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Abstract
A theoretical concept of innovation is drawn from the March and Simon tradition (1958) in organisation theory (from programmed to non-programmed activities in organisations). Innovation is then specified and reflected upon in benevolent and conflict settings. The paper compares innovation within the three fields of societal specialisation typical for the nation state, the economy, the political arena and the field of systematic (scientific) knowledge production. The analysis tries to separate processes of invention from social mobilisation and the exertion of power through existing institutions, assuming that each process has an impact on innovation in specific organisations. The paper investigates how innovation processes vary across the three fields in the Norwegian and South African democracies. Transforming inventions to innovations seems to be dependent upon the inventions being absorbed into social movements outside the power structures of existing institutions/organisations. Power and innovative activity are contradictory. The power of social movements can disrupt established powers. They can produce and formalise new knowledge related to the livelihoods of new communities. A finding is that innovations within organisations develop more easily in value homogenous settings. When the setting is conflict, defensive, anti-learning, anti-innovative structures develop in the power system. 
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Innovativeness in the process of industrialisation

A finding in our studies of industrialisation in Norway and South Africa (Gran 1994 and 2006) is that innovation speeds up in value-homogenous settings, no matter what the values are (for example: subsistence interests in communities with communal ownership of land; capital-producing patriarchal firms; or capital-producing economies in democratic nation states). A second finding is that when a value homogenous community is penetrated from the outside by a movement, a power, based in a different value system, innovative activity is reduced. The intruding power concentrates on what it can do best. The community intruded upon is forced on the defensive. A cultural regression takes place. That is, the community concentrates on reproducing its established value system, as a defensive survival measure. A double power system emerges. On top is the intruding power. Below is the defensive, intensified reproduction of existing valued systems, as a defensive measure against the intruding power.
 Danish colonisation of Norway 1360-1814 was weak, was directed at extraction of taxes and soldiers and left the local modes of production and livelihoods largely untouched, except for organising some mining and large fish trading companies. That meant a slow, continuous development (innovation process) in local fishing, forestry and farming within small-scale forms of private ownership of land and other resources. Colonisation probably hindered industrialisation. A strong Danish tax bureaucracy in Norway exported economic surpluses and soldiers to Denmark. Africans in South Africa were confronted with strong colonisation. Dutch soldiers, traders and farmers violently appropriated land. The English invented the migrant labourer from labour reserves and industrialised the country for export of diamonds and gold. From 1948 the Boer regime industrialised the state eliminating competition and installing a detailed administration of the three subordinate races, the Indians, the Coloureds and the Black, holding them physically apart, favouring Whites, Indians and Coloureds in the work force and arranging in detail for the movement of the millions of black people between labour reserves and places of work. The idea was God’s plan: cultural autonomy under White supremacy. The method was force: rule through tribal authority. This meant catastrophic forced change in African communities and strong cultural regression. That is strong defensive political-cultural reproduction underneath the foreign-local power system. That generated local-regional opposition movements to sustain local genuine authority and to control some land and livelihood resources. 

The general picture is that innovativeness flourishes under conditions of value homogeneity, no matter which communities we look at. Innovativeness is reduced or radically changes content (into a defensive format) when foreign values and interests intrude into the community. Defensive innovativeness flourishes, but within tightly defended physical and cultural boundaries. The primordial values are reproduced. The innovativeness takes a new form in situations of civil war.  

I will here try to spell out in more detail this rather consistent finding. Value homogeneity favours innovation, but can limit the types of technology and organisation that are developed. Value plurality can reduce the intensity of innovation but increase the spread of innovation to more sectors of society and make for more radical innovations through interaction between them. Innovativeness is for the same reason favoured by benevolent relations between communities. Malevolent relations will change the mode of innovativeness from open creativity to culture-defensive innovations. Mamdani (1996) indicates that benevolent relations between peoples in southern Africa before colonisation generated innovations. Their ability to produce food pr. unit land efficiently much exceeded what the Dutch farmers managed for a long time. That difference may explain the violence of colonisers’ appropriation of land. The early development of the welfare state in the Nordic countries can be an expression for such innovativeness under conditions of benevolent relations between communities. 
Innovativeness may be defined as the will and the ability to make a leap away from or beyond routines, to see an opportunity for valued activity in the non-routinised space created and to transform the opportunity through knowledge to practice, to new products, new activity, new organisation – managed under a new set of routines. Innovativeness is basically non-programmed activity (March and Simon 1958). An innovation process might work like this: Community generates trust. Being trusted allows for experimentation. Experiments may succeed and lead to new activity or products, new livelihoods, favourable to parts of or the whole community. Experimenting is risky. Experiments may fail, but trust would allow some failure, without sanctions. However, the trust generating value homogeneity may limit the type of innovations sought for. Only those innovations that buttress the common value, the community value, are relevant, are conceived. If the community was in a benevolent and trusting relation to other communities, the spectrum of possible innovations and the occurrence of radical innovations might increase.
Industrialisation meant that the organisations of the capital-producing economy intruded into agricultural systems. Ernst Gellner (1983) has argued that Max Weber’s concepts of rationality and authority gained such wide acclaim because they conveyed a strong message about the spirit of the modern (western) society. The elements of Weber’s rationality were (1) consistency between goals and chosen means to realise them and (2) efficiency, finding the most cost-effective means to implement chosen goals. Consistency was the competence of the bureaucracy (like treatment of like cases). Efficiency was the competence of firms competing for demand and profits in markets. Rationality was a key term in the language of the western industrialising society. The rational organisation of society was a separation of state from society, a parliamentary-bureaucratic state managing the markets. The common language intelligence was developed in national schools, was important for integration and for communication. The common language inspired specialisation. The common language generated learning. Specialisation strengthened the common system.  Societies in agrarian subsistence civilisations did not develop such common, standardised languages. They were characterised by “co-existence...of multiple, not properly united, but hierarchically related sub-worlds, and the existence of special privileged facts, sacralised and exempt from ordinary treatment” (Gellner 1983:19-38). In this sense standardisation of concepts and knowledge was a condition for the expansion of western industrialisation. That expansion meant intrusion into agricultural subsistence communities, locally and later globally. In agrarian subsistence societies knowledge was practical and often tacit, developed incrementally and inductively, conveyed to the next generation through narratives and co-operative practices. The order of things was often described in mythical terms. Totems and the idea that certain animals, plants, lands, processes in nature etc. were sacred often had the function of securing the community’s environmental conditions for survival (Levi-Strauss 1966). In this sense mythical narratives and totems were truthful relative to the values/interests in those communities. Innovations within one such community may be limited and incremental, related to finding better/necessary ways of securing livelihoods (bricolage). But in a system of such communities, over a wider and more ecologically varied space, the sum of innovative activity may develop and reproduce a much larger cultural variety and have a competence for taking care of ecological conditions for human habitats much beyond what a standardised western model of rationality can do (cf. Scott 1998). 

In Norway, as in South Africa, industrialisation meant a radical transformation of rural communities. In Norway subsistence-oriented farming and marine activities were eliminated, making production for markets imperative. The idea that industrialisation and subsistence livelihood activities could develop congenially was not entertained. In South Africa industrialisation meant the destruction of peasant production and transformation of the rural areas to a structure of labour reserves and migrant labour. The level of conflict was different in the two cases. But both industrialisation projects depended upon a standardisation of language, education and organisation. Innovation within the western industrialisation project was therefore limited to technical-organisational innovations improving the capacity for capital-production (Habermas 1970). 

Solidarity and innovation
Stinchcombe (2003) argues that Max Weber struggled to find the spirit of the new western capital-producing society. He saw that his three forms of authority, traditional, charismatic and bureaucratic-legal were all irrelevant inside the enterprise. The owner’s authority was located in the control of the firm, control of technology and money to pay wages. Each capitalist was struggling for survival in anonymous markets. So neither the market nor the authority of owners generated a community. 
As the power of the capital producing economy increased, the increase of wealth accumulation, especially in the form of profits, can be generalised, can be transformed to a definition of the good society (Dasgupta 1995). Stinchcombe argues that most forms of solidarity undermine capitalist economies. Powerful solidarity distorts economic rationality and markets. Solidarity can divert money from investments to support of unproductive projects, people or communities. Solidarity can increase membership in trade unions. They distort the labour markets. But, as Gellner argued, solidarity is important for holding also capital-producing, market-based societies together within state boundaries. Nationalism has historically taken care of that task. That a specific person belongs to a large nation is, as suggested by Benedict Anderson, an ‘imagined’ community. Nationalism has a standardising function, creating an idea among many that they have something common. Nationalism can support a national language and culture, over and above local cultures. Nationalism can be the basis of democratic government (the nation should rule itself). In that way nationalism creates the unity that capital-producing competitive market economies destructs. As Stinchcombe indicates, socialism was a type of solidarity, an anti-market solidarity, directed at reintegrating state and society, with ‘people’ in control of both political institutions and the economy. However, modern western forms of ‘enterprise’ society have managed to expand globally despite the competition from the three forms of ‘market-threatening’ solidarity: the solidarity of the villages in subsistence agrarian societies, the solidarity of nationalism – that threatens the internationalisation of the economy, and the solidarity of the labour movement and socialism. The three solidarity movements have their specific systems and models of innovation, as indicated. The ideal model of a ‘growth-society’ is highly innovative on technology (social, organisational, technical and financial technology), but on a standardised cultural-educational base. 

Innovation in land use and land distribution in South Africa
The research on land reform and enmity-trust relations in South Africa (Gran 2007) found innovativeness in both rural subsistence oriented and urban industrial societies. Claude Levi-Strauss (1966) argued that the ‘savage’ was as innovative as the ‘modern’ mind, but that the contents were different. Levi-Strauss distinguished bricolage from expert knowledge, the bricoleur from the engineer, the bricoleur searching inductively for new and expanded livelihoods, regulating and reproducing social relations through mythical and experience-based narratives. The engineer applied the principles of natural processes deductively. Universally valid conceptualisations of processes in nature are developed deductively. The empirical method became a standard for scientific investigation. That method, checking hypotheses against experiences and registrations, became a common infrastructure for knowledge production. The method has been applied in social science.  Modernisation in western culture is for example thought of as a formation of entrepreneurs, markets and state institutions, with modern science supplying the knowledge – and the language – needed for organising modern institutions.  

In the land reform study (Gran 2006) it emerged that the ANC  liberation regime saw the rural areas as ‘pre-modern’ areas, as if they were only a step from becoming modern, in effect that land reform policy should be the establishment of commercial (family or cooperative) farms. The rural areas were assumed to be demanding such a transformation and that rural bricoleur modes of livelihoods existed only because ‘history was inefficient’, because local institutions managed to constrain necessary developments and change. The idea, present in the ANC liberation programme (RDP), that rural development should start from transfer of resources to people in their existing communities disappeared from Government policy in the mid-1990s. The idea then emerged that ‘growth through privately owned commercial activity’ was itself a definition of the good (modern) society (Dasgupta 1995). The neo-classical economic theory of how the ‘free’ interaction of entrepreneurs in ‘untouched’ markets would create a balanced society of welfare for all has become a dominant (and self-explaining) meta-narrative. A strong state was not needed.
In this sense the modern and the pre-modern are structurally the same: a meta-narrative that constitutes and assigns meaning (subsistence and capital production) and with knowledge production as the motor. However, the contents of the two narratives are radically different. The point is that rural South Africa (beyond the system of capital and migrant labour) is not reasonably described as ‘pre-modern’. It is not routinised any more than is the ‘modern’ society. Both systems contain ‘constitutional’ meta-narratives. The ‘pre-modern’ is multi-valued and inductive. The modern is single-valued and deductive/reductive. Or in Gellner’s (1987) formulation, agrarian civilisations contain many culturally distinct communities while the industrial society is culturally homogenised through the idea of the nation, people are ‘equally valued’ and the combination generates ‘development’, generates specialisation within the common national culture and growth in the economy. In South Africa the modern (urban) has dominated the ‘pre-modern’ (rural) over a long period. Innovation has been part of each culture, the capital producing and the subsistence cultures.

A specification of the theory is that under macro-malevolence innovativeness can still be favoured if a sub-community of value-homogeneity is created. Communities in conflict will defend their autonomy through high boundaries (high walls). This leads to within-system defensive innovation, in effect in the West, development of technology within the value of capital-production and to intensified reproduction of primordial values in agricultural communities intruded upon by the capital-expanding organisations and state powers (called cultural regression). A broader, more plural innovation process was historically present in the agricultural civilisations, however limited by availability of only natural biological energy in those civilisations (Marks 2002). A more varied (a more humane and ecologically adjusted) innovation process in the industrial civilisation is then dependent upon more benevolent international and interstate relations.    

Innovations within sectors.
Within industrialised societies, like Norway and South Africa, there is a specialisation between sectors. Three divisions emerged from the unitary agricultural (feudal) society. The first was a separation between state and society. The state withdrew from society, leaving a private space, a private sector for entrepreneurs, wage workers and civil society organisations. The state became a set of institutions, clearly identified as state or public institutions in the public sector. That set typically contained parliaments, a judiciary, police and military and a public bureaucracy. A second process was the standardisation of production in the private sector. That was priority given to capital production, which created a confrontation to subsistence-oriented agriculture and marine livelihoods. A third process was the separate growth of educational and scientific organisations, a system of knowledge production relatively independent of both politics and capital-production. This specialisation allowed for more value homogeneity within each sector: in politics evaluations of programmes for state-society relations; in the economy: the production of knowledge and use values that are sought for in markets under the common criterion of profitability. In education and science: The production of truthful (objective) knowledge ideally unhampered by political and economic interests. This homogeneity within sectors should then stimulate innovativeness within them. A limitation in this specialised (nation-state) system is that innovations in each sector can be developed without or with limited contact to practices and values in the two other sectors: political discourse can develop without obligations to knowledge. Capital production can develop without reference to political values or to established (social) knowledge.
  

We can specify the theory of innovation. The capital-producing sector, when undisturbed, is highly innovative on technology. Capital expansion, the common value, is analysed as the meeting of commodities and monetary demand in equalising markets. Models specify how a multitude of variables (like prices, quantities of products, imports, exports, savings, income, profits etc.) should be adjusted to each other to continuously empty-balance markets. This value homogeneity and intensive technological innovation can lead to conflations: Science can be reduced to ‘development and control of technology’ (Habermas 1970). The value of profit maximization can become the super-ordinate value of society. The good society is the society that develops technology to increase profits, for the individual and for society (Dasgupta 1995). 

Max Weber suggested that the modern society was the disenchanted society, the society that focussed on rationality, on finding the most efficient means to reach defined goals. The idea of practical knowledge- and value-based practical action was pushed aside. Theory no longer addressed people in dialogue on practical interests but people acting through technology. The normative discourse on what constituted the good society was relegated to the field of ‘dogmatism’, while the economically efficient manipulation of technology itself was given ‘value’ status (became culture, became the definition of the good and valuable society. Rationality focussed on choice of technology. The area of culture and values was relegated to the field of the ‘non-rational’ (emotional). This intellectual development simplified rationality to ‘egoistic utility maximising’. Modern capitalism was in this sense reductionist. Combined with the neo-liberal idea of pushing back the state, this led to an increase in the power of the capital-entrepreneurs in markets, an increase in their political power, their ability to set the values and the organisation principles also for the larger society.

Innovations in the political sector
Norway’s industrialisation can be divided into four stages. Industrialisation took off in the 1840s, driven by a public/private entrepreneurial elite of industrialists, bankers, professors and bureaucrats. A second stage was inaugurated in the 1870’s with the formation of a labour movement. Industrialisation was politicised. Industrial development demanded a commercialisation of agriculture and the building of a technical infrastructure for a national market economy. The state under the liberal democratic government played an important role in both processes. A third stage was marked by the formation of a Labour Party government in 1935. Democracy was consolidated. The working class became a recognised and legitimate member of the democratic political system. The class compromise made the welfare state possible. Democracy ruled over an integrated industrialised economy. A fourth stage was the development of the oil economy, a strong specialisation within the industrial system, eliminating many varied industrial activities on land. Around 1980 post-industrial aspects of the Norwegian system emerged. The level of education had increased radically between 1960 and 1980, expanding the knowledge-service component in the economy, reducing the relevance of public service delivery through a national-local bureaucracy. Neo-liberalism pushed back the state from society. Then the fourth stage set in around 1980 with an advance for the neo-liberal programme of state-society relations. Value- and knowledge heterogeneity was typical of the state system from the very beginning of the industrialisation process. Innovations in public policy and state organisation were outcomes of power struggle, were dependent upon periods of relatively stable domination: first stage Norwegian elite over Danish government, second stage the liberal political movement dominant over farmer-peasant movements, third stage the political formation of the class compromise, base for the large welfare state innovation. While innovations in the capital-producing economy were continuous, innovations in the Norwegian democratic state were periodical, dependent upon new power-class constellations. Rationalisation of the public sector, especially the public administration was difficult for the same reason. The public administration had an obligation to respect the interests of different classes and segments of the population. Politics unfolded through the struggle of several political parties, upholding the relation between values and rationalisations, avoiding the reduction of value politics to a continuous improvement of organisation technology. 


In South Africa the level of political conflict was exceptionally high from the early incursions of Boers into African land. This made for strong value-homogeneity within the white colonisers’ community behind high barriers, high walls. Innovation was there directed at managing the segregation of the races and rationalising the farming-mining-finance economy. It was a continuous, problem related, incremental innovation process, driven by the state bureaucracy. 
Verwoerd’s basic approach was to settle on a solution and then ensure that the [Native Affairs] department executed it without query or “deviations”. By the mid-1950s, his urban policies and his brook-no-nonsense managerial style began to yield their apartheid fruit: scores of labor bureaus were mushrooming across the urban and rural areas; influx controls were being implemented much more harshly; the essentials of a large-scale and affordable solution to the housing problem had been worked out; and residential segregation was being imposed so strictly  that Africans first had to acquire the minister’s authorization to attend churches in white areas. Verwoerd, in essence, had come to define what apartheid meant in practice. (Evans 1997:78).
The apartheid political system had an internal consistency parallel to the value-consistency and strict hierarchy of the modern capital-producing economy in western societies. That should favour continuous innovativeness in the management of the apartheid system (development of apartheid technology). The Evans citation can support that assumption. However, the conflict to the African society limited the apartheid systems ability to change. The level of conflict rose in the 1980s. The system broke down in 1989-1990.
Innovations in education and research
Our finding in the study of innovation in education and research in Norway was that the universities cherished above all autonomy from the other two main sectors of society, the political and the economic arenas. The three universities investigated defined autonomy differently. The innovativeness of the university in defining its problems, research methods and teaching technology is difficult to measure. The public universities do not sell their services. The knowledge is disseminated through publications and teaching. In the 1970’s autonomy was the concern of the university leaderships in Norway. In Oslo autonomy was defined as the right to do basic research, publicly funded research defined and organised from within university departments. In Bergen the focus was on the autonomy of the leadership of the university. The Bergen leadership was sceptical to the idea that ‘society’ should have a formal position in the university leadership (‘society’ often equal to politicians and business leaders). At the new university in Tromsø, autonomy was defined as the right of the university to have an independent voice in the politics of regional development. In the 1990’s the discourse on university organisation changed. With Gudmund Hernes as education and research member of the Labour Government, the idea of one university in Norway emerged. Higher education and research should be organised in one rational national hierarchy. Only that way could Norwegian research become a real voice in European and global knowledge production. Rune Slagstad (2006) tried at the same time to revive the autonomy focus, by suggesting that independent universities had been a driving force in the industrialisation process and in the development of the welfare state. Slagstad’s views were consistent with Chris Freeman’s network hypothesis: It is in voluntary networks between different institutions, without standardisation, where each of the nodes in the network develops its special competence, that innovations will be favoured. With the Conservative Government of Bondevik, the so called quality reform was implemented. That reform negated Freeman’s network hypothesis: -standardisation between universities and colleges; -movement of research out of the universities to programme-institutes dependent upon public or private financing; and -increased power to both ‘society’ and the university bureaucracy in university management.   


In South Africa the University of Cape Town (UCT) was assigned autonomy by the Apartheid authorities. That made for important knowledge contributions from that University during the apartheid period. However, Apartheid authorities at the same time probably limited the scope of the research at UCT (no database at present for that statement). The livelihoods, the political conditions and the political aspirations of the African population were probably not central research themes at UCT in the post war period up to 1990. How the ANC Government will define university autonomy is still an open question.

Universities are different from political and business organisations. Political organisations define the will of the state. Business firms use knowledge, technology, capital and labour to produce products and services to consumers for a price. The universities produce knowledge. Wilfulness is important in all three types of organisations. But the innovation processes are different. While both business and politics has a task in creating new products, establishing new agreements (new social facts), the universities have a regressive task. That is, the universities’ task is to produce objective knowledge, knowledge that is trustworthy independent of subjective wilfulness, of political or other interests. Knowledge is the opposite of an innovation. While innovations are new social or technological facts, knowledge is finding and describing something that already exists. Innovativeness in knowledge production is important in the process leading up to knowledge, in problem formulations, methods, organisation of research etc. Knowledge is important for the definition and realisation of political-social projects. Knowledge is in this sense a regression from the political, from the field of subjective interests and status assignments. It is an attempt to determine social and natural facts independent of subjectivity. That is the special function of the university, crucial for upholding peaceful, humane, civilised societies. 
Conclusion. Innovations favoured in value-homogenous settings
The idea here is that innovativeness is favoured in value-homogenous organisations and/or networks. When a community is in conflict or a community is in conflict to one or more other communities, boundaries to adversaries is an important condition for innovation. The general hypothesis is that the more value-homogenous an organisation or institution the more innovations will occur. The Freeman network hypothesis specifies the hypothesis: the more varied and independent each actor in the value-homogenous institution or community is, the more innovations will occur. This explains why technological innovativeness has been high in the western world since the Industrial Revolution in England. Nation states have generally defined and defended a value-homogenous private sector within its boundary. Private ownership and capital production through markets has been the prime value. When a value-homogenous, innovative system intrudes successfully into other systems (subsistence and bricolage), the existing cultures among those intruded upon are put on the defensive. That leads to a cultural regression, a concentration on reproducing the values and structures of the primordial culture, or a defensive innovativeness. In a benevolent macro-situation, when institutions and communities exist in benevolent relations, innovativeness can become multi-valued or multi-cultured or expand into new fields of activity. Two such situations were identified: the relations between ethnicities, ethnic/tribal groups in pre-colonial southern Africa, where Mamdani (1996) suggested that the interaction led to learning, innovations and change that often improved livelihoods. For example, the African capacity for agriculture and animal production locally surprised the white Boer colonisers in South Africa. Africans, with their ‘primitive’ methods, were more productive pr. unit land than large-scale Boer farmers. Some suggest that this difference explains the violence of the Boer colonisation of land in South Africa. A second example is the benevolent macro-situation between the Nordic countries after the Second World War. That benevolence explains the development of the welfare state in the Nordic countries, a radical innovation in the sense that the state took on social responsibility for the welfare of the people, especially for those that were not functioning in markets. 


The investigation compared innovativeness in the three typical specialisations of sectors in nation states: the political arena proper (the public sector), the sector of capital production and wage labour (the private sector), and the sector of knowledge production (often both public and private institutions). The same theory emerged.  It was in the private, capital-producing sector that innovativeness was continuous and high, however, mainly innovations in technology (widely defined). Social, cultural, and environmental innovations were more limited in that sector. In the political arena innovativeness was discontinuous and occurred at a lower level of intensity. Conflict between political movements can explain that pattern. Conflict reduces the level of innovativeness and favours system defensive innovations. However, in situations of inter-political benevolence and trust, the political arena can experience radical, multi-cultured innovations. In the field of knowledge production innovativeness is relevant in the areas of organisation of research and teaching and in development of research methods, research technology. However, in the actual production of knowledge innovativeness in the sense of willed creativity is irrelevant. Knowledge is basically identifying, finding and describing what already exists. Knowledge production is regressive. The task is to get beneath or beyond willed subjectivity to objective descriptions of social and natural facts.
The systematic differences between innovation processes in the three specialised sectors in nation states can be summarised as follows: 
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Endnotes

� Norman Long and Monique Nuijten in Long 2001 call this ‘organising practices’, organising below or underneath the formal level of political-cultural struggle, often clandestinely.


� Michel Serres (in Serres/Latour 1995) speaks of the modern organisation of the universities, the separation of the natural sciences, the social sciences and the humanities. That separation allows for maximum creativity within each discipline. But knowledge across the disciplines is lost. Humans are simultaneously social, speaking physical-biological beings.
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