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1 Introduction

The present paper intends to present an emerging new knowledge-information policy that is in harmony with the organic system of Mode-2 knowledge production as described in Nowotny et al. (2001).

Already in the 1960s, it was found that companies that were exposed to rapid changes in their surroundings – for instance changed market conditions and technological innovation – reacted to the challenges from outside competitors by developing an organic system of organisation (OOF), which was better geared to handling fast changes in the external environment than the traditional mechanical system of organisation (Burns & Stalker 1994).

For instance, the Øresund University (ØU) can with be considered as an attempt to construct a network of co-operating universities that aim at developing an OOF. As outlined in the 1999 annual report of the Øresund University, the ØU is a co-operative project involving a number of universities and other higher education institutions in the Øresund Region (Øresundsuniversitetet 1999: 5). One of the aims of the ØU is to increase the efficiency and quality of education and research. Another aim is to increase the competitiveness of the Øresund Region in general through co-operation with industry and commerce, organisations and local as well as regional bodies and authorities in the Region (Øresundsuniversitetet 1997: 1; Sörlin & Lørring 2000). The ØU can possibly not yet be considered a regional trans-border Triple Helix construction – Triple Helix of university-industry-government relations (Leydesdorff & Etzkowitz 1998) – but as a co-operative project that aims to develop a network – OOF – encompassing universities, private companies and other organisations in the Øresund Region..
The present paper argues that network organisations such as the Øresund University (ØU) – that attempt to develop an OOF – need to implement a new knowledge-information policy that differs from a traditional knowledge-information policy, which is in harmony with and supports the mechanical organisational structure (MOF).

Knowledge and information management is approached differently within various organisational structures. MOF is characterised by being hierarchically structured with rules-based communication with the information flow – in principle – being determined or regulated by the hierarchical structure.

When it comes to defining a general policy for information and knowledge – that is, a knowledge-information policy – that matches the MOF, bureaucracy offers itself as an obvious candidate. Williamson (1994) defines bureaucracy in this way:

”Bureaucracy: The support staff that is responsible for developing plans, collecting and processing information, operationalizing and implementing executive decisions, auditing performance, and, more generally, providing direction to the operating parts of a hierarchical enterprise.”

(Williamson 1994: 102)

As illustrated by the above quotation and according to an interpretation of Max Weber’s model of bureaucracy explained in Nohira & Gulati (1994: 531), bureaucracy can be understood as a policy for knowledge and information management in a hierarchically structured institution where extensive demands are made on decision makers’ professional qualifications and objectivity as well as factuality and where communication takes place in a written manner between experts within the framework of a hierarchical structure. Thus, bureaucracy can be regarded as a policy for knowledge and information management within a MOF – here labelled traditional knowledge-information policy – that in a mechanical, rigid and structured way deals with information and knowledge within an organisation and which produces uniform decisions made in a climate of intended factuality and objectivity. The traditional knowledge-information policy, which in this sense fits the mechanical organisational structure has its strength when changes in the external environment are relatively predictable. The organic form of organisation has demonstrated its strength when changes in the surroundings are taking place fairly quickly.

An interpretation of observations in Burns & Stalker (1994: 6, 121-25, 235-36) provides support for the assumption that the organic form of organisations is especially appropriate when the exchange of knowledge and information has to take place in a kind of network-based structure across existing organisational and hierarchical boundaries. On that basis it can now be observed that the organic form of organisation presupposes a knowledge-information policy that is different from the traditional one.

By studying Burns & Stalker (1994) from an information policy perspective we can conclude that knowledge and information management is performed in two different ways in an organic and in a mechanical form of organisation respectively. In principle, learning about the surrounding environment and the spread of knowledge and information is a relatively faster process in an organic form of organisation and it runs much more smoothly here than in a mechanical organisational structure. This must mean that traditional knowledge-information policy cannot be successfully applied to an organic form of organisation. Traditional knowledge-information policy is described in fairly much detail – Max Weber’s bureaucratic model provides the obvious example – whereas a new and innovative knowledge-information policy that fits the organic organisational structure has not yet, as far as I know, been analysed and presented in an ample and adequate way.

The observations in the paper lead up to the conclusion that it is the new knowledge-information policy that is in harmony with the organic system of Mode-2 knowledge production. This innovative knowledge-information policy can be based on five main elements: 1) the agora, 2) scenario logic, 3) theories of discourse, 4) narratives of expertise in the form of a strategic conversation and 5) information federalism.

2 New versus Traditional Knowledge-Information Policy

According to Davenport et al. (1992: 64-65) those organisations that rely heavily on knowledge and information play in pursuing their business goals should conduct a knowledge-information policy labelled ‘information federalism’. ‘Information federalism’ should be preferred to other kinds of knowledge-information policies. Another type of knowledge-information policy, which is labelled ‘feudalism’ by Davenport et al. (1992), is identical to a mechanical conception of knowledge-information policy.

Typical of ‘information federalism’ is that the knowledge-information policy is perceived a democratic process during which the knowledge-information policy is negotiated in its final version and developed through consensus. (Davenport et al. 1992: 56, 58-60; Davenport 1997: 68-72). In contrast to ’information feudalism’, ’information federalism’ is characterised by the fact that the knowledge-information policy is controlled by and fleshed out in detail in the individual departments within a hierarchical structure (Davenport et al. 1992: 56, 57-58; Davenport 1997: 72-74). 

Davenport (1997) argues that a knowledge-information policy does not constitute a neutral factor compared to existing social structures within an organisation. For instance, the introduction of a new knowledge-information policy - like ‘information federalism’ replacing a state of ‘information feudalism’ already existing within an organisation – will tend to undermine the existing hierarchical structure within the organisation (Davenport 1997: 35, 67). That is, ‘information federalism will tend to destabilise a mechanical organisational structure. This must mean that in shaping a new knowledge-information policy, a crucial point is to grasp the relationship between knowledge, information, behaviour and social relations, cf. for instance Davenport (1997: 4, 35, 64), Orna (1999: 58-60) and Braman (1989). In interpreting Davenport et al (1992: 64-65) and Davenport (1997: 35, 67, 68-69), it can be deduced that ‘information federalism’ breaks down the existing hierarchical structure and contributes to the development of a new informational culture – “information culture … the pattern of behaviors and attitudes that express an organization’s orientation toward information” (Davenport 1997: 84) – that is characterised by a political and democratic value base.

Davenport (1997: 64-65) observes that there is a need for developing a new knowledge-information policy for those organisations where knowledge and information are essential factors in their activities and performance. Davenport’s concept of ‘information federalism’ appears to be a suitable basis for identifying a new knowledge-information policy that can break down a mechanical form of organisation while at the same time being able to handling complexity and unpredictability.

3 Mode-2 Science in an Organizational Perspective 

Networks become the basic organisational unit in ‘the informational economy’ (Castells 2000: 214). Constant and flexible network building – that is, a process where networks are formed, dissolved and re-established in new constellations – has the organisational advantage that it provides a powerful response to current business challenges such as adapting the organisation to new market conditions, etc. (Castells 2000: 501-02). In this context, networks should be defined as socially flexible systems that are capable of creating appropriate social structures, etc. in response to a given situation that arises unexpectedly. Thus, networks are suitable in cases, where the situation requires fast innovation.

Castells (2000: 187) writes that ‘the network enterprise’ – the new operative unit – is the form of organisation that matches the global ‘informational economy’. Network building is, according to Castells (2000: 187), a better vehicle for tackling risk in relation to handling constant flows of new information that the traditional commercial firm is. Moreover, he points out that networks serve as ‘gatekeepers’, which means that those companies that operate outside networks are facing more difficulty in surviving in the business climate caused by ‘the informational economy’.

Castells (2000: 187) distinguishes between two forms of organisation, which he calls “bureaucracies’ and ‘enterprises’ respectively:

”In a dynamic, evolutionary perspective there is a fundamental difference between two types of organizations: organizations for which the reproduction of their system of means becomes their main organizational goal; and organizations in which goals, and the change of goals, shape and endlessly reshape the structure of means. I call the first type of organizations bureaucracies; the second type, enterprises.” 

(Castells 2000: 187)

That is, ‘the bureaucracy’ is the form of organisation that has as its primary (and relatively stationary) goal to reproduce its own structure whereas ‘the enterprise’ is the form of organisation in which the structure is constantly being adjusted to the goal, that is, if the goal is reformulated the structure is modified correspondingly. Alike Leydesdorff & Heimeriks (2001) describe the situation in ‘biotechnology’ as an innovation systems continuously reshaping.
Castells defines the form of organisation labelled “the network enterprise’ as a number of independent systems that are woven into each other and interacting:

”Network enterprise: that specific form of enterprise whose system of means is constituted by the intersection of segments of autonomous systems of goals. Thus, the components of the network are both autonomous and dependent vis-à-vis the network, and may be part of other networks, and therefore of other systems of means aimed at other goals.”

(Castells 2000: 187)

Historically, ‘the network enterprise’ is conditioned by the development of ‘the new economy’ and according to Castells (2000: 211-12) it reflects a new organisational paradigm – ‘the new organisational paradigm’.

Nowotny et al. (2001) outline how knowledge production in a Mode-2 society can be characterised as contextualised, transparent, participative, socially distributed and reciprocitive. This means that Mode-2 knowledge production is scattered, decentralised, individualised and privatised as a network.

According to Nowotny (2001: 226), knowledge production and knowledge sharing in a Mode-2 society is organised as a self-organising network collaboration among a number of private and public players and where universities are outside the centre but form part of a socially distributed system of knowledge production. This description of Mode-2 knowledge production comes close to the concept of network enterprise coined by Castells (2000) and which can be defined as a corresponding organic system. 

The fact that Mode-2 knowledge production is contextualised, participative and reciprocitive supports the interpretation that Mode-2 knowledge production is effected through political and democratic processes. That is, knowledge production in the Mode-2 society can be characterised as being organised in an organic system.

Mode-2 knowledge production that is organised in an organic system can be described in the following way: 

”It becomes a fluid configuration of knowledge, information and experience, all of which are most likely to resonate with questions arising in highly specific and localized context. As a result these individualized and decentralized forms of expertise have triumphed over the hierarchical and centralized forms that characterized modernity.”

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 221)

That is, the organic system underlying Mode-2 knowledge production is organised according to what can be defined as ”a fluid configuration of knowledge, information and experience… individualized and decentralized forms of expertise”.

4 Mode 2 Science in a discourse theoretic perspective

Nowotny et al. (2001) provide a description of the characteristic elements of Mode-2 knowledge production including heterogeneity, pluralism, fuzziness, uncertainty, complexity, volatility and transgressivity. Further, it is pointed out (Nowotny et al.2001: 216) that in Mode-2 knowledge production researchers will have to be narrative – ’narrative of expertise’ (Nowotny et al.2001: 216) – so as to be better equipped for tackling heterogeneity, pluralism, fuzziness, uncertainty, complexity, volatility, participativity and transgressivity. The narrative element effects a reduction of complexity and is a suitable means for facilitating communication between various stake holders. 

Besides, Nowotny et al. (2001) articulate the view that Mode-2 knowledge production is discursive in the sense that it should take place in the ’the agora’.

”In a new public space, called the agora”… in which ’science meets the public’, and in which the public ’speaks back’ to science”.

Nowotny et al. (2001: 1, 247)

In the agora knowledge becomes ’socially robust knowledge’. The agora is described as ”the new public space where science and society… co-mingle”. (Nowotny et al. 2001: 203). A dialogue is running here or a discussion is taking place between a number of stake holders where knowledge is being negotiated and re-negotiated. Discussion is taking place between a number of different players such as consumers, business men, citizens, interest groups, politicians, media, etc. Mode-2 knowledge production is being conducted within the framework of a democratic debate, market forces, government policies and media influence on public opinion (Nowotny et al. 2001: 210).

But the agora can also be considered a place where different and conflicting interests with respect to research and development are being articulated:

”The agora embraces much more than the market and much more than politics. As a public space it invites exchange of all kinds, and creates a context in which wishes, desires, preferences and needs can be articulated as well as demands”.

Nowotny et al. (2001: 209-10)

The agora provides a forum for a range of information- and knowledge intensive processes. In addition to knowledge creating, such processes as exchange of views, knowledge sharing, learning, sense-making, decision-making and policy making are in progress. But the agora also provides the context in which the new knowledge-information policy that conforms to an organic system should be identified.

You can say that policies relating to research and development are created in the agora. Policies regarding research and development are formulated and externalised in the agora (externalisation jf. Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995; Choo 1998: 22, Orna 1999: 17). Besides, the policy is communicated to the agora and to some extent internalised by the stake holders (internalisation jf. Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995; Choo 1998: 22, Orna 1999: 17).

“…the agora is also a space in which different perspectives are brought together, ultimately creating different visions, values and options ”. 

Nowotny et al. (2001: 209-10)

We can say that the internalising of a policy for knowledge production takes place in the moment the participants or stake holders accept – what we could call – the language game (Wittgenstein 1983) in the agora. The knowledge-information policy is externalised and internalised because Mode-2 knowledge production is transparent, participative, reciprocitive, ’socially distributed’ and transgressive. 

But the knowledge-information policy in the agora can match or fit the organic system more or less appropriately. In the quotation below, Nowotny et al. (2001: 206-7) state that the present knowledge-information policy in the agora does not function satisfactorily:

“Science and scientists now face an agora with multiple publics and plural institutions, such as the mass media which vigorously conduct their own negotiations. They are faced with a complex bureaucratic and administrative web of funding agencies which devise their own policy goals, guidelines, assessment procedures and allocation mechanisms. The science-policy landscape seeks to accommodate an increase in private finncing while becoming much more discriminating and demanding in public funding. Researchers have had to develop a new range of skills in communicating with their potential funders, writing grant proposals and promising enticing (but plausible) outcomes which cannot really be specified in advance. They face an industry-business landscape which itself is the object of radical restructuring.” 

Nowotny et al. (2001: 206-7)

The problem is that the knowledge-information policy being implemented in the field of research and development – and which has been explained above – and which is traditional in the sense that a number of traditional bureaucracies that are not able to co-operate – neither in theory nor in practice – constitute the current knowledge-information policy that does not really match the emerging organic system in Mode-2 and which has been outlined in the above.

Based on an interpretation of Nowotny et al. (2001: 226) it is suggested that Mode-2 knowledge production can be characterised as discursive in the sense that is narrative:

”The narrative structure of expertise, therefore, is a forceful reminder that expertise is not only highly context-dependent, immediate and concrete in the structures of its production, but also in its power of persuasion. It is loaded with political and economic interests, driven by fundamental value-conflicts and inevitably short-term in its outlook.”

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 226)

This means that the various strategies or policies concerning knowledge production in the Mode-2 society are discussed in the agora. Consequently, the knowledge-information policy in the Mode-2 society can be described as that, which takes place in the agora, where various stake holders discuss and negotiate different expectations and requirements for research and where the process appears as an attempt on the part of the various groups and communities involved, including the researchers, to persuade the others and each other that just their approach or view is the right one. The knowledge-information policy also appears antagonistic in den sensed that various groups are fighting to achieve a sort of hegemony – understood as intellectual, moral and political leadership – with regard to how knowledge, research and development should be understood in the Mode-2 society.

If the above reading of Nowotny et al. (2001) is correct, a successful interpretation of the agora within the framework of theories of discourse becomes possible (Torfing 1999). If so, the knowledge-information policy – which is brought into play in relation to science in the Mode-2 society – can be understood as a discourse (addressing knowledge production) that takes place in the agora and where the underlying agenda is to make knowledge ‘socially robust’. This happens when the notion of ‘science’ – put into a Mode-2 context – appears meaningful to those players that are acting in the agora in the form of a joint perception of what socially robust knowledge is.

In a discourse-theoretical sense, the concept of ’science’ becomes an empty signifier (Torfing 1999: 301), to which various players in the agora permanently attempt to give a distinct meaning. This is done by relating the notion of science to concepts taken from other discourses.  In a discourse-theoretical sense, the concepts of science and knowledge are related to other concepts in ’a chain of equivalence’. In the agora, there are, for instance, players that try to combine science, research and knowledge with concepts adapted from an economic discourse like for instance profit, competition, benefit, etc. Others will attempt to insist on science as a purely academic discourse and reserve it for this purpose while relating it to expressions such as reliability, objectivity, truth etc. Again, others will attempt to link science to a general social policy-related discourse and will relate science to key concepts such as social/societal relevance, ethics, etc. Private companies in which research and development is a main activity and a key competitive factor will create innovation and manufacture new products, etc. where these products per se can be perceived as an articulation.

In a discourse-theoretical sense – as explained in Torfing (2001) – even material things and products are considered articulations.

”As long as science ’works’, arguments about objectivity are unimportant… Indeed it can even be argued that too searching an inquiry into the nature of knowledge, or of its epistemological core, is likely to constrain the potential of science…” 

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 199-200)

Products represents knowledge – a pragmatic understanding of the expression or the concept of ‘knowledge’ (Wenneberg 2000: 194) – and a product that works, read articulation, seem to be a convincing and trustworthy argument in a discourse of science.

5 Mode-2 science in a Scenario Logic Perspective

Nowotny et al. (2001: 223) explain how the research process in the Mode-2 society reflects unpredictability by emphasizing ’the imperative of the immediate’ with the research worker facing difficulty in predicting the research problems that will be put on the agenda. In the Mode-1 society, the future appears more unpredictable than in the Mode-2 society. This is partly because of the fact that the Mode-2 society is more complex:

”The climax of high modernity with its unshakeable belief in planning (in society) and predictability (in science) is long past, even if the popularity of ‘evidence-based’ research demonstrates the stubborn survival of residues of this belief. Gone too is the belief in simple cause-effect relationships often embodying implicit assumptions about their underlying linearity; in their place is an acknowledgement that many – perhaps most – relationships are non-linear and subject to ever changing patterns of unpredictability.” .”

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 211)

But it is also because of the special role played by Mode-1 science in the Mode-1 society. Among other things, Mode-1 science is instrumental in forming the development in a more unpredictable and positive way:

”Science and technology helped to glue together the consensus between otherwise divergent social groups, by providing actual proof of improvement in living conditions, and thus helped to define a common outlook and a common future project.”

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 211)

Mode-1 science is instrumental in creating joint conceptions of a specific future development, which focus on constant economic growth and more social welfare. In the Mode-1 society, the idea prevails that the future is predictable in the way that Mode-1 science is instrumental in managing the development so that it progresses into a positive direction:

“In the past science provided a unique monopoly on the definition of nature and of reality, which for a long time went unchallenged. It opened up and sustained a future horizon of expectations embracing not only scientific and technological but also social progress. ” 

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 211)

But in the Mode-2 society science changes it role and status:

”Science is no longer outside, either as a cognitive or qvasi-religious authority or as an autonomous entity with its special access to the reality of nature.

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 211)

When Mode-2 science is characterised as ”’internally’ heterogeneous and ’externally’ interdependent, even transgressive” (Nowotny et al. 2001: 1) science can no longer serve as something that contributes to the reduction of complexity and unpredictability. On the contrary, science is instrumental in enhancing complexity and unpredictability. 

Nowotny et al. (2001: 228) provide arguments that in Mode-2 science it is necessary for the expert system, which is only one player among many players in the agora, to adopt a long-term time perspective because the fulfilment of the requirement for ’immediacy of response’ by Mode-2 knowledge production can be ensured only by the adoption of a long-term view and ’narratives of expertise’. According to Nowotny et al. (2001: 223), in the Mode-2 society, there is a need for quick answers to problems that may occur suddenly – phrased as the ’the imperative of the immediate’. Obviously, it is not feasible to satisfactorily answer questions originating from complex problem areas in the same way as within traditional science. Therefore, the answers provided by experts will change their nature as well. Nowotny et al. (2001: 223) label this type of answers ’narratives of expertise’. 

”Narrative becomes one of the central ways in which the voices of experts are orchestrated to help produce a more wide-ranging epistemic, social, political or legal authority…” 

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 223)

It can be concluded that Nowotny et al. (2001: 228) argue for the necessity of scenario thinking in the expert system of Mode-2 science:

”Only if a longer-term perspective is adopted will the system be able to draw upon more knowledge and expertise than is currently available in order to choose that which is most immediately appropriate.” 

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 228)

An interpretation of Nowotny et al. (2001: 229) points to the fact that in the Mode-2 society there is a need for developing a knowledge-information policy – for the expert system and possibly for a Mode-2 university – that is based on scenario logic:

”To be successful, expertise must be able to predict (because success implies prediction).” 

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 229)

Further, it can be concluded – in the light of observations in Nowotny et al. (2001: 228-29) – that scenario thinking is necessary viewed in relation to a new knowledge-information policy that is geared to the way in which Mode-2 knowledge production is organised, viz. corresponding to the organic system, which Nowotny et al. (2001: 221) characterise as ”a fluid configuration of knowledge, information and experience… individualized and decentralized forms of expertise”.

Nowotny et al. (2001: 229) specify the demands that must be made on the long-term perspective in Mode-2 in the following way:

”Is such expertise, although no longer in control of the future, nevertheless able to offer a kind of time-released wisdom which can anticipate future uses and consequences without being able to predict it.” 

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 229)

But the type of type scenario logic called for by Nowotny et al. (2001: 229) in the above quotation already exists and it has been termed ’scenario planning’.

That is, drawing upon an analysis of Nowotny et al. (2001), the new knowledge-information policy that is in harmony with an organic system – in the form of ”a fluid configuration of knowledge, information and experience… individualized and decentralized forms of expertise” Nowotny et al. (2001: 221) – can be based on three entities: 1) discourse theory, 2) scenaro logic and 3) information feudalism
6 Mode-2 Science in a Strategic Conversation Perspective

In the scenario planning – developed in Shell from1965-1990 described in Wack (1985a, b), de Geus (1988, 1997) and van der Heijden (1996) – a core concept is strategic conversation as delineated in van der Heijden (1996). Van der Heijen (1996: 23) has identified three competing paradigms in strategic management: 1) the rationalist, 2) the evolutionary and 3) the processual. Scenario planning is related to the processual paradigme with focus on the relation between conversation and learning:

“The crux of the institutional aspects of the processual paradigm is conversation… only through a process of conversation can elements of observation and thought be structured and embedded in the accepted and shared organisational theories-in-use… We can distinguish two forms of pathologies relation to institutional conversation: 

· Confusion due to overload of change. When beset by too much information and data and too much uncertainty, people lose track and don’t know what to pay attention to.

· Lack of diligence and attention, due to a high level of comfort in the way ‘our world of business’ has been simplified. This leaves us with a business language which is impoverished and not adequate for challenges faced.”

(Van der Heijden 1996: 41-42)

Strategic conversation:

“…the strategic conversation is shaped by the way people in the organisation see their world. Mental models have been built up over time, and these are coupled through a common language that makes the strategic conversation possible… people influence each other in the way they see their world… [it] requires a balance between integration of metal models, to enable the organisation to come to a shared conclusion and move forward, and differentiation of mental models, to ensure a wide range of weak signals in the environment are perceived, understood and brought into the system to enter the conversation and be acted upon.” 

(van der Heijden 1996: viii)

Strategic conversation in the agora can be regarded as a discourse that aims at challenging existing mental models and conventional, cliché like thinking about Mode-1 and replacing these by one or more trustworthy images of the Mode-2 society. Further, strategic conversation can be defined as a political-democratic process in the sense that the discourse does not force the participants to subscribe to a specific view of Mode-2, but those participating are voluntarily adopting and sharing a specific view. Obviously, the aim of strategic conversation is to create sufficient consensus among the participants on how Mode-2 can be understood so that they agree on joint action. Strategic conversation can be regarded as a special way of reflecting on, speaking about and ‘listening to the future’.

An important product of strategic conversation are the so-called scenario as stories or scenario stories that may be described as a narrative perspective on the current and future development of the society. According to Nowotny et al. (2001: 223-26), narratives of expertise may with some justice be compared to med scenario stories: 

”The link to action and the possible consequences for policy recommendations frame the questions ass well the answers. Intheir narratives, experts have to act not only as if they know the answers, but also the conditions under which the answers will fit into an unknown future. ” 

(Nowotny et al. 2001: 223)

Nowotny et al. (2001: 226) observe that ”The narrative structure of expertise… is… highly… in its power of persuasion”. 

Applied to the Mode-2 context, scenario as stories or scenario stories can be considered a narrative conception of Mode-2 science. 

An interpretation of Nowotny et al. (2001) states that the discussion in the agora can be regarded as a strategic conversation – in harmony with the discourse theory – in the form of a discursive struggle aimed at achieving a state of hegemony in relation to a specific narrative conception of Mode-2 science. 

The process going on in the agora can also be interpreted as a strategic conversation in the sense that the discussion, the negotiation of meaning and the material products are viewed as articulations with the result that a research strategy in the Mode-2 society is realized with focus on the direction into which science should progress in future (Mode-2) and how it should be organised in an unknown terrain.

7 Conclusion

A new knowledge-information policy, which matches the organic system of Mode-2 knowledge production is outlined and discussed. This new policy can with advantage replace the traditional knowledge-information policy, which underlies the conventional mechanical Mode-1 knowledge production. The new knowledge-information policy can be based on five principal elements: 1) the agora; 2) scenario logic; 3) theories of discourse; 4) narratives of expertise in the form of a strategic conversation and 5) information federalism.

Tabel 1 New knowledge-information policy for Mode-2 based, among other things, on an analysis of Nowotny et al. (2001) and incorporating five chief elements

	KNOWLEDGE- INFORMATION POLICY

	The agora
	Scenario logic
	Theories of Discourse
	Narratives of expertise /

Strategic conversation


	Information

federalism
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