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ENGLISH SUMMARY

In this dissertation, the organizing and empowerment of social innovation networks
and their local initiatives are investigated. This dissertation has as part of the Transit
project (TRANsformative Social Innovation Theory) been studying twenty networks
and some local initiatives, which are working to develop and implement various types
of social innovations. These social innovation networks range from Basic Income,
FabLabs, Impact Hubs, Living Knowledge, Transition Towns, Desis Labs to name a
few, working with such diverse issues as public governance, sustainable transition, so-
cial entrepreneurship, food sovereignty, service exchange as alternative to capitalism,
access to research for disadvantaged societal groups, renewable energy etc.

The dissertation frames the challenges and the area of social innovation, arguing
that there is a need to study the internal organizing efforts in these social innovation
networks to understand how to build local agency. The research question asks “how
can foundations or spaces for social innovation processes be facilitated that enable the
agency of practitioners in solving social problems?”

The literature review on social innovation establishes a working definition, which
sees social innovation as a new more transparent and democratic innovation paradigm
in contrast to the more conventional innovation-for-profit paradigm. The paradigm
perspective embraces any type of innovation that can play a part in solving societal
problems. The review is critical of innovation research and argues that many social
innovations necessarily involves the destruction or replacement of institutions and
systems, which innovation research has not focused on except some very recent de-
velopments. There is also a gap in the social innovation literature concerning the ma-
teriality of social relations and change, which Science and Technology studies have
focused on for decades.

The theoretical framework has three main parts, 1) the material-semiotic and flat
relational perspective, 2) the process view on organizations and networks, 3) and the
staging perspective inspired by design studies. The four articles in the dissertation draw
on different concepts and approaches within these three areas providing different per-
spectives on the research question.

The dissertation is based on data stemming from two batches of case studies on
social innovation networks, twenty case studies in total. Each of the case studies was
composed of three embedded cases, one on the international network and two in-depth
on local initiatives. Furthermore, a meta-analysis was done of critical turning points
in the emergence and development of local initiatives that solidified, substantiated, or
falsified the findings from the in-depth case studies.

A typology for the social innovation networks is developed along different dimen-
sions: development over time, organizational forms, general characteristics like types
of material manifestations, social innovations, and resources observed in the cases.

The initial analysis finds the embedded case set-up, and assumptions about and
definition of social innovation networks and local initiatives problematic. In the pro-
cesses of transformative social innovation, the agency is also distributed and therefore



SECTION 1

fundamentally challenging to detect and ascribe.

The methodological challenge of capturing these undefined and vague networks
and the social innovation processes they attempt to enact is discussed as the challenge
of choosing appropriate units of analysis (UoA). Three essential aspects are identi-
fied: 1) normative commitments, 2) ontological assumptions and 3) ambitions towards
comparison.

An ideal-typology of network configurations is developed with seven ideal-types
divided into three categories. This typology contributes to a deeper understanding of
organizing social innovation networks and their function for the local initiatives that
are their members.

This comparative analysis across all the cases is supplemented by a bottom-up anal-
ysis of a single local initiative - the international network of science shops, the Living
Knowledge network. The analysis identifies four strategies for creating organizational
spaces for social innovation and provides insight into the empowerment potential of
translocal networking for local social innovation initiatives.

A selection of local initiatives across three specific social innovation networks:
FabLabs, Desis Labs, and Living Knowledge are analyzed in relation to materiality
and social relations. The analysis provides novel insights into the staging process of
such spaces and points out three ideal-types: affording spaces, mediating spaces, and
self-contained spaces.

An analysis of all local initiatives identifies the significance of the international
networks and translocal interactions for the local initiatives. The analysis discusses
strategies for constructing macro-actors and building local agency through four types
of resources that travel through three types of interactions: working on the context,
making resources available, and directly transferring resources to the local initiatives.

'The findings from the four analyses are integrated into a tripartite discussion of 1)
the materiality of translocal interaction and empowerment, 2) macro-actors and stag-
ing, and 3) network configurations. The micro-macro divide is discussed and shows
the object form and materiality of the resources that travel within social innovation
networks and enable empowerment of these networks as so-called macro-actors. The
various building blocks of social innovation networks form specific configurations that
seek to achieve a societal impact through either horizontal or vertical interactions.
Horizontal interactions denote an organic expansion and scaling out of the social in-
novation network through local-to-local interactions with little or no management by
a centralized organization. Vertical interactions are the constitution of a social inno-
vation network as a macro-actor and the staging of local initiatives as spokespersons
that allow interaction with, and impact on, other macro-actors like national authorities,
societal institutions, or supranational organizations like the EU. This type of config-
uration shows the dispersed agency of a social innovation network. Altogether, the
discussion lays the foundation stone for a framework of practical relevance that can be
used by practitioners and policymakers and facilitate reflection on how to create and
foster social innovation.

The dissertation contributes to several different research areas. It expands upon the
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understanding and nature of objects and materiality within Science and Technology
Studies to include a more nuanced distinction of the function objects can have in the
travel of agency. Furthermore, the dissertation contributes to macro-actor theory that
is a type of actor-network theory (ANT) or an ANT-inspired organizational theory.
The dissertation shows how macro-actor theory can be used to span the micro-macro
divide and form part of an action-oriented framework that enables reflection of how
local social innovation initiatives can have an impact on societal institutions.

Concerning social innovation literature, the dissertation is the first publication that
takes a material focus on social innovation processes. Moreover, the dissertation shows
that a focus on materiality is a relevant approach to constructing a more action-ori-
ented framework.

The dissertation also contributes to organizational theory. Few, if any, have taken
an organizational process perspective on geographically dispersed networks without
formal organizational structures. The affordances of the materiality of objects that car-
ry resources are essential in stitching together these networks. Furthermore, the dis-
sertation contributes to studies of the new types of network configurations that new
communication technologies and media affords.

Lastly, the dissertation contributes to staging theory, which is intersection of design
studies, ST'S, and a political process perspective that offers an actionable framework for
political navigation in the area of design and innovation. The dissertation contributes
by applying this theory outside a product development setting from which the staging
theory originates.

The dissertation has focused on the organizing and empowerment of the social in-
novation initiatives and networks, but not studying the detailed impacts of the social
innovation networks. A further path of research would be to study the types of societal
transformation that the different identified network configurations and macro-actors
can have.

VII






CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

RESUME IN DANISH

Denne athandling udforsker organisering og empowerment i social innovations net-
veerk og deres lokale initiativer. Denne athandling har som en del af Transit-projektet
(TRANSsformative Social Innovation Theory) studeret tyve netveerk og lokale initiati-
ver, der arbejder for at udvikle og implementere forskellige former for sociale innova-
tioner. Disse sociale innovationsnetverk spaender fra Basic Income, FabLabs, Impact
Hubs, Living Viden, Transition Towns, DESIS Labs for at nzevne et par stykker, som
arbejder med si forskellige emner som baredygtig omstilling, socialt entreprenerskab,
fodevaresuverznitet, service udveksling som alternativ til kapitalisme, adgang til forsk-
ning for dérligt stillede i samfundet, vedvarende energi.

Athandlingen beskriver udfordringerne og omridet for social innovation, og argu-
menterer for, at der er behov for at studere den interne organisatoriske indsats i disse
SI-netveerk for at forstd, hvordan man bygger lokal handlekraft. Forskningssporgsmalet
sperger "hvordan kan et fundamentet eller space for sociale innovationsprocesser
skabes, som eger handlekraften og mulighederne for lokale praktikere it at lose sociale
problemer?”

Gennemgangen af litteraturen indenfor social innovation etablerede en operationel
definition der ser social innovation som et nyt og mere gennemsigtigt og demokratisk
innovations paradigme i modsatning til det mere konventionelle innovation-for-profit
paradigme. Paradigmeperspektivet omfatter alle typer innovation, der kan bidrage til at
lose samfundsproblemer. Diskussionen er ogsé generelt kritisk for innovationsforsknin-
gen og argumenterer for, at meget social innovation nedvendigvis vil indebzerer odeleg-
gelse eller udskiftning af institutioner og systemer, hvilket innovations forskningen
ikke har fokuseret p4, med et par enkelte undtagelser indenfor de seneste par ar. Der
er ogsa et hul i social innovationslitteraturen vedrerende materialiteten af sociale rela-
tioner og forandring, hvilket Science and Technology studies har fokuseret pd i artier.

Det teoretiske framework har tre hovedpunkter, 1) et materiel-semiotisk og fladt
relationelt perspektiv, 2) proces-perspektivet pd organisationer og netverk, 3) og isce-
neszttelsesperspektivet inspireret af designstudier. De fire forskellige artikler i afsnit
4 traekker pa forskellige begreber og tilgange inden for disse tre omrider, og artiklerne
giver siledes forskellige perspektiver pa forskningsaspektet.

Afhandlingen er baseret pd data fra to runder af casestudier pa social innovations-
netveerk, tyve casestudier i alt. Casestudierne var sammensat af tre indlejrede cases, en
pa det internationale netvaerk og to pa lokale initiativer, plus en metaanalyse af kritiske
vendepunkter i fremkomsten og udviklingen af lokale initiativer, som udbyggede, un-
derbyggede, eller atkraftede resultaterne fra casestudierne.

En typologi for de sociale innovationsnetveerk er udviklet langs forskellige dimen-
sioner: udvikling over tid, organisationsform, generelle karakteristika som typer af ma-
teriale manifestationer, sociale innovationer og ressourcer observeret i casestudierne.

Den indledende analyse finder den integrerede case setup, og antagelser om og defi-
nition af sociale innovationsnetvark og lokale initiativer problematisk. I processerne for
transformativ social innovation, er handlekraft ogsi distribueret og derfor fundamentalt
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udfordrende at opdage og tilskrive.

Den metodologiske udfordring at fange disse udefinerede og vage netvaerk og de so-
ciale innovationsprocesser de forseger at gennemfore diskuteres igennem udfordringem
at veelge passende analysenheder. Tre vaesentlige aspekter er identificeret: 1) norma-
tive forpligtelser, 2) ontologiske forudsetninger og 3) ambitioner for sammenligning.

En ideal-typology for netvarkskonfigurationer er udviklet med syv ideal-typer op-
delt i tre kategorier. Typologien bidrager til en dybere forstéelse af organisering i sociale
innovationsnetveerk og deres funktion for de lokale initiativer, der er deres medlemmer.

Denne komparative analyse pd tveers af alle de casestudierne suppleres af en bot-
tom-up analyse af et enkelt lokalt initiativ - det internationale netveerk af videnskab
butikker, Living Knowledge. Analysen identificerer fire strategier til at skabe organ-
isatoriske rum for social innovation og giver indsigt i empowerment potentialet af
translocale netveerk for lokale social innovation initiativer.

Et udvalg af lokale initiativer pa tvers af tre specifikke sociale innovationsnetveerk:
FabLabs, DESIS Labs, og Living Knowledge. Kapitlet pointere hvordan et analytisk
fokus pa materialitet og sociale relationer kan kombineres og tilvejebringe nye indsigter
i iscenesattelsesprocessen af komplekse rum. Typologien illustrerer de principielle
konfigurationselementer, der observeres pé tvaers af casene, og peger pa tre forskellige
idealtyper: faciliterende rum, formidlende rum og selvsteendige rum.

En analyse af alle lokale initiativer identificerede betydningen af de internatio-
nale netvaerk og translokale interaktioner for de lokale initiativer. Analysen diskuterer
strategier til konstruktion af makroakterer og opbygning af lokal handlekraft gennem
fire typer af ressourcer, som rejser gennem tre typer af interaktioner: ved at arbejde pa
rammevilkirene, ved at gere ressourcer tilgengelige, og direkte overforer af ressourcer
til lokale initiativer.

Det resultater fra de fire analyser er integreret ind i en treparts diskussion af 1)
materialiteten af translokale interaktioner og empowerment, 2) makroakterer og isce-
nesattelse og 3) netvaerkskonfigurationer. Denne struktur sammenveever mikro-makro
opdelingen ved at vise hvordan objektets form og materialitet og de ressourcer de baerer
rejser inden for SI-netverk og muligger bemagtigelse og udvikling af SI-netverk og
skabelsen af makroakterer. De forskellige byggesten af SI-netverk danner specifik-
ke konfigurationer, der seger at opni en samfundsmassig pavirkning gennem enten
vandrette eller vertikale interaktioner. Horisontale interaktioner angiver en organisk
udvidelse af det sociale innovationsnetvark gennem lokale til lokale interaktioner med
ringe eller ingen ledelse af en centraliseret organisation. Lodrette interaktioner er op-
bygningen af et SI-netvark som en makro-akter og iscenesattelsen af lokale initiativer
som talsmend, der tillader interaktion med, og indvirkning pd, andre makro-akterer
som nationale myndigheder, samfundsinstitutioner eller supranationale organisationer
som EU. Denne type konfiguration fokuserer den distribuerede handlekraft af et SI-
netverk. Samlet set legger diskussionen grundstenen til et framework med praktisk
relevans, som kan bruges af praktikere og beslutningstagere som en mental model, der
kan lette overvejelser om, hvordan man skaber og fremmer social innovation.

Athandlingen bidrager til flere forskellige akademiske forskningsomrader. Det



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

udvider forstielsen af objekters materialitet inden for Science and Technology studies
til at omfatte en mere nuanceret skelnen af den funktion objekter kan have i fordele
eller overfore handlekraft. Det andet er makro-akter teori, der er en type aktor-net-
varksteori (ANT) eller en ANT-inspireret organisatorisk teori. Mens makro-akter
teori stammer tilbage fra 80'erne er mangden af forskning sparsom, men athandlin-
gen viser, hvordan den kan bruges til at speende mikro-makroopdelingen og danne del
af en handlingsorienteret ramme, der gor det muligt for lokale initiativer at reflektere
om, hvordan de kan pavirke samfundets institutioner og udvikling.

I forhold til social innovationslitteraturen, er dette er den forste athandling, der har
taget et materielt fokus pé sociale innovationsprocesser og organisering. Desuden viser
athandlingen, at fokus pd materialitet er en relevant tilgang, til at konstruere en mere
handlingsorienteret ramme.

Afhandlingen bidrager ogsa til organisatorisk teori. F4, hvis overhovedet nogen, har
taget et organisatorisk procesperspektiv pd geografisk spredte netvaerk uden formelle
organisatoriske strukturer. Her er objekters materielle egenskaber og deres evne til at
bere ressourcer afgorende for at samle disse netvaerk. Afthandlingen er ogsi et bidrag
til undersogelsen af de nye typer netvarkskonfigurationer og organisationsformer, som
nye kommunikationsteknologier og medier giver.

Endelig bidrager athandlingen til iscenesattelses teori, som er et interessant snit
mellem designstudier, Science and Technology studies og et politisk procesperspektiv.
Det tager inspiration fra mange akademiske omrader og gor det til en handlingsori-
enteret ramme for politisk navigation inden for design og innovation. Bidraget her
er anvendelsen uden for en produktudviklingskontekst, hvorfra iscenesattelsesteori
stammer.

Afhandlingen har fokuseret pd organisering og empowerment af de sociale inno-
vationsinitiativer og netvaerk, men ikke at studere den detaljerede effekt af de sociale
innovationsnetvaerk. En yderligere forskningsvej ville vaere at studere de typer sam-
fundsmeessige transformationer som de forskellige identificerede netvaerkskonfigura-
tioner og makroakterer kan have.

Xl
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Chapter 1

Introduction

| he developed world is facing numerous challenges to the modern welfare state.

Social innovation research is often, but not always, focusing on such problems as
justice, fairness, poverty, environmental preservation, climate change, improved health,
mental illness, arts and culture, social exclusion, an aging demographic, gentrification,
better education etc. (Lawrence et al. 2014; Lehtola & Stihle 2014; Mulgan et al.
2007). These have all been exacerbated by the financial crisis that caused wide-ranging
austerity policies in Europe and elsewhere, the increasing rate of climate change and
environmental degradation, and other developments.

But even though we share the same planet many societal problems addressed by so-
cial innovation is very place specific, even the environmental and climate related issues.
'The empirical data this study is based on spans the EU, Latin America, and South
Korea. In Seoul for instance the air quality is soo bad that the it sometimes looked like
a foggy day when looking out of then windows for the couple of months I stayed there,
when it was in fact smog. As I sit writing this introduction the amount of fine particu-
late matter (PM2.5) is at 170, the EU limit is 25, and I can barely see the mountain in
the horizon despite the cloud free sky. Yesterday in the train from Busan to Seoul the
public TV in the aisle were running a documentary on how to clean the pollution from
your apartment, i.e its a problem that take up a lot of space in the public sphere. The
focus in Denmark, where I am usually based, has recently been more on how pesticides
and other chemicals pollute our drinking water. In the EU we are generally also more
concerned about "meta" issues like Transition Town and Ecovillage that try to move
away from use of fossil fuels and perceived unsustainable practices like consumerism.
Other areas of concern, for some, is the growing economic inequality, which in South
Korea is not in focus due to their very different world perspective and political agenda.

‘These problems as illustrated here are based on my perception, which illustrates one
of the biggest problems for social innovation research, that societal problems are so-
cially constructed and inherently political (lawrence). While there are certainly some
“facts”, like measurements of air or water pollution, the interpretation of these are so-
cially constructed. For instance, how harmful is it, what should the legal threshold be,
what is the correct metric and measurement method, who are responsible, what actions
should be done to solve it etc. Other issues are almost completely socially constructed
like economic inequality, i.e. is it even a problem, how big a difference is OK, is it the
responsibility of the state etc.

'The point here is that any social innovation might only be relevant or applicable in
a specific context, and I will thus not go into details on or focus on specific societal
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problems or social innovations. And any reader would be well aware of at least a num-
bers of challenges in their own context. How to solve specific problems is therefore not
a topic of this thesis, but rather how social innovation initiatives can have an impact
either locally or on society as a whole, how they can contribute to societal development.
'The focus is then not specifically on what the subjects in our cases aim to transform or
achieve, but how they do it, and how this experience can be generalized. Although I do
provide some in-depth examples of social innovations as part of analyzing exemplary
cases, but without considering the normative aspect of the social innovation.

'The outcome of this thesis will then hopefully be applicable in any number of set-
tings in relation to any number of problems, the specific problems then being up to
the protagonists in later stories. Stepping a bit back to the setup of this thesis, which
sets the scene while also limiting the focus.

This thesis has been a part of the EU project TRANSIT (transformative social in-
novation theory) that had an aim to study transformation of societies in response to
societal challenges. The aim was to both provide insight of practical relevance to policy
makers and practitioners that can facilitate a greater impact of the social innovation
initiatives we have studied, as well as providing greater theoretical insight into the pro-
cesses of societal change and innovation. This was done by studying mostly newer social
innovation networks, i.e. networks that espoused that they aimed to solve one or several
societal challenges. What networks imply here I will expand upon later. This enabled
us to study the process of social innovations in the making, ignoring momentarily the
evaluative and normative aspects of our cases. However, the setup and methodology in
TRANSIT entailed 40 mini-cases on local social innovation initiatives and 20 mini-
case on their trans-local networking interactions and organizing. Mini-cases entails a
research duration of around 6 month but only a minimum of 5 interviews and some 80
hours of observations. This was followed up by a broad qualitative meta-analysis involv-
ing 160-240 interview across 80 local initiatives within the same networks, although
not necessarily the same local initiatives that were studied in the mini-cases. How
and why these specific units of analysis (UoA) where chosen and their implications
are discussed in more detail in the methodology chapter. The implications is that we
have a lot qualitative data on the local "level" that is both broad and deep, but limited
structured data on how these networks have interacted with other networks or orga-
nizations external to themselves. This partly follows from the flat relational ontology
that formed the basis of the methodology, which will be discussed at length later, but
directs us to study the local as the starting point for any societal transformation. Very
few qualitative studies have been carried out that connects the very local interactions
of your friendly neighborhood social innovation initiative with societal change, espe-
cially with a methodology that do not accept that societal institutions and individuals

exist on different ontological scales, but that is the challenge that I see in TRANSIT.

So, the specific challenge addressed in this thesis is how very local social innovation
initiatives (L.SIs) can have an impact on societal development. Think about a Fablab
around the corner, or the Repair Café down the street, and the hundreds of other very
local and small initiatives that are very far away from interacting directly with societal
challenges and discourses on a national scale. Nonetheless, these LSIs collectively, as
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a network or social movement, can have an impact. This build on an assumption that
was not completely certain at the time we started the case studies, that the interna-
tional networks empower their members. How to answer this question require some
further explanation.

Studying societal change is a tall order, as many big societal changes in modern
times like the industrial revolution, globalization, or the advent of neo-liberalism are
only understood when looking back, which is the first problem as we in TRANSIT
mostly studied contemporary and ongoing social innovation processes. Secondly, these
changes happen at a “macro level”, composed of thousands of interactions by numer-
ous actors over a long time. As pointed out by several authors globalization and oth-
er processes at the “macro level” are materially produced and takes form in particular
places performed by specific actors (Law & Hetherington 2000), i.e. the “micro level”.
'The research design tried to compensate by studying both the local initiatives and the
network interactions specifically.

However, this research design did by itself not solve the challenge of connecting the
micro and macro. The micro-macro dialectic is not a new discussion in sociology but is
usually solved by focusing on either the micro or the macro. However, that would not
answer the question on how societal changes come about, the connection between the
two, and give practical insight into how to facilitate social innovation locally that might
have a meaningful impact beyond their local context. Our cases on the international
level of these network often give little insight on how they are actually linked to the
local members, what kind of interactions they have, how they are materially produced
locally, and how this leads to empowerment of the LSIs.

'The flat relational ontology enables us to trace and map the very local social innova-
tion initiatives and their networks simultaneously, to understand the relation between
them, and focus on the interactions and empowerment taking place. We can thus draw
a direct line from the initiative around the corner to interactions taking place between
international organization and and the EU, for instance.

This is not that different from the TRANSIT project itself that also adopted a flat
relational ontology, but as discussed in more detail later there are some inadequa-
cies in the framework TRANSIT constructed in relation to my focus here. Major
among them is the negligence of the material aspect of social relations and interactions.
Conceptualizations and explanations of social relations and interactions, and how they
link to societal change, can become very abstract if the basic materiality is not analyzed
first. This is not unlike what has happened in other fields like organizational studies,
where aspects like leadership have also become de-materialized (Ford et. A1 2017).

Answering the who, where, and what very specifically also makes it more practical-
ly relevant. This thesis thus adopts a material-semiotic perspective, explained in detail
in chapter X. My approach also provides an alternative action perspective, an action
perspective focusing specifically on the agency of the local initiatives and how empow-
erment and enactment process can be staged, as an alternative to other approaches in
Transition Studies like the Multi-Level perspective. The research question I try to
address is then:
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How can social innovation networks and local social innovation initiatives to-
gether facilitate social innovation that has an effect on societal development?

‘There are some implicit assumptions here that need to be discussed. The first, as al-
ready mentioned, is that social innovation networks have a positive and empowerment
effect on the local social innovation initiatives, which might not be true. A second as-
sumption is that at least some of our cases have had an effect on societal development,
but we might fail to identify any changes, or fail to identify a casual relation. Third, we
assume that no social innovation happens in a vacuum, i.e. there is always trans-local
interactions, there are no independent and isolated LSIs even if they proclaim not to
be part of a network. The specific sub-questions in thesis is then:

1) how are local social innovations initiatives and network constituted and how do
they emerge and develop over time? A focus on this temporal aspect and the specific
components of these networks and their local initiatives is a necessary prelude for the
next sub-questions. It will be hard to understand how interactions and empowerment
takes place, without understanding the composition and development. This will take
outset in a specific case, the Living Knowledge network, as an illustrative example.

2) how can university-community interactions involve and empower communities?
This sub-question analyses how three specific cases facilitated empowerment of local
communities through social innovation, three cases specifically related to universities
to ease comparative analysis. This is to shed more light on how social innovations carry
out locally, before moving on to the next question on what role trans-local interaction
can play for these social innovation.

3) what is the significance of international networks, of trans-local interactions, for
local social innovation initiatives and their activities, and what is travelling from one
place to another? Many of the discourses espoused by both networks and other re-
search can often seem very abstract or vague like “international interactions lead to local
empowerment”. I find it necessary to study the specific interactions, what activities it
entail, how was it carried out practically, a and what resources it actually provided that
led to an empowerment locally. This sub-question will be analysed across all the cases
in TRANSIT. This sub-question will also light on the scaling up and diffusion of the

social innovations overtime.

However, all three sub-questions require a theoretical elucidation of how trans-local
interaction and processes can and are material in nature. As pointed out by many schol-
ars’ globalization is necessarily a material phenomenon (REF), and ideas and knowl-
edge cannot travel without materialising materially (REF). Globalisation is brought up
because that is one of the development many social innovation network react against,
and because as it turns out globalisation and the developments it relate to have had an
large impact on the context for social movement and innovation. This will be discussed
more in depth in the literature review and conceptual framework.
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CHAPTER 2.LITERATURE REVIEW

Chapter 2.

Literature review

Purpose: To review the literature on social innovation to 1) identify or construct
a working definition for this dissertation, 2) identify gaps in the literature, and 3) es-
tablish if and why social innovation is an interesting field.

Summary: SI research has focused on definitions and conceptual developments
with few published empirical articles. I identify the main dimensions of the different
perspectives as: 1) process vs. outcome-based, 2) normative vs. objective, 3) material/
technical vs. social, 4) and various camps viewing social innovation as either a type, a
category, or a new paradigm. I find that a paradigm perspective makes the most sense
as a working definition both for methodological and logical reasons as the range of
phenomenon studied under the umbrella of social innovation can never conform to
a nicely delimited type. Most scholars agree that Social innovation is about solving
social problems, which with my paradigm definition can be through any means be
those technological innovations, new social relations, alternative practices, or inno-
vative governance systems, etc,. Lastly, I find the prevalent argument that social in-
novation is immaterial both in means and ends puzzling as research especially within
STS (science and technology studies) have long shown that technological innovation
is both socially shaped and have social impacts, which is a serious gap in the literature
so. As an extension of this argument, technological innovation can be both a solution
and facilitate social change.

Findings: Social innovation is best understood as an new innovation paradigm
in contrast to traditional for-profit-innovation and is thus a new way to conduct in-
novation that is more inclusive and democratic. However, the field lack from some
narrow-minded and silo thinking, and could be well served by cross-fertilization from
Science and Technology studies that show how technology can both be a solution and
a facilitator of social change.
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Iwill in this chapter review the literature of relevance, i.e. what are the definitions,
methodologies, findings etc. in social innovation research of relevance for the focus
in this thesis. As already explained, the interest and focus in social innovation stem
from a desire to solve social problems. However, that is hardly a new phenomenon.
Social movements for instance have worked to solve societal problems for more than
a century. Other innovation areas like grassroots innovation, sustainable innovation,
citizen innovation or social entrepreneurship have likewise focused on solving social
problems. Indeed, looking at just two of the innovation handbooks I have in my ar-
chive they comprise 54 chapters on innovation types or aspects (Fagerberget, Mowery
and Nelson, 2006; Dodgson, Gann and Phillips, 2014). One of the questions is then
what is so interesting about social innovation compared to other innovation areas fo-
cusing on some of the same subjects? And if it is worthwhile how it can be concep-
tualized and studied. If social innovation is interesting is just as much a challenge as
a question though.

denial of a clearly understood audience assumption is the essence of the
interesting (Davis, 1971).

And I will try to critically discuss and challenge assumptions in the field to stoke
new discussions and make it more relevant for both academics, policy makers, and
practitioners. Why this is crucial I will discuss in detail further below. The assumptions
are important to understand to contribute with something meaningful or interesting,
while not appearing so alien as to be seen as absurd (Alvesson and Sandberg, 2013).
'The assumptions uncovered in this chapter stem both from the literature review but
also from empirical data collected during the project from workshops, meetings, con-
ferences, emails, and skype calls involving researchers in social innovation both with-
in Transit and from outside like Moulaert (Moulaert, 2016), Westley (Moore and
Westley, 2011), Howaldt (Howaldt and Schwarz, 2010) etc.

One of the keys in analysing and understanding assumptions is identifying implic-
it assumptions and biases stemming from path-dependency, academic professions,
national cultures etc. that for outsiders seems puzzling, resulting in a breakdown of
understanding. I draw inspiration from Alvesson and Kirreman’s (2011) mystery
method, which is a structured approach for uncovering such breakdowns of under-
standing. Familiarization is one of the first steps and essentially means to review the
area. Generally, it is important to become familiar with the area and to be well read
and not reproduce others, it is a feature of creative research:

Thus a researcher’s reading should have a certain breadth [... | because seeing
links between distant phenomena is a common feature of creative research

(Alvesson and Aschroft, 2009).

My education in innovation studies & engineering, combined with research from a
career dedicated to design, innovation & sustainable transition gives me some breadth,
although it might mean that I as well have inherent assumptions about innovation that
I need to identify. Thus, necessitating the second step defamiliarization as discussed
later.
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Innovation

The word innovation is argued to mean something new (Encyclopadia Britannica
2015a; Merriam-Webster 2015), ideas that successfully gets a foothold in society
(Frankelius, 2009), “as the successful application of new ideas” (Dodgson, Gann and
Phillips, 2014), “the capacity of people to exploit a new idea or method successfully
and thereby realize a desired material and social effect” (Smith, 2017), or simply “new
ideas that work” (Dawson, Clausen and Nielsen, 2000). The difference to invention is
this process of application (Encyclopzdia Britannica 2015b). Dodgson et al. (2014)
believes the common definition inadequate, for him it is about organizational benefit,
gaining value, contribution to economic performance etc. There have also been a heavy
focus on technical & business innovations apparent from (Fagerberget, Mowery and
Nelson, 2006) and as pointed out by others scholars (Dawson, Clausen and Nielsen,
2000; Dodgson, Gann and Phillips, 2014; van der Have and Rubalcaba, 2016). The
field is diversifying as apparent in (Lawrence, Dover and Gallagher, 2014), which adopt
a relational actor-network style understanding of innovation, and are clear about earlies
biases toward innovation as something technical and focused on firms.

A conundrum is that innovation is both a process and an outcome. One stream of
research focuses on the outcome that manifests in products, methods, services, fea-
tures, production methods, technologies, organizational models etc. The other stream
explores the organizational and social processes that produce innovation (J. Phills,
Deiglmeier and Miller, 2008), while some researchers include both as will be discussed
later. Innovation is likewise both a noun and a verb (Smith, 2017). Something can be
innovative, and innovation is something you do, although how do you know that what
you are doing is innovation until after the fact?

Combining these characteristics there are essentially 4 aspects of innovation: 1) the
process, 2) the product, 3) the diffusion or implementation, and 4) the value created
or given by the innovation. The last two aspects are the difference between an inven-
tion and an innovation, it needs to be successful in society and better than alternatives
and not just a change. The fourth aspect is the most subjective and evaluative. What
would be the product in social innovation and how should value be measured? Social
innovation has partly been a reaction to the tendency in innovation research to focus on
technologies, products and economic performance, which however seem to be slowly
changing seeing from the amount of publications on social innovation in recent years
and newer innovation handbooks (Lawrence 2014). However, seeing social innovation
as building on the base of innovation research, and thereby extending on these defini-
tions, bring a series of challenges that might be problematic that I will discuss further.

Social innovation

Social innovation is an old term. Joseph Schumpeter was the first in the early 19th
century to underline the necessity of social innovation to guarantee economic effec-

tiveness (Moulaert et al., 2005; Lehtola and Stihle, 2014). Indeed, there were no lack
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of social innovations (depending on definition) in the 19th century, with the upsurge
of social enterprises in the form of micro-credit, kinder gardens, building associations,
cooperatives, fair trade labelling, community-centered planning etc.

Despite the age of the term Moulaert et al. (2005) supported by numerous schol-
ars argue that the research on social innovation is underdeveloped and remains where
the natural sciences were a century ago, i.e. there are no standard practices, definitions
etc. (Pol and Ville, 2009; Howaldt and Schwarz, 2010; Grimm et al., 2013; Cajaiba-
Santana, 2014; Lehtola and Stahle, 2014). There is thus no shortage of articles dis-
cussing definitions and conceptual frameworks in social innovation, many arguing that
agreements between researchers in these fields is holding the field back, preventing
maturing etc. And you see titles like “Social innovation: Moving the field forward. A
conceptual framework” (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014). There is an assumption here that
firm definitions and frameworks if embraced by the whole field would bring or enable
insights, an assumption I find puzzling. My experience in Transit especially shows
that frameworks might be as big a hindrance as an advantage, as discussed in chap-
ter 5. And how will definition discussions bring us any closer to understanding the
phenomenon? Especially as the majority of these articles have no empirical data how
can they develop definitions (here my disciplinary background plays in). I support the
idea that spending time on definitions is generally not a fruitful endeavour getting us
closer to understanding:

It is, however, generally agreed that not too much attention needs to be paid
to questions of definition, for definitions serve only to delimit, not adequately
to describe (let alone explain) the object under investigation” (Lubmann,

1993, p.7).

Especially not before adequate empirical material is available. However, I do un-
derstand where this assumption is coming from. In a positivist view to gradually ac-
cumulate knowledge it is necessary to adhere strictly to agreed upon research designs,
methodologies, ontological frameworks etc. to ensure repeatability and comparability
of the research. I am not a positivist though, but I will also argue later drawing on
Law (2004) that even for researchers inclined to positivist perspectives there are some
problems with this preoccupation with definitions and conceptual frameworks on so-
cial innovation. However, I do concede as Pol & Ville (2009, p879) points out that to
“enhance interdisciplinary communication terminological consistency between disci-
plines is essential”, i.e. the term is currently so confusing that discussion about social
innovation is challenging.

Normative outcome focused definitions of social
innovation - solving social problems

The most widely shared focus and definition in social innovation, in modern times,
is on solving social problems (Gillwald, 2000; Pol and Ville, 2009; Dawson and Daniel,
2010; Grimm et al., 2013; Lawrence, Dover and Gallagher, 2014; van der Have and
Rubalcaba, 2016; Smith, 2017). This definition define social innovation in relation to
it’s goal like the prevalent “meeting unmet needs in society” (Moulaert et al., 2005;
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Mulgan, 2006; Mulgan et al., 2007; Howaldt and Schwarz, 2010). All reviews also
agree on this dominance (J. A. Phills, Deiglmeier and Miller, 2008; Pol and Ville,
2009).

'This is a product type definition as it focuses on the outcome, on solving a social
problem, on meeting an unmet need. This definition would sometimes not discern
between technological or any other type of innovation as they might all accomplish
the goal of meeting unmet needs. The difference between social innovation and social
change is the intentionality in innovation (Grimm et al. 2013).

Some of the opponents of this definition, some of them former colleagues of mine,
argue that its methodologically impossible to work with evaluative definitions. How
would you identify social innovations until years after the fact? And then how would
you study it if you like the Transit project aim to follow and participate in the inno-
vation process. I contend this is a challenge, yet another point I will return to further
down.

Another issue is the subjective and political nature of identifying social problems
(J. A. Phills, Deiglmeier and Miller, 2008; Pol and Ville, 2009; Dawson and Daniel,
2010; Lawrence, Dover and Gallagher, 2014; Smith, 2017). A lack of awareness that
the identification and description of problems itself can be contentious is common
both among our case studies but also in literature (Lawrence 2014). Lawrence (2014)
uses the example of “addiction to alcohol, drugs and gambling” being presented ob-
jectively as “behavioral problems of afluence” as if addiction and its causes are accept-
ed and understood generally. How much alcohol is too much? The sentiment on that
has changed hugely just in my life-time here in Denmark. And from my experience in
Korea I know that drinking soju (Korean 20% liqueur) is an accepted daily occurrence
for many. As Lawrence (2014, p318) comments “It is as thought the social innovator
emerges from and operates in a politics-free space, where social problems exist as in-
dependent entities”.

Within our own spheres we mostly agree on the importance of justice, health, bet-
ter education ete. (J. A. Phills, Deiglmeier and Miller, 2008), it becomes contentious
when moving beyond abstractions or between different cultures (Lawrence, Dover and
Gallagher, 2014). Changing the conditions for one societal group invariable worsens
it for another. An arch-typical example is tax differentiation between the rich and the
poor, raising tax on one group to lower it for another. “Meeting unmet needs” sounds
more simple on the surface, it sounds like providing food or education to the disad-
vantaged, but it is essentially the same as someone else needs to pay in the end. The
social construction of social problems is thus an issue of relevance (Abdelnour and
Branzei, 2010).

Process focused definitions of social innovation -
changes in social relations and practices

A range of definitions focus not on the outcome like doing social good, what I term
normative definitions, but on the type of process in question. Specifically many define
it as changes in social relations or practices (Mumford, 2002; Moulaert et al., 2005;
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Howaldt and Schwarz, 2010; Hochgerner, 2011; Moulaert, Maccallum and Mehmood,
2013; Ruiz and Parra, 2013; Cajaiba-Santana, 2014). Several scholars are very explicit
about this aspect:

Social innovation is very strongly a matter of process innovation — i.e.
changes in the dynamics of social relations (Moulaert et al. 2005, p1978)

With social innovations the innovation does not occur in the medium of
technical artefacts but at the level of social practice (Howaldt and Schwarz
2010, p. 21).

Other scholars go so far as denying that there could be any material aspect for an
innovation to be classified as social innovation:

First, because an answer to a social problem is not necessarily a social
innovation, even technical innovations might be aimed at solving social
problems. [...] Social innovations are non-material: their material outcomes
are solely a supplementary result [...[ social innovations are manifested
in changes of attitudes, behaviour, or perceptions, resulting in new social
practices. Third [... [ social innovation is about social change and this should
be the main characteristic to be put in evidence (Cajaiba-Santana 2014).

Indeed, some argue that that one of the primary connotations of social innovation is
its immateriality (Schubert, 2018), although I as visible have identified many alterna-
tive positions. I took the liberty of shortening Cajaiba-Santana’s definition, although
the main points remains clear. While Cajaiba-Santana (2014) does not reject focus on
social problems as valuable it argues that this has nothing to do with social innovation,
which is inherently and exclusively related to social change. I find several problems here
especially with the very strict non-material and non-technical definition. I understand
that it is a more straightforward definition as it is not evaluative/normative, and the
delimitation to other types of innovation phenomena is firm, which makes it easier to
conduct comparative case studies and makes the terminology very precise. TRANSIT
largely adopted this as a working definition, to my chagrin as I was present at the work-
shop where this happened (more on this in chapter 5). The argument in TRANSIT,
among others, was that this definition is not evaluative, i.e. you do not have to wait a
decade and look back to identify if a social problem was solved or not. The TRANSIT

definition is at least less excluding as it does not deny aspects of materiality:

A change in social relations, involving new ways of doing, organising,
framing and/or knowing. Objects of social innovation can be Ideas, objects
and/or activities. These are ‘socially innovative’— and can thus be referred to
as Social innovations’ - to the extent that they imply/demonstrate a change
in social relations (necessary condition) (Haxeltine et al., 2015)

First off, how can you ever have an innovation that is only social? OK, Cajaiba-
Santana (2014) do admit that there can be supplementary material outcomes, but take



CHAPTER 2.LITERATURE REVIEW

problems with climate change for instance, any technological solutions that alleviated
some of that problem would thus not be classified as being a social innovation. That
I might be convinced to agree on if the solution was strictly a technological fix like
somehow sucking CO2 out of the atmosphere, but then what about technologies or
material products that are used in a process to change practices and social relations?
Smart-phones and social networks like Facebook have undeniable changed social rela-
tions, we might discuss for decades if it’s a positive or negative change, but it certainly
is technologies with very social impacts. And if that is possible it by extension is also
possible to create other material objects that can solve some of the social problems
discussed under the previous definitions.

And yet another aspect, can you ever have technological innovations that do not
change something in the “social” either? Scholars from Science and Technology studies
(STS) have illustrated the impact of materiality on the social and vice versa for decades
(Akrich, 1992; Bijker, 1997; Latour and Woolgar, 2013), ultimately technologies are
socially constructed (Bijker and Law, 1992), and “The indivisibility of socio-techni-
cal dynamics has been a mainstay in sociological research” (Schubert, 2018, p. 377).
Products are innovative because they are different or better than previous products,
and thus enables us to do something different or better than previously, like driving
without interacting with the car leaving us to do other activities (we are not quite there
yet though) changing the social relation between driver and car. The car in itself can
be seen as a social innovation a century ago (Pol and Ville, 2009).

What I am getting at is that the definition is inherently contradictory, no social
innovations would fit within this delimitation if strictly non-material. Objects of so-
cial innovation might as well be technologies or products if that is the way to change
behavior and practice towards sustainable consumption for instance.

Lastly, the vast majority of scholars in social innovation are engaged because of
their ambition to solve social problems and would thus never accept this alternate
definition that could imply many other end-goals, like change management for in-
creased efficiency and profits in organizations. As Pol & Ville (2009) point out most
if not all business innovation would classify as social innovations. Even the scholars
touting these social relation definitions focus almost exclusively on social problems, a
bit curious that they then argue for definitions excluding that aspect. The consortium
in Transit itself also focused exclusively on social problems. I argue that you cannot
make a non-evaluative or non-normative definition when the majority of the schol-
ars, yourself included, are only engaged because of this normativity (voting quote).
Some of these scholars solve this issue by constructing multi-dimensional defini-
tions, i.e. requirements specifications.

Multi-dimensional definitions

'The definition by Cajaiba-Santana (2014) above is an example of a multi-dimen-
sional definition that delimits it to non-material innovation further specifying it as
manifested as “attitudes, behavior, or perceptions, resulting in new social practices”
and focusing on social change, making it a non-normative outcome-based definition.
A good example of a normative multi-dimensional definition of social innovation:
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A novel solution to a social problem that is more effective, efficient,
sustainable, or just than existing solutions and for which the value
created accrues primarily to society as a whole rather than private
individuals (). A. Phills, Deiglmeier and Miller, 2008, p. 36)

'The dimensions here are novel solutions, which show a lineage back to tradi-
tional innovation literature, and a normative aspect in evaluating value for society
that should accrue to society over individuals, which is the distinction to conven-
tional innovation. The process dimension is here absent though. The focus on novel
solutions is also a distinct camp within the social innovation literature (Lawrence
2014), inspired by the traditional innovation paradigm and is a way so see social in-
novations as products. However, changes in society or the tools for facilitating these
changes cannot always be described as novel solutions or products, which more focus
on traditional innovations except that they are evaluated against solving social prob-
lems rather than earning a profit. This is close to the idea in social entrepreneurship.
While this is of course also a valuable and necessary way to approach social prob-
lems, it falls short in a couple of areas I will expand on in the next sub-chapter.

Another dimension that has been used to describe and delimit social innovation
is scale. Some argue that social innovation is concerned with global problems that
affect us all (Cooperrider and Pasmore, 1991), akin to the assumption of social inno-
vation being transformative discussed below. Social innovations addressing climate
change is a good example. I would however argue that such change would always
start in the local in any case, even globalization is materially anchored locally after all
(Law and Hetherington, 2000), and it would thus be the local we need to study and
work with. Many also focus on locally situated problems like disadvantaged neigh-
borhoods (Moulaert and Nussbaumer, 2005). Moulaert has worked with social inno-
vation for more than twenty years, specifically within urban development, and is thus
one of the few scholars in the area from before it became “trendy”. Scale also work
in another direction with problems ranging from the very abstract like the financial
crisis (Biggs, Westley and Carpenter, 2010) to obesity problems for specific minori-
ty populations (Halkier, 2011). Our case studies in Transit also span this width with
RIPESS working to promote the solidarity economy very broadly speaking, to the
Seed Movement working on food diversity and seeds. While other case studies focus
on solutions at the local level, like Eco-villages and Transitions Towns that work on
living and consumption practices at the community level, while others like FIARE
(Credit Unions) work with lobbying the EU. Research in social innovation thus cov-
er all scales, although a few definitions try to restrict it to global problems.

There are many other dimensions used variously in different fields, for instance
focus on social systems, democracy, temporal dimensions, public participation etc.
However, the most prevalent focus is on social needs vs change in social relations
and/or systems plus the paradigm that mostly stay within and expand upon the
research done in business innovation. The biggest differences between multi-di-
mensional definitions is the strict excluding definitions where all cases must adhere
to a specification to be accepted, and loose descriptive definitions that have a list
of non-mandatory characteristics as guiding principles. Some strands of research
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choose to focus on the social aspect of all and any innovation:

The principles of innovation as an activity and a process are
fundamentally the same regardless of the type of innovation. The
distinctive characteristics of societal innovation are associated with
society and its citizens (Lehtola & Stahle 2014).

'This diffuse definition opens for a discussion what social innovation is about at all
in relation to the established field of innovation research? Is it a type, category or a
new paradigm? As visible above Moulart et al. (2005) is cited under both the process
and outcome view on social innovation, because they see it as a multidimensional
process of social change involving both satisfaction of unsatisfied human needs and
changes in social relations and practices:

1) satisfaction of human needs that are presently unmet; 2) changes
in social relations; and 3) an empowerment dimension in the form of
increasing socio-political capability and access to resources (Moulaert
et al., 2005).

Moulart et al. (2005) focuses explicitly on neighborhoods and local area develop-
ment, and here sees social innovation as an alternative to sectoral top-down strate-
gies in local development and include new forms of civic involvement, participation,
democratization, which in themselves could be seen as types of innovation. Smith
(2017) largely agree with this view on social innovation, as a more democratic ap-
proach to innovation. I could go on citing papers and relating to ever more dimen-
sions of social innovation or innovation areas. Why this plethora of definitions?

As Salter & Alexy (2014) says it seems “there is a whole industry of academics and
consultants putting new words in front of the word innovation”. I will here argue
against any definition of social innovation as a type and would argue that Moulart et
al. (2005) see social innovation as a paradigm rather than type as it encompasses so
many innovation types.

Paradigms, types and categories of (social) innovation

Several of the scholars cited so far attempt to define social innovation as a new
type in line with technological, organizational, sustainable, or production innovation
etc., and the challenge is simply to agree on the type delimitation. Several of the pa-
pers, and the most interesting from my perspective, do not attempt to strictly define
the concept but merely state their aim of solving social problems. And in-between
we have the multi-dimensional specifications that often try to satisfy both norma-
tive and objective aspects that from my perspective invariable run into difficulties as
they either become too restrictive, are contradictory, or end up not really defining
anything anyway. As mentioned the social and material is not divisible. A techno-
logical innovation is inherently social, otherwise it would not be successful and then
by definition not be an innovation at all, making the “social” in social innovation
redundant (Pol & Ville, 2009). Likewise, no social relation and social change can be
non-material.



SECTION 1

Returning shortly to the origin, Schumpeter (1949) saw social innovation as
distinct from but complementary to technological innovation, and a necessity to
attain and gain advantage from technological innovation. It is in this view thus an
organization-centered approach seen as new ways to organize business practices
(Neumeier, 2012), and by later scholars related to organizational innovation, knowl-
edge management innovation etc. (Pot and Vaas, 2008). Social innovation is here
a category distinct from technological innovation that is another distinct category.
Categories tend to have strict boundaries like Cajaiba-Santana (2014) that reject
materiality. This view though agree that social innovation is too complex and large a
phenomenon to be just another type. The category view though also run into prob-
lems, because where do types like social entrepreneurship or grassroots innovation
belong? From my experience at numerous conferences, workshops and seminars so-
cial entrepreneurship is invariable grouped as a subtype or even equivalent with so-
cial innovation, but a type very focused on products and services thus trying to co-op
traditional innovation types into solving social problems.

Social entrepreneurship would then break the boundaries of several of the defini-
tions. No, I would rather argue that social innovation is a new paradigm that can be
related to any and all types of innovation:

This approach considers social innovation more as a new innovation
paradigm, rather than a separate category of innovation [...] social
innovation refers to a large revitalization of the social aspects involved
in any kind of innovation, technological innovation included (van der
Have and Rubalcaba, 2016)

the question arises whether the technology-oriented innovation
paradigm that has been shaped by the industrial society is not
becoming increasingly less functional (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010 p15)

'The view by Van der have & rubalcaba (2016) is a bit too limited though as they
in the end backtrack and suggest further research on “complementarities between
social innovation and technological change”, which again view social innovation and
technological innovation as a dichotomy. Howaldt & Schwarz (2010) likewise see
social innovation in contrast to the prevailing technical innovation, although they
see social innovation more like a category of several innovation types like market,
management, political, or institutional innovations. Despite initially describing so-
cial innovation as a completely new paradigm coming to challenge the increasing-
ly dis-functional technology-oriented innovation paradigm Howaldt & Schwarz
(2010) falls back into a quite conventional understanding of innovation.

Van der have & rubalcaba (2016) like Dawson (2010), who broadly support the
paradigm idea, also end up supporting multi-dimensional definitions. However, this
misses the point I would argue as social innovation is not a type or a category. Van
der have & rubalcaba (2016) thus risk situating social innovation as merely an exten-
sion of traditional innovation research. As commented by Smith (2017, p1) “Social
innovation requires a transformation in innovation practices”. Viewed through a
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paradigm perspective, and with insights from ST, technological change whether
its innovative or not is firmly inside the boundaries of social innovation. The subject
matter or innovation type is irrelevant, it’s the innovation process and the purpose.

Smith (2017) takes outset in a series of case studies on makerspaces that on one
hand “tries to insert makerspace creativity into global manufacturing circuits under
business as usual” and on the other “anticipate more democratic relations in materi-
al culture and political economy”. Makerspaces is then a battleground between two
paradigms of innovation, although they often co-exist peacefully from observations
in our case studies, and an example of what Smith (2017) term innovation democra-
cy in action.

Social innovation as seen from the old paradigm aims to redirect innovation ca-
pacity towards goals of solving social problems. However, as Smith (2017, p2) also

point out this agenda does not make sense as:

“experience suggests interventions for social development work best and
endure longest when they build upon processes of citizen participation,
open deliberation and sensitive community development”

The new social innovation paradigm is then more complicated than adding a new
aspect, redirection conventional innovation capabilities, and then continuing with
business as usual. No, it refers to a completely new way to manage and facilitate in-
novation. Social innovation implies reinventing innovation itself. This leads to the
last part of my discussion on the transformative aspect of social innovation.

Social innovation is transformative

I will here argue that social innovation as a new paradigm is inherently transfor-
mative both in end and means. Social innovation is about solving social problem
through social or system change by most definitions (Pol and Ville, 2009; Lawrence,
Dover and Gallagher, 2014). It’s not about charity, like giving food to the hun-
gry, it’s about transforming society to prevent hunger in the first place, very roughly
speaking. However, as some argue it is not possible to be transformative while con-
forming to established systems and institutions:

Transformative innovations do not fit smoothly into these cultural and
social contours [the traditional innovation paradigm]- otherwise the
activity would conform to those conditions and hence could hardly
qualify as transformative (Smith 2017).

I would challenge a bit that social innovation cannot come out of established sys-
tems, which social entrepreneurship does to some extent, but I do contend that it is ill
suited to the purpose or at least fall short of solving all problems as the market is not
suited to finance all types of innovation (Pol & Ville 2009). One of the movements
to transform innovation systems have been to push to make them more democratic
(Stirling, 2014), by for instance “improving in any way, access by the least powerful
people, to the capacities for challenging power”(Smith and Stirling, 2016, p. 11) in
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innovation. This is akin to another of our social innovation case studies on Science
Shops that exactly try to make research resources available for disadvantages commu-
nities in society (Dorland and Jergensen, 2016), shaking up the established structure.
Other of our cases focus on social movements aiming to challenge systems in food
production, housing, banking etc. Likewise, Smith (2017, p5) see makerspaces “as a
potentially radical social innovation that is redistributing access and power in innova-
tion in society”, although that is maybe stretching the potential impact of makerspaces
a bit far as it looks currently (cf chapter 10).

Assumptions and breakdowns in social innovation
research

I have so far discussed some of the main camps in social innovation research and
will in this chapter quickly sum up the main assumptions:

* Social innovation is generally positive and apolitical, i.e. no ill side-effects and
« ”»
no “losers”.

* Social innovation is about social change - change in social relations, practices,
and systems.

* Social innovation is normative or cannot be normative, depending on which
camp you adhere to.

* Social Innovation can be defined, the different aspects studied, and the under-
standing of social innovation will increase cumulatively.

* Social innovation is distinct from technical/technological innovation
* Social innovation cannot have any material aspects — its inherently immaterial

* Social innovation is a new paradigm challenging the established technology-
or business-oriented innovation paradigm perpetrated by industrial society - a
new way to do innovation

'This is a list summarizing the most prevalent assumptions covered above. Some I can
understand, while not agreeing, while others I see as logically inconsistent. Lastly some
I agree on and understand but are methodologically impossible. I will in the remainder
of this section shortly discuss the problems I find in these assumptions.

Definitions arguing against any normative aspect lose the purpose of the large ma-
jority for working with social innovation and thus stand no chance of adoption. Non-
material and non-normative definitions also do not differ from business model inno-
vation, management innovation, governance innovation etc. that also focus on social
relations and practices.

Several definitions comes from armchair research — As argued by Alvesson and
Kiremann: “we would pay particular attention here to the interplay between theory and
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empirical material, thus focusing on how the inconsistencies and breakdowns derived
from empirical observation, rather than from (pure) theoretical speculation, may help
us to develop theory (Qualitative Research and Theory Development 2011)”. While
this is likewise not an empirical paper, I do not provide a definition but argue against a
definition, and this paper is written in the context of a large project on social innovation
with abundant empirical material that inspired the work and discussion in this article.

Likewise, as pointed out all the definitions rejecting materiality likewise seem
strange considering research on sociamateriality referred to above. Other researcher
inspired by STS also point out that material objects are necessary to transfer ideas,
knowledge etc. (Czarniawska-Joerges and Sevén, 2005). The definitions that accept
materiality but demand that it only be supplemental are more logically sound, although
I still disagree as there is no purpose for the requirement beyond creating a nice “vir-
tual” requirement specification for an innovation type that neither helps in studying
the phenomenon nor make insights more practically applicable.

A definition based on change of social relations, without any normative dimension,
is also far too general to say anything about anything. Again, in STS all innovation
types technical or not involve changes in social relations as shown by Bijker & Law

(1992).

By extension and drawing from my argument for supporting the normative view,
it makes no sense to put it in oppositions to technological innovations as it might be
instrumental as a means or an end to solve social problems.

Scholars working to establish firm definitions relate to the perception of science
as a use of “rigorous techniques for processing the data” that most text on qualitative
methods are about with grounded theory as a leading example (Alvesson, Skoldberg
and Skoldberg, 2009), in order to enable cumulative increase in knowledge. However,
making firm definitions of so complex an entity as social innovation is a fool’s errand
especially given the early stage, and the whole focus on rigorous methods problematic
(Law, 2004). Seeing the picture in figure 1 illustrates the situation, everyone is mak-
ing definitions based on their academic area or personal interest. Just instead of an el-
ephant imagine a phenomenon so complex that even without blindfolds the scholars
would only see one small part.

Lastly, while I support the idea that social innovation is a new paradigm, and we
need to transform the way we do innovation to be more democratic, most of the au-
thors supporting this perspective in the end fail to describe this new paradigm and end
up in a very traditional innovation perspective.
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Figure 2.2 - Blind men and elephant; From Charles Maurice Stebbins & Mary H. Coolidge, Gold-
en Treasury Readers: Primer (1909)

There are many more assumptions, and I could go on making arguments, but the
aim here is to find why and if social innovation is an interesting phenomenon to study
and if so find a solution to approach it.

Defamiliarizing Social innovation

I here defamiliarize the social innovation field to bring some new or alternative in-
sights (ref), which I have already weaved into the discussion above. Far back I worked
within ST'S (Science and technology studies), but I have for several years worked more
in the area of organizational research, innovation, and staging design processes, until a
seminar on materiality in social environmental science where I encountered affordance
theory. This was during the Transit project, three years ago, when this paper was start-
ing to take form. In these three years I went back to ST'S and have introduced perspec-
tives from this area into my research on social innovation and found it a great way to
defamiliarize social innovation. Changing the vocabulary by taking in an alternative
theory or framework like affordance theory (Gibson, 2014) and the ST area that it
led me back to is interesting partly because of the abundance of definitions rejecting
materiality in social innovation, and from the many insights on the impact of techno-
logical innovation on social change coming from STS (REF).

Also, as pointed out by recent research in social innovation the context is socioma-
teriel, the social does not exist in a vacuum independently from the material. Indeed,
social networks and materiality develop iteratively together (Law). And although we
can separate material and social aspects analytically, I support the perspective that the
aspects are inherently inseparable (Orlikowski, 2007; Lamprou, 2017). As already
mentioned above there is ample research within STS or inspired by the field show-
ing the social shaping of technology (Bijker and Law, 1992; Jergensen, Jorgensen

20



CHAPTER 2.LITERATURE REVIEW

and Clausen, 2009; Clausen and Gunn, 2015), the social impact of technology or
attempts to structure relations through materiality (Akrich, 1992; Dale and Burrell,
2008), and the role of materiality in facilitating innovation by enabling the travel of
ideas & knowledge (Czarniawska-Joerges and Sevén, 2005). A very succinct point for
social innovation that due to its nature is very knowledge intensive and rely on the
emergence and distribution of new ideas. Affordance theory is an old environmental
theory from the 70’ties that distinctly focuses on the material and especially the natural
environment (McGrenere and Ho, 2000; Gibson, 2014), but also man-made objects
like emails and ICT (Biilow, Lee and Panteli, 2016; Cardon, 2016). Affordances does
not discuss intentionality, agency, or the networks behind objects, it’s the possibilities
or limitations inherent in materiality & objects that structures or sets the boundaries
for agency. Materiality is in this way important in structuring the world both as a way
to enable agency of disadvantaged groups but can also enforce status quo. Affordance
theory forces the abstraction level even further down than most research within ST'S,
to the concrete and specific.

These approaches encourage alternative interpretations (Qualitative Research and
Theory Development 2011) and are vital to adequately understand social innovation
processes.

Discussion & Conclusion

So, is social innovation relevant and interesting? Having read extensively I would
say that most articles discussing social innovation definitions are not interesting.
Propositions from specialized academic areas, which most definition articles are, of-
ten fail to seem interesting to outsiders (Alvesson 2013; Davis 1971). Articles without
empirical data also often also fail to contribute with anything new, as pointed out by
Luhmann (1993) definition discussions only serve to delimit and not increase under-
standing. This is an especially salient point for new areas like social innovation that
suffer from a lack of empirical cases. However, there are several interesting insights
that show great promise.

Some of the most prevalent assumptions about social innovation is: its immaterial,
its dichotomous relationship with technical innovation, that it’s about social change,
that its apolitical, that it’s possible to cumulatively build up understanding of it if the
definition is firm and widely adopted, etc. I have rejected some assumptions while
embracing others. I essentially argue that social innovation can best be a new para-
digm in contrast to the old paradigm of business or for-profit-innovation. It is thus
not a type like business model, governance, grassroots, or product innovation. Neither
is it a category like material/technical/technological innovation that it is often set in
opposition to. It is both methodologically unfeasible to see such a complex field as a
type and makes little sense and would be akin to seeing all for-profit-innovation as
just one type with one definition, which any innovation handbooks prove that it’s not.
Therefore, I argue that the positivist dream of rigid definitions and methodologies lead-
ing to cumulative knowledge gathering is here unfeasible. It might well be possible for
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innovation types within a social innovation paradigm, types that are more specific and
clearly delimited, but not for the field as a whole.

As a paradigm it’s a completely new mode or system of innovation. Not only does it
aim to solve social problems through societal transformation, but it also aims to trans-
form the way we do innovation to be more democratic by the argument that we cannot
transform society while conforming to existing systems, institutions, and relations of
power in the process. This paradigm of social innovation can then involve all types of
innovations from new technologies, services and governance systems to completely al-
ternative societies. Even for-profit-innovation is welcome if it solves social problems in
the process (Pol & Ville, 2009). Innovation areas like grassroots innovation is then an
innovation type taking on specific social challenges, and Moulaert (2005) has developed
his specific innovation type within social innovation to deal with local social problems
in neighborhoods. The challenge and focus for researchers should then be to identify
and develop innovation types working with specific social challenges in specific areas,
to build up knowledge in these areas, instead of trying to make the whole paradigm of
social innovation conform. This process has already started with areas like user-driven
innovation, grassroots innovation, and other bottom up perspectives. It is not a denial
of businesses role in and ability to solve social problems either but points out that the
old paradigm is ill-suited to the purpose.

I also challenge the argument that social innovation is immaterial both in its means
and ends. As pointed out above research in STS and other areas have long shown that
technology is both socially shaped, have social impact, and can be used to facilitate
dispersion of new ideas and knowledge. By extension technology can likewise be a
means for solving social problems and facilitating social change, and thus be an object
of study in social innovation research.

However, little to no research have so far been done from an STS perspective on
social innovation. The two main journals in the field, Science, Technology, & Human
Values and Science & Technology Studies, have only a single article discussing social
innovation that neither references or is referenced by anyone else in the social innova-
tion field (Jover, 2008), and is very vague about its meanings and implications. I thus
encourage scholars embracing sociomaterial perspectives to engage in research in the
social innovation paradigm, for instance by looking at how technological innovation
can better solve social problem through a more inclusive a democratic innovation
process.

Lastly, how can social innovation then be approached considering its normative and
political nature? I suggest to not focus on solutions to specific social problems when re-
searching the paradigm more generally, but on how types of social innovation has been
facilitated, i.e. how to build foundations for types of social innovations processes. This
circumvent the normative aspect, because even though American and German society
might disagree on what constitutes a social problem, the study on how to facilitate
specific social innovation types leading to social change might have broad similarities
that can cross-fertilize each other. The challenge, as mentioned earlier, is then how
to define types within this new paradigm that allow broad comparisons but without
becoming so general that it is useless in practice like many of the social innovation
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definitions reviewed above.

A short note on the process vs outcome view, I see both as essential perspectives
for the paradigm but researched as different types. A process perspective is especially
relevant for policy makers for instance, to gain insight on how these innovations pro-
cesses can be facilitated.

'The case studies in Transit is then actually about providing spaces and foundations
for social innovations, focusing mostly of processes, while also studying distinct types
of social innovations. Like science shops that is a space facilitating new ways to devel-
op innovation through university-community partnerships, Desis labs that are spaces
for sustainable innovation design with communities, and FabLabs that as mentioned
by Smith (2017) are spaces for democratic relations in material culture. Moreover, all
three are either predominantly or often located at universities, which then might be
an innovation type within this new paradigm.
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| his chapter gives an outline of the dissertation through a table overview of the

articles and project reports included in the dissertation as different chapters,
followed by a collection of abstracts detailing the purpose, contents, and findings of
each chapter except the final discussion. The chapters that are either published or sub-
mitted articles follow the abstract format of the respective journals. These abstracts are
also to be found in the front of each chapter, and here only serve as an overview of the
dissertation. The dissertation also contains a certain amount of repetition because the
articles build on many of the same theoretical approaches. The theoretical framework
in chapter 4 is an expanded and integrated discussion of all the theoretical approach-
es used in the articles, and so each part of the framework is introduced several times.
Skimming chapter 4 or the theoretical frameworks in each chapter in section 4, would
eliminate most of the repetition.

Overview of reports and articles

Table 3.7 - overview of articles and project reports included in this dissertation

Title Authors Status
Deliverable D4.3: Julia Wittmayer, Flor Published as part of the
Methodological Guidelines | Avelino, Jens Dorland, Transit project.
for Batch 2 Bonno Pel, Michael Segaard | Excerpts included as part of
Jorgensen chapter 5.

Deliverable D4.4: Synthesis | Michael Segaard Jorgensen, | Published as part of the
across social innovation case | Flor Avelino, Jens Dorland, | Transit project.

studies, Part 1. Sarah Rach, and Julia Chapter 3 included, in an
Wittmayer amended version, as chap-
ter 7.
Detecting Social Innovation | Bonno Pel, Jens Dorland, Published in European
agents: Methodological re- [ Julia Wittmayer, Michael Public & Social Innovation
flections on units of analysis | Segaard Jergensen Review.
in dispersed transformation Included as chapter 6
processes
Empowering universi- Jens Dorland, Christian Presented at the 45/
ty-community interac- Clausen, Michael Segaard EASST conference 2016 in
tions through specific space | Jorgensen Barcelona.
configurations Submitted to Science and
Public Policy.
Included as chapter 10
A process perspective on the | Jens Dorland, Michael Planned for submission to
creation of an organizational | Segaard Jergensen Higher Education
space serving as a foundation Included as chapter 9

for social innovation at
universities
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'The constitution & config- | Jens Dorland Presented at ISIRC 2018 in
uration of organizations in Heidelberg.

Social Submitted to International
Innovation networks Review of Applied

Economics upon invitation.
Included as chapter 8

Building local agency for so- | Jens Dorland Planned for submission to
cial innovation through the Organisational Studies.
formation of transnational Included as chapter 11
networks

Beyond the publications described in table 3.1, there are many publications in
Transit that have not been directly included in this dissertation but are used through
references — notably the meta-analysis and database of critical turning points in the
life of local social innovation initiatives that I based some of my analysis on. The em-
pirical data from the meta-analysis is open access and available through the Transit

webpage (http://www.transitsocialinnovation.eu/sii).

Section 1 - Introduction

Chapter 2: Literature review

Purpose: To review the literature on social innovation to 1) identify or construct a
working definition for this dissertation, 2) identify gaps in the literature, and 3) estab-
lish if and why social innovation is an interesting field.

Summary: SI research has focused on definitions and conceptual developments
with few published empirical articles. I identify the main dimensions of the different
perspectives as: 1) process vs. outcome-based, 2) normative vs. objective, 3) material/
technical vs. social, 4) and various camps viewing social innovation as either a type, a
category, or a new paradigm. I find that a paradigm perspective makes the most sense
as a working definition both for methodological and logical reasons as the range of
phenomenon studied under the umbrella of social innovation can never conform to
a nicely delimited type. Most scholars agree that Social innovation is about solving
social problems, which with my paradigm definition can be through any means be
those technological innovations, new social relations, alternative practices, or inno-
vative governance systems, etc,. Lastly, I find the prevalent argument that social in-
novation is immaterial both in means and ends puzzling as research especially within
STS (science and technology studies) have long shown that technological innovation
is both socially shaped and have social impacts, which is a serious gap in the literature
so. As an extension of this argument, technological innovation can be both a solution
and facilitate social change.

Findings: Social innovation is best understood as an new innovation paradigm in
contrast to traditional for-profit-innovation and is thus a new way to conduct in-
novation that is more inclusive and democratic. However, the field lack from some
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narrow-minded and silo thinking, and could be well served by cross-fertilization from
Science and Technology studies that show how technology can both be a solution and
a facilitator of social change.

Section 2

Chapter 4: Perspective - The theoretical framework

Purpose: To explain the different perspectives and theories used throughout this
dissertation, how they complement each other, and focus on specific aspects of the
social innovation process.

Summary: The chapter has three main sections, 1) the introduction that covers my
material-semiotic perspective, flat relational ontology, as well as my view on agency &
empowerment that is of prime concern in this dissertation. 2) Cover my process view
on organizations and networks based on the concept of sensemaking in combination
with the relational and material-semiotic perspective. 3) Lastly, I draw in the staging
perspective based on Goffman (Goffman, 1959) and Clausen (Clausen and Yoshinaka,
2007) to work more strategic and intentionally with the social innovation process, as a
more action-oriented alternative to transition theory among others. As illustrated the
theories & perspectives in this dissertation is a bit an amalgam due to different work
was done at different times in relation to the research process in Transit, which has
also changed the focus in this dissertation over time.

Findings: I find that exploring “foreign” paradigms and ontological oscillation of-
fer some frame-breaking moments that challenges established assumptions and en-
courage rethinking. The combination of theories, especially the inclusion of material
& spatial perspectives, enable a focus on the material and local that has been lacking
in SI research.

Chapter 5: Methodology - The tools and research design
Purpose: To create an overview of and discuss the methodology and research de-
sign used both in Transit and this dissertation of gathering, order, and analyze data.

Summary: The chapter covers several distinct research activities. 1) The research
design, 2) the methodological guidelines for the two batches of case studies, which
largely failed in its intent to harmonize the case reports to facilitate easy comparison
and analysis, and the meta-analysis that generated the critical turnings points database.
3) A discussion of the problems inherent in Transit and the empirical data I can draw
upon in relation to my focus in this dissertation. 4) My approach to analytical general-
ization through typologizing that I have applied both in Transit and this dissertation,
which I chose and adapted in order to handle some of the limitations imposed by my
reliance on empirical data from Transit.

Findings/conclusion: The diffuse nature of social innovation combined with the
empirical diversity of the case reports required a reflexive approach. The meta-analysis,
however, served to solidify, substantiate, or falsify the findings from the comparative
analyzes.

32



CHAPTER 3. DISSERTATITION STRUCTURE

Chapter 6: Detecting Social Innovation agents: Methodological
reflections on units of analysis in dispersed transformation processes

Disclaimer: Published in The European Public & Social Innovation Review

(EPSIR), ISSN 2529-9824.

Abstract: Considering that it is important for the social innovation research field
to confront its methodological challenges, this contribution addresses the challenge of
choosing appropriate units of analysis. In processes of transformative social innovation,
the agency is distributed and therefore fundamentally difficult to detect and ascribe.
'This contribution addresses the challenge to develop methodologies that are consis-
tent with this relational ontology, critically evaluating the three main unit of analysis
choices that guided an international comparison of 20 transnational SI networks and
their local manifestations. Methodological lessons are drawn on the actors that SI can
be ascribed to, on the transnational agency through which it spreads and on the rele-
vant transformation contexts involved. This provides SI research with methodological
tools to handle the elusiveness of SI agency, a methodological challenge that becomes
particularly pressing in attempts towards systematic comparison of cases.

Section 3 - Empirical analysis

Chapter 7: Comparative analysis of our case studies on social
innovation

Disclaimer: Published as part of Deliverable D4.4: Synthesis across social innova-
tion case studies, Part 1.

Purpose: To give an overview and insight into the breadth of the empirical data
gathered through the case studies in Transit as well as details of the case studies through
representative examples.

Summary: The case studies in Transit were analyzed in two comparative reports,
D4.2 and D4.4. 'The two batches of the case studied used different methodological
guidelines, to take advantage of the insight gained from analysis of the first batch in the
second as part of iterative research design. I in my first analysis in Transit focused on
the development over time and organizational forms of the social innovation networks
we studied, and in the second analysis deepened the temporal and organizational focus,
as well as expanding with general characteristics like types of material manifestations,
social innovations, and resources observed in the cases. The analysis presented here
is thus very explorative and descriptive, and presented through a range of typologies.
Findings: When characterizing the networks along the generated ideal-types, I found
the embedded case set-up, assumptions about, and definition of social innovation
networks and local initiatives to be problematic. They are neither organizations, social
movements, nor distinct networks depending on the case in question. Many other in-
sights will be taken up in subsequent chapters.
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Chapter 8: Synthesis of typologies on the constitution of SI networks
Disclaimer: Preprint version. Submitted as a research article to International Review

of Applied Economics upon invitation. Presented at ISIRC 2018 in Heidelberg.

Purpose: To synthesize the typologies constructed through the various compara-
tive analyzes in Transit into a theoretical typology on the constitution of SI networks.

Summary: This contribution elaborates how SI networks & organizations are con-
figured to focus the dispersed agency of the members and facilitate different forms
of empowerment and societal change. This is done through the development of an
ideal-typology focusing on the constitution of SI networks through the dimensions
of network stability, network resources, macro-actor strength, and manifestations.
The base dimensions are developed from an extended range of typologies iteratively
constructed in Transit the last 4-5 years based on case studies within 20 SI networks.
Transit through a bottom-up focus looked at the distributed nature of SI agency, and
this chapter develops this perspective aiming to give practitioners, researchers and pol-
icymakers insight that can help them to empower SI initiatives.

Findings: The analysis led to seven ideal-types ordered in three categories: all-en-
compassing, secondary, and auxiliary networks. This typology contributes to a deeper
understanding of organizing concerning SI. The practical implications reside in the
mental models the typology afford on the different types of networks.

Section 4 - Discussion

Chapter 9: A process perspective on the creation of an organizational
space serving as a foundation for social innovation at universities

Purpose: To give insight into the bottom-up emergence and development of a spe-
cific social innovation initiative and its associated network, in contrast to the other
chapters that focus on the networks or more extensive selections of cases.

Summary: This chapter gives insight on how to stage the configuration of an ac-
tion-net that can serve as a foundation for an organizational space facilitating inter-
actions between universities and communities leading to social innovation. It is based
on a study of a Science Shop that operated at the Technical University of Denmark
from 1987-2012. 'This insight is based on an organizational process perspective, novel
to the field, drawing on the concepts of sensemaking, staging, and action-net inspired
by material-semiotics and symbolic interactionism. The discussion arrives at four fruit-
ful strategies for creating organizational spaces and provides valuable insight into the
empowerment potential of trans-local networking for local social innovation initiatives.
Lastly, the paper highlights and evaluates the combination and applicability of sense-
making, staging, and action-nets to understand organizing in network-organizations.

Findings: This contribution characterizes the type of organization represented by
one of our social innovation networks, how that network can be enacted by and em-
powers local initiatives. The chapter also arrives at four fruitful strategies for creating
and protecting spaces for social innovation at universities.
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Chapter 10: Empowering university-community interactions through

specific space configurations

Disclaimer: Preprint version. Submitted to Science and Public Policy. Presented at
the 4S/EASST conference 2016 in Barcelona.

Purpose: Taking a subset of case studies related to universities to make a cross-com-
parative analysis on the types of empowerment that space for SI at universities can fa-
cilitate, taking a step deeper in generalizing across the cases than the previous chapter.

Summary: Some see universities as a possible source of solutions for a sustainable
transition and societal challenge. This contribution sheds light on how universities can
help empower communities and solve societal challenges locally based on three multi-
site case studies on Desis Labs, Fab Labs, and Science Shops. This paper takes a so-
ciotechnical and flat relational perspective inspired by science and technology studies
(STS) focusing on the material and spatial aspects of how these spaces are configured,
to ensure the practical relevance for policymakers and practitioners. The analytical
generalization methodology condenses the qualitative data into a three-category ide-
al-typology encompassing affording-, mediation-, and impact-oriented spaces that
each represent a specific configuration of actors, researchers, students, communities,
spaces, infrastructure, equipment, facilitators, etc. The ideal-types each empower in
different ways, require different resources to create and operate, and translate differ-
ently into specific local contexts.

Findings: The analytical framework points at how materiality and social relations
can be combined and provide novel insights into the staging process of complex spac-
es. The typology illustrates the principle configurational elements observed across the
cases and point out three different ideal-types: affording spaces, mediating spaces, and
self-contained spaces.

Chapter 11: Building local agency for social innovation through the
formation of transnational networks

Purpose: To make a cross-comparative analysis across all the case studies, in contrast
to the two previous chapters that analyzed one or three specific cases focusing on
the local contexts. The chapter thus focuses on the significance of the international
networks for local agency and the construction of macro-actors.

Summary: In this paper I show the significance of transnational networks for social
innovation initiatives by analyzing: 1) how networks can increase the agency of local
initiatives, and 2) how the formation of networks that focus the dispersed agency of
its members — thus enabling interactions with and impact on dominant institutions
and international organizations — can be facilitated. I examine a database and 20 case
studies on social innovation networks, encompassing 300-500 interviews carried out
in the EU project TRANSIT from 2014-2017. This is done through a material-se-
miotic perspective based on a flat relational ontology inspired by actor-network the-
ory and organizations theory. I find that networks enable agency by on the one hand
constructing different types of macro-actors that are powerful enough to interact with
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other macro-actors, and on the other, providing four types of resources: legitimacy,
visibility, funding, and knowledge & peer-support, which local initiatives can enact
to gain agency locally.

Findings: The contribution sheds light on how to construct macro-actors and build
local agency through four types of resources, which happens through working on the
context, making resources available, and directly transferring resources to the local
initiatives. An interesting finding was that many of processes to build local agency are
indirect.
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Chapter 4

Perspective

Purpose: To explain the different perspectives and theories used throughout this
dissertation, how they complement each other, and focus on specific aspects of the
social innovation process.

Summary: The chapter has three main sections, 1) the introduction that covers my
material-semiotic perspective, flat relational ontology, as well as my view on agency &
empowerment that is of prime concern in this dissertation. 2) Cover my process view
on organizations and networks based on the concept of sensemaking in combination
with the relational and material-semiotic perspective. 3) Lastly, I draw in the staging
perspective based on Goffman (Goffman, 1959) and Clausen (Clausen and Yoshinaka,
2007) to work more strategic and intentionally with the social innovation process, as a
more action-oriented alternative to transition theory among others. As illustrated the
theories & perspectives in this dissertation is a bit an amalgam due to different work
was done at different times in relation to the research process in Transit, which has
also changed the focus in this dissertation over time.

Findings: I find that exploring “foreign” paradigms and ontological oscillation
offer some frame-breaking moments that challenges established assumptions and en-
courage rethinking. The combination of theories, especially the inclusion of material
& spatial perspectives, enable a focus on the material and local that has been lacking
in SI research.
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In this chapter we explain our main perspective(s) inspired by a flat relational on-
tology and a semiotics of materiality in the tradition of authors in ST like Latour
and Law (Latour and Strum, 1987; Law and Hetherington, 2000; Law, 2002; Latour,
2007).

However, this dissertation is an amalgam of different work done at different times,
some of it in relation to Transit, other in relation to other research projects, confer-
ences, or seminars. Three of the main chapters are composed of papers presented at dif-
ferent conferences and submitted to different journals. As a result, different approaches
and frameworks have been used, although I have kept a focus on material-semiotic sen-
sibilities and a flat relational ontology as guiding principles across the papers included
in this dissertation as well as the work I contributed to TRANSIT.

I will try to weave the different approaches together in this chapter to explain how
they create different types of insights that fit together, although they are not all easily
combined. This can be termed ontological oscillation which some would see as prob-
lematic (Burrell and Morgan, 1979), but I see as an advantage like Weick (1995, p. 35)
that argues it is a strength to oscillate ontologically as that helps to better understand
actions of people in everyday life who couldn’t care less about ontological perspectives.
As he comments “If people have multiple identities and deal with multiple realities,
why should we expect them to be ontological purists?” (Weick, 1995, p. 35). In either
case I think what Burrell & Morgan (1979) rails against is when people oscillate onto-
logically while being unaware of the fact, while Weick in his work and I in this disserta-
tion are very aware of oscillations, although we inevitably might miss some as Morgan
himself did (ref). One can question the extent to which it is possible to cross between
and master several perspectives (Burrell & Morgan, 1979), but as argued by Alvesson:

«

exploring “foreign” paradigms offer theorists a potentially “frame-
breaking experience” that challenges an established position and encourages

rethinking.” (Alvesson and Kirreman, 2011, p. 49)

I have thus shifted between perspectives across my different papers. While most
dissertations have written papers sequentially, I have written them partly in parallel,
enabling some coordination between them. They thus focus on three sub-questions
relating to my overall focus, and I have kept a material-semiotic aspect in all of them
to give them some common ground and adhere to a flat relational ontology, although
even within these boundaries there are several paradigms. Giving a short overview of
the three main contributions:

* Chapter 10 - analyzing Science Shops, FabLabs, and Desis Labs from a purely
material-semiotic and spatial approach inspired by actor-network theory and
work done on materiality and spatiality within science and technology studies.

* Chapter 11 - drawing on analyzing spanning all 20 cases in TRANSIT this
chapter likewise draws on material-semiotics inspired by ANT but with the
addition of organizational theory in the form of a macro-actor perspective ad-
vocated by Czarniawska (ref) among others.
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* Chapter 9 - goes further along the organizational theory trajectory and builds
a framework composed or a process view on organizations based on Weick and
communication theory, while still relating these approaches to a material-se-
miotic understanding.

'The chapters are listed in the order the papers they are based upon have been written,
illustrating the trajectory I have moved along during my research. I will in section 5
discuss how this comes together. The theoretical parts of chapters in section 4 may be
skipped as they to some degree are repetitions of this chapter albeit more condensed.
'The first section in this chapter is on material-semiotics and flat relational ontologies
that is the common denominator across the work presented in this dissertation, and
to some degree the research in Transit.

A material-semiotic perspective

A material-semiotic perspective means that I see relations as simultaneously mate-
rial and semiotic, i.e. relations between things and concepts. This means that an ob-
jects is not merely defined by its material characteristics but also the cultural concepts
we associate with it. Materiality is not simple in itself and “is not some prefabricated
stuff waiting out there” (Mathiasen and Koch, 2015), and materiality is furthermore
not a neutral notion (Carlile ez /., 2013) disciplines and cultures define it differently.
In an Euro-American perspective the most obvious is the material aspect, spaces like
offices, buildings, parks (Lefebvre, 1991), or absolute spaces that can be drawn in an
Euclidean coordinate system (Law, 2002; Harvey, 2004), or spaces as measurable dis-
tance (Taylor and Spicer, 2007). Research on organizations also illustrate how leader-
ship is materially constituted (Ford ez al., 2017), for instance in our idea that the suit
is the only appropriate dress-code for leaders.

The most tangible definition is that things are “made of matter”, of tangible “stuff”
(Law and Hetherington, 2000). And different stuff give different possibilities for ac-
tion that Gibson (Gibson, 2014) described as affordances. Objects and actors then are
a mix of inseparable material and semiotic aspects. While an object like a hammer may
seem very fixed many different meanings can be prescribed to it, i.e. a tool, a weapon,
an archaeological artefact, a religious or ideologic symbol etc. We can never not under-
stand an object through some interpretation though, making the material and semiotic
inseparable. I will discuss this aspect in relation to sensemaking in the next chapter.
Although I argue materiality and semiotics are inseparable that does not prevent me
from discussing and analyzing the aspects separately. I will refer to materiality when I
discuss that aspect specifically, and object when discussing the whole.

From a material-semiotic perspective it is the many non-human actors or objects
that have been linked up in actor-networks that lends permanence to human relations
and enable interactions to extend into something “permanent” spanning across space
and time, like organizations. Human society is thus built upon objects that have left
the hands of their creators and enter associations with other actors. Latour (1987)
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contrasts this to baboons where interactions and relations are ephemeral as they do
not use objects to stabilize their society:

Primates have only their bodies and their physical co-presence in the here
and now with which to construct social relations and they therefore must
re-construct these relations anew at every moment (Belliger and Krieger,

2016, p. 140) (should use original latour ref)

Which prevents primates from ever assembling larger and larger networks. It is thus
non-human actors that make us human, and the social world is made up of associations
between human and non-human actors, of networks.

One of the problems in material-semiotic research is that parts of the tradition
may be imagined as a machine for “waging war” on the material aspect of space (Law,
1999b), which is ironic as ANT as one of the main material-semiotic approaches ad-
vocates the agency of non-human actors. Latour (1994) for instance has an inclination
to root the relationship between humans and non-humans in signs (Putnam, 2013),
like in the way a red-light signals stop or a speed bump slows down traffic like a silent
policeman. In these examples Putnam (2013) argue that the theory of meaning between
humans and non-humans is governed by signs in which the humans give meaning to
objects rather than meaning emanating from features or characteristics of the materi-
al, which then privileges the social. Part of the work of Law (Law, 1999b, 2002; Law
and Hetherington, 2000; Law and Moser, 2012) has been to challenge this neglect of
materiality in the relational networks that are the foci of ANT, raising the issue that
non-human actors becomes detached from the structuring effect of the material, which
we in this paper as mentioned term affordances (Gibson, 1977). Other research like-
wise criticizes sociomaterial research of neglecting the material or putting too much

emphasis on the social (Bansal and Knox-Hayes, 2013).

Affordances is a concept that focuses on the action possibilities given by objects
(McGrenere and Ho, 2000; Gibson, 2014), especially the natural environment, but
also man-made objects like emails and ICT (Biilow, Lee and Panteli, 2016; Cardon,
2016a). Affordances does not discuss intentionality, agency, or the networks behind
objects, it’s the possibilities or limitations inherent in their material form or environ-
ment that structures or sets the boundaries for agency, as discussed in the sub-chapter
on agency. Unlike empowerment it is passive; it is simply actors taking advantage of
possibilities. Indeed, affordances only emerge through the actions of individuals; they
are the properties of the action capabilities of actors. A bridge can be walked; water
cannot, unless you are a Water Strider. So, while the actor and the environment make
an inseparable pair (McGrenere & Ho 2000), materiality is in this way important in
structuring the world. Another aspect of the materiality is distance, like a magnet that
only functions within a certain distance of a fridge, or a ship that only retain its func-
tion while its components are within a distance-margin from each other (Law, 2002).
It is clear here that action possibilities depend both on the nature of the material and
the actor relating to it, affordances are thus inherent in the relation between the two.
Another example is a computer, it only provides actions possibilities for actors that
know how to use it, and only within a network that provides electricity, Wi-Fi, and
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other infrastructure.

A relational aspect is the scripts designers can embed in objects as studied by Akrich
(1992). Objects here are constructed in a network (like a design project) that influences
the material form of an object, with an intention to structure the relations and network
the object will interact in. Scripts then function through a mix of taking advantage of
action possibilities of the material as well as understanding the cultural aspects like
norms that users will associate with the designed object.

However, scripts might fail or be de-scripted in unexpected ways, providing radi-
cally different action possibilities than envisioned, i.e. objects do not necessarily act as
intended or expected by designer and recipients. ANT relates this to a process called
translation (discussed later), so objects are also actors in their own right as they can
affect or control how we act beyond the control of either the designers and the users.
In our perspective every design, be it an object or a space, bears some inscriptions from
the designers, a “vision of (or prediction about) the world in the technical content of
the new object” (Akrich 1992). A FabLab often has an intention behind it, a script,
or in the very least the specific machines in a FabLab does. Science Shops and Desis
stage different physical spaces for interaction with scripts intending to facilitate them.

The point here is that although we might prescribe subjective meanings to objects
and the material, like the value of gold or importance of access to green areas in cities,
materiality does have inherent characteristics that structure interactions and relations.
Scripts are overt attempts to affect, shape, or take advantage of this materiality.

I will spend the rest of this sub-chapter to expand upon specific places. This is an
interesting discussion for the Transit research as we have researched 20 ideas & con-
cepts for social innovation anchored in many distinct places. The difference between
how an idea is translated and develop we assume is related to the particularities of a
place, among other things.

Places and immutable mobiles

Places have developed into a very specific term referring to specific local spaces
(Taylor and Spicer, 2007). Places have peculiarities and heterogeneities [..] special sto-
ries and local customs (Casey, 2003), which affect how local manifestations of global
concepts emerge, how ideas & concepts are translated and take root. The concepts we
have studies in out cases like Impact Hubs, FabLabs, or Time Banks stems from re-
lational spaces, and are abstractions and generalizations of a specific space or object.
'There was a first FabLab, Impact Hub, or Time Bank before it become a concept that
traveled. It aligns with Casey’s (2003) perspective that everything starts from the spe-
cific before becoming abstract.

With a ship metaphor, we have the archetypal ship and then we have Titanic or the
Mayflower that are specific translations of the ship concept. These specific ships are in-
tersections of material and relational spaces (relational spaces are discussed in the next
subchapter). These archetypes of material objects like ships, knives, tables, houses are
like immutable mobiles (Latour, 1987), ideas that travel with an immutable core that
suffers little or no translation. However, in these examples the first material object that
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gave birth to these archetypes are lost in the mist of time.

The idea of immutable mobiles can bring something to the discussion on what is
traveling between places, and what the significance of the places where these concepts
land is. For instance, what role & impact do the concepts of science shops, Desis labs,

or FabLabs have? Which i try to answer in chapter 10.

Czarniawska-Joerges & Sevén (2005) from organizational studies argue that ideas
need a material form to travel, they need to materialize, often in text but also through
bodies, our minds, and personal interactions. Ideas of a space like a Fablab is then
translated not merely diffused (Czarniawska-Joerges and Sevén, 2005), which always
involve transformation. There are examples of concepts traveling without the label and
labels being applied in name only (Solli, Demediuk and Sims, 2005). However, the
core function must somehow stay the same, there must be an immutable mobile at the
core or it is something new, something else, or by extension you could also conclude
that the concept did not provide anything or is empty. The survival or stability of these
archetypes are not interesting in itself, but to understand what the core is, what must
be immutable to enable a new Science Shop or FabLab is practically relevant to advise
stakeholders. The degree of desired immutability is also an interesting discussion I will
take up later, as there is often a trade-off between diffusion & flexibility and control
& immutability.

Returning to the discussion of place particularities. Take the concept of a house, and
compare Greece, Denmark, and South Korea. Greece has such a warm climate that
insulation and heating is of less importance (although cooling might be important),
and the climate also renders the house less important as residents can stay outside for
much of the year. Denmark places a premium on good insulation and heating, and
bigger houses as houses are more important as the context for a bigger portion of our
life, as we cannot stay outside during much of the year. Korea share characteristics of
both places, as there is both extreme heat and cold during the year, putting a premium
both on heating and cooling. However, due to historical practices almost all heating
needs to be floor-heating, which in Denmark is a novelty or luxury addition. And due
to the high population density and mountainous geography of Korea most housing is
also apartment buildings, where Denmark is predominantly individual houses. Taking
an example from our cases, the Living Knowledge network. How a new science shop
can be founded at a university depends both on national legislations and university
governance, i.e. do they have project-based education, is there a policy requirement
of social responsibility, can science shop projects award ECTS-points, are there po-
tential clients in the local context, are staft used to interacting with communities etc.

As illustrated places are also inherently material-semiotic. There are inescapable
material aspects like climate and geography, but how to interpret, measure and handle
these are relationally contingent. Specific networks have developed, like universities,
that are historically and socially embedded and thus have particularities that must be
understood as well.

Sociomateriality and material-semiotics
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One a side-note, sociomaterial is also often used to connote the perspective I have
discussed above with or without a hyphen. Actor-network theory was originally not
sociomaterial, it merely advocated the idea of generalized symmetry that meant that
human and non-human actors should be described in the same terms. There was then
no presupposed difference between humans and objects, which would appear as rela-
tional effects in the network over time. ANT in that description does not take a stance
on sociomateriality, but in effect see them as separate but entangled as most actors
would be made up of both human and non-human actors. In practice the social was
often favored and as mentioned Law (ref) saw the conception of materiality in ANT
as insufficient, and was the first proponent of using the term material-semiotic instead
of ANT as he saw it more a family of methods than a specific approach, after which his
research started to diverge in a different direction than the other forefathers of ANT,
focusing more on the material aspects.

'The problem in research on sociomateriality is that the socio and the materiality are
often construed as being two distinct and separable parts, where as described above I
view all actors as inherently and inseparably both. {Bansal2013} also make a convinc-
ing argument that researchers within sociomateriality have also neglected the material
like Law (ref) argues, although {Bansal2013} also claims that the natural environment
exists independently of the social, which has been termed a “soft” approach to socioma-
teriality (Lamprou, 2017). 'That might be so but understanding and interpretation of
the natural environment is inherently social, I will thus stay with my argument that
the material and semiotic is inseparable. Lamprou (2017) also support the argument
that the material and social are inseparable at an ontological level, referred to as the
“strong” sociomaterial approach. However, I will like {Bansal2013} refrain from using
socio-material to free myself from some of the historical baggage of that concept that
I disagree with or find problematic with my current focus. I thus like Law find mate-
rial-semiotic a clearer term, although I use it in a similar manner as Lamprou (2017)
use sociomateriality.

Summary
* All objects are inseparably and simultaneously material and semiotic

* Materiality is not a neutral notion, we prescribe meanings to materiality and
enact it differently depending on...

* Materiality & objects have certain affordances that structure interactions and
relations, but the action possibilities inherent in an object is a characteristic of
the relation between that object and an actor.

* Affordances of materiality can be manipulated through scripts. ..

'This is also not an Actor-network theory (ANT) approach, but is inspired by ANT
which is a disparate family of material-semiotic tools, sensibilities, and methods of
analysis, a diaspora that overlaps with many other intellectual traditions (Law 2009a).
ANT can be seen as a particular empirical translation of post-structuralism, and many
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not embroiled in the tradition relate it to a distinct form of ANT as it was seen around
1990 (ibid), which we here try to avoid. ANT is in other words not a specific or co-

herent approach that is another reason I here term our approach as material-semiotic.

A flat relational ontology.

'The first issue is that in a flat relational ontology the divisions between global and lo-
cal is as mentioned by Law & Hetherington (2000) a relational effect. This is important
to understand the interaction between LSIs and their global networks and other mac-
ro-actors. T'o handle scales/levels in a flat relational ontology we talk of macro-actors
and punctualizations. In the process called punctualization several actors, a network,
is grouped into a single actor that can be an international organization like Ashoka
(Latour, 1999a). A macro-actor is thus a network, an association between actors, with
a spokesperson equipped with a “voice” to speak and act on its behalf (Czarniawska
and Hernes, 2005a). The difference between micro- and macro-actors is not in any
ontological differences but due to negotiations and associations, and the macro-actor
still exists on equal terms with any other actor, be it an individual or another organi-
zation. Such punctualizations only hold if the behavior, the input and output of the
actor, remains stable and predictable. When an organization is unpredictable, when you
need to understand or relate with specific actors inside the network the punctualization
breaks. Organizations or networks negotiate internally on their aims, activities, orga-
nizations etc. to reach a degree of stability to be seen as an actor, sometimes referred
to as strategic essentialism (Ashcroft, Griffiths and Tiffin, 2013). It is unlikely that an
organization like the UN would ever be punctualized due to its size and complexity,
you would always relate to at least specific parts of it, the security council or a specific
agency. The question in our analysis is if any of the entities in our cases are stable and
predictable enough to hold a punctualization, and if the actors we follow themselves
understand these networks as punctualized actors. Punctualized networks & macro-ac-
tors is then how I represents global organizations in a flat relational ontology, and more
importantly give advice on how to construct such macro-actors enabling practitioners
to enter interactions with organizations like the EU commission, the EU or national
parliaments, national tax authorities, various UN agencies, or international sources of
funding like foundations.

A couple of examples to illustrate the implications of a flat ontology. In the tra-
ditional perspective you would see the US and China as two international actors, on
a completely different level or scale than individual people like you and me. Donald
Trump is an individual though, who may at this moment (April 2018) be starting
a trade war with China. As he is the leader of the US we may however just see him
as either the spokesperson of that global actor, or maybe even synonymous with the
US or at least the White House, although internal divisions in the US and even the
White House itself seems to make those macro-actors cracking at their seams cur-
rently. However, other individuals have an impact on what Donald Trump does, how
he acts, like his trade or financial advisers. Thus, individuals can interact directly with
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global actors, they exist on the same level or scale. The influence or power of such indi-
viduals is dependent on their position in their network as pointed out by Law (2000).
So, Donald Trump only has influence because of his position as president, supported
by various US institutions like the constitution (another type of network), and these
advisers have influence due to their personal relationship to the president. There are
few institutions supporting their position though, and can thus easily come and go.
However, they can also influence the president in other ways, by controlling the in-
formation available, and through low-level means like removing documents from his
desk or changing their order.

Another example from South Korea. The former president Geun-hye Park was
recently sentenced to prison for corruption. When she was a president she likewise
represented South Korea. One of the issues that got her impeached was that she al-
lowed her childhood friend Choi Soon-sil to get “unwarranted access to the business
of government”. Her friend was not a democratically elected official and was not part
of the presidential administration. She was truly an individual that had affected how
the global entity South Korea had acted, without having a “legitimate” position in the
network supported by any institutions. This was unacceptable and illegal and led to
the impeachment. In any case, this illustrated our point that it is always individuals
that does something, the US or South Korea cannot 4o something as they are merely
abstract entities, or what I would call punctualized networks and macro-actors, whose
influence can be wielded by individuals with all the restraints that the position of a

public office has.

In a flat relational ontology, the differences in power then relates to the specific po-
sitions in the network. Donald Trump has the power he has because he sits at a special
place in a network, the oval office, he has maneuvered himself into being a spokesper-
son for a very powerful macro-actors, the US. The network is kept together by objects
like the American constitution, the department of justice, the political parties, the
financial system etc. These “institutions” likewise does not exist on a different level
than individuals. Whoever sits as the United States Attorney General is likewise an
individual. These big networks can in many instances be regarded as actors though as
they behave in predictable ways. It all depends on the focus of research, if you want to
blackbox a network and regard it as an actors, which is only possible if it is predictable
to some extent. If we were trying to understand Mr. Trump, he, his family, advisers,
and several key persons in the capital would be individuals in our analysis, while the
UN, the EU and other “global” actors might be punctualized to be just that, actors.
Punctualisations like any theoretical concept serve to simplify the world, and if the
actors behave predictable in relation to the focus of the research there is no reason or
necessity to study those networks in any more detail.

As is apparent in our explanation, all actors are networks and all networks are actors.
Even Donald Trump himself is a punctualization. If doing a psychological analysis, he
could be dissected into different actors and networks, to understand his different iden-
tities, constructing an explanatory model for why he acts as he does, his background,
chemistry, relations, identity etc. Or alternatively he could be seen as a social construct
as discussed in the next section on agency.
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So, in a flat relational ontology everything exists on a continuum from the big-
gest network like the UN down to internal workings of the human body. It is hard
to imagine the research question that would connect micro-biology of an individuals
with the workings of the UN and depict it in the same network, but it would certainly
be interesting.

Macro-actors are especially pertinent to the focus of this dissertation because con-
structing macro-actors is one of the only ways for local initiatives to interact with
other macro-actors, like dominant institutions, many of which are the target for their
transformative ambitions. An individual Science Shop is not a legitimate partner in
the research programs of the EU commission, while the Living Knowledge network
is. Likewise, the individual Eco-village or Transition Town do not have the “power”
to influence our consumption practice, a dominant institution. Our case subjects range
from traditional hierarchical organizations like Ashoka that are easily identifiable as
macro-actors, to very loose social networks like the Seed Movement that require much
more work to configure their network into a macro-actor seen as legitimate by influ-
ential actors of relevance.

Macro-actor is a rather unspecific term though, as it potentially refers to any ac-
tor-network composed of more than two identifiable actors. Organizations can be seen
as complicated sets of macro-actors while the organization itself is also a macro-actors
(Czarniawska-Joerges and Hernes, 2005). It depends on perspective, on what it punc-
tualized, what the unit of analysis is in the specific case. In this dissertation I generally
use the term macro-actor to refer to the leviathans of organizations, the macro-actors
that are large enough affect world or national events likes the EU, the IMF, Google,
national authorities etc. And the macro-actors powerful enough to interact with these
leviathans. The purpose of many of our networks of local social innovations, I will argue,
is to actually construct macro-actors of sufficient power to enter into these interactions,
like the Living Knowledge network that through interactions with the EU commission
tried and succeeded to insert community-based research into the agenda of the EU.

A short note on power. In many material-semiotic studies “the issue of power and
construction of macro-actors become secondary” (Czarniawska and Hernes, 2005a).
And while these approaches stand accused of lacking a power perspective, they on the
contrary attack the conventional approach to power seeing it as the effect or results
rather than the cause of events and actions (Ibid). This dissertation in contrast to most
material-semiotic research has the construction of macro-actors as one of the main
focal points. The construction of macro-actors is the endowment of power, or the
pooling together of power, of a network to create an entity that is powerful enough to
enter into certain relations & interactions. Social innovation networks might become
macro-actors both through overt construction, natural development, or serendipity. As
macro-actors they might act to empower the network, and local initiatives might enact
them locally to wield their “power”. This is a large part of their function and why the
emergence of power and macro-actors is a critical discussion in one of the chapters.

Relational Spaces

Material-semiotic approaches like ANT is as mentioned focused on relations
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between actors, called networks, so focused that the material aspects are often ne-
glected (Law, 1999a). This is problematic as relational and material spaces are co-de-
pendent, to make an object in one space it may be necessary to work in another (Law
and Hetherington, 2000; Law, 2002), or put another way the spaces and places around
us construct us as we construct them” (Dale and Burrell, 2008). This is akin to the idea
of enacted sensemaking by Weick (1988) that describes the process where we in our
sensemaking process effects the context just as the context affects our sensemaking
process, although he does not discuss materiality specifically. While I above argued for
the inseparable nature of materiality and semiotics, I here argue that material spaces
and relational spaces are distinct. This is not a contradiction. The meaning of a mate-
rial space like an office-building is still inherently social. However, a relational space,
a network, while it is materially constituted is not necessarily tied to a specific place
especially since the advent of ICT (Castells, 2010). Indeed, the spatial context of or-
ganizing have been destabilized (Bock, 2016).

Objects and spaces are then always enacted in a multi-space manner and depends
on their inter-relation for stability. ScS or FabLabs need to work in relational space to
establish, obtain funding, resources etc. Additionally, the physical placement of their
contact point and the specific department their lab or office is located at, will affect the
relations that are established or maintained and by extension the possibilities to obtain
resources. Indeed, purely relational spaces do not exist, but there is a large variation in
how tightly an entity is materially anchored and linked to places.

Relational space is also where agency and intention of humans enter the picture,
of empowerment and scripts, as agency is when any actor influences another (Sayes,
2014). Agency might be gained from the affordance of an object, the environment, or
other actors might actively bestow agency through interactions — which I term em-
powerment — like donating funding through charity.

To understand this argument, it is important to keep in mind that a vessel like a
ship, its affordances, and the system it operates within are made by relational means.
The mathematics of engineering, the convention of SI-units, maritime law, education
of navigators and captains, wharfs, the system of harbors, supplies, fuel etc. are all
relational spaces composed of actors with intentions. However, as put by a geogra-
pher these spaces exiszs only because objects exist and relate to each other in material space
(Harvey, 2004).

Elaborating a bit on this interrelation of spaces, the ship in our example is mobile
in material space while static in relational space. All the objects, actors, and networks
need to retain their position and function in relation to each for the ship to work. Itis
this constancy that enables its material mobility, so it can sail from London to Seoul,
that Latour terms an immutable mobile (Latour 1986). The concepts of ScS, Desis
Labs, and FabLabs are immutable mobiles, they travel from one university to another
while retaining a core form & function. Entering an Argentinian FabLab , we assume,
will on some level resemble entering a Danish FabLab. The claim by Latour (1986) is
that immutability is necessary to move and survive, while mediating (Latour, 2007) or
negotiating aspects outside the core likewise is crucial to adapt to new contexts. Sailing
in the artic requires something different than the Indian ocean and relating to the
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Chinese coastguard requires different papers than the American coastguard, while at
the core being the same activity. This is an alternative framing of why and how one-size
does not fit all (Benneworth, Pinheiro and Sanchez-Barrioluengo, 2016). Immutability
though is about movement, something moves, and the question is about the stability
of the subject, which we assume is also a political fight between sender and recipient

of such concepts like a FabLab or Science Shop.

Another type of relational space is a development project in a company or an educa-
tion at a university. Both are relational constructs separate from specific material spac-
es, while still interlocked with them through university campuses or proto-typing labs.
However, you cannot create an education without simultaneously creating a material
space, intentional or not, where it manifests even if only digitally’. An even more po-
tent example is communication, interaction at a distance is impossible without objects
(Law and Hetherington, 2000). Hundreds of years ago interaction at a distance entailed
strong physical objects. A signed and sealed missive going from London to its colonies.
'The materiality of the missive, the network of couriers and modes of transportation
used to deliver it. It is a mix of different spaces intruding into each other, enabled by
the affordance of “things”, like paper, ships, horses, seals etc., and made necessary by
the physical distance. The affordance of ICT have changed modern organizations and
changed the relevance of physical distance (Bilow, Lee and Panteli, 2016; Cardon,
2016b), while heavily depending on the material objects ICT is built upon instead.

While this discussion may seem banal, ANT and the literature on empowerment,
social innovation, and topics like university-community interactions that one of the
chapters in section 4 focuses on seem to neglect the simple aspect of materiality. Indeed,
many lines of research in ST'S seems to think that we can control, create or enact rela-
tional spaces at will and control the materiality that it forms. Clausen and Yoshinaka
(2007) in their seminal article on staging socio-technical spaces, despite working with
the material & technical, neglect the impact and affordance of materiality in the work
environment, physical distance, and the specificities of the place where staging of their
spaces take place. Nonetheless, we find the notion of staging, building on participatory
innovation, crucial. Staging is the process of assembling actors, mobilization of find-
ings, asking “Who’s in? Who’s out?”, including facilitating instruments and designed
objects, and generally setting up a space where interactions can play out (Clausen and
Yoshinaka, 2007; Clausen and Gunn, 2015). This process and the outcome I call con-
figuring and configuration, as staging is an attempt to move actors in a network into
specific configurations.

Rounding off the topic of relational spaces, its important to make clear that from
this perspective there can be no social relations and relational space without the con-
text of material space and vice versa. Indeed, the argument by Law (2002) is that cre-
ating a relational space have material consequences. I will go even further and claim
that changes in material space likewise affect or enact relational and material spaces
in an iterative process.

1 “Virtual” reality, or digital spaces, is also material as discussed earlier.
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Agency

The location of agency, who exercises agency, is a pertinent question for materi-
al-semiotic approaches. We stick to a very straightforward but not simple definition of
agency ‘as something that makes a difference in the course of another agent’s actions”
(Latour, 2007). This does not necessarily exclude or contradict some of the conceptu-
alizations of agency that has been going on in sociology. And there is still the question
of how something obtains agency. So, I will start from the beginning.

There are many explanatory models for agency. From my perspective none of them
are true are false, but there are better and worse approximations and explanatory models
for what is going on. Better and worse often relates to specific times and/or contexts.
I will argue that what was a good approximation 50 years ago may no longer be so be-
cause we have changed as a society, family patterns, careers, disappearance of life-time
employment, education, social media etc. Social science thus has to keep enhancing or
changing old models or create new ones in an endless conversation, the different mod-
els within institutional theory being a good example (Abdelnour 2017). The context of
interest for this dissertation is networks & organizations and societal change, which
make some models and discussions more interesting than others. I as mentioned have
a flat relational ontology, which does not prescribe to institutions as it has often been
conceptualized especially in early institutional theory:

‘that organizations, and the individuals who populate them, are suspended
in a web of values, norms, rules, beliefs, and taken for-granted assumptions,
that are at least partially of their own making’ (Barley & Tolbert, 1997, p.
93) »

This build on a view on institutions as large and complex structures existing mostly
apart from the individual constraining their agency. I accept the idea of institutions
but in a flat relational ontology an institution is an actor and a network just like any
other actor, albeit usually a large network. If an institution is constraining an actor it
is because it is acting on him, it has agency. Individuals actors can likewise act on the
institution, possible changing it. Newer camps within institutional theory also prescribe
to the powerful individual actors view, the agentic turn in institutional theory as it’s
called (Abdelnour 2017). My material semiotics are likewise actor-centric, but it is not
human-centric, which I will return to.

'The theoretical conundrum for institutional theory, at least the variant with powerful
actors, is that for actors to be able to change institutions they need to be dis-embed-
ded from them, and then they would by some definitions not really be institutions in
the first place. In our view we have two actors interacting with each other. Power in
our relational ontology comes from the size and reach of a network, and the position
of the actor wielding the power. So, by mobilizing other actors it might be possible to
build an opposing actor-network that can challenge an institution.

A thought example based on recent events, the MeToo movement. When I visit-
ed Korea for the first time in 2009, I remember a case were a high-profile entertainer
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committed suicide, and left a note citing abuse as the cause. T'o my surprise many of my
Korean acquaintances at the time were not shocked, and some of them even disdainful.
'The sentiment of the disdainful was that you should expect that kind of abuse in that
industry, everyone knows that, if she was not willing she should not have entered it.
'The police did start a case, but her manager was acquitted. Abuse thus seemed to be a
small institution, especially in showbiz. However, now in 2018 the MeToo movement
is a large issue in Korea (like everywhere it seems). Politicians, actors, businessmen,
academics, powerful figures across society have had to resign their jobs, and a few even
committed suicide. So, an institution is starting to change and a new one develops, it
seems. What happened here is that a network was constructed through media, social
media, advocacy groups, networks, etc. of a size that could reach out of the US where
it started and be enacted in South Korea. How this happened specifically could likely
be a dissertation in itself, here I merely use a simple version to illustrate the explana-

tory model.

Had an actor been completely embedded in an institution they would not have con-
sidered to resists of course. However, the social is not something we exist in. We as
mentioned see everything as material-semiotic. Institutions are thus materially man-
ifested in our context. And as we move from one context to another, we move in and
out of the influence of different institutions to some degree. Actors having lived abroad
would thus have tried living outside the Korean institutions, and would realize the in-
stitution for what it was, just another actor that can be challenged.

However, we like institutional theory do not prescribe to the idea of collective agency
where agency is an attribute of singular individuals that can then aggregate to groups,
organizations, society etc. (Abdelnour 2017). Just as the foundational position of in-
stitutional theory see organizations and institutions as not straightforward derivatives
of individuals (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). As argued by King, Felin, & Whetten, (2010)
if collective entities like organizations are treated as actors then the collective agency
must be more complex than the simple aggregate of individuals. I will delve further
into this discussion in the sub-chapter on organizational theory.

The answer in our flat relational ontology is material semiotics, as discussed above.
As mentioned objects are born from interactions, they contain our interpretations,
norms, agreements, world perspective etc., giving permanence to our interactions and
social relations. This is also why agency of organizations become historically contin-
gent. Organizations are composed of objects, objects that contain the negotiations,
agreements, associations born from previous interactions. Each object here has agency,
exert some influence on how people act, and are thus actors.

Objects of course do not have a will of their own (Sayes, 2014) despite how ANT
frames it, but objects and non-human actors are often the intermediaries through
which actors translate their intentions onto other actors. Behind every object stands a
network, a report for instance is constructed by numerous actors lending it legitimacy
and power, as is posited within ANT every actor it a network and every network is an
actor. However, a report will also “act” in unexpected ways, it might be used for argu-
ments never envisioned by the authors, and it will undergo translations as it travels,
i.e. they are not immutable mobiles. In this way material objects get a life of their own,
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and it is this unpredictability that necessitates an unbiased approach to their role. The
ascription of agency to objects is thus a methodological framework for putting emphasis
on objects and materiality and giving us the tools to better understand the minute dis-
placements, translations, interactions, processes, no matter the actors involved (Sayes,
2014), and not an actual belief in their ontological status. Our material semiotic is in
this way an open methodology that allows various interpretations that support induc-
tive conceptualization (Vinck, 2012), and objects gain agency through the networks
they represent, without those networks necessarily being in control.

As networks like an organization expand and contain more and more actors, human
and non-human, they grow in power and influence. It is as mentioned not just an ag-
gregate though, because objects do not act as expected by their creators, they are actors
in their own right. A contract or statutes have affordances, they give certain rights and
conditions that can be enacted in expected or unexpected ways.

Inspired by the modular individuals of newer institutional theory (Abdelnour,
Hasselbladh and Kallinikos, 2017) we also support the division of actors from indi-
viduals, as we following from our discussion do not see individuals as a mere aggregate
of their experiences, skills, roles, capacities etc. All actors are networks, and the same
goes for individuals. Individuals are thus also social constructions:

Conceiving individuals as modular enables the social (rather than cultural-
cognitive or psychological) deconstruction of individuals (Abdelnour,
Hasselbladh and Kallinikos, 2017, p. 1787)

We can thus conceive of individuals without delving into psychology but as part of
sensemaking in collectives, which fits our purpose quite well. Individuals can thus be
analyzed by looking at roles, narratives, vocabularies etc. A consequence of this ap-
proach is the individuals are not necessarily coherent beings but might shift between
different identities from one moment to the next, what is called the dissensus perspec-
tive on identity (Hansen & Dorland, 2016). This will be discussed in the sub-chapter
on organizational theory. However, due to the empirical data available in Transit in-
dividuals are not a focus in this dissertation as discussed in the methodology chapter.

Empowerment, Enactment and Affordances

"The process by which local initiatives can gain agency, or how policy makers, inter-
national networks, funders or other can increase agency of local initiatives, is a crucial
question for this dissertation. Empowerment is the most common term to discuss
how one actor enables the agency of another. However, I see it as too simple, so will
use three concepts to describe the process where local initiatives can gain through in-
teractions with international networks and other actors — Empowerment, enactment,
and affordances.

In simple terms empowerment is to enable actors to reach their goals (Adams, 2008),
i.e. it is the creation of new or stronger actors by bestowing power and agency, stem-
ming from research into social workers and clients among others. Here I especially fo-
cus on empowerment enabling communities to solve societal problems. Empowerment
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is here changing or providing action possibilities if relating to design and staging. I
thus see empowerment as an effect a powerful actor has upon a weaker actor, while
enactment is something actors do on their own. It’s a thin line as some resources are
made available intentionally for enactment by local initiatives, i.e. it can be a process
of co-production or co-creation, there are many terms for it. The notion of enactment
refers to the fact that actors produce their environment (Weick 1995), in part at least.
'This in line with other constructivist perspectives within material-semiotics that de-
notes that there is not some kind of monolithic, singular, fixed environment (Weick 1995).
We are neither the master of the environment though, it is an ongoing process of
co-determination that Weick (1995) base on Follett (1924) who describes it as

The activity of the individual is only in a certain sense caused by the stimulus
of the situation because that activity is itself helping to produce the situation
which causes the activity of the individual (Follett, 1924)

'This argument also means that processes are not time-lines with a start and end,
there are no results but merely moments in time during the process. Yet all is not so-
cially constructed and unstable. Enacted environments contain real objects like seeds,
printers, and bicycles. The existence of these objects is not questioned, but their sig-
nificance, meaning, and content is (Weick 1988), i.c. they can be enacted in differ-
ent ways. And as mentioned we argue that materiality has affordances that structures
social interactions through its limitations or possibilities, the ways it can be enacted.
And these possibilities also depend on the actor doing the enactment, i.e. not all ac-
tors necessarily have the influence or abilities to enact an object. Enactment is thus
an active choice of an actor to use specific structures and objects, like a constitution,
infrastructure, rulebooks etc. to co-determine their environment.

Organizations in a flat relational
ontology

Organizational studies can be traced back to the classical management theorists
and industrial psychologists that were forerunners of the human relations movement
(Burrell and Morgan, 1979, p. 123). This led into the social systems theory apparent
in the Hawthorne studies that some say fathered the human relations school of man-
agement and showed that it is how the individual interpret and react to situations that
determine an organization (Belliger & Krieger, 2016, p. 53). In the 50’ties when sys-
tems theory appeared (Czarniawska, 2005), the approximation of this model fit the
sensemaking and organizing going on at the time quite well. However, the nature of
our work environment, organizations, and family have changed markedly since then.

I will argue in this sub-chapter based on the assumption that we base our sensem-
aking and identity on constructing narratives that connect past experiences with our
current situation, that the narratives and sense we construct is very different from pre-
vious generations. Let me start by an example illustrating my viewpoint.
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At the moment I am in Korea, and Korean society seems to have a loose semblance
with Danish society several generations. Many people still have life-time employments
(if you are lucky to get into a large company) and they work very long hours. The com-
pany also takes care of them, it is a welfare system kind of like an extended family. This
is what you would learn if going to the Carlsberg Museum in Copenhagen detailing
the life of workers a 100 years ago. My father-in-law was a banker for three decades,
had no time for hobbies, vacations, almost not even family. Being a banker is his iden-
tity, as that is almost all that he can draw upon. All his friends are bankers. All his past
experiences are from banking, except a short mandatory tenure in the military and his
time in high school. He is not unique, which make Korean people of that generation
surprisingly (from my perspective) homogeneous. This also means that systems theory
is here a good approximation. Consensus theories work as the homogeneity of Korean
society reduces potential for conflict and the prevalence of confucianist thought that
emphasize subordination and pacifism likewise reduces conflicts, creating a semblance
of consensus as a universal state. Disclaimer, this example is a gross simplification and
here used only as an illustration, although I at the core think that my observations are
correct.

Compare to current Danish society. Many people change job every couple of years,
certainly there is no guaranteed life-time employment. On top of that everyone is
a member of numerous other networks related to their hobbies, professional alle-
giance, ethnic and religious loyalties etc. This create very different narratives when ac-
tors attempt to string together past, current, and expected future experiences together.
Moreover, it gives actors so many options of enactments that a multitude of narratives
can be constructed that are very unlike each other. These narratives can be enacted
simultaneously creating what can seem a chaotic and contradictory identity to others
(Hansen and Dorland, 2016), i.e. dissensus. The dissensus perspective I would claim is
then now, in most western societies, a better approximation of society and individual
identity. However, its a perspective that is not universally applicable not even within
the “west”, as some people still have lifetime employment and few other affiliations
of equal importance. And there are sub-groups or communities where there is largely
consensus. In any case the subjects in this dissertation, largely socially engaged activists,
are especially facing he problem of relating many different networks that are often not
aligned in world perspectives, values, narratives etc. Take the Living Knowledge net-
work of science shops, LSIs located at and funded by universities. The network and a
local university might not agree on priorities and purpose. It is a situation of conflict-
ing narratives and networks.

Of course, it is not only a changing landscape, it also depends on the research
focus. One theory brings something else into focus than another. As described by
Czarniawska (2005) administration theory was an applied science, i.e. not geared for
the explanatory models striven for in social science, which had an impact on the or-
ganizational research field it birthed. I will give a nod of recognition to the equilib-
rium theory of organization advocated by Herbert Simon among others that tried to
balance structure and human subjective rationality (Burrell & Morgan, 1979, p. 151).

Simon in the second edition of his classic “Organizations” updates his definition of
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organizations as systems of coordinating action among individuals (March et al. 1993),
a definition we are sympathetic to. But this definition and the whole branch of re-
search did not address how organizations themselves are constituted (Taylor and Van
Every, 2011, p. 7). Taylor & Van Every (2011) goes on to claim that what is lacking
is any real theory of communication, for him an essential part of constituting an orga-
nization, which gave rise to the CCO (communication constitutes organization) field
of research. CCO is one of many network theories drawing inspiration from materi-
al-semiotic research, which only differs from actor-network approaches in their focus
specifically on organizations and their combination of the sensemaking perspective of
Weick with the actor-network perspective of Latour (Belliger & Krieger, 2016), which

is what I find interesting here.

Weick (1995a p. 17) argues that cooperative action of any kind arises from activi-
ties of sensemaking and extends that into a discussion of organizations from a process
perspective. Especially this process perspective, which brings in a temporal dimen-
sion, I find relevant. It is not that network theories likes ANT do not have a temporal
dimension, but it tends to focus on moments in translation, and relatively short time
intervals if at all. T will thus in this chapter draw inspiration mostly from organiza-
tional theory like Czarniwaska (Czarniawska-Joerges & Sevéon 2005), Weick (), and
Goftman () that are inspired by the same tradition. Sensemaking also bring a focus on
the individual and the search for identity and meaning that actor-network theory has
a hard time focusing on.

Sensemaking in social interactions

Sensemaking in very general terms are the process where people collectively give
meaning to their experiences and is formed through connecting past moments with
present experience (Weick 1995 p. 111), or as put by Czarniawska (2006 p. 1661)
structures of events. One of the central elements of and contributions by Karl Weick
is that organizational scholars should study structures of events rather than people or
objects (Czarniawska, 2006). Seeing organizations as coming into being through in-
teractions and needing to be enacted continuously so as not to dissipate, draws focus
away from the actors and onto the actions through which the organization emerge.
However, as I will show Weick and other scholars inspired by sensemaking fail to show
how organizations actually emerge and how they are constituted. Another good point
about Weick’s sensemaking perspective lies in its potential to explain the role of agen-
cy (Mills et al, 2010) differently than how it is often understood in material-semiotics
that tend to focus more on the action than the social construction of the individual.
The tendency in sensemaking is usually the opposite (Maitlis & Sonenshein, 2010).

Weick related actions and interpretation to the concept of sensemaking that is how
actors continuously relate past experience to the current moment, arranging it into a
story that makes sense to them and is plausible to the other actors, known as a narra-
tive. Sensemaking is thus related to moments of ambiguity where interdependent ac-
tors search for meaning and settle for plausibility (Weick 2005). Sensemaking is in this
perspective central because “it is the primary site where meanings materialize that in-

form and constrain identity and action” (Weick 2005, p409). Episodes of sensemaking
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produce and embed the outcome of interactions in non-human actors that slowly build
up organizations, or as put by a communications scholar:

“Sensemaking is a way station on the road to a consensually constructed,

coordinated system of action” (Taylor and Van Every 2000, p. 275).

Weick himself explored seven properties of organizational sensemaking: “identity,
retrospect, enactment, social contact, ongoing events, cues, and plausibility” (Weick,
1995 p3), spending his whole second chapter on the exploration. He relates all these
properties to the question “how can I know what I think until I see what I say” (Weick,
1995 p61), by the idea that we never really know what we mean before we articulate
it. Sensemaking and action is thus intertwined. Especially as a scholar I can subscribe
to that idea, to some degree, as many of the ideas and patterns that emerge as I work
both with theory and empirical data is just too complex to hold in my head, and thus
do no stand clear until I visualize them in text or sketches. Sensemaking is thus always
both interpretation AND action, in my example the action of writing and analysis

Narrative Sensemaking

However, the very core of sensemaking as I read Weick is another question.
Sensemaking is brought on by events that disturb the monotony of daily life, and when
people are confronted by something unintelligible, something unexpected that they do
not understand, they according to Weick ask “whats the story?”. Even though Weick
changed other parts of his perspective through the decades this is a question he repeats:

If accuracy is nice but not necessary in sensemaking, then what is necessary?
The answer is, something that preserves plausibility and coberence, something
that is reasonable and memorable, something that embodies past experience
and expectations, something which resonates with other people, something
that can be constructed retrospectively but also can be used prospectively,
something that captures both feeling and thought, something that allows for
embellishment to fit current oddities, something that is fun to contrast. In
short, what is necessary in sensemaking is a good story (Weick, 1995: 60—61)

To focus on sensemaking is to portray organizing as the experience of being
thrown into an ongoing, unknowable, unpredictable streaming of experience
in search of answers fo the question, “what’s the story?” (Weick 2005, p410)

The question stems from an understanding of meaning as being rooted in narrative.
To create sense, we connect past experiences with current ones, arranging them it into
a sequence, a narrative, that explains what is happening and thereby informing action.
An argument to focus on narratives over models is that complex situations must be
met with complex models, and although stories simplify the world they do so less than
formal models (Czarniawska, 2005). Having interviewed some of the same informants,
on the same topics, over 2-3 years this perspective really start to appear sensible to me.
The details may change, some new events may be remembered, but it has consistently
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been the same couple of stories with the same overall storyline, morals, and conclusions
that I have been told. That largely seems to be how the past is remembered, at least for
such monumental parts of one’s life as your job.

Narrative have long been seen by several scholars as the form of communication that
orders human action (Weick 1995, Czaarniawska 1998). Some even claim that without
narrative there could be no agency at all (Belliger and Krieger, 2016). 'The literature
on narratives is vast and inexhaustible, but the idea that organizations are constituted
through narrative, through communication, can be traced back to Weick. For Weick
storytelling is a creative process and not just interpretation of texts:

The act of interpreting implies that something is there, a text in the world,
waiting to be discovered or approximated. Sensemaking, however, is less
about discovery than is about invention. [...] A failure in sensemaking is
consequential as well as existential. 