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Evolution Disruption



Disruptive	Innovation

Form	of	innovation:
- Targeting	a	good	enough quality
- Quick Time	To	Market
- Focusing	first	on	a	niche	underserved	market
- Product	evolution	is	iterative,	with	short	cycles
- Product	is	improving	quality,	adding	features
and	ends	up	targeting	a	larger	market

- Often	associated	with	the	Schumpeterian	creative	destruction



Adaptation	Strategies

Clayton	Christensen,	renowned	advocate	of	disruptive	innovation,	
calls	disruptive	innovation	a	gift	that	can	only	be	“marginally	learned”.

Companies	are	invited	to	adapt	via	the	following	three	means:
- employee	selection,	based	on	compatible	profiles
- taylorization of	innovation	tasks
- acquisition of	disruptive	teams/companies

Determinist	paradigm,	relying	on	selection,	taylorization



Taylorism and	determinism
in	the	Silicon Valley



Other	adaptation	strategies

Develop	your	own	innovation	capacity	by	organizing
Design	Thinking	workshops:
- “We	believe	everyone	has	the	capacity	to	be	creative.”
d-school	@	Stanford	introduction	message

- human	centered	group	experience
- training experience	in	productive environments
- well	described	phases:	empathy,	definition,	ideation,	
prototyping,	experimentation

Socio-constructivist	paradigm,	relying	on	training
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Question

Considering	the	quality	of	the	disruptive	project
during	Design	Thinking	Workshops
is	it	more	efficient	to:
- invite	participants	to	diversify	their	profile(s)?
- taylorize the	workshop,	based	on	their	specialty?

In	both	cases,	we’ll	rely	on	psychology	profiles.



State	of	Knowledge



One	of	the	forms	of	innovation:
• applied	to	a	market
• with	certain	specific	characteristics
Contested	definition	between	Christensen
and	other	sources.

Often	linked	to	the	concept	of	
Schumpeterian	creative	destruction,
or	more	broadly,
the	radical	evolution	of	markets.
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Private	enterpriseScience

Innovation

Education
Design	ThinkingDesign	Thinking

Strongly	linked	to	the	Stanford	d-school
• Solid	academic	basis
• Coherent	operationalization	by	IDEO/Tim	Brown
• High	variability	in	implementation	strategies	in	companies
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Profiles	and	Design	Thinking
Beckman and	Barry	2007



Profiles	and	Design	Thinking
Beckman Barry	2007
Proposes	an	alignment	between:
§Phases	of	an	innovation	method
§Methods	of	group	work
§Psychology	profile	of	a	person
§and	indirectly,	a	model	of
psychological	maturation

Conflict	of	scale	(individual	/	group)
and	time (project	/	life)
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Dialectic	Tensions

Design	Thinking	is	causing	dialectic	tensions	between	different	
psychological	profiles,	forms	of	expression	and	working	methods.
Innovation	is	generated	when	tensions	are	resolved.
• Constructivism	outlook:	Piaget.	Child	is	born	with	potential.
Group	work	is	creating	tension,	revealing	his	potential.
Adults	do	not	evolve	any	more,	or	very	little.

• Socio-Constructivism	outlook:	Vygotskiĭ,	Doise and	Mugny.
Group	work	creates	tensions.	By	finding	solutions	incorporating	
inputs	from	all	members,	tensions	are	resolved	together.
Then	the	group	knowledge	is	integrated	by	members
and	the	group	can	handle	more	complex	problems.



Management	of	Dialectic	Tensions
during	Design	Thinking	Workshops
When	the	tech	industry	is	trying	to	introduce	disruptive	innovation	
with	Design	Thinking	workshops,
two	notable	strategies	are	observed:
• Simple	constructivist	outlook,	determinism	and	taylorism:	recruit	
different	profiles,	reinforce	them,	taylorize innovation	tasks.	
Innovation	is	a	product	of	the	group’s	work,	thanks	to	the	
manager’s	active	organization.	A	group	is	a	sum	of	individuals.

• Socio-constructivist	oulook:	recruit	different	personalities,	invite	
them	to	diversify	their	profiles	by	preventing	taylorization.	
Innovation	is	the	product	of	a	self	regulating	group	working	
autonomously	and	learning	as	a	entity.



Profile	Evolution:
Centrifuge	/	Circular
Our	innovation	profile	can	evolve
in	two	different	ways:
• Centrifuge:	improve	one	or	several	profiles.
Simple-constructivist	outlook	on	profiles	and	innovation.
ex:	as	measured	by	LSI	(Learning	Score	Index)

• Circular:	improve	the	capacity	to	move	from	one	profile	to	
the	other	during	innovation,	especially	in	teams.
Socio-constructrivist outlook,
works	with	dialectic	tension	concepts.
ex:	as	measured	by	LSP	(Learning	Skills	Profile)



Study



Two modalities

We’re	comparing	two	modalities	of	team	work
during	Design	Thinking	workshops:
• Determinist outlook:	profile	reinforcement,	taylorization
• Socio-constructivist outlook:	diversification,	autonomy

What	is	kept	identical:
• Initial	psychology	profile	established	by	HEXACO
• Professional	environment,	productivity,	expectations



Two	successive	modalities

• The	two	modalities	will	be	applied	successively
for	all	participants

• The	two	possible	successions	will	be	tested
by	splitting	the	participants	into	two	sub	groups

• Participants	are	unaware	of	the	operating	mode
during	the	1st modality

• We’ll	proceed	to	a	third	phase	of	joint	group	reflexive	work
• Evaluations:

• HEXACO	test
• Initial	evaluation
• After	1st modality
• After	2nd modality
• After	reflexive	work



Psychological	profiles

• HEXACO	Test	in	french
• Team	formation:	diversified
• For	the	determinism-reinforcing	modality:

• Determinism:	result	from	the	HEXACO	test	is	to	be	understood	as	a	detection	of	your	
inner	pre-existing	specialty

• Reinforcing:	invitation	to	reinforce	your	specialty
• Teams:	each	specialist	is	in	charge	of	a	Design	Thinking	phase	fitting	his	detected	
specialty

• For	the	diversification	modality:
• Constructivism:	result	from	the	HEXACO	test	is	to	be	understood	as	an	opportunity	
to	reflect	on	our	biases	and	anticipate	your	behavior	during	work	group

• Diversification:	invitation	to	actively	diversify
• Teams:	invitation	to	be	proactive	during	the	less	comfortable	phases,
and	help	the	others	during	your	comfortable	phases



Evaluations

• HEXACO	Profiles
• Form	to	fill	by	each	participant:

• Evolution	of	the	knowledge	on	innovation
• Evolution	of	the	will	to	innovate
• Evolution	of	the	opinion	on	determinism	and	work	group
• Opinion	on	the	workshop

• Form	to	be	filled	by	each	team:
• Projects	description	and	evaluation



Results



Presentation

• Test	initial	deployment	at	INSA	Toulouse	(engineering	school)
• Final	deployment	organized	at	a	tech	industry	R&D	site

• 36	attendees	(5	women)
• 8	teams	(in	2	groups	of	4	teams)



• The	diversification	modality
is	leading	to	more	innovative	projects
than	the	reinforcement	modality
(+29.5%,	p=0.0016,	test	T)

• Experimenting	the	diversification
modality	after	the	reinforcement
modality	is	still	beneficial

Effect	of	modality	on	project	quality,
as	measured	by	innovation	and	disruption	criteria



Evolution	of
knowledge

Diversification	leads	to	a	better
understanding	of	innovation,
self-declared	(+25%)

The	workshop	format	with
two	modalities is	improving
all	scores.

1.	I’m	confident	in	my	ability	to	innovate
2.	I	know	how	to	better	work	in	groups
3.	I’m	more	at	ease	with	contradictions	at	work
4.	I’ll	know	how	to	get	my	innovation	work	accepted	at	work
5.	I	know	more	about	my	thinking	and	work	behavior



Opinion	on	determinism

Both	modalities	tend	to	reinforce
the	outlook	presupposed
by	the	the	modality.

But	the	succession	of	2	modalities
is	leading	to	an	average	opinion.
Note:	error	for	GRP-3

1. I	think	we	all	have	one	dominant	profile	(-2)
or	different	profiles	depending	on	the	context	(+2).

2. It’s	the	manager’s	task	to	assign	roles	(-2)
or	the	team	should	self-regulate	(+2)

3. In	teams,	it’s	better	to	each	have	different	roles
(-2/+2)



Opinions	after
reflexive	group	work

• Participants	accept	the	result	of	their	HEXACO	test	(PRO-1)
• The	notion	of	profile(s)	evolution	is	highly	supported.	(3.83	for	PRO-5)

1.	I	find	my	HEXACO	test	results	interesting
2.	Using	my	dominant	profile	is	easier
3.	Diversifying	helps	working	with	others
4.	I	think	a	person	can	have	multiple	profiles
5.	I	think	dominant	profile(s)	can	evolve
6.	I	think	training	can	help	us	develop	our	profiles
7.	In	the	future	I’d	like	to	reinforce	my	dominant	profile	(SP)
or	diversify	as	much	as	possible	(DI)?



Opinions	after
reflexive	group	work

• Strong	preference	to	be	part	of	teams	supporting	their	diversification	(3.8	for	QUE-1)
• Strong	divergence	between	the	personal	preference	for	diversification

and	the	perceived	project’s	best	interest	(3.8	for	QUE-1	against	2.96	for	QUE-2)
• Strong	divergence	between	the	short	term	project	best	interest	(QUE-2)

and	the	long	term	innovative	team	forming	strategy	(QUE-3)

1. In	the	future,	would	you	like	to	work	with	a	team	asking
you	to	use	your	dominant	profile	and	specialize	(-2)
or	is	supporting	you	in	your	diversification	(+2)?

2. If	we	consider	the	short	term	project	interest,
what	is	the	best?

3. If	you	had	to	organize	a	very	innovative	team,
would	you	rather	choose:
1. identical	profiles?	(1)
2. different	profile	+	specialization?	(2)
3. different	profiles	+	diversification?	(3)

4. I	want	to	innovate	more	in	my	future	job
5. I	am	better	informed	about	innovation	management
6. This	workshop	is	leading	me	to	reflect	on	my

innovation	team	behavior	in	the	future,	even	a	little
7. I	would	recommend	this	workshop



Results	by	profile

Despite	multiple	warnings	about	predisposition	to	behaviors	during	the	
workshops,	we	note:
• The	expected	behavior	for	each	profile	is	observed
• Recruiting	the	right	mix	of	profiles	is	important	for	the	success	of	the	workshop
• Organizers	will	need	to	adopt	inclusive	practices	for	the	emotive	profiles

1. Altruists	tend	to	put	the	group’s	interest	first
(real	of	perceived	interest)	(PRO-2,	QUE-2)

2. Profiles	open	to	experience
accept	their	test	results	and	are	more	likely
to	change	their	behavior.	(PRO-1,	FIN-1)

3. Conscientiousness	profile:	more	likely	to	accept
complex	concepts.	(QUE-4)

4. Extraversion	Profiles:	strong	correlation
with	accepting,	preference	for	diversification,
positive	opinion	about	the	workshop.

5. Emotive:	unhappy.



Conclusions



Conclusions
• Prerequisites: The	experiment	and	evaluation	worked	as	expected,

with	the	exception	of	1	poorly	formulated	question	and	1	wrongly	presented	scale

• Learning	experience: The	2	days	Design	Thinking	Workshop	with	two	modalities	to	
experience	and	a	strong	reflexive	component	was	evaluated	as	useful	to	train	and	
motivate	teams on	disruptive	innovation	and	team	work.	

• Productive	environment:	The	workshop	created	innovative	and	disruptive	ideas for	
this	R&D	center	to	present	to	the	parent	company	in	a	tense	environment.

• Modalities: Diversification	is	better	than	reinforcement for	the	following	criteria:
• Better	project	quality
• Better	understanding	of	disruptive	innovation



Actions	proposed
• Enterprises: Design	Thinking	workshops	are	a	viable	way	to	train	your	teams on	

disruptive	innovation	and	motivate	them.
During	the	workshop,	assembling	teams	of	diversified	HEXACO	profiles	and	
encouraging	participants	to	diversify is	the	most	efficient	and	productive	method.
In	innovation	management,	specifically	disruptive	innovation,
taylorization and	determinism	are	not	efficient.	

• Teaching: Innovation	is	a	high	level	social	activity.	To	prepare	your	students	to	the	
knowledge	and	innovation	society,	it	is	best	for	them	to
learn	to	use	different	learning	profiles and	actively	interact	with	other	profiles.



Thanks!
To	my	memoir	mentor:	Pr André	Tricot,	 CNRS,	EPHE	&	Université de	Toulouse	2
http://andre.tricot.pagesperso-orange.fr/

To	my	presentation	jury	and	Master	coordinators:	Isabelle	Chênerie and	André	Tricot.

To	the	teaching	team	of	the	Master	CIES,	for	accepting	an	adult	from	the	private	sector	with	no	
psychology	background	to	follow	the	master	and	for	their	endless	patience	during	the	year.	I	learnt	a	lot.
Plus	of	course	Marie	Brocqua for	the	continuous	help	and	organization.

To	my	fellow	students.	It	was	a	pleasure	studying	with	you.



What	next?
My	main	activity: Autonomous	Drone	Solutions	Architect

On	top	of	this	activity,	I	am	now:
• Lecturer: I	created	and	am	presenting	the	“Innovation	and	Entrepreneurship”	module

for	the	new	Internet	of	Things	course	at	Toulouse	University-IUT,	France.
• Pedagogical	Consultant	for	Higher	Education: I	am	always	trying	to	improve	the	pedagogy

of	learning	activities	for	adults	and	higher-education.
A	lot	of	what	we	do	everyday	is	in	fact	learning,	so	let’s	make	it	as	efficient	as	possible!

I’m	open	to:
• Lecturing	positions,	anywhere	in	the	world	(I’m	based	in	San	Francisco	and	Paris).
• Joint	research	on	innovation.
• Receiving	opinions	and	new	leads	on	innovation	and	pedagogy.	I’m	learning	everyday.

Contact: paul@guermonprez.eu
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