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The purpose of this project is to develop a change tool to make teams and their members
responsible for working on an innovation, more aware and more able to deal with unex-
pected events and setbacks during an innovation project. To enable such behaviour, called
‘innovation resilience behaviour’, teams need certain competencies and organisational fea-
tures.

We used the Capability Maturity Model of Work Place Innovation (CMM-WPI) as a source for
competencies and organisational features. We selected the following features: team psy-
chological safety, team learning behaviour, complexity or paradoxical leadership, participa-
tive decision making and team voice. These features together constitute a ‘semi-structure’
for teams that may enable innovation resilience behaviour. A semi-structure is a combination
of structural and cultural elements of an organisation such as (unspoken) rules, ways of
working, shared ideas that are neither very rigid nor very flexible. Semi-structures can
change, but not overnight. We named such a structure here ‘mindful infrastructure’, which
points at the a certain state of alertness that teams, who are responsible for innovation, may
need.

Innovation resilience behaviour is based on knowledge from the field of safety and crisis
management where teams must be extremely alert to prevent and contain risky situations
and events. Innovation resilience behaviour is founded on the behaviours of being preoccu-
pied with failure, resist oversimplification, show sensitivity to operations, perform commit-
ment to resilience and being deferent to expertise. Our assumption is that innovation teams
(in other branches), who are often part of organisations living in great economic turmoil and
technological change, can benefit from these extremely mindful behaviours when it comes to
being innovative and staying competitive or cost-efficient.

Subsequently, we studied mindful infrastructure and innovation resilience behaviour in prac-
tice among 12 ‘innovation teams’ and we did exercises within our own project team to test
parts of our tool. We also discussed our ideas with organisations that we studied and with
organisations where we presented our ideas. From these activities we could conclude that
our concepts were robust: it was possible to describe empirical situations with both concepts.

In a next step, we were looking for ways how to transform the findings into a change tool for
practice. We needed a tool that understands complex teamwork and that was simple - but
not simplistic - in use. Otherwise it would not be applied in practice. We describe one ap-
proach that we took as a point of departure for our own tool.

Finally, we present a prototype! of the change tool. We collected and grouped instruments
developed by others which we made domain specific for ‘innovation teams’ that have de-
cided that they want to work on the following issues: recognize defensive behaviours in their
team and make these discussable; assess the degree to which mindful infrastructure and
innovation resilience behaviour are present and assess which elements should be en-
hanced; develop simple practical tools to be applied during team meetings. All this in order to
improve innovative behaviour in teams.

' The change tool is ‘in progress’ and must be tested in practice. We welcome your experiences and feed-

back!
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This report’s central topic is about stimulating unnatural behaviour?, which is described as
forced social behaviour that is contrasting natural behaviour (Oeijj et al., 2013). Natural be-
haviour is characterised by high efficiency, and is performed rather cognitively ‘effortless’
and in an ‘automatic’ way, such as our natural fight and flight responses’. Natural behaviour
does not ‘demand’ much psychological effort and motivation. We almost show it instinctively
when we experience ‘danger’, discomfort or social threat (Argyris, 2010). In some circum-
stances that need immediate attention and can rely on simple, routinized reactions, natural
behaviour can be useful in order to react quickly and efficiently without using too much effort.

However, when it comes to situations in which one needs to perform and learn new behav-
iour, as in the process of innovation, creation and problem solving, effortful behaviour is
needed. In such cases persons have to suppress their inclination of performing (automatic)
natural behaviour and replace this by ‘unnatural behaviour’: force themselves and motivate
themselves to perform effort-demanding tasks. To perform unnatural behaviour, people need
to experience a sense of urgency to really become motivated and prepared to bring up the
effort (Kahneman, 20113).

Yet, even in such situations people often tend to show natural, routinized behaviours. The
pitfall with natural behaviour is that persons might be overlooking certain important ‘weak
signals’ that hinder innovation processes, because addressing such signals takes extra ef-
fort. Weak signals are indications that a project may go wrong, and that small events may
have big consequences. For example, in a meeting someone has the feeling that something
is wrong in an innovation project, but keeps his mouth shut because that is easier. Or a criti-
cal remark from someone that is taken up as a personal attack (automatic, first natural re-
sponse) instead of an invitation to look into it (effortful, unnatural response). Such weak sig-
nals need attention. As a consequence of overlooking weak signals people just move on with
their natural behaviour ignoring possible issues that require attention.

During a subconscious or unconscious, natural response people are often inclined to avoid
risk (e.g., feelings of discomfort) and want to stay in ‘control’ by relying on their natural be-
haviours. This may hinder performance and innovative behaviour. In such instances, risk
avoiding behaviour may take the place of ‘controlled’ risk taking, with the undesired possible
outcome of some kind of underperformance, i.e. not responding to weak signals with far
stretching consequences. Overlooking ‘weak signals’ or especially not responding alertly to
weak signals, may negatively affect the innovation process. In the field of crisis management
and safety studies so-called High Reliability Organisations (HROs) have found a way to ef-
fectively deal with weak signals and the ‘unexpected’. HROs are, for example, aircraft carri-
ers, nuclear plants, surgery teams, and first responders (police, ambulances, fire brigade).
Mistakes may take lives, therefore there is a very high sense of urgency to not overlook any
weak signals (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

2 This report is part of Enabling Technology Project (ETP) Platform 2013-2020: Workplace innovation (Ge-

drag en prestatie 2014); Work Package (WP) 2 Behaviour and organization practice; sub project WP2.1
Ontwikkeling tooling (intrapreneurial contexts, measurement, stimulating unnatural behaviour).

Unnatural behaviour is effortful behaviour in situations in which individuals are naturally inclined to perform
effortless behaviour (see Kahneman, 2011).

TNO report TNO 2014 R11845 | 060.08177/01.02

© 2014 TNO



The question remains if such a sense of urgency can be observed across teams in organisa-
tions that are responsible for successful innovations. Competition and continuous change
require organisations to constantly adapt or proactively renew their products, services, or-
ganisational processes or marketing strategies. Investing in innovations must achieve higher
success rates than the 10% to 30% success rates that are reported in the literature (Mulder,
2012). In other words, the ‘failure rate’ is of such a degree (70 to 90%) that we presuppose
that a certain sense of urgency should be present within such organisations.

Our assumption is that enhancing the alertness about weak signals in the innovation process
improves the innovative capability of a team, because it can reduce certain natural behav-
iours (i.e., risk avoidance). Or, alternatively said, it induces certain unnatural behaviour (con-
trolled risk-taking behaviour). The behaviour associated with controlled risk taking is ‘innova-
tion resilience behaviour’ (IRB). IRB is based on the behaviour or teams of HROs, applied to
an innovation management setting, and can be seen as an example of innovative behaviour
in teams. Innovative behaviour is (loosely) described as behaviour that is supportive in the
phases of innovation management (generating and initiating new ideas, selecting new ideas,
prototyping, testing and piloting, implementation and marketing) to realise an innovation
becoming a product or services or mode or organising that finds its way to the market, i.e.,
the users.

In this report:
First, we will describe how unnatural behaviour can be related to innovation resilience
behaviour. We will use the ‘Capability Maturity Model of WorkPlace Innovation [CMM-
WPI]' (Dhondt & Van der Meulen, 2014) to select the IRB-elements. The CMM-WPI
contains certain competencies that are related to IRB. We will describe in the following
Section what we know about IRB from a theoretical and empirical viewpoint;
Second: From there we will sketch how IRB can be stimulated, developed and imple-
mented. We propose a prototype, for a change tool. We will describe the contours of an
initial tool and its steps to develop and enhance innovation resilience behaviour. This
can be seen as a first outline of a manual for such a tool;
Third: In order to arrive at this prototype we did our work in three phases:
We connected innovation resilience to mindful infrastructure as a theoretical frame-
work;
We investigated the robustness of this framework in practice and experimented in
practice to apply these insights. We tested elements of the change tool ‘in pro-
gress’ in a few meetings and presentations;
We searched for examples of tools that meet the requirements of user-friendliness
and their relation with the intricateness of team work. These three phases are the
groundwork for the prototype of our change tool.
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2 Phase 1 - From Capability Maturity Model to IRB

2.1 The Capability Maturity Model of Workplace Innovation

Below is the Capability Maturity Model as applied to WPI (Dhondt & Van der Meulen, 2014)

(Figure 2.1).

Capabilities at management and front line workers level

High-level
capabilities

Critical capabilities for
organizational maturity

Management for

9.

Leadership in trusting
relationships (stretching goal
setting)

Loose coupling of processes
Bottom-up input

Creating trust relationships:
performance dialogue
Creating workplace
partnership

Creating the innovation loop:
review

Bringing the customer focus
in

Guarding external
relationships

Balancing and connecting
targets

10. Reducing complexity

| maturit

1.

2.

Voice and dialogue capability
within confines of strategy
Shop floor trust

Managing human
resources

. Creating sustainable

work settings

. Sufficient

independence

. Equal opportunity

recruiting

. Equal opportunity

retainment policy

. Creating engagement
. Creating sharing of

knowledge and ideas

. Performance related

reward policy
(performance clarity)

. Skills direction

Engagement
capability (pro-
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Performance
orientation

. Maximising of shop

floor autonomy and
self management

. Building on

continuous learning
and improvement
(managing process
problem
documentation)

. Creating

intrapreneurial
environments

. Balancing new

technologies and
process requirements

Capability of self
management
Learning capability
(innovation)
Technological
orientation
Intrapreneurial
attitude (risk taking)

Managing
communication and
information

23. Performance dialogue
- Feedback

24. Performance tracking
- review —
(transparency of goal
setting and follow-up)

. Consequence

management

. Dialogue-feedback
capability

. Performance
openness

Critical capabilities for

Shop floor for
(Sl Organizational

N

Figure

10. Care for technology

Capability Maturity Model WPI

This model contains capabilities at the level of management and employees (front line work-
ers) that are necessary for creating sustainable organisations, good work and active jobs.
The capabilities refer to underpinning workplace innovation within an organisation. Work-
place innovation is putting in place renewals by the employers and employees together that
improve both organisational performance and the quality of work (Pot, 2011). From this
model we deducted the capabilities related to improving ‘innovative behaviour’ (which can be
seen as a result of WPI interventions being implemented). Our focus was on capabilities that
could stimulate innovation resilience behaviour from the perspective of unnatural behaviour.*

Innovation resilience behaviours (and also entrepreneurial and intrapreneurial behaviour) are
opposite to risk avoidance (natural behaviour) and examples of controlled risk taking (unnat-
ural behaviour). The term ‘controlled’ indicates a clear distinction with ‘sensation seeking

4 Please note that these behaviours are related to entrepreneurial and intrapreneurial behaviour, which is
also a part of this ETP.
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2.2

behaviours’, ‘overconfidence behaviour’ and ‘recklessness’. Controlled risk taking is in-
tended, conscious and rational. Risk avoidance, however, is often unconscious or subcon-
scious and driven by emotions of (the possible experience of) threat, failure, and anxiety
which then ignites risk avoidance as a form of defensive behaviour (Oeij et al., forthcoming;
Argyris, 2010).

Selection of IRB related topics

The Capability Maturity Model WPI (CMM-WPI) makes a distinction between management
level and shop floor level.

We selected the relevant competencies from the CMM-WPI model in Figure 2.1. The change
tool that we develop is only related to these competencies. The competencies are placed in
Table 2.1, and are related to unnatural behaviour and innovation resilience behaviour. In
Chapter 5 we describe the set-up of the change tool, its steps and manual.

For our purpose the two organisational levels are relevant. Table 2.1 contains the selected
competencies of the CMM-WPI model (the numbers in Table 2.1 correspond to the numbers
in Figure 2.1).

Table 2.1 Unnatural behaviour related CMM-WPI

Indicators of unnatural behaviour

(from initial-intermediate to optimising)

2.3
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High level capabilities Shop floor

Managing control Leadership in complexity 1. Understanding strategy
4. Receptive for criticism
8. Think from the customer
10. Absorbing complexity

Managing HR 12. Stimulate bottom up initiatives 3. Being involved

17. Stimulate team performance 4. Sharing knowledge
Managing production 19. Taking initiative 6. Self managing

20. Deutero problem framing 7. Learning

21. Absorb knowledge externally 9. Risk taking

10. Receptive to newness

Managing communication  23. Non-defensive communication 11. Act responsible

24. Self critical 12. Non-defensive communication

Twenty aspects (Table 2.1) play a role in the (team) dynamics in organisations when it
comes to innovation in very different ways, which are too many to deal with at this place one
by one. From a general perspective, however, these are important elements of successful
innovative behaviour in the sense that defensiveness is avoided and controlled risk taking is
at place.

Linking innovation resilience behaviour (IRB) to a mindful infrastructure: a model

In the literature (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007; Oeij et al., forthcoming) ‘innovation resilience be-
haviour’ can be operationalized as a set of team competencies that can make a team
bounce back on the right track once a team has chosen to take or is already taking an inef-
fective course (a mishap) with regard to its innovation goal. Possible ‘innovation resilience



behaviours’ which are in line with Argyris’ approach to effectively suppress risk avoidance
(defensiveness, and can be suppressed by ‘productive reasoning’, Argyris, 2010) are:

to be alert of ‘weak signals’,

to resist oversimplification by suggesting valid alternatives,

to remain sensitive to what is done in the projects, why and for whom,

to defer to expertise,

to monitor vigilantly what the team does,

to brief and debrief decision making during the project, and

to learn from what you do by organising feedback loops (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

The presence of a ‘mindful infrastructure’ can enable IRB. The likeliness of ‘innovation resili-
ence behaviour’ to emerge in the context of innovation, probably depends on the presence of
a semi-structure that facilitates this behaviour. This is due to the fact that the sense of ur-
gency to behave resilient is not self-evident. Semi-structures are a combination of order,
prescriptions, and rules (structure), and the decision latitude to move freely and make auton-
omous choices and decisions. Semi-structures ‘exhibit partial order, such that some aspects
are prescribed and others are not’ (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997). The semi-structure that func-
tions as the organisational facilitation for team behaviour to perform innovation projects is
called a ‘mindful infrastructure’. It consists of three elements, namely team psychological
safety and learning behaviour, paradoxical leadership and participative decision making and
team voice. Team psychological safety and team learning allow team members to make
mistakes without being punished and to explore and experiment. It builds trust. Paradoxical
leadership (or complexity leadership) enables a team and/or its leader to effectively deal with
mixed messages, opposing logics and seeming incompatibilities. It tries to look for synergy,
instead of choosing for ‘cost effectiveness at the detriment of innovative solutions’. It syner-
gizes transactional and transformational leadership goals. Participative decision making and
team voice encapsulate organisational politics and enhance problem ownership among team
members. It improves to constructively deal with diverse stakeholder interests.

Based on the above theory, we developed a research model that helps to explain how a
‘mindful infrastructure’ can enable ‘innovation resilience behaviour’ (Figure 2.2). This model
assumes that complex innovation projects may induce defensive behaviours (like risk avoid-
ance as a consequence of, for example, experience of threat, feelings of incompetency and
shame), which may affect how the project results are being perceived in terms of the degree
of innovativeness. IRB could help suppress defensiveness and more effectively dealing with
complex aspects of the project, eventually affecting how the project results are being per-
ceived in terms of the degree of innovativeness. When IRB is in place, there might be a more
positive perception of the project results than when it is not (Oeij et al., 2013).
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Complex Project result

Defensive

innovation behaviour perceived as
project innovative

Innovation
resilience
behaviour

Mindful infrastructure

Team Paradoxical Participative
psychological R decision

safety and leadership making

learning

Figure 2.2  Research model of the field research (Oeij et al., 2013)

Linking the IRB model to the Capability model

Now we can link the CMM-WPI model-competences (Table 2.1) to IRB and to mindful infra-
structure (MI) by adding a fourth column (in Table 2.2).

Table 2.2 Unnatural behaviour related to CMM-WPI and IRB/MI

High level Indicators of unnatural behaviour
capabilities
Managing 1. Leadership in complexity 1. Understanding MI - paradoxical leadership,
control 4. Receptive for criticism strategy team learning
8. Think from the customer IRB - alert for weak signals,
10. Absorbing complexity resist oversimplification, remain
sensitive

Managing HR 12. Stimulate bottom up 3. Being involved MI - team psychological safety,

initiatives 4. Sharing team learning, paradoxical lead-
17. Stimulate team perfor- knowledge ership, participative  decision

mance making
IRB - remain sensitive, defer to

expertise

Managing 19. Taking initiative 6. Self managing MI - team psychological safety,
production 20. Deutero problem fram- 7. Learning team learning, paradoxical lead-
ing 9. Risk taking ership, participative decision

21. Absorb knowledge 10. Receptive to making
externally newness IRB - resist oversimplification,

remain sensitive, defer to exper-
tise, monitoring, learn by feed-
back
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High level Indicators of unnatural behaviour

capabilities Shop floor Link to IRB/MI

We researched the mentioned aspects in the 4th column by fieldwork (case studies of teams
in companies) and practice (a team meeting and a workshop). We shortly describe the de-

sign of that study below.
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The purpose of this chapter is to inform that we performed case studies among innovation
teams where we investigated mindful infrastructure (MI) and IRB; we also inform about test-
ing our insights in practice on defensiveness, Ml and IRB.

Based on the theory and pre-study of a case study of a research and technology organisa-
tion (Oeijj et al., forthcoming), we designed a follow-up study. This ongoing follow-up study,
which is a PhD study, involves up to now 12 cases of teams and their innovation projects.
The study design includes face-to-face interviews, internet surveys and feedback-surveys
(Oeijj et al., 2014). The purpose of the PhD study is to assess relations between Ml and IRB.
(The results of this study® will be reported elsewhere). Below, we will report the results that
are relevant for this ETP-study.

First, the performed 12 case studies underline that the model in Figure 2.2 is helpful in de-
scribing and understanding the innovation process in practice. By means of discussing ‘criti-
cal incidents’ in innovation teams we could reconstruct that elements of mindful infrastructure
were present or absent and how this did enable or not to perform (variants) of innovation
resilience behaviour. When a team leader, for example, in solving an issue actively involved
team members (participative decision making) and talked extensively to stakeholders to
meet diverging needs and expectations (paradoxical leadership), he or she was able to avoid
obstacles by being attentive for specific needs (alert for weak signals) and at the same time
steering the project to directions that were backed by most of them (remain sensitive to the
overall picture). This created enough transparency to deal with difficulties (non-defensive
processing of complex tasks), which ensured better outcomes for all (project results).

Second, in sequence of the 12 case studies in the companies, discussions were held with
the studied teams on how to assess defensive behaviours (Table 3.1) and how to make
them discussable within the teams of those twelve cases.

Table 3.1 List of 14 defensive behaviours (based on Ardon, 2009)

1. Compliance strategy: If your superior persuades you to commit, say that you comply regardless of
whether you really do.

2. Undergo strategy: If your superior initiates a change process, just undergo the interventions passively
and do not make debatable that you don’t think this going to work.

3. Plan strategy: Agree to make a plan and act as if you comply with the plan; this way you contribute to
change and stay in your comfort zone.

4. Blame strategy: If changing does not succeed, blame others and attribute negative intentions to them
(scapegoating).

5. Assume strategy: Keep your negative assumptions about other individual’s intentions and situations
private.

6. Withdraw strategy: In case of difficulties in the communication, do not make this debatable with the
persons who are involved; rather, withdraw and think up a new initiative or discuss the difficulties with
peers.

® PhD study by Peter Oeij.
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7. lgnorance strategy: If you observe patterns that are difficult to deal with, e.g. that your employees are
not really committed, do not inquire; rather, increase pressure on them to comply (disregarding).

8. Reduction strategy: If things become threatening or embarrassing, reduce the problem until it is control-
lable again.

9. Denial strategy: If things become threatening or embarrassing, reduce the problem until it is controllable
again.

10. Distance strategy: If the discussion comes too close, change the subject to discuss ‘other’ parties or
general observations, such as employees, middle management, or ‘the organization’.

11. ‘We’ strategy: Talk in terms of ‘our responsibility’ and ‘what we should do’; as a consequence, nobody
has to feel personally responsible.

12. Not speaking up, otherwise one might be criticized themselves by the others [non-intervention strategy].

13. Joke strategy: If things become threatening or embarrassing, make a joke and change the subject.

14. Shirk strategy: Shift the responsibility to an ‘outsider’ and avoid sharing your own opinion about the
process or colleagues.

Many of the defensive behaviours were recognized as being present in team interactions
and beyond, and were mostly acknowledged as being possibly harmful to the innovation
process, for example, in the way how it hinders open communication and collaboration. This
leads to the assumption that improving transparency by making defensiveness discussible
could be beneficial to the process of collaboration and the innovation process as a whole.

Third, a few presentations/workshops were held on the topic of innovation resilience behav-
iour (e.g. see Oeij, 2014), during which participants were invited to assess defensiveness
within their teams and projects and how they could more effectively deal with them. One
technique applied is the use of ‘brainwrites’ (Gaspersz & Wijnhamer, 2006; Rohrbach, 1969).
Brainwriting is a group creativity technique used to generate very many new ideas in a very
short period of time. In a similar way to brainstorming, it is not the quality of ideas that mat-
ters but the quantity. Opposite to brainstorming, however, processes like group confor-
mation, groupthink, and social pressure are strongly excluded, because participants write up
their ideas individually. More creativity is thus being made available.

Fourth, and final, we tested to make defensiveness discussable during an internal team
meeting (within TNO). First, participants were invited to closely read a list of 14 defensive
mechanisms (Table 3.1), which may lead to risk avoiding behaviour. Second, they were in-
structed to observe whether they experienced any of this defensive behaviour among them-
selves or others during the meeting. Third, if so, they were requested to take the initiative to
press a virtual red alert button (which was simply a piece of paper with a red alarm button
printed on it; individuals had to make a gesture as if they were pressing this button by slam-
ming the table, indicating they had something to put forward). In such instances, the meeting
was stopped to enable a meta-discussion about the observations of one of the participants. It
proved to be difficult in the sense that it was hard to assess defensiveness in action (reflec-
tion in action). The participants concluded that one should first have a good understanding of
any of the 14 defensive mechanisms. Then, one should practice to play with these mecha-
nisms. Nonetheless, a positive sound was uttered, namely that being skilled in assessing
defensiveness on the spot could improve collaboration during meetings.
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What we learned from these activities are the following:
It is not easy for participants to discuss defensive behaviours, which is in line with the
works of Argyris and Schon (Argyris, 2010);
Everyone recognises the defensive behaviours that are listed in Table 3.1. “Yes, they all
happen here!”;
Once people start talking about examples of defensiveness often the ice melts, trans-
parency wins over sealing behaviour and covering things up; participants open up tak-
ing the risk of becoming vulnerable or feeling embarrassed. Apparently they feel (so-
cially) safe.

What follows are lively debates about why defensiveness occurs and how it negatively af-
fects the effectivity of team work. In many cases there appears to be a willingness to recog-
nise this as a fact and really do something about it. Participants also realised that it is very
difficult to recognise defensive behaviour as it occurs (real time) and then make it discussa-
ble simultaneously (in-action). Many participants show an eagerness to learn more about it,
and how it can improve teamwork if one knows how to handle it. Some, nonetheless, remain
hesitant because transparency means vulnerability, whereas others are even pessimistic,
and are stating that ‘nothing is going to change here, this is how the corporate culture works’.
On a more abstract level, participants recognise the relevance and meaning of having a
‘mindful infrastructure’. They also understand very well how the mindfulness of high reliability
organisations, transformed into the mindfulness of ‘innovation resilience behaviour’, could
help teams to overcome defensiveness and risk avoidance. In conclusion, after these ses-
sions there seems to be a certain level of cognitive receptiveness of our ideas to improve
unnatural behaviours for the sake of innovativeness and better teamwork.
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The purpose of this chapter is to present one example of a change tool that meets two re-
quirements:
A tool that reckons with the fact that team work is complex, hard to plan, difficult to pre-
dict, in short: non-linear to a large extent;
A tool that is feasible and useful in the sense that it is simple, but not simplistic, and that
it can be used in such a way that it will enhance the competencies of team members
while using it.

In the development of ‘tools to bring about change in the behaviour of teams’ we take as a
starting point that teams and their members must learn new behaviours both cognitively and
experientially when it comes to curbing defensiveness. Just knowing about defensiveness
(cognition) is not sufficient; one has to experience that it works, because it takes much cog-
nitive effort and psychological motivation. Moreover, it is unnatural to expose oneself to the
risks of being laughed at, made ridiculous or feeling incompetent. Quite the reverse is natu-
ral: in dangerous or discomforting situations we either fight or flight, and perform the kind of
behaviour that helps us to survive and (re)gain control, to enhance our self-esteem. There-
fore, dealing with defensiveness is dealing with a wicked problem: the problem always
comes back as it appears to be unsolvable. Besides cognitive changes, therefore, individuals
have to change their attitudes in order to change their behaviour.

We looked at some literature that concerns wicked problems and team problem solving be-
haviour.

The Team Tool (Pacanowsky, 1995) combines cognitive learning with experiential learning
effects of new behaviours through on-the-job learning. Teams can apply the tools that are
part of the Team Tool (kit) during their work.

This implies:
Limited time and costs;
Teams have self control (self management);
Practicing immediately leads to results (productive);
What is learned is being practiced and becomes part of automated and routine behav-
iour.

The Team Tool and the thinking behind it state that many problems can be wicked, and
wicked problems are non-linear, multi-causal and interdependent. These problems, related
to dynamics in organisations, are never alike which makes them complex. Namely, complex
in the sense that the (same) factors constituting a problem are often played out in different
directions. Innovation can also be wicked if you realise that the value of an innovation can
only be assessed and understood by hindsight. It is therefore problematic that often teams
use standard ways to solve problems, namely linear and approaching the problems as being
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a ‘tame’ one. Pacanowsky, like many others, contends that people are inclined to predict
what will happen, but complicated matters are simply very hard to predict. In the case of
wicked problems Pacanowsky (1995) suggests an alternative approach:

Promote an atmosphere of inquiry and an attitude that aligns with that. This implies to
not jump to conclusions, to explore alternatives, to use knowledge of others, to test and
validate knowledge and information, and to ask questions instead of giving answers;
Develop a shared display. A shared display can be created by developing a ‘group
memory’. This can be realised by performing certain activities by the team as a whole,
such ‘domain mapping the problem’ (identifying the main features of the problem), ‘mind
mapping the problem’ (identifying the relations of that problem) and ‘cause mapping the
problem’ (identifying the causal relations with that problem);

Manage the environment. This basically means switching from learning of individuals by
learning of others and the whole environment;

Manage polarity. Polarity-management means to identify, understand and deal with
polarities (Johnson, 1992;1993). Well-known examples of polarities are team-individual,
centralisation-decentralisation, technology-push-market pull, short term-long term, and,
of course, ‘invest time and money to innovate’-‘push for results, accountability and effi-
cient performance’.

As we learned from Kahneman (2011), Argyris (2010), and many others, in the case of
polarity, people often choose the pole of tame behaviour (predictable), instead of the
pole of wicked behaviour (uncertainty). Johnson explains that a ‘loop’ can combine po-
larities of tame and wicked phases (Figure 4.1). How? By being able to turn flipsides’ of
the pendulum into ‘upsides’ every time when it is necessary, and by embracing the idea
that each state is a temporarily situation. Every pole has advantages and disad-
vantages. However, these advantages and disadvantages are not stable, they change
over time due to changes in the environment. Look for example to TNO in relation to
Figure 4.1: sometimes it fits to be organised as a hierarchical organisation and some-
times it fits to be organised as a matrix organisation, depending on internal and external
changes. The one is not better than the other, they just fluctuate in value, fit and ap-
plicability over time. Therefore, it is of great importance that within organisations the
‘traditionalists’ (who dislike change) and the ‘crusaders’ (who continuously look for
change) understand each other and that they complement each other when the time is
right. They just need to be patient and understand timing.

TNO report TNO 2014 R11845 | 060.08177/01.02

© 2014 TNO

14



upside

Synergy
Common orientation
Border crossing cooperation Clear accountability
’f- U‘u‘_~ e .
I “~ Division of labour
/ \ PSRN
1 1 o \
/ PR 1
II l| ’ \
i VoA 3
. ! VA v
Matrix \ N | Hierarchical
organisation AN ‘: organisation
V\ e k 1
\Y 7’ \ 1
s ;’ L ]
1 P N\ ]
\ - ~ I
S " \ ]
Loose sand \ !
Too much random effort G i ‘E\ !
No building on each other 'roupt K™
Risk avoidance
No learning and experimenting

downside/flipside

Figure 4.1  Functional infinity loop combining polarities (after: Johnson, 1992)

Another example is the individual-team polarity. The upside is high team diversity with
creativity and the pooling of knowledge. The flipside is a lack of knowledge sharing,
slowness (inertia) and inefficiency. A final example is rationality versus creativity. The
upside is a good strategy, planning and a well-defined road to innovation. The downside
is bureaucracy, no clear results and frustrated people who feel they are stuck.
Institutionalise online reflection and offline learning of team processes. This implies that
teams who are capable of doing this are going beyond just problem solving. They re-
flect, have conversations, and timely (re)frame the problem; they understand that the
problem is wicked and moving all the time. Therefore, in dealing with such dynamics in
a controllable manner, they are flexible, adaptive, think in scenarios, and take decisions
with the flexibility to reframe when necessary.

Offline reflection could mean that the team, during a meeting, keeps a reflective journal:
on the left page you take notes, make observations, jot down the to-do-list; on the right
side are your critical questions, especially about possible conclusions, relations, conse-
guences; online reflection could mean that the team, during a meeting, monitors what it
is doing, how processes unfold, make icons of process characteristics and problem
characteristics, and make them discussable by interventions such as meta-discussions.

In conclusion, one can say that in the case of difficult to predict situations, like complex inno-
vations and team processes, ‘simplistic’ tools may not be helpful; yet Pacanowsky’s work is a
neat example of ‘simple’ (not simplistic) tools for complex team dynamics. With this in the
back of our mind we started to develop a change tool related to innovative team behaviour.
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At this stage we will define some initial steps and a first set-up of a manual that constitute a
change tool to shift from unnatural behaviour to IRB. Future research can use this to further
develop the manual. We are not able to deliver a completely validated change tool yet. If you
work with this tool, we hope you will share your experiences with us.

When applying this tool a user will get:
Insight into the presence of defensiveness, and so insight into possible causes for risk
avoidance;
Insight into the degree of the presence of mindful infrastructure, in other words into the
presence of characteristics that facilitate innovation resilience behaviour;
Insight into the presence of innovation resilience behaviour, in other words into the pres-
ence of behaviours and competences to keep an innovation team on track and to get an
innovation team back on track;
Develop simple and applicable team meeting tools for own use.

The insights are gained by doing exercises and by completing short questionnaires. The
results or the data are meant to be used for team discussion to explore consensus or dis-
sensus and to assess actions to improve your own practice.

The instruments are based on the work of renowned experts Chris Argyris and Donald
Schdn, Amy Edmondson, Robert Quinn, and Karl Weick and Kathleen Sutcliffe. They have
developed and used these instruments mainly in settings of consultancy work. There is (yet)
hardly any scientific evaluation research concerning the validity and reliability of their work.
Despite this, many consultants, trainers and researchers are working with these instruments,
which may be an indication that the instruments seem to work or lead to desirable results
from a practical perspective. Therefore, the scientific external validity is uncertain, but the
external face validity is accepted among many.

The manual (in progress) contains two parts:

The first is to assess the present state of defensive behaviours and how that affects the in-
novation process. It closes by assessing where the teams want to go;

The second part concerns the issue how to get to where the team wants to go. Mainly this
evolves around making simple instruments to apply during team work and meetings to keep
track of the innovation process by paying attention to innovation resilience behaviour.
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In following the manual you will be guided to these steps:

Step 1: Assess your present state and future state
Exercise 1: Assess defensiveness (two-column model)

Step 2: Move and go about it
Exercise 2: Assess mindful infrastructure
- Team safety & team learning
- Leadership
- Team voice and influence
Exercise 3: Assess Innovation Resilience Behaviour
- Acting mindful and alert

Step 3: Wrap Up

Exercise 4: Assess if you gonna do it

Exercise 5: Assess which competencies to improve
Exercise 6: Develop your own tools

The general format to describe each of the three steps is this:
Step: explain the step;
Explanation: give limited theoretical background;
Exercise: preparation/prepare the team, execution, results/how to move on.

The purpose is to assess the presence of defensiveness. Defensiveness can be understood
as risk averse behaviour. And risk averse behaviour can affect the innovation process. Mak-
ing risk averse behaviour discussable will help the team to become transparent and better in
determining relevant bottlenecks in communication and collaboration.

Perceived complexity in projects, e.g. innovation projects, implies that executing such pro-
jects is difficult and a fallible endeavour, which may invoke feelings of anxiety, scepticism,
moral duty and commitment, which are mediated by power relations, and which can be both
encouraging and inhibiting. Humans have a preference for control which makes them feel
comfortable. When they perceive a situation as complicated and as difficult to master they
may feel anxiety and are inclined to restore the situation to a state of control. Argyris refers
to this kind of behaviour as organizational defensive routines, which are any action, policy, or
practice that prevents organizational participants from experiencing embarrassment or threat
and, at the same time, prevents them from discovering the causes of the embarrassment or
threat (Argyris, 2010). Examples of defensive behaviour are shifting responsibility, blaming
others, avoiding conflicts, reducing a big problem into a small issue, which prevents feelings
of embarrassment, threat and anxiety (see Table 3.1).Complexity is a source for one of the
most frequently occurring defences, namely sending mixed messages. Argyris illustrates
how this works: ““Mary, you run the department, but check with Bill’, or ‘John, be innovative,
but careful’. The logic is:

send a message that is inconsistent;

act as if it is not inconsistent;

make steps (a) and (b) undiscussable; and
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d. make the undiscussability undiscussable”.

The theory of action helps to explain why humans perform defensive behaviour (Argyris,
2010). Human beings hold two types of theories of action. The one they espouse is usually
expressed in the form of stated beliefs and values (the ‘espoused theory’); the other one is
their ‘theory-in-use’ which can only be inferred from observing their actions, their actual be-
haviour. In practice, this means that human beings craft their positions, evaluations, and
attributions in ways that inhibit inquiries into and tests of them with the use of independent
logic. Consequently, these strategies are likely to be defensiveness (and also misunder-
standings, self-fulfilling and self-sealing processes). Figure 5.1 depicts the theory-in-use.

Theory-in-use (what we do)

Governing Action Risks and
values —> | strategies ——— | negative
consequences
+ Stay in control » Advocate your * Miscommunication
+ Maximise winning positions in order to « Self-fulfilling
and minimise losing be in control and prophesies
* Suppress negative win  Self-sealing
feelings + Unilaterally perform processes
* Be rational ‘save face’ + Escalating error
behaviour (own and
others)

(source: Chris Argyris)

Figure 5.1  Theory of Action model I: Theory-in-use

What we do is exert our governing values into our action strategies. Our purpose is to win
not lose, not lose face, feel good, and stay in control. The risks and consequences of this
behaviour is mixed messaging, embracing ‘tame’ problems, covering-up what happens. You
could look again at Table 3.1 and re-read the defensive behaviours that may be at play. You
could try to assess for yourself which of those defensive mechanisms occur in your project
team. You may not clearly ‘see’ them, but you might sense that some of them are or were at
work. The next step is then to reflect on this question: in what way can defensive behaviours
explain risk avoidance and how could that possibly affect to NOT achieve the (innovation)
goal of the project? How can you assess defensiveness?

Exercise 1: Assess defensiveness

PREPARATION

Take a piece of paper and make two columns. Think of a conversation you recently had in
which you had a difference of opinion with your conversation partner. A conflict is even bet-
ter. Choose from a part of that conversation an excerpt in which you and your partner took
turns for 3 to 5 times each.
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First: Write down what was said in the right column as literally (verbatim) as you can remember. So,
write down every turn of you and of your conversation partner in the sequence of that talk. Take a
good look of what you have written, reread it, and assess if you were complete according to your own
memory.

Second: Now write down in the left column at the level of your own turns, what you were thinking, but
did not say. Probably these were thoughts that were emotionally-laden and it is likely that these
thoughts could have strong impact on the conversation if you had uttered them.

Third: Now please look at the following questions:

e Why did you not say what you were thinking?

e What would have been possible consequences if you had spoken out your thoughts?
e What is the reason why you did not say what you were thinking?

Fourth: Have a look at the defence mechanisms in Table 3.1.

¢ Did you, your conversation partners, or others that were present, by hindsight, perform any of these
mechanisms? If so, which one(s)?

e |f so: Can you give an explanation of applying this/these defensive behaviours(s)? What was the
effect of its application?

Fifth: Take a step back from this concrete example, and reflect on the following question: to what

extent could applying this/these defensive behaviours(s) affect the effectiveness of team work, espe-

cially with regard to performing an innovation project?

The same procedure can be done with your team as a whole, if it is safe to do.

It could be helpful to collect all experiences with defensive behaviours of the team. Then you could

discuss questions like these:

o Do we see a pattern in how we communicate or miscommunicate?

e Are we moving in circles out of which we do not seem able to escape?

o |s defensiveness related to certain issues, problems, persons, situations?

e What does it say about our own ability to critically but constructively reflect on what happens?

e Are we self-critical or are scapegoating our environment or ‘others’?

o Are we addressing issues we can influence ourselves or are we addressing issues that lay outside
our sphere of influence?

e |s there a group bias to stress confirmation with each other which excludes deviant thinking and
thinking out-of-the box?

o |[s this a manner how we in fact keep mixed messages unresolved?

The result of this exercise should be a personal or team awareness about your own defen-
siveness and how that possibly affects the innovation process of the project and/or the team.
The fundamental question is: Are you prepared to do something about it? If so, please con-
tinue reading.

The second theory of action from Argyris is the espoused theory (Figure 5.2). It consists of
governing values that are highly rewarded, but that most of us underuse. The assumption of
this model is that its application could rule out most defensive behaviours. Consequently, the
teamwork would improve with higher chances for successful innovations in the end. The
most important governing value is to validate the information which is the basis of your deci-
sions (see also Pacanowsky and his first feature of his alternative approach). The most im-
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portant characteristic of the action strategies is that you show the courage to speak up when
needed and deliberately taking/accepting the risk that you may hurt yourself or others. The
trick is, of course, how to do that in a constructive manner. Argyris’ experience is that to date
very many people are able to do this. If the team succeeds to act like this, the results are
very promising: no more defensiveness, no mixed messages, no ambiguity, better problem
solving, better learning, and no repeating mistakes. In short: controlled risk taking or entre-
preneurial behaviour in a controlled way.

Espoused theory (what we think how we should do things -
but what we most often don’t do

Governing Action Opportunities and
values —> | strategies —> | positive
consequences

» Get valid (validatable + Advocate your » Reduction of self-
information positions and combine  fulfilling, self-sealing,

* Free and informed with inquiry and public error-escalating
choice (fact based testing processes
decisions) * Minimise unilateral * No mixed messages

* Internal commitment face-saving  Effective problem-
to the choice « If being critical be solving

» Monitor (the actions’) constructive + Better learning
effectiveness

(source: Chris Argyris)

Figure 5.2 Theory of Action model II: Espoused theory

An important bottleneck is, as we contended, to be frank, open and confronting when
needed. Most humans avoid such conflicts, to the detriment of clarity and progress. It is in a
way unnatural to ‘fight’ when the sense of urgency to ‘safe one’s ass’ is very limited. We
prefer avoid doing so.

EXECUTION
> Discuss (as a team) how you can make the ‘espoused theory’ applicable. For example:
apply it to how teams take (important) decisions.

Step 2: Move and go for it

Innovative behaviour is not just a matter of characteristics of the behaviour of individuals but
also a matter of the issue or organisational design and the design of jobs, so called active
jobs (Oeij et al., 2013). At team level a facilitating factor is the presence of a mindful infra-
structure (Figure 2.2). Once this is at place, chances are higher for the emergence of inno-
vation resilience behaviour (Figure 2.2).

EXPLAIN THE STEP

The purpose of this step is to assess whether a mindful infrastructure is present in your
team. With this insight you can determine if your team is well facilitated to be really resilient
in the innovation process. If that is not the case, you can decide what it is that you could
improve.
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From the field of crisis management and safety research one can learn that a certain kind of
teams are being trained to deal with unexpected situations which help them to avoid defen-
siveness. These teams from so-called High Reliability Organisations (HROs) can for exam-
ple be found in nuclear plants, firefighting brigades, aircraft carriers, emergency surgery
personnel and police squads. Such teams manage the unexpected because they are good
at tracking small failures, resisting oversimplification, remaining sensitive to operations at the
work floor, maintaining capabilities to act resilient, and deferring autonomy to experts instead
of leaders (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).
The likeliness of this kind of behaviour to emerge, when applied to the context of innovation,
framed by us as ‘innovation resilience behaviour’, probably depends on the presence of a
semi-structure that facilitates this behaviour. This is due to the fact that the sense of urgency
to behave resilient is not self-evident. Semi-structures (Oeij et al., 2014) are a combination of
order, prescriptions, and rules (structure), and the decision latitude to move freely and make
autonomous choices and decisions. Semi-structures ‘exhibit partial order, such that some
aspects are prescribed and others are not’.
As said earlier, the semi-structure that functions as the organisational facilitation for team
behaviour to perform innovation projects is called a ‘mindful infrastructure’. It consists of
three elements, namely

Team psychological safety and learning behaviour,

Paradoxical leadership, and

Participative decision making and team voice.

Team psychological safety and team learning allow team members to make mistakes without
being punished and to explore and experiment. It builds trust.

Paradoxical leadership (or complexity leadership) enables a team and/or its leader to effec-
tively deal with mixed messages, opposing logics and seeming incompatibilities. It tries to
look for synergy, instead of choosing for ‘cost effectiveness at the detriment of innovative
solutions’. It synergizes transactional and transformational leadership goals.

Participative decision making and team voice encapsulate organisational politics and en-
hance problem ownership among team members. It improves to constructively deal with
diverse stakeholder interests.
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PREPARE
> Multiply the checkilist.

EXECUTE
»  Complete the questions.

Answer the following questions for your team/department/organisation

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about team safety &
team learning?

Agree =1
Disagree = 0

If you make a mistake on this team, it is never held against you.

Members of this team are able to bring up problems and tough issues.

People on this team never reject others for being different.

It is safe to take a risk on this team.

It is easy to ask other members of this team for help.

No one on this team would deliberately act in a way that undermines my efforts.

Working with members of this team, my unique skills and talents are valued and uti-
lized.

We regularly take time to figure out ways to improve our team's work processes.

This team tends to handle differences of opinion privately or off-line, rather than ad-
dressing them directly as a group.

Team members go out and get all the information they possibly can from others —
such as customers, or other parts of the organisation.

This team frequently seeks new information that leads us to make important changes.

In this team, someone always makes sure that we stop to reflect on the team’s work
process.

People in this team often speak up to test assumptions about issues under discus-
sion.

We invite people from outside the team to present information or have discussions
with us.

Team Safety & Team Learning:

Score: 10-14 = Present; 1-5 = Absent; 6-9 = Present to a limited degree

Add up the scores and ask yourself (looking at the ‘0’s):

> What should we improve?

> Why should we improve it? (What problem will it help to solve?)
) How can we improve it?

RESULTS
> Draw your conclusions.
> Define future actions to take.

TNO report TNO 2014 R11845 | 060.08177/01.02

© 2014 TNO

) 23



PREPARE
> Multiply the checklist.

EXECUTE
> Complete the questions.

Answer the following questions for your team/department/organisation

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about leadership?
(Remember: leadership can be performed by one individual but also by professionals
and by the group as a whole)

Leadership concerning collaboration is:

Making it legitimate to contribute opinions

Agree =1
Disagree = 0

Maintaining an open climate for discussion

Employing participative decision making

Leadership concerning creativity is...

Launching important new efforts

Getting unit members to exceed traditional performance patterns

Encouraging direct reports to try new things

Leadership concerning control is...

Keeping projects under control

Seeing that corporate procedures are understood

Expecting people to get the details of their work right

Leadership concerning competition is...

Demonstrating full exertion on the job

Getting work done quicker in the unit

Providing fast responses to emerging issues

Leadership concerning tough issues is...

Able to provide clear directions

Able to serve compatible needs in the organisation

Able to rule out ambiguity

Leadership of the leader and the team:

Score: 10-15 = Present; 1-5 = Absent; 6-9 = Present to a limited degree

Add up the scores and ask yourself (looking at the ‘0’s):

> What should we improve?

> Why should we improve it? (What problem will it help to solve?)
> How can we improve it?

RESULTS
> Draw your conclusions.
> Define future actions to take.
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PREPARE
> Multiply the checkilist.

EXECUTE
> Complete the questions.

Answer the following questions for your team/department/organisation

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about team voice and
influence?
Here each (team) member:

Develops and makes recommendations concerning issues that affect this work group.

Agree =1
Disagree = 0

Speaks up and encourages others in this group to get involved in issues that affect
the group.

Communicates his/her opinions about work issues to others in this group even if
his/her opinion is different and others in the group disagree with him/her.

Keeps well informed about issues where his/her opinion might be useful to this work
group.

Gets involved in issues that affect the quality of work life here in this group.

Speaks up in this group with ideas for new projects or changes in procedures.

We have a "we are together" attitude.

Here in this organisation:

There are real attempts to share information throughout the project team.

We decide many issues together, or at least have influence on matters that concern
us.

Team Voice & Team Participative Decision Making:

Score: 7-9 = Present; 1-4 = Absent; 5-6 = Present to a limited degree

Add up the scores and ask yourself (looking at the ‘0’s):

> What should we improve?

> Why should we improve it? (What problem will it help to solve?)
> How can we improve it?

RESULTS
> Draw your conclusions.
> Define future actions to take.

Based on these completed checklists and questions you should have a fair picture of the

mindful infrastructure. Is it satisfactory as it is, or will it be with the improvements being sug-
gested? If the mindful infrastructure is satisfactory, or becomes satisfactory with the im-

provements you may implement, then the options will be favourable for Innovation Resilience

Behaviour to emerge.

In the case you decide to improve the mindful infrastructure: make a list of your actions.

EXPLAIN THE STEP

A next step is to assess the presence of IRB. The purpose of this step is to assess whether

IRB is present in your team. This step helps you to gain insight whether the team operates
mindful and alert. With this insight you can determine if your team is well equipped to really
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act resilient in the innovation process. If that is not the case, you can decide what it is that
you could improve.

5.3.2 Exercise 3: Assess Innovation Resilience Behaviour (IRB)

EXPLANATION
When can we observe the presence of IRB in a team? What is IRB?

‘Innovation Resilience Behaviour’

* Aset of team competencies (team capability to
make a team bounce back to the right track of the
project once a team has taken/is taking an
ineffective course with regard to its innovation
goal
e Team behaviours: [Organisational Mindfulness - Weick & Sutcliffe]
a. being extremely alert to track small failures
(weak signal);

b. resist oversimplification;

c. remain sensitive to team operations and
interactions & _innovation

d. maintain able to bounce back and recover
(resilience);

e. defer to expertise
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PREPARE
> Multiply the checkilist.

EXECUTE
> Complete the questions.

Answer the following questions for your team/department/organisation

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about acting mindful
and alert?

Preoccupation with failure

We actively look for risks and try to understand them.

Agree =1
Disagree = 0

We are keen for cues why our expectations are not met,

When members spot potential risks we discuss them extensively.

Reluctance to simplify
Members of this team never take things for granted

Team members listen carefully, and it is rare that someone’s view goes unheard.

We actively seek for more explanations and viewpoints before taking a decision.

Sensitivity to operations
Team members put effort in building a clear picture of the current situation of the
project.

We constantly monitor the progress of the project in a profound manner.

The team has discretion to resolve unexpected problems as they arise.

Commitment to resilience
We always learn from every mistake being made.

Most members have the skills to act on unexpected problems that arise.

This team is extremely resourceful.

Deference to expertise
Team members typically “own” a problem until it is resolved.

In this organisation expertise is valued over hierarchical rank in most decisions.

Instead of muddling through, the team quickly obtains the external expertise if
needed.

Our Innovation Resilience Behaviour:

Score: 11-15 = Present; 1-5 = Absent; 6-9 = Present to a limited degree

Add up the scores and ask yourself (looking at the ‘0’s):

> What should we improve?

> Why should we improve it? (What problem will it help to solve?)
> How can we improve it?

RESULTS
) Draw your conclusions.
) Define future actions to take.
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The challenge here is to make a list of IRB-behaviours that could be improved by discussing
them within teams or departments. The purpose of the discussion is to create a common
awareness of what is needed. This could lead to an action list.

By now you should have a pretty good idea of the defensiveness, mindful infrastructure and
IRB of your team/department or organisation. You may also have some suggestions on how
to move forward. This step will link back to the ‘espoused model’ and help you to make your
own tools.

The ‘espoused model’ will help you to combat defensiveness in your team. It tries to make
defensiveness discussible. There is no easy guide for this: you and the team must be pre-
pared to do this and find your own way in how to do it.

This step links the espoused model back to the CMM-WPI model.

This step also wraps up what was discussed in the earlier steps. It will ask you to decide if
you are going to work on defensiveness and the mindfulness of the organisation and innova-
tion resilience of the team. If you to choose to do so, it offers a guideline for making simple
team tools that you can apply during team meetings.

Let us return to the ‘espoused’ model (Figure 5.2). The relation between IRB and the es-
poused model is to suppress defensiveness and mixed messaging by validating your
thoughts, acts, and decisions. This is easier said than done. Getting valid/‘validatable’ infor-
mation is effortful. Living up to it is even harder. However, the only way to reduce defensive-
ness, mixed messaging and miscommunication is to move into this direction. It takes much
psychological effort and motivation. It presupposes certain levels of trust and transparency,
and sharing power and influence. Nothing about that is self-evident. People in organisations
differ in position, responsibility, ownership, expertise, budget, and in the level of integrity,
fear, guts and intra- or entrepreneurship. In complex innovation projects, actors interact and
together constitute what happens, as an unpredictable unfolding of processes and patterns.
We cannot predict innovations. But we can understand how this interacting and unfolding
works. From this point we have created a choice, namely, for learning and reflection and
deciding how we want to move forward (see Argyris, 2010).

For example in the situation of taking decisions during team meetings:
Will you do the effort to gather valid information (evidence)?
Will you decide fact-based?
Will you seek internal commitment?
Will you monitor actions on their effectiveness?

Draw your conclusions based on your answers.
Define future actions to take.
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This exercise should help you to come to a conclusions about what to do next.

In Chapter 2 we presented ‘indicators of unnatural behaviour’ (Table 2.2) related to the man-
agement and shop floor level of managing control, managing HR, managing production and
managing communication. After reading this report and the manual (in progress), you will
probably understand that unnatural behaviour is associated with situations which may trigger
ambiguous and defensive behaviours. Table 2.2 points to competencies that, for example,
are linked to complexity, criticism, initiative, sharing, risk taking, receptiveness, and even
being non-defensive. If individuals and teams succeed in performing these competencies,
they would be preventing risk avoidance, and be entrepreneurial/intrapreneurial. They would
be resilient and mindful when it comes to the innovation process, and as such probably more
successful in realising innovation and renewal.

Please have a look at Table 2.2 and determine if there are any competences that need
to be improved. See and assess what their relation is with IRB (in column 4 of the same
Table 2.2).

Draw your conclusions.
Define future actions to take.

Safety management and crisis management teams try to automate unnatural behaviour by
creating procedures such as briefing and debriefing, and continuously improving processes
and behaviours. Teams working on innovation could develop such tools as well. Two exam-
ples are presented in the Appendix meant to support team meetings and decision making.

The examples in the Appendix are meant to put you on track how to design simple tools for
your own team meetings. In the same vein of what Pacanowsky is stating: make tools so
simple that they will be used and that it improves the work and individual's competences and
skills as they use them longer.

Choose domains of team work for which IRB-tools are helpful. For example: decision
making, stakeholder management, requirements of the end-result, future market op-
portunities, development of a pilot to test the result.

Apply the five IRB-competencies to tasks of the team/team members (see § 5.3.2) in
relation to the selected domain(s): make a list that you can consult/walk through during
a team meeting.
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Apply the tool in a team meeting.
Evaluate how it works.
Decide to adjust the tool or otherwise.

Coda

You have reached the end of this tool.

We hope that you indeed did make some tools. Enjoy the ride and good luck!
Please give us your feedback.
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(Steen et al., 2011;2012)

Alertness: Are we aware of the wishes of our clients, do we listen carefully to the client’s
demands, required amendments and developments?

Simplification: Do we self-critically evaluate our decisions, do we seek for alternatives, if
we modify our innovation do we communicate it well with the client; do we validate our
decisions?

Sensitivity: Do we open up for opinions from outsiders; do we check with others how
they think about what we do; are we not going astray and do we keep our eyes on the
main road? Do we have a shared awareness about where we should be headed?

Resilience: Can we recover from setbacks; can we cope effectively with wishes from
clients that cause resistance within our team? Are we resourceful to find solutions if
needed the most?

Expertise: Do we defer to expertise even if that reduces our role? Do we consult others
in the interest of the clients, even if we are hesitant? Is our client always king?

Alertness: Do we test and validate our decisions in the light of alternatives; are deci-
sions unambiguous? Do team members have a common understanding about decisions
and its consequences; do we base decisions on verifiable facts?

Simplification: Do we prevent choosing simple solutions for complicated issues, be-
cause it gives us a sense of control? Do we avoid taking hard decisions? Are we aware
of the risks of group conformity and tunnel visions?

Sensitivity: Do we check decisions with the interests of various stakeholders; do we
avoid putting too much time in details of decisions?

Resilience: Do we dare to take unpopular decisions if that is necessary? Can we decide
to really change our direction if needed?

Expertise: Do we give way to experts over authority if that is needed? Do we find team
voice as relevant as power positions when participating in decision making?
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