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Abstract. The purpose of this article is to extend findings from the 2008 special issue of the Journal
of Regional Analysis and Policy on the knowledge economy, especially the notion claimed by
Siggaard Jensen (2008) on “inversion of authority” elaborated according to the notion of inno-
vation enhanced by Weick’s (1995) notion of ‘organizing’. The research aims to reveal how a
process approach to organizing knowledge can enable innovation. A high-quality flow of
knowledge is required for innovative processes. The case study reveals that organizing a vari-
ety of knowledge creates innovative enactment in firm networks. The findings provide a con-
tribution to understanding the implication of a cross-disciplinary approach to innovation the-
ory, and a practical contribution is provided for actually organizing innovative enactment.
Moreover, regional policy can employ the organizing of knowledge for policy implications,
enabling further innovation on the regional level. Further research has to be conducted for

more thorough insight.

1. Introduction: innovation and the
knowledge economy

In the 2008 (volume 38, number 2) special issue
of The Journal of Regional Analysis & Policy the inten-
tion was to contribute to a more explicit understand-
ing of the knowledge economy and provide better
operational implications (Westeren, 2008). This arti-
cle intends to build on those findings and extend the
understanding of knowledge in relation to innova-
tion and, furthermore, to elaborate innovation in
accordance with the role of the organizing process.
Innovation is the main concept throughout the arti-
cle, and it is enhanced by the organizing approach
noted by Weick (1995). Theoretical considerations
and empirical examples are outlined in relation to
innovation.

The outline based on innovation has two main
approaches: 1) the coherence between innovation
and knowledge according to notions of Schumpeter
(1934, 1942) and Amabile et al. (1996); and 2) the
coherence between innovation and ‘organizing’

according to the notion of Weick (1995). The trans-
formation process from the new idea to a commer-
cialized product/service for innovation requires the
use of new knowledge by employees in the organi-
zation. Innovation and knowledge are thus closely
connected for people to be able to act in new ways.
The transformation process from the new idea to
execution also requires support from organizational
processes, elaborated as the notion of ‘organizing’.
Employees need to collaborate on new collective
execution. Innovation and organizing are thus
closely connected and support each other for execu-
tion. In this article a contribution is made to theory
and practical insight on innovation in relation to the
interplay between employment of new knowledge
and ‘organizing’ this new knowledge for execution.
The research aims to reveal how a process approach
to organizing knowledge can enable innovation.
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A concept of process and stocks of knowledge
has emerged in the literature (Appleyard, 1996;
Decarolis and Deeds, 1999). This has been further
elaborated by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) with
their notion of the knowledge spiral. Learning is a
process between knowledge levels and requires par-
ticipants to elaborate knowledge to obtain higher
levels of knowledge.

The definition of innovation begins with the leg-
acy from Schumpeter (1934). He notes the following
application:

Here the success of everything depends upon intui-
tion, the capacity of seeing things in a way which
afterwards proves to be true, even though it cannot
be established at the moment, and of grasping the
essential fact, discarding the unessential, even
though one cannot give account of the principles
by which this is done (Schumpeter,1934, p. 85).

Schumpeter enhances his understanding of intuition
by noting: ‘all knowledge and habit once acquired
becomes firmly rooted in ourselves . . . and sinks
into the strata of the subconsciousness’ (Schumpeter,
1934, p. 84).

Schumpeter emphasizes skills as another source
for innovation. He perceives skills and intuition as
equally important and both necessary in conjunction
to enable innovation. Schumpeter focused on the
entrepreneur himself as important in his early work,
The Theory of Economic Development (1934 translation;
originally published in 1912), henceforth referred to
as Schumpeter Mark I. In his later work Capitalism,
Socialism, and Democracy (1943, originally published
in 1942), henceforth referred to as Schumpeter Mark
II, he focused on the institutional structure of socie-
ty. Here entrepreneurship needs not be carried out
by a single individual but can be the responsibility
of a group, a network, or an organization.

Schumpeter’s definition of innovation emphasiz-
es the combination of intuition and skills - an inter-
twined capacity for acquiring the new idea. Intui-
tion is an individual capacity. Skills are typically a
combination of individual capacity and collective
capacity achieved through organizational learning
from collective action. Hereby skills provide an
important issue in both Schumpeter Mark I and
Mark II.

A performance issue is further built into innovation.
Theorists within innovation, such as Schumpeter
(1934) and also Amabile et al. (1996), highlight
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the value creation and performance issue within
innovation:

..... the successful implementation of creative ideas
within an organization. In this view creativity by
individuals and teams is a starting point for inno-
vation; the first is a necessary but not sufficient
condition for the second (Amabile et al. 1996).

Amabile et al. highlight here both the idea and the
implementation. This means both employment of a
Schumpeterian approach to the intui-
tive/subconscious knowledge of the new idea and
an organizational learning approach to collective
implementation. Innovation comprises the whole
process from idea to execution. It means an integra-
tion of the ability of people, through employment of
their knowledge combined with organizing an
action approach to organizational learning, and
execution of the new idea. A more thorough under-
standing of the interplay between knowledge and
organizing is thus required to enable innovation.
Innovation has a multitudinous approach as
highlighted by Schumpeter Mark I and Mark IL
Schumpeter undertakes a shift in theory from
Schumpeter Mark I (1934) to Schumpeter Mark II
(1942) from highlighting the importance of the
entrepreneur to highlighting the institutional frame.
An enhancement for a thorough understanding of
this shift is provided through Weick’s (1995) notion
on ‘organizing’. An important assumption of
‘organizing’ is the existence of levels between the
individual, organizational, and societal entities.
Different assumptions and control issues are typi-
cally imposed on the different levels. The different
assumptions of levels create a separation and
hereby boundaries emerge in the organization. The
boundary issue is especially relevant in relation to
the knowledge economy. Schumpeter could not
foresee the knowledge economy. Learning theory
had limited development at Schumpeter’s time in
the early part of the twentieth century. Therefore,
the approach by Siggaard Jensen (2008) on the
‘inversion of authority” between levels is elaborated
in this article for a more thorough understanding of
an approach enabling innovation. The article aims
to show the operational and theoretical implications
of organizing knowledge. It means a process
approach where flows of ideas, action, and
knowledge take place without limiting boundaries
set by authority, as elaborated by Weber (1947),
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such as rational rules, traditional routines, or char-
ismatic management. Research is here focused on
how a process approach to organizing knowledge
through inversion of authority can enable
innovation.

The outline of this article is first to discuss inno-
vation, learning, and ‘inversion of authority” in in-
terplay with each other, next to reveal the key find-
ings in the case study, and then discuss the insight
gained from the key findings. Furthermore, it will
seek to elaborate the implications of theory, opera-
tional implications for the network, and implications
for policy on the regional level. Finally, the conclu-
sion summarizes the main findings.

2. Why specifically relate innovation,
organizing, learning and “inversion of
authority’?

The importance of innovation in relation to man-
aging change can be seen from the following quota-
tion by Gotvassli, (2008):

The leadership and management of processes of
innovation and development are regarded both in
literature and in practice, as complex and difficult
to achieve (Johannesen, Olaisen and Olsen, 1999).
The result is that the development of skills in man-
aging change and innovation has been widely re-
garded as being at the front line of organization
and leadership throughout the 1990s and into the
new century (Gotvassli, 2008).

The quote elaborates the heavy emphasis in the
literature on the managing and leadership issue. In
the food networking company cases described later
no strong management and leadership structure is
present. An alternative approach such as ‘inversion
of authority’ is therefore needed. Schumpeter Mark
I elaborates the functionality of leadership:

leadership as necessary for managing groups
threatened by innovation, for the difficulty in find-
ing necessary collaboration partners and the diffi-
culty in winning over customers (Schumpeter,
1934:87).

Schumpeter mark I also embraces leadership as a
boundary: ‘alluded to create a boundary beyond
which the majority of people do not function
promptly by themselves and require help from a
majority’ (Schumpeter, 1934:87).

Schumpeter (1934) thus sees leadership and
management as a boundary, but also a necessity cre-
ated to get people to function within innovation and
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other difficult issues. In the knowledge economy,
however, the flow of knowledge is important - at
best with as few boundaries to constrain the flow of
knowledge as possible. Therefore it is interesting to
conduct research on an approach to innovation
without the boundary created from leadership and
management. This context is provided in the food
networking case described later.

The elimination of the leadership/management
boundary is enhanced by Siggaard Jensen’s (2008)
claim about ‘inversion of authority’. Jensen’s perspec-
tive is that a company will not be able to survive if
people working for management are less knowl-
edgeable than management. All knowledge on the
best attainable level is needed to create further learn-
ing to survive in the knowledge economy.
Knowledge is expensive to create and it becomes
better through enactment and involvement in a
knowledge spiral context (Nonaka and Takeuchi,
1995). Hindrance for this process is authority, which
in the understanding of Weber (1947/ 1964) is
defined by: ‘commands from a given source will be
obeyed by a given group of persons’ (p. 324).

In Weber’s notion the commands are one-way
and based on traditional, rational and charismatic
grounds. The obedience to commands in this sense
can then rest on considerations varying over a wide
range from simple habituation over the most purely
rational calculation of advantage to the blind obedi-
ence posed by a charismatic person. In practice,
leadership/ management has a role to play in all of
them by creating traditions, rationality and charis-
matic rules and feelings for enactment. The notion
of “inversion of authority” will in reality mean to be
able to invert traditions, rationality, and charisma.
Furthermore it means to invert and deliberate man-
agement’s role in the process and transform it to a
collective process approach. Therefore it is interest-
ing to look at the implications of ‘inversion of authori-
ty’ in a perspective of the knowledge spiral noted
earlier. Here the process of learning supports the
stock of knowledge and vice versa for higher and
new performance achievements. This makes learn-
ing a continual focal point for knowledge to be able
to improve performance of the organization.

Innovation inevitably has at the point of origin
many expressions, because it begins with whatever
new idea emerges in a given situation. The chal-
lenge for human perception and human actor(s) is
the integration of so many different issues and
different ways for implementation. The required
variety of learning and knowledge is thereby
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extremely high for innovation to be enacted. It
requires differentiation and specialisation of abilities
simultaneously. This is elaborated in the case dis-
cussion later in the article. Furthermore it requires
an integrated overview of knowledge and
knowledge implications in the specific innovation
processes. The contribution from different actors
and knowledge bases is therefore extremely im-
portant to integrate in the innovation process. It
highlights the need for both exploration and exploi-
tation of organizational knowledge. As highlighted
by March (1991) the employment of these two con-
trary learning processes is very different and there-
fore a challenge for specific awareness during the
innovation process.

To launch innovation and thereby value-creating
activities, as highlighted by Schumpeter (1934), is
often in a practical organizational context followed
by considerable use of authority and management
planning activity through project planning and
Stage Gates Systems (Cooper, 2008). The Stage Gate
Systems set up milestones with specific planned
content on typical market, technical, and economic
issues analyzed in relation to the innovation. At
each milestone a management decision based on the
facts provided is made to continue or stop the inno-
vative project. The result of these management-
powered efforts to enforce activities often creates
resistance to employment of the innovation and/or
limited integration of knowledge to be able to act
upon the innovation and limited commitment from
employees to overcome difficulties emerging during
implementation.

An important criterion for authority to succeed is
a certain minimum of voluntary submission; thus an
interest in obedience by employees. If this cannot be
obtained in the organization, a limited success or
rejection of implementation of the new idea is a like-
ly consequence. The implication is often lost oppor-
tunities and limited performance and thereby limita-
tions of the enactment of the specific innovation. At
the same time, Stage Gates Systems support innova-
tion through structured set points within the process
where decisions on the innovation are taken. There-
fore, it is interesting to find new alternative/com-
plementary ways to enable innovation. The new
ways have to be more focused on the missing issues
in Stage Gate Systems relating to the organizational
process on knowledge and action. The organization
needs to be prepared to be able to absorb innovation
more smoothly than the usual Stage Gate Planning
Systems provide.
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Polenske (2007) elaborates the wide span within
innovation with her highlight: ‘I am struck by the
many different interpretations of innovation, the
lack of consensus on a framework both to define a
theory of innovation and the way to measure it ..."
(Polenske, 2007). The ‘many different interpreta-
tions’ call for awareness of the innovation approach
employed and call for the conducting of complex
research with many variables. Polenske (2004) her-
self frames an agenda on innovation of increased
knowledge intensity, increased speed of new prod-
uct concepts, and increased innovation diffusion
requiring organizing of agents and companies for
competition, collaboration, and cooperation - each
forming different linkages in network context. An
elaboration of organizing is therefore called for
through Weick (1995) and his notion of ‘organizing’
where agents and organizations can interlink.
Weick (1995) elaborates the wide span from the new
idea and control of performance in what he express-
es as ‘a tension’ which has to exist and be enacted to
enable innovation.

Weick’s notion of ‘organizing’ extends Schum-
peter’s innovation approach through the elaboration
of organizational levels between the new idea and
the organisational implementation of it. Weick's
(1995) understanding of innovation was built on
Wiley’s (1988) three levels of sense making:
intersubjective, generic subjective, and extrasubjec-
tive levels. Wiley defines the ‘intersubjective emerg-
ing through the interchange and synthesis of two or
more, communicating selves.” Weick understands
the intersubjective construction as an idea genera-
tion and the more generic intersubjectivity/extra-
subjectivity including the rest of the organization
and society as a control issue. Organizing is then in
Weick’s perception the active, ongoing management
of transitions between new ideas and control on the
generic subjective level represented by the organiza-
tion. This creates duality and tension in ‘organizing’
between levels which create boundaries and hinder
innovation.

Weick’s definition of organizing (previously
noted) sets the organizing notion atop new ideas,
learning and control. The control issue is contained
on the organizational level where scripts and stand-
ards are employed to control action through authori-
ty as noted earlier. The organizing approach has a
dynamic stretch and span of tension between new
creative ideas and control in an organization.
Knowledge has to be organized in the terms of
March (1991) in a conjunction of both exploring and
exploiting knowledge and participants. An
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overview of the issues in the tension for action is
provided in Figure 1.

Figure 1 shows innovation in the Schumpeterian
(1934) understanding of value creation as a wide
span containing the core issue of learning and build-
ing knowledge. Learning has to be stretched to
embrace the new idea in one end and in the other
end stretched to embrace control of performance.
For an organization to be able to handle this
stretched process of organizing (Weick, 1995) the
tensions have to be acknowledged, facilitated, and
enacted within the organization. Learning from
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actions is important to employing and capturing
knowledge at the highest level and as richly as pos-
sible. It means that people themselves need to have
access, the ability to employ knowledge, and the
willingness to act upon knowledge acquired. In the
hierarchical context this means ‘inversion of authori-
ty” (Siggaard 2008) for people to act themselves ac-
cording to needs. It means that innovation is thor-
oughly rooted and combined in the two approaches
of coherence between innovation and knowledge
and between innovation and ‘organizing.’

Literature review notions:

C_ro 3

ORGANIZING

INMOMATION
LEARNING

INVERSION OF AUTHORITY

Figure 1. Overview of Issues to enable innovation.

3. Case study characteristics,
methodology, and findings

The case study providing data for the research
on how a process approach to organizing
knowledge can enable innovation was conducted in
a food network calling itself ‘Senderjyske
Madgleeder,” in English called ‘Food Joys in South
Jutland’. It consists of 33 SME (Small or Medium
sized Enterprises) food manufacturers in Denmark.
The network is located within a radius of 75 km in
Southern Jutland. The network was established in
2005 and from the beginning focused on creating
innovation for its members. All member companies
aim for innovation in their own company and this
aim is extended also to be the aim of the network.
In network context they provide new ideas for
innovation in own company for one another. The
networking participants also aim to create joint
innovation through joint business development.
The network members typically produce very

unique food products, which means that competi-
tion in their niche markets for the specific product is
limited. However, customers with the approach of
buying some food to eat or drink could perceive
them as alternative suppliers. The networking par-
ticipants themselves do not see the other partici-
pants as competitors, as they typically say ‘the mar-
ket has room for all of us. We can have extremely
valuable help from one another through creating
customer awareness on our portfolio of specific
quality products.’

The members are loosely coupled and have a
replacement of about 10% of members entering and
exiting the network every year. The network is
organized as an association with a board of directors
consisting of 5-7 members elected at an annual
general meeting. They have formed overall regula-
tions for the network; for example, to become a
member requires approval of the board, and a
member company needs to have shown that they
can innovate successfully. Two board members visit
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a candidate before membership can be approved.
The board has no authority other than regulating
membership, deciding activities for their members,
and having responsibility for economic resources.
This means that nobody has the authority to force
innovation on the others. A limited fee has to be
paid on a yearly basis to be a member, and grants
are applied for and obtained in between annual
membership payments. The network is also mem-
ber of an umbrella organization of similar networks
called ‘Smagen af Danmark,” in English ‘Taste of
Denmark.” The umbrella organization also first and
foremost aims for innovation and has a Board of
Directors selected from the approximately twenty
connected food networks.

The companies in the network are typically SMEs
with a turnover of about 0.7 million Euros. A few
larger companies, with a turnover between 7 and 14
million Euros, also participate. The members typi-
cally operate in specific areas of the value chain in
the food sector; however, seen as a whole, the net-
work through its members operates on the whole
value chain in the food sector with agriculture, pro-
duction of various foods (e.g., meat, sausages, fish,
fruit juice, milk, bakery, honey, wine), logistics, sales
through retail and in own shop, and service, e.g., in
relation to providing holiday facilities, telling the
story of the specific products and companies, and
serving appetizers in public space. They generally
have a high proportion (above 60%) of equity. They
have a price level above market and typically
employ very flexible niche strategies to position
themselves in a market away from larger competi-
tors. Characteristics of three specific food networks,
among these ‘Food Joys,” are elaborated by Brink
(2010). For employing niche strategies innovation is
very important to the member companies in finding
the profitable niches. Furthermore, much differenti-
ated knowledge is present in the network for
elaboration and innovation.

In the beginning the network ‘Food Joys” saw the
most important activities for the network to be the
following issues:

e competence development for members -
presentations and %2-1 day courses on selected
topics such as sales, accounting, and how to
create a homepage.

e support for the members within marketing
and PR - joint homepage! and brochures, and
joint fairs with joint showcases and displays.

! www.soenderjyskemadglaeder.dk and
www.smagenafdanmark.dk,
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e knowledge exchange between members; for
example, meetings discussing certain topics
such as food ethics and regulation and brain-
storming on ideas for joint innovation such as
how to integrate art and handicraft products
in their joint innovation.

The members themselves see the following issues
as important to describing their own characteristic
profile:

e the majority of members have relatively few
employees, often several part-time employees,
and the employments often are seasonal.

e the members themselves typically have
responsibility for operations and business
development.

e they all have specific products of high quality.

o they all have too little time, i.e., time is a very
scarce resource.

o they all aim for innovation.

The network received funding in 2005 in connection
with the establishment of the network. This meant
that they have employed a part-time secretary to
support network activities and coordinate tasks.

In the autumn of 2007 the board of directors
wished to change the objectives of the network. The
new objective is to create sustainable economic
growth within the network so that the network can
finance itself and its future growth. Collaboration
on innovative initiatives was perceived as the main
part of achieving the desired aim. The implication
of this shift is that the networking participants get
enhanced opportunities for innovation - now both
in own company and within the network. Their as-
sumption was that joint innovation supports sus-
tainable economic growth and hereby independence
from grants. This means that the network itself
must generate income. It facilitates a longer time
frame and a better starting point for decisions about
network activities than the quite narrow time frames
set by grant-awarding authorities. The motivation
for this change of the network objectives came from
the board of the network. They were themselves
enthusiastic about the new objective.

3.1. Methodology

In the autumn of 2007 the network asked the
municipal business centre, Erhvervenes Hus
Aabenraa (www.ehaa.dk), for support of their new
aim through a ‘sparring partner’/coach for their
efforts of achieving sustainable economic growth.
The business centre had in conjunction with other


http://www.soenderjyskemadglaeder.dk/�
http://www.smagenafdanmark.dk/�
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municipalities in the Southern part of Jutland creat-
ed an ‘Innovation House’ for SMEs to come and get
support for innovation. The funding was created by
municipalities and diverse project funding, e.g., dif-
ferent sources of EU funding. Funds were available
for supporting the network at their request. The
researcher was connected to the centre as an external
part-time facilitator within innovation and business
development. The researcher is therefore relatively
loosely connected to the participants and is in a rela-
tively impartial position in relation to the action
research carried out.

The researcher started the process by getting ac-
ceptance from the board of the network and from
responsible persons at the ‘Innovation House” for
the purpose of the action research to enable innova-
tion within the network, including access to the
resources required for and the gathering of different
data about the network from, for example, previous
network meetings, homepages, interview of board
members in their own company, personal profile
test based on Jung’s theory (1942, 1992) of personal
profiles (using the tool Insights®), and participation
in nine board meetings during the period from No-
vember 2007 to April 2008.

The approach in the action research is a process
of an ‘inverted classical Lewin’. At the meetings a
break in the process and a ‘freeze’ of behaviour pat-
terns provides a platform to discuss future challeng-
es and needed actions to ‘rebalance’ for innovation
and change. Finally the ‘unfreeze” occurs when the
participants go back and continue daily work. This
approach is inspired by Weick and Quinn (1999) and
Argyris (1990), who points out that: “to freeze con-
tinuous change is two make a sequence visible and
to show patterns in what is happening’ (Argyris,
1993).

The approach provides value in a context of flex-
ible markets, changing business models, and chang-
ing need for actions. Here reflection on process
patterns and continual change of activities becomes
highly relevant. The food networking entrepreneur-
ial companies operate in such a flexible context.
Informed decisions are made during the research
based on the reflection and rebalance of activities.
The decision power stays with the board. The
researcher is launching breaks and elaborating chal-
lenges and provides hereby further alternative
actions for rebalancing and decisions by the board of
what to actually do about it. They can also decide to
drop action on the challenge.

The methodology aims to make a contribution to
organizational learning of innovation on the partici-
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pants’ own premises. Hereby a contribution is made
to innovation theory. The action research approach
reveals what knowledge participants can organize
for enacted innovation.

3.2. Findings

The research revealed a network of SMEs with
much external focus jumping from one intuitive idea
to another without really implementing any of the
ideas. They did not establish connections relevant to
understanding the content and wider context of the
specific ideas. Thereby no joint action followed and
no learning on action unfolded. The researcher
showed these findings to the board and asked if it
was correctly observed and, if so, what to do about it
so that their own aim could be fulfilled. The board
was puzzled by the confrontation of their behaviour
but confirmed the findings after a more thorough
discussion had unfolded. Next they continued to
brainstorm ideas for a while. It meant that even
though they acknowledged a need for different
behaviour they were not able to change actions on
this overall objective. The researcher continued to
interrupt, but now on more specific issues. During
the whole action research process the power of deci-
sion on what to do was kept by the board. The re-
searcher only participated in the meeting and inter-
rupted their process several times during a meeting
and showed them ‘freezes’ of behaviour patterns.
Moreover the researcher elaborated several oppor-
tunities of actions for discussion, decision, and
implementation by the board.

An example of more specific interruption was at
a point in their brainstorm where the researcher
made a break and suggested taking one of the ideas
for further elaboration facilitated by the researcher.
The board decided to work more on an idea of a
joint event on a ‘sense impression night.” The idea
was to launch the night together with an art and
handicraft network within the area to give custom-
ers the opportunity to explore their different senses
of tasting, smelling, seeing, hearing, and feeling dur-
ing the evening in new ways. This idea was really
breaking their normal ways of doing business in the
food industry. The board set further meetings with
the art and handicraft network on the sense impres-
sion evening idea. A core issue at these meetings
was to cooperate for a joint understanding of the
new idea and develop the idea for cooperation and
action. The idea revealed a need for building rela-
tions with relevant people and/or companies within
own network and beyond. The discussions at the
meetings allowed the network to launch the sense
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impression evening. However, they did not contin-
ue their experience to create a more general concept
of ’selling food” in this way. A general concept
could be applicable for theme adjustment or new
themes. So if they had been able to establish a con-
cept they could replicate it and get economies of
scale from the idea. It was “too difficult, as they
said in a comment on not continuing the idea.
Another example of interruption launched by the
researcher came from reflection on their own pre-
ferred behaviour. It seemed that they all enjoyed
brainstorming about ideas and were able to continue
for a long time without any subsequent actions at
all. The question was posed to the board: was this
correctly perceived by the researcher; was it a prob-
lem? If yes, what should they actually do about it?
The board confirmed that it was correctly perceived.
They also acknowledged it to be a problem and
acknowledged a need for other preferred behaviour
on the board. The researcher did an online profile
test on preferred behaviour using a tool called In-
sights, which is based on Jung's (1942, 1992) arche-
types. Here it was revealed that the people on the
board all had strong preferred behaviour for exter-
nal general idea generation. As a new board had to
be elected shortly afterward, the old board members
managed to change some of the board members and
thus introduced more preferred behaviour for action
and focus on internal systematic details into the
board. It meant, for example, that the agenda and
meetings became more focused on actions, logical
order, and details for planned action and execution.
The two highlighted interruptions reveal that
when the board members became aware of both the
specific need for more elaboration on their business
idea and acknowledged the specific need for other
preferred behaviour on the board, they were able to
take action to change their own behaviour patterns.
They organized the span and tension between the
new idea and the ability to control action them-
selves. They continued the organizing approach
themselves and gained further organizational learn-
ing. The organizing approach enabled innovation
and actions on innovation beyond the action
research meetings. However, in relation to the sense
impression night, although the organizing approach
in the beginning was able to help them, it could not
continue to help them to develop a sustainable gen-
eral concept. Awareness in the beginning made
them able to perceive and act on the idea and build a
stock of knowledge for enhanced employment. The

115

researcher facilitated this at the starting point, but
they were not able to continue the organizational
learning and build further knowledge themselves in
the long run. The facilitation of the organizing and
learning issue made them able to act on new ideas
and issues they had never tried before. They jointly
co-created the new actions and they could be enact-
ed because the new content had been elaborated in
the group in some detail for organizational /network
insight and understanding.

They did not achieve their joint action through
the use of authority. In the network, authority is
very weak. The SMEs are not as single companies
dependent on collaboration. The aim of the network
is innovation for sustainable growth. The focus is on
innovation. But nobody has the authority to force
innovation on the others. This means that in the two
examples they employed ‘inversed authority’ and
thereby built on the interest and motivation of par-
ticipants and their understanding of needed actions.
"Inversion of authority” means for them as a group
to take leadership and management action without
the use of any authority. The advantage of this
approach is a direct involvement, understanding,
and action on innovation. Information is not blurred
or missed, and action can be taken very quickly
without delays and rework. The disadvantage of
the approach is the time used for ‘breaks’ to be able
to organize the knowledge for action. It can proba-
bly also be difficult if participants cannot agree on
an organized approach to action. It is revealed that
in the long run it can sometimes be too difficult with
complex tasks for the participants themselves to act
without a facilitator as highlighted in the ‘sense
impression” event. Within a single company there
will most often be some kind of authority which
could sanction behaviour, for example, through the
power of salary increase for participants. This is not
the case here in the food networking company
context. The companies are neither so close geo-
graphically nor vocationally that they have to be-
have in certain ways to conform to cultural norms.

The research revealed that the networking partic-
ipants were able to organize their knowledge them-
selves for enactment of innovation. It did require
time and joint effort in the beginning of an innova-
tion process to understand how to do it and discuss
the needed actions jointly. A limitation according to
complexity of tasks was revealed. For complex tasks
the impact of organizing knowledge in the begin-
ning faded away and probably has to be repeated.
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3.3. Implications of findings on the individual
and organizational levels

The ability to take leadership and management
action without authority was in this case framed by
‘a break’ for reflection followed by decision and ac-
tion. In the break board members’ own process was
discussed in relation to their aim and the need to
change preferred behaviour patterns to obtain their
aim. This break in process gave them joint under-
standing, decision-making assistance, and the ability
to act in new ways. They could support each other
to actually execute in new ways. In short, the pro-
cess was interrupted and the more deeply held as-
sumptions about innovation were elaborated for
learning and future action on the unknown.

Instead of authority imposed on them the

Brink

participants themselves organized content on indi-
vidual and organizational levels so that they got a
better ability to get successful innovation. They did
it themselves and showed how ‘inversion of authori-
ty” can work when attention and motivation are pre-
sent to join and meet important issues in new ways
on the organizational level. They were able to iden-
tify, decide upon, and enact needed changes them-
selves. They were able to take action on this behav-
iour without previous experience of what it would
mean, as we see in the two examples, changing the
blend of preferred behaviour and developing a new
event based on a challenging innovative idea. The
process does require time and effort devoted at the
start of the process. Here the difference to normal
Stage Gate planning is revealed in Figure 2.
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MNew
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Difference between Stage Gate & Organizing:

Implementation Tima

Use of ﬁ Planming

Innovation
rESOUTces
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Figure 2. The impact of organizing on innovation.

Figure 2 shows the difference of the employment
of innovation resources between usual stage gate
modelling containing a standardized content with
outlined milestones and content in the organizing
approach. Innovation resources are seen as the re-
sources devoted to a specific innovation, typically
viewed as hours used and also money used for data
gathering, configuration of teams, developing rela-
tions to interest groups, etc.

This paper reveals that organizing knowledge on
both preferred behaviour and preferred connections

are important to acknowledge from the beginning of
the innovation. Therefore time and resources have
to be devoted early in the process to create the joint
elaboration of organizing knowledge on preferred
behaviour and preferred connections from the indi-
vidual and organizational levels. It means empha-
sized attention to organizing the needed blend of
relevant issues according to the aim of the innova-
tion. The most suitable learning and knowledge
from all levels have to join in the innovation process.
The time and resources used here reduce tension
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and overload of work and information, because the
held assumption has been discussed, and rework
and frustration of ‘the others not understanding’ are
also reduced. The resources spent at the start of the
innovation reduce resistance, problems, and
reworking.

The result is a capacity and building of compe-
tence in handling innovation in the new and
unknown fields. This is most easily attained
through incremental innovation where a limited
amount of ‘newness’ is present. The case study
shows that the understanding also helps radical
innovations such as the sense impression event. In
the long run, however, it seems that radical innova-
tions on new products and processes require a
follow up on ‘breaks” and reflection for joint elabora-
tion to be able to continue. In the next section the
implications of these findings will be elaborated at
regional policy level.

4. Implications of ‘inversed authority’ at
the regional policy level

At the regional level much can be done to sup-
port innovation initiatives for the benefit of the
region, the companies, and society. Figure 2 shows
that time and space for organizing knowledge with
reflection and enactment of underlying boundaries
of preferred behaviour patterns are beneficial for
discussion at the beginning of the innovation
process.

From the findings one can see the importance of
providing time and space for these organizing activ-
ities in the planned policy activities at the regional
level. It means facilitating the organizing issue for
participants. The effort is focused on organizing ‘a
break’ for mirroring structure and process within
the innovation. Here regional policy can provide:

e regional resources - money, skills, time, and
space for social, physical and economical
elaboration in the process.

e development and facilitation to enact innova-
tion.

e storytelling about organizing activities, learn-
ing, and the stock of knowledge acquired and
employed.
requirements of process breaks and follow-up
in projects - and not just deliveries of
content as is typically done in Stage Gate
Systems.
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These four issues are seldom heavily emphasized
today, and thereby an underdeveloped potential to
enable innovation is ready to be further explored
and exploited. This fits well into the new paradigm
for rural development launched by the OECD
(2006). Here emphasis is put on the employment of
existing resources available in regional space. Sup-
porting time for end training for organizing enables
innovation and is hereby an important issue for the
new rural paradigm.

Further research within this area should be done
to reveal a more thorough insight on how organiz-
ing knowledge can enable innovation. This can be
conducted through further research in networks
where authority typically is weak. It could also be
relevant to look more closely into companies in oth-
er sectors than food producing company networks
to reveal the impact in a new context.

All in all, the regional policy can play an im-
portant role here because the region is close to the
companies without being so close that the regional
authority gets ‘locked in” during the process. The
region can hereby provide a valuable process
approach for innovation to be enabled within the
region.

5. Conclusion

The contribution of this article is to give an
answer to the research question on how a process
approach to organizing knowledge can enable
innovation. The answer is revealed through a case
study within a Danish food producing company
network containing 33 SMEs.

First the article reveals the motivation to conduct
research on organizing knowledge to enable innova-
tion in relation to the notion of “inversion of authori-
ty.” The crucial importance of employing both learn-
ing and the stock and flow of knowledge at the
highest level in the organization was revealed. Nei-
ther authority relating to rational rules nor tradi-
tional routines and charismatic management should
limit the knowledge employment and create a
boundary for the flow of knowledge. A process ap-
proach employing the notion of ‘organizing’
through ‘breaks’ for reflection, decision, and enact-
ment was shown to enable innovation. Therefore
time and resources have to be provided at the organ-
izational level to discuss and act upon organizing
underlying assumptions within innovation.

At the individual level the case study has re-
vealed a need for a focus on blended preferred be-
haviour moulding the behaviour of the participants.
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At the organizational level the case study has
revealed a need for a focus on preferred connections
moulding the employment of various abilities and
resources. The model developed shows the need for
these prerequisites to be discussed and acted upon
early in the innovation process. It was revealed that
information and knowledge have to flow without
boundaries to provide prime value. It was further
revealed that knowledge can flow without authority
through the organizing of knowledge by the partici-
pants themselves and thereby enable innovation.
This was done in an ‘inversed authority” context.

The theoretical understanding of the two outlines
from innovation in coherence with knowledge and
in coherence with ‘organizing’ was elaborated from
such varied theoretical fields as innovation, organi-
zation, psychology, economics, networks, and cul-
tural models. The theoretical field of innovation
itself has many interpretations and shows a lack of
consensus. This is seen by theorists as a weakness.
In the case study, moulding of the cross disciplinary
interplay is revealed as an opportunity for partici-
pants to discuss, reflect, decide and act early for
organizing integrated knowledge to enable innova-
tion. The many interpretations in the case study
context are shown as a strength.

A contribution is hereby provided to cross-
disciplinary integration of theory within innovation,
and an empirical contribution is provided on how to
organize innovation in networks. Furthermore, a
contribution is provided for regional policy to frame
organizing by providing resources and learning
facilities for organizing activities on knowledge.
The policy implications are coherent with the new
paradigm within rural development of employing
present regional resources and knowledge to enable
innovation. Further research needs to be conducted
for elaboration of this underdeveloped area of
organizing knowledge to enable further innovation.
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