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Report of the STEPS Annual Symposium, 24th September 2009
This report puts forward summaries of the sessions at the STEPS annual symposium 2009,
especially the implications of these discussions for the shape and content of the new
manifesto and for the wider project of which it forms a part. In doing so it also attempts to go
at least part of the way towards responding to the challenge put forward by one of the
participants who discussed the event on the STEPS Centre blog – The Crossing:
“Perhaps the drafters of the Manifesto should look to their own advice on how to
proceed. When faced with the food for thought generated by the symposium it might
be pertinent to ask which bits to eat, who says so and why?”
Oliver Johnson, writing on The Crossing
http://stepscentre-thecrossing.blogspot.com/2009/09/steps-symposium-democratising.html
The report first covers the presentations each of the sessions below in turn:
Session 1: Themes, challenges and opportunities – international debates
Session 2: Grassroots/bottom up innovation: How to facilitate emergence and
flourishing
Session 3: What opportunities are presented by the global redistribution of innovative
activity?
Session 4: Internationalisation of science, technology and innovation policy: What
room for “constitutional” reform?
Responses from the international community, government, media, civil society and
the private sector
Although not every point was captured, this report has also tried to cover some of the
debates that took place during the question and answer sessions after each set of
presentations. Whether contributing presentations or wider discussion, each of the
participants put forward points in a personal capacity, rather than necessarily reflecting the
official viewpoints of their institutions. The STEPS Centre have taken on many (but not all)
of these points to produce an updated draft of the new manifesto which will be circulated to

the hosts of the roundtables that will be taking place over the coming six months. Points
made at the symposium, and further comments received through the roundtable events will
be discussed within the STEPS Centre as a contribution to the final version of the manifesto,
which will emerge in the first half of 2010. More importantly, however, the inputs,
discussions and conclusions of these events will be documented on the website
http://anewmanifesto.org.
Various additional multimedia documentation of the symposium proceedings can all be
found on the STEPS and New Manifesto websites:
Video vox pops: http://www.youtube.com/user/STEPSCentre
Blogs from the Symposium on the STEPS Centre blog, The Crossing
http://stepscentre-thecrossing.blogspot.com/search/label/Manifesto
Speaker presentations are available to view, share and download from our Slideshare
site: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/presentations
Photos from the Symposium are on our Flickr page:
http://www.flickr.com/photos/23190361@N08/sets/72157622355922249/
The Institute of Development Studies' Big Question *podcast focuses on the New
Manifesto project and features interviews with Geoff Oldham and Suman Sahai:
http://www.ids.ac.uk/go/news/the-big-question-for-development-ids-podcast-october2009/

Session 1: Themes, challenges and opportunities – international
debates
This first session, chaired by Melissa Leach, introduced and contextualised the new
manifesto project, outlining some of the assumptions of mainstream approaches and
identifying opportunities and challenges for radical change. Responses provided a historical
perspective to the manifesto and outlined some of the aspects that speakers felt were
missing from the current draft, or needed further thought.

Speakers (for biographies, see Appendix 2)
Dr Adrian Ely
Slides available at: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/manifesto-adrian-ely
Prof Geoffrey Oldham
Slides available at: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/manifesto-geoff-oldham-thesussex-manifesto-and-its-aftermath-september-2009
Prof Banji Oyelaran-Oyeyinka
Dr Tony Marjoram
Discussion and Implications for the New Manifesto
The session began with an introduction to the manifesto project, and the primary arguments
being put forward within the „new manifesto‟. Responses highlighted some of the changes
that had taken place since 1970 when the original manifesto emerged, and contrasted the
content of the new and old manifestos. A recurrent theme was that the simple categories of
“developing” or “developed” countries no longer hold, and in considering innovation policy,
as with other arenas, a more nuanced and contextually specific approach is needed.
Geoff Oldham highlighted the strengths of the original manifesto – its appreciation of a
systems perspective and its recognition of the role that scientific and technological services,
as well as pure research and development. He specified that the original manifesto had not
focussed so much on distributional issues related to poverty alleviation, gender or the
environment. Instead, he said, the new manifesto puts these at the centre of its
recommendations. He questioned the appropriateness of a document such as this being
produced by a small group of Western academics and expressed a hope that the new
manifesto would stimulate thinking and debate, and hopefully lead to the production of other
manifestos emerging from different parts of the world.
Banji Oleyaran Oyeyinka reflected back to his time at Sussex 25 years ago, when there
were healthy debates (and rivalry) between IDS and SPRU. His research since has,
broadly, looked at what causes uneven paths of development, including between and within
developing countries themselves. Again referring to the question of categories, he put
forward three groups for ease of analysis – frontier countries, first followers and late
followers, but also highlighted that important inequalities occur within national borders down
to the level of households. Banji highlighted the neglect of innovation in mainstream
initiatives, and in particular, within the MDGs, which have prioritised outcomes at the
expense of the efforts and associated learning and knowledge creation vital to the innovation
process. Eradicating poverty will be very difficult without taking these concerns more

seriously. In addition, although the MDGs have recognised individual human capital, for
example through health, primary and secondary enrolment, the „capacity to create‟, and the
systemic capabilities – including those within organisations and institutions that are shown to
be important when analysing innovation in firms or clusters - are absent from these
documents. He argued that the manifesto should highlight these points, and emphasise the
ways in which they help to build up the productive sector and create a broader cross-section
of enterprises. Banji went on to discuss aid, debt-relief and trade, currently not explicitly
addressed in the draft manifesto. Highlighting the fact that many developing economies
have for decades remained focussed on natural resources, Banji argued that claims that
developing countries can export their way out of poverty are misplaced, and indigenous
innovation capacity needs to be a central objective. In moving forward, he argued that we
must be very mindful of the negative role of inequality, avoid romanticising informalities and
the manifestations of poverty and focus on eradicating them, as well as building the
productive sectors.
Tony Marjoram highlighted several of the arguments in the original manifesto that are
relevant today, and pointed to the 1970s as a golden decade for development, with
initiatives around appropriate technology and other lessons that are usefully being revisited
within the manifesto project. The structural adjustment of the 1980s led to a decline in many
of these initiatives, however UNESCO continued to try to foster collaboration and coordination through meetings such as CASTAfrica I and II and CASTAsia I and II, and in
some cases the recommendations were taken up. Through the 1990s to the MDGs, the
importance of innovation remained under-emphasised however began to be recognised
again into the 2000s. Tony questioned whether there are indeed any “mainstream models for
science and technology for development” that the new manifesto hopes to challenge, and
pointed to many initiatives outside the infrastructure/R&D investment models. He also
pointed to climate change debates that focus on adaptation, mitigation, technology and
finance, stressing that innovation‟s importance is still underplayed in current documents such
as “Acting on climate change:The UN system delivering as one”, and arguing that climate
change presents an important opportunity to kickstart more interest in innovation among
policymakers through the provision of information, data, indicators and of course advocacy
and lobbying.
Important points were raised by the audience – with Martin Bell asking whether we were
talking to „the enemy‟ (who saw innovation as solely the preserve of the most developed
countries) and Brian Wynne arguing that we can potentially open up room for „Southern‟
institutions to act more freely by focussing our recommendations at „Northern‟ institutions.
Raphie Kaplinsky put forward a presentational point, arguing that the first Sussex Manifesto
was in many ways a precursor to endogenous growth theory, and suggesting that the new
manifesto should be described as asking what is the content of that endogenisation of
science and technology. He also questioned whether there would be widescale acceptance
of what he saw as the manifesto‟s implicit emphasis on the precautionary principle, and
downplaying of growth as an objective. Whilst a key challenge for global sustainability is for
the north to stop “growth”, there are certain parts of the world where growth is vital.
Banji‟s earlier points were to some extent reiterated by Ponge Awuor who asked whether,
with the likely failure to achieve the MDG targets, there was a danger that goalposts would
shift and, as there was no bottom-up element in the implementation of the targets, there
were severe limits to the long-term sustainability of the initiatives to reach these targets.
Indigenous knowledge was also comparatively neglected in the Millennium project.
It is clear that, whilst focussing on the role of innovation in poverty alleviation and
environmental sustainability, the current draft of the manifesto does not explicitly address
other development issues raised by some of the speakers - of trade, finance/debt-relief, aid,
unemployment. It was suggested that these must either be brought in to the analysis or,

more realistically, acknowledged for their importance before proceeding to the key focus of
the document. The STEPS Centre was also urged to engage with debates around the
millennium development goals, highlighting the under-emphasis of innovation, innovation
capabilities and indigenous knowledge in the efforts to meet them.

Session 2: Grassroots/bottom up innovation: How to facilitate
emergence and flourishing
The second session, chaired by Ian Scoones took forward one of the focal points of the new
manifesto, that innovation is already occurring across the world in forms that are not
necessarily picked up by conventional metrics or policies. Such „grassroots' innovation can
cater for needs that remain invisible to large private or public sector actors, and complement
local practices and knowledge rather than displacing them. Bottom-up initiatives may drive
innovation in directions that serve environmental goals within niches that may eventually
displace less sustainable socio-technical regimes. At the same time there is an urgent need
to find ways to identify and exploit complementarities between these models and more
formal, capital-intensive approaches. This session asked if, and how grassroots innovation
and formal R&D-based initiatives can be arranged to work together. How can bottom-up
initiatives be promoted without stifling innovativeness and creativity? And should bottom-up
innovation be steered in certain (environmentally sustainable) directions, and if so, how?
Speakers (for biographies, see Appendix 2)
Prof Anil K Gupta
Slides at: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/maniefesto
Monique Salomon
Slides at: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/manifesto-monique-salomon
Hiroyuki Kubota
Slides at: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/manifesto-hiroyuki-kubota
Dr Adrian Smith
Slides at: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/manifesto-adrian-smith-grassrootsbottomup-innovation
Discussion and Implications for the New Manifesto
Anil Gupta started the session by putting forward a challenge to the STEPS Centre. In order
for the new manifesto be received more widely throughout the world it would be worth
remembering not only Western literature and history in science and technology policy but
also that from elsewhere, for example from Indian writers like KM Munshi. He also
introduced an important ethical component to the day – arguing that those using knowledge
which is given freely in their work should not get paid themselves and stressing the
importance of crediting those whose knowledge is given. He argued that the Honeybee
model works on the basis of ethics and faith… not on the basis of expensive consultancies,
technical complexities or specifications. In addition he argued that even today most
ethnobotanical studies do not give the names of those whose knowledge is being reported.
Anil pointed to the importance of grassroots innovation as performed by roadside vendors
(still outlawed in South Africa), informal mechanical outfits and the “low-quality” innovators –
known in China as „shanzhai‟. The work of these individuals is vital to continuing
development in their countries and serves as a lesson to the West, where current design
approaches could become much more sustainable through pro-active planning for re-use
and repair rather than replacement. Anil suggested that the skills and knowledge, as well as

manpower, of these local innovators need to be recognised through an approach which
might be termed „labour first‟ (as opposed to „farmer first‟).
As well as promoting knowledge sharing at the grassroots using local languages and media,
Anil argued that G to G (grassroots to global) transfer of local knowledge is already
happening. In some cases, improved (environmental) standards are necessary to enable
certain innovations to flourish and to create a market. In others, there is a need for micro
venture capital and new financial mechanisms to facilitate the move from informal innovator
to entrepreneur.
The message for the new manifesto, and its target audiences, was simple: The message for
the UN is simply that they need to open their minds somewhat… and everything else will
follow. Compassion, creativity and collaboration are the watchwords we need to access and
utilise this grassroots knowledge. The new manifesto needs to have fewer pages, but be “a
bold declaration on what restructuring of mind and thoughts we wish to have”.
Monique Salomon brought a story of experiences and challenges from Prolinnova “Promoting local innovation and ecologically-oriented agriculture and natural resource
management”, an international multi-stakeholder network formed in 1999 that tries to link
„islands of success‟. They focus not only of farmer-led innovations in terms of hardware
(techniques) but also in terms of the software, for example through different kinds of social
organisation supporting marketing and other reforms to mainstream and institutionalise
participatory approaches that have been around since the 1970s.
Prolinnova promote farmer-farmer sharing and learning (through the oldest forms of
learning) and also link different stakeholders in the chain - farmers, universities and R&D,
civil society -formal and informal science (with users/farmers taking the lead) through
publications and multimedia, as well as collaborative experimentation – forming a community
of theory and practice. Participatory innovation and development training is facilitating
attitudinal and behavioural change. A shift among researchers and extension staff is
noticeable and important, but at the same time government and policy environments still
often militate against grassroots and bottom-up innovation and a fundamental shift is still
required.
Hiroyuki Kubota asked the question why, if technology originally has no borders,
agricultural technologies can be seen to have had dramatically different impacts in different
parts of the world. Hiroyuki compared the productivity increases seen in Asia with those
seen in Africa and pointed to some of the reasons and challenges faced by practitioners in
government aid agencies like himself. He argued that knowledge and skills are only
accumulated in individuals – not in documents, not in institutions or organisations. Japan
has had problems identifying individuals - good counterparts and practical partners – in
some parts of Africa. Many of the best partners, they find, are near the age of retirement.
Some of the universities deliver good graduates but these do not have opportunities for field
experience in designing and executing high quality field experimentation and research. As a
result “it is quite difficult to invest tax payers‟ money into African soil for the agriculture sector
simply based on data or statistics produced locally.” Hiroyuki stressed that investment in this
individual human capacity should be an issue to be highlighted in the new manifesto.
Turning to his area of expertise (agriculture), Hiroyuki argued that the green revolution itself
may not have benefited all producers, but in many areas at least benefited the urban poor.
At a very over-simplified continental level (which was illustrated with figures on increases in
rice yield), Africa benefited much less than Asia. Pointing towards the comparative
abundance of investment in Asia as opposed to the much lower investment (but much higher
ODA) in over the past 3 decades in Africa, he asked if a green revolution of the same kind
was possible on the African continent. A new (and, Hiroyuki argued, inevitable)

phenomenon, the African land-grab, represents a new wave of investment into the continent,
however land tenure systems are still not properly formed, raising significant risks. He
raised the question whether the land-grab also potentially represents an opportunity. How
can we (including in the new manifesto) utilise it for sustainable agricultural development in
Africa?
Adrian Smith pulled together some of the examples from the previous presentations drawing on
work that he has been doing on innovative green niches, especially linking the ideas and
initiatives from the South with some of the alternative technology movement of the 1970s. He
described a recent visit to South America where he had spoken both with grassroots innovators
and also academics studying these processes. He asked whether the presence of grassroots
innovation is just a symptom of failure of mainstream innovation systems. Science and
technology studies can help to uncover the reasons behind this, as well as the ways to support
grassroots innovation. In addition, innovation studies can help us to understand why certain
systems are locked in to providing certain services. While this has been shown in depth in
Northern settings (e.g. in terms of fossil fuel lock-in), there are contributions that can be made in
the South. Putting forward the multi-level perspective introduced by Geels et al, Adrian pointed
to his own interest in how to facilitate knowledge sharing between innovative green niches and
dominant socio-technical regimes, suggesting that this might be a useful way to bring about
more sustainable pathways.
Contributions from the floor responded to the speakers and also put forward opinions on
the current manifesto draft. Sheila Jasanoff pointed to the radical disconnect between the
US policy approach of sending science diplomats to the Middle East and the kinds of
knowledge and innovation being presented in the session. Richard Jolly agreed, and
pointed to Adrian Smith‟s last slide (illustrating multi-level transitions), arguing that this kind
of dynamic understanding, especially the role of such dominant imaginaries in preventing
alternative forms of innovation from flourishing, was missing from the current draft of the
manifesto and should be brought in, possibly using a diagram.
Gerry Bloom suggested that the presentations illustrate how innovation is happening all the
time. Most innovation is happening at the grassroots. At the same time, not all innovations
are good – in the health field, counterfeit (and sometimes dangerous) drugs are now
commonplace in some parts of the world. Gerry suggested more emphasis on the regulation
of innovation, but instead of criminalising in order to deliver protection against unsafe
products, proposed a more positive approach focussing on social benefits.
Andrew Barnett highlighted the growing use of the term „innovation‟ among international
bodies like IFAD, and urged that the manifesto be clear about what is meant by “innovation”.
In addition, he suggested that the draft built further on the political economy aspects of
„empowering the demand side‟ but put it in a simple way. Although covered in the draft new
manifesto, it is not clear in the summary at the beginning – but it is vital that the control is put
in the hands of the demand side, not necessarily those who focus on science and
technology - scientists/ R&D/ private sector in the North. Lastly, the manifesto needs to be
clearer in its message about what it wants DfID and the CGIAR to do differently. Utilising the
innovation systems model as a framing diagnostic – including extension, intermediaries, riskreducing VC, leverage – may be useful in this regard.
Geoff Oldham looked back to an IDRC programme that he had been involved in “moderntraditional technology project” and pointed to the challenge of developing indicators
illustrating that these kinds of projects have been an effective use of public money.
Andrew Adwerah asked how to avoid grassroots innovation initiatives being captured by
factions in national government systems. Ponge Awuor pointed to the need for a boost in
agricultural investment in Africa but also presented a challenge: if the developed world is

dumping obsolete technology in Africa, how is this aiding development? Engineers are
being taught how to repair machines from the North rather than creating their own. How
does this encourage innovation?
Hiroyuki Kubota responded that most development projects have been unable to unlock the
value of traditional practice – through incremental improvement or combining with external
technology - in many contexts. Technical experts from the North are not only passing on
technology but also learning to improve themselves.
Monique Salomon responded that it was true that not all innovations are good. Innovations
need to support “triple bottom line” outcomes, but political economy considerations are also
important - powerful interests (e.g. in agriculture) are pushing against grassroots innovation,
and this was one of the reasons to form an international network. In response to Geoff
Oldham, she claimed that it was nowadays not the donors that they were struggling with, but
the host governments – Ministries of Agriculture or of Science and Technology – who say
“my extension worker is wasting their time”. To address this challenge, local innovation
projects need to innovate as well in order to build outcomes that are recognised by policymakers and scientists themselves (e.g. scientific papers) as well as those that are useful in
the field (eg. farmer fairs),
Anil Gupta responded to Sheila by asking why the stimulus package continued to be
channelled through elite institutions. He had previously argued that if just 10% of the
stimulus fund could be invested in open innovation (not necessarily open source) it would
bring about significant change across the world. The traditional non-inclusive model of
growth instead creates marginalised communities that become potential terrorist recruits or
criminals. The honey bee model is as relevant in the USA and UK as in India.
In regards to the negative sides of innovation, he pointed to dynamite fishing and other
cases. There is nothing innately good about innovation. Noble human values are the only
things that drive innovation towards positive rather than negative goals, and he argued that
by and large grassroots innovations are more ethical, more green and more sustainable –
these are by and large the values that we see at that level.
Adrian Smith concluded that there was indeed no shortage of ferment or ingenuity in the
grassroots but that the political context needed to be put back into our understanding of
transitions, including the diagram.

Session 3: What opportunities are presented by the global
redistribution of innovative activity?
This session was chaired by Martin Bell and discussed the opportunities and challenges
resulting from the emergence of new centres of science and innovation. Drawing initially on
the Demos “Atlas of Ideas” project, and the international activities of the Royal Society, the
session debated differing perspectives on the global “redistribution” of innovation, looking at
how the increase in certain types of innovation in China, India and Latin America have
contributed to poverty alleviation and environmental sustainability, and how governments
can manage the changing dynamics of competition and collaboration, and work together to
facilitate innovation that serves environmental, social and economic goals.
Speakers (for biographies, see Appendix 2)
Dr James Wilsdon
Prof Xiulan Zhang
Slides at: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/maniefsto-xiulan-zhang
Dr Suman Sahai
Slides at: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/manifesto-suman-sahai
Dr Anabel Marin
Slides at: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/maniefsto-annabel-marin-innovation-innatural-resource-based-industries-in-latin1

Discussion and Implications for the New Manifesto
Drawing on several years of work on the „Atlas of Ideas‟ project, which engaged with similar
issues to those already discussed during the day - hidden vs visible innovation, national vs
cosmopolitan as well as issues of scale vs. direction - James Wilsdon pointed again to
shifting geographies of innovation, most recently exemplified by the launch of the King
Abdullah Science and Technology University in Saudi Arabia. These raise questions not
only about competitiveness and the international flow of skilled scientific labour, but also
about the governance of science, technology and innovation trajectories. The entry of so
many new players makes international decision-making in the area of emerging technologies
less predictable and more plural, and raises challenges and opportunities for the kinds of
governance changes on which the manifesto project focuses. Turning to recent work in the
Royal Society, James introduced the area of geo-engineering and argued that as a result of
such international dynamics it was important to expand the circle of discussion outside
traditional bases. Broad international collaboration will be vital to avoid any potential harm
that might result from unilateral action or even a „green finger‟ scenario (that describes
individual entrepreneurs taking the initiative with large-scale engineering of the climate).
Renewed interest in science diplomacy in the US and UK is an exciting area in which such
collaboration is being taken more seriously. Turning to the manifesto draft, James raised the
vital challenge of bringing its messages into the heart of science policy in government, rather
than just the margins. The Royal Society‟s inquiry into the “Fruits of Curiosity: science,
innovation and future sources of wealth” will report in March 2010, during the society‟s 650th
anniversary year. How can the emerging agenda highlighted in the new manifesto link up
with these debates as we move towards a new government (in the UK) and a new set of
economic and environmental challenges internationally?

Xiulan Zhang delivered a presentation reflecting on innovation, sustainability and
development based on recent developments in China (at the time celebrating 60 years of the
People‟s Republic, and recently 30 years since reform and opening up). Highlighting the
rapid changes that are going on in China‟s society at present, she emphasised the high
speed, high risk era that the country was witnessing. The risk from development, as well as
the risks to development, are thus now becoming a priority. The challenge in her opinion
was to build resilient development – including institutions and infrastructure that can maintain
high growth but at the same time social cohesion and environmental sustainability. These
had been tested not only in the 1997 Asian financial crisis but also more recently when huge
numbers of workers returned from the coastal areas as a result of the economic downturn,
many to start rural enterprises that employed millions of people. Building on the growing
rural economies, social insurance, education and healthcare investments were increasingly
being deployed as part of the new welfare state agenda. At the same time, the government
is investing in rural infrastructures and diversified human resources for indigenous
innovation.
Suman Sahai talked about alternative forms of innovation (rather than R&D-focussed
approaches) in India, highlighting that there remain under-recognised initiatives that could
contribute substantially to poverty alleviation and environmental sustainability challenges.
Such informal innovation responds to people‟s problems, rather than those concentrating on
economic growth. As an example, she pointed to the Indian National Knowledge
Commission, the content of which focuses on mining, energy, automobiles, banking systems
etc. In the agriculture field, the focus is on biotechnology. Suman‟s argument is that other
forms of innovation are absent, and that all of us, in our national contexts, need to accord
value and social prestige to informal innovation, which has been stripped of aspirational
value.
Anabel Marin’s presentation focussed on interlinked innovations in the agricultural sector in
Latin America as a case study of how wider innovation benefits can develop from an
economic focus on natural resource endowments (still common in many African and Latin
American economies). Highlighting especially the productivity impact of zero tillage
technology (which relied on agrochemicals, transgenic seeds and also social innovations
including the emergence of professional contractors), she also pointed to more questionable
effects, e.g. both creation and destruction of employment. In addition, she highlighted the
risks from the current trajectory – to the environment, to the ability of Argentina (currently
relying heavily on imported knowledge around transgenic seeds) to produce its own
innovations and to poverty reduction (currently little-affected) - and pointed to the choices
available to the Argentinean government about which technological pathways to support.
She especially highlighted the intense costs of such support, and, given conflicting interests,
asked if both GM and non-GM trajectories were possible.
In the question and answer session, comments were made about the cost of supporting
certain forms of innovation. Referring to Anabel‟s presentation and the previous example of
KAUST, it was questioned whether this represented the original manifesto‟s concept of
“scientific conspicuous consumption”. Rather than focussing on a supply mentality, it was
important to concentrate on more effective innovation (in terms of outcomes). For better or
for worse, this will usually emerge from empowering those markets that are currently
neglected due to poverty and inequality. Xiulan added that state demand (in order to
maintain competitiveness) and consumer demand (articulating people‟s needs) worked
together. Especially in the case of shanzhai innovation, the market plays a key role.
Raphael Kaplinsky put forward the suggestion that rapidly growing markets in China and
India represented “second bottom billion”/ “a near bottom of the pyramid”, and argued that
the Manifesto ought to recognise that more, moving from what he characterised as a

Schumacherian perspective towards a Schumpeterian perspective. Fred Steward argued
that there seemed to be a shift in Chinese policy on climate change… representing a
broader shared agenda between the „developed‟ and „developing‟ world, alongside an
extraordinary diversity of innovations being highlighted. Neither Schumpeterian nor
Schumacherian models of innovation are adequate in this context. The new manifesto has
to try to articulate an appropriate model, conceptualising a new thinking about diversity in
innovation.
Anabel Marin‟s presentation had put forward a choice about technological pathways and the
kinds of policies that might support them. Andrew Barnett added that there was a
presumption in the draft manifesto document that governments were able to implement
these policies, whereas in reality the ability of the state to mediate these hugely difficult
conflicting interests effectively is an important consideration, and various other actors play a
significant role.

Session 4: Internationalisation of science, technology and
innovation policy: What room for “constitutional” reform?
In response to the set of proposals put forward in the New Manifesto (outlined by Andy
Stirling), this session, chaired by Adrian Ely, discussed the potential for reform of institutions
involved in setting STI policy (including governmental and non-governmental actors at
national and international levels). A particular focus was approaches that might catalyse
increased democratic accountability to the stated beneficiaries of innovation policies.

Speakers (for biographies, see Appendix 2)
Professor Andy Stirling
http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/manifesto-andy-stirling
Dr Des Turner MP
Professor Sir Richard Jolly
Professor Brian Wynne
Slides available at: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/manifesto-brian-wynne
Discussion and Implications for the New Manifesto
Andy Stirling tried to address some of the points that had been flagged up earlier in the
day, especially about choice over trajectories, about the role of markets and demand, and
the role of government, in doing so clarifying the STEPS Centre‟s aim - to help catalyse a
vigorous, reflexive democratic politics of innovation. He put forward a characterisation of
how high level policy discourse engages with innovation – one that dismisses choice
between technologies and assumes a unitary notion of progress measured by linear metrics
of rate and scale. Andy then put forward an alternative view, focussing on different
directions of innovation which delivered more or less equitably distributed and diverse
outcomes. Running through some of the recommendations in the draft manifesto, he
outlined the national and international reforms that might help to democratise innovation.
In response, Des Turner generally accepted most of the recommendations, but was clear
that the draft manifesto needed shortening and simplifying before it would be taken up by
most politicians. He stressed that social innovations allowing development and deployment
were the challenge, rather than necessarily the “science and technology”, and that these
were extremely difficult. He did, however, point to some successes, for example the use of
advance market commitments in providing the incentive for orphan drug development. In
addition, Des highlighted problems of capacity and corruption in reporting to national
parliaments on public R&D and innovation activities, suggesting that development agencies
and NGOs need to redouble their efforts at building indigenous capacity. He agreed with
requirements for reporting by private firms, especially in terms of financing R&D and
deployment, and the idea of strategic innovation forums (bearing in mind the concerns
above). He highlighted that intellectual property regimes were already changing at
international level, and also endorsed the idea of a global innovation commission, adding
however that it should be regionalised.
Richard Jolly highlighted the shifts that had occurred since Hans Singer and his colleagues
produced the original Sussex Manifesto – not only in terms of science and technology, but

also through the rise of the Asian economies and moves towards a multi-polar world. Within
this context, he argued that countervailing actions were necessary to offset pressures acting
upon innovation from organisations such as the TRIPS regime. With respect to demand
issues, he highlighted the overwhelming impact of the USA‟s 14 trillion dollar economy, and
its pull on innovation resources (including backwash effects that might be limiting action in
the South). He suggested that the new manifesto could draw on experiences with genderresponsive budgeting or children‟s budgeting in order to address biases in inequitable
allocations between groups. On the recommendation for a global commission, he pointed
out that there have been several global commissions (with various effectiveness) but that the
modality for choosing members would need to be a key concern. His suggestion would be to
focus on distinction – intellectual and analytical, rather than representation of the powers that
be. It would also be important to see how the national strategic innovation forums could feed
into the global monitoring.
Brian Wynne highlighted that policy makers usually assumed that institutional frameworks
were static and fixed, and thus demanded new methods. This raises challenges and
opportunities for the new manifesto‟s recommendations. Brian identified „rich world‟
institutions as the problem in much of the „poor world‟ and suggested that attention needed
to be focussed on those in order to enable space and room to manoeuvre for the poor world.
He focussed on a key sector – food – and used the example of the GMO controversy in the
UK to demonstrate how scientists actually re-oriented their imaginations somewhat after the
BBSRC 1994 consensus conference, and the subsequent years which saw spontaneous
forms of public mobilisation, opposition and controversy. This provided an example of how
different forms of public engagement had led to changes in science and technology, as
illustrated by the BBSRC‟s 2004 crop science review.
In the discussion, Roger Williamson highlighted the role of advance-market commitments
for low-carbon technologies as well as in the pharmaceutical arena. He also pointed to the
Kigali Institute for Science and Technology – an indigenous initiative that might serve as a
model for positive replication. Richard Jolly followed this by suggesting that money and
finance had generally been underemphasised in the discussion. No country will enact
anything unless they have a budget.
Sheila Jasanoff suggested that implicit in the recommendations was the ghost of the Bretton
Woods settlement - an international order constituted through national orders. She asked
whether, in the face of demands on innovation being set by the needs of a $14 trillion
economy, it was necessary to make room in the manifesto‟s imagination for a really radical
constitutional reconfiguration. Fred Steward pointed to the fact the dynamics within new
institutions, not the institutions themselves, is what counts. Andy Stirling agreed, reiterating
that these recommendations really represented an attempt at “constitutional judo” that would
create room for more progressive dynamics.
Ehsan Masood raised argued that the Commissions that tend to work better are those where
there is an established demand from policy makers, asking whether IPCC was actually a
good example. Less successful was the millennium ecosystem assessment, with the
IAASTD possibly being the least effective. With respect to the recommendations on private
investment, he argued that regulatory change in the financial sector was a good example of
where commercial firms have been regulated anew.

Responses from the international community, government, media,
civil society and the private sector
The last session, chaired by Melissa Leach, invited various participants to feed back on the
preceding discussions.
Speakers (for biographies, see Appendix 2)
David Dickson
Dr David Grimshaw
Joachim Voss
Christine Drury
Slides available at: http://www.slideshare.net/Stepscentre/manifesto-private-sectorreflections
Discussion
Pointing to initiatives such as the British Society for Social Responsibility in Science (several
of the founder members of which were in the room), and a range of controversies from Silent
Spring to the Vietnam War, David Dickson challenged the assertion (in the draft manifesto)
that the 1960s was a time of techno-optimism. The mid-late sixties, he said, was already a
time when people were realising that science and technology was political, and since then
various strands of work, including SciDev.Net have emerged that have tried to enable and
stimulate more debate. The challenge for the manifesto project is to recognise these
different activities and reflect and support them in its recommendations. It is necessary to
build capacity throughout innovation systems to discuss and challenge the existing politics of
technology, and journalists are particularly important here. Change will not come from new
institutions or just from taking better decisions, but through challenging the power lying within
existing institutions – this is already happening in many of the debates around innovation
systems throughout the world.
David Grimshaw challenged the manifesto to include 3 Vs – more on vision, more on
values, and more on validation. Both IDS/SPRU and ITDG (now Practical Action) have 40
years of intellectual heritage, but we need to keep updating ourselves. Firstly, David
suggested we start with visions and dreams – what is the manifesto‟s one-line vision that
gets the message across to the public? Secondly, having taught in business school about
targets and managerialist approaches he can recognise that the MDGs may have taken the
world in the wrong direction. Economic growth is not delivering happiness, so it is important
to base the manifesto‟s message on a set of ethical, philosophical and explicit values. In
addition, he pointed to validation and process thinking, and challenged the manifesto project
to use more modern, high-tech methods e.g. open source, open collaborative methods in
order to get validation of the manifesto outputs.
Joachim Voss suggested that more attention needs to be paid in the manifesto to the rapid
rise of inequality, including to the new philanthropists and how they influence the innovation
agenda. At the same time, he suggested a more nuanced view as to the role of the state,
highlighting that in many cases it has been those governments that have made large
investments in education and human capital development have become the most successful
in terms of building innovative and dynamic societies. Pointing to the increasing levels of

donor aid (and decreasing private investment) in Africa, he highlighted the lack of
accountability of donors to their supposed beneficiaries as a challenge to the manifesto.
Christine Drury pointed to the challenges facing the private sector at present: both in terms
of resilience (in terms of economic sustainability and strength against take-overs) but also
concerns over corporate social responsibility, safety policy and practice, company missions,
identity, knowledge and brand strength. Climate change is currently driving a huge amount
of this change (e.g. carbon disclosure requirements), but these pressures are also crowding
out many of the other sustainability objectives and agendas. The manifesto should turn this
to an opportunity and focus more on the regulatory context in which firms act. In addition, it
should be aware of the time that it takes corporations to move from product quality to
organisational excellence – the public policy frameworks facilitating this shift therefore need
to be consistent and predictable. Christine suggested that the manifesto‟s target audiences
should include the corporate strategy gurus. She argued that corporate social responsibility
was becoming more visible, and brand‟s “social missions” were becoming more central in
corporate practice. The world is therefore less polarised than the manifesto currently
suggests – and partnerships present exciting opportunities for the future.
Melissa Leach responded by thanking each of the speakers, and reiterating that the
manifesto draft, and the day‟s discussions were part of a process involving the symposium
participants and many other organisations. STEPS is not arguing that this particular Sussex
group is unique or the only people putting forward these arguments, but rather part of a
growing groundswell of opinion and discussion. Part of that process is trying to involve more
information technology tools, including the wiki timeline, multimedia manifesto and
roundtables, as far as our expertise and resources allow.
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boards of several journals.
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Prof Anil K Gupta
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„informal‟ science, and creating knowledge networks. He is President of the Society for
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Dr James Wilsdon
James Wilsdon is Director of the Science Policy Centre at the Royal Society, the UK's
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advice to policymakers, and to map and analyse the latest developments in science policy
around the world as the Society prepares for its 350th anniversary in 2010. From 2001 to
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Session 4: Internationalisation of science, technology and innovation policy: What
room for “constitutional” reform?
Professor Andy Stirling
Andy Stirling is Science Director at SPRU (science and technology policy research) at the
University Sussex and co-directs the joint 'STEPS' Centre (on 'Social, Technological and
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and technology policy (Sussex, 1994). In the 1980‟s, he worked as a field archaeologist and
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Greenpeace International in the 1990s. His current research focuses on various aspects of
the governance of science and innovation. In particular, he has done work in the area of: (i)
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Dr Des Turner MP
Des Turner is Member of Parliament for Brighton Kemptown, as well as being a Member of
the House of Commons Science and Technology/ Innovation Committee. He has a special
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Christine Drury
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