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Abstract

The idea that with the advent of ICTs we are entea new techno-economic paradigm is
quite a widely shared belief. What initially appsdrto be the outcome of the industry’s
adjustment to the growing need for flexibility —o%i-fordism” — is now viewed as having
intrinsic original shape, and is increasingly reddr to as the “knowledge economy”.
Questions arise, however, when it comes to outlinire peculiarities of this new condition.
Leaving aside the diffused epiphenomenal notionshef knowledge economy, the paper
suggests that its distinguishing and original cbralies in the shift that is occurring within
firms, at a pragmatic level, away from the predanie of the ontological attitude to
knowledge and towards a more intense acquaintaittetie hermeneutical approach. The
paper investigates the consequences of this sisilie and outside the firm, by focusing on
the spatial and institutional conditions which,various scales, are needed to enhance the
generative potential of places. The notiommlieu and more specificalljknowledge-creating
milieu appears to fit this aim. Among other things, itaéist an important move from a
physical-passive to a topological-generative notbispace, with important implications for
the institutional realm.

Key-words: Knowledge economy, Milieu
JEL classification: D83, 033, R11

" A similar version of this paper has been publisire€usinato A. (2012), Milieus and Knowledge—chegt
Services: Two Interpretative Tools for the Knowledfconomy. In: R. Cappellin, F. Ferlaino, P. Rieicura
di), La citta nell'economia della conoscen2dilano: Franco Angeli, pp. 105-126.



1 Introduction

It is quite widely recognised that in the last ttlnoee decades the economy has left the
industrial paradigm, and entered a new one, wtidhdreasingly labelled as the “knowledge
economy®. To explain this shift and the constituent feasuref the new paradigm,
interpretations usually point to the dominant ri@lds and symbolic analysis have achieved
within economic activity. While acknowledging thesbanges, this paper argues that the
distinguishing and constituent element of the kremlge economy lies at a deeper level than
the widespread recourse to ICTs and symbolic aisabysfirms, and precisely in the recourse
they make to a different although not utterly newtion of knowledge to improve
creativeness and innovativeness: a conception wioiched within the philosophical and
aesthetical domains about a century before, anghvbeemed however to be destined to
remain confined in those realms, and anyhow farydvwzan the corporate realm.

The aim of this paper is to provide this hypothesith (sufficiently) substantial arguments,
by showing that (a) the “different notion of knowtge” (which will be defined in detail in the
next section) has entered the firms’ domain thrainghlCT revolution, so that this revolution
can be seen as the triggering although not thesidecevent of the paradigm shift; (b) firms
have pragmatically adopted this notion of knowletbtgeause of the higher potentialities it
proves to have in enhancing creativeness and itivewass compared with the standard
notion (and practice) of knowledge; (c) some imaottfactors and conditions for improving
this generative power belong to socio-spatial dosarhus, the final focus of this paper is on
(a) the functioning of these socio-spatial condiicand the configuration they eventually
assume as knowledge-enhancing devices; (b) diffeserthat can occur in the devices
themselves on different scales and finally, onrtbemative side, (c) possibilities of designing
and governing them (in the sense of “governance”).

The paper is organised as follows. The next seciadimes the content of the “new” notion of
knowledge which we suggest has entered into copg@eaxis, by seeking to identify its
distinguishing features with respect to the conegra notion. Section 3 examines how this
notion, which seemed to be doomed to stay confiméain the philosophical and aesthetical
domains, has, somewhat paradoxically, entereddhmocate domain. Section 4 is devoted to
pointing out some theoretical consequences th&aviofrom the establishment of the new
knowledge paradigm inside corporate praxis. Morec#jgally, the notions of “Knowledge-
creating Services” “and Knowledge-creating Milieafe introduced as categories which
prove to be particularly fruitful in dealing witthé knowledge economy, from both the
analytical and the normative points of view.

! The first reference to the rising of the “knowledgconomy” was made by Drucker (1968), althoughaon
different epistemological prospect than the onecivlis proposed here.



2 About knowledge

Knowledge is a notion that is hard to define. Siices intimately related to individuals’
minds, any concept they may formulate about it daualy fused with their mental and
cultural reference models so it becomes easy famtko fall into cognitive traps, such as
fallacies, naiveties and other pre-analytical vig@ee, Wilden, 1978; Watzlawick, 1980).
With this caveat, knowledge can be broadly definsdthe system of plausible beliefs the
individuals and groups have about reality; at thee time, however, account must be taken
of the fact that, precisely because it is a mattdrelief, there is inevitably a certain degree of
approximation between the mental images of reiiey form and the reality itself.

The key epistemological issue therefore is (andahaays been) how to assess the degree of
approximation to reality which is inherent in kn@dgie. In contemporary western thought,
two main epistemologies compete with regard to plot, the ontological (or modern) and
the hermeneutical (or post-modern). The formerdaseld on both the Cartesian belief that
truth exists per se and the positivist belief that subjects can reably assess the
convergence of their mental representations tbrdaugh empirical testing under controlled
conditions.

Post-modern criticism has originated precisely fritva confutation of the positivist belief in
the possibility of having a reliable criterion fassessing the approximation to truth. This
criticism ultimately maintains that the device pssts have conceived for excreting any
residual metaphysical element from the scientiftendin is actually grounded on a pre-
analytical and indefensible assumption. As von &tsfteld (1980) argues, certain aspects that
would be determinant in rejecting false assertioas indeed be systematically ignored in
making empirical tests because of a fallacy — &@foscotoma — in the observer’s perceptive
aptitudes.

From this point onward, truth does indeed becornseraventional entity (once it is admitted
that such a term maintains some relevant meanang), the cognitive focus shifts from
searching for it by collecting information abdhe supposed “real reality” and the consequent
getting ofthe genuine cognitive code the truth —, to observing the mental processes by
which subjects form their perceptual aptitudes (aranly fallacies) (Gadamer, 2004). This
does not mean however that investigation of théweald should be abandoned because it
proves to be without any sound epistemological @aion: since a certain — although
intrinsically “weak” — representation of reality reeded for action, the only alternative to
nihilism is to make a continuous shuttle betweenithage of the reality the subject has built
at a certain moment through his mental repertarel which he knows to be inevitably
contingent, and the representation of the proceshe&h lead to the formation and reshaping
of mental repertoires (and cognitive codes).



As is well-known, this shift in focus from informah “coming” from or “collected” in the
external world to the process of formation of pptoe aptitudes and cognitive codes signals
the entry into post-modern thought, and entailspigsage from one notion of knowledge to
another. Once admitted that any cognitive expeeenwplies reflexivity, it is indeed one
thing to reflect on the external world without gtiesing the inherent properties and caveats
of one’s own interpretative code, and quite anotherg to make a (certainly demanding)
mental effort in investigating one’s own way of ebsng that world itself. These two kinds
of knowledge respectively refer to the ontologiaatl the hermeneutical approach. According
to this view, Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) distingusetween “Learning 1", “[which] is
obtaining know-how in order to share specific pesb$based upon existing premiseand
“Learning II”, “[which] is establishingnew premiseqi.e., paradigms, schemata, mental
models, or perspectives) to override the existimesd (p. 44; emphasis oufs)

The shift from the one to the other notion of knesge is particularly relevant as regards
creativity because, while admitting that it stemmf the recombination of existing elements
in a new and useful way (Poincaré, 1908), recontisinacan occur at two very different
levels, depending on whether or not the referemteos elements includes the cognitive
code(s). While in the ontological approach the melosimation concerns the information drawn
from reality according to the best approximatiorthe true cod¢he subject supposes is at his
disposal, and takes the form of a problem-solvasl {Guildford, 1967), in the hermeneutical
approach creativity is conceived as the outcomehef exposure of the subject's own
interpretative code to confrontation with other esdand first results in problem-finding or
else problem-creating experiences (Runco, 1994% @&ihtails, among other things, recourse
to different sociologies of creativity. In the firsase, the subjecreatesby establishing a
direct relationship between his mind and the exieworld, maybe in a solipsistic way, and
society intervenes mainly by endowing him with awenient cognitive code (Schon, 1983);
by contrast, in the second case social relatiosshlpy a crucial role, because it is only
through them that the subject can experience difies in cognitive codes.

It is however worth noting thatearning Ilis not alternative but complementaryliearning

I. No-one can indeed completely neglect the prdctielationships he necessarily has to
establish with the real world, by devoting himseifthe contemplation of the relationships
occurring between his perceptual aptitudes andittegrtode. To avoid the risk of alienation
/ annihilation that is inherent to such an attitutdhee subject has thus to make an incessant
shuttle between the two forms of learning, by agating the external world according to the
provisionally available cognitive code he has at dhisposal, acting according to that code,
evaluating the outcomes of action aqkestioning the cognitive code itselhd in some cases,
if necessary reshaping it (Piaget, 1967).

2 An analogous distinction is made by Morin (1986)jo distinguishes between “knowledge” and the
“knowledge of knowledge”.



With these premises, the next section is devoteaht@xamination of how thieearning Il
paradigm has entered the corporate firm and ingastiarge as a strategic praxis, thus giving
rise to the knowledge economy.

3 Theriseof the knowledge economy

If the distinguishing and constituent feature ofd®in civilisation is the mission that human
beings confer upon themselves to behave as “tls l@mnd possessors of nature” (Descartes,
1637), without any other limit than those imposedithoe right use of reason and respect of
moral and positive norms, the entrepreneur is #ry ¢hampion of modernity. At best he
embodies the ambition of continuously reshapingjtyea potentially, any domain of reality,
the mind included - in order to gain advantage (gradification) in a competing world. The
enterprise is the venture he continuously fuelguthl this ambition: a venture that entails
creativeness and innovativeness, that is to saycdohneeption and implementation of new
ways of making / combining thin§jsAnd the firm is the organisational device he sgis-
this is the basic innovation he makes (Schumpet@il) - to design and implement
innovations away from prying eyes and indiscrees.ea

On this view, the entrepreneur’s basic resource iflair for seizing opportunities and
assessing risks, which requires a clear represemtaf the state of affairs. This means that
the primary skill he must have is mastery of aatdk cognitive code (obviously the one that
he believes to be reliable) which allows him to malght choices quickly, and above all,
more quickly than competitors. With these requireteglLearning | appears to be the fit
cognitive paradigm for him, because it focuses o relationship between mind and the
external world on the assumption that the curreogndive code is the best one at
disposdl.This does not mean however that the entrepreridurdbes not have also recourse
to Learning Il, because everyone makes conscious or uncons@geus this way of learning.

It means rather that he considers this recoursdatesal (De Bono, 1970), somewhat
incidental compared withearning t a sort of philosophical digression to which he bave
sometimes usefully resort to gain fresh but aldemitally destabilising views on things.

If this is a plausible representation of the epmstebackground of the representative western
entrepreneur, the question arises as to whethen@ndhelLearning Il paradigm has not only
entered the corporate praxis, but gained the dgriiee within it. At a first glance, one might
suggest that the shift of focus brought about bstippodern thought — from the relationship

% According to Schumpeter (1911), the specific @eaeur’s role is to innovate since the act of tinga/
inventing can be analytically distinguished frone implementation of a new idea, and conferred totter
figure (the inventor). However, the question is thiee innovativeness can actually proceed separéteiy
creativeness, once considered that the implementatf a new idea entails problem-finding and proble
solving activities in the relational domain, angtrequires an equally important aptitude for duestess on the
entrepreneur’s part.

* For a vivid representation of this view, see Scfi983).



betweenthe cognitive code and the external world, to the psscby which codes take form
within the subject’s mind — would eventually contaate the domain of the firm, mainly via
management turnover. This is a plausible sight, drutcondition that the new notion of
knowledge actually proves to be more suitable tha&nprevious one in achieving the firm’s
goals, namely success in market competition.

In this connection, we argue that the achieveménthis condition has been the main
outcome, among others, of the advent of ICTs. Mmexisely, the hypothesis is that this
advent, with the dramatic reduction in the cospuafcessing and transmitting information it
has made possiblehas had not only functional consequences — ssctha spectacular
dissemination of information technology, the remigation of corporate firms (also in spatial
terms) and the comprehensive readjustment of nedtet global scale — but also significant
consequences at the structural level: a levelrtiates to issues which, within a given techno-
economic paradigm, lie outside the decision-makiesi of choice, such as social relations
or the re-setting of boundaries between the firoh thie society.

To understand the nature and implications of thesectural changes, it is expedient to
examine what has occurred within the communicatiotuits inside the corporate firm with
the advent of ICTs. Before that advent, but alsthashort interval of informatics-without-
telematics, communication necessarily requiredrtexvention of the human factor, since the
monitoring of automatic devices, based as they warelectro-mechanical technology, only
worked in an analogue / local way, without any gmbt/ of their being integrated into a
complete motoring system at the firm level (aadprtiori, more broadly too). For example,
how could a mechanical counter communicate witheacaory thermometer and, at the same
time, let us suppose, with a chemical colorimetea budget item? The role of Humans was
just to make communication possible at the firmelem those constrained conditions, by
translating (in the double sense of interpreting axansferring) the signals that were emitted
by the different monitoring devices (human devicetuded) according to their specific and
different languages.

However, this unavoidable human intervention metat communication at whole was
exposed to ambiguity, since individual interpretatcodes are idiosyncratic, not to mention
that ambiguity can be also opportunistically praeti¢Cusinato, 1996). It follows that even
the most peripheral agent had at his disposal aepdowsvcondition the performance of the
system, since he was able to affect communicastieit at an infinitesimal level (Marcuse,
1964; Lyotard, 1979). It also becomes clear thatsuch a situation, most of the top
management’s care was devoted to establishing aeciprotocols for minimising the
ambiguity content within the communication circuiennet, 2006): an effort that could not
(and cannot) however fully attain its goal, notreach because of the increasing marginal
cost of ambiguity cutting, as an approacta Shannon would suggest, but because, inasmuch

®> Between 1980 and 2010, the “Cost of Hard Drive@&e Space” fell from about 200,000 US$ to 10 cpats
Gigabyte (-62% a year). Source: http://ns1758.acalvwinchest.html (Accessed May 2012).



as the principal makes such an effort, the ageats e induced to produce additional
ambiguity, in order to maintain their degree ofcdgion.

This also makes it possible to understand why, iwithe electro-mechanical paradigm, the
typical corporate firm assembled all productive ggsawithin the same plant, the factory: if
technical indivisibilities can explain the largerdinsion of plants, the proximity between the
different and technically divisible parts and pteaséthe productive process met the need, on
the functional side, to reduce ambiguity and, andtrategic side, to prevent the formation of
free-riding within the communication circuits.

The advent of ICTs has wholly upset this schemee fibw occurring possibility of fully
integrating the peripheral monitoring devices iatanique “syntacti network thanks to a
generalised recourse to digital language, has reddennecessary the intervention (and the
connected power of mediation / interposition) oé thuman component in the codified
communication circuits. This has made possiblergoarecedented disembedding of syntactic /
“monological” communication circuits from the preusly single circuit, within which this
kind of communication was inextricably entwined Hwitthe human / *“dialogical”
communication.

This material separation between the monological @re dialogical circuits has entailed
crucial consequences inside corporate firms andsimg in general. Firstly, the closeness
between the human factor and the routinised aiesvis no longer necessary, and the latter
can from then on be left to automata, except ferdterall monitoring activities. Secondly,
routinised activities become potentially foot-lopsexcept where there are technical
indivisibilities. The major consequence consista/éeer in the chance firms have to exploit
the creative potentialities of dialogical commumiga and specifically ambiguity, once this
kind of communication no longer interferes with thenological circuits. This means that the
firm now has the opportunity deliberately to adty practices — or rather the pragmatics -
of Learning Il, thus displacing its focus from the “mechanicaldguction of goods, including
innovation, in the way it is conceived blyearning | and conventional “knowledge
management” (cf. McAdam, McCreedy, 2000) —, to theadling of those conditions that are
suitable for generating “vision[s] to create sonregmew” (Audretsch, Thurik, 1998, p. 23).

A displacement of borders is also occurring betwamporate firms and society at a whole.
During themechanically“managed economy” (ibid.), the issue of learnimgl,aabove all,
learning about learning (Morin, 1986) normally felithin the socio-cultural domain, and
only laterally touched the firm, at the top managatrevel. WherLearning Il is taken into
consideration as a strategic activity, boundarieth ihe socio-cultural domain become
weaker and permeable: rather, they become a nendatld for the firms themselves
(Sacco, Dragone, 2006). In fact, for as long amlag is understood as an accumulation of
information according to a given interpretative epd implies high externalities, and for this

® The term is drawn from Nonaka, Takeuchi (1995).



reason it is not well suited to the firm (Arrow, 619. But when it is considered from a
hermeneutical view, it proves to be highly placeesfic, in that it makes substantial use of
ambiguity, which stems from personal idiosyncrastesis, not only learning, but culture,
intended as the aptitude for interacting with iptetative codes (Geertz, 1973), becomes a
primary resource for enhancing creativeness witlrporate firms and organisations (Lash,
Urry, 1994; O’Connor, Wynne, 1996).

With these premises, we (among others) argue higatise of the knowledge economy has
occurred (and is still occurring) through tinéernalisation of Learnindl practices into firms,
and more generally industry, as core strategic activitycf. Nonaka, Takeuchi, 1995;
Houghton, Sheehan, 2000; Rullani, 2004; Lytrasi)i&jQ005).

4 Corollaries

The shift of focus fronLearning Ito Learning Il that is occurring within firms and industry

in general entails important consequences for thalyical and normative domains.

Relationships between things, agents and conchptcsnsiderably, so that meanings which
were conventionally associated with some categarfemnge, categories that were central
within the previous paradigm become obsolete, winthers arise and require to be
analytically defined. Let us examine some of th@mesequences.

4.1 Knowledge-creating Services (KCS)

It is widely recognised and empirically evidentttingth the advent of ICTs a sudden increase
has occurred in specialised services which actraegigers of high-skilled competencies in
dealing with the formation, storage, shaping amhgmission of knowledge, as well as in
training firms to deal with these issues (OECD, &9gFILWC, 2005). A number of
theoretical approaches have been developed to mictauhe rise of this kind of activity and
the role they play in enhancing the competitivengfsfirms as well as local and regional
systems. Methods have also been designed to diftese activities statistically and to
measure their volume within the economic systenmes&happroaches obviously reflect the
peculiarities of different interpretations of kn@abe and its role in the economic system, so
it seems expedient to undertake an assessmengiosthtability with regard to theearning

Il paradigm.

Two main approaches are briefly recalled below: tkKeowledge-intensive Business
Services” (KIBS) approach and the “Creative Indgis(CIl) approach. The results of the
examination can be anticipated, by arguing thasehsolutions only partially meet the
requirement of depicting the specificity afarning Itbased or -related activities, just
because they refrain from distinguishing betweesa ¢mtological and the hermeneutical



notion of knowledge, and stay implicitly inclinedwards the first notion. The view they
subsume of the knowledge economy, as based ome ifanot dominant role of intellectual
workers — “those who do not engage in the outpyihyfsical goods” (OECD, 1996, p. 10; in
the same sense, Foray, 2000) —, makes it cleathtes¢ approaches remain implicitly neutral
with respect to the pragmatic dimension, insideciwhiearning lltakes form and relevance.
According to Mileset al. (1995), KIBS are “services that involve [...] eocomc activities
which are intended to result in the creation, aadation or dissemination of knowledge” (p.
18). This approach seems therefore to be apprepieatender the specificity of knowledge-
oriented activities. Learning and knowledge are éwav interpreted in a conventional way,
respectively as the acquisition and mastery ofrmédion, while no explicit attention is paid
to how cognitive codes form and evolve: knowledgecquired (rather than experienced),
accumulated (rather than articulated), recombinadhé¢r than hybridised), disseminated
(rather than compared with), applied and finally pamally tested (rather than
epistemologically criticised). Also the acknowledgeentrality of the conversion of tacit
knowledge into codified knowledge in enhancing wetteon does not consider the fact that
this kind of experience provides an extraordingspartunity for dealing with idiosyncrasies
in cognitive codes and having access to the pragrmiaermeneutic dimension of knowledge.
Consequently, KIBS include the generality of busgactivities devoted to symbolic analysis
(according to Reich, 1992), independently of whethey pertain to the application or rather
the generation of cognitive codes, and when code#aplicitly considered, the key concern
is to refine rather than articulate them. KIBS tleasbrace executive activities such as “Press
distribution agencies”, “Maintenance and repair affice, accounting and computing
machinery” besides genuine knowledge-creating dietsy such as “Research [in the various
domains]” and “Business and management consultactyities” (figure 1); on the other
side, they leave out public entities, like univeesi, which are clearly devoted to dealing with
cognitive codes, and which normally interact withustry in knowledge-creation (Etzkowitz,
Leydesdorff, 2000).

On its part, the CI approach focuses on “thosestraes which have their origin in individual
creativity, skill and talent and which have a pagrfor wealth and job creation through the
generation and exploitation of intellectual proge(DCMS, 2001, p. 4). Its main peculiarity
is that it takes into consideration the entire eatinain, from the conception of a potential
innovation to the manufactures and the retail sholpsre “creative goods” are respectively
produced and sold to final consumers. The key tuess how this approach selects the
“very” creative value chains from the entire setottier possible chains, once it is admitted
that creativity is present in any productive chdihe response given by the CI approach is
not convincing, because it assumes a pure formaérion, which consists in the
appropriability of the creative act, through paitegt(Howkins, 2002). Many other activities
that are creative without being susceptible to gpgiatented (such as many kinds of daily



research and consultancy outcomes) are then omwttesteas others that are not intrinsically
creative (such as, emblematically, “Retail salesefondhand goods”) are included because
they belong to a value chain deriving from a patbl® creative activity. To avoid these limits
and render the peculiarities dfearning Itbased activities, we propose the notion of
“Knowledge-creating Services” (KCS), which are segg that are expressly devoted “to
working with” cognitive codes, by recombining aresihaping them rather than recombining
information on the basis of a given (supposed) ¢tatde 1 and figure 1).

Compagnucci and Cusinato (2011) examine this apprda detail and contribute an
empirical investigation of the Italian case. Theimr&sult which is worth mentioning here is
that KCS prove to have a close spatially interretethip with industry and are highly city-
oriented. Considering that the manufacturing inqukis left the city and, moreover, that
neo-marshallian Industrial Districts have risen aas alternative to the urban pattern of
industrialisation (Becattini, 2009), important issuarise when the spatial and functional
relationships between the city and the “newly-urbath and industrialised countryside” is
examined in the knowledge era.

Table 1 — Classification of Knowledge-Creating Seeg (KCS)

Code' | Description Code' ‘ Description
Private

22110 | Publishing of books 74145 Public relations
22120 | Publishing of newspapers 74146 Commerdiairimation agency activities
22130 | Publishing of journals and periodicals 74150 Management activities of holding companieg
22140 | Publishing of sound recordings 74201 Arcibibeal activities
22150 | Other publishing 74202 Engineering activities
72100 | Hardware consultancy 74203 Integrated Engimgactivities
72200 | Software consultancy and supply 74204 Aphatogrammetry and cartography activt.
72601 | Telematic, robotics, eidomatic activit. 74205 Mining research activities
72602 | Other computer-related activities 74401 Atisieg
73100 | Research and experimental 74111 Legal activities

development in natural sciences and

engineering
73200 | Research and experimental 74811 Photographic activities

development in social sciences
74130 | Market research and public opinion 74845 Designers

ollin

74141 IOFinar?cial consultancy 92110 Motion pictund gideo production
74142 | Labour consultancy 92200 Radio and televiadivities
74143 | Agrarian consultancy 92310 Artistic and &tgrcreation and interpretation
74144 | Business and management 92400 News agency activities

consultancy activities

Public

92510 | Library and archive activities 80303 Othghleir education
80301 | Higher education- 3-year first degree 85114 University hospitals

course
80302 | Higher education-5-year first degree 92520 Museum activities and preservation of histdr

course sites and buildings

! |stat, Ateco 1991.
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4.2 Ambiguity

In the common sense, noise is a disturbance tgtieceof a signal. It is considered as the
effect of an interference or entropy in the trarssioin of the signal, which distorts it
compared with a normal and expected, although Wighilikely form. Already in this
common sense, it appears clear that the notiomisEmecessarily goes with that of code, be
this of a sensitive, syntactic or semantic kindlyQwy possessing a code, can the receiver
discern between familiar and unfamiliar, correctd ammcorrect, meaningful and not-
meaningful, expected and unexpected signals.

The status of noise becomes much more multifadet@gever when intelligent systems are
taken into consideration, that is systems thatadile to shape interpretative codes, within
certain margins which assure their internal coaaisy, just in order to give sense to signals
that would be otherwise interpreted as noise, amtd ignored or rejected. This clearly opens
the prospect to the third dimension of knowledged (language) beyond the syntactical and
the semantic ones: the pragmatic dimension, wiitich Learning Il actually lies. When
considered from this perspective, the “amount” ofsa that occurs on the syntactical or
semantic level can be divided into two parts: & plaat is potentially susceptible to being
integrated as new information into the subjecti®rpretative schemes through a process of
adaptation of those schemes themselves (Piaget),1&&d another that is not susceptible to
integration: while this latter part remainsiseg the first gives rise to that realm of the human
experience which lies in the uncertain terrain le&tmvnoise and information, thatisbiguity
(Empson, 1930).

Ambiguity thus turns out to be the prerequisitehe traw material” — for learning (Visser,
Visser, 2004). An ambiguity which appears as nase] therefore a “bad”, when it is seen
from the information-science point of view, but betes a basic and maybe irreplaceable
good when approached pragmatically (Monod, 1988 drucial question then arises about
the conditions that enhance the subject’s aptitfmiesonverting noise into ambigujtyhich

are ultimately the aptitudes for reshaping intetqiree codes to make room for new and
unexpected cognitive elements (Butera, 1997). Makéference to the seminal Durkheim’s
notion of milieu (Durkheim, 1895), but also to thation of “milieus of creativity” introduced
by Meusburgeet al. (2009), we label this system of generative coadgias “knowledge-
creating milieu”, that is a socio-spatial devicattithat has the capacity to produce original
“social facts” — in the case under examinationjar@s in interpretative codes — thanks to the
concurrence of both subjective and structural doors.

12



4.3 The general structure of a knowledge-creatifigem

For Learning Il to occur, the subject must be competent in peiragigifferences within the
properties of cognitive codes. This entails thatih@ble to move aside from his mental
schemes, by admitting that other schemes are pesasildl that the (relative) hybridisation
with the one he currently makes use of might altbe creation of original and unexpected
relationships between things, agents and concesiely, cognitive innovation (Lane,
Maxfield, 2005). It is not our task here to examimbat psychological conditions foster
aptitudes for fulfilling such a generative expederand how they achieve it, so we have
confined ourselves to an examination of what and éxternal conditions (with respect to the
mind) play such a role.

To a first approximation, such conditions entaé thtervention of three interrelated (and in
certain circumstances, interchangeable) devicdsa @enerator of “cultural noise”which
can be an individual, a social group or the socatyarge; (b) an interpreter, which is an
intelligent device inclined to consider noise agression of underlying although unknown
cognitive codes, and (c) a noise regulator — witah be of a physical and/or institutional
nature — which allows the interpreter to decide howch / how long to expose himself to
noise in order not to succumb to it. Let us examntine main ideal-types of knowledge-
creating milieus, in order to highlight how struetuand functional features (spatial features
included) change depending on the scale of theemitself and how they work in enhancing
Leaning Il aptitudesthe dialogical milieu and the cfty

4.3.1 The dialogical context as the elementary fofiknowledge-creating milieu

From a purely epiphenomenal point of view, dialoguipeople exchange words in a
reciprocal and repeated way. Since words are sgsitvhich serve to convey meanings, it is
reasonable to suppose that people intend to exehaegnings when exchanging words, and
that the exchange is reputed advantageous for lgghdhem both. This pure referential

intendment is fully realised when the people conedr have recourse to the same
interpretative code, correctly codify and de-codifeir reciprocal signals, and the channel
faithfully transmits them; otherwise a margin ofsemderstanding — ambiguity — forms.

" “Cultural noise refers to impediments to succdssfummunication between people of different culsufer
sub-cultures, we add]. Sources of cultural noisguite differences in language (e.g., the same wbhel®
different meanings), values (e.g., importance afigp@n time or setting work schedule times in &uwrel), non-
verbal cues (e.qg., interpretation of body langua@ed many others” (O’'Connell, 2004).

& Another typical kind of knowledge-creating miligithe firm (Nonaka, Takeuchi, 1995). On a widealsc
Compagnucci, Cusinato (2011) make an attempt tohgegerritorial systems as knowledge-creatingeusi
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This image clearly belongs to theearning | approach, and renders a simplified and
somewhat caricatural depiction of a dialogical eipee. When seen with theearning I
perspective, the image is completely reversed.prasupposition for a dialogical experience
to take place is indeed that the involved peoplmitthe idiosyncratic character of their
respective cognitive codes, and start dialoguirgd jo ascertain the peculiarities of these
codes through the ambiguities they give rise towdpeaking about shared experiences.

The real “referent” of a dialogical condition is ifact the differences between the

interpretative codes of dialoguing people, and gfioilney appear to be exchanging words and

meanings, dialoguing, they are actually exchangmaggins of ambiguity, that is noise which
they believe to be susceptible of interpretationréshaping their own cognitive codes. The
primary condition for an individual to form an daptie for dialogue — and therefore for
dealing with cognitive codes - therefore lies ifedhg to share with others his own cognitive

code — his mind —, and “betting” on the reciprooatof the other(s) (Godbout, Caillé, 1993).

It follows that a dialogical experience belongghe wider category of positive reciprocation,

with the rules of which it has to comply to be effee: words are gifts and not merely signs;

they are precisely symbols, in that they standadsignified”, namely ambiguity, which
relatesto other symbols and signifieds, and also relatethé parties’ aim to create and
nourish arelationship from which they hope to gain a surplus in terfhsemse.

Some circumstances, entailing spatial implicatianay improve the generative potentiality

of a dialogical experience, such as:

a. the subjects’ capacity to suspend urge. This mdaigarties must have at their disposal
(or also create) a shared mental space inside whe&hrge to get, to understand or to act
— any urge- is toned down and moulded into a wistbetter, the evocation of a wish.
Since physical space has a high symbolic conterthat it serves in a steady and public
way to represent, i.e. institutionalise, the imaggmmunity, a group and individuals give
themselves of themselves, the presence of physpeales and their arrangements in ways
that allude to the condition of staying aside tipace of daily concerns, may induce
people to form a propensity towards relaxation diatbgue;

b. an aptitude for giving. Since positive reciproaigguires the making of gifts in order to
establish fruitful and durable relationships, tpat&l arrangement must also transmit the
idea that the parties have at their disposal aeptetl area, within which gifts (words, in
the case under examination) are not exposed trskef being pillaged or offendédA
sense of sacredness is then required to be evgk#thbphysical space, to symbolise the
shared belief and will that an area of intimacysexiwithin everyone and also among the
dialoguing parties, which are considered untoudahdlyl each and everyone entering that
physical space;

° On the practice of establishing “sacred spaces'hfaking exchanges in riskly conditions, see Pdlanyal
(1957).
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c. respect for silence. Since in a dialogical expeseparties make gifts of words, words
themselves have to be respected and also patibofed-for, as occurs within the
emblematic experience of the “silent trade” (Cuyrtl®84). This entails that silence -
one’s own and that of others — is not only respkbigt also appreciated (Rovatti, 1992);

d. the physical proximity of parties is also an essértondition for fostering dialogue.
Inasmuch as the parties expose themselves recliyremdhe direct view of the other(s),
they make clear that they are wholly and unreséyvadolved in the experience of
reciprocal exchange;

e. finally, to avoid the risk of entropy, the spacedidlogue must be cautiously open to the
external world, and induce guests to make a mehtatle between the two. Voices, buzz
and also noise coming from the external world neuger that space, albeit in a softened
way, as a reminder that the dialogical experiesc@ temporary and precious suspension,
and not a refuge from daifociallife.

To sum up, the structural features of a dialogi#ieu consist in (a) the concurrence of two

or more (but not too many, with respect to the igtps of reciprocation) dialoguing

individuals, which meet on a voluntary basis, aotoading to schemes of reciprocity and
alternately work as both ambiguity-generating aedss-extracting devices, and (b) the
intervention of a moderating device which is madeturn by (bl) the binding rules of
reciprocity in exchanging words, that is the respét¢he other’s words as well as pauses and
silence, and (b2) a suitable arrangement of spéites inner space to any dialoguing
individual, the common space among them, the agace and the softened connection with
it), which works as a symbolic apparatus in evokihg conditions of proximity but also
respect between the involved subjects, the (réptsuspension of daily concerns and the
possibilities of generating variants in interpretaicodes.

4.3.2 The city as a knowledge-creating mifeu

The idea that the city is a cognitive milieu — retgenerative Durkheimian sense — entered
economic thought through the work of Jean Rémy.ofdiag to him, the city is distinct from
similar socio-spatial formations because it givese 1to specific economic outcomes, and
particularly to the production of “certains types cbnnaissance” (Rémy, 1966, p. 72). As to
the ways through which this process takes form, yRpravided at that time a version which
was affected by a notion of knowledge lying at ttiessroads between the syntactic (or
informational) and the pragmatic dimension. On trme hand, he made room for the
pragmatic dimension, by noticing that the city-euliis characterised not only by the large
amount of information it is able to process (thiy @& not a computer!), but mainly by the
heterogeneity of sources and recipients. The coacce of these two elements — a large

19 This section is partially drawn from Cusinato (2O
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amount of information and the heterogeneity of sisefacilitates, in his view, the reciprocal
fecundation between the different visions whichrfawithin the forcedly circumscribed infra-
urban milieusgiving rise to common ways of seeing thinQs the other hand, however, he
did not come to conceive the rise of those commaions as the formation of new
interpretative codes and, even less, to conceigeniley as the outcome of a dialogical
relationship between codes, but as the union ofesaisions which find the opportunity for
integrating their partial repertoires in reciprocahtact.

The issue of the heterogeneity of interpretativdesohas been finally dealt with by Rémy,
Voye (1992), from an urban-ecological perspectitieailleurs pénéetre la ville”, they
maintain, not only from the outside, but also agdtematically from the inside, “d’autant
plus que s’accroissent le volume et I'hétérogéndeéla population” (pp. 44 and 45). It
follows that, in a context of generalised anonymatyltural niches emerge, “ou, plus souvent
que des sommes d’activités individuelles on troegeactivités collectives les plus disparates
et les plus susceptibles de se développer dansatgimalité, l'illégalité [...] et donc de
susciter un sentiment de curiosité et de mystéiad.( p. 45). Thus, the city becomes a
milieu, and more precisely arilieu of milieus’ (Rémy, 2000b), made of sub-systems which
generate local cultural codes and continuously yeedvariants in them, thanks to a number
of relations they necessarily establish and nowmbng them and with the external world.
The process by which the heterogeneity of codesstimto a cognitive resource is now
described in a different way from the early Rém99@). The contacts between the infra-
urban milieus do not merely entail integration betw the respective cognitive repertoires,
but give rise to “un «pool» d’informations indétendges [... dont] on ne connait pas a
I'avance le contenu pertinent, ni méme la persaapable de le formuler” (Rémy, 2000Db, p.
37). Although Rémy does not say so explicitly, tkired of contacts produces noise, and it is
just in the points of contact, of partial and ateasional overlapping, “a premiére vue peu
compatibles” (ibid., p. 38), that opportunities éxploration occur, as premises for learning.
Unlike in dialogical contexts, relationships withime city are however generally impersonal
and involuntary, and heterodoxy rather than digogpis the very engine of shifts in cognitive
and more widely cultural codes (Redfield, Sing&54). Moreover, the device by which new
cognitive and cultural codes spread among peoptetiseciprocity (which is an institutional
device) but emulation (which is a socio-behaviodlice) and ambiguity is no longer a club
good as it is within a dialogical context, but el good (in its raw form of noise). As a
consequence, the city can be considered as a atiahwise-generating milieu, in comparison
with the artificiality (in the sense of artificigll intentionally made) of a dialogical milieu.

The real problem at stake thus becomes how to ipertkis noise as a potential vector of
original information (about codes), and how to expit as a resource for creativeness and
innovativeness. Both these processes entail tieeverition of a third party, who may also
come from the same urban people, but has to bet@lplay the role of a meta-observer with
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respect to the noise-generative device (Atlan, L9vI@re precisely, recourse is required to a
chain of highly specialised figures, the first ahe last links of which are respectively the
cool-hunter and the “post-modern” entrepreneur: firener, who is able to perceive those
variants in cultural-behavioural codes that ardafle for economic exploitation (Klein,
2000), and the latter, who is able to turn the ssgjgns coming from the borders and
mediated by the cool-hunter into new and highly kghe-content goods (Schmitt, 1999;
Ferraresi, Schmitt, 2006). Between these two figueenumber of other figures intervene,
giving rise to the so-called creative class (Flayid002): designers, engineers, psychologists,
information and computer technicians, advertispuhlicists, and many others, who have in
common the ability to deal with interpretative cedihat id_earning Il

This suggests that the smaller the milieu is ileseaessentially, in volume and space —, the
more it acquires the features of an artefact, amyersely, the larger it is, the more it appears
to be a social and, in some way, a “natural” dewit# respect to the subjects involved.
Investigations into the rate of artificiality anétaralness of milieus at the different scales
seem therefore to be a crucial step for asceriitiie functioning of these socio-spatial
devices, and, on the normative side, for assessimgt room for manoeuvre exists, what
policies should be adopted, and by whom they shbedmplemented, to improve their
generative potentialities.

5 Conclusions

The key role knowledge now plays in fuelling creatiess and innovativeness and,
consequently, in enhancing competitiveness is widstognised, to such an extent that what
had been initially epitomised as the post-industiapost-fordist era is now increasingly
referred to as the “knowledge era”. Although thigftsin labelling the present condition is
extremely useful because it signals a recognitidh®existence of a break with the industrial
era — in the sense that the new techno-economiditomm involves some genuine constituent
traits — a crucial question arises about the appatgmess of the notion of knowledge that
scholars, above all, generally make use of in aggnimg this issue. The suspicion is that they
are resorting to an obsolete notion of knowledglee-“modern” or ontological notion, though
this may sound paradoxical — whereas the corpdirateand the social praxis as a whole are
turning to the post-modern or hermeneutical apgraadnowledge.

The paper has explored the grounds for this clamproviding a reconstruction of how the
representative firm would have moved, on the prdagmavel and as consequence of the
advent of ICTs, from the ontological towards a hemeutical approach to knowledge. Once
this change of perspective is also assumed onhtberdtical level, crucial consequences
follow in both the theoretical and normative domdihe significance and the genetic process
of innovation radically change, from being viewesl the outcome of a problem-solving
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activity within a certain cognitive condition to amergence stemming from a reflective
experience on cognitive codes. Similarly, ambigtitys to be a good rather than a “bad”, as
it is seen in the conventional cognitive approach.

The issue of ascertaining the factors and conditi@patial and institutional conditions

included) that at various scales foster the gereratf ambiguity and its transformation into

creative aptitudes appears then to be of the gremgportance to understanding the intimate
substance of the knowledge economy and to gover(imghe sense of governance) its
dynamics. This paper has devised and discussedahabytical tools which seem to be

suitable for those aims: the notions of “knowledgeating services” and “knowledge-

creating milieu”. Further theoretical efforts alomgth and empirical investigations are

needed to substantiate this issue.
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