validity 
of my findings by discussing them with a panel of experts from the waste management 
sector. 

The following and last chapter contains an overview of my conclusions and 
recommendations. 
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10. Conclusions and recommendations 

10.1 Introduction 
In earlier chapters of this doctoral thesis I devised a model for the description of an 

organization’s hybridness. Moreover, I summarized the hypotheses brought forward in 
the Dutch literature about possible positive and negative effects of hybridity. I then 
examined three organizations in the Dutch waste management sector in detail in order 
to explore what hybrid organizations look like in practice and what effects their 
hybridness brought forward. 

My goal in doing so was to contribute to both the societal as well as to the scientific 
debate on hybridity by providing insights in how hybrid organizations look in practice 
and what the effects are of their hybridity. 

In this chapter I summarize my conclusions (10.2) and list my answers to all my 
research questions (10.3). I also describe how I deal with the limitations of this 
research (10.4) and close with a discussion and several recommendations and prospects 
for future research (10.5). 

10.2 Conclusions 

10.2.1 The Netherlands as a hybrid society 
I began my research by indicating that there are several possible types of hybrid 

organizations, depending on which corner of the societal triangle devised by, among 
others, Van de Donk (2001) they originate (see Figure 1.1). In what I refer to as the 
hybrid realm and Billis describes as nine hybrid zones (see Figure 1.2), organizations 
can be found that originate from either the state, the market or the community and 
which can be defined as ‘heterogeneous arrangements, characterized by mixtures of 
pure and incongruous origins, (ideal)types, “cultures”, “coordination mechanisms”, 
“rationalities”, or “action logics”.’ (Brandsen et al., 2005, p. 750)  

Examples of hybrid organizations originating from the community are the 
environmental movement, trade unions, grassroots organizations in communities and 
local mutual forms of insurance. The Dutch East India Company, a chartered company 
with its own army and territorial sovereignty, is an example of a hybrid organization 
originating from the market place. And quangos, or quasi-autonomous non-
governmental organizations, such as contract agencies, public bodies, voluntary of 
charitable organizations that receive public funding and state-owned enterprises, are 
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examples of quangos originating from the state. This is the type of hybrid organizations 
I examined in my doctoral thesis. These organizations not only guard important public 
interests but also deal with significant amounts of money (in 2000 all hybrid 
organizations generated a turnover equalling 5 % of GDP). 

When I looked into the history of public service provision in The Netherlands, I 
came to the conclusion that the border between the realm of the state and the market 
place was never strict and impenetrable, but always rather fuzzy, porous as well as 
shifting over time, adjusting to societal and political preferences, necessities but also 
fads and fashions. The country therefore has a long and rich tradition of producing and 
using hybrid organizations in the delivery of public goods. Many of them were 
established in the middle of the 19th century at the initiative of socially concerned 
citizens, religious or ideological groups or entrepreneurs and later nationalised. By the 
1980s, the Netherlands not only had one of the biggest public sectors in Western 
Europe but also a high rate of unemployment and a gigantic national debt. To tackle 
this crisis state-owned companies were privatized. But the impact of this operation was 
rather limited, as direct state intervention in industry was limited compared to other 
European countries. 

During the 1990s attempts were made to improve the service provision of public 
sector organizations by introducing private sector management techniques and by 
autonomizing agencies providing public services. In The Netherlands this New Public 
Management was not inspired by ideas to hollow out the state but rather by the belief 
that modern management techniques would make public sector organizations more 
flexible and perform better. The managerialism in public services had some positive 
effects but was also criticized as not being in tune with the special characteristics of the 
public sector. Governance, the new main driving force for Dutch public sector reform 
since the turn of the millennium, tries to address this criticism. It is based on the belief 
that the wicked problems our network society faces can not be tackled by only one 
agency but rather ask for a multi-stakeholder approach in which not only government 
but also other actors, such as businesses, participate. In this philosophy hybrid 
organizations have an important function as boundary spanners. 

When I examined the Dutch discussion on hybrid organizations, I came to the 
conclusion that it is a rather normative and polarized debate in which hybridity’s 
advocates and adversaries are at loggerheads with each other. We do not yet know 
much of what actually happens when an organization is hybridized. This is a pity, as 
hybrid organizations not only face much criticism but are at the same time subject of 
grand expectations, especially when it comes to providing public services in a world 
full of wicked problems. After studying international literature and discussing the 
subject with peers at conferences, I also concluded that the Dutch debate on hybridity 
can be distinguished from that in other countries by the fact that most commentators do 
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not consider hybridity as an opportunity to improve public service provision but as a 
threat to public values. As an expatriate living in this country I find this hard to 
comprehend, given the long history and, arguably, success story of hybrid 
organizations in The Netherlands. 

Conclusions chapter 1: The Netherlands as a hybrid society 
- There are several possible types of hybrid organizations in the realm between state, 

market and community. 
- In The Netherlands the border between the realms of the state and the market place has 

never been definitive or impenetrable. The country therefore has a rich tradition of 
hybrid organizations. 

- The Dutch debate about hybridity is normative and polarized. We still only know very 
little of what is actually happening when an organization becomes hybrid. 

10.2.2 Defining hybrid organizations – Dimensions of hybridity 
In the second chapter of my thesis I described the various dimensions on which an 

organization can be a mixture of public and private. I did this to answer my first 
analytical research question: On which dimensions can an organization be hybrid? I 
first concluded that in the Dutch discussion on hybrid organizations the distinction 
between public and private has for the most part been seen as one between state 
administration and market economy. My second conclusion was that there are so many 
interrelations between state and market (not only now but already, as I demonstrated in 
the last chapter, for more than a century), that the view of public and private as two 
poles of a dichotomy was too simplistic. It seemed more logical to devise a 
multidimensional continuum, on which an organization could be a mixture of the two. I 
defined the poles of this continuum, in the tradition of Dahl & Lindblom (1953), as the 
agency (or ideal-typical governmental organization) and the enterprise (or ideal-typical 
business firm). The first is subject to polyarchy (or governmental authority) and the 
latter to economic markets. Alternative descriptions from the Dutch debate would be 
task and market organizations (cf. Simon, 1989).  

Many authors have already refined this distinction between public and private 
organizations by contrasting them with one another. Rainey (1997) and Rainey & Chun 
(2007) summarize their work by describing that agencies differ from enterprises with 
regards to their environment, their organization-environment transactions and their 
organizational roles, structures and processes. Several authors have also devised uni- 
and multidimensional models to arrange different forms of organizations between the 
two poles.  

I constructed my own multidimensional model by synthesizing them and came to the 
conclusion that an organization can be scored on the continuum by examining its 
scores on ten dimensions, which I clustered in three groups for clarity’s sake: (1) 
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structure and activities, (2) strategy and culture and (3) governance and politics. The 
dimensions in the cluster of structure and activities deal with an organizations legal 
form, ownership, activities, funding and market environment. The cluster strategy and 
culture consists of two dimensions dealing with an organization’s strategic outlook and 
dominant values. The final cluster (governance and politics) contains those dimensions 
dealing with the organization’s relationship with its public principal as well as with the 
managerial and executive autonomy of its management.  

I decided to use this model to describe and visualize my case studies’ hybridness and 
as an indicative-diagnostic tool to point me to those dimensions on which an 
organization’s hybrid status could be expected to produce either beneficial or 
hazardous effects. 

Conclusions chapter 2: Defining hybrid organizations – Dimensions of hybridity 
- In the Dutch debate about hybrid organizations the distinction between public and 

private is mainly seen as one between state administration and market economy. 
- There are traditionally so many interrelations between state and market that it is too 

simplistic to see the distinction between public and private as a dichotomy. A continuum 
is a better model for understanding public and private. 

- The poles of this continuum can be described as the agency and the enterprise, or the 
task and market organization. The first is subject to governmental authority and the 
second to economic markets. 

- Based on the differences between agencies and enterprises, several uni- and 
multidimensional models have been devised to arrange different forms of organizations 
between the two poles. My own consists of ten dimensions, clustered into three groups: 
(1) structure and activities, (2) strategy and culture and (3) governance and politics. I use 
this model to describe and visualize my case studies’ hybridness and as an indicative-
diagnostic tool to point me to those dimensions on which hybridity’s positive and 
negative effects can be expected to manifest themselves. 

10.2.3 The effects of hybridity – An anatomy of the Dutch debate 
After describing the dimensions of hybridity, I turned to its alleged positive and 

negative effects by dissecting the Dutch discussion on this subject. I did this to answer 
my second analytical research question: What could be positive and negative effects of 
hybridity? I came to the conclusion that two groups were at loggerheads in this debate: 
hybridity’s advocates, who subscribe to what I call the synergy argument, and its 
adversaries, that subscribe to what I see as the corruption argument. The first group, 
with as its main proponents Roel in ’t Veld and many practitioners, describes that 
hybridity, when handled properly, can produce synergies. The second group, with as its 
main proponents Job Cohen and Martin Simon, warns against the risks of hybridity as 
it can corrupt essential public values. 
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I concluded that the arguments brought forward by the two groups could be 
summarized as dealing with economic, performance related, cultural and governance 
related aspects. Advocates of hybrid organizations argue that hybridity can lead to 
increased turnover and profits, increased efficiency and effectivity, an increased 
consumer orientation and more effective governance. Hybridity’s adversaries argue 
that it leads to unfair competition, a neglect of public tasks, cultural conflicts and 
opportunistic behaviour which can no longer be stopped by an organization’s public 
principals. 

I concluded that the debate between advocates and adversaries was normative and 
that it mostly dealt with prescribing possible benefits and risks than with describing 
what actually happened in organizational practice. I also concluded that, while it 
treated the possible effects of hybridity as mutually excluding categories, they often are 
two sides of the same coin. It very much depends on the respective commentator’s 
standpoint whether an effect is seen as a benefit or a risk. 

Conclusions chapter 3: The effects of hybridity – An anatomy of the Dutch debate 
- There are advocates and adversaries of hybridity. The first group emphasizes its 

synergetic effects, whereas the second stresses its potential for corruption. 
- The arguments of both groups can be summarized as dealing with economic, 

performance related, cultural and governance related effects. 
- The debate between advocates and adversaries is normative and prescriptive. 
- Their claims about positive and negative effects of hybridity can be seen as two sides of 

the same coin. Also in this debate, where one stands depends on where one sits. 

10.2.4 Research strategy 
In chapter four I detailed my research strategy. I described how I came to the 

conclusion that the Dutch debate about hybridity could be moved away from the 
ideological stalemate between adversaries and advocates by conducting in-depth case 
studies on what hybridity means in organizational practice. I concluded that examining 
hybrid organizations in the Dutch waste management sector would be a good strategy, 
as there is a rich supply of these organizations, with a researchable scale. Also, these 
organizations provide essential public services but have so far only enjoyed limited 
interest from public administration scholars. 

Conclusions chapter 4: Research strategy 
- Conducting in-depth case studies is a good way to explore and describe what hybridity 

means in organizational practice. 
- Organizations in the Dutch waste management sector are appropriate subjects for such 

case studies, as they are plenty, have a researchable scale, provide essential public 
services and have until now largely and unjustly been neglected by research. 
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10.2.5 Hybrid organizations in Dutch waste management 
I described the context in which my case studies functioned in chapter 5. I 

concluded that several public interests are at stake in waste management and that it is 
big business too. Until recently the Dutch waste management sector was heavily 
regulated, with regional government monopolies. These regulations and monopolies 
have now been softened, which led to the emergence of hybrid organizations in this 
sector. They can mostly be found in the markets for the collection and disposal of 
waste. Municipalities are obliged by law to take care of the collection of household 
waste. While they do this, many also collect business waste. When I conducted my 
research, most waste incineration plants were still in public hands. Also in the waste 
sector there is a fierce debate about hybridity. The arguments brought forward by 
advocates and adversaries of hybridity are influenced by their business interests. This 
made me conclude that independent research was needed to establish what really 
happens when public waste management organizations enter the market place. 

Conclusions chapter 5: Hybrid organizations in Dutch waste management 
- In the waste management sector public interests have to be combined with the 

commercial interests of the organizations active in it. 
- The softening of governmental regulation and monopolies has not only turned the waste 

management sector into a real market but also meant that private companies have to 
compete with public and hybrid organizations. 

- Most hybrid organizations in Dutch waste management can be found in the market 
segments waste collection and waste incineration. 

- Also in the waste management sector there is a fierce debate about hybridity and a need 
for independent research on the actual effects of hybridity in organizational practice. 

10.2.6 Case studies: TOM, DICK and HARRY 
I described my findings at my three case studies TOM, DICK and HARRY, in chapters 

6, 7 and 8 respectively. TOM operated a waste incineration plant in a big city. DICK was 
an organization active in waste collection, waste disposal and infrastructure 
maintenance services on behalf of several mid-sized municipalities. And HARRY was 
the waste management corporation of one of the island area’s of the Netherlands 
Antilles. I answered the following two empirical research questions individually for 
each case: In which ways is the case organization hybrid? and Which positive and 
negative effects of hybridity can be observed in the case study and how are these dealt 
with? 

I then compared my findings in chapter 9. Here I also described the discussion I had 
about these findings with the managing directors of other hybrid waste management 
companies. Based on this, I came to the following conclusions.  
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Conclusions concerning my case organizations’ hybridness 
Concerning the organizations’ hybridness I concluded that, first, the initiative to 

transform each of my case organizations from an agency into a hybrid came from their 
managing directors. They did this in the belief that their organizations’ chances for 
success and survival would increase by adopting a more businesslike approach as the 
waste management sector became increasingly competitive. The biggest hurdle they 
had to overcome was resistance from the organizations’ political principals who feared 
that putting them at arm’s length would lead to opportunistic behaviour. I conclude 
from this that the hybridisation of an organization often starts with the initiative of an 
enthusiastic and ambitious director of an agency who then tries to win over his political 
principals. In the cases that I studied, it took them a while to warm to this idea but in 
the end they let themselves be swayed by the directors’ arguments. This means that 
when an organization’s managing director plays his cards right, he can indeed increase 
his managerial autonomy through a hybridisation of his organization. 

Second, the question whether or not to hybridize TOM, DICK and HARRY was seen in 
different ways by politicians and managing directors. While the directors mainly saw 
opportunities, the politicians focussed on the risks involved. Or to put it in other words, 
they focussed on either side of the same coin while sometimes forgetting about the 
flipside. 

Third, TOM was still a municipal enterprise but nevertheless employed more 
activities for commercial customers than DICK and HARRY, who had both been 
autonomized. I conclude from this that an organization’s legal form is not the decisive 
factor concerning its hybridness. This was also one of the conclusions reached at the 
expert meeting I organized to test the validity of my findings.  

Fourth, at the same expert meeting, the directors present described an organization 
as hybrid if it had both public and private customers and hence mixed public and 
private sources of funding. This definition would apply to both TOM and HARRY but 
not to DICK, as this case organization did not yet have any private sector customers. 
Yet I still see it as a hybrid organization, as some of its activities for its public 
customers were based on private law. Also, these customers were not captive and DICK 
therefore had to compete for their business. I draw the conclusion from this case that 
the mere fact that an organization does not have any customers from the private sector 
and therefore does not mix public and private funds does not necessarily mean that it is 
not hybrid. An organization’s hybridness is determined by how it scores on all ten 
dimensions of my model and there is not one dimension that automatically makes an 
organization hybrid or prevents us from labelling it as such. 

Fifth, all my case organizations were embracing a more entrepreneurial culture and 
outlook. This meant bringing new employees with a commercial background into the 
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organization and a new focus on values akin to those of Jacob’s commercial syndrome 
(Jacobs, 1992). I conclude from this that hybridity is not only a transformation based 
on hard factors, such as an organization’s finances, but also on softer factors, such as 
trying to promote a new mindset among its workforce. But changing an organization’s 
culture takes a lot of time and effort, which also means that the hybridisation process 
on this dimension in effect rather is an evolution than a revolution. 

Sixth, their new hybrid status brought a change in governance at all three 
organizations. Their managing directors now had more managerial and executive 
autonomy. And in the cases of DICK and HARRY the organizations’ relationships with 
their public principals was based on private law contracts. I conclude from this that 
hybridity does indeed change the governance arrangement of a public organization 
towards one that closer resembles the modes of governance employed in the private 
sector, where contracts play a major role and managers have considerable autonomy. 

Conclusions about effects of case studies’ hybridness 
Besides these six conclusions regarding the organizations’ hybridness, I also came to 

several conclusions concerning the effects their new hybrid status had for each of my 
case studies. First, I observed that TOM, DICK and HARRY had higher turnover and 
profits after being hybridised. But I could not, based on the data available to me, 
support the managing directors’ claim that the improved economic performance of 
their organizations had benefits for their public customers. In TOM’s case I could not 
establish whether its private activities really contributed to a low public tariff. In the 
case of DICK, it was not clear whether the dividends it paid out were due to increased 
efficiency or due to an initial overpayment. And in HARRY’s case its hybridity had 
made it immune from budget cuts, which was positive for the organization but also 
meant that the government of the island area now had to look at other (arguably more 
important) public services when cuts were necessary. I conclude from this that the 
mere fact that an organization increases its turnover and profit after being hybridized 
does not necessarily result in a benefit to the public.  

Second, I conclude that unfair competition is not necessarily an argument against 
hybridity, even though one could argue that it occurred in the cases of TOM and DICK. 
Unfair competition can be in the public interest and it can also be in the eye of the 
beholder. DICK for example made good use of European Union regulation (and hence 
did nothing illegal), though a private competitor might see this as unfair competition. 

Third, I examined whether TOM, DICK and HARRY were functioning more efficiently 
now after being hybridised. Based on my observations in these three cases, I conclude 
that hybridity can indeed improve an organization’s performance through a change in 
financing, by introducing competition, by bringing employees with a commercial 
background into the organization and by adopting private sector management 
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techniques. The reason for these changes was again the belief by the organizations’ 
managing directors that their organizations needed to become more competitive to 
survive in the waste management market. As agencies they did not need to bother 
about the changes in this market place but as hybrid organizations it was of vital 
importance to react to these market pressures. 

Fourth, I also witnessed examples of performance related risks. TOM and HARRY 
now had two kinds of customers: captive, public customers and private ones that were 
free to take their business elsewhere. This made it tempting for the organizations to 
spend more attention on private customers than public ones, as the latter were not 
going anywhere. I conclude from this that hybridity will only have positive 
performance related effects for public customers if they are not captive and the 
organization also has to fight for their business. In short, hybridity only works if there 
is competition for an organization’s public customers too. 

Fifth, my research shows a mixed picture with respect to the cultural effects of 
hybridity. One goal the managing directors of all three case organizations pursued 
through hybridisation, was to transform their culture from one with the values of the 
guardian to one with the values of the commercial syndrome. In other words, they 
wanted to break up their organizations’ hierarchical and bureaucratic cultures by 
promoting values which are commonly understood to be more businesslike and by 
bringing new employees with commercial backgrounds into the organization. The 
introduction of these new values worked well at DICK but led to conflicts between the 
organizations’ management and staff at TOM and, to a lesser extent, at HARRY. 

The reason for this incongruence seems less to lie in hybridity, ie, the mixing of 
opposing values, but rather at the strategy pursued by each organization’s management 
in tackling cultural change. The strategy pursued by TOM and DICK can in this respect 
be seen as two sides of the same coin. At DICK the introduction of a more 
entrepreneurial mindset was done by following a bottom-up approach and was 
successful. TOM’s management opted for a top-down approach, based on the perceived 
limitations of the old culture, which resulted in conflicts between the organization’s 
management and operational staff. I conclude from this that while public and private 
values do not necessarily clash per se, conflict can arise when an organization’s 
management tries to force new values and new ways of conducting business on its 
workforce. 

Sixth, on paper my case organizations’ hybridity had led to a more professional 
governance, in the sense that there was a better division of responsibilities than before, 
which suited the organizations’ new position as players in the waste management 
market better than their former more bureaucratic and politicised governance. In reality 
the new governance arrangements did not work that well because the political 
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principals of all three organizations failed at their new role as shareholders. I conclude 
from this that in theory hybridity can lead to a more professional governance, but only 
if an organization’s public principals are willing to embrace their new role. The 
managing directors of all three of my case organizations lobbied for a new hybrid 
status to get better checks and balances but were disappointed by their political 
principals who remained uninterested in how they conducted their services. This was 
not only frustrating for the organizations but also does not speak well of politicians as 
safeguards of public interests. 

Because my case organizations’ shareholders were often uninterested in how they 
conducted their services and also lacked the necessary expertise to adequately monitor 
the actions and decisions of their management, TOM’s managing director lobbied for a 
supervisory board and DICK and HARRY’s managing directors were happy to have one. 
In theory the supervisory board of a hybrid organization can after all ensure that its 
internal governance and quality control are up to scratch, especially when an 
organization operates in highly specialised fields. I draw a critical conclusion though 
regarding the hybrid composition of the supervisory boards of DICK and HARRY. 
Interviewees at both organizations told me that it was a good thing that both boards 
consisted of politicians and non-politically appointed members, but in my opinion this 
leads to an undesirable situation. Loyalty issues could arise for the politicians, in 
choosing between conflicting interests of the organization and their constituents. 
According to the board members I interviewed, this problem had not yet arisen at 
DICK, but some of HARRY’s board members had decided not to take the interests of the 
organization into account at all in the affair concerning the appointment of its new 
deputy director. I therefore conclude that the supervisory board of a hybrid 
organization should not consist of any (active) politicians but only of non-politically 
appointed members, who are chosen because of the expertise they possess. The 
selection process should be open and transparent, and should be able to withstand 
outside scrutiny.  

Finally, taking all these earlier conclusions together, I drew several more general 
conclusions based on my case studies: first, there is not only one, generic kind of 
hybrid organization. My three case organizations shared some scores in my model of 
hybridity but differed on others (eg, concerning their funding and activities). There is 
also not, as I already concluded earlier, one dimension that can be said to be a 
prerequisite of an organization’s hybridness. Ideal-typical hybrids, that score evenly on 
all the dimensions of my model, are hard to find. All organizations differ with regard to 
their hybridness and each has its own hybrid fingerprint. Based on this finding I 
conclude that the multidimensional model I developed in this research can help to 
understand the specific characteristics of a hybrid organization by visualizing on which 
dimensions it is hybrid and what its scores are on them.  
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Second, my model can also help to predict on which dimensions an organization’s 
new hybrid status might lead to either positive or to negative effects. Used as an 
indicative-diagnostic tool, my model can be a starting point for a discussion on how to 
create synergetic effects on a dimension while controlling the negative effects hybridity 
might produce there. 

Third, hybridity is an evolutionary and not a revolutionary process. In other words, 
organizations do not become hybrid from one day to the other but over time. I could 
see this at all my three case studies as they gradually transformed into hybrid 
organizations. Over the years they had experienced pressures related to their technical, 
political and cultural management systems (cf. Tichy, 1983, pp. 388-93). The technical 
pressures were related to changes in their market environment. Over the last few years, 
the waste management sector had transformed into a competitive market environment 
which forced these organizations to reposition themselves. The political pressures 
related to changes in how their political principals viewed their own role in waste 
management and concerned switching from providing public services themselves to 
ensuring that others (ie, autonomized organizations) provided them. Finally, the 
organizations’ cultural pressures referred to the influence of new management 
ideologies, like New Public Management, which propagated an entrepreneurial or 
businesslike management style in public organizations. 

According to Tichy (1983, p. 395) organizations have three sets of managerial tools 
at their disposal for realigning their technical, political and cultural systems in response 
to these pressures. These are their mission and strategy, their organizational structure 
and their human resource management. My three case studies have indeed used these 
tools to conquer the three pressures and to transform themselves into more businesslike 
or hybrid organizations. This included (1) the development of a new, entrepreneurial 
strategic course, which was no longer influenced mainly by politicians but by the 
organizations’ managers as well as the development of a new, businesslike 
organizational culture, (2) a streamlining of the organizations and a redistribution of 
power from the technocrats to the managers and (3) new methods in staffing and 
appraisal with a focus on entrepreneurial skills. 

Finally, what do all these conclusions say about the answer to my last empirical 
research question: What do the findings of this study say about the overall viability of 
hybrid organizations? I conclude from my research at three hybrid organizations in the 
Dutch waste management sector that hybridity is in principle nothing to be unduly 
afraid of. Admittedly, it produces tensions and leads to risks but those are, as my case 
studies have shown, by no means unmanageable. However, hybridity is no panacea for 
creating an entrepreneurial government as it asks much from an organization’s 
managers, political principals and employees. Also this has become clear in my case 
studies. The biggest challenge will be to prove in every single case that the expected 
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opportunities created through hybridity far outweigh the costs of controlling the risks it 
poses. Only when the flipsides of hybridity’s effects are adequately covered, it will 
lead to a situation of heads and tails. Research like mine can help in achieving this, as 
well as to start a discussion about hybridity that is based on facts rather than on fears or 
grand expectations. 

Conclusions chapters 6-9: Case studies 
- The hybridisation of an organization often starts with the initiative of an enthusiastic and 

ambitious director of an agency who then tries to win over his political principals. If the 
director plays his cards right, he can greatly increase his autonomy. 

- Managers rather focus on the opportunities due to hybridity and politicians rather on the 
risks it poses. They focus on either side of the same coin while sometimes forgetting 
about the flipside. 

- An organization’s legal form is no decisive factor in its hybridness. 
- Whether an organization mixes activities for public and private customers and therefore 

public and private sources of funding is also not a decisive factor in its hybridness. 
- An organization’s transformation into a hybrid is a process in which hard and soft factors 

matter and which rather is an evolution than a revolution. 
- Hybridity leads to a more businesslike relationship between an organization and its 

public principals. 
- The mere fact that an organization increases its turnover and profit after being hybridized 

does not necessarily result in a benefit to the public. 
- The threat of unfair competition is not necessarily an argument against hybridity. It can 

be desirable from a public standpoint or be a matter of interpretation. 
- Hybridity makes an organization more susceptible to market pressures. This will be an 

incentive to increase its performance, eg, through a change in financing, by introducing 
competition, by bringing employees with a commercial background into the organization 
and by adopting private sector management techniques. 

- Having both captive public and commercial customers, will make it tempting for an 
organization to spend more attention on the latter. Hybridity will therefore only have 
positive performance related effects for public customers if they are not captive and the 
organization has to fight for their business. 

- Public and private values do not necessarily clash but conflict will arise when an 
organization’s management tries to force new values and new ways of conducting 
business on its workforce. 

- Hybridity can lead to a more professional governance, in the sense that there is a better 
division of responsibilities, suiting the organizations’ new position as players in the 
waste management market better than their former more bureaucratic and politicised 
governance. However, the new governance arrangement will only work if an 
organization’s political principals are willing to embrace their new roles as shareholders.  

- A supervisory board can compensate for the lack of interest and expertise hybrid 
organizations often encounter at governments. But political appointment of members of 
such a board can lead to loyalty conflicts for these board members. 
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- As hybrid organizations differ from one another and as there is not one dimension that is 
in itself a prerequisite for hybridity, it is important to recognize their hybrid fingerprint, 
or hybridness. My multidimensional model can help in this process. 

- The model can also be used as an indicative-diagnostic tool to predict on which 
dimensions hybridity might have positive or negative effects and to prepare for them. 

- Hybridity is as a process of organizational change no revolution but an evolution. 
- Hybridity neither is a catastrophe, nor a panacea but needs to be managed properly. The 

biggest challenge is to prove in every single case that the expected opportunities created 
through hybridity far outweigh the costs of controlling the risks it poses. 

10.3 Research questions revisited 
I addressed the following general research question in this doctoral thesis: How do 

hybrid organizations function in practice and what are the effects of their hybridity? I 
divided this general research question into five specific research questions, two of an 
analytical and three of a more empirical nature. I will give a short summary of my 
findings on each of these research questions in this section. 

10.3.1 Analytical research questions 

On which dimensions can an organization be hybrid? 
My first analytical research question aimed at providing a more nuanced definition 

of a hybrid organization and therefore was: On which dimensions can an organization 
be hybrid? I found that an organization can be hybrid on ten dimensions, which I 
clustered into three groups. The first cluster deals with the dimensions concerning an 
organization’s structure and activities, which are (1) legal form (the degree to which an 
organization’s legal form is governed by public or by private law), (2) ownership (the 
continuum between full government and full private ownership), (3) activities (the 
continuum between a complete focus on statutory or public tasks and one on private, 
commercial activities), (4) funding (the continuum between 100 % governmental 
appropriation and 100 % private funding) and (5) market environment (the continuum 
between a monopolistic and a competitive market environment).  

The second cluster includes the dimensions concerning an organization’s strategy 
and culture: (1) strategic orientation (the continuum between a strategic orientation 
totally aimed at government and one totally aimed at the market) and (2) value 
orientation (the continuum between a total orientation on the public values of the 
guardian syndrome and a total orientation on the values of the commercial syndrome).  

The third cluster of dimensions includes those concerning an organization’s 
governance and its relationship with politics: (1) relationship with political principal 
(the continuum between a relationship based on public and one based on private law), 
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(2) managerial autonomy (the continuum between political autonomy, or a system in 
which the management of an organization is influenced or dominated in its decisions 
by politics, and economic authority, or a system in which the management of an 
organization is influenced by the market) and (3) executive autonomy (the continuum 
of the degree of autonomy an organization’s management has in how it conducts its 
tasks and activities). See chapter 2 for more information on these dimensions and how I 
constructed them. 

What could be positive and negative effects of hybridity? 
My second analytical research question was: What could be positive and negative 

effects of hybridity? I answered this question by listing the arguments brought forward 
in the Dutch debate in favour and against hybrid organizations. The advocates of 
hybridity claim that mixing public and private can have economic, performance 
related, cultural and governance related benefits. Beneficial economic effects 
mentioned are an increased turnover and profit; the positive performance related 
aspects concern an increase in efficiency and effectiveness; the positive cultural effects 
mention an increased customer orientation and the beneficial governance related 
aspects a more effective governance arrangement. The arguments the adversaries of 
hybrid organizations mention in the debate are the flipside of those brought forward by 
the advocates. They are unfair competition as a economic risk; a neglect of public tasks 
as a performance related risk; cultural conflicts as a cultural risk and opportunistic 
behaviour as a governance related risk. See chapter 3 for an comprehensive overview 
of the Dutch discussion on hybridity and the arguments brought forward by advocates 
and adversaries of hybrid organizations. 

10.3.2 Empirical research questions 
My three empirical research questions aimed at describing hybridity and its effects 

in organizational practice. I answered them by looking at three hybrid organizations in 
detail (see chapters 6-8) and by comparing these findings and discussing them with 
experts (see chapter 9). 

In which ways is the case organization hybrid? 
My first empirical research question was: In which ways is the case organization 

hybrid? I answered this question by examining how each of my three case studies 
scored on the ten dimensions of my model. I visualized their scores in a spider chart 
(see a comparison of these charts in section 9.2.4). Before they became hybrids, my 
case study organizations had looked rather similar. One of them, TOM, slightly differed 
from the other two as it already conducted some activities for private customers. But 
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they all were, for all intents and purposes, ideal-typical public organizations or 
agencies. 

Those similarities had vanished after all three organizations had been hybridised. 
TOM was the only organization whose shape on the after chart still resembled that on 
the before chart, but its scores and thus its hybridness had intensified. Both DICK and 
HARRY had rather pronounced scores concerning their governance. They were more or 
less private organizations in this respect. They were less hybrid on the other two 
clusters, although they were in an ongoing process of change which was due to also 
effect these dimensions. Both organizations were working hard on changing their 
cultures towards a more businesslike orientation. DICK already had to provide its 
services in competition with others. HARRY had to do the same but in this case the 
island area’s special circumstances meant that there was no real competition to speak 
of. 

Which positive and negative effects of hybridity can be observed in the case study 
and how are these dealt with? 

My second empirical research question was: Which positive and negative effects of 
hybridity can be observed in the case study and how are these dealt with? In my three 
case studies, I not only described how TOM, DICK and HARRY changed on the ten 
dimensions of my analytical model but also which positive and negative effects this 
transformation caused and how these effects were dealt with. I again used the spider 
charts drawn for each organization to help me do this. I used them as indicative-
diagnostic tools to point me to those dimensions on which the organizations’ new 
hybrid status could be expected to either produce positive or negative effects. 

I observed that all three case organizations had enjoyed positive economic effects of 
hybridity as they had increased their turnover and profit. Their strategy to continue this 
positive trend was to stick to their entrepreneurial course and to venture into new 
markets. But the benefits of this development seemed on the data available to me be 
limited to the organizations themselves. A flipside of higher turnovers and profits as 
positive effects of hybridity, is unfair competition and I observed that one could indeed 
speak of this problem arising in the cases of TOM and DICK. But I am not sure whether 
this could be seen as an argument against their new hybrid status, as it was not 
disadvantageous to society at large. It could also be argued that unfair competition was 
in the public interest, for example in the case of TOM whose municipality built it a 
clean and technically advanced incineration plant. 

From what I observed in my case studies, I am inclined to say that their new hybrid 
status did indeed positively influence TOM, DICK and HARRY’s performance. Their 
hybridity brought a change in funding. The organizations had to be competitive, since 
they now had to outperform companies which were trying to outperform them. The 
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strategy their managing directors used to enhance TOM, DICK and HARRY’s 
competitiveness was to professionalize the way they worked, partly by bringing new 
employees with commercial backgrounds into their organizations. They also embraced 
modern management techniques, such as performance management. 

Also my case organizations’ positive performance related effects had their flipside, 
at least for TOM and HARRY. Both organizations now had two kinds of customers: 
captive, public customers, and private ones that were free to take their business 
elsewhere. This made it tempting for the organizations to spend more attention on 
private customers than on the public ones, as the latter were not going anywhere. TOM 
was already aware of this situation and tried to react to it by engaging more with its 
public customers to ensure them that it valued their views and opinions the same way 
as it did its commercial customers. 

A third goal the managing directors pursued through TOM, DICK and HARRY’s new 
hybrid status, was to transform their organizations’ culture from one with the values of 
the guardian syndrome to one with the values of the commercial syndrome. In my 
opinion, only the cultural transition programme started by DICK’s managing director 
had been successful. Even though they were expected to work harder and adhere to 
more rules and procedures than before, DICK’s operational employees told me that they 
appreciated these changes as they would make their organization sustainable and 
future-proof. 

A possible flipside to the positive influence of new businesslike values on a hybrid 
organization and its staff, are cultural clashes that can arise when one tries to combine 
traditional public sector and traditional private sector values. I could witness this 
negative effect in both TOM and HARRY, where the cultural transition programmes had 
not been successful. Especially at TOM, the reason for it arising was the top down 
strategy used by the organization’s management in forcing the new culture and mindset 
on its staff. At both TOM and HARRY there were conflicts between management and 
operational staff due to the influx of new commercial employees with a background in 
business.  

A last reason why the managing directors of TOM, DICK and HARRY had lobbied 
their public principals to allow them to run their organizations like businesses, was that 
they expected positive governance related effects. They complained that as agencies, 
their organizations had suffered from inertia, as their governance arrangements did not 
facilitate the kind of quick decision making they thought they needed in the market 
place. 

So far, only the governance arrangements of DICK and HARRY had been changed. 
TOM had been labelled a ‘proactive service provider’ in 2001, but this was more a 
semantic change and had no legal repercussions. DICK and HARRY had been 
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autonomized. I was told that in the past both DICK’s municipalities as well as HARRY’s 
island area had not really been interested in how the organizations conducted their 
services, which often meant crucial decisions took a very long time. To the 
disappointment of the managing directors, their new hybrid status had not changed this. 
At DICK, aldermen often chose not to attend the annual shareholders’ meetings, which 
as a result often lacked a sufficient quorum to take decisions. At HARRY, the 
foundation tasked with acting as the organization’s shareholder had all but ceased to 
function.  

I therefore concluded that DICK and HARRY’s new hybrid status had only a limited 
positive effect on their relationships with their shareholders. In my opinion, the blame 
for this situation has to be laid at the doorstep of both organizations’ shareholders who 
failed to take their roles seriously. DICK tried to deal with this situation by providing its 
shareholders with more information to facilitate their decision making processes and to 
try to involve them more in how the organizations worked, but so far without much 
success. 

A second change to DICK and HARRY’s governance arrangement was the 
establishment of a supervisory board. Both boards were hybrid, as they consisted both 
of politicians and non-politically appointed members. Some interviewees cited this 
hybrid composition as a strength, but I rather judged it as an undesirable situation 
because it can lead to loyalty issues for the politicians, in choosing between conflicting 
interests of the organization and their constituents. According to the board members I 
interviewed, this problem had not yet arisen at DICK, but they were aware of its 
potential. In contrast, at HARRY the politically appointed board members had chosen 
not to be loyal to the organization at all but to use it to get one of their cronies a job. 

What do the findings of this study say about the overall viability of hybrid 
organizations? 

None of my findings showed that hybridity is such a catastrophe to the provision of 
public services as its adversaries would like us to believe. But I also found it difficult to 
substantiate all the arguments brought forward by its advocates. Hybridity can produce 
positive as well as negative effects. Which of them prevails depends on the 
management and the governance of the respective organization. In this respect it is 
important to note that the positive and negative effects of hybridity are a series of 
opposite sides of the same coin. What one sees as unfair competition, another sees as a 
good deal for the citizens, to name but one example. Hybridity therefore is an issue of 
heads and tails and not of heads or tails: it is important not to forget about, or even 
ignore, the flipside that inevitably comes with each positive or negative effect. 
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10.4 Dealing with the limitations of this research 

10.4.1 Focus on public/private hybrid organizations 
A first limitation of this research concerns its focus on public/private hybrids. I 

decided to exclusively deal with this form of hybrid organizations, as the Dutch debate 
about the benefits and risks of hybridity mainly centred around them too. But there are, 
as I described in the introduction, several other forms of hybrids too. As a step for 
further research, it might especially be interesting to examine the effects of hybridity at 
organizations that combine public, private and Third sector characteristics. 

10.4.2 Validity issues 
A problematic issue in any qualitative research project concerns validity. According 

to Yin (1994, pp. 32-8) there are several criteria for judging the quality of a case study: 
(1) construct validity, (2) internal validity, (3) external validity and (4) reliability. In 
section 4.4 I described how I addressed these validity issues in detail.  

Constructing validity refers to establishing correct operational measures for the 
concepts being studied. I strived to increase construct validity in my study by 
employing three tactics: I always used multiple sources of data, strived to establish a 
chain of evidence by making it clear where the data underlying my analyses came from 
and asked every interviewee to review the summary I made of our conversation and to 
alert me to factual errors, misinterpretations and omissions. I did the same with my 
draft case study reports, which I presented to the managing directors and my contact 
persons in every organization. 

Internal validity refers to establishing a causal relationship, whereby certain 
conditions are shown to lead to other conditions as opposed to spurious relationships. I 
strived to achieve internal validity in my case studies by pattern matching and by 
discussing my observations and interpretations with the managing directors of my case 
organizations and my contact persons, as well as with a group of managing directors 
from other hybrid waste management companies during an expert meeting. 

Reliability refers to demonstrating that the operations of a study (such as the data 
collection procedures) can be repeated, with the same result. I strived to achieve 
reliability by composing a case study protocol, which included several points I paid 
attention to in all case studies. I also developed electronic as well as analogue case 
study databases for my individual cases, containing copies of all the materials collected 
during the cause of my research. 

At this point, the construct and internal validity and the reliability of my study are 
already properly addressed but the external validity is not. This type of validity refers 
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to establishing the domain to which a study’s findings can be generalized. I strived to 
achieve external validity by opting for a multiple case study approach and by using 
what Yin calls a ‘replication logic’ (Yin, 1994: 36). This means that I compared my 
three cases to see on which aspects they were similar and on which they differed from 
each other. Producing external validity was also one of the reasons to organize the 
already mentioned expert session with managing directors of other waste management 
companies. By doing so I wanted to make sure that what happened at my three case 
studies was not unique to them but representative for other organizations in the same 
sector.  

A question that could be asked at this point is whether, besides other hybrid 
organizations in the waste management sector, my findings can also be applied to 
hybrid organizations in other sectors, as well as to commercial waste management 
companies. 

This research does not offer a definite answer to this last question. I found the 
commercial waste management organizations I approached even less willing to 
cooperate than most of their hybrid rivals. I decided not to also invite a representative 
of a commercial waste management company to my expert meeting because I feared 
that this would hinder a frank discussion about hybridity. 

In order to address the question whether my findings in the waste management 
sector can also be said to draw a picture of hybrid organizations at large, I compared 
them with the conclusions drawn in the collection of case studies edited by Brandsen, 
Van de Donk and Kenis (2006b), as this volume draws a good picture of how hybrid 
organizations look in a variety of sectors.  

10.4.3 Summary of Brandsen et al.’s findings 
The volume of case studies edited by Brandsen, Van de Donk and Kenis (2006b) 

contains several conceptual chapters (including one from my own hand (Karré, 2006)), 
in which various aspects of hybridity are described theoretically. It also includes 
several chapters which describe hybridity’s consequences both for an organization’s 
management as well as for its (public) accountability. One of the chapters in this 
section also summarizes the key findings of the study conducted by the Netherlands 
Court of Audit on the public entrepreneurialism of hybrid organizations. The volume 
contains eleven case studies on how hybrid organizations function in a variety of 
contexts (charity, health care, media, social housing, higher education, elderly care, the 
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provision of drivers’ licences and study loans, waste incineration,79

Based on all this, Brandsen et al. draw several interesting conclusions in their final 
chapter (Brandsen et al., 2006a). They conclude that the debate on hybrid organizations 
is in need of nuances, as one’s definition of hybridity depends on the perspective one 
chooses. That also means that there is not one, generic kind of hybrid organization. A 
multi-facetted approach, bringing together insights from various disciplines, is needed 
to fully grasp the concept of hybridity.  

 vocational 
education and terrorism). 

They also conclude that hybridity has the biggest effect for an organization’s 
managers. They play a central role in the organization’s attempts to combine 
conflicting goals and have to switch between different roles. Because of this, they often 
feel pressured and are faced with difficult trade-offs. Brandsen et al. cite Evers & 
Laville (2004) who note that, while it is theoretically easy to argue for balancing 
different values, it is more realistic to assume that such a balance cannot be achieved in 
practice, especially when different stakeholders have varying views on what constitutes 
a proper balance. As a result, an organization’s managing director needs to properly 
manage each stakeholder’s expectations and especially those of the organization’s 
political principals. This is of course always the case, but hybridisation tends to 
increase the numbers of ways in which an organization can fail, making hybrids 
politically vulnerable in a risk-averse climate. 

On the street level most staff of the hybrid organizations described in the case 
studies barely noticed hybridisation in any direct sense, Brandsen et al. state. Where 
they did, it was in policy fields where commercial activities constituted a directly 
identifiable addition to regular working routines. This was especially the case in 
vocational education, where teachers became involved in contract based projects that 
stood clearly apart from their regular activities. Elsewhere, the effects of hybridisation 
mostly came in the shape of a stronger formalisation of tasks and output measurement, 
as well as an increase in workload. This created stress and was often experienced as 
unpleasant, but did not lead to the cultural conflicts the critics of hybridity like to warn 
about.  

Brandsen et al. also collected the evidence concerning hybridity’s positive and 
negative effects as they had manifested themselves in the case studies. They summarize 
the risks brought forward in the literature on hybrid organizations as financial 

                                                        
79 This case study describes ARN, a waste incineration company in Nijmegen. Rather than with its 

hybrid character, the case study deals with the complicated governance arrangement of the 
organization and the economic effects of it being one of the technically most advanced (and hence 
most expensive) waste incineration plants in the country. 
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dilemmas, a decrease in the quality of public service provision and cultural decay and 
conclude (1) that there are, grosso modo, no reasons to fear financial malpractices, 
such as public funds being used to subsidize commercial activities, (2) that there are 
hardly any data available on hybridity’s effect on performance and costumer 
satisfaction and (3) that there is no evidence that hybridity leads to cultural tensions.  

Brandsen et al. summarize the benefits claimed to be connected to hybridity in the 
literature as innovation and as positive effects on both the financial situation of an 
organization, as well as on the manner in which it is organized. They conclude (1) that 
hybridity clearly leads to innovation, as it gives freedom but also because the market 
enforces it, (2) that hybridity can lead to financial benefits for some organizations but 
that one can not support the claim that these financial benefits are guaranteed to occur 
in each and every case and (3) that hybridity leads to synergy, as public tasks are 
fulfilled in new, more innovative ways and operational tasks are divided in a better 
way, because of diversification. 

Brandsen et al. come to the more general conclusion that even after studying several 
case studies of hybrid organizations, many important questions still need to be 
addressed in more detail, such as (Brandsen et al., 2006a, p. 434): 
- What are the effects of hybridity on various levels of an organization? 
- What are the effects of hybridity on the quality of an organization’s service 

provision? 
- What are the economic effects of hybridity in organizational practice? 
- Are the theories used so far to conceptualize hybrid organizations sufficient or do 

we have to go beyond the state-market dichotomy and the state-market-society 
trichotomy? 

- Is it desirable to establish a new legal form specifically for hybrid organizations? 

10.4.4 Comparison 
The conclusions drawn by Brandsen et al. on the basis of the various case studies 

generally point in the same direction as my own. There are differences in interpretation 
though as I would also count a stronger formalisation of tasks and output measurement, 
as well as an increase in workload as cultural effects of hybridity, because they were, 
based on the mantra that they had to become more businesslike, imposed on 
organizations and their staff who had, as agencies, been used to other standards and 
procedures. 

My research also contributes some new aspects to the scientific and societal debate 
on hybrid organizations by tackling several of the topics for further research Brandsen 
et al. list at the end of their concluding chapter. I addressed in more detail than they did 
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the positive and negative effects of hybridity that manifest themselves in organizational 
practice. I developed an indicative-diagnostic tool to make it possible to anticipate 
which effects may arise, specific to the hybrid fingerprint of the organization in 
question. My ten dimensional model of a hybrid organization can also be used to 
contribute the multi-facetted perspective on hybrid organizations advocated by 
Brandsen et al., as it goes beyond the outdated dichotomy between public and private. 

I am aware that not all Brandsen et al.’s questions have been addressed sufficiently 
in this thesis and new ones have arisen as well. My thesis therefore is maybe not the 
definitive piece of research on hybrid organizations but in any case a first step towards 
a deeper understanding of hybridity. In the next section, after a short discussion and 
several recommendations for those dealing with hybrid organizations in practice, I 
formulate several suggestions for how this understanding could be broadened by new 
scientific research. 

10.5 Discussion and recommendations 
I used Van de Donk’s societal triangle as a point of departure in this research. Each 

of the corners of this triangle represents another societal domain (the state, the market 
and the community) with a distinct coordination mechanism at play (coercion, free 
exchange of goods and services, love). In each domain other values are paramount and 
other behaviour is expected or rewarded. At the corners of the triangle there is no mix 
of values or coordination mechanisms. Also, organizations situated there only have 
homogenous external relations. In other words, they only deal with others like 
themselves. 

This all changes when we venture into the middle of the triangle. There lies the area 
which I call the hybrid realm (and Billis describes as nine hybrid zones) and in which 
we find hybrid organizations. They have to combine the different (and often 
conflicting) coordination mechanisms and values of each of the three sectors in one 
way or another. Their external relations are also more likely to be heterogeneous. This 
is by the way not a situation only hybrid organizations have to deal with. It applies in a 
more general sense to all sorts of multicultural relationships. 

How we judge hybrid organization depends on how we look at them. Hybrids are 
desirable from an innovation perspective, when the fresh combination of traditional 
elements is expected to create novel solutions. Hybrid organizations can in this 
perspective be seen as labs or hothouses for innovation.  

They are desirable too from a governance perspective, in which we acknowledge 
that the wicked problems of our times cut across neat service lines and thus can not be 



185 

tackled by only one agency but rather ask for a multi-stakeholder approach. In this 
context, hybrids are important boundary spanners and mediators. 

Hybrid organizations are not desirable from a more static or traditional view in 
which the primacy of politics is paramount. In this view, they are not seen as 
innovators or important boundary spanners but rather as perversions that have to be 
eradicated. For a long time this has been the prevailing perspective in the Dutch 
discussion but I expect it to be on the way out soon. This is mostly due to the changes 
in the world around us which mean that government has no choice but to ask other 
parties in dealing with the wicked issues society at large face. The discussion we need 
to have now is not whether hybrid organizations are good, bad, admissible or whether 
they should be forbidden. This boat has long sailed and hybrid organizations are here to 
stay. The discussion needed now is on how to unlock their innovative potential and 
make them instruments for improving the quality of public service provision. Or, to put 
it differently: the main question is not whether hybridity is heads or tails but how to 
make the best of both sides of the coin. 

In order to achieve this goal, I make several recommendations below. I have split 
them into two sections: I will first focus on recommendations for those working in 
hybrid organizations and those that have to deal with them, either as principals or 
supervisors. I will then make several recommendations for those studying hybrid 
organizations. 

10.5.1 Practical recommendations 

Politicians and other critics of hybrid organizations should get real 
In much of the Dutch debate, hybrid organizations are portrayed as an undesirable 

transformation away from public services being provided by public organizations. 
More than anything else, such a perspective only serves as a proof of ignorance for the 
history of a country that traditionally relies on hybrid organizations for the provision of 
public services. The fact that for a relatively short period between the Second World 
War and the end of the 1980s, the state did more than ever before in providing housing, 
health care and other services, should not belie the fact that this period was an 
exception in the broader scheme of things. 

The politicians and other voices in the public debate that are critical about the mere 
existence of hybrid organizations should get used to the idea that such organizations 
are here to stay. Also, as the state has lost its ability to tackle wicked problems on its 
own, we can safely expect their number to steadily rise in the future. The challenge 
now does not lie in heated (and mostly philosophical) discussions on how to prevent 
hybridity, but in developing ways in which the strengths of hybrid organizations can be 
utilized optimally and their weaknesses adequately be controlled.  
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Hybridity is indeed (to put it colloquially) no walk in the park, as it increases the 
number of ways in which an organization can fail. This makes hybrid organizations 
politically vulnerable in a risk-averse climate but it is naïve to believe that it always is 
or should be possible to totally eliminate every risk in our lives and that those working 
in the public sector should restrain from taking any risks at all possible costs. The task 
for the future lies, in my opinion, in devising ways of how to make these risks 
manageable. The first step in achieving this is the easiest and includes acknowledging 
that they exist and that they will have to be dealt with if hybridity in an organization is 
ever meant to be a success. A second and more difficult step is to develop shrewd ways 
of how to do that. Academia should play an important role in this regard (see the next 
section) but also other participants of the debate about hybrid organizations should 
devise clever ways managing hybridity’s risks. The following recommendations are 
aimed at them. 

Do not forget about the flipsides 
The question whether or not to hybridize my three case organizations was seen in 

different ways by their managing directors and their political principals. While the 
directors mainly saw opportunities, the politicians focussed on the risks involved. Or to 
put it in other words, they focussed on either side of the same coin while sometimes 
forgetting about the flipside. 

One of the main messages of this thesis is that hybridity is a heads and tails subject: 
the positive and negative sides of the coin can never be enjoyed independently from 
each other. This may make dealing with hybrid organizations messier and more 
difficult than with ideal-typical public or private organizations. However, the 
advantages of hybridity warrants trying it, as long one does not forget about the risks 
and treats them with the attention they deserve. 

Managing directors of hybrid organizations have to build bridges and temper 
expectations 

Hybridity asks of managers to develop a certain kind of intuition that makes them 
see the opportunities of a more entrepreneurial strategy but also makes them 
understand its limitations in a public sector environment. They have to act as boundary 
spanners and have to learn to build bridges between their organizations, their various 
customers, politics and society as a whole. In practice, this means that they have to try 
harder than managers of purely public and private organizations not to antagonize other 
groups, such as their customers, political principals and staff, while also not becoming 
captured by any of them. 

This is made difficult by the fact that, as the before mentioned Evers & Laville 
(2004) note, that, while it is theoretically easy to argue for balancing different values, it 
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is more realistic to assume that such a balance cannot be achieved in practice, 
especially when different stakeholders have varying views on what constitutes a proper 
balance.  

I therefore join Brandsen et al. in recommending that an organization’s managing 
director needs to properly manage each stakeholder’s expectations and especially those 
of the organization’s political principals. This also means being perfectly open about 
the expected benefits and risks of hybridity and to whom they apply. 

Provide a better insight in hybridity’s positive economic effects 
I concluded in my case studies that their hybridness had a positive effect on the 

organizations’ profit and turnover but that it was less clear whether this also benefited 
the public. This makes it easy to claim that hybridity mainly helps an organization to 
enrich itself without tangible benefits for the citizens (a claim not supported by my 
findings). I therefore recommend that the managing directors of hybrid organizations 
do their utmost to make it clear to their critical followers, like politicians and citizens, 
that the economic benefits they claim through hybridity will ultimately benefit them. 
The increased turnover and profit of a hybrid organization can namely never be a goal 
in itself but only a means to achieve benefits for the public. 

Get real about unfair competition 
A flipside of higher turnovers and profits as positive effects of hybridity, is unfair 

competition. My case studies revealed that it is very much in the eye of the beholder 
what to count as such, as one man’s unfair competition is another man’s public interest. 
Politicians have to be clear on that when they explain to complaining commercial 
companies why they have chosen for a hybrid arrangement. This of course is no carte 
blanche for a hybrid organization to run irresponsible risks with public money. A 
proper risk assessment is vital with any risky initiative being undertaken. Important 
questions in such an assessment are whether the expected benefits warrant the risk 
being taken, whether the risk is in itself reasonable and whether it can properly be 
addressed beforehand. 

Staff has to get used to competition 
My research has shown that a change in funding and the introduction of competition 

can improve the performance of an organization providing public services. The 
employees of hybrid organizations will have to get used to the fact that times have 
changed. That means that efficiency and effectiveness will remain values that should 
also matter to them. They also have to get used to working harder and being controlled 
more as illicit behaviour will not be tolerated in a commercial setting. Yet the 
managing directors of hybrid organizations have to be well aware that they are not yet 
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running normal enterprises and that they have a certain responsibility towards their 
employees. 

Treat all customers equally 
Two of my case organizations had two kinds of customers: captive, public 

customers and private ones that were free to take their business elsewhere. This made it 
tempting for the organizations to spend more attention on private customers than public 
ones, as the latter were not going anywhere. Based on this I recommend that hybrid 
organizations treat all their customers equally. They should also have to compete for 
the business of their public customers. 

Invest time and energy in culture 
My research has shown that hybridity does not necessarily lead to the catastrophic 

clash of cultures the adversaries of hybrid organizations warn about. But it does not 
lead to cultural synergy by itself either. Whether the combination of public and private 
sector values is a success, depends on how the management of a hybrid organization 
deals with the cultural transformation process. I recommend that this takes place in an 
open and bottom-up manner. Cultural change that is ordered from above and which is 
based on the idea that the current culture is reprehensible, will only lead to antagonism 
between an organization’s management and its staff. 

Come to clear and professional governance arrangements 
Because they mix several potentially conflicting elements, hybrid organizations are 

in need of a clear governance arrangement with a clear division of tasks and 
responsibilities between the organization itself and its public principals. Such a 
governance arrangement can not only exist in paper. The problems and frustrations of 
my three case organizations showed the importance of good governance being brought 
into practice.  

I am inclined to recommend that the political principals of a hybrid organization 
should refrain from taking a place in the organization’s supervisory board, as this can 
lead to conflicts of interests or at least make them more likely. This does not, however, 
imply that politics should have no say in what hybrid organizations do and how they 
conduct their services. They can still play an important role as guardians of the public 
interest by behaving professionally as an organization’s customer, shareholder and 
regulator. They would also do well to encourage organizations to employ other means 
of oversight next to that of their political principals. 
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10.5.2 Scientific recommendations 
Besides these practical recommendations, I would also like to make several 

suggestions for further research on hybrid organizations. 

Refrain from gross oversimplifications 
The political and societal debate about hybrid organizations in the Netherlands is 

often conducted in a simplistic, black and white manner. Unfortunately many 
academics have chosen to participate in this debate in the same vein by treating ideal-
types (ie, the public and the private organization) as absolutes and not as abstract and 
hypothetical concepts aimed at facilitating comparison and dialogue. In reality, such 
constructs do not exist: organizations are far messier. It is academia’s duty as well as 
its added value to keep pointing this out in any discussion about hybridity. This will 
enrich the societal and political debate about hybridity and will ensure that it keeps 
closer track with reality, 

Refrain from ideological statements 
Next to often oversimplifying the world by treating organizational ideal-types as 

real-life forms, many academics in the Dutch debate on hybridity also fall foul of a 
second fallacy, as they do not refrain from ideological statements. Instead of describing 
the reality of hybrid organizations, they describe what they would like the world to 
look like according to their own ideological beliefs or present us with equally 
unrealistic horrors scenarios. Rather than participating in ideological and essentially 
pointless debates (after all, hybrids are here to stay), academics should invest their time 
and energy in devising ways of how hybridity’s negative effects can best be managed 
and how its positive effects can be amplified.  

The following four points are recommendations on how academics can contribute to 
a debate about hybrid organizations that is more thoroughly thought through, less 
simplistic and less ideological: 

Examine how hybrid organizations differ by sector 
I think it is a positive development that the scientific research on hybridity has 

recently started to make a shift from a more conceptual and normative approach 
towards one in which more emphasis is put on what hybridity means in organizational 
practice (see for an overview of the most current literature on hybrid organizations 
Brandsen & Karré, 2010). But much more work still needs to be done. More research is 
needed on how hybrid organizations differ by sector. The multidimensional model of a 
hybrid organization I devised in my research can help to generate new insights in how 
hybrid organizations look like in various contexts and whether and how the effects 
differ of their hybridness. 
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Undertake more international comparisons 
It is important to conduct more international comparisons of hybrid organizations. 

By doing so, a systematic body of knowledge can be built up. International 
comparisons enable us to learn from good practices elsewhere. Such international 
comparative research should take into account the effect of European Union 
regulations and policies towards hybrid organizations. 

Undertake more inter- and multidisciplinary research 
Second, we also need more inter- and multidisciplinary research, teaming up, for 

example, scholars in public administration or political sciences with economists and 
legal scholars. In the past, at least in the Netherlands, most research on hybrid 
organizations has been undertaken in the field of public administration. This is 
understandable with regards to how hybrid organizations have come on the scientific 
agenda in the 1990s (see section 3.1). It is now time to broaden the insights generated 
in public administration with that of other disciplines. That this is already happening to 
some extend, is in my opinion a step into the right direction. 

Develop a better understanding of the positive and negative effects of hybridity 
More time and effort has also to be invested in studying the positive and negative 

effects of hybridity. It is important to know under which circumstances or conditions 
either of them will manifest themselves. The indicative diagnostic tool that I developed 
in this dissertation should be a valuable aid in doing so. As soon as we discovered what 
exactly causes positive and negative effects, we can devise strategies on how to 
maximize the first and mitigate the latter. 

Examine the role hybrid organizations can play in a world of scarce resources 
The aftermath of the financial and economic crisis that grips the world since 2007, 

has also triggered a debate on the future of governance and the relationship between 
market, state and civil society. The state, which lost much ground during the last 
twenty odd years, is called to step up to the plate. But it seems to have lost its capacity 
to act as regulator of globalized markets and as a provider of public services in times 
when financial resources are scarce (whether due to industry bail-outs, demographic 
time bombs and environmental vulnerabilities). There not only are severe worries 
about ‘the state of the state’ but also about its capability to tackle the major challenges 
of today’s society, even more so as we have lost trust in the market as an alternative. 
More research should be undertaken to examine the role hybrid organizations can play 
in such a world of scarce resources. They could be a viable middle-way between state 
and market. 
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Appendix 1: Sensitizing concepts 

Dimensions: On which dimensions can an organization be hybrid? 

Structure and activities 
- What is the legal form of the organization? 
- What is the structure of the organization? (important points in the study of the 

organization’s chart include its functional divisions, the division of power and 
clues to its managerial dynamics) 

- Which activities does the organization employ? 
- Are there any written rules or guidelines concerning mixing public and private 

activities? 
- Are the organization’s public and private activities separated from each other in an 

organizational, financial or administrative sense? If not, why is this not the case? 
- How are the costs calculated of the organization’s activities and are those included 

in its business proposals? 

Strategy and culture 
- How does the organization describe its mission and core values? 
- Which global goals does it strive to achieve and what is their relationship with 

each other? (Global goals can be societal, political or economical) 
- How is the organization positioned (as a public, private or a hybrid enterprise)? 
- Which groups (or subcultures) can be found within the organization and do they 

have their own sets of values? How do they relate with each other? 
- What are the most common tensions arising between different departments? 
- Which professional group dominates the organization? (the technicians, the 

entrepreneurs, the jurists, …) 
- Which characteristics of employees are deemed to be important? (eg, integrity, 

customer orientation, entrepreneurialism, …) 
- Which different atmospheres can be found within the organization? 
- Where do the roots lie of the organization and can they still be seen somewhere? 
- How best to climb the corporate ladder in the organization? 
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Governance and politics 
- What precisely is the object of governance in the organization? 
- Which parties take part in the governance of the organization? 
- How is the organization’s internal governance system structured and what is its 

focus? (eg, integrity, finances, efficiency and effectiveness, legality, performance, 
…) 

- Does the organization describe in its annual report which commercial activities it 
employs and what their costs and benefits are? 

- What does the publicly accessible information the organization provides say about 
public and private income and expenditure? 

- In which way and about which aspects regarding its hybrid activities does the 
organization provide publicly accessible information? (eg, degree of hybridity and 
how it is organized; risks of hybridity for the execution of the organization’s public 
activities, …) 

- Do the controller, the internal and external accountant have a role in supervising 
the organization’s commercial activities? Is there a protocol in which it is 
described what they especially have to focus at? To who do the controller, the 
internal and external account report? 

- How and regarding which aspects are the members of the supervisory board 
informed about the organization’s commercial activities? 

- How does the supervisory board balance the various interests concerning 
commercial activities? 

- Is there any protection for whistleblowers and / or guidelines for handling 
complaints? 

- Is the organization actively followed and controlled by any external parties? 
- With which outside groups does the organization have contacts and which outside 

groups influence the organization? (eg, customers, (local) politics, collaborators, 
competitors, banks, trade unions, customer associations, (organized) citizens, 
governments, media, suppliers, …) 

- How is the influence of politics felt in and by the organization? 
- How autonomous is the management of the organization in taking decisions? (rule-

bound versus non rule-bound) 
- How does communication take place within the organization? 
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Effects: what are the positive and negative effects of hybridity? 

Structure and activities 
- What kind of activities is employed more or less now or is under pressure? 

- Does the combination of public and private activities lead to (tangible) synergy? 
- What is the relationship between public and private activities? Do public activities 

profit from the fact that the organization also provides services for commercial 
customers or is it the other way round? 

- Which way is the organization heading? (towards more public, commercial or 
hybrid activities) 

- What are the most prominent risks hybridity poses to the organization’s strategy? 
- How and by who are the risks shared? 
- Is it possible to fiddle the cost price? 
- Are cross-subsidies possible? 
- In how far do the original expectations concerning the organization’s hybridity 

meet its results? 

Strategy and culture 
- Are there tensions or clashes between values and / or strategic goals? 
- How do they manifest themselves and how are they dealt with? 
- Which group’s values dominate? 
- Does the combination of public and private values create synergy and how does it 

show itself? 
- Does the combination of public and private values lead to the creation of a specific 

hybrid culture for the organization and how does it show itself? 
- What were the most important lessons and insights in this respect? 

Governance and politics 
- How are problems / tensions dealt with which are due to conflicting interests by 

parties in the organization’s governance arrangement? Which group’s interests 
have the priority? 

- How does the combination of the steering impulses of the various actors in the 
organization’s governance arrangement lead to synergy? 

- Do the organization’s regulators have an adequate insight in the effects of its 
hybridity? 
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- Which direct and indirect effects of its management does the organization have to 
take into account and how do they relate to each other? (eg, societal and / or 
political legitimacy, strengthening of the organization’s competitive position, 
quality of public service provision, satisfaction of shareholders, …) 

- With which external parties does the organization have conflicts and how are they 
dealt with? 

- Is the organization’s societal legitimacy higher because it also provides 
commercial services? 
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Appendix 2: Interviews 

- April 24, 2003: Interview with prof. dr. Paul ’t Hart, The Hague 
- April 25, 2003: Interview with drs. Leo Mimpen, director policy support unit, 

Netherlands Board for Health Care Institutions (‘College Bouw Ziekenhuis-
voorzieningen’), Utrecht 

- May 2, 2003: Interview with drs. Frank Tierolff, director general and technical 
services unit, Kadaster, Apeldoorn 

- June 6, 2003: interview with dr. Ton Rijerkerk, director regional stimulation unit, 
Chamber of Commerce The Hague 

- June 25, 2003: Interview with dr. Peter Hupe, Erasmus University Rotterdam 
- June 30, 2003: Interview with prof. dr. Walter Kickert, Erasmus University 

Rotterdam 
- July 1, 2003: Interview with dr. Arjen Boin, Leiden University 
- July 22, 2003: Interview with prof. dr. Heidi Dahles, Free University Amsterdam 
- August 14, 2003: Interview with dr. Huub Vinkenburg, consultant, Velp 
- August 18, 2003: Interview with prof. dr. Aad de Roo, Tilburg University 
- August 19, 2003: Interview with Wim de Jong, consultant, Delft 
- August 20, 2003: Interview with Chris van Ewijk, regional director, Achmea 

Zwolle 
- September 5, 2003: Interview with mr. Geert de Gruijter, director, National Centre 

for Prevention (‘Nationaal Centrum voor Preventie’), Houten 
- September 9, 2003: Interview with dr. Cor Van Montfort, Netherlands Court of 

Audit (‘Algemene Rekenkamer’), The Hague 
- September 16, 2003: Interview with prof. dr. Marcel Veenswijk, Free University 

Amsterdam 
- October 22, 2003: Interview with dr. Taco Brandsen, Tilburg University 

- August 27, 2004: Interview with Herman Huisman, director, AOO, Utrecht 
- December 8, 2004: Interview with Roel Wolters, director Midwaste, Nijmegen 
- December 15, 2004: Interview with Hans Bronk, director, NVRD, Arnhem 
- December 16, 2004: Interview with Geert Steeghs, manager public services, Sita, 

Arnhem 
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- May 6, 2005: Interview with Jan Manders, directeur external affairs, AVR, 
Rotterdam 

- June 1, 2005: Interview with Karel Klevringa, director organization & 
management, Omrin, Leeuwarden 

- June 8, 2005: Interview with Titia van Leeuwen, head general waste policy, 
Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment, The Hague 

- August 14, 2006: Interview with Frans Willemse, director, Netwerk NV, Dordrecht 

- August 18, 2006: Interview with André Hertog, director, Irado, Schiedam 
- August 19, 2008: Interview with Sjoerd van het Erve, director, Afvalstoffendienst 

Den Bosch 
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Appendix 3: Sources Case Studies 

TOM 

Interviews 
- February 9, 2006: Interview with with financial director (‘financieel directeur’)  
- February 9, 2006: Interview with director of operations (‘directeur operations’) 
- February 13, 2006: Interview with manager sales & logistics (‘manager sales en 

logistiek’) 
- February 13, 2006: Interview with head marketing & communications (‘hoofd 

marketing & communicatie’) 
- February 21, 2006: Interview with head accounting (‘hoofd financieel beheer’) 
- February 22, 2006: Interviews with secretary works council (‘secretaris OR’)  
- February 22, 2006: Interview with financial controller 
- March 23, 2006: Interview with chairman of works council (‘voorzitter OR’) 
- March 30, 2006: Interview with member of administrative service (‘adviseur 

dienst Bestuursondersteuning’) 
- April 4, 2006: Interview with two of TOM’s municipal customers 
- April 6, 2006: Interview with director of commercial waste management company 

who also was partner of the covenant 
- April 24, 2006: Interview with managing director (‘algemeen directeur’) 
- April 25, 2006: Interview with marketing director (‘commercieel directeur’) 
- April 28, 2006: Interview with management consultant frequently engaged by TOM  
- May 31, 2006: Group discussion with managing director, quality controller and 

advisor to the director which both my supervisors attended as well 

Written Sources 
- Written answers to questions posed by me at the beginning of my case study by a 

consultant to TOM’s director 
- Annual reports 1997 – 2005 
- Reports on TOM’s strategic position within the municipal organization 
- Strategic plan 2002 – 2006 
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- Decision of the city council to build a new incineration plant 
- Implementation and communication plans for cultural transformation programs 
- Code of Good Conduct 
- Results of stakeholders’ survey 
- Presentation about organization held by managing director at a network meeting 
- Survey in which the organization’s culture was measured 
- Information brochure about new waste incineration plant 

- Website 

Meetings 
- February 16, 2006: attended company-wide team meeting (‘bedrijfsbreed 

teamoverleg’) 
- March 7, 2006: attended works council meeting 
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DICK 

Interviews 
- July 11, 2006: Interview with managing director (‘algemeen directeur’) 
- August 3, 2006: Interview with advisor to the director (‘directiesecretaris’) 
- August 8, 2006: Interview with manager waste management (‘manager 

afvalbeheer’) 
- August 8, 2006: Interview with communications advisor (‘communicatieadviseur’) 
- August 9, 2006: Interview with financial controller 
- August 10, 2006: Interview with chairman of supervisory council (‘voorzitter Raad 

van Commissarissen’) 
- August 15, 2006: Interview with financial manager (‘manager financiën en 

beheer’)  
- August 15, 2006: Interview with chairman of works council (‘voorzitter OR’) 
- August 21, 2006: Interview with the representative at shareholders’ meeting of 

second largest municipality holding shares in the organization 
- August 23, 2006: Interview with vice-chairman of supervisory board (‘vice-

voorzitter Raad van Commissarissen’) 
- August 24, 2006: Interview with HR manager (‘manager personeel en 

organisatie’) 
- August 28, 2006: Interview with member of supervisory council (‘lid Raad van 

Commissarissen’) 
- August 30, 2006: Interview with manager infrastructure maintenance (‘manager 

Infrabeheer’) 
- September 6, 2006: Interview with member of supervisory council (‘lid Raad van 

Commissarissen’) 
- September 7, 2006: Group discussion with five operational employees 
- October 10, 2006: Interview with management consultant who aided DICK’s 

management in the cultural transformation process 

Written sources 
- Proposal for developing new legal form for the organization 

- Proposal for new legal form for discussion in municipal councils 
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- Correspondence about new legal form 
- Statutes 
- Documents for and minutes of meetings of supervisory council since 2003 
- Documents for and minutes of annual shareholders’ meetings since 2003 
- Strategic plan 2005 – 2009 
- Memo cultural transformation project 
- Service contract concerning infrastructure maintenance 

- Website 

Meetings 
- June 20, 2006: Annual shareholders’ meeting 

- September 22, 2006: Meeting of supervisory board 
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HARRY 

Interviews 
- July 3, 2007: Interview with managing director 
- July 3, 2007: Interview with financial manager 
- July 3, 2007: Interview with chairman of trade union for labourers 
- July 4, 2007: Interview with head operations 

- July 4, 2007: Interview with HR manager 
- July 4, 2007: Interview with marketing manager  
- July 4, 2007: Interview with manager customer service & quality control 
- July 5, 2007: Interview with manager planning department 
- July 5, 2007: Interview with manager waste collection (‘manager inzameling’)  
- July 5, 2007: Interview with advisor financial department of island area 
- July 6, 2007: Interview with member supervisory council on behalf of trade union 

of clerks  
- July 6, 2007: Interview with member of supervisory council on behalf of 

employers association 
Interviews with the mayor (‘gezaghebber’) and the chairman of the supervisory 

council (who also was the island area’s representative for health) were planned but 
were both cancelled the day before they should have taken place. The ‘gezaghebber’ 
decided that she had no time to speak to me after all. The new chairman of the 
supervisory council decided not to talk to me because he had been appointed to the 
organization only several weeks before my visit and had not yet been able to 
sufficiently familiarise himself with the organization. 

Written sources 
- Annual report 2005 
- Strategic plan 2007 – 2010 
- Statutes 
- Strategic plan with regards to human relations 
- Management report 4th quarter of 2006 
- Documents for and minutes of meetings of supervisory council 
- Documents about autonomization 1986 – 1996 
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- Collective work agreement 
- Various newspaper articles detailing the affair about HARRY’s new deputy director 
- Website 

Meetings 
There were unfortunately no meetings scheduled during my time at HARRY. 
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Appendix 4: Note on case studies’ scores 

I answered my first empirical research question (In which ways is the case organization 
hybrid?) by comparing how TOM, DICK and HARRY scored on the ten dimensions of 
the model described in section 2.7, both before and after their transformation into 
hybrid organizations. I illustrated their hybridness (that is the mix of public and private 
sector characteristics) by way of scoring them on a spider chart. I used the following 
scores: completely public (0), mostly public (2), somewhat public (4), halfway between 
public & private (5), somewhat private (6), mostly private (8) and completely private 
(10).  

Below I summarize how and why I scored each organization the way I did.  

TOM as an agency 
Dimension Score Note 

Legal form Completely public At this time, TOM was a municipal enterprise (for 
more information on this topic see 6.2.1) 

Ownership Completely public TOM was part of a municipality (cf. 6.2.1) 

Activities Mostly public TOM also burnt the waste of commercial waste 
management companies but these activities were a 
sideline to ensure the plant could operate at full 
capacity (cf. 6.2.1) 

Funding Somewhat public Because of these activities for commercial companies, 
some funding came from private sources (cf. 6.2.1), 
but from my sources it was impossible to tell exactly 
how much 

Market environment Mostly public Because of its private activities TOM faced some 
competition but because of the long-term nature of its 
contracts with commercial waste management 
companies, this competition was limited (cf. 6.2.1) 

Value orientation Mostly public TOM was a bureaucratic organization but staff also 
showed some entrepreneurial behaviour (cf. 6.2.2) 

Strategic orientation Mostly public Although TOM had a limited number of private 
customers to get the plant working at full capacity, its 
main customer base were public organizations (cf. 
6.2.2) 

Relationship with public 
principal 

Completely public Based on public law (cf. 6.2.3) 
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Managerial autonomy Mostly public An alderman was politically responsible but in 
practice the managing director had some autonomy 
(cf. 6.2.3) 

Executive autonomy Mostly public An alderman was politically responsible but in 
practice the managing director had some autonomy 
(cf. 6.2.3) 

TOM as a hybrid organization 
Dimension Score Note 

Legal form Completely public TOM was still a municipal enterprise; its legal form 
was unchanged (cf. 6.3.1) 

Ownership Completely public TOM was still a municipal enterprise; its ownership 
was unchanged (cf. 6.3.1) 

Activities Mostly private Due to a new plant, TOM could significantly increase 
its capacity for incinerating commercial waste (cf. 
6.3.1) 

Funding Mostly private Due to a new plant, TOM could significantly increase 
its capacity for incinerating commercial waste, thus 
attracting more private funds (cf. 6.3.1) 

Market environment Mostly private As the organization employed more activities for 
commercial customers (and thus became more 
dependent on commercial customers), the importance 
of being competitive grew (cf. 6.3.1) 

Value orientation Halfway between 
public & private 

Thanks to its new commercial employees and a 
cultural transformation programme, TOM was in the 
midst of a transition from a public to an increasingly 
private cultural orientation (cf. 6.3.2) 

Strategic orientation Mostly private TOM embraced an entrepreneurial strategy after being 
labelled a proactive service provider (cf. 6.3.2) 

Relationship with public 
principal 

Completely public Unchanged; still based on public law (cf. 6.3.1) 

Managerial autonomy Somewhat private Management was granted more autonomy as TOM was 
labelled a ‘proactive service provider’ (cf. 6.3.10)  

Executive autonomy Somewhat private Management was granted more autonomy as TOM was 
labelled a ‘proactive service provider’ (cf. 6.3.10). 
Because of the highly specialized services and lack of 
expertise at municipality (cf. 6.3.3), TOM had more 
freedom 
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DICK as an agency 
Dimension Score Note 

Legal form Completely public At this time DICK was a local joint venture (cf. 7.2.1) 

Ownership Completely public DICK was owned by several municipalities (cf. 7.2.1) 

Activities Completely public DICK only provided services for the municipalities of 
the joint venture (cf. 7.2.1) 

Funding Completely public Funded only by municipalities of joint venture (cf. 
7.2.1) 

Market environment Completely public DICK did not have to compete (cf. 7.2.1) 

Value orientation Completely public Akin to Jacob’s guardian syndrome (cf. 7.2.2) 

Strategic orientation Completely public Aimed only at municipalities of joint venture (cf. 
7.2.2) 

Relationship with public 
principal 

Completely public Based on public law (cf. 7.2.3) 

Managerial autonomy Mostly public DICK’s management had some discretion (cf. 7.2.3) 

Executive autonomy Mostly public DICK’s management had some discretion (cf. 7.2.3) 

DICK as a hybrid organization 
Dimension Score Note 

Legal form Completely private DICK was autonomised as a municipal corporation (cf. 
7.3.1) 

Ownership Completely public This corporation was still owned by the same 
municipalities of the former local joint venture (cf. 
7.3.1) 

Activities Completely public DICK still only provided services for its municipal 
shareholders (cf. 7.3.1) 

Funding Completely public DICK only provided services for the shareholding 
municipalities and therefore only had public funding 
(cf. 7.3.1) 

Market environment Completely private DICK’s shareholders were not captive customers: the 
organization had to compete for their contracts (cf. 
7.3.1) 

Value orientation Halfway between 
public & private 

Thanks to its new need to compete and a cultural 
transformation programme, DICK was in the midst of a 
transition from a public to an increasingly private 
cultural orientation (cf. y.3.2) 

Strategic orientation Completely public DICK’s strategy was still exclusively aimed at its 
shareholding municipalities (cf. 7.3.1) 
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Relationship with public 
principal 

Completely private Based on private law (cf. 7.3.3) 

Managerial autonomy Mostly private DICK’s managing director had considerable autonomy, 
limited only by supervisory board and shareholders 
(cf. 7.3.3) 

Executive autonomy Mostly private DICK’s managing director had considerable autonomy, 
limited only by supervisory board and shareholders 
(cf. 7.3.3) 

HARRY as an agency 
Dimension Score Note 

Legal form Completely public HARRY was the island area’s sanitation department (cf. 
8.2.1) 

Ownership Completely public HARRY was the island area’s sanitation department (cf. 
8.2.1) 

Activities Completely public HARRY only provided services for the island area (cf. 
8.2.1) 

Funding Completely public HARRY only received funding from the island area (cf. 
8.2.1) 

Market environment Completely public HARRY had a monopoly (cf. 8.2.1) 

Value orientation Completely public HARRY had a bureaucratic culture, akin to Jacob’s 
guardian syndrome (cf. 8.2.2) 

Strategic orientation Completely public HARRY focussed exclusively on providing services for 
the island area (cf. 8.2.2) 

Relationship with public 
principal 

Completely public Based on public law (8.2.3) 

Managerial autonomy Mostly public HARRY’s management had some discretion (cf. 8.2.3) 

Executive autonomy Mostly public HARRY’s management had some discretion (cf. 8.2.3) 

HARRY as a hybrid organization 
Dimension Score Note 

Legal form Completely private HARRY had been autonomized and was now a public 
corporation (cf. 8.3.1) 

Ownership Completely public HARRY was still owned by island area (cf. 8.3.1) 

Activities Mostly public HARRY employed some activities for commercial 
parties (cf. 8.3.1) 
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Funding Mostly public About one tenth of HARRY’s revenues came from 
activities for private customers (cf. 8.3.1) 

Market environment Mostly public HARRY only faced little competition (cf. 8.3.1) 

Value orientation Somewhat public Attempts were made to make the organization’s 
culture more business-like, to professionalise its 
workforce and to attract new, business-oriented 
employees (cf. 8.3.2) 

Strategic orientation Somewhat public HARRY tried to increase the share of commercial 
activities (cf. 8.3.2) 

Relationship with public 
principal 

Completely private Based on private law after autonomisation (cf. 8.3.3) 

Managerial autonomy Somewhat private Managing director had more autonomy after 
autonomisation. Politics still played an important role 
in governance through supervisory board (cf. 8.3.3) 

Executive autonomy Somewhat private Managing director had more autonomy after 
autonomisation. Politics still played an important role 
in governance through supervisory board (cf. 8.3.3) 





209 

Summary Heads and tails: Both sides of the coin 

Introduction: The Netherlands as a hybrid society 

Different types of hybrid organizations 
I began my research by indicating that there are several possible types of hybrid 

organizations, depending on which corner of the societal triangle devised by, among 
others, Van de Donk (2001) they originate. In what I refer to as the hybrid realm and 
Billis (2010) describes as nine hybrid zones, organizations can be found that originate 
from either the state, the market or the community and which can be defined as 
‘hetero-geneous arrangements, characterized by mixtures of pure and incongruous 
origins, (ideal)types, “cultures”, “coordination mechanisms”, “rationalities”, or 
“action logics”.’ (Brandsen et al., 2005, p. 750)  

Examples of hybrid organizations originating from the community are the 
environmental movement, trade unions, grassroots organizations in communities and 
local mutual forms of insurance. The Dutch East India Company, a chartered company 
with its own army and territorial sovereignty, is an example of a hybrid organization 
originating from the market place. And quangos, or quasi-autonomous non-
governmental organizations, such as contract agencies, public bodies, voluntary of 
charitable organizations that receive public funding and state-owned enterprises, are 
examples of hybrid organizations originating from the state. The last is the type of 
hybrid organizations I examined in my doctoral thesis.  

Transitions in Dutch public service provision 
When I looked into the history of public service provision in The Netherlands, I 

came to the conclusion that the border between the realm of the state and the market 
place was never strict and impenetrable, but always rather fuzzy, porous as well as 
shifting over time, adjusting to societal and political preferences, necessities but also 
fads and fashions. The country therefore has a long and rich tradition of producing and 
using hybrid organizations in the delivery of public goods. Many of them were 
established in the middle of the 19th century at the initiative of socially concerned 
citizens, religious or ideological groups or entrepreneurs and later nationalised 
(Brandsen et al., 2006a; Delden & Veraart, 2001; R. in ’t Veld, 2005; Veenendaal, 
2004). By the 1980s, the Netherlands not only had one of the biggest public sectors in 
Western Europe but also a high rate of unemployment and a gigantic national debt. To 
tackle this crisis, state-owned companies were privatized. But the impact of this 
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operation was rather limited, as direct state intervention in industry was limited 
compared to other European countries (Parris et al., 1987). 

During the 1990s attempts were made to improve the service provision of public 
sector organizations by introducing private sector management techniques and by 
autonomizing agencies providing public services (Barzelay, 2001; Hood, 1991; Lane, 
2000; Van Thiel, 2000; Walsh, 1995). In The Netherlands this New Public 
Management (Osborne & Gaebler, 1992) was not inspired by ideas to hollow out the 
state but rather by the belief that modern management techniques would make public 
sector organizations more flexible and perform better. The managerialism in public 
services had some positive effects but was also criticized as not being in tune with the 
special characteristics of the public sector. Governance, the new main driving force for 
Dutch public sector reform since the turn of the millennium, tries to address this 
criticism (Pierre & Peters, 2000; Rhodes, 1997). It is based on the belief that the 
wicked problems our network society faces can not be tackled by only one agency but 
rather ask for a multi-stakeholder approach in which not only government but also 
other actors, such as businesses, participate (Löffler, 2003). In this philosophy hybrid 
organizations have an important function as boundary spanners. 

A black and white and typically Dutch debate 
In this dissertation I mainly focus on hybrid organizations in The Netherlands and 

the Dutch discussion on hybridity. However, this does not imply that it is an 
exclusively Dutch topic. All over the world various forms of hybrid organizations are 
discussed from several theoretical and practical perspectives. But also on the 
international level, there so far is no systematic body of research on hybrid 
organizations. 

In the United States, research on hybrid organizations is for example conducted by 
Koppell (2003) who examined FannyMae and FreddyMac, two organizations now 
linked to the credit crunch. In Germany, mixing public and private is seen as a means 
to create a strong and robust civil society (referred to as Bürgergesellschaft or 
Zivilgesellschaft) (cf. Evers et al., 2002; Meyer & Weil, 2002). International 
organizations interested in the effects of hybridity include the OECD, which not only 
discussed its effects on competition law and policy (OECD, 2004) but has also 
developed guidelines on corporate governance of state-owned enterprises (OECD, 
2005). And hybrid organizations are also mentioned in the organizational studies’ 
literature that deals with the differences between ideal-typical public and private 
organizations (see for example Emmert & Crow, 1988; Perry & Rainey, 1988; Rainey, 
1997; Rainey & Chun, 2007), as well as in the literature about partnerships and 
alliances between different organizations (see for an overview of this literature 
Skelcher, 2005). 
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While there is international interest in hybridity, there is one characteristic that 
distinguishes the Dutch debate from that in other countries. Whereas mixing public and 
private is seen by many international commentators as a means to create a new form of 
society or a new, more social kind of entrepreneurialism and to relieve the tax burden, 
most Dutch commentators view hybridity as some sort of pollution which leads to 
impure organizations that do not resemble ideal-typical ideas of what public and 
private organizations should look like. 

To a relative outsider this is in some ways difficult to comprehend, given the long 
tradition and, arguably, success story of hybrid organizations in the Netherlands. But it 
also means that the Dutch debate is an ideal starting point for an analysis of what 
actually happens when a hybrid organization mixes public and private.  

Research questions and outline 
The following general research question is addressed in this dissertation: How do 

hybrid organizations function in practice and what are the effects of their hybridity? 
This general research question can be divided into five specific research questions, two 
of an analytical and three of a more empirical nature.  

The first analytical research question aims at providing a more nuanced definition 
of hybridity and therefore is: On which dimensions can an organization be hybrid? The 
second analytical research question is: What could be positive and negative effects of 
hybridity? It aims at providing an overview of the various hypotheses mentioned in the 
literature already available on hybrid organizations about what the positive and 
negative effects of hybridity could be.  

My three empirical research questions aim at describing hybridity and its effects in 
organizational practice. My first empirical research question is: In which ways is the 
case organization hybrid? My second empirical research question aims at describing 
the effects their hybrid status had on my three case organizations. It is: Which positive 
and negative effects of hybridity can be observed in the case study and how are these 
dealt with? My third, and final, empirical research question is: What do the findings of 
this study say about the overall viability of hybrid organizations? 

My dissertation consists of ten chapters. After the introductory first chapter, chapter 
2 describes the dichotomy between public and private and the differences between 
agencies and enterprises as ideal-typical public and private organizations. It also 
contains an overview of the various organizational dimensions on which organizations 
can be classified as being public, private and hybrid. 

Chapter 3 describes the hypotheses brought forward in the Dutch debate on hybrid 
organization concerning the positive and negative effects of hybridity. In chapter 4 
I outline my research strategy and specify my empirical research questions, based on 
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the answers of my two analytical research questions. Chapter 5 contains a description 
of the Dutch waste management sector and the public, private and hybrid organizations 
that operate in it. Its aim is to set the scene for my three case studies from this sector. 
Chapters 6 through 8 contain my individual case studies and chapter 9 a comparison of 
the three cases. And finally chapter 10 consists of my conclusions as well as 
recommendations and ends with ideas for further research. 

Defining hybrid organizations – Dimensions of hybridity 

Public versus private as a normative dichotomy 
The distinction between public and private is one of the most important dichotomies 

of Western political thought (Bobbio, 1989) and has been so since antiquity. It divides 
our world into two exhaustive and mutually exclusive spheres, subsumes all other 
distinctions and makes them secondary (Weintraub & Kumar, 1997). 

Since it has been at the core of our understanding of the world around us for such a 
long time already, the grand dichotomy seems to be straightforward. But it is not 
unitary but protean. Different definitions of public and private are possible (Geuss, 
2001). As it determines what is perceived to be acceptable in which context and what is 
not, the public-private dichotomy has a very normative character. 

In the Dutch discussion about hybrid organizations the dichotomy between public 
and private is most commonly defined as the one between state and market. This is 
therefore also the definition employed in this dissertation. 

Patterns of government-market interrelations 
The normative character of the dichotomy of public versus private means that we 

should handle it with care (Geuss, 2001). As it juxtaposes two ideal-types, the 
dichotomy remains useful for normative discussions, but seems less relevant as a 
descriptive tool, as there are now (and always have been) complex relations and 
interplay between government and market (Dahl & Lindblom, 1953; Rainey, 1997; 
Rainey & Chun, 2007).  

Examples are (1) the emergence of several hybrid forms of organization, such as the 
quangos described in this dissertation, (2) the complex interrelations between 
government and business organizations through contracting out and other forms of 
partnerships (cf. Skelcher, 2005) and (3) the various functional analogies that exist 
between public and private organizations, as many specialists perform the same general 
functions regardless of the kind of sector their organizations operate in.  

In the light of these examples of interrelations between state and market, the 
distinction between public and private is (at least in most of academia if not by the 
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general public) commonly seen as not a dichotomy but as a continuum of several 
dimensions.  

Ideal-typical public and private organizations 
A first step in the construction of this continuum is to define its poles. I do this by 

describing Dahl & Lindblom’s agency and enterprise and Simon’s task and market 
organization as ideal-typical public and private organizations. 

Dahl and Lindblom (1953) make a distinction between agencies as ideal-typical 
governmental organizations on the one hand and enterprises, or ideal-typical business 
firms, on the other (cf. Rainey, 1997, pp. 61-3; Rainey & Chun, 2007, pp. 75-6). 
Agencies are subject to polyarchy (or governmental authority) which is based on 
centralized rules and authoritative directions as the broad mode for organizing 
economic and social activity. Economic markets are the alternative of polyarchy, and 
the mode of social control determining the actions of enterprises, which grant 
individuals a larger degree of choice about their transactions and relations. 

This distinction between agencies and enterprises resembles that between task and 
market organizations, which Simon, an influential voice in the Dutch debate about 
hybridity (cf. chapter 3), developed in his dissertation (Simon, 1989). Task 
organizations, on the one hand, are ideal-typical governmental organizations which are 
heteronymous, as they are controlled by a superior body through authoritative 
directions. They have what Simon calls a capacity function, as they produce goods and 
services to the specifications of the principal. Market organizations on the other hand 
are ideal-typical business firms. They are autonomous, as they lack a clear principal, 
and have what Simon calls a product function, as they produce goods and services to 
their own design. 

Differences between public and private organizations 
Many authors have refined the distinctions between ideal-typical public and private 

organizations made by, among others, Dahl and Lindblom as well as Simon, by 
contrasting agencies and enterprises with one another. Rainey & Chun (2007) have 
drawn up a list of distinguishing characteristics of agencies as compared to enterprises 
by summarizing the literature already written on this subject. 

According to Rainey and Chun, agencies differ from enterprises with regard to their 
environment, their organization-environment transactions and their organizational 
roles, structures and processes. 

The first set of possible differences concerns the setting or environment agencies 
operate in. They lack economic markets for their outputs and rely on governmental 
appropriations for their financial resources. Compared to enterprises, agencies operate 
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under greater external control by politically constituted authority and have to deal to a 
greater extent with the presence of elaborate and intensive formal legal constraints as a 
result of oversight by various branches of government as well as courts. A final 
distinctive environmental factor distinguishing ideal-typical task from ideal-typical 
market organizations, concerns the presence of more intensive external political 
influences in the public sector. Agencies not only have to deal with greater political 
influences on their decisions, they also are in greater need to acquire political support 
for their actions from various other stakeholders, such as client groups and 
constituencies. 

A second set of differences between ideal-typical task and market organizations 
refers to the nature of their interactions with their environment. Agencies often produce 
public goods, which means that their outputs are not readily transferable to economic 
markets at a market prize. Their activities are also often coercive, monopolistic and 
unavoidable, given the unique sanctioning and coercive power of government as the 
sole provider. They also often have a broader impact and greater symbolic significance 
than the activities of ideal-typical enterprises, which leads to greater public scrutiny of 
public managers and unique expectations concerning good governance, based on ideal-
typical public values such as fairness, responsiveness, honesty, openness, and 
accountability. 

A final set of differences between ideal-typical agencies and enterprises relates to 
roles, structures and processes. Ideal-typical public organizations have to deal with 
greater ambiguity, multiplicity and conflict than their private counterparts. Ideal-typical 
public managers for a start have to play more political, expository roles than private 
managers, which results in a greater challenge to balance external political relations 
with internal management functions. They also have less decision making authority as 
most important decisions about their organizations are made by politics. Ideal-typical 
agencies are said to have more red tape and more elaborate bureaucratic structures than 
agencies and are also said to be driven by different sets of organizational values.  

It is worth elaborating on this, as the alleged differences in culture between the 
public and the private sector and the tensions expected from mixing them, were a 
central topic in the Dutch debate about hybrid organizations, especially based on 
Jacob’s book SYSTEMS OF SURVIVAL (1992). 

Jacobs distinguishes between two different ‘ethical systems’ or ‘moral syndromes’, a 
commercial and a guardian one (Jacobs, 1992, pp. 23-4). Both are driven by different 
sets of values. In the ethical system of the guardian, trading and other commercial 
activities are shunned. It is a culture which thrives on tradition, obedience, discipline, 
hierarchy and loyalty and in which expert knowledge gives power. The guardian 
syndrome also has its dark side. Vengeance and deception are permitted, as long as 
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they are in the sake of the task at hand or, to put it differently, in the public interest. 
Other values, which are not necessarily virtues but are core to the guardian syndrome, 
are the rich use of leisure (or laziness, if one wants to be cruel), ostentation, exclusivity 
and fatalism. Honour, largesse and fortitude also are important. 

In the commercial moral syndrome the use of force is shunned. This culture is all 
about cooperation, honesty and the abiding of contracts, as well as about competition, 
initiative and enterprise, innovation and efficiency. Comfort and convenience are 
important too, as are industry, thrift and optimism. It is alright to disagree as long as 
that serves the task at hand. Financial investments are aimed at increasing productivity. 

Dimensions of hybridity 
Having defined the extremes of the public-private continuum as the agency and the 

enterprise, I turned to models that arrange the different forms of organization in 
between these two poles. Some of these models only use one dimension to range 
organizations, while others are multidimensional.  

I constructed the multidimensional continuum used in this study to describe the 
hybrid character of my case organizations by synthesizing some of those already 
available (Bozeman, 1987; Dahl & Lindblom, 1953; Fottler, 1981; Perry & Rainey, 
1988; Van Thiel, 2000; Wamsley & Zald, 1973). 

My version of the continuum between the agency and the enterprise (which is also 
based on Algemene Rekenkamer, 2005) consists of ten dimensions that I clustered for 
clarity’s sake into the following three groups: (1) structure and activities, (2) values 
and strategy and (3) governance and politics.  

The dimensions in the cluster structure and activities tell us more about the principal 
as well as about the activities of the organization. They are: 
- Legal form: this dimension deals with the degree to which an organization’s legal 

form is governed by public or by private law. 
- Ownership: this is the continuum between full governmental and full private 

ownership. 
- Activities: this is the continuum between a complete focus on statutory or public 

tasks and one on private, commercial activities.  
- Funding: this is the continuum between 100% governmental appropriation and 

100% private funding. 
- Market environment: this is the continuum between a monopolistic and a 

competitive market environment.  
The dimensions in the cluster strategy and culture deal with questions concerning 

the organization’s overall strategic outlook and its value system. They are: 
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- Strategic orientation: the continuum between a strategic orientation totally aimed at 
government and one totally aimed at the market. 

- Value orientation: the continuum between a total orientation on the public values 
of the guardian syndrome and a total orientation on the values of the commercial 
syndrome. 

The dimensions summarised in the cluster governance and politics deal with the 
question of how the organization’s relationship with its public principal(s) looks like 
and to which degree it possesses autonomy, both managerial as well as executive. They 
are: 
- Relationship with political principal: the continuum between a relationship based 

on public and one on private law. 
- Managerial autonomy: the continuum between political autonomy (a system in 

which the management of an organization is influenced by politics) and economic 
autonomy (a system in which the management of an organization is influenced by 
the market). 

- Executive autonomy: on this dimension I score whether an organization has little 
or much autonomy in how it conducts its activities or to use Simon’s taxonomy, 
whether it rather has a capacity function or a product function. 

In my case studies, I described how my three case organizations could be scored on 
the ten dimensions at the time I studied them. I used a spider chart to illustrate each 
organization’s hybridness by using the following scores: completely public (0), mostly 
public (2), somewhat public (4), halfway between public & private (5), somewhat 
private (6), mostly private (8) and completely private (10). 

A hypothetical organization, represented as only a dot at the centre of the chart, 
would be 100 % public on all of the dimensions listed above. As the surface area 
grows, the organization becomes more private to the maximum of covering the full 
chart, which represents an organization that scores 100 % private on all dimensions: 
the ideal-typical enterprise.  

In my case studies, I not only used the spider charts as a descriptive but also as an 
indicative-diagnostic tool to point me to those dimensions on which an organization’s 
new hybrid status could be expected to be either beneficial or hazardous. 

The effects of hybridity – An anatomy of the Dutch debate 

Three states in the scientific debate on hybridity 
The Dutch debate on hybrid organizations can roughly be divided into three stages 

(Brandsen & Karré, 2010). During the first period, which about covers the 1990s, 
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several public agencies were autonomized and managerialism was introduced in public 
service provision. Topics for discussion during this era were how to manage and 
regulate these new autonomized organizations. Most commentators saw hybridity as a 
nuisance as it made it more complicated for government to exert control on 
organizations that operated at arm’s length. Hybridity was, in other words, seen by 
many as a dangerous force undermining the primacy of politics. 

During the second period, which spanned the first decade of the 21st century, hybrid 
organizations had become a fait accompli. Besides being vilified by some, they now 
were embraced by others, especially as the governance trend set in. Organizations in 
the Third Sector were rediscovered as agents in the provision of public services. In 
much of the literature dealing with hybridity from this angle, a certain nostalgia can be 
read for the times when not government but the Third Sector was in charge of 
providing many essential public services. 

More recently hybrid organizations have become mainstream. The (scientific, if not 
political and societal) debate about hybridity now focuses less on normative ideas but 
rather on how hybrid organizations function in practice. This doctoral thesis can be 
seen as part of this new trend in the debate on hybrid organizations. 

In this debate two main arguments can be distinguished that oppose each other. I call 
them the synergy and the corruption argument. 

The synergy argument 
Advocates of hybridity see hybrid organizations as effective boundary spanners that, 

by bringing public and private together, create synergy and innovation, which leads to 
economic, performance related, cultural and governance related benefits (Brandsen et 
al., 2006b; Brandsen et al., 2005; Brandsen et al., 2005; Frissen, 2005; Meijerink, 
2005; Van Montfort, 2008; Mouwen & Van Bijsterveld, 2000; Sociaal-Economische 
Raad, 2005, 2010; R. in ’t Veld, 1995, 1997a, 1997b, 2003, 2005; Wetenschappelijke 
Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2004a).  
- Economic benefits: Hybridity can benefit an organization’s financial and economic 

position by for example getting access to new markets.  
- Performance related benefits: Hybridity can also have a positive effect on an 

organization’s performance, as it can serve as an incentive to increase effectivity.  
- Cultural benefits: Hybridity is by its advocates seen as an incentive to combine the 

best of both worlds by bringing the most prominent values of the public and the 
private sector together. This, they expect, will help make public sector 
organizations more customer-oriented.  
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- Governance related benefits Hybridity is by its advocates seen to have a positive 
effect on an organization’s relationship with its political principals and, via these 
representatives, also with society as a whole. 

The corruption argument 
Adversaries of hybrid organizations see introducing market elements into the 

provision of public services as a form of corruption and warn that public interests will 
not be able to hold their ground opposite commercial interests (Ankersmit & Klinkers, 
2008; Gradus, 2005; De Jong, 1998; MDW-werkgroep markt en overheid, 1997; 
Simon, 1989, 2005, 2008; Stevens, 1997, 1998). Hybridity leads in the critics’ view to 
economic, performance related, cultural and governance related risks. 
- Economic risks: These concern various forms of unfair competition, such as the 

use of cross-subsidies, the use of confidential government data for commercial 
means, the forming of public monopolies and the combination of conflicting roles.  

- Performance related risks: Because of hybridity, the critics claim, organizations 
will neglect their public tasks in favour of their commercial activities.  

- Cultural risks: hybridity can lead to cultural conflicts as private sector values are 
introduced which are commonly seen to be stronger than public sector values as 
they are based on individual self-interests rather than on altruism. Conflicts can 
arise when an organization attracts new employees with a commercial background 
who (because of their expertise) earn more than its veteran staff. 

- Governance related risks: Putting an organization at arm’s length and allowing it to 
enter the market place, the critics claim, will lead to it developing an own identity 
and opportunistic behaviour. As hybrid organizations mostly focus on their own 
interests, they become less dependable partners for their political principals in the 
provision of public services.  

An evaluation of both approaches 
The Dutch discussion on hybridity is peculiar on two counts. First, for most of its 

course it was rather normative, as those believing in the benefits of hybridity were at 
loggerheads with those that warned about its risks. Most arguments used both by 
advocates and adversaries of hybrid organizations are based mainly on anecdotal 
evidence and only for a limited part on scientifically collected and analysed empirical 
data. Most of the discussion so far has centred about the question What do we have to 
think about public organizations entering the market place? instead of on the more 
fundamental question of What is actually happening when agencies start employing 
commercial activities? 
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A second, quite intriguing peculiarity of the Dutch discussion is that opponents as 
well as advocates of hybrid organization adopt a rather one-sided view. In their eyes, 
hybridity will either have positive or negative effects, whereas I find they are often two 
sides of the same coin. Each effect can be interpreted both as beneficial and as 
hazardous depending on the author’s standpoint. The old adage, where one stands 
depends on where one sits, also rings true here. Hybridity truly is a heads and tails 
issue. 

Research strategy 

Literature overview and pilot study 
My first step after deciding in 2002 that I wanted to research hybrid organizations, 

was to conduct a literature review. The Dutch literature I found at this point proved 
useful in understanding what the possible positive and negative effects of hybridity 
might be, but lacked a firm conceptualisation of a hybrid organization. Concerning the 
international literature I unearthed, I found much of the organizational sciences 
literature and among this field especially those works dealing with the differences 
between ideal-typical public and private organizations very useful for my own 
understanding of the dimensions on which an organization could be a hybrid. 

My literature overview gave me a first idea of what a hybrid organization might look 
like and which positive and negative effects hybridity can produce. But it also made me 
draw the conclusion that despite all the debate of the 1990s and afterwards our 
understanding of hybrid organizations still is limited and, especially in a lot of the 
Dutch literature on the subject, tainted by normative bias. That is why I decided not to 
formulate and test hypothesis based on what I had learned in the literature, but rather to 
develop a list of sensitizing concepts.  

In 2004 I was fortunate to be able to test and add to my list of sensitizing concepts 
by participating in a research project by the Netherlands Court of Audit on the benefits 
and risks of public entrepreneurialism by three hybrid organizations. This project gave 
me an invaluable insight in how hybrid organizations function in practice. 

Case study research 
Based on my experiences with the Court of Audit’s research project, I not only 

added to my list of sensitizing concepts but also decided to use an exploratory case 
study approach as research strategy. I based this decision on the idea that the Dutch 
debate needed to be moved away from the ideological stalemate between advocates 
and adversaries of the idea of hybridity, to a discussion about how hybridity effects 
organizations in practice. This could, I was and am convinced, best be achieved by a 
small number of in-depth case studies. Employing the case study method in my 
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research also seemed to be a good choice because of the research questions case studies 
can answer (which are mostly, as are my own, how questions), the fact that I as a 
researcher had no control over the phenomena I studied and that these were 
contemporary, ongoing events (Yin, 1994). 

After careful deliberations I opted against a cross-sectoral or even international 
comparison. I made this decision in the belief that the differences between sectors as 
well as political settings would make a comparison between case organizations more 
difficult. This made it necessary to decide on a sector within which to conduct my 
research as a first step in the selection process. 

I decided to conduct my case studies in the waste management sector. This had two 
main reasons. Firstly, there is a rich supply of organizations. Second, the organizations 
in this sector have a researchable scale, which made it possible to include a whole 
organization and not only parts or divisions of it in my research. Third, so far hardly 
any research has been done on waste management organizations with a public 
administration focus.  

After several interviews, three hybrid waste management organizations were willing 
to be my case studies. The first, which I gave the code name TOM to ensure its 
anonymity, was the waste incineration and recycling plant of a big city. The second, 
which I call DICK, was a company collecting waste on behalf of several smaller 
municipalities in the west of the Netherlands. And the third, which I call HARRY, was a 
waste collection and disposal company of one of the island areas of the Netherlands 
Antilles.  

At each organization, I gathered evidence from three sources: documentation, 
interviews and direct observations. I composed an individual case study report for each 
organization studied and discussed it with its chief executive. I also summarized my 
findings and presented them to a panel of experts. This panel of experts consisted of 
seven directors from waste management organizations. I asked them to reflect on my 
observations and to tell me whether they sounded familiar to them. By doing so I also 
collected data on how other waste management organizations dealt with hybridity, 
though not on a level of detail comparable to my three individual case studies. 

Validity issues 
I dealt with possible validity issues by always using multiple sources of data, 

combining documentation, interviews and (whenever possible) observations as sources 
of evidence. Second, I strived to establish a chain of evidence by making it clear where 
the data underlying my analyses came from. A third tactic I used was to ask every 
interviewee to review the summary I made of our conversation and to alert me to 
factual errors, misinterpretations and omissions. I did the same with my draft case 
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study reports, which I presented to the managing directors and my contact persons in 
every organization.  

Also the session with the managing directors of other waste management companies 
mentioned above was aimed to make sure that what happened at my three case studies 
was not unique to them but also representative to other organizations in the same 
sector. I strived to achieve reliability by composing a case study protocol, which 
included a list of the sensitizing concepts I paid attention to in all case studies. I also 
developed electronic as well as analogue case study databases for my individual cases, 
containing copies of all the materials collected during the cause of my research. 

Hybrid organizations in Dutch waste management 

Public and private interests 
Waste management organizations fulfil very important tasks: the quality of their 

services bears a direct connection to the state of our economy and our quality of life. 
There are several public interests at stake in waste management, as it is generally 
considered to be a an essential service to society. But taking care of our society’s trash 
is big business too. Large internationally operating companies dominate the waste 
management market, in which also many publicly owned companies participate. Until 
recently the Dutch waste management sector was heavily regulated. It now has become 
a dynamic market place. 

Market segments 
The waste management sector consists of several market segments. In my doctoral 

thesis I mainly looked at two of them, the market for waste collection and the market 
for waste disposal. Municipalities are obliged to ensure the collection of household 
waste. In the past many municipalities did so by providing collection services 
themselves but since then some have chosen to contract these services out to public and 
private companies or to enter into a public private partnership with a commercial waste 
management company. Municipalities are not obliged to collect industrial waste; 
businesses have to take care of their waste themselves. Like municipalities in the 
collection of household waste, they can choose from an array of arrangements. This 
market segment is dominated by commercial and internationally active players. 

The market for waste disposal (which in The Netherlands mainly means waste 
incineration) is dominated by public companies. 

Debate about hybridity 
As in many other policy fields there also is a fierce debate in the waste management 

sector about the commercial activities of hybrid organizations. Private waste 
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management companies regularly suspect them of unfair competition. Another 
criticism often heard, concerns the fact that no tender is needed when a municipality 
grants a contract to a public company it owns shares in. Commercial waste 
management companies also argue that public companies use their protected status in 
their home markets (their own municipalities) to win tenders elsewhere. 

Managers from public waste management companies do not accept this criticism. 
According to them there is no unfair competition and municipalities should be free to 
also employ their own collection services if they wish to do so. They also claim that 
their organizations pay more attention to the societal goals of the municipalities they 
work for, compared to their private counterparts. 

I find the debate about hybrid organizations in the Dutch waste management sector 
remarkable on two grounds. First, also in this sector hybridity is a rather controversial 
issue, with representatives of commercial and of hybrid waste management 
organizations at loggerheads with each other about the possible effects of hybridity. 
Many of the arguments they use seem to be based on hearsay and speculation but there 
are hardly any hard verifiable facts. Independent research on what is actually 
happening when hybrid organizations enter the market place seems to be needed. 

Second, the old adage where one stands depends on where one sits is also true here. 
There are many arguments in this discussion about possible positive and negative 
effects of hybridity but they are all based on or tainted by the business interests of their 
proponents. Again, this makes independent research necessary about what really 
happens when hybrid waste management organizations enter the marketplace. 

Conclusions of case study findings 

History and background 
Before they became hybrid organizations, my three case studies were traditional 

public organizations or agencies, providing waste related services on behalf of a 
government. TOM was a municipal enterprise, established to mainly burn the waste of 
parties that had signed a covenant. Those were mostly municipalities but also included 
one private waste management company which had its own facilities for storing waste. 
This gave TOM the opportunity to compensate for fluctuations in the amount of 
municipal waste. DICK was a group purchasing organization with the legal form of a 
local joint venture that purchased capacity at an incineration facility on the behalf of 
several municipalities. HARRY was the sanitation department of one of the island areas 
of the Netherlands Antilles. Like TOM, HARRY also had some private customers. In 
both cases these activities were merely a sideline and meant to support the activities the 
organizations conducted for their public principals.  
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As agencies, TOM, DICK and HARRY had cultures dominated by values akin to those 
of Jacobs’ guardian syndrome. They were hierarchical and bureaucratic organizations, 
in which their operational staff played a leading role. 

All three organizations provided their services to the specifications of politicians, 
which were aldermen or the equivalent of this position. They were in turn responsible 
for how the organizations fared to their respective legislative bodies, which were local 
councils. 

In the following sections I describe how the three organizations transformed due to 
their new hybridness on these dimensions I identified earlier. 

Developments on dimensions concerning structure and activities 
All three of my case organizations had directors in charge who were not satisfied 

with merely implementing the strategy set out for them and their organization by 
politicians. They rather saw themselves as businessmen than as civil servants and were 
eager to strengthen their organization’s position in the waste management market. 
They were frustrated with the fact that the status of TOM, DICK and HARRY as parts of a 
bureaucracy had led to inertia, making it impossible to react quickly to changing 
market situations, as well as to citizens’ waste management needs in a flexible and 
agile manner. 

In all three cases, the initiative to grant the organization more autonomy and to run it 
like a business, came from the managing director. In the case of DICK and HARRY this 
involved putting the organizations at arm’s length. However, the politicians involved 
were at first reluctant to do so. Both organizations were only autonomized after intense 
lobbying by their managing directors. 

In the case of TOM, similar doubts and fears made the alderman responsible for the 
organization opt against an autonomization, but she still granted its managing director 
more autonomy. This was achieved by labelling the organization a proactive service 
provider, a hybrid of a traditional public service provider and a market organization.  

In none of the cases did an increase in the autonomy of its managerial directors also 
lead to a change in ownership of the organization. TOM and DICK were still owned by 
municipalities and HARRY by the island area. There were no plans at any of the 
organizations to change this. 

Of all three of my case organizations only DICK did not yet provide services for 
commercial customers, nor did it plan on doing so in the near future. However, this did 
not mean that the organization did not have to operate in a competitive environment. In 
contrast to the situation at TOM and HARRY, DICK’s shareholding municipalities were 
not captive customers. This forced DICK to compete with other waste management 
companies for their contracts. 
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So far only HARRY already conducted more activities for commercial customers than 
before its autonomization. These were now not a sideline anymore but an increasingly 
important source of income for the organization. In the case of TOM, most of the waste 
it burnt still originated from municipalities. However, the municipal council had agreed 
to nearly double TOM’s incineration capacity by constructing a new, highly innovative 
plant, which was supposed to burn business waste only. TOM would now generate more 
than 70 % of its turnover by burning waste delivered to its plant by commercial waste 
management companies and by selling the electricity this created on the energy market. 
Only a quarter of the organization’s turnover would then be generated by incinerating 
municipal household waste.  

With the new plant not only the share of TOM’s financial dependence on commercial 
waste management companies would increase. So would the pressure of competition, 
as all Dutch incineration plants were trying to get a big piece of the lucrative market 
for incinerating business waste. It would also become more depended on the 
developments on the commercial waste management market which is very cyclical. 

Developments on dimensions concerning strategy and culture 
The strategic outlook of all three organizations had changed. Their managing 

directors no longer saw their organizations as mere executioners of a strategy devised 
by politicians, aimed at providing goods and services to their exact specifications. They 
now had the autonomy to make their own plans. The new strategy they followed was 
more entrepreneurial, in the sense that the managing directors saw and managed TOM, 
DICK and HARRY as businesses, with the strategic goal to grow and strengthen their 
position in the waste management market. 

One way of achieving this new strategic orientation was to bring new employees 
with a commercial background into the organization, with the specific task to 
professionalize the way it conducted its services, both on the managerial as well as on 
the operational level. A second way to change TOM, DICK and HARRY into more 
businesslike organizations was to tackle their organizational cultures, which, according 
to several interviewees at each organization, were bureaucratic, hierarchical and not 
businesslike. This included a new focus on values comparable to those of Jacobs’ 
commercial syndrome, such as initiative, enterprise and efficiency and had as an effect 
that in all three organizations employees were now expected to work harder and longer.  

Developments on dimensions concerning governance and politics 
Their hybridness brought a change in governance for all three organizations. TOM 

remained an agency on paper, with an alderman ultimately responsible for its actions, 
but its managing director was granted more managerial and executive autonomy. 
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Contrary to TOM, DICK and HARRY were autonomized and the changes to their 
governance arrangements therefore more radical. Their relationship with their public 
principals, now the organizations’ shareholders, was based on private law rather than 
public law. Their managing directors also had more managerial and executive 
autonomy than TOM’s but still no full autonomy, as their decisions were subject to 
oversight by not only the organization’s shareholders but also their supervisory boards. 
These consisted of political appointees and non-politically appointed board members. 

Their new hybrid status on these dimensions produced several positive and negative 
effects for TOM, DICK and HARRY: 

Economic effects of case organizations’ hybridness 
The managing directors of TOM, DICK and HARRY described higher turnover and 

profit as a positive economic effect of the new hybrid status of their organizations. 
Their strategy to continue this positive trend was to stick to their entrepreneurial course 
and to venture into new markets. 

I indeed observed that all three organizations had increased both their turnover and 
profit but find it difficult to share the directors’ enthusiasm, as the benefits of this 
development often seemed to be limited to the organizations themselves. In TOM’s case 
I was told that the organization used the revenues it generated from burning the waste 
of commercial customers to subsidize its activities for the partners of the covenant, 
mostly municipalities. But from the information available to me it was impossible to 
tell whether TOM’s private activities really contributed to a low public tariff, as the 
organization did not differentiate between takings from public and private sources in its 
annual report.  

Also in the case of DICK I find it difficult to verify positive economic effects. Its 
increased turnover from the same customer base seems rather to indicate that these 
customers had to pay more every year for the same services. DICK had no other 
customers than its municipal shareholders and the dividends it paid out to them every 
year were in reality nothing more than a restitution on an advance that turned out to be 
higher than the actual cost. Whether this was due to increased efficiency or simply the 
case because of an overpayment, can not be determined based on the data available to 
me.  

In HARRY’s case, its hybridity had made it immune from budget cuts by the island 
area. This gave the organization more financial security to make long-term plans, 
which in turn increased the organization’s stability. However, it also meant that the 
government of the island area had to look at other public institutions when budget cuts 
were necessary, as its choice was now limited. This might lead to a situation in which 
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other (and arguably more important) public services have their budgets cut, such as the 
island area’s education or health services.  

Another flipside of higher turnovers and profits as positive effects of hybridity, is 
unfair competition. In my opinion, one could indeed speak of unfair competition in the 
case of TOM, whose municipality had decided to build it a new, high-yield incineration 
plant at a time when, according to interviewees at the organization, private companies 
would shirk away from such an investment. The organization had another financial 
advantage, as it was assured that it would be reimbursed by the signatories of the 
covenant for any financial losses it made on the market place. This gave TOM in theory 
carte blanche to operate less prudently on the market place than its private rivals. In 
practice the organization had not yet suffered any losses and had not yet needed any 
public financial subsidies.  

In DICK’s case, European legislation was in the organization’s advantage, as it stated 
that municipalities did not have to tender for waste collection if they were shareholders 
of a waste management company. This was advantageous for DICK, as it could have 
never won a tender based on price alone. 

HARRY did not have much serious competition because of the special circumstances 
of the island which made entering the market prohibitively expensive for any would-be 
competitors. Because of this market failure HARRY had a near-natural monopoly and 
there were no complaints of unfair competition.  

Even though one can speak of unfair competition in the cases of TOM and DICK, I 
am not sure whether this can be seen as an argument against their new hybrid status, as 
it was not a disadvantage to society at large, but limited to commercial companies. In 
TOM’s case it could be argued that it was positive that a municipality was willing to 
invest in a clean and technically advanced incineration plant, while at the mean time 
provide services at a price lower than any competitor could offer. In DICK’s case one 
could argue that the organization did not do anything wrong but just used the 
possibilities it was granted by European legislation. 

Performance related effects of case organizations’ hybridness 
Another strategic goal TOM, DICK and HARRY’s managing directors strived to 

achieve with the hybridisation of their organizations was to create incentives to work in 
a more professional and efficient manner. I was told that neither organization had been 
terribly efficient as agencies, which according to my interviewees was due to two main 
reasons. First of all, TOM, DICK and HARRY had been financed by a lump sum budget 
in the past. This meant that they had lacked any incentive to save money by working 
more efficiently. Another reason for their inefficient behaviour was a lack of 
competition. The organizations only had captive public customers, who had no choice 
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but to have their waste processed by either TOM, DICK or HARRY. That meant that all 
three organizations had guaranteed sales and had no incentive to excel.  

From what I could observe in my three case studies, I am inclined to say that their 
new hybrid status did indeed positively influence TOM, DICK and HARRY’s 
performance. Their hybridity brought a change in funding. DICK and HARRY were now 
no longer financed by lump sum, but rather on their output. TOM would also be funded 
this way for burning commercial waste as soon as its new plant was operational. As 
they could keep any money saved, this new way of funding stimulated the 
organizations to increase their efficiency. In practice this meant that the employees of 
all organizations were now expected to work longer and harder and save money. 

As hybrid organizations, TOM, DICK and, to a lesser extent, HARRY also had to be 
competitive, since they now had to outperform companies which were trying to 
outperform them. The strategy their managing directors used to enhance TOM, DICK 
and HARRY’s competitiveness was to professionalize the way they worked, partly by 
bringing new employees with commercial backgrounds into their organizations. They 
also embraced modern management techniques, such as performance management. 

Also my case organizations’ positive performance related effects had their flipside, 
at least for TOM and HARRY. Both organizations now had two kinds of customers: 
captive, public customers, and private ones that were free to take their business 
elsewhere. This made it tempting for the organizations to spend more attention on 
private customers than on the public ones, as the latter were not going anywhere. TOM 
was aware of this situation and already tried to react to it by engaging more with its 
public customers to give them the idea that it valued their views and opinions the same 
way as it did with its commercial customers.  

Cultural effects of case organizations’ hybridness 
A third goal the managing directors pursued through TOM, DICK and HARRY’s new 

hybrid status, was to transform their organizations’ culture from one with the values of 
the guardian syndrome to one with the values of the commercial syndrome. In my 
opinion, only the cultural transition programme started by DICK’s managing director 
had been successful. Even though they were expected to work harder and adhere to 
more rules and procedures than before, DICK’s operational employees told me that they 
appreciated these changes as they would make their organization sustainable and 
future-proof. They also did not mind that there were strict rules regulating their work 
and behaviour, as long as these rules applied to everyone and not only the operational 
staff of the organization.  

A possible flipside to the positive influence of new businesslike values on a hybrid 
organization and its staff, are cultural clashes that can arise when one tries to combine 
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traditional public sector and traditional private sector values. I could witness this 
negative effect in HARRY but especially at TOM. 

TOM’s board put considerable time and energy into trying to change its political, 
bureaucratic and task-focussed culture to the more entrepreneurial culture they 
envisioned. This top-down cultural transformation project encountered the resistance of 
the organization’s operational staff. TOM’s blue-collar workers interpreted the 
directors’ claim that the organization had to be more professional and entrepreneurial 
as a thinly-veiled criticism on their past performance. They saw their autonomy as a 
source of pride, which was threatened by the introduction of strict rules and 
procedures. Another source of conflict between TOM’s operational staff and its board 
was the latter’s decision to bring new employees with commercial backgrounds into 
the organization, which created jealousy and made the organization’s blue-collar staff 
fear being marginalized. 

Governance related effects of case organizations’ hybridness 
A last reason why the managing directors of TOM, DICK and HARRY had lobbied 

their public principals to allow them to run their organizations like businesses, was that 
they expected positive governance related effects. They complained that as agencies, 
their organizations had suffered from inertia, as their governance arrangements did not 
facilitate the kind of quick decision-making they thought they needed in the market 
place. 

So far, only the governance arrangements of DICK and HARRY had been changed. 
TOM remained a municipal organization but DICK and HARRY had already been 
autonomized. Their public principals, municipalities in DICK’s case and an island area 
in HARRY’s case, were now the organizations’ shareholders. I was told that in the past 
both DICK’s municipalities as well as HARRY’s island area had not really been 
interested in how the organizations conducted their services, which often meant crucial 
decisions took a very long time. Their new hybrid status had not changed this. I 
therefore have to conclude that DICK and HARRY’s new hybrid status had only a limited 
positive effect on their relationships with their shareholders. In my opinion, the blame 
for this situation has to be laid at the doorstep of both organizations’ shareholders who 
failed to take their roles seriously. 

A second change to DICK and HARRY’s governance arrangement was the 
establishment of a supervisory board. The boards of both organizations had a number 
of politically appointed members. The hybrid composition in my opinion rather led to 
an undesirable situation. Loyalty issues could arise for the politicians who were board 
members, in choosing between conflicting interests of the organization and their 
constituents. According to the board members I interviewed, this problem had not yet 
arisen at DICK, but they were aware of its potential. In contrast, some of HARRY’s 
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board members had decided not to take the interests of the organization into account at 
all in the affaire concerning the appointment of its new deputy director, but to use 
HARRY as a vehicle for nepotism. 

Discussion of findings 
I undertook two steps to test the validity of my findings. I first presented a draft 

version of my case study reports to the organizations’ managing directors and asked 
them to alert me on any factual errors and omissions. I then organized an expert 
meeting to discuss my (anonymized) findings with the directors of seven hybrid waste 
management companies. This was done to establish whether my observations were 
more generally applicable in the waste management sector. Based on this I feel 
comfortable to state that my research draws an adequate picture of hybrid organizations 
in Dutch waste management. 

Key conclusions 
The key conclusions I drew from my case studies are: 

- The hybridisation of an organization often starts with the initiative of an 
enthusiastic and ambitious director of an agency who then tries to win over his 
political principals. If the director plays his cards right, he can greatly increase his 
autonomy. 

- Managers rather focus on the opportunities due to hybridity and politicians rather 
on the risks it poses. They focus on either side of the same coin while sometimes 
forgetting about the flipside. 

- An organization’s legal form is no decisive factor in its hybrid character or 
hybridness. 

- Whether an organization mixes activities for public and private customers and 
therefore public and private sources of funding is also not a decisive factor in its 
hybridness. 

- An organization’s transformation into a hybrid is a process in which hard and soft 
factors matter and which rather is an evolution than a revolution. 

- Hybridity leads to a more businesslike relationship between an organization and its 
public principals. 

- The mere fact that an organization increases its turnover and profit after being 
hybridized does not necessarily result in a benefit to the public. 

- The threat of unfair competition is not necessarily an argument against hybridity. It 
can be desirable from a public standpoint or be a matter of interpretation. 
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- Hybridity makes an organization more susceptible to market pressures. This will 
be an incentive to increase its performance, eg, through a change in financing, by 
introducing competition, by bringing employees with a commercial background 
into the organization and by adopting private sector management techniques. 

- Having both captive public and commercial customers, will make it tempting for 
an organization to spend more attention on the latter. Hybridity will therefore only 
have positive performance related effects for public customers if they are not 
captive and the organization has to fight for their business. 

- Public and private values do not necessarily clash but conflict will arise when an 
organization’s management tries to force new values and new ways of conducting 
business on its workforce. 

- Hybridity can lead to a more professional governance, in the sense that there is a 
better division of responsibilities, suiting the organizations’ new position as 
players in the waste management market better than their former more bureaucratic 
and politicised governance. However, the new governance arrangement will only 
work if an organization’s political principals are willing to embrace their new roles 
as shareholders.  

- A supervisory board can compensate for the lack of interest and expertise hybrid 
organizations often encounter at governments. But political appointment of 
members of such a board can lead to loyalty conflicts for these board members. 

- As hybrid organizations differ from one another and as there is not one dimension 
that is in itself a prerequisite for hybridity, it is important to recognize their hybrid 
fingerprint, or hybridness. My multidimensional model can help in this process. 

- The model can also be used as an indicative-diagnostic tool to predict on which 
dimensions hybridity might have positive or negative effects and to prepare for 
them. 

- Hybridity is as a process of organizational change no revolution but an evolution. 
- Hybridity neither is a catastrophe, nor a panacea but needs to be managed properly. 

The biggest challenge is to prove in every single case that the expected 
opportunities created through hybridity far outweigh the costs of controlling the 
risks it poses. 
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Samenvatting Kop en munt: Beide kanten van de 
medaille 

Inleiding: Nederland als hybride samenleving 

Verschillende soorten hybride organisaties 
Op de grensvlakken tussen de drie klassieke maatschappelijke sectoren (staat, markt 

en samenleving) zijn verschillende types hybride organisaties te vinden, die in zich 
verschillende en tegenstrijdige ideaaltypen, waarden, handelingslogica’s en 
coördinatiemechanismen verenigen (zie bijvoorbeeld Billis, 2010; Brandsen, Van de 
Donk, & Putters, 2005). Voorbeelden zijn (1) organisaties uit het maatschappelijke 
middenveld, die, geworteld in de samenleving, ook in andere sectoren actief worden, 
zoals vakbonden en de milieubeweging, (2) private, commerciële ondernemingen die 
zich als overheden gaan gedragen, zoals de Verenigde Oost-Indische Compagnie en (3) 
publieke organisaties die ook op de markt actief worden, zoals veel verzelfstandigde 
organisaties. In dit promotieonderzoek staat het laatste type hybride organisaties 
centraal. Het gaat dus met name om formele organisaties die de publieke en non-profit 
oriëntatie van de overheid proberen te combineren met de private en profijtgedreven 
oriëntatie van de markt. Dat betekent trouwens niet dat mijn bevindingen voor andere 
typen hybride organisaties niet van toepassing zouden kunnen zijn, ook al zou dat een 
vertaalslag vergen. 

Als onderzoeksobjecten heb ik hybride organisaties gekozen die in de Nederlandse 
afvalsector actief zijn. Op een later moment in deze samenvatting zal ik ook deze keuze 
nader verantwoorden. Dit neemt echter niet weg, dat mijn bevindingen ook interessant 
kunnen zijn voor organisaties die in andere markten of sectoren actief zijn en overheid 
en markt mengen. 

Golfbewegingen in de publieke dienstverlening 
In Nederland (zoals in de meeste andere landen) was de grens tussen overheid en 

markt nooit vast en scherp afgebakend, maar steeds in beweging, poreus, onscherp en 
afhankelijk van politieke en maatschappelijke voorkeuren en modes. Nederland heeft 
dan ook een lange en rijke traditie wat betreft het aanbieden van publieke diensten door 
hybride organisaties. Zo zijn veel organisaties die publieke diensten verlenen, zoals 
zorg, onderwijs en huisvesting, in het begin van de 19e eeuw opgericht als vorm van 
particulier initiatief door groepen burgers of non-profit organisaties vanuit een 
idealistische, vaak religieuze of ideologische, overtuiging (Brandsen et al., 2006a, 
p. 422). Daarnaast is veel van wat wij nu als publieke infrastructuur kennen, zoals het 
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waterleidingnet van Amsterdam, veel spoorlijnen en gasfabrieken, opgericht door 
ondernemers met het doel er geld mee te verdienen (Delden & Veraart, 2001, p. 19; In 
’t Veld, 2005, p. 46; Veenendaal, 2004; Veraart, 2007, p. 172).  

De betrokkenheid van de overheid bij het aanbieden van publieke diensten groeide 
gaandeweg de twintigste eeuw. Met name na de Tweede Wereldoorlog, in de periode 
tussen 1960 en 1980, bereikte in Nederland, maar ook in veel andere Westerse landen, 
de publieke sector haar top (Jackson, 2003; Tanzi & Schuknecht, 2000). Toen aan het 
begin van de jaren tachtig Nederland in een grote economische crisis verkeerde, met 
een hoge werkloosheid en een gapend begrotingstekort, werd de uitgedijde publieke 
sector als een van de redenen hiervoor gezien. Om de betrokkenheid van de overheid in 
de economie weer te verminderen, besloten de conservatief-liberale kabinetten Lubbers 
I en II dan ook tot de privatisering van een aantal overheidsondernemingen, zoals de 
PTT (Andeweg & Irwin, 1993, p. 201). De daadwerkelijke impact van deze operatie 
was echter gering, omdat Nederland in internationaal vergelijk maar weinig staats-
bedrijven kende (Parris et al., 1987). 

De triomftocht van het management-denken had meer invloed op de manier waarop 
in Nederland publieke diensten werden verleend (Pollitt, 1990), ideologisch 
onderbouwd vanuit het New Public Management-paradigma (Barzelay, 2001; Hood, 
1991; Lane, 2000; Osborne & Gaebler, 1992). Het doel van deze operatie was niet 
alleen om de omvang van de publieke sector te verminderen, maar met name om 
overheidsorganisaties efficiënter en bedrijfsmatiger te laten functioneren, door de 
introductie van bedrijfsvoeringstechnieken uit de commerciële sector (Walsh, 1995). 
Het management-denken lag ook ten grondslag aan een reeks verzelfstandigingen van 
uitvoerende diensten, vanuit de overtuiging dat deze op afstand van de politiek beter 
zouden kunnen functioneren (Van Thiel, 2000). 

Inmiddels is naast het New Public Management-denken een tweede stroming 
opgekomen in het denken over publieke dienstverlening: het governance-paradigma 
(Pierre & Peters, 2000; Rhodes, 1997). Dit perspectief gaat ervan uit dat de overheid 
niet meer de meest centrale actor is in het aanpakken van weerbarstige 
maatschappelijke vraagstukken en dat andere stakeholders (zoals burgers, maar ook 
bedrijven en de media) daar een even belangrijke rol in spelen. Governance staat 
centraal in de netwerksamenleving, waar verschillende partijen elkaar nodig hebben 
om gezamenlijke uitdagingen aan te gaan (Van Duivenboden et al., 2009).  

Het Nederlandse debat: zwart/wit 
Voor mijn onderzoek heb ik het Nederlandse debat over hybride organisaties als 

vertrekpunt genomen, maar dat betekent uiteraard niet dat het een puur Nederlands 
onderwerp is. Zo is er internationaal niet alleen aandacht voor derde-sector hybriden 
(zie bijvoorbeeld Billis, 2010b), maar bijvoorbeeld ook voor publiek-private hybride 



233 

organisaties, zoals FannyMae en FreddyMac, die inmiddels ook breder bekend zijn 
geworden door hun rol in de kredietcrisis (Koppell, 2003). In Duitsland worden 
hybride organisaties betrokken in discussies over de Bürger- of Zivilgesellschaft (zie 
bijvoorbeeld Evers et al., 2002; Meyer & Weil, 2002). Ook spelen zij een rol in de 
internationale discussies over de rol van de overheid in de markt (OECD, 2004, 2005). 
In de organisatiekundige literatuur over verschillen en allianties tussen publieke en 
private organisaties worden hybride organisaties als mengvormen genoemd (Emmert & 
Crow, 1988; Perry & Rainey, 1988; Rainey, 1997; Rainey & Chun, 2007; Skelcher, 
2005). 

Het Nederlandse debat over hybriditeit heeft een aantal kenmerken dat het 
onderscheidt van de discussie in andere landen. Zo zijn de gebruikte argumenten vaak 
normatief van aard en wordt de vermenging van publiek en privaat of overheid en 
markt met name als problematisch gezien en in termen van bederf en onzindelijkheid 
beschreven. Voor een relatieve buitenstander zoals ikzelf is dat lastig te begrijpen, met 
name als men het hybride karakter van de Nederlandse samenleving in beschouwing 
neemt, en vooral de successen die geboekt zijn door overheid en markt niet als twee 
gescheiden werelden te beschouwen (zoals de successen van de VOC en de 
Nederlandse verzorgingsstaat).  

Het debat over hybride organisaties had in Nederland altijd een eigen, typisch 
Nederlands karakter. Vanwege het feit dat hybriditeit bij de traditie van Nederland 
hoort, maar desalniettemin (of misschien juist daarom) vaak verguisd wordt, is het juist 
bijzonder interessant het Nederlandse debat over hybride organisaties als vertrekpunt te 
gebruiken voor een onderzoek naar wat er nou echt gebeurt als publiek en privaat 
binnen een organisatie bij elkaar gebracht worden. 

Onderzoeksvragen en opbouw 
In dit proefschrift staat de volgende algemene onderzoeksvraag centraal: Hoe 

functioneren hybride organisaties in de praktijk en wat zijn de effecten van hun 
hybriditeit? 

Deze centrale vraag heb ik vertaald naar een aantal specifieke analytische en 
empirische onderzoeksvragen. De analytische onderzoeksvragen hebben tot doel het 
debat over hybriditeit zoals dat met name in Nederland heerst nader te ordenen en de 
hypotheses die daarin worden verwoord onderzoekbaar te maken. Zij luiden: Op welke 
dimensies kan een organisatie hybride zijn? En: Wat zouden de positieve en negatieve 
effecten van hybriditeit kunnen zijn? 

Mijn empirische onderzoeksvragen hebben tot doel te beschrijven hoe hybriditeit 
zich vertaalt naar de concrete organisatiepraktijk(en) in mijn case studies. Zij luiden: 
Op welke manieren is de casus organisatie hybride? En: Welke positieve en negatieve 
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effecten van hybriditeit zijn in de casus organisatie waar te nemen en hoe wordt er mee 
omgegaan? Mijn laatste empirische onderzoeksvraag luidt: Wat zeggen de bevindingen 
uit de drie case studies over de algemene levensvatbaarheid van hybride organisaties? 

Mijn proefschrift kent de volgende opbouw: na een inleidend hoofdstuk 1, beschrijf 
ik in hoofdstuk 2 de dimensies waarop een organisatie in theorie hybride zou kunnen 
zijn. In hoofdstuk 3 vat ik de mogelijke positieve en negatieve effecten van hybriditeit 
samen zoals die in het (Nederlandse) debat naar voren zijn gebracht. Tezamen 
beantwoorden deze hoofdstukken mijn analytische onderzoeksvragen. 

In het vierde hoofdstuk beschrijf ik mijn onderzoeksstrategie en in het vijfde 
hoofdstuk de Nederlandse afvalsector, als de context waarin de organisaties die ik in 
het kader van mijn onderzoek bekeken heb, opereren.  

In hoofdstukken 6 tot en met 8 beschrijf ik mijn bevindingen in een drietal case 
studies. Deze vat ik samen in hoofdstuk 9. Tezamen beantwoorden deze hoofdstukken 
mijn eerste twee empirische onderzoeksvragen. 

Mijn laatste empirische onderzoeksvraag staat centraal in het afsluitende tiende 
hoofdstuk, waarin ik ook een overzicht schets van de belangrijkste conclusies uit mijn 
onderzoek en aanbevelingen doe voor de praktijk alsook voor nieuw wetenschappelijk 
onderzoek naar hybride organisaties. 

Definitie: Dimensies van hybriditeit 

Publiek versus privaat als normatieve dichotomie 
De klassieke dichotomie tussen publiek en privaat is misschien een van de 

belangrijkste tegenstellingen van ons bestaan (Bobbio, 1989), omdat ze de wereld om 
ons heen indeelt in twee uitputtende en elkaar uitsluitende sferen (Weintraub & Kumar, 
1997). Maar dat betekent niet dat de dichotomie waardevrij of onschuldig is of dat het 
bij voorbaat al duidelijk is wat er precies mee bedoeld wordt en wat de publieke en de 
private sfeer nou precies omvatten (Geuss, 2001). Zo zijn er verschillende definities 
mogelijk van wat het onderscheid publiek versus privaat precies inhoudt. In dit 
proefschrift bedoel ik met publiek de sfeer van de staat of overheid, en met privaat de 
sfeer van de markt te beschouwen. De reden hiervoor is dat dit ook de definitie was die 
in het Nederlandse debat over hybride organisaties werd gebezigd. 

Verschillende vormen van overheid-markt interrelaties 
Omdat de dichotomie tussen overheid en markt normatief is, is het belangrijk er 

prudent mee om te gaan (Geuss, 2001). Het kan een goed middel zijn om een 
waardegedreven discussie te voeren over wat publiek en privaat zou moeten zijn, maar 
is minder geschikt als insteek voor een beschrijving van wat er in de empirie gebeurt. 
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Daar is namelijk geen sprake van een scherpe tegenstelling tussen overheid en markt, 
maar zijn publiek en privaat al eeuwenlang met elkaar vermengd (Dahl & Lindblom, 
1953; Rainey, 1997; Rainey & Chun, 2007). Als voorbeelden hiervoor zijn, naast de 
opkomst van hybride organisaties, ook de contractuele en samenwerkingsrelaties 
tussen overheid en bedrijfsleven te rekenen (Skelcher, 2005), alsook de overeen-
komsten tussen organisaties in de publieke en de private sector. Zo maakt het voor de 
primaire werkprocessen van een ziekenhuis niets uit of het om een statelijke of een 
commerciële instelling gaat. 

Vanwege deze verschillende complexe interrelaties tussen overheid en markt, heeft 
de wetenschap de dichotomie tussen publiek en privaat als verklarend model al 
grotendeels achter zich gelaten en ingeruild tegen een model, waarin een continuüm 
van organisaties centraal staat. Dit is echter helaas nog niet het geval in het politieke of 
maatschappelijke debat. 

Ideaaltypische publieke en private organisaties 
De ideaaltypische publieke en de ideaaltypische private organisatie vormen de polen 

van het net genoemde continuüm. Als ideaaltypische publieke organisatie schets ik, in 
navolging van Dahl en Lindblom (1953), de agency. Deze wordt hiërarchisch gestuurd 
op basis van centraal opgestelde regels in een proces van polyarchy. Als ideaaltypische 
private organisatie beschrijf ik, weer gebaseerd op Dahl en Lindblom, de enterprise, 
die door de onzichtbare hand van de markt wordt aangestuurd. 

In het Nederlandse debat over hybride organisaties heeft Simon (1989) de typologie 
van Dahl en Lindblom vertaald naar een onderscheid tussen de publieke taak- en de 
private marktorganisatie. De taakorganisatie wordt aangestuurd door een boven-
geschikt beleidsorgaan. Dit type organisatie heeft wat Simon een capaciteitsfunctie 
noemt, omdat de taakorganisatie haar principaal haar capaciteit ter beschikking stelt 
om bepaalde goederen en diensten te produceren. De marktorganisatie daarentegen is 
autonoom en heeft volgens Simon een productfunctie en is vrij om zelf te bepalen 
welke goederen of diensten zij voortbrengt. 

Verschillen tussen publieke en private organisaties 
Verschillende auteurs hebben het onderscheid tussen de ideaaltypische publieke en 

de ideaaltypische private organisatie verfijnt door dimensies op welke een organisatie 
publiek, privaat of een mix van beide kan zijn te benoemen. In een samenvatting van 
de literatuur over de belangrijkste verschillen tussen beiden, komen Rainey en Chun 
(2007) tot de conclusie dat publieke en private organisaties in elk geval op een drietal 
punten van elkaar verschillen. 

Ten eerste opereren ideaaltypische publieke en private organisaties in verschillende 
contexten. Publieke organisaties hebben geen markt om hun producten en diensten te 
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verkopen en zijn dus geheel aangewezen op overheidsfinanciering. Dat betekent dat zij 
onder strengere controle van de politiek en van andere overheidsdiensten staan dan 
ideaaltypische private organisaties, en daardoor meer aandacht moeten schenken aan 
wet- en regelgeving. Ideaaltypische publieke organisaties moeten in hun dagelijks werk 
niet alleen steeds rekening houden met de wensen en voorkeuren van de politiek, maar 
ook met die van andere stakeholders, zoals de burger. 

Ten tweede hebben ideaaltypische publieke organisaties ook andere relaties met hun 
omgeving dan ideaaltypische private organisaties. Zij produceren publieke goederen, 
wat betekent dat deze zich niet één op één laten vertalen naar marktprijzen. Ook zijn 
het vaak monopolisten, waar je als burger niet omheen kan vanwege de specifieke 
privileges die de organisatie van overheidswege zijn toegekend. Aan ideaaltypische 
publieke organisaties en de daar werkende professionals worden dan ook vaak hoge 
verwachtingen gekoppeld, met name wat fairness, toegankelijkheid, eerlijkheid, 
openheid en verantwoording betreft. 

En ten derde schrijven Rainey en Chun dat ideaaltypische publieke organisaties van 
hun private counterparts verschillen wat hun rollen, structuren en processen betreft. Zo 
hebben zij vaak te maken met ambiguïteit, meervoudigheid en een grotere kans op 
conflict en hebben publieke managers vaak ook een naar buiten gerichte en politieke 
rol. In het algemeen is hun discretionaire ruimte echter beperkt omdat de politiek altijd 
de uiteindelijke arbiter is wat het voortbestaan en functioneren van de organisatie 
betreft. Ideaaltypische publieke organisaties worden daarnaast verondersteld bureau-
cratischer te zijn dan commerciële organisaties en ook over andere dominante waarden 
te beschikken. 

Bij dit laatste punt sta ik wat uitgebreider stil omdat het verschil in waarden tussen 
overheid en markt in het Nederlandse debat over hybride organisaties vaak naar voren 
is geschoven als reden om hybriditeit niet toe te staan of als problematisch af te 
schilderen. Deze zienswijze werd onderbouwd met de beschouwingen over waarden en 
culturen van organisaties die door Jane Jacobs (1992) naar voren zijn gebracht. Zij 
onderscheidt twee morele syndromen, die van de hoeder80

                                                        
80 In veel Nederlandse teksten wordt van het wakersyndroom gesproken, maar m.i. past de vertaling 

als hoederssyndroom beter bij wat Jacobs ermee bedoeld. 

 en die van de koopman. De 
hoeder (waarmee meestal overheidsorganisaties geassocieerd worden) heeft als 
positieve kernwaarden traditie, gehoorzaamheid, discipline en loyaliteit. Maar in de 
wereld van de hoeder is het ook toegestaan te bedriegen als dat de publieke zaak dient, 
is werk niet alles en speelt fatalisme een grote rol.  
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De koopman daarentegen (meestal geassocieerd met private organisaties) heeft als 
kernwaarden samenwerking, eerlijkheid, efficiëntie, vlijt en optimisme. Hier is het 
toegestaan om het oneens te zijn met een beslissing, als dat in het belang is van de 
voorliggende taak. 

Dimensies van hybriditeit 
De agency en de enterprise zijn de polen van het continuüm tussen publiek en 

privaat, maar er zijn verscheidene modellen voor hoe organisaties in dit continuüm 
geplaatst kunnen worden. Auteurs werken met zowel unidimensionale als met 
multidimensionale modellen (Bozeman, 1987; Dahl & Lindblom, 1953; Evers et al., 
2002; Fottler, 1981; Perry & Rainey, 1988; Van Thiel, 2000; Wamsley & Zald, 1973). 
Deze heb ik samengevat om tot mijn eigen multidimensionale model te komen. 

In mijn versie van het continuüm tussen de taak- en de marktorganisatie (mede 
gebaseerd op Algemene Rekenkamer, 2005), kunnen organisaties gescoord worden op 
tien dimensies, die ik heb onderverdeeld in de volgende drie clusters: (1) structuur en 
activiteiten, (2) waarden en strategie en (3) governance en politiek.  

De dimensies in de cluster structuur en activiteiten beschrijven met name wie de 
principaal is van de organisatie en welke activiteiten ze uitvoert: 
- Rechtsvorm: de graad waarin de rechtsvorm van de organisatie gebaseerd is op 

publiek- of op privaatrecht. 
- Eigendom: het continuüm tussen volledig publiek en volledig privaat eigendom. 
- Activiteiten: het continuüm tussen een volledige focus op statutaire, publieke taken 

en een volledige focus op private, of commerciële activiteiten. 
- Financiering: het continuüm tussen volledige overheidsfinanciering en volledige 

financiering op de markt. 
- Marktomgeving: het continuüm tussen een monopolistische en een competitieve 

marktomgeving. 
De dimensies in de cluster waarden en strategie beschrijven welke strategische koers 

de organisatie vaart en welke waarden daarin leidend zijn: 
- Strategische oriëntatie: het continuüm tussen een oriëntatie gericht op de overheid 

en een oriëntatie gericht op de markt. 
- Waardenoriëntaties: het continuüm tussen een oriëntatie op publieke en een 

oriëntatie op private waarden. 
Tot slot, de dimensies in de cluster governance en politiek beschrijven de relatie 

tussen de organisatie en haar politieke principaal en in hoeverre haar managers over 
autonomie beschikken, zowel op management- als op uitvoerend gebied: 
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- Relatie met politieke principaal: het continuüm tussen een relatie gebaseerd op 
publiek en een relatie gebaseerd op privaat recht. 

- Managementautonomie: het continuüm tussen het ontbreken van autonomie voor 
de individuele manager wat betreft de bedrijfsvoering (omdat deze beslissingen 
door de politiek genomen worden) en volledige autonomie. 

- Uitvoeringsautonomie: het continuüm tussen het ontbreken van autonomie voor de 
individuele manager wat de uitvoering van de taken en activiteiten van de 
organisatie betreft (omdat deze beslissingen door de politiek genomen worden) en 
volledige autonomie. 

Ik pas dit multidimensionale model toe in mijn onderzoek door mijn drie casus 
organisaties er op te scoren op een schaal van 0 tot 10 (waarbij 0 staat voor volledig 
publiek, 2 voor vooral publiek, 4 voor enigszins publiek, 5 voor halverwege tussen 
publiek en privaat, 6 voor enigszins privaat, 8 voor vooral privaat en 10 voor volledig 
privaat). 

De scores van elke organisatie op een spinnenwebdiagram geven hun hybride 
vingerafdruk of profiel grafisch weer. In het centrum van dit diagram zijn alle scores 
100 % publiek. Een puur publieke organisatie zou in het diagram dan ook als punt in 
het midden gevisualiseerd worden. Hoe groter de ingevulde oppervlakte, hoe ‘privater’ 
een organisatie is. 

Ik gebruik het spinnenwebdiagram en de scores van mijn casus organisaties niet 
alleen ter illustratie, maar ook als indicatief-diagnostische tool om te kunnen bepalen 
op welke dimensies het hybride karakter van mijn casus organisaties naar verwachting 
positieve of negatieve effecten teweeg zou kunnen brengen. 

Effecten van hybriditeit: een anatomie van het Nederlandse debat 

Drie fases in het wetenschappelijke debat over hybriditeit 
Het Nederlandse wetenschappelijke debat over hybride organisaties kan men 

grofweg indelen in drie fases (zie ook Brandsen & Karré, 2010): 
De hevige discussie over hybriditeit barstte in de jaren negentig los, toen veel 

voormalige overheidsdiensten op afstand zijn gezet. Het debat spitste zich toen toe op 
de vraag hoe de overheid nog steeds grip kon houden op verzelfstandigde en 
gehybridiseerde organisaties. Hybriditeit wordt door velen als belemmering ervaren 
voor een effectieve sturing van en toezicht op deze organisaties en daardoor als 
bedreiging voor het politieke primaat. 

Tien jaar later was de toekomst van hybride organisaties nog steeds niet beslecht, 
maar werd er wel vanuit een ander perspectief naar gekeken. In het kielzog van het 
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governance-denken beleefden hybride organisaties een revival, met name omdat uit 
verschillende hoeken met veel weemoed terug werd gekeken naar de publieke 
dienstverlening door het maatschappelijke middenveld. 

Inmiddels, weer tien jaar later, zijn hybride organisaties al lang een fait accompli en 
is hybriditeit mainstream in verschillende wetenschappelijke disciplines (en dus niet 
meer een, zoals het in het Duits heet, Orchideenthema, alleen maar interessant voor een 
kleine, exclusieve groep). In veel van het onderzoek (maar nog lang niet in de politieke 
en de maatschappelijke discussie) staat nu vooral de vraag centraal hoe hybriden in de 
praktijk functioneren en dus niet meer of en hoe men hybriditeit in zou kunnen 
dammen. 

Uit het debat heb ik een tweetal argumentatielijnen gedestilleerd, die door de voor- 
en de tegenstanders van hybriditeit gebruikt werden. Ik noem deze het synergie- en het 
corruptie-argument. 

Het synergie-argument 
De voorstanders van hybriditeit (Brandsen et al., 2006b; Brandsen et al., 2005; 

Brandsen et al., 2005; Frissen, 2005; Meijerink, 2005; Van Montfort, 2008; Mouwen & 
Van Bijsterveld, 2000; Sociaal-Economische Raad, 2005, 2010; R. in ’t Veld, 1995, 
1997a, 2003, 2005, 2008; Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2004a) 
zien hybride organisaties als effectieve en belangrijke boundary spanners, omdat ze de 
werelden van overheid en markt bij elkaar brengen. Daardoor zijn ze in staat synergie 
en innovatie te creëren, wat weer tot meerwaarde leidt met betrekking tot het 
economische succes van de organisatie, haar performance, cultuur en governance.  
- Economische meerwaarde: hybriditeit kan positieve gevolgen hebben voor de 

financiële en economische positie van een organisatie, bijvoorbeeld omdat deze 
toegang krijgt tot nieuwe markten. 

- Performance-gerelateerde meerwaarde: hybriditeit kan er voor zorgen dat 
organisaties effectiever en efficiënter opereren. 

- Culturele meerwaarde: hybriditeit kan er voor zorgen dat een organisatie de 
nobelste waarden uit de publieke en de private sector met elkaar op een vruchtbare 
manier weet te combineren, waardoor ook een van origine publieke organisatie 
klantgerichter zou kunnen worden. 

- Governance-gerelateerde meerwaarde: tot slot denken de voorstanders dat 
hybriditeit kan helpen de publieke verantwoording te verbeteren van een 
organisatie, als deze, naast aan haar politieke principalen, ook aan andere 
stakeholders verantwoording af gaat leggen. 
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Het corruptie-argument 
De tegenstanders van hybriditeit (Ankersmit & Klinkers, 2008; Gradus, 2005; De 

Jong, 1998; MDW-werkgroep markt en overheid, 1997; Simon, 1989, 2005, 2008; 
Stevens, 1997, 1998) waarschuwen dat de introductie van marktwerking in de publieke 
dienstverlening tot bederf leidt en dat publieke belangen en waarden zich niet stand 
kunnen houden in competitie met winstbejag. Zij schetsen een aantal risico’s met 
betrekking tot het economische succes van de organisatie, haar performance, cultuur en 
governance. 
- Economische risico’s: volgens de tegenstanders leidt hybriditeit tot oneerlijke 

concurrentie door hybride organisaties, met name door het gebruik van kruis-
subsidies, de misbruik van data die van overheidswege verkregen zijn, de vorming 
van publieke monopolies en het bijeenbrengen van conflicterende rollen binnen 
een organisatie (bijvoorbeeld die van toezichthouder en uitvoerder). 

- Performance-gerelateerde risico’s: hybriditeit leidt er toe, stellen de tegenstanders, 
dat organisaties besmet raken door het geldvirus en zich vooral gaan richten op die 
activiteiten die een financieel gewin beloven, en dus de niet winstgevende taken 
verwaarlozen. 

- Culturele risico’s: deze kunnen ontstaan als binnen een hybride organisatie 
publieke en private culturele oriëntaties met elkaar botsen, bijvoorbeeld als 
nieuwe, commerciële medewerkers aangenomen moeten worden, wat tot conflicten 
kan leiden als deze bijvoorbeeld meer gaan verdienen dan de oorspronkelijke 
medewerkers van de organisatie. 

- Governance-gerelateerde meerwaarde: tot slot waarschuwen de tegenstanders dat 
hybriditeit aanleiding geeft tot opportunistisch gedrag van een organisatie, 
waardoor deze geen betrouwbare partner meer kan zijn voor haar politieke 
principalen. 

Een beoordeling van het synergie- en het corruptie-argument 
De door de voor- en tegenstanders van hybride organisaties beschreven verschil-

lende vormen van meerwaarde en risico’s met betrekking tot hybriditeit, zijn in twee 
opzichten opvallend. Ten eerste is hun debat normatief en met name gebaseerd op 
anekdotes in plaats van diepgaand empirisch onderzoek. Ten tweede valt op dat beide 
groepen een beperkt perspectief kiezen, waarin hybriditeit óf kan leiden tot positieve 
gevolgen óf tot negatieve, terwijl deze, in mijn optiek, vaak samen voorkomen en als 
het ware verschillende kanten van dezelfde medaille vormen. Elk effect kan zowel als 
meerwaarde en als risico geïnterpreteerd worden, afhankelijk van de achtergrond en het 
belang van de commentator. Hybriditeit is dan ook altijd kop én munt. 
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Onderzoeksstrategie 

Literatuuronderzoek en pilot study 
Toen ik in 2002 besloot een promotieonderzoek te verrichten naar hybride 

organisaties, heb ik eerst een verkenning uitgevoerd van de reeds beschikbare 
Nederlandse en internationale literatuur over dit en aanverwante onderwerpen. De 
Nederlandse teksten die ik vond, hielpen mij met name eerste ideeën te formuleren 
over welke positieve en negatieve effecten hybriditeit zou kunnen veroorzaken, maar 
misten een conceptualisering van de dimensies waarop een organisatie publiek, privaat 
en hybride kan zijn. Deze vraag werd in de internationale literatuur beantwoord, met 
name in organisatiekundige teksten.  

De inzichten wat betreft een conceptualisering van een hybride organisatie en de 
effecten van hybriditeit, die ik zowel uit de Nederlandstalige alsook de internationale 
literatuur heb weten te halen, heb ik gebruikt om een aantal sensibiliserende concepten 
te formuleren, die ik als soort leidraad kon gebruiken in mijn empirisch onderzoek. De 
reden om niet met hypotheses te werken, kwam voort uit mijn evaluatie van met name 
de Nederlandse literatuur over hybriditeit, die ik vooral normatief en maar weinig 
empirisch vond.  

Eerste ideeën over hoe hybride organisaties in de praktijk functioneren, kon ik 
vormen tijdens mijn betrokkenheid bij een onderzoeksproject van de Algemene 
Rekenkamer naar het publiek ondernemerschap bij een drietal hybride organisaties 
(Algemene Rekenkamer, 2005). Op basis van de bevindingen van dit onderzoek heb ik 
mijn sensibiliserende concepten kunnen aanscherpen. 

Case study onderzoek 
Om te kunnen achterhalen hoe hybride organisaties in de praktijk functioneren, heb 

ik besloten diepgaande case studies te verrichten bij een klein aantal organisaties. Mijn 
keuze voor de case study aanpak als onderzoeksstrategie kwam voort uit de inschatting 
dat deze methode het beste geschikt is om mijn type onderzoeksvragen te 
beantwoorden (Yin, 1994).  

Om een goede vergelijkbaarheid van mijn cases te garanderen, besloot ik om alleen 
Nederlandse organisaties te onderzoeken die binnen een en dezelfde sector opereren. 
Dit werd de afvalsector omdat deze ten eerste in de bestuurskunde nog nauwelijks 
onderzocht is en ten tweede omdat de organisaties in de sector een goed onderzoekbare 
omvang hebben, die het mogelijk maakt met een breed palet aan interviewees per 
organisatie te spreken. 

Na een aantal interviews met vertegenwoordigers van brancheorganisaties en een 
aantal organisaties in de sector, heb ik bij drie hybride afvalondernemingen onderzoek 
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mogen doen. Ik noem ze TOM, DICK en HARRY. TOM was de afvalverbrander in een 
grote gemeente en DICK de afvalinzamelaar van een aantal kleinere gemeenten. HARRY 
tot slot was de afvalinzamelaar en verwerker op een van de eilanden van de 
Nederlandse Antillen. 

Bij deze drie organisaties heb ik vervolgens onderzoek gedaan door een reeks van 
interviews te voeren met vooraf vastgestelde sleutelpersonen, interne en externe 
documenten te bestuderen en door aanwezig te zijn bij een aantal belangrijke 
overleggen. Per casus heb ik een onderzoeksrapportage gemaakt die aan de betreffende 
organisatie is voorgelegd met het verzoek mij te wijzen op feitelijke onjuistheden. Mijn 
bevindingen heb ik vervolgens vergeleken met wat in de literatuur werd geschreven 
over hybride organisaties. Op basis hiervan heb ik mijn theorie gevormd over het 
functioneren van hybride organisaties in de praktijk. 

Validiteit 
Met de validiteit issues van mijn case study heb ik op de volgende manieren 

rekening gehouden: ik heb bij elke casus gebruikgemaakt van triangulatie wat de 
dataverzameling betreft, geprobeerd duidelijk (doch geanonimiseerd) aan te tonen wat 
de bron is van de gepresenteerde informatie en heb ook elke gesprekspartner in de 
gelegenheid gesteld mij te attenderen op feitelijke onjuistheden in het interviewverslag. 

Mijn bevindingen bij de drie casus organisaties heb ik bij een expertbijeenkomst 
besproken met de directeuren van een aantal afvalondernemingen om te toetsen of mijn 
cases uitzonderlijke organisaties betreffen. 

Tot slot heb ik de data en bevindingen uit elke casus zowel digitaal als analoog 
verzameld in een databank en voor elke casus een onderzoeksrapportage opgesteld. 

Hybride organisaties in de Nederlandse afvalsector 

Publieke en private belangen in de afvalsector 
In de afvalsector staan een aantal publieke belangen op het spel, met name omdat 

afvalmanagement als een maatschappelijke basisvoorziening wordt gezien. Maar het is 
ook big business. In de sector zijn zowel een aantal grote, meestal internationaal 
opererende spelers actief, als een aantal wat kleinere, zogenoemde overheids-
gedomineerde organisaties. In het verleden speelde de overheid nog een dominante rol 
in de afvalsector, maar inmiddels is het een echte internationale markt geworden. 

Deelmarkten 
De afvalsector kan men indelen in een aantal deelmarkten, waaronder afval-

inzameling en afvalverwerking. Gemeenten hebben een zorgplicht wat betreft de 
inzameling van huishoudelijk afval. Anders is het wat betreft de inzameling van 
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bedrijfsafval: daar moeten bedrijven zelf voor zorgen. In deze markt zijn zowel 
publieke als private afvalondernemingen actief, met het grootste marktaandeel voor 
private spelers. 

De markt voor afvalverwijdering (wat in Nederland voornamelijk gebeurd door 
verbranding) is daarentegen met name in handen van publieke organisaties. Dit heeft te 
maken met de hoge kosten voor het bouwen van een verbrandingsinstallatie en de eisen 
waaraan deze moet voldoen.  

Discussies over hybriditeit in de afvalsector 
Ook in de afvalsector is een hevig debat gaande over hybriditeit en de rol van 

hybride organisaties in de markt. Het zal niet verbazen dat hun commerciële 
concurrenten daar uitermate kritisch over zijn en hen van concurrentievervalsing 
betichten. Vertegenwoordigers van publieke afvalondernemingen onderstrepen daaren-
tegen dat hun betrokkenheid in de markt vooral een heilzame werking heeft omdat op 
deze manier private monopolies voorkomen worden. 

Ook hier lijkt de positie van de spreker te bepalen of hybriditeit als kans of juist als 
gevaar wordt beschouwd. Daarnaast ontbreken er betrouwbare feiten over wat nou 
daadwerkelijk de effecten van hybride organisaties zijn op de markt. Onafhankelijk 
onderzoek, zoals dat van mij, lijkt dan ook hard nodig. 

Bevindingen uit de case studies 

Geschiedenis en achtergrond 
Voordat ze hybride werden, waren mijn drie casus organisaties ideaaltypische 

agencies of taakorganisaties, die zich in opdracht van de overheid bezighielden met 
afvalmanagement. TOM was een gemeentelijke dienst die het afval verbrandde van een 
aantal gemeenten die een convenant getekend hadden, alsook van een private 
afvalinzamelaar. Dit deed men echter niet uit commerciële overwegingen, maar met 
name omdat dit bedrijf eigen faciliteiten had voor het opslaan van afval, waardoor men 
flexibel kon inspelen op fluctuaties in het aanbod van gemeentelijk afval. DICK was 
opgericht als een gemeenschappelijke regeling van een aantal gemeenten om bij een 
afvalverbrander betere condities te kunnen bedingen voor het verwerken van hun afval. 
HARRY was de reinigingsdienst van een van de eilandengebieden van de Nederlandse 
Antillen. Zoals TOM, had ook deze organisatie ook al private klanten, maar het werk 
dat men voor hen deed, kwam met name voort uit de publieke activiteiten van de 
organisatie. 

Als taakorganisaties hadden alle drie organisaties een ambtelijke en hiërarchische 
cultuur. Zij richtten zich met name op het zo goed mogelijk tot uitvoering brengen van 
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het afvalbeleid van hun politieke principalen. Hun managers hadden nauwelijks 
autonomie, alle belangrijke beslissingen werden door de politiek genomen. 

Hierna beschrijf ik hoe mijn drie casusorganisaties waren gehybridiseerd op de 
verschillende eerdergenoemde dimensies. 

Ontwikkelingen op dimensies betreffende structuur en activiteiten 
Mijn case organisaties werden alle drie geleid door directeuren die niet tevreden 

waren met alleen het uitvoeren van de door de politiek vastgestelde strategie. Zij zagen 
zich voornamelijk als ondernemers en niet als ambtenaren en wilden graag de positie 
van hun organisaties op de afvalmarkt verstevigen. Zij waren gefrustreerd door het 
ambtelijke karakter van hun bedrijf, omdat dit de slagkracht niet ten goede kwam. Dit 
had volgens de directeuren ook nadelige gevolgen op de dienstverlening voor hun 
publieke klanten. 

In alle drie cases ging het initiatief om de organisatie te hybridiseren uit van de 
directeuren. Zij moesten in elke casus eerst politieke weerstand overwinnen, voordat zij 
meer autonomie kregen om hun organisatie als bedrijf te runnen. DICK en HARRY zijn 
beide verzelfstandigd. Deze stap is in het geval van TOM niet genomen, maar haar 
directeur kreeg van de politieke principalen ook zonder deze stap de mogelijkheid zich 
als proactieve dienstverlener ondernemend op te stellen. In geen van de drie cases 
leidde de hybridisering gelijk ook tot een privatisering van de organisatie. 

Alleen DICK verrichtte nog geen activiteiten voor private klanten. Omdat het haar 
gemeentelijke aandeelhouders vrijstond om ook met andere afvalinzamelaars in zee te 
gaan, moest de organisatie ook vechten voor hun contracten. Tot nu had alleen HARRY 
zijn aandeel in de markt voor commercieel afval significant kunnen verhogen door de 
hybridisering. Maar TOM was toen ik mijn onderzoek daar verrichte bijna klaar met de 
bouw van een nieuwe afvalverbrandingsinstallatie, die bedoeld was om alleen 
bedrijfsafval te verbranden. Na ingebruikname van deze installatie zou de organisatie 
meer dan 70 % van haar omzet halen uit activiteiten voor private partijen, waardoor ze 
ook meer dan tevoren afhankelijk zou worden van de ontwikkelingen in de dynamische 
afvalmarkt. 

Ontwikkelingen op dimensies betreffende strategie en cultuur 
Als hybride organisaties voerden TOM, DICK en HARRY een andere strategische 

koers dan voorheen. Hun directeuren zagen de organisaties niet langer alleen nog maar 
als uitvoerders van een door politici uitgezet afvalbeleid. Zij beschikten over de 
autonomie om ook hun eigen plannen te trekken. Zij volgden daarin een ondernemende 
strategie, gericht op het vergroten van het marktaandeel van de eigen organisatie in de 
afvalmarkt. 
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Een manier om de positie van de eigen organisatie in deze markt te verstevigen, was 
het aantrekken van nieuwe medewerkers met een commerciële achtergrond, en te 
proberen de culturele oriëntatie van de organisatie te veranderen. Deze moest naar de 
plannen van de drie directeuren ook bedrijfsmatiger worden, met als kernwaarden 
efficiëntie, initiatiefrijkheid en ondernemingsgeest. Van de werknemers werd verwacht 
dat ze, gedreven door deze nieuwe waarden, harder en langer zouden werken. 

Ontwikkelingen op dimensies betreffende governance en politiek 
Voor alle drie de organisaties bracht hun hybridisering ook een aanpassing van het 

governance-arrangement. TOM bleef op papier weliswaar een gemeentelijke dienst, 
maar haar directeur kreeg wel meer autonomie om de organisatie op een bedrijfsmatige 
manier aan te sturen. DICK en HARRY werden verzelfstandigd, waardoor hun 
voormalige politieke principalen hun aandeelhouders werden. Ook kregen beide 
organisaties raden van commissarissen, waarin onder andere politici zitting hadden. 

De hybridisering van mijn casus organisaties op deze dimensies had de volgende 
effecten: 

Economische effecten van hybriditeit 
Als hybride organisaties lukte het TOM, DICK en HARRY om zowel hun omzet als 

hun winst te vergroten. Hybriditeit had dus een duidelijke meerwaarde voor de 
organisaties zelf. Maar het is lastig om dit ook als meerwaarde voor de publieke zaak te 
beschrijven, omdat deze winsten bij de organisaties zelf bleven. Ook is niet duidelijk 
hoe de winsten gegenereerd zijn. In de casus van TOM kon ik op basis van de voor mij 
beschikbare data niet aantonen dat de commerciële activiteiten van de organisatie door 
kruissubsidering bijdroegen aan lage gemeentelijke tarieven. En in DICK’s casus kon ik 
op basis van de beschikbare informatie niet aantonen of het rendement dat de 
organisatie aan haar gemeentelijke aandeelhouders uitkeerde daadwerkelijk het gevolg 
was van een efficiëntere werkwijze, of voortkwam uit een overbetaling vooraf.  

In de casus van HARRY was het door de verzelfstandiging voor de overheid niet 
meer mogelijkheid om te bezuinigen op het budget van de organisatie. Men kan zich 
afvragen of dat in het publieke belang is, als noodzakelijke bezuinigingen misschien nu 
andere, wellicht belangrijkere publieke diensten treffen (zoals zorg en onderwijs). 

Van competitievervalsing zou men bij mijn drie onderzochte organisaties alleen in 
het geval van TOM kunnen spreken, wiens gemeente had besloten een nieuwe 
verbrandingsinstallatie te bouwen voor de organisatie, met name voor het verbranden 
van bedrijfsafval. Ook had de organisatie een competitievoordeel door een bepaling in 
het convenant dat men had getekend met een aantal gemeenten. In dit document 
verplichtten de gemeenten zich alle verliezen van de organisatie voor hun rekening te 
nemen. In theorie zou dit de organisatie carte blanche kunnen geven om zich op de 
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markt minder prudent op te stellen omdat de organisatie zelf geen financieel risico 
loopt, maar in de praktijk hadden zich nog geen verliezen voorgedaan. 

DICK had een competitievoordeel omdat haar aandeelhouders geen aanbestedings-
procedure hoefden te volgen voordat ze contracten aan de organisatie gunden. En 
HARRY had bijna een natuurlijk monopolie omdat de beperkte oppervlakte van het 
eiland waarop men opereerde een tweede grote afvalonderneming bijna onmogelijk 
maakte. 

In hoeverre het bezwaarlijk is dat alle drie de organisaties competitievoordelen 
hadden tegenover hun commerciële concurrenten, hangt van het perspectief af dat men 
kiest. Vanuit het perspectief van een private partij zijn met name de gevallen van TOM 
en DICK onwenselijk. Maar vanuit het publieke belang is er veel voor te zeggen dat 
TOM’s gemeente een nieuwe afvalinstallatie bouwt om op deze manier zeker te zijn dat 
ook bedrijfsafval op een verantwoorde manier wordt verwerkt. En in het geval van 
DICK deed de organisatie niets verkeerd, maar gebruikte alleen de mogelijkheden die 
de geldende wet- en regelgeving bood. 

Performance-gerelateerde effecten 
Met de hybridisering van hun organisaties probeerden de directeuren van TOM, DICK 

en HARRY prikkels voor meer effectiviteit en efficiëntie te creëren. In het verleden was 
dit een manco van de organisaties om een tweetal redenen. Zij hadden allemaal te 
maken met gebonden gebruikers. Deze konden de aanbieder van hun afvaldiensten niet 
vrij kiezen, waardoor er dus ook geen incentive bestond voor de drie organisaties om 
hun werk beter te doen. Ook werden de organisaties gefinancierd door een lump sum, 
waardoor er geen prikkel bestond hetzelfde werk op een goedkopere manier te doen. 

Hun nieuwe hybride status had positieve effecten op de performance van de drie 
organisaties. DICK en HARRY werden nu output gefinancierd en niet meer door een 
lump sum. Binnenkort, na oplevering van de nieuwe installatie, zou dat ook het geval 
zijn voor het bedrijfsafval dat TOM verbrandde. Dit leidde er toe dat de drie 
organisaties van hun medewerkers vroegen langer en harder te gaan werken. In het 
geval van DICK leidde hybriditeit ook tot meer competitie, weer een prikkel voor 
efficiënter en effectiever gedrag. 

Maar de hybriditeit van TOM en HARRY had ook negatieve performance-gerelateerde 
effecten. Omdat zij nu zowel gebonden gebruikers als vrije klanten hadden, was het 
verleidelijk voor de organisaties om zich vooral te richten op deze laatste groep. Bij 
TOM was men zich al bewust van dit ongewenste effect en werd erop gereageerd door 
speciaal aandacht te schenken aan de gemeentelijke klanten van de organisatie. 
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Culturele effecten 
In het geval van TOM en van HARRY leidde hun hybridisering tot culturele 

spanningen. Met name bij TOM leidden deze tot conflicten tussen management en 
werknemers. De werknemers begrepen het credo van de directie dat men nu 
marktgericht en bedrijfsmatig moest opereren, als kritiek op hun eerdere prestaties. 
Ook klaagden zij over het verstikkende effect van nieuwe regels en procedures, die zij 
als aanslag zagen op hun autonomie. Door de komst van nieuwe medewerkers met 
commerciële achtergrond voelden de technische medewerkers zich bedreigd en 
gemarginaliseerd.  

Bij DICK bleven dit soort spanningen achterwege. Volgens mij is dat te verklaren 
door het feit dat de directeur van de organisatie, anders dan bijvoorbeeld die van TOM, 
geen top-downstrategie volgde bij de overdracht van de nieuwe cultuur. Hij deed veel 
moeite om aan zijn medewerkers uit te leggen waarom de organisatie moest veranderen 
en vroeg hen daarbij inbreng te leveren. Dit leidde tot een situatie waarin de nieuwe 
cultuur breed gedragen werd, ook al betekende de nieuwe oriëntatie dat er meer regels 
kwamen en men harder moest werken. 

Governance-gerelateerde effecten 
Met de hybridisering trachtten de directeuren van TOM, DICK en HARRY hun 

organisaties slagvaardiger te maken. In het verleden hadden veel beslissingen politieke 
goedkeuring nodig. Ook klaagden alle drie de organisaties over een gebrek aan 
interesse van de politiek in hoe zij hun werk deden. 

Dit laatste punt veranderde in elk geval niet toen DICK en HARRY op afstand werden 
gezet. Ik concludeer dan ook dat hun nieuwe hybride status maar een beperkte 
meerwaarde heeft gehad voor hun governance. 

Als hybride organisaties kregen DICK en HARRY raden van commissarissen, met 
daarin zowel politici als experts van buiten de politiek. In theorie kan dit leiden tot het 
ontstaan van loyaliteitsissues, als de politici in de raad een keuze moeten maken tussen 
de belangen van de organisatie en die van hun electoraat. In het geval van DICK hadden 
dergelijke spanningen zich nog niet voorgedaan, maar in het geval van HARRY wel. 

Discussie van bevindingen 
Om de validiteit van mijn bevindingen te waarborgen, heb ik deze per casus 

voorgelegd aan de directeuren van TOM, DICK en HARRY met het verzoek me te 
attenderen op feitelijke onjuistheden. Ook heb ik eerste algemene bevindingen 
besproken bij een expertbijeenkomst met zeven directeuren van hybride afvalonder-
nemingen. Op basis van deze bespreking meen ik te kunnen stellen dat mijn 
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bevindingen bij de drie casus organisaties ook een beeld schetsen van wat er bij andere 
organisaties in dezelfde sector gebeurt. 

Belangrijkste conclusies 
De belangrijkste conclusies die ik uit mijn casusonderzoek heb getrokken, luiden als 

volgt: 
- Een organisatie wordt vaak hybride op initiatief van een enthousiaste en 

ondernemende directeur. 
- Hij moet daarbij wel de weerstand overwinnen van de politiek. De betrokken 

politici denken in risico’s, de directeuren daarentegen vooral in kansen. Beide 
vergeten daarbij vaak dat het om verschillende kanten gaat van dezelfde medaille. 

- De rechtsvorm van een organisatie heeft geen doorslaggevend effect wat haar 
hybride karakter betreft. 

- Ook of een organisatie publieke en private activiteiten of geldstromen mengt, is op 
zich niet doorslaggevend voor haar hybride karakter. 

- De transformatie van een publieke in een hybride organisatie is een proces waarin 
zowel harde alsook zachte factoren een rol spelen, en die een evolutie (en dus geen 
revolutie) is. 

- Door hybriditeit ontstaat een meer zakelijke relatie tussen een organisatie en haar 
politieke principalen. 

- Als een organisatie door haar nieuwe hybride karakter haar omzet en winst 
vergroot, hoeft dat niet per se ook positieve gevolgen te hebben voor het publieke 
belang. 

- De dreiging van concurrentievervalsing is niet per se een reden tegen hybriditeit. 
Vanuit publiek standpunt kan concurrentievervalsing juist wenselijk zijn. 

- Door hybriditeit wordt een organisatie afhankelijker van wat er op de markt 
gebeurt. Dit kan een incentive zijn haar performance te verbeteren. 

- Als een organisatie zowel gebonden gebruikers als vrije klanten heeft, ligt het 
gevaar op de loer dat zij zich vooral op de laatste groep zal richten. Hybriditeit 
heeft daarom alleen positieve performance-gerelateerde effecten voor de publieke 
klanten van een organisatie, als deze geen gebonden gebruikers zijn. 

- De combinatie van publieke en private waarden hoeft niet per se een spanning te 
veroorzaken. Veel hangt af van de manier waarop de cultuurverandering in een 
organisatie door het management wordt begeleid. 
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- Hybriditeit kan tot een betere governance leiden, omdat ze een duidelijkere 
rolverdeling tot gevolg heeft tussen de betrokken partijen. Maar dit zal alleen 
werken, als politici hun rol als shareholders serieus nemen. 

- Een raad van commissarissen kan een goede compensatie zijn voor het gebrek aan 
belangstelling waar hooggespecialiseerde hybride organisaties zoals afvalonder-
nemingen vaak last van hebben. Maar als politici tot leden van deze raden worden 
benoemd, kunnen loyaliteitsconflicten ontstaan. 

- Hybride organisaties verschillen van elkaar. Geen dimensie is op zichzelf 
doorslaggevend voor hun hybride karakter. Daarom is het verstandig steeds naar de 
specifieke hybride vingerafdruk van een organisatie te kijken, naar hoe ze scoort 
op alle dimensies. Mijn multidimensionale model kan daarbij helpen. 

- Dit model kan ook gebruikt worden als indicatief-diagnostische tool om die 
dimensies te benoemen, waarop hybriditeit tot positieve of negatieve gevolgen zou 
kunnen leiden. 

- Als organisatieveranderingsproces is hybridisering een evolutie en geen revolutie. 
- Hybriditeit is geen catastrofe, maar zeker ook geen panacee. De grootste uitdaging 

is het om voor elk individueel geval aan te tonen dat de verwachte baten opwegen 
tegen de kosten voor de controle van de negatieve gevolgen van hybriditeit. 
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