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Background and introduction

How can regional changes be initiated and made sustainable? What alternatives are there to short-lived and ineffective projects? Can innovation be organized as a triple helix system in a regional context? What is the role of research in such a system? 

These are some of the issues I will discuss in this paper. Two change programmes in which I have been involved will be described and analysed. The first was a three-year research and developmental programme (between 1997–2000) to aid structural change in an old industrial region in Sweden. The problems were well known: high unemployment (25%); high emigration from the community by youth; a low level of education; few new entrepreneurs; poor municipal finances; a high proportion of elderly and high costs for public service; widespread pessimism and little belief in the future among municipal residents.

The second is a Research and Developmental Center for workplace learning, which can be seen as an outcome of the first programme. The objective is to use interactive research to support learning at the workplace and at the same time produce research of a high quality.  

Both these programmes can be analysed as Triple Helix systems, because they are based on a close co-operation between universities, private firms and (local, regional and national) authorities. We
 did not use the Triple Helix concept when we initiated these programmes, but the system-approach was fundamental as well as the learning perspective was in focus. We did used the term innovative system to stress the holistic approach of the programmes (Svensson & von Otter 2001). 

The organization and the content of the regional program

I will first shortly describe the content of the regional R & D programme, the initiation, and the outcome. 

The objective was to support change in a region with a lot of problems of different kinds. The region Bergslagen is located in the middle of Sweden just north of the European highway between Stockholm and Oslo. The name ‘Bergslag’ refers to the regulation of the iron and mining industry of which this area was a center for almost thousand years. Unemployment is, together with some parts of northern Sweden, highest in the country. Demographically ‘one generation is missing’, as a reflection to the period in the 70s and early 80s when many of the steel industries and mines were closed down and the forest-based industries rationalised tenfold.

Financing for the programme came from The European Structural Fund with about 20 million SEK in all for three years and slightly less from Swedish public funds. The concrete aim of the program was to, direct or indirect, create new employment opportunities in 11 municipalities – about half of Bergslagen. 

Such a change programme can not be initiated from one day to another. It can neither be organized according to a linear or pre-planned model. Instead it took more than a year to develop and organize the programme. More than one hundred meeting were held with representatives from (local, regional and national) politicians, officials, employers and union representatives. The ambition was to involve a regional system for change, not just individual actors. To do this we had to go outside the traditional academic roles and be proactive and interactive. 

We tried to establish equal relationships with the participants and get their thrust. We needed to be accepted and to be responsible for our advice, the workshops and projects we initiated. We were there not only to observe and drop a piece of advice now and then, but also to help get things organized the way we thought proper. In order to help we needed to learn, and to learn we needed to be on levelled foot with the people we wanted to collaborate with. Speaking from earlier experience we felt a need to work from ‘inside’ the culture, not from the ‘outside’. It was our experience, as well, that this provided the best possible learning environment for us in the research process. 

Especially when studying political or economic issues in real life situations as they develop (not in ex post interviews or surveys) you need to be seen as an operational resource, not as someone ‘spying in’ from the outside. To get something from them, we had to deliver something to them. We did offer them a joint participation in a learning and developmental process, which started – but not ended – with their perceptions of problems and objectives. We are fully aware of the ethical problems involved. However, we resented adapting our strategy to a situation where we in the traditional way separated two strongly interrelated processes, R & D (research and development). 

Ultimately all research is based on the honest and ethical behaviour of the researcher, which is upheld not by outside rigorous control, but from the inside, by the integrity and the ethical principles of the researcher. We have tried to be as ethical as our colleagues who remained in the safe confinement of a campus are. And we feel we have come as close to a real life experiment in social science, as we will ever get.

To be ethical and interactive is not the same as being obedient and following the wishes and ideas from the participants. Instead, interactive research should put established truths into doubts and foster a critical reflection, based on facts, analysis and innovative thinking (Svensson 2001). We did put into question a lot of the traditional ideas on where to create new jobs. The traditional industries were seen by many as the driving force in regional development. We did also question strategies based on ready-made solutions and ‘top down’ strategies. Most of all we tried to introduce a long-term developmental perspective and system thinking. To develop a region must be seen as a holistic process, not as a combination of isolated or short-lived projects. The participants from the beginning accepted this system-perspective. One explanation to their rethinking was the failures with earlier attempts – often driven by consultants – to introduce regional change as a ‘quick-fix’ solution.

The introductory meetings showed there were a great number of ideas, however, these people experienced a problem with the funding of projects: ‘We have plenty of ideas, but there isn’t any money.’ Among the public servants in the financing institutions, the picture was a different one. According to the officials there was plenty of money for development, but few ideas around. In this situation one important objective was to try to organize a learning process between the people with the ideas and the public servants with the money.

Both of them were right in one way, but also wrong in another way. From all our meetings we could se that there were a lot of local ideas, but the ideas were often poorly developed and not ripe for presentation as a plan or application for funding. And there was plenty of money for ‘good’, properly processed and structured projects (according to the EU-rules). Many of the would-be entrepreneurs, lacked contacts with the necessary consultants and others, and the skills to write a structured project application. To design a project you need more than a good idea, you also need experience of the process of developing the project, connections with institutions etc. 

To develop something new – that is to create an innovative process – takes time, needs a supportive structure, requires competence. One of the first important conclusions of the initial study was that project developers were needed – people who could develop the projects i.e. prepare, initiate, plan, organize and find financing. 11 municipalities were taking part in the programme for regional development. In each of these municipalities there was one project developer. 

Another ambition with the R & D-programme was to create a supportive structure for the project developers. Much of the research and the developmental programmes on innovation have an individual bias (Brulin 2002). They focused too much on the innovative individual or the entrepreneur, who is seldom seen in a contextual or relational perspective. An innovation process can not be restricted to an individual level, because it is something that simultaneous happens in an organizational and institutional context. With the R & D program we intended to create a supporting and facilitating environment for innovative ideas and actors. The idea was to create a network between individuals. 

Another ambition was to use research in an interactive way to promote change. 10 doctoral students were recruited (from the universities in Örebro and Karlstad) to the programme. The direction of the doctoral students’ work would be steered to problem formulations with local content, based on our initial meetings with partnership groups in the eleven municipalities. The project developers and the doctoral students were to co-operate in networks. 

The organization of the programme with project developers and doctoral students intended to combine practice with theory. Our ambition was that the research would make the change programme more analytical and, better grounded, more co-ordinated and based on a long-term perspective. We tried to organize the project as a reflective community (Schön, 1983, 1987), i. e. we tried to apply a learning strategy in the organization of the project.

Ideas existing locally in the municipalities were compiled and sorted into four programme areas: marketing, new entrepreneurship, adult education and flexible labour market. This approach for presenting the ideas to the participants provided structure for the work and focus for what the programme would concern itself with. The concentration of resources was a way to promote change and provide a supportive structure for research. In a lather phase three research and developmental centers did grew out of the programme (see below).

What was the outcome of the regional programme? I will not focus on the outcome in terms of new jobs, which was the directing principle for the support from the EU-programme. In total about 30 people worked in the programme, which contributed to the establishing of more than 200 new employment opportunities (Svensson & von Otter 2002). This result was above the anticipation in the programme. 

Instead, the analysis in this paper will focus on the following:

· the combination of research and development for the benefit of both

· the continuos reorganization of the programme as a part of a learning process.

The combination of research and development

When we initiated the Bergslagen programme, there was clearly little demand for a traditional, academic research from practitioners. No more descriptions of problems no more inventory of possible remedies that had all been tried. We know more about ‘what’ than about ‘how’, was a standpoint on which we all could agree. We did propose an interactive research model in which the joint learning between participants and researchers is the central component (Svensson et al 2002). 

One problem in the programme was establishing equalitarian collaboration between doctoral students and project developers. The steering of doctoral research based on practical problem formulations (see above) was not sufficient as a method for the shared generation of knowledge. In some cases limited spontaneous collaborative efforts developed with individual project developers and doctoral students, but in most case the research was neither interactive, nor developmentally oriented. However, collection of data was often carried out in the participating municipalities.

To understand these problems with matching research and development we have to understand what kind of knowledge production science represents (see Gibbons et al 1994 and Nowotny et al 2001). The traditional academic knowledge production (Mode I) is based on one discipline, theoretical understanding in a long term perspective, generalised knowledge, with a hierarchical relationship, and pre-planned model for carrying out research, a closed and institutionalised system, with professional rules for validation of knowledge, a linear model in which exploration is followed by exploitation. The alternative knowledge production (Mode II) is based on multi-disciplinarity, relevance and usefulness, a short term perspective, contextual knowledge, an equal relationship, a flexible organisation, an open and dynamic system, a combination of rules for validation of knowledge, concurrent exploration and exploration.

The failure of creating a joint learning between the doctoral students and the projects developers can be analysed in relation to the distinction made above. Most of the doctoral students represented a knowledge production based on Mode I. The (recently established) universities (in Örebro and Karlstad) were very traditional in their attitude to research and most of all they wanted to become recognised by other, more well-known, universities. The doctoral students often did perceive the interactive component as an extra burden that did contribute neither to their scientific work nor to their academic career.

Despite these problems the results from the programme indicated that research could play an important part in regional developmental if it was based on joint learning between researchers and practitioners. This presupposes equal collaboration in new forms where openness and critical reflection are central elements. Anyhow, I do not want to position myself in Mode II. For me this position is too action-oriented and too close to traditional demand-based research. In this the researcher runs the risk of becoming an object of the market or short-sighted interest of the ‘practitioners’, which makes a critical perspective difficult and an ambition to produce theories.

During the regional program I fund it necessary to develop some guidelines for interactive research, which both do differ from traditional academic research as well as action research (Svensson 2001; Svensson et al 2002). In traditional research the usefulness and applicability is of minor interest. In action research the interest for change often take precedence over the interest in developing theories and concepts. In interactive research the joint learning is central. A broad participation from reflective practitioners can make the research process more innovative, I argue. Instead of focusing on in what way research can contribute to change, the focus is on the opposite direction: What can research gain from a close participation in a change process and from the dialogue with the participants involved? The sentence from Kurt Lewin – ‘nothing is as practical as a good theory’ – is turned around. Instead the formulation in an alternative version is as follows – ‘nothing is as theoretical, as a good practice’. To co-operate with reflective practitioners can make the research more innovative and the development of concepts and theories more interesting and fruitful.

The theoretical perspective in interactive research is based on pragmatism (Dewey 1989; James, 1984; Peirce, 1990; Molander 1993) on the one hand and critical realism on the other (Bhaskar 1978). In pragmatism makes it is natural to start the research process from the problems experienced by the participants. A joint learning becomes more equal and is made easier. But a critical science can not stop with a description of what exists ‘here and now’, but must uncover the underlying mechanisms and structures that are often hidden from the people involved (Svensson 2001). 

To be successful interactive research cannot only be dependent of the interest and ambition of the individual researcher (Gustavsen et al 2001) A supportive structure and an organization is a necessity for introducing an interactive research as part of a Triple Helix system. In the Bergslagen programme we had to co-operate with the universities on their terms, which made an interactive approach difficult to fulfil. In the APeL-project (see below) we did organize a R & D center that was more independent from the universities.

What about the actors in a Triple Helix system? On the whole it can be said that the regional programme worked actively for value adding partnership in different forms. This regards, among other things, horizontal collaboration – between civil servants, politicians, entrepreneurs, educational co-ordinators and others – over municipal boundaries. Our efforts were also directed toward stimulating vertical collaboration – between those locally responsible, experts/researchers on the regional level and national actors. The forms for how this collaboration was organized varied from case to case. The forms we used were working groups, seminars, conferences, informal meetings, etc. The co-operation between these organizations and actors were similar to that in an innovative or a triple helix system (see below). The researchers did organize arenas for learning and development in an innovative way. We also did participate directly in different growth-programmes in the two counties. We had a leading role in some work-groups. 

The reorganization of the programme

The project organisation was markedly decentralised in its introductory phase. There was a project developer in each municipality. There was a clear desire from those responsible in the municipalities that ‘their’ project developer should be at hand, i.e. be accessible and in place in the event they were needed. 

Project management soon saw that this approach to organizing the project involved problems. There was a distinct risk that the project developer would spend the greater part of his/her time addressing routine tasks within the realm of system operations. The municipalities had difficulties in providing qualified supervision for the individual project developers and in some cases our insight into what the developmental work consisted of was poor. There was in several cases a distinct tendency toward being closed and a lack of desire for critical evaluation, both on the part of the project developers and those locally responsible.

Our strategy for dealing with these difficulties in steering and observing involved regular meetings in the beginning for the project developers and later, a training programme for project managers was actualised. The meetings ended up however, not being a solution for the problems with steering and openness. But the meetings and training still had a series of other positive effects – in the form of collaboration in smaller groups, and informal learning. Subgroups were formed on a voluntary and stayed in almost daily contact over the phone or by e-mail. 

A decisive change of strategy in the programme (after approximately one-year) was the organization of different research and development centres, i.e. resource centres for education, development and research. From the beginning the change strategies used were based on activation and networking strategies (se table 1). We soon found out that these strategies were too limited to create sustainable change. They did lack a necessary professionalism. The dilemma between democracy and professionalism was made visible, but not solved. The change agents, the politicians and the local officials were not interested in listening to the experts from ‘outside’ the region. Instead of ‘building bridges’, the were ‘constructing walls’ (Svensson & von Otter 2002). Many municipalities had an ambition to be self-sufficient and solve the problems in their own way.

The idea with the R & D centers was to gather resources, provide the necessary external competence and establish improved and more open collaboration between researchers and practitioners. Building up competence based on research makes it more interesting for doctoral students as well as third and fourth year university students to become involved with work at a R & D centre situated outside of universities and colleges. At the same time this solution offers proximity to companies working in a local developmental operation.

Three R & D centres were organized. They were based on co-ordinating and centralising expertise, resources and strategic analysis. Amassing strengths in this way makes it possible to act both on a regional and national level. The ambition was to bring the best experts to the region, which in turn enriches the companies in the municipalities. It becomes possible to join research with the developmental work and with different educational efforts. In this way practice and theory can go hand in hand within the framework of a developmental network and an innovative system, which makes long-term learning based on the shared generation of knowledge possible.

The aim of the work with the R & D centers was not primarily to create a large number of new employment opportunities but more to show that it was possible to actualise ‘spearhead efforts’ in a small municipality in Bergslagen. It was a way of creating involvement, self-confidence and belief in the future in a vulnerable region, by stimulating reflection and learning as part of experimentation, learning and change. 

An Example of an R&D Centre for Workplace Learning

How can a successful strategy for regional change be organized? According to our experiences, local involvement must be the basis for such a change process, but national support – project support, co-ordinating, promulgation, research, etc. – is also necessary in order to achieve breadth and breakthrough power. Furthermore, we believe that regional R & D centres can function as a ‘bridge’ between local and national support efforts. Developmental support must include different levels in order to be effective. The point of departure for co-operation and support is the regional level, but conditions in the local workplace must be focused on. National and international connections are important in order to affect the framework factors as well as for financing, promulgation, expert support, developmental coalitions etc.

In the text below we will shortly describe how a R&D centre for workplace learning (APeL, see www.apel.nu) is functioning. The aim is not to examine, evaluate or give prominence to operations there. The aim is to discuss how a developmental support for workplace learning can be organized based on an example in which interactive research is in focus. APeL has ten employees and is now established on the national and international agenda. It is localised to Lindesberg, a small municipality in a traditional industrial area of Bergslagen. APeL’s operational idea, which is based on the discussion, we have presented previously, can be summarised in the following way:

· To initiate and give developmental support to projects involved with workplace learning.

· To give support to local, regional and national collaboration between different actors in the area.

· To scientifically evaluate, analyse and document interesting developmental projects and study programmes.

· To contribute to information dissemination and knowledge and opinion building.

In order to indicate in which area a regional research and development centre should operate we choose a new perspective – we place the company/organisation in the centre. In Figure 1 our intention is to illustrate how different external support functions – of which educational investments are one – are attached to one another like pieces in a puzzle that must be connected in order for company development to be actualised. There should be R&D support for how learning ought to be carried out – analysis, methods, pedagogic, examinations, distance techniques, etc. (arrow 1 in Figure 1). This support is closely attached to organization and development support (arrow 3). Furthermore R&D support is required for analysis of the world outside and of the market (arrow 2) and technical support (arrow 4).

When collective generation of knowledge functions in this interactive manner, integrated support functions are created around the individual company (see Figure 1). In this way workplace learning can work together with the development of technique and organizations based on an analysis of the world outside and of the market. This system-approach for change presupposes a teamwork of researchers, change agents and practitioners. A lot of organizations, associations, actors, and institutions have to be involved. 
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                  Figure 1. Company Development via Collective Generation of Knowledge.

Something we learned about the difficulty in integrating research and development in the regional programme was the need to bring about better-defined teamwork between researchers and practitioners. We organized this co-operation between researchers and practitioners in a different way in APeL. It is more like an apprenticeship system in which the employees can practice the interactive research role before they start their formal training as doctoral students. Another important idea is to create networks and a meeting place for students, doctoral students, researchers and practitioners interested in workplace learning. Seminars, conferences, field practice and doctoral studies with a practical base are planned for this contact generating purpose (Åberg & Svensson, 2001). 

We think it is possible to manage supervision of doctoral students from within a R & D centre localised in a small community in Bergslagen (Lindesberg). A research based way of building up competence makes it more interesting for doctoral students as to become involved with work at a R & D centre situated as it is, outside of universities and colleges. At the same time there is a proximity to companies, authorities and associations. There is, of course, a risk that the R & D centers become isolated from the universities, but they can also function as a bridge to the universities. This is the ambition with APeL, which co-operates with different researchers in more than ten countries.

The positive outcome of the regional programme and APeL has inspired similar efforts in different parts of Sweden. The Swedish National Institute is now building up different regional research and development centre for Working Life. In north of Sweden another R & D center is organized (with seven doctoral students) based on the experiences from the R & D center and the regional programme.

Some tentative conclusions

In this chapter I have presented how a large regional developmental programme and a R & D center was initiated, organized and formed. What conclusions can be drawn on a theoretical level when it comes to different strategies for change?

In table 1 I describe – in an ideal form – three strategies for change (Svensson & von Otter 2001). The planning strategy can be seen as a way to organize projects top-down – with planning techniques, steering, follow-up and so on. The activating strategy  – which is based on changes coming from the ‘bottom-up’ – was developed as a reaction to the imperfections in the planning strategy. Afterwards, the weaknesses of this strategy also became visible in the form of a lack of long term viability, grounding, proliferation and critical analysis. The networking strategy  – which builds on ‘sideways contacts’ i.e. horizontal collaborative work  – can be viewed as an attempt to reconcile the weaknesses of both of the earlier strategies. The project strategies have been carried out parallel to one another but through time a development is discernible where different variations of activation strategy have become increasingly popular. The current interest in networking as a developmental strategy has been growing by leaps and bounds. I will describe each of these strategies and in the end see how they relate to an innovative system or a Triple Helix system.

The planning strategy is primarily used in concrete, result-oriented projects, which are carried out over decided time periods. Methods are well tested and total responsibility is taken for carrying them out. The participants are often accustomed to working with goal oriented projects that have a deadline. Projects steered by planning are a tradition and are natural to both the construction industries as well as to technically oriented projects. The criteria here are ’hard’ – in the form of timing plans, cost projections, different specifications (e.g. for quality, environment, sustainability, etc). There has been quite a breakthrough with the use of planning strategy in increasingly different areas – in company development, community planning, local and regional development and labour policy.

Expanding use of planning strategies might seem strange against the background of the difficulties exposed by, among others, a comprehensive research effort. The shortcomings of the planning strategy later became increasingly obvious when applied to new, unknown areas – primarily the lack of flexibility and adaptability to local conditions. The projects became too stiff and squarish. There was no energy for development when goals and methods were thought out in advance. The way participants became passive resulted in a lack of involvement necessary both for learning processes and for taking responsibility, which in turn meant that, conditions for self-development after completion of the project were lacking.

The activation strategy was developed partly in reaction to such shortcomings with top-down steered changes. It emphasises participants’ involvement with and influence over change. An open effort such as this often lacks programming and planning instruments. There is often an involved leader acting as the driving force. This strategy is primarily applied in local developmental work – developmental work in villages, in peace and environmental work, in company projects for organizational development, within the women’s’ movement, etc. The insufficiencies of activation strategy subsequently became clear – in the form of a pronounced vulnerability, lack of long term thinking, tapering involvement, isolation from the surroundings, lack of support from higher up.

Table 1. Different project strategies 

	
	A  Planning Strategy 
	An Activating Strategy 
	A Network Strategy 

	Control
	From above
	From below
	Horizontal

	Energy
	Formal responsibility
	Involvement
	Common interest

	Method
	Readymade solutions
	Own solutions
	Common solutions

	Perspective
	Closed
	Open
	Focused 



	Arena
	Varying
	Local development
	Local or regional

	Leadership
	Bureaucratic
	Enthusiast
	Co-ordinator

	Time-

perspective
	Often short
	Short or middle term
	Varying, often long-term

	Theory
	Rational theories
	Individual, group-theories 
	Network theories

System theories


The networking strategy can be seen as an attempt to combine the bottom-up approach of activation strategy with a wide stretching, volunteer spirit of collaboration between different units. Networking strategy is used when the projects are more open; i.e. the goal and the expected result are not as distinct as with the alternative of the planning strategy. The goals of the project can vary – including different forms of collaboration between companies; improving the climate for innovations; contributing to regional development; developing and testing new business ideas and improving customer/client relations in a company or administrative organization.

A regional project, like the Bergslagen Research Station, cannot be organized and shaped according to any such model for change. I have tried to show how the work was part of a learning process where experiences and reflections led to continuous changes. Our theories and knowledge about different developmental strategies have been a great help, but above all it is our extensive practical experience, which has led the way in our work. The strategies used must be based on a tacit knowledge, i.e. a combination of practical experience and theoretical analysis. It is necessary to adapt and change strategies all the time dependent on the situations you are dealing with. We tried to organize the project as a community of inquiry (Schön 1983), i. e. we tried to apply a joint learning strategy in the organization of the project. We used a combination of the strategies presented in table 1. The activation and networking strategy was important from the beginning, but had to be combined with flexible planning methods.  

What have we learnt from the two cases? None of the strategies presented in table 1 is sufficient to deal with the complexities and changing circumstances in a regional innovative programme. From the beginning the change strategies used were based on activation and a networking strategy (se table 1). We soon found out that these strategies were too limited to create sustainable changes. Most of all they did lack a necessary professionalism, because they did not recognise a strong role for experts. The participants in these strategies want to solve the problems on their own. 

What kind of external support is needed? Who will offer developmental support and where should the responsibility be located? I maintain that some form of R&D support is necessary if innovative work is to be carried out in a powerful and conscious way. Different national and local strategies have not succeeded in providing such practical and well thought through developmental support. Neither do universities supply this developmentally supportive function, despite their now having been commissioned to work together with the local and regional society within the framework of the so-called ‘third task’ of the university.

The research program and the R & D center presented illustrates the necessity to work with a process-orientation and a holistic perspective in developmental work carried out on a local and a regional level. It was important to create connectedness both on a horizontal and vertical level (Gustavsen & Hofmaier 1997; Gustavsen et al 2001). On the horizontal level the co-operation includes networks between companies, projects, associations, unions, R & D centers, universities, municipalities, counties, individual innovators and entrepreneurs. The vertical co-operation can include the national, regional and local institutions and organizations – employers, unions, the state, research institutions, etc. With such a system perspective – which often is missing in the strategies presented above – different parts can be combined to create a more sustainable change process. With a more long-term perspective it is also possible to organize a learning process between different projects and programmes. 

The system perspective – as it is presented in theories of innovative and Triple Helix systems – have been of great inspiration in organizing the R & D center (see Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff 1997; Gustavsen et al 2001; Edqvist 1997; Lundvall 1992). These theories has been used more like a reference system – to see how different parts are connected in a dynamic way, the importance of ‘critical mass’ of changes, the necessity of a process perspective, reflection as a part of the learning and evaluation, the creation of developmental coalitions (for vertical integration of changes). 

But at the same time the experiences of this and other similar programmes points to the complexities, problems, limitations, and obstacles in creating an innovative system or a Triple Helix system on a regional level (Svensson & von Otter 2001). The problems in integrating the different systems are fundamental, when it comes to organization, function, sustainability, learning in an innovative process with these three elements. In this paper I have focused on the organization of research in creating a joint learning in two cases. In the regional programme the research was seldom integrated with the change process. In the R & D center the possibilities for joint learning and change are much better. 

I will end the paper with a focus on some of the weakness in many theories of innovation and triple helix systems. Most of these theories are constructed to be applied on a national and international level. To be useful on a local and regional level a lot of work has to be done – both on a theoretical and empirical level. I will focus on four points:

1) The absence of a power perspective. One can get an impression that different actors and groups have the same interests and that they participate on equal terms in an innovative system. Conflicts of interests – based on class, gender, ethnicity etc. – are seldom focused in the analysis, neither the unequal distribution of resources to participate in the change processes. Are there no loosers in the organization of and the outcome of a triple helix system?

2) The dominance of a system perspective, which makes the individuals invisible. An innovative process is to a high extent dependent on involved and motivated individuals. The individual perspective is important, but it should not be seen in isolation, but in relation to the surrounding structure. The project developers were too isolated in the regional programme to create a joint effort, but in the R & D center they did work together and support each other. 

3) The contradiction in using the existing systems as a platform for innovative practice. In the Bergslagen region there did exist a lot of networks and informal co-operation. But these were often of a conservative or a short-sighted instrumental nature! They often seemed to be used for a protection of the old system and the interests of privileged groups, not for innovation and change. They were composed of middle-aged males, often with a low education, a background in the region, a value-system based on the traditional industrial society or the ‘strong state’. In most of the officially appointed groups for change and innovation employers, women, foreigners, youth, researchers and ‘outsiders’ were almost totally absent. The learning process in these meeting was of ‘single-loop’ character. The production logic did dominate over the learning logic (Ellström 2002). To change these undemocratic and old-fashioned networks radical changes are necessary. A critical research can at least make these conservative structures visible and try to promote change by establishing connections with more ‘modern’ regions.

4) The necessity to create connections between different levels. The R & D centre had from the beginning problems with getting access to the local and regional work places. When we got support from and connections with different organizations on the national and international level, it was much easier to establish a partnership with actors on the local and regional level. We had been legitimised, and we could also offer access to different networks on the national and international arena. 

To summarise – to be successful with a regional change programme it is necessary to use an eclectical approach in which different change strategies are used. The existing strategies are not sufficient to handle complex innovations in a quickly changing society. Planned changes initiated from ‘above’ are not flexible enough and do not involve the people concerned. Changes from ‘below’ can create participation, but they can be isolated if they are not co-ordinated with other changes and supported from ‘above’. It is also difficult to keep a high level of involvement in the long run in an activation strategy. The networking strategy tries to handle the problems with the diffusion of successful changes, which was problematic in the other change strategies. The learning perspective is central in a network strategy, but a reflective learning is often difficult to accomplish (Björn et al 2002). 

Theories of innovative system and Triple Helix are important contributions to the change strategies presented above. But these theories must be developed further and used with caution. We need a lot of case studies based on local and regional changes, but we also need to develop the theories and concepts used. This is my ambition in a forthcoming book From projects to innovative systems – a way to create sustainable change.  

 References

Björn, C; Ekman-Philips, M & Svensson, L: Att organisera för utveckling och lärande. Om skolprojekt i nätverksform. Lund: Studentlitteratur 2002. 

Blomberg, J: Myter om projekt. Stockholm: Nerenius & Santérus Förlag 1998.

Brulin, G: Faktor X. Arbete och kapital i en lokal värld. Atlas, Stockholm 2002. 

Dewey, J: Volume 8:1933. The Later Works, 1925-1953. Essays and How We Think. Southern Illinois University Press, Carbondale 1989.

Edqvist, C: Systems of Innovations: Technology, Institutions and Organizations. London: Pinter 1997.

Ellström, Per-Erik. Workplace Learning, Reflection, and Time. Centre for Studies of Humans, Technology, and Organizations. Linköping University 2002.

Engwall, M: Jakten på det effektiva projektet. Stockholm: Nerenius & Santérus Förlag 1998.

Etzkowitz, H & Leydersdorff, L (eds.): Universities and the Global Knowledge Economy. A Triple Helix of  University-Industry-Government Relations. London: Wellington House 1997.

Gibbons, M; Limoges, C; Nowotny, H; Schwatzman, S; Scott, P & Trow, M: The New Production of Knowledge. Sage, London 1994.

Gustavsen, B & Hofmaier, B: Nätverk som utvecklingsstrategi. SNS Förlag. Stockholm 1997.

Gustavsen, B; Finne, H & Oscarsson, B: Creating Connectedness. The Role of Social Research in Innovative Policy. Amsterdam: John Benjamins 2001. 

James, W: Pragmatism and Other Writings. New York: Penguin Books 1984. 

Lundvall, B-Å (ed.): National Systems of Innovation: Towards a Theory of Innovation and Interactive learning. London: Pinter 1992.  

Molander, B: Kunskap i handling. (Translation: Knowledge in Action) Daidalos, Göteborg 1993.

Nowotny, H; Scott, P & Gibbons, M: Re-Thinking Science. Knowledge and the Public in an Age of Uncertainty. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers 2001. 

Peirce, C: Pragmatism och kosmologi. Göteborg: Daidalos 1990. 

Schön, D: The Reflective Practitioner: How Professionals think in action. Temple Smith, London 1983. 

Schön, D: Educating the Reflecting Practitioner. Jossey-Bass Publishers, San Francisco 1987.

Svensson, L: Att utveckla och lära tillsammans. Om gemensam kunskapsbildning mellan forskare och praktiker. I Backlund, T m fl (red.): Lärdilemman i arbetslivet. Lund: Studentlitteratur 2001.

Svensson, L & von Otter, C. Projektarbete – praktik med teori. (translation: Project Work - Practice with Theory) Santérus förlag, Stockholm 2001. 

Svensson, L & von Otter, C: Strategies for Regional Regeneration: Learning from Bergslagen Regional Research Center. In Economic and Industrial Democracy 2002. Vol. 23 (3).

Svensson, L & Åberg, C: E-learning och arbetsplatslärande (translation: Workplace Learning. Practice with Theory). Stockholm: Bilda Förlag 2001.

Svensson, L; Brulin, G; Ellström, P-E & Widegren, Ö: Interaktiv Forskning – för utveckling av teori och praktik. Stockholm: Arbetslivsinstitutet 2002. 

� The first programme was developed together with professor Casten von Otter at National Institute for Working Life, who was also a leader for that programme (see Svensson & von Otter, 2002).


� To strengthen this kind of interactive research an association is being organized (Svensson et al 2002). The name of the association is SIRA (Sweden Interactive Research Association). 





1

_1086262796.ppt


Companies / 

organisations

Investments

Educational

Organizational and

Developmental Support

The World Outside and 

Market Analysis

Technical

Support

3

4

2

1

Collective

Knowledge Generation








