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ABSTRACT

The contemporary organizational interest about innovation has led to
several attempts to tametitrough broad calls for creativignd design
practicesMost of the times, these calls evatle confrontatiorbetween

the process of continuous renewal of the ephemamadne sideandthe
tradition and prejudicen the otherThe purpose of this study is to make
sense of a discourseathaugment the potential of groups d¢oeate
knowledge so tact into the future, towards better performance and
longevity. Based on the concept of Need for Closiuos a hermeneutic
perspective and inspired by a reflexive methodological apprdaeh,
present study sheds light on the impacts of prejudice on innovative efforts
of groups.The presemtd data and results answer positively the research
guestion of this thesis by indicatinigat there is a relation between the
motivated cognitive tendency of an individual in a group (NFC Mean)
and the potential of that group to create products perceived as innovative
(OUP Mean). These results enable to describe NFC Mean as a positive
and significat predictor of OUP MearSupported by an empirical study
and quantitative data analysis, proposes aPrejudice Related
Innovativeness Determinantsettistic (PRIDHe) to enablegroupsto
effectively augment their innovative potential. The heuristiggets
forms ofassiging peopleto and defing a governance policior groups

in order toprovide a creative environment whepeejudicedoes not so
much confineactionsas suggestew opportunities to act into the future
The main theoretical contributiari this work lies in the reflectiorabout

the positive impacts of prejudice in innovative efforfhie discouse
proposed by this textan be summarized awganizations that are aware
abouttheir prejudicesand the impacts of thesge more likely to pgform
better.

Keywords: Groups.Need for Closurelnnovation Knowledge. Design.
Sensemaking?rejudice Hermeneutic.






RESUMO

O interesse organizacional contemporaaeespeito daovacao levou a
varias tentativas de domhd por meio de amplas chamadas para as
praticas de criatividade e design. Na maiolaa vezes, essas chamadas
fogemdo confronto entre o processo de renovacgdo continusddeees

de um lado; a tradi¢céo @ preconceito, por outro. O objetivo deste estudo

é fazer sentido de um discurparaaumentar o potencialkecriacao de
conhecimento dgrupos, de modo awarem na direcaoodfuturo, para

um melhor desempenho e longiade. Baseado no conceito de
Necessidade d&nquadramento (Need for Closyre) partirde uma
perspectiva hermenéutica e inspirado por uma abordagem metodolégica
reflexiva, o presente estudo lanca luz sobre os impactos do preconceito
nos esforgos inovadores de grup@s. dados e resultados apresentados
respondem positivaemte a pergunta deepquisa d tese, indicando que
existe uma relagéo entre a tendéncia de motivacao cognitiva de individuos
em um grupo (NFC Mean) e o potencial desse grupo de criar produtos
percebidos como inovativos (OUP Mean). Esses resultados habilitam a
descrever o NFQMean como uma variavel preditora (ou explicativa)
positiva e significativa do OUP Meapoiado por um estudo empirico e
andlise quantitativaeddados Assim este estudpropdeuma heuristica
baseada erdeterminantes denovatividaderelacionados greconceito
(denominada Prejudice Related Innovativeness Determinants Hediristic
PRIDHe, paraaumentar efetivamente o potencial intbwa de grupos
sociais A heuristicasugere formas de alocpessoagm e define uma
politica de governangaaragrupos, dim de proporcionar um ambiente
criativo onde o preconceito n@mmentelimita as agdes como sugere
novas oportunidades datua em direcdo ao futuroA principal
contribuicao tedrica deste trabalho reside nas reflexdes sobre os impactos
positivos do presnceito nos esfor¢os inovativoEm seu nucleo, o
discurso proposto nestexto pode ser resumido comarganizagfes
cientes de seus preconceitos possuem maior probabilidade de apresentar
um melhor desempenho

Palavras-Chave Grupos. Necessidade de duradramentoInovacgao.
Conhecimento. Design. Sensemaking. Preconddd@omenéutica






The Landscape Map

At the next page there isfigure of a map to support the reading
of thefollowing texts Thestructureof this documentvas thought as a
corsequence(DEWEY, 2013, p. 02)of texts. Dependingon which
specific cognitive interests is chosen, this document does not need to be
read in its entiretyThe Landscape Map indicates on which path to follow
in order to fulfild]l oneds main co.

The structure of this document is divided itioee sections and
four parts: an introduction with approximately) pagesfour divergent
parts discussig the research through four different voices, with sdfe
to 70 pages each; and a converging discussion with roughbages.

The present text offers three paths towards fulfilling different
human cognitive interestsyhich were based oflabermassuggeton
thatrealityis apprehenedd througtthree categories of possible knowledge
(HABERMAS, 1971, p. 313)

information that expands our power of technical
control; interpretations that make possible the
orientation of action within common traditions; and
analysis that free conscioess from its
dependence on hypostatized powers.

Based on those assumptipitsere arethree different cognitive
pathsto guide thereadingsof this document:

1. Technical by reading the Minergb5 pp), Stone(45 pp) and
Converging Discussion(30 pp) it should be possible to
apprehendn some B0 pagesthe construction of data and its
causal explanation, towards providing nformation that
expands the power of technical control;

2. HistoricalHermereutic: by reading the Introductiof®0 pp),
Stone(45 pp), Mountain(50 pp) and Converging Discussion
(30 pp)it should be possible to appreheindapproximately
165 pagegheunderstanding of meaningmsed on the history
of this researcttowards constructinigterpretations that make
possible the orientation @fction within common traditions
enabling to act and teflect

3. Emancipatory by reading the Introductiof#0 pp) Mountain
(50 pp) and LandscapérO pp) it should be possible, it60



pages, toenablereflectiors towards freang consciousness
from its dependence on hypostatizpdwers.

Al t hough presented as separate,
bet ween t he t hree var i (ALVESSON; o f C O
SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 156After all, emancipation is dependent upon
the empiricalanalytical knowledge to be able to understand the difference
between what is given by nature and what is socially constructed.

2 Hypostasize treat or represent (something abstract) as a concrete reality
http://www.oxforddictionaries.comaidefinition/english/hypostasize



http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/us/definition/english/hypostasize
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In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God.

John 1:1






355. The Origin of our Concept offiKknowledged. i | take this explanation
from the street. I heard one of the
awayo. Then | asked mysel f: Wh a't i s
knowledge? What do they want when thegnt "knowledge"? Nothing more
than this: Something strange is to be reduced to somdtmnifiar. And we
philosopherd have we really meamhorethan this when we have spoken of
knowledge? What is familiar means what we are used to so that we ro long
marvel at it, our everyday, some rule to which we are stuck, anything at all in
which we feel at home. Look, isndt ou
for the familiar, the will to uncover under everything strange, unusual, and
questionable someing that no longer disturbs us? It is notitisinct of fear
that bid us to know? And is the jubilation of those who attain knowledge not
the jubilation over the restoration of a sense of security?
Here is a philosopher Wwhowhanwhed thlte
reduced it to the fiidea. 6 Was it not
and he was so well used toitb ecause he hardly was a
anymore?
How easily these men of knowledge are satisfied! Just have a look at their
principles and their solutions of the world riddle with this in mind! When they
find something in thingé under them, or behind theimthat is unfortunately
quite familiar to us, such as our multiplication tables or our logic, or our willing
anddesiinhow happy they are right away!
on this they are agreed. Even the most cautious among them suppose that what
is familiar is at leastnore easily knowablgan what is strange, and that, for
example, sound method demarfisatt we start from the il
Aifacts of consci ous mers fmmilartobuskErrarwfs e t h i
errors! What is familiar is what we are used to; and what we are used to is most
di ffi cul tthatis toBde asoavpblethat is, to see as strange, as
di stant, as fAoutside us. o0
The great certainty of the natural sciences in comparison with psychology and
the critique of the elements of consciousnéssne might say, with the
unnaturalscience$ is due precisely to thedathat they choose for their object
what isstrange while it is almost contradictory and absurd to eugnto
choose for an object what is not strange.
Friedrich Nietzsche,
The Gay ScienceDie frohliche Wissenschaft. First published in 1882.
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PREFACIO i in Portuguese.

Este texto resume a pesquisa interdisciplinar realizada, entre Junho
de 2011 e Margco de 2015, para a obtencdo de grau de doutor em
Engenharia e Gestao do Conhecimento. Como um prefacio, este texto esta
dlijado de descritivos pormenorizados, uma vez que eles constam dos
textos em inglés.

INTRODUCAO E FUNDAMENTOS HISTORICOS

- Mauricio, vocé ter4 que encontrar uma paisagem. E, nessa
paisagem, vocé escolhera uma montanha particular. Depois,
nessa montanha, vocé encontrar4 uma pedra. E sobre essa pedra
gue voceé tera que escrever.

Pelo o que eu me lembro, isto foi o que a ProfesSlla Johansson
Skoldeberg me disse no inicio de uma tarde brasileira. A data era o dia 15
de Junho de 2011. Eu estava em Floriandpolis, no Brasil. Ela estava em
Gotemburgo, Suécia. Apesar de nos encontrarmos em hemisférios
distintos, eu me lembro de g@ambos estavamos vivendo um belo dia
ensolarado.

Apés essa videoconferéncia, eu sO conseguia pensar em
Apai sagens. o Tal met §f ora geogr §
referido dia. Apesar de parecer uma abordagem linear, indo de um todo
(paisagem) a umparte (pedra), a tecelagem dessa experiéncia ocorreu
também na base de pedras determinando paisagens. Numa iteracao
continua entre as minhas grémpreensbes e compreensdes dos
contextos pelos quais vaguei.

Para iniciar esta jornada através dessa paisdgem fif i ¢ - « 0
(ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 3103u gostaria de apresentar o
seguinte texto:

Os julgamentos sobre a beleza de uma paisagem,
sem duvida, dependem do gosto ddistle cada
época. Basta pensar na paisagem alpina sendo
descrita como feia, algo que eu ainda encontro no
século XVIIIT resultadopor quanto eu saiba, do
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espirito da simetria artificial que dominou o século
do absolutismgGADAMER, 2004, p. 51%

Nas paginas seguintes, eu apresento o meu esfor¢co para criar uma
paisagem na qual o espirito da simetria artifsiamalgama aos gostos
pésmodernos da minha contemporaneidade. Afinal, alcancar a
compreensao reflexiva de nés mesmos exige o entendimento de que o
velho esta, de alguma forma, preservatid@da suposta transformacao.

E o velhoprecisa ser combinado comnovo para criar novos valores
(GADAMER, 2004, p. 28£283). Esta combinaca@ste passeio por essa
paisagem particular, foi feita em trés passos.

O primeiro passo € um descortinar das fundagdes histéricas deste
estudo. Por causa de sua estrutura interdisciplinar, como na destoberta
da incomensurabilidade de paradigmas feitad<pin (KUHN, 1970, p.

vii), eu me refugiei na histéria emermenéutica. A premissa béasica de

gual guer estudo interdiscipli-nar ® o
condi - »es necess8rias e fundament ai
(REPKO, 2012, p. 21)Portanto, eu optei por adotar uma narrativa
hist-rica de modo a preserver 0s f
disciplinas que apoiam este estudo. Ou, pelo menos, para tentar reduzir

as inescapaveis distor¢cdes de significad®OLANYI, 2014, p. 251)

geradas pelos desafios inerentes a interdisciplinaridade. Por estar
consciente de que iNous sommes t o
(Gadamer apudIROEUR, 1986,p.98) eu reconhe-o0 que
dentro de uma tradigdo néo limita a liberdade para conhecer, mas torna

i sso p’dGAPAMER,|2@04, p. 354)Em outras palavras, eu sO

consigo imaginar um esforco verdadeiramente interdisciplinar a medida

em queessdeito é realizadatravés de narrativas historicas.

O segundo passo toma a forma deaudiscussdo divergente
Discussdo essa quedividida em quatro diferentes retoricas
(ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009)tem suas partesenominadasie

o> <

3NaverséooriginaIﬁFor judgments on the beauty of | andsc
artistic taste of the time. One has only to think of the Alpine landscape being described as ugly,

which 1 still find in the eightesth centuryi the effect, as | know, of the spirit of artificial
symmetry that dominates the century of absoluti s

‘Um breve texto explicando AKuhn's route to inc
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/incommensurability/#KuhRo(drcessed on the 05/11/2014).
STradu-«o livre: fAN-s est Gaamer apedRPCOEBURs20G7uados na
p. 72)

Na vers«o ori ginal: @At o be misthetfreedomefdknowledgewi t hi n a

but makes (GADAMER, 2094, p. B5)0


http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/incommensurability/#KuhRouInc
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acordo com gaisagem metaféricaferecida pela Professora Ulla. Tais
partes sdo: Mineral (construcdo dos dados), Pedra (Interpretacao),
Montanha (Interpretagdo critica), e Paisagem (Abertura para outras
interpretacdes)ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 277A intencéo,
embutida com ethosinterdiscicplinar, é a de apresentar ao menos quarto
perspectivas diferentes sobre os objetivos de pesquisa propostos. Isto € o
que se pode denominar de quadErmenéutica (ALVESSON;
SKOLDBERG, 2009. Essa pode ser definida como uma metatéoria
metaprinc2pios que permitem gerar
epistemoldgicas especificas que podem atuar em detrimento a outros
posi ci of ADMERSON;sSKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 308)Tal
esfor¢o contra a fixacdo em alguma posicao epistemolégica especifica,
embora desafiadora, me parece inevitavel devido as caracteristicas
interdisciplinares do presente texto.

O terceiro e liimo passo nessa caminhada interdisciplinar é
caracterizado por uma discussao convergente que, movida pelo proposito
de habilitarmaagir dosensemakinCOOPEY; KEEGAN; EMLER, 1997;
WEICK; SUTCLIFFE; OBSTFELD, 2005; WEICK, 1995)tenta
oferecer algunsnsightse apresenta algumas sugest de atuacdo no
sentido de cumprir o interesse cognitivo emancipatério subjacente
(HABERMAS, 1971)desta pesquisa e do respectivo pesquisador.

Dissonancias e Mistérios

A designa-«o0o de uma pai sagem, e
da qual umgedra deveria ser encontradaabrea qualuma pesquisa
seria feita, comecgou a partir de uma dissonancia especifica percebida por
mim e evoluiu para algo que pode ser definido corbosza daolucéo
de um mistérid Um mistério cientifico.

De qualquer forma, a solucdo de um mistério ndo podgusdada
a descoberta da verdad®u seja eu nao clamo, de forma alguma, que
este estudo produzira qualquer versao simptifieaobjetiva de verdade
(SMYTHE et al., 2008)

“hA metatheory is about a comprehensive fra
refl e@tLVESSON; BKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 271)
8Na vers«o ori g i n anlguarafitee againsg spatificregistemologicatpesititns i

which detract f(ALWESSON; 8kOLDBRERGs 2009j po308) 6

%% A mystery is a speci fibeundarstodd simply bp asking knateo w n
guestions, hanging around and wa(AKWESSON;t o th
KARREMAN, 2007)
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Desta feita, retrospectivamente, toda a discussdo do que poderia
ser 0 tema de minha pesquisa de doutgrgalohou contornos formais a
partir de Outubro de 2010, germinando de um interesse meu em
particular: a movacdo em servicos. Esta € definida aqui como
irecombina-«o0o col abor at(VAR& O etal., evol u-
2015, p. 64)que conduz a adocdo por um contexto social de(gpva
forma(s) d e Aaplica-«o de recur sos oper
habi |l iW@ARGO;1YSECH, 2008, p. 7)Vale a pena notar que eu
acredito que a prestacao de servigco € a base de toda troca econémica. Ou
seja, ao falar em servico postulo abranger uma vasta gama de atuacdes de
seres humanos em grupos.

Portanto, esta € a minha paisagem inicial: inovag@o em servigos. A
partir da qual eu escolhi as montanhas do Design de Servi¢co e da Gestéo
do Conhecimento. Nessas montanhas, eu encontrei as pedras do Design,
do Processo de Criacdo de Conhecimento, do Servida &ogica
ServigeDominante. Estas duas Ultimas podem ser consideradas como
pedras firmemente coladas uma a outra. O mineral, o qual considero
como um elemento presente em todas as pedras encontradas, é
representado pela ideia de Preconceito (detalhamaptesentado a
seguir).

A partir dessa paisagem inicial, que foi também objeto da minha
dissertacdo de mestragANHAES, 2010) emergiu uma percepgao
especifica: a resisténcia de organizat®emra colaborativamente
criarem e adotaem novas proposicoes de prestacdo de servico. Tal
percepcao surgiu da minha experiéna@ardbalho, com inicio em 1995,
junto a organizacdes localizadas em uma regido geografica em particular:
o litoral do estado de Santa Catarina, Brasil.

Limites de uma Paisagem

As organizacgfes, pressionadas pelas dinamicas da inovacéao,
apelam para osnitos da criatividade e diversidade sem levar em
consideracdo os conflitos ignitores e decorrentes dos processos de
mudanca. Na maioria das vezes, tais apelos evitam confrontar de forma
clara os desafios impostos pela tradi¢do e pelo preconceito.

Com base nos trabalhos do filosofo alemdo Haesrg
Gadamer, defino Preconceito como o ponto de vista historico, a partir do

0 gy trabalho com a definicio de gieo r g edesisdadi Col | ect i viti es whose g
share a common interest in the survival of the system and who engage in collective activities,
informally struct(@©®€0dd 198T, m233 ecure this endo
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gual a finita capacidade de entendimento do ser humano esta situada, e
que pode resultar em julgamentos que sdo processathssque uma
guantidade suficiente de elementos tenham sido examinados a respeito de
determinada questdo. Tais julgamentos ndo podem ser considerados
necessariamente negativos ou positivos.

O que pretendo discutir neste texto é justamente o impacto do
preconeito nos processos de inovagdo. A discussdo ocorre a partir da
criagcdo e execucao de uma série de estudos empiricos através dos quais
busquei investigar a existéncia de relagbes entre as caracteristicas de
grupos compostos por pessoas com diferentes ndeisnotivacdo
cognitiva (como um tipo especifico de diversidade séaitural) e o
potencial desses grupos de criar produtos (bens ou servigos) que séo
percebidos como inovativos.

Nesse processo iterativo para a designacao de uma paisagem de
pesquisda da mesma forma que o foram as montanhas e pedras, no dia
11 de Abril de 2014, ap6s uma demorada reunido com os Professores
Grego6rio Varvakis, Tarcisio Vanzin, Francisco Fialho, Paulo Mauricio
Selig, Roberto Pacheco e Marina Nakayama, a Pergunta de Peequisa,
Objetivo Geral e os Objetivos Especificos foram assim definidos:

Pergunta de Pesquisa

Qual, se alguma, é a relacdo entre a tendéncia de
motivacdo cognitiva de individuos em um grupo e o
potencial desse grupo em criar produtos percebidos como
inovatvos?

Objetivo Geral

Estudar a relacdo entre a tendéncia de motivacao cognitiva
de individuos em um grupo e o potencial desse grupo em
criar produtos percebidos como inovativos.

Obijetivos Especificos

i. Identificar um instrumento capaz de avaliar adéncia

de motivacdo cognitiva de individuos em um grupo;

ii. Identificar um instrumento capaz de avaliar a
percepcao de inovatividade de um produto;

iii. Desenvolver um estudo capaz de capturar possiveis
relacdes entre os dois instrumentos listados a cima
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Apontada por uma busca sistematica de literatura, a identificacao
da motivagao cognitiva dos participantes foi realizada através do conceito
de Need for Closure (NFC), algo como Necessidade de Enquadramento.
O NFC é medido através de um questionario cdi itens
(KRUGLANSKI; FRIEDMAN; ZEEVI, 1970; KRUGLANSKI;
WEBSTER, 1996; KRUGLANSKI, 2004; WESTER; KRUGLANSKI,

1994) Importante notar que o NFC ndo é uma caracteristica biolégica de
um individuo, ndo tem nenhuma relagdo com algum tipo de déficit
organico. E uma tendéncia de motivag&o para agir tdo rapidamente quanto
possivel, dado o que det@inadas pressao de tempo e falta de informacao

e outros recursos podem impor a um individuo. Para alguns individuos,
essa tendéncia é alta. Para outros, é baixa. Embora possa ser considerada
um traco de personalidade estdvel de uma pessoa, é também
circungancialmente maleavel. Assim, pode variar ao longo de um
continuum devido ao contexto social no qual o sujeito se encontra.

A inovatividade, por sua vez, foi medida através da utiliza¢é@o da
técnica de avaliacdo consensu@MABILE, 1982), baseada na
constituicdode painéis de juizes. Estes avaliam a inovatividade de cada
produto com base em trés fatores: Originalidade, Valor para o Usuério e
Producibilidadd MAGNUSSON, 2003)A média dos valores obtidos por
cada um dos produtos ¢é identificada pelo acronimo OUP.

O estudo empirico criado para testar a relagdo entre as médias do
NFC e do OUP é dividido em duas partes.

Na Parte 1 séo realizadas oficirdes criatividade (WKSEL a
WKS-En, ver Figura ¥ nas quais os participantes (H1 a) Hespondem
ao questionario NFC; com base na tabulacdo dos dados do questionario
(NFC-G1E1 a NFEGNEN), os participantes sado divididos em grupos (G1
a Gn) e cada grupo degerar uma proposicao inovativa de produto (bens
ou servigos, P1 arfpao final da oficina. Para todos os grupos criados sdo
calculados os niveis médios de NFC, a partir dos quais é cannast
lista de classificacdo dos grupos (NRE1 a NFCREN).

Na Paré 2 do experimento sdo constituidos painéis de juizes (IPJ
El a IPJEn) para a avaliagdo de cada produto gerado pelos grupos. As
avaliacdes dos juizes geram duas listas de classificacdo dos produtos: uma
individual, para cada juiz (OUB1RE1 a OURNREN), e uma lista
consolidada (OUMREL1 a OUPREN). Os juizes também respondem ao
guestionario de NFC (NFC1 a NFGJIn), o que gera uma lista de
classificacdo de todos os juizes em cada experimento-JREG NFC
JEn).

A partir desses conjuntos de dados, formwestigadas duas
correlacdes:
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a) C1: obtida entre a lista de classificacdo do nivel médio de NFC
de cada grupo (NFG1lE1l a NFGGnEn) e a lista de
classificacdo das notas finais atribuidas pelos painéis de juizes
a cada produto (OURE1 a OUPREN);

b) C2: resulante da relacdo entre as listas de classificagdo dos
produtos geradas individualmente pelos juizes (OUREL a
OUP-JNREN) e a lista de classificacdo das notas finais
atribuidas pelos painéis de juizes a cada produto {REPa
OUP-REN).

Das oficinasrealizadas durante o processo de pesquisa, foram
considerados os dados resultantes de 4 delas, com 18 grupos, 4 painéis de
juizes, totalizando 99 participantes, divididos da seguinte forma:

a) 84 participantes das oficinas oriundos da Alemanha, Brasil,
Canad, China, india, Italia e Polonia;

b) 36 juizes divididos em 4 painéis de juizes originarios do Brasil,
Colémbia, Croéacia, Alemanha, Italia, Suécia e Reino Unido.

Desta feita, nesses 4 experimentos foi possivel obter todos os
dados, de todos os participasitée todos os produtos, da forma correta,
na temporalidade exigida.

Com a utilizagéo do programa IBM SPSS Statistics version 21 foi
possivel determinar, através de correlacdes e regressdes lineares, que as
maiores percep¢deguanto a inovatividade dosqatutos foram obtidas
por grupos com o nivel médio de NFC ao redor de 56,16 (ver Tabela 37,
Intergroup NFC Mean). As menores notas quanto as percepedes
inovatividade foram obtidas por grupos com o NFC médio ao redor de
49,29.

A correlagdo resultante eata lista de nivel médio de NFC dos
grupos e a lista das notas obtidas pelos produtos criados, aplicando a
analise de correlacao bivariada de Spearmian) bi-caudal ficou acima
de 0.6, e a probabilidadep-¢alue ficou a baixo dos niveis de
significanga (0.01) ver Tabela 36

Grupos Produtores de Inovatividade

Com base nos dados colhidos nestes estudos € possivel afirmar
abdutivamente que existem faixas de niveis médios de NFC nas quais 0
potencial de agir para obter propostas inovativas é nagas faixas
estdo apresentadas na seguinte tabela.
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indices Referéncias
NFC Mean 52 to 59
NFC Coefficient of Variation 0,14 t0 0,24

Grupos Avaliadores de Inovatividade

No que interessa a definicdo de perfis ideais para a avaliagdo de
niveis deinovatividade de propostas para novos produtos, o0s juizes que
geraram listas classificatérias individuais mais préximas das listas
geradas pelos painéis foram os que apresentaram niveis de NFC ao redor
de 47 (ver Tabela 52). O NFC dos referidos juizeegtdesentados na
faixa de referéncia descrita a seguir.

indices Referéncias
NFC 40to 51

Construgdo de Sentido

Com base nos estudos realizados, eu proponho uma heuristica
composta por doze determinantes. Ao mesmo tempo, tal proposta busca

evitar tanto (i) as restri-»es de um
propor itirani as (AMESSON; SKQLDRERG,est r ut
2009, p. 160) Est e ficaminho do meioodo | eva

hermenéutica e convida as pessoas envolvidas agoroansciéncia dos
preconceitos em jogo num determinado contexto. E, como um discurso
para a construcdo de sentido, esse jogo € precisamente o que pode ser
entendido a respeito do jogo da inovacéo: ndo é possivel prever que ela
An«o f unci on equefunciome Novamente, e ist@é aattacado
de t o d'qGADAMER,®2004, p. 106)

Embora apresentado como elementos distintos, os doze
determinantes da heuristica sdo fundamentalmente interligados. Afinal de
contas, o interesse cognitivo emancipatério depende do conhecimento
empiriceanalitico para ser capaz de entender a diferenca entre o que é
dado péa natureza e o que é socialmente construido.

Em resumo, ao invés de propor um método linear ou um Unico
perfil ideal a ser aplicado aos membros de um grupo, a pesquisa aponta
na direcdo oposta: sugere a composicdo do grupo formado por diferentes

UNa vers«o original: Awil |l not o6work, 6 O6succeed,
t he JGADAMER, 2004, p.106)
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perfis depessoas e regido por uma governanca inclusiva. Desta forma,
nado apenas a pesquisa oferece uma perspectiva de aumento da
produtividade das organizagBes, mas pretende-ldazitravés da
comprovagao:

a) que o respeito as diferencas individuais gera ganhos de
produtividade;

b) de que é possivel habilitar grupos sociais a agir de forma a
gerar propostas inovativas sem a necessidade de métodos
lineares.

Ou seja, ao invés de propor um método linear e de reducéo de

diversidades para a geragéo de propostas inovadmrasypos sociais,
esta pesquisa sugere que a diversidade de motivagbes cognitivas € um
fator determinante para a referida criagdo. Tal sugestdo é feita através da
analise de correlagéo bivariada de Spearman (rkzgutlal entre o nivel
médio de motivacaoognitiva de determinados grup®¢HC Mean e o
nivel de inovatividade percebida a respeito de produtos criados por esses
mesmos grupos (OUP Mean).

Desta feita, com base nos dados gerados pelo presente estudo,
como insumos para um discurso de constragisentido gensemaking
a respeito da designacéo de grupos de traballa trma a propiciar
um ambiente para a criagdo ou julgamento de propostas inovadoras, a
partir dos resultados desta pesquisa pode ser interpretado que:

1 Grupos com niveis de NFC médios localizados préximos e a
cima da metade da escala apresentam maior probabilidade de
terem seus produtos percebidos como mais inovativos;

9 Grupos com niveis de NFC médios localizados préximos e a
baixo da metade da escala egantam maior probabilidade de
serem mais assertivos no julgamento da inovatividade de novas
proposictes de produtos.

Os resultados deste estudo confirmam que o nivel médio de NFC
de grupos (niveis esses, gerados a partir do ponto de vista histérico de
sels membros) impactam os resultados dos esfor¢os inovativos desses
mesmos grupos. E, também, que é possivel a designacdo de grupos que
is«0o muito mais inovati vaensedetalgue
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(2007, p. 685)Em outras palavras, me parece possivel designar grupos
propensos a apresentarem caracteristic&sldieng 2.

Tal como a construgdo de uravo ponto de vista, a partir do qual
eu e outros poderdo observar futuras paisagens, este texto procura
estabelecer um discurso que aumente o potencial de agir de certos
contextos sociais (académicos e corporativos). Esse particular aumento
do potencial d agir (conhecimento) € desejado por mim para atuar na
direcéo de:

a) habilitar grupos a traballean na criagdo de proposicdes
inovativas;

b) comprometer grupos a agin para apoiar a diversidade
sociccultural.

A criagdo deste potencial de agir (ceaimento) € focado em
propor uma heuristica para a (i) designagéo de individuos em grupos e (ii)
a governanca dos grupos sociais, a fim de aumentar o seu potencial de
geracao de propostas inovadoras de produtos (bens ou servigos). Assim,
o destino de todpesquisa académice contexto organizacionalque é
o de propor formas de aumentar a produtividade das organizZagbes
alcancadoAlcance esseue deve ser norteagelos resultados desta
pesquisa.

Esta abordagem interdisciplinar a respeito dos esfamguativos
realizados por grupos pode contribuir para dar sentido a um desafio
importante para uma miriade de organizacdes: fazer sentido dos esforgos
inovativos. A0 mesmo tempo em que mantém o potencial de inovacao
das equipe$ sem depender de processlss controle, esta abordagem
permite que as organizagbes atuem fornecendo um discurso
academicamente suportado na forma de uma heuristica.

Em outras palavras, o interesse desta pesquisa é 0 de propor uma
heuristica para designar o melhor conjunto de mpatites, dado um
conjunto definido de possiveis candidatos, de forma a obter o maior
potencial inovativo para um produto gerado por um grupo de petsoas
€, a partir de um conjunto especifico de participantes. Ou, como
selecionar participantes para rf@arem um grupo, de modo a obter a

2 Em Portugés Bildungcorrespondea @ f or ma- «00 e cpnodesforgoede ent endi
fimanterse aberto para o que é oufopara outros e mai s universai
(GADAMER, 2004, p. 15)0 que pde ser considerado uma condi¢cdo fundamental para os

esforgos de cariacéo, especialmente para a obtengao de propostas inovadoras.
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melhor composicdo, para produzir o produto de mais elevado potencial
de inovacao, dado o conjunto disponivel de candidatos.

A operacionalizacdo da heuristica proposta é dividida em etapas
simples, tais como:

1. Avaliar o nivel de NFC dos potenciais individuos a serem
envolvidos no esfor¢o inovativo;

2. Designar grupos com base em conjuntos especificos de
diversos niveis individuais de NFC, seja para a realizacao de
esfor¢os inovativos ou para a avaliagdo desses esforcos

3. Adotar politicas de governanca para esses grupos nas quais
estjamembutidas as quarto condicéesave determinadas por
Allport;

4. Definir um prazo determinado e os recursos disponiveis;

5. Prover autonomia organizacional para esses grupos.

Os passos sugeridos acima devem permitir que as organiza¢des
criem grupos propensos aBildung nos quais a produtividade
i maginativa ® mais rica, por que
espec?2ficos que esses grupossdor «o
arabesco, o0 devem proporcionar fium
entendimento de unidade ndo tanto confina, como sugere incitamentos
par a “{GADAMER, 2004, p. 41)

Designando Respostas de Pesquisa

A presente pesquisa produziu correla¢des iguais ou superiores a
0.6 ponto entre as tendéncias de motivagcdes cognitivas de individuos em
um grupo NFC Mean) e o potencial desse grupo para criar produtos que
sdo percebidos como inovativos (OUP Mean).

Quando a OUP Mean é considerada como uma variavel
dependente e as W/M Ratio (razdo Mulher/Homen), NFC CoV e NFC
Mean como variaveis independentes (Preditoras), a regressao linear
multipla permite verificar que o modelo resultante gera os seguintes
dados: Reom valor de 0.668, R quadrado de 0.446, R quadrado ajustado
de 0.328 e o indice DurbWatson de 1.294, com uma SignificAncia de
0.036. Esses valores indicam qué& ¢3;14) = 3,762 é estatisticamente
significante para o modelo proposto (acima do valiticorde 3,34).

BNaversimo r i ginal: fAa field of play where the un
confine it as suggest itcie me n t s (GARAMER, 20040p. 41)
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As variaveis preditoras (ou explicativas, ou independentes)
indicam que o modelo pode explicar 32,8% da classificagcdo obtida
através do OUP Mean para cada grupo. Assim, os dados e resultados
apresentados respondem positivamente a pergemesdjuisa destese,
indicando que existe uma relagdo entre a tendéncia de motivagado
cognitiva de individuos em um grupo (NFC Mean) e o potencial desse
grupo de criar produtos percebidos como inovativos (OUP Mean). Esses
resultados habilitam a descrever NFC Mean como uma variavel
preditora (ou explicativa) positiva e significativa do OUP Mean.

Portanto, a solugédo da dissonancia e mistério iniciais é apresentada
como uma proposta de uma heuristica focada em habilitar a agéo para a
(i) designacao de indiduos em grupos e (ii) a ado¢éo de uma politica de
governanca para 0s grupos sociais, a fim de aumentar o potencial deles
para gerar propostas inovativas de produtos (bens ou servigos).

Determinantes de Inovatividade Relacionados a Preconceito

Com base os estudos e dados gerados por esta pesquisa, é possivel
sustentar por argumentos quantitativosim discurso qualitativo que
relaciona as nogdes de preconceito e inovatividade.

O discurso que suporta esta heuristica, nomeada Prejudice Related
Innovativenss Determinants Heuristid PRIDHe (MANHAES;
MAGER; VARVAKIS, 2013) ou heuristica baseada em Determinantes
de Inovatividade Relacionados a Preconceito, pode ser resumido como:
organizacgdes cientes de seus preconceitdgs impactos que eles geram
possuem maior probabilidade de apresentar um melhor desempenho
Desta formapor consequéncia, é possivel dizer que quando as pessoas de
determinado contexto soci al precisam
isso com base nas estruturas prévias de entendimento que possuem. Sendo
assim, se elas estiverem cientes de seus pretmcaumenta a
probabilidade de apresentarem um desempenho melhor no trato do
Anovo. o

O discurso que suporta a heuristica prop@stestruturado da
seguinte forma, baseado em doze determinantes:

1. Quando as pessoas se semtonfiantes em um grupo, asl
gueremque ele sejtongevag

2. Para ser longevo, um grupo precisa ter um Hesempenho

3. Para ter um bom desempenho, um grupo préiser;

4. Para inovar, um grupo tem que passar por um processo de
Bildung;
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5. Para passar por um processdildung, um grupo pecisa dos
beneficios daliversidade sdciacultural;

6. Para obter os beneficios da diversidade ségitural, um
grupo tem gue estar ciente gwgconceitosde seus membros;

7. Para estar ciente dos preconceitos de seus membros, um grupo
precisa obteevidéncias

8. Para obter evidéncias, um grupo precisa estaaprometidoa
agir;

9. Para se comprometer a agir, um grupo tem qubaglitado
para agir;

10.Para estar habilitado a agir, um grupo teuoe criar novos
conhecimentos

11.Para criar novos conhecimentos, os membros do grupo
precisam se sentionfiantes

12.A0 se sentirem confiantes em um grupo, seus membros vao
querer que ele sejangeva

Ao passo que o determinante 1 é uma atuagéo em dire¢ao ao futuro,
0 determinante 12 énufazer sentidaetrospectivamenteo passado.
Afinal de contas, o interess& longevidade de um grupo surge em
retrospectpdevido a explicagdes plausiveis sobre o gp@reu owesta
ocorrendo conas pessoagentro de um grupo ou organizacgao particular.

A heuristica proposta, com base no processsaisemaking
(WEICK, 1995, p. 55)funciona de forma a comprometer as pessoas a
agir para gerar evidéncias tangiveis em algum contexto social. A geracao
de evidéncias ajuda a fazer sentido em retrospecto do que ocorreu, as
razdes pelas quais esta ocorrendo (plausibilidade), e 0 quecddgics
na sequéncia para melhorar a sua identidade como uma organizacdo
inovadoraA figura a seguiapresenta heuristica proposta.

A relacgdo critica entre preconceito e capacidade de inovacdo, como
uma perspectiva sobre o desempenho de grupos, peanifgeender a
capacidade das organizac8es para criar novos produtos, tendo em conta a
combinacdo entre totalidade (as caracteristicas de um grupo) e
subjetividade (as caracteristicas de um individuo).

Os detalhes de cada um dos doze determinantes sfematados
no corpo da tese. Na sequéncia, com o intuito de habilitar a agir, € descrita
uma versao simplificada da heuristica.
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+ Confianga

Longevidade

.- Conhecimento

Desempenho
Habilitagdo

Inovatividade - Compromisso

. Evidéncia
Bildung

Diversidade Preconceito
Figura i Determinantes da PRIDHe
Habilitagcdo para Atuar

A toda pesquisa cientifica podem ser atribuidos dois objetivos
principais: o de habilitar aw@are o de habilitar a refletir.

Sendo assim, um dos objetivos desta pesquisa é o de habilitar as
pessoas a agir, a atuar. O que, afinal, € o principal objetivo de qualquer
heuristica. Com isso em mente, com base na pesmueszau fiz, o circulo
da heuristica pode ser iniciado por qualquer um dos doze determinantes.

No entanto, eu prescrevo trés entradas principais para a heuristica
proposta. Estas trés entradas principais representam uma versao
simplificada da PRIDHe. Log® possivel concentrar os esforcos iniciais
em trés, ao invés dos doze determinantes. Isso foi feito a fim de facilitar
0 compromisso de agir, no sentido da adocao da heuristica proposta.
Seguindo em sentido Gnico, essas trés principais oportunidadesadia ent
sdo: Inovatividade, Evidéncia e Confianca.

Inspiradas nas trés questdes propostas por Kant, que responderiam
a todos o0s interesses da raz«o: Ao ¢
fazer?0 e AO gque eu posso esperar?,0
podem ser contextualizadas em trés nlclepsgiio nomeados como:
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Atuar na direcdo do futurou Act into the Futurdcentrado na pergunta:
O gue eu posso esperar?), Apreender a Realidadeprehend Reality
(como resposta a: O que eu posso saber?) e Construir PorBesidou
Bridges(como acéo restante de: O que eu devo fazer?).

Atuar na direcéo do futurdnovatividade

PRIDHe, na sua abordagem mais basica, serve para apoiar a
execucdo de esforcos de inovag@iohoc Durante a fase de preparacao
p a r aéuar fma direcdo do futurod qu e mterdlida cen®ro e
desenvolvimento de um novo produto (bem ou servico), as organizacdes
podem usar os determinantes dessa heuristica para apoiar a tomada de
decisdo em cada uma das etapas do projeto. Em certo sestideus
determinantes asseagun que os tleres do projeto permanegam cisnte
das condigBes hermenéuticas necessarias para o processo de inovacgao.
Hermenéuticas que sédo géndicdo para os processosséasemaking
para as oportunidades que ele cri

A heuristica propostajuda a avaliar se o desejado esforco de
i nova- auarnnadrecdofdo futyrod | eva em efetiyv
as determinantes da PRIDHe, tal como as outras duas entfiddas:
geracdo de evidéncias concretosobre o esfor¢co desejadosebrea
equipe responsavel por ele (apreender a realidadi) se existe uma
politica de governanca que imp@galdade de condigcbemntre seus
membros (construir pontes).

Por exempl o, Sse a organi a@a «o0 j
na dire¢cdo do fututo©  oor pndximdpasso é buscar evidéncias de que
seus membros formam um grupo com alto potencial inovativo (apreender
a realidade) e, em seguida, ela deve assegurar que este grupo adota uma
politica de governanca adequada que ira promover o seu potencial
inovaivo (construir pontes).

Apreender a Realidade: Evidéncia

Principalmente para avaliar o potencial de inovatividade de um
grupo ou de uma organizacao, a heuristica PRIDHe tsailpessoas a
agirerm ao fornecer uma femmenta de avaliagdo verificada
academicamenteCom base nos resultados desta pesquisa, € possivel
avaliar um grupo real de pessoas para verificar seu potencial de
inovatividade e, se necessario, proceder a selecdo de pessoal ou a
realocacao.
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Dado os fatos apontados pela pesquisa, éysbeEntender que a
capacidade de inovatividade dos grupos foi maior quando o NFC médio
ficou entre 52 e 59 pontos, com NFC CoV entre 0,14 (para grupos
compostos por membros com historicos diferentes) e 0,24 (para grupos
compostos por membros com histoss®emelhantes). Com base nesses
dados, € possivel fazer a designagédo de grupos através de um processo
simples de avaliar possiveis candidatos e, a partir desses resultados,
designar grupos com maior potencial de inovatividade.

Se a organizagdo ndo tem uideia clara de como ela pretende
fiatuar na direcdo do futyrod o mel hor l ugar par a
evidéncias de que seus membros formam um grupo com alto potencial
inovativo (apreender a realidade) e, em seguida, ela deve assegurar que
este grupo adotema politica de governanca adequada que ira promover
0 seu potencial inovativo (construir pontes). No final deste ciclo curto, a
organizacdo pede para o grupo definide que possui a governanca
adequada, par a auarfhadreciodaf@mme i r as de 0

Construir Pontes: Confianca

Esta pesquisa mostra que a adocao de praticas que aumentam a
consciéncia dos preconceitos que atuam em determinado contexto social
promove a confianga dos membros e dasunidades vizinhas para com
grupos definidos. Pontdio, a adocdo de uma politica de governanca que
apoia a consciéncia dos preconceitos em jogo pode ser considerada como
uma estratégia de maximizacdo da longevidade de um drapa.que
umapolitica de governangaromova aconsciéncia dos preconceites
jogo, uma das solucdes € que ela seja basemdaondicdeshave de
Allport. Ou seja, eléeria que ser (i) marcada por condicdes de igualdade
de status de individuos dentro do grupo; (ii) necessariamente dirigir todas
as acdes em prol de objetivos comu(is) e que s6 poderiam ser
alcancados através de cooperacéo e interdependéncia obrigatorias; e (iv)
sendo essas trés primeiras condi¢cdes apoiadas por mensagens e acdes
claras das autoridades.

Se a organiza¢do ndo tem uma ideia clara de cano &latuanf
na direcdo do futufo6 nem sabe como ou onde ®
Afapreender a realidade, 0 0s seus ges
passo seja a adocdo de uma politica de governanca adequada e que ira
promover o potencial de inovacéo da orgaripa¢overnancassague
devepromover a construcdo gmntes para permitir a organizacao se
conectar com 0s outros, os externos, os diferentes. Como segundo passo,

a organi za- « oatudrena direc@oadd futtrxddr Aomafiuar s
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uma certa governaagou seja, atuar de acordo com o que ela deve fazer,

a organizacao sera capaz de entender melhor o que pode esperar do futuro.
Ao compreender o que esperar, a organizagdo estard em uma posi¢ao
histérica melhor para reunir evidéncsbre ajue ehpoderasaber. Com

isso, ela estara apta a responder as trés perguntas propostas por Immanuel
Kant.

O Triplo Desafio da Inovatividade

Grosso modo, esta pesquisa aponta para o fato de que, para
aumentar seus potenciais de gerar produtos considerados mais inovativos,
0S grupos saociais precisam vencer um desafio triplo. Esse triplo desafio
exige que os grupos consigam: (i) entender os positos de seus
membros, (ii) entender o contexto social e histérico no qual esses grupos
estao inseridos e, por fim, (iii) criar propostas inovativas que aumentem
0 repertdrio do possivel.

Para enfrentar tais desafigmrafacilitar o compromisso de agi
no sentido de enfrentar o triplo desafio, esta abordagem interdisciplinar a
respeito dos esforgos de inovagéo de grupos propde também uma verséao
simplificada do PRIDHe. Eu acredito que, ao mesmo tempo que esta
proposicdo mantém o potencial de inovacéeatpiipes sem depender
de processos de controle, permite que as organizacdes possam agir,
fornecendo um discurdondamentado academicamente solorma de
uma heuristica.

A operacionalizacdo da heuristica proposta para enfrentar o triplo
desafiodescrib é dividida em simples etapaaiscoma

1. Avaliagcdo dodipos de mentadades (mente aberta e fechada)
Com base nos resultados da literatura e da pesquisa mencionadas,
€ possivel avaliar participantes de um grupo existente para
verificar os niveis de menfechada de cada individuo e, se
necessario, proceder a selegfopessoal ou remxacédo. Essa
avaliazdo é obtida através da escala NFC, que é um instrumento
acadenicamente validado para medir diferentes tipos de
mentalidadelos individuos. A escala NFC foi desenvolvida pelo
Professor Arie W. Kruglanski (2004) e é composta por 41
perguntas. A partir dé5 dessas perguntas (questdes 3, 4, 6, 8, 9,
11, 12, 13, 15, 25, 30, 32, 33, 39 e 40) sao obtidos os niveis de
NFC de cada individu®utras informac6es sobre a fora@mmo
avaliar os tipos de mentidades (mente aberta e fechada)
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utilizando a escala de NFGtéo disponiveis no corpo deste
documento;

Design de Grupos Inovativo€riacdo degrupos com base em
uma combinacdo didividuos com diversos niveis de NEC
Tratase de um processo simples para avaliar possiveis
candidatos com a escala de NFC e concealyepos com
potenciais inovativos maiores com base nos niveis médios
agregados de NFC. De acordo com a pesquisa apresentada neste
documento,a capacidade de inovagdo dos grupos foi maior
quando eles eram caracterizados por niveis médios de NFC entre
52 e59 (quando consideradas as respostas para as 15 questdes
colocadas acima) e quando possuiam um Coeficiente de
Variagdo entre 0,14 e 0,24. As diferengas entre 0os grupos que
estdo nessa faixa de NFC e aqueles queesfimsugere que
aguelesobtéemuma avaliacao quase 50% superior quanto ao
nivel percepcadeinovatividade dsseus produtqQs

Politicas de Governanga: Aghio depoliticas de governanca que
imp&em o contato intergrupal né@erarquico. Por exemplo, se

a organizagao ja avaliou seus membros para formar um grupo
com alto potencial inovativo; em seguida, ela deve assegurar que
este grupo oldece a uma politica de gawancaadequada que

ir reforcar o seu potencial inovativo. Portanto, a adog&o de uma
politica de governanca qu@romove a consciéncia dos
preconceitos que atuam em determinado contexto pode ser
considerada como uma estratégia de reforco da capacidade
inovativa de um grupo. A politica de governanca sugerida deve
ser baseada nas condig@dave de contato intergrupal, sendo
elas: (i) criar condicdes de igualdade de status entre individuos
ou grupos;if) necessariamente dirigir todas as acdes individuais
em prol de objetivos comunsiii] objetivas que sé poda ser
atingides através a cooperacéo e interdependéncia obrigatérias;

e (iv) as condicfes anteriores devem ser apoiadas por mensagens
e acds claras das autoridades quanto a obediéncissas
mesmas cadicdes

Autonomia: Proporcionar autonomia organizacional para os
grupos formados. A organizacamn@ecessita obrigatoriamente

ter uma ideia clara de como ela fiaiuarno futurod Portanto, o
melhor lugar para comecar a agir no futuro € procurar evainc

de que os seus membros formam um grupo de alto potencial
inovativo e, em seguida, assegurar qge gsipo obedece a uma
politica de governancadequadae que ir4 favorecer o seu
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potencial inovativo. Por fim, a organizacdo deve fornece
autonomia para grupo inovativo e pedir aos membros desse
grupo que eles proprios definam maneiragiatear na dirgdo
do futurqd criando autonomamente cursos de acdo, metas,
objetivos e resultadps

5. Recursos: Definigdo deprazes e recursos disponiveis,
acompanhar a aphcdo desses recursos e verificar
continuamente se 0 grupo oleed a governanca adotagl@sta
comprometido com o processo de inovatividade, com as suas
metas e resultados, tanto para o préprio grupo quanto para a
organiza¢éo como um todo.

Os passos geridos acima devem permitir que as organizagdes
possam criar grupos propensos ao procesBiddiengonde a imaginagao
produtiva é mais rica, porque ndo vai ser apenas livre. Esta pesquisa
mostra que a adogdo de praticas que aumentam a consciéncia dos
preconceitos em atuagcdo dentro de determinado contexto promove a
confianga para com 0s grupos por seus membpmEas comunidades
vizinhas. Se a organizacdo néo tem umaidira de como ela pretende
fiatuarnadire « 0 do futur o, 0 nmelhorlsgartpg&a ¢ o n
icompr eendedseunadmirastrddored dedegn assegurar que o
primeiro passo se dé com a adocdo de uma politica de governanca
adequada e que ir4 promover a sua inovatividade potencial. Governanca
que deveoromover aonstrigdo depontes para permitir a organizagao se
conectar com Outros, com diferentes discursos e realidades.

Verificagdodo Potencial Inovativo

A partir da heuristica proposta, é possivel sugera Venificacao
do Potencial Inovativpara as organizacdes. Estalesedfoi criada para
ser usada por gestores organizacionais, a fim de verificar se a respectiva
organizacao tem o potencial necessario para enfrentar o triplo desafio de
inovatividade.

O processo de andlise proposto é baseado em cinco perguntas, para
as guis os gestoregrecisanrespondefSimo ou fiNaoO As perguntas
sédo:

1. Os membros da organizacdo, como um todo, representam
diversos tipos de mentalidades (mente aberta e fe¢hada)
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2. O grupo diretamente responsavel pelo esforco inovativo é
composto por uma mesdldeal de individuos com diferentes
mentalidades (mente aberta e fechada)?

3. Es® grupo obedece a uma politica de governanca que imp&e
condicbes de contato entre individuos e gsjmas quais:
existe status de igualdade dentro de toda situacdo; metas
Unicase interdependénciarofundz

4. O referidogrupo tem total autonomia para definir cursos de
acao, metas, objetivos e resultados?

5. O grupo responsavel direto pelo esforgo inovatioi
claramente informado sobre os recursos (orgamentoze)pra
que sera obrigado a cumprir

Estas questdes estédo diretamente relacionadas com 0s cinco itens
descritos na heuristica simplificada acima. Para aumentar a probabilidade
de enfrentar com sucesadriplo desafio da inovatidade, com base no
raciocinioque apoiaa presente heuristica, os gestores das organizagdes
tém de responder positivamente (Sim) para todas as questdes
apresentadas acima. Cada resposémativa solicita aos gestores
implementa as diretrizes sugeridas pelo item correspondargatir dos
cinco descritos a cima

Habilitagcdo para Refletir

Embora os estudos realizadeshanse concentr@oem estruturas
especificas de design e dindmicas de criatividade em grupos ficticios (por
exemplo, ndo foram investigados grupos longevos), o objetivo desta
pesquisa de doutorado é o de apoiar um discurso que permita que 0s
grupos sociais se comprometam agir no sentido de promover
oportunidades inovativas. E, especificamente, promover oportunidades
inovativas apoiadas pela diversidade social.

Os dados quantitativos gerados por esta pesquisa apoiam a ado¢ao
de politicas de governanca organizacionais quem@vam a
conscientizagcdo sobre o0s impactos de preconceitos nos esforgos
inovativos, como um tipo de perspectiva particular sobre o desempenho
das organizacfes. Provavelmente, tal como defendido por estes resultados
da investigacdo, a institucionalizacéde dandicbeshave de Allport, ou
seja,aincorporgao delagm politicas de governanca, pode permitir que
as organizacdes sejam mais inovativas.

Portanto, as considerac¢des finais séo direcionadas a afirmar que os
preconceitos sdo realmente necessariosgleaacar a inovacao, que sado
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fundamentais para os esforcos inovativos. Este trabalho mostra que os
esforcos inovativos precisam ter algumas éancoras, algumas pessoas
profundamente enraizadas na contemporaneidade, da mesma forma que
precisam de pessoas caps de criar novas raizes. A diferenca esta no
fato de que todos os envolvidos estardo cientes de seus preconceitos e
seus impactos positivos e negativos.
As avaliacdes de NFC dosembrosde uma organizacdo pode
ajudar a estruturar equipes de inovacao efidéazes, no sentido de que
elas ajudam a identificar ndo s6 as pesdeawente aberta, mas também
a identificar e acrescentar acagelde mente fechada para o esforgo
inovativo. Os resultados desta pesquisa podem ser considexbgoal
um Apalcmidtoed eadbu concl uir que os gr
de NFC médio poderiam melhorar as chances de criar mais e melhores
proposicbes percebidas como inovativas. Nivedmsais que, contra
intuitivamente, ndo estao localizados em direcdo a parte da eacala
estao localizadas as mentes mais abertas, mas sim em direcao aos espiritos
mais fechados. Esta Adescobertaodo
seres humanos ndo podem escapar a histéria, para compreender
reflexivamentean6s mesmag® necessariodar com o fato de que o velho
esta de alguma forma preservado em qualquer suposta transformacéo. E
aquele tem que ser combinado com o0 novo para criar, de fato, um novo
val or . Afinal, como Gadamer escr e
livremente escolhnida o mo s«o a revolu-«o e a
Em seu nlcleo, o discurso proposto neste texto pode ser resumido
como: para um melhor desempenho, as organizacdes tém de estar
conscientes de seus preconceitos. Ou, dito de outra forma: as
organizacdes que sdo consogsntle seus preconceitesdos impactos
desteséo, proavelmente, mais propensasra melhor desempenho.

ReflexdesFinais

Eu nédo tinha nenhuma ilusdo, desde o inicio, que esta pesquisa
produziria conceitos simplificados, objetivos, cientificos de verdsdde
entanto, eu acredito que é uma boa pesquisa interdisciplinar e que convida
corretamente 0s outros a pemsajunto e a sentirerse habilitados a agir.

Eu também acredito que os principais objetivos desta pesquisa foram
atingidos. As dissonancias pebias no inicio desta jornadforam
estudadas e outras investigacbfes sdo mais do que justificadas e
necessarias. Mais e diversas percepcdes podem ser desenvolvidas através
de outros textos e por pesquisas futuras.
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Numa pesquisa interdisciplinar como essa, ha sempre o perigo de
se partir da disciplina, se movem direcdoa interdisciplina e, dela,
adentrara indisciplina. Eu assumi o risco. Como Nietzsche sugere ao
escrever sobre o conhecimento como o resultadaaledg algo estranho
€ reduzido a algo familiar, optei por trabalhar com métodos estranhos.
Nietzsche também afirma que a certeza das ciéncias naturais reside
precisamente no fato de que elas escolhem para seu objeto o que é
estranho. E, em seguida, elaamsmétodos solidos para encontrar coisas
familiares dentro, sob ou por tr8s
gue estamos acostumados, é mais dificil de conbedierele.Embora
possa parecer contraditdrio e absurdo, eu acredito que a Unica abordag
valida para tentar conhecer um objeto tdo familiar e quase transparente,
tal como preconceito, é através de uma estranha metodologia reflexiva.

Acima de tudo, o que eu estou mais entusiasmado com esta
pesquisa é a propria estrutura resultante desterdota. Ela me parece
ideal para servir como estrutura de suporte a uma pesquisa
interdisciplinar. No entanto, acredito firmemente que esta é uma corrida
de revezamento no tempo. Estes S840 0s meus passos.

Agora, o desafio é dos que vao bater a frente tedie e, talvez,
passdo para os proximos caminhantes de paisagens futuras.

d
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INTRODU CTION AND HISTORICAL FOUNDATIONS

- Mauricio, you will have to find a landscape. And, in that
landscape, you wilhave tochoosea particular mountain. Then,
in that mountain, you will have toick a particular stone. It is
about this stone that you will have to write.

As far as | can remember, this was wikedfessor UllaJohansson
Skoldbergtold me on the beginning of a Braaiti afternoon. The date
was the 18 of June 2011. | was in Florianopolis, Brazil. She was in
Gothenburg, Sweden. Althouglkie were on different hemispheres, |
remember thatve praised the fact thate both were enjoying a beautiful
sunny day.

After that paricular videoconference, | could only think about
filandscapes. This geographicéjeological metaphor has guided me
since then. Although it might seem a linear approach, going from the
whole (landscape) to the part (stone), the weaving of this experiesace al
happened on the basis of stones defining landscapes. In an interplay of
my preunderstandings and understandinfigthe contexts through which
| have wandered

To start this journey through thiét r ue (ALVESSON) n 6
SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 310)andscape, | would like to present the
following text:

For judgments on the beauty of landscape
undoubtedly depend on the artistic taste of the time.
One has only to think of the Alpineridscape being
described as ugly, which | still find in the
eighteenth century the effect, as | know, of the
spirit of artificial symmetry that dominates the
century of absolutisfiGADAMER, 2004, p. 51)

In the following pages$ present my attempt to create a landscape
in which the spirit of artificial symmetrijts into the postmodern taste of
my time.After all, to reflexively understand ourselves istpe with the
fact thatthe old issomehowpreserved irany supposed transformation
And it has to be combinedith the new to create a new value
(GADAMER, 2004, p. 28£283). This combination, this walk through a
particular landscapis done in three steps.
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The first oneis an unveiling of the historical foundations of this
research. Because of its interdisciplinary structuss, in Kuhn's
discovery* of incommensurabilityf paradigmgKUHN, 1970, p. vii) |
will take refuge in hermeneutic histod premise of any interdisciplinary
study is that the disciplines themse
and foundati ons (REPKQO,2002p. 2)hereforgp | i nar i
| opted fora historical narrativen order to preservémeaningéfrom each
one of the disciplines that support the presandy. Q, at leastto reduce
theinescapablélistortionsof meaninggPOLANYI, 2014, p. 251due to
the interdisciplinary inherent challenggByy bei ng ®Neuar e t ha
sommes toujours situés dans | histotte(Gadamer apud RICOEUR,
1986, p. 98)I am recognizing that #Ato be s
does not i mit the freedom of know
(GADAMER, 2004, p. 354) That is to sayl can only envision an
interdisciplinary effort by making it through history.

The second step takes the form of a divergent discussion, which
goes through four trope@LVE SSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009hamed
after themetaphors offeretly Professor Ullaas: Mineral (construction
of datg, Stone (interpretation), Mountainritical interpretation) and
Landscape (openness to other interpretationsfALVESSON;
SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 277) The intention, imbued by the
interdisciplinary ethos, is to present at least 4 different perspectives on the
proposed research objectivais is what is called quadnhermenetics
(ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009)it can be defined as a metathébry
or metaprinciples thaican generate a certain guarantee against specific
epi stemol ogi cal positions whi ch de
(ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 3083 uch effort againghe cling
to any specific epistemological position, although daunting, seems to me
unavoidable due to the interdisciplinary characteristics gtésent text.

The third and last step is characterized by a convergent discussion
that, moved by the sensemaking purpose of enabling people to act
(COOPEY; KEEGAN; EMLER, 1997; WEICK; SUTCLIFFE;

14 AA fortunate involvemenwith an experimental college courseating physicascience for

the nonscientist provided my ifst exposure to thieistory of scienceTo my complete suarise,

that exposureo out-of-date scientiffc theory and practice radically undermismae of my basic

conceptions about the natureszience andhe reason$or its speciakuccess (KUHN, 1970,

p. Vii). A brief t Eubit's rosex to linaommeéensubilii ¢ a n be found a
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/incommensurability/#KuhRo(drcessed on the 05/11/2014).

AWe are al wa yosr yGadamerapud RICOEWR, BOOA p. 72)

®AA metatheory is ab o uteferancecfar mgpirirey lard rstsuctwrieg f r a me ¢
refl e@tLVESSON; 8BKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 271)
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OBSTFELD, 2005; WEICK, 1995)will try to offer some actionable
insights towards fulfilling the underlying emancipatory interest
(HABERMAS, 1971)of this research and researcher.

Translation and Tradition

One final remak before starting this journey. | am a Portuguese
native speaker. My second language is French. My thind,a
corresponding qualitative ranking, is Englisht this moment, my
knowledge of the German languageefectively small. Due to the
traditi ons histhesi®iawrided m BEnglshidende, lesides
English, the reader will find passages of texts in the other three languages.
Paraphrasing Gadamer (2004, p. 404), as an interpreter | know that | am
bringing myself and my own concepts into the interpretation. And having
to rely on translation is tantamountabusingof my authority as author.
Gadamer goes on and, unmercifully, states that

Where a translation is necessary, the gap between
the spirit & the original words and that of their
reproduction must be taken into account. It is a gap
that can never be close@GADAMER, 2004, p.
386)

Based on that reasoning, whenever possible | will use the original
version of textswithout relying on further interpretationn$ mine After

al |, fifiour confidence in the meanir
(POLANYI, 2014, p. 250251). In an interdisiplinary text, each word
fiseems t o face us wi t h an i mmen

indeterminate uncertainties which we have to accept blindly, if we are
ever to speak at al(POLANYI, 2014, p. 251)And, without adding a
commal cite Polanyi(POLANYI, 2014, p. 251}o say that

I have also said before that we must accept the risk

of semantic indeterminacy, since only words of
indeterminate medng can have a bearing on
reality and that for meeting this hazard we must
credit ourselves with the ability to perceive such
bearing. [ é] Thi s deci s
precision of meaning as an ideal, and raise the
question in what sense (if any) we gpthe term
6precised or O6i mprecisebo
term.
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Beyond that, | will also always try fwesent an English translation
of the originalcited texts, if readily availabléNevertheless] firmly
believe that t h e owledge seein boibke fat moes o f
indi vidual than the possibilities 0
(GADAMER, 204, p. 404) Thus, | invte the reader to interpret and
understand by hdrimselfle collagede texteghat constitute this thesis.
Texts fran several authors and languagessented in a wathatset as
low as possible bounde understanding. Sd do that believingthai t h e
verbal form in which this understanding is interpreted must contain within
it an infinite di mens({GADAMERN2004, tr ansc
p. 402) And, yes, jusa lastremincerthat this is a research as true fiction

So0.0nce upon a time, there wadr@akdowh’é

Breakdowns and Mysteries

The desigring of that landscape, antiefi f ingd df a mountain
from which to pick a specific stone to research upostarted from a
particularbreakdown an@volvad as something thatan be compared to
solving a mysterdf, a scientific mystery. As the following explanatio
states

Solving the mystery means it becomes more
understandable: it is less puzzling, less ambiguous,
and we will have concepts, a line of reasoning, a
metaphor, or other tools which will give sense of
what to expect and how to intellectually underdtan
the mystery.

(ALVESSON; KARREMAN, 2011, p. 11i1112)

Nevertheless, solving a mystery does not equate to finding the
truth, as I will notclaim in any sense that this research will produce any
objectivetruth (SMYTHE et al., 2008)
Retrospectively,he whole discussioof what could be the theme
of my doctoral research gained formal contours in October 2010 and built
up from a particular interest of mirgervice innovationVhichis defined
here astheicol | aborative recombination ol

YA breakdown is a lack of fit bet wegudedoneds enc
expectations by which one or gaapud;Adssoo &s exper i
Karreman, 2007).
BAA mystery is a specific deistaod sinopfy bymaskiaganhoceo wn t ha't
questions, hanging around and wa(AKESSON;t o the |
KARREMAN, 2007)
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(VARGO et al., 2015, p. 649nd adoptiorby a social contexdf a new
fiapplication of operant asources (knowledge and skilsjVARGO;
LUSCH, 2008, p. 7)It worth noting that | believe thaerviceis the basis
for all economicexchange

Thus this is myinitial landscapeService InnovationFrom which
I choose thenountains of Service Desigh and Knowledge Management.
On those mountains, | picked théoses Design, Knowledge Creation
Process, Service and Service Domirlamgic. These last two could be
considered two stones firmly held together. The Mineral, which | consider
as a component of all the picked stones, is represented by the concept of
Prejudice.

<
Service-Dominant
< T

Landscape Mountain Stone Mineral

Service Innovation

Figure 17 From Service Innovation toPrejudice

From hatinitial landscape, which was also the tleohmy master
thesis(MANHAES, 2010) emergedto me a particular perception: the
reluctancefrom organizaions' to collaborativelycreate ancidopt new
service propositions. That perception caneen my work experience on
Information & Technologyprojects, whih started around 1995, with
organizaions from a particular geographical region: the coastal region of
the state of Santa Catarina, Brazil. Which, for me, has a geography that
can be inspirational for the creat
thought of as wonderful landscapes.

19 work with the definition of HfAorganizatio

common interest in the survival of the system and who engage in collective activities, informally
structured, tSCOBIelO8rpe23)t hi s endo
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Boundaries of a Landscape

Before | gofurther into the proposedandscapgel have tostart
defining some boundaries arouttg two main concepts presented at the
title of this thesis: Innovativeness and Prejudice.

Innovativeness

I will briefly describe myperspective on innovativeneaad how
it relates to social groupAt first, it is necessary to state that the concept
of fi i nno caa tat theevers sesa s t be defined as
(ROEHRICH, 2004, p. 671)ts been defined, at an individual level, as

ithe degree to which an individual i
i nnovation deci MIDGIEY; DOWIANGp1®I8dpe nt | y O
236).

For the purpose of this thesis, | definaovativeness as a measure
oft he degree of HAnewnesso that i's pe

specific product. Therefore, the degree of innovativeness is intrinsically
r el a twhabepdrspective this degree of newness is viavegdiwhat
is considered new by those who are ngkipart at the assessment
(GARCIA; CALANTONE, 2002) This is precisely thedea that justify
why fAknowl e d gis pumpatedaiq iecre@se innovativeness
and responsivenass o f  @ALAYIuULEDNER, 2001, p. 113)by
supporting and promiiy knowledge creation processes

And to differentiate innovativeness franmovation | have to say
that | understand this last oas ebroadsocial phenomengiMANHAES,
2010) with two folds: (a) a social process of creating, proposing and
designating new values in a so@oltural context and (b) of generating
opportum t i es f or fifcoping with interrupt
enable a social group to understand, adopt and enact these new
propositions of valueA last and fundamental characteristic of innovation
is the fact thatts performance can only be judgedaver me fAas it un
t hrough d ecade(SCHUMPETERe h943) Hawever 0
predictable is the incessant revolution of the economic strufitome
within (i.e., the creative destruction phenomendhgre is no point in
appraising its performance on a given point in tf8€EHUMPETER,
1943) This is me of the reasons why this research is based on
innovativeness measures and not on the overarching concept of
innovation
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Prejudice

To describe theoncept of prejudicadopted by me for this thesis
first, | have to present the following arguments fraitport (1979, p.
281):

Prejudice (unless deeply rooted in the character
structure of the individual) may be reduced by
equal status contact between majority and minority
groups in the pursuit of common goals. The effect
is greatly enhanced if this coetads sanctioned by
institutional supports (i.e., by law, custom or local
atmosphere), and provided it is of a sort that leads
to the perception of common interests and common
humanity between members of the two groups.

The importance of that for the gent research that of working
within the cited conditions, resides in the apparent conceptual support that
those lend to the processes of creating bridges between different
prejudices, bridge® enable meeting thetker.

Simply speaking, the Other (Wit a capi tal AO0) i
theNotl, Awhich sounds I|i ke an opposi
one must struggl e, 0 (GADAMER; 2000pn e m
282). Gadamer shows how the understanding of the Other possesses a
fundamental significance, not just as a limiting factor for existence:

In the end, | thought, the very streimgiting of the
Other against myself would, for the first time,
allow me to open up the real possibility of
understanding. To allow the Other to be valid
against oneself and from there to let all my
hermeneutic works slowly develdds not only to

recognz e i n principle the |Ii
framework, but is also to allows one to go beyond
oneds own possibilities,

communicative, hermeneutic process
(GADAMER, 2000, p. 284)

Therefore, it is through the concept of prejudice tivag goes
fbeyond oneds 0o wBildyms sesnebeutic pracesss s

200 n English this word corr espon tkeepingmneself or ma

open to what is othérto other, more universal pasiof viewd (GADAMER, 2004, p. 15hich
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depicted at the nexigure Which prompted me to the suggestion that the

design ofBildung prone groups should have to take into account the

i mpl ement ati on of these All portds ke
pressing reasons for that is the fact that, although-opededness can

be considered a virtue, (Alport,19% t 1y sp
p. 20)

A new experiencemust be redacted into old
categories. We cannot handle each event fréstily

own right. If we did so, of what use would past
experience be? Bertrand Russel, the philosopher, has

summed up the matter in a phre
open will be a mind perpetual
Agai n, Gadamer 6s prejudplayelt noti or

seems that we cannatscapeour history. From a hermeneutical
perspectivenobody proceed from a tabula rasa Sq to fAunder st
presupposes p Aleessandaad Skididaergda009,gp. 120)

also explain that preunderstanding is an obstacle to understanding. And

to prevent it from developing into a vicious circle they write that:

[ é] the existential her mene
constant alternation between merging into another

world and linking back into our own reference

system. By means of this movement back and forth,

we can successively come to an understanding of

the unfamiliarreference system, something which

also leads to the gradual revising and/or enriching

of our own: there is a 'fusi

From that statement, an understanding of a new part fosters a new
understanding of a whole. This would happen indiglb with each
member of a group going through an interpretative process based on
herhis own horizon of understanding. And, in an iterative process
involving the other members of the group, the understanding process
proceeds until petsonal x@anirgs that dieafornmed X u s
in a complex field of s@HOMEIONand hi
1997, p. 439)Inthat sense Gadamer 6 s not iwmle of pr
concept that entails a soaioltural context, an individual historical
vantage point, which unveilsgarticular horizonln sum, one more time

C
S

can be considered a fundamental condition fecraation efforts, egzially towards obtaining
innovative propositions.
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emerges, by repeatedly knocking at the tefALVESSON;
SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 122)hehermeneutibasic circleas depicted by
Alvesson and SKdberg aFigure2 (ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009,

p. 104)

Pattern of intepretation Sub-intepretation

4

PREUNDER- UNDER-

STANDING STANDING

NS

Text Dialogue

~_

Figure 217 The hermeneutic circle: basic version
Source {ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 104)

WHOLE

I't i s i mpor t an tworkspresantstpaticulatuset Al
of the word prejudice as fian ant.
generalization. It may be felt or expressed. It may be directed toward a
group or an i ndi (ALLEQR, 11979, . 1@)For t g
Kruglanski (2004), prejudice results from a tendency to rely on

stereotypes which is supported by
to reliance on prexisting knowledge structures to the relative neglect of
casespeci fic i nf&rmat aorGad@mer 4) pe
of these definitions would be rel
val ues and to the Adiscrediting
(GADAMER,2004) i . e. to the Aprejudice

Based on the works of Arie W. KruglangKiRUGLANSKI, 2004;
KRUGLANSKI et al., 2010) Gordon W. Allpor(ALLPORT, 1979)and
HansGeorg GadameilGADAMER, 2004) | adopted the description of
prejudiceas a historicavantagepoint where human finite understanding
is situated, and which may result on judgments that are rendered before
a fair amount of elements have been exanhifALLPORT, 1979;
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DOBROSAVLJEV, 2002; GADAMER, 2004; KRUGLANSKI, 2004;

ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011b)It is also important to note that there are

not only negative connotations in this description of prejudice. It has at

its core the phrase fihuman finite wun
negative and positive notions as:

- Negative: one of its negasvnotions is the fact that it may
describe fi an antipathy Ibased C

general i zdathe@ar.0 t owar

- Positive: one of its positive senses lies in the fact that it enables
us Ato under stand history as
(DOBROSAVLJEV, 2002)I t al so #fAall ows wus t
our | ives, rather than remain in

as exphins Kruglanski (2004) about the positive effects of
closed mindednegs

Sq | do not endorse the notion réducing prejudicesinstead, |
work with the conceptual development of a process for gaining awareness
by a person or a group about their own pdges and the impacts of the
later on a specific socigultural context. On the previous and following
citations, wheaver the notion of reducing prejudiceappears, my
interpretation issif it was written the augmentation of the awareness of
thenegative impacts of prejudice

Preoccupation with Effectiveness
There was always, under or behind the concept of prejudite

incident voice fronProfessorUlla thatkept remembering miat most
of the thesis and research amganizdional grounds wereabout

21 fThe phenomena of closed and open mindedness are at the heart of the interface between
cognitive and social processes. Every intelligible judgment, decision, or action rests on a
subjective knowledgbase held with at least a minimal degree of confidence. Formation of such
knowledge requires that we shut off our minds to further relevant information that we could
always strive and often manage to acquire. The relation of closed mindedness processes and
social cognition and behavior is twofold. First, other people or groups of people often are the
targets of our judgments, impressions, or stereotypes. Second, they are often our sources of
information, and their opinions, judgments, and attitudes exemnportant influence on our

own. Thus, closed mindedness phenomena impact on what we think of others as well as how we
think, in terms of the sources of information we take into account when forming our own
opinions (KRUGLANSKI, 2004, p. 04)
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iproduct i vi t prganizaional@erforiama.Meisremark g
from her seemed to echo the excessive literature focus on the
fipreoccupation withgrowth by or gani zati onal r e
t he b el rovehis synbrgrhousivgkffectiveness (WHETTEN,
1980) which is being denounced lgademics since the early 1970.

What appeared to me as a potentially interesting breakdown to
study about (ALVESSON; KARREMAN, 2007)was the fact that the
mayjority of theseorganizaions seemed to have a common chtaastic.

To me, they wereverfocusedn efficiency(KRISTENSSON UGGLA,
2010) As if efficiencywas equated tgoodperformancebetter efficiency
would lead to better performanc&nd innovation, particularly service
innovation, was seelby these organizationas a highlyinefficient
processAlthough efficiency can be considered as one of the elements of
organizaional performancéTANGEN, 2005) it cannot be considered its
maincomponent.

One factor that could be considered as a major contributor to
organizaional performance could be its capacity to play along with the
creative destruction dynamics of capitalism, i.e.innovation
(SCHUMPETER, 1943)Moreover, this last one cannot be consida®d
an efficient process in itself nor a direct result obaganizaional focus
on efficiency.

At some point | understood this particufacus on efficiencgs a
sensemaking discourse that was enabling thesganizaions to act
towards a better performance. As Professor Varvakis once verbally
explained to mghe conditions in whiciaylorismcame to be

iTo understand Tayl or and al
have to be aware of the time and context in which this
mindframe was created. The workers of that time did not
have much educational background. Tteus on efficiency

was also a process of techagl education. People could

22 fFurthermore, performance can be described as an umbrella term for all concepts tha
considers the success of a company and its activities. Nevertheless, the types of performance that
a particular company strives to fulfil are very case spegiftANGEN, 2005, p. 40)

2 Hsensemakin g invol ves develogmentd of glausié imagesehatr o s p e
rationalize what people are doing. Viewed as a significant process of organizing, sensemaking
unfolds as a sequence in which people concerned with identity in the social context of other
actors engage ongoing circumstances from which thepexcues and makdausible sense
retrospetively, while enacting morer less order into those origg circumstances. Stated more
compactly and more colorfully, Al S] ensemakin
constructed, coordinated syste o f  a(FAYLO®R;WANMEVERY, 2000, p. 275) WEICK;
SUTCLIFFE; OBSTFELD, 2005, p. 409)
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only handle a very small amount of instructiper time.
They were moving from an agricultural paradigm, where
time and conditions were unquestionable and given by
nature to a context where these last factors wergrolled

by man. The knowledpase had to be changed. And this
can only be done on a parsimonious manner, controlling the
chunks of information that they would have to hanttle.
that sense, Taylor can be seen even as an illuminist, rather
than a reductionistl

As Icould grasp, the prejudices and horizons of the workers at that
time, the Efficiency Movement in the early ®@enturyi in which
Frederick Winslow Taylor (1856915) is one of its main leaders, could
be considered a knowledge <creation
managemento entail s, it can be wunde
creation process. Althoughs @resented berber (1983)on one hand
it can be said that thefficiency movemenlepr i ved fAwor kers of
in their capacity to manage their ow
enabled nottechnical workers to become employed in industries. Thus,
educating and enabling more people to actfo.orkin industries
So, my perceied initial breakdown was this inconsistent relation
between amrganizadional focus on efficiency and a sustained low level
of efficiency of those samerganizdions.In other words, what seemed
to be the breakdown was the fact tbeganizdions that areseemingly
focused on efficiency cannot proportionally improve their performance.
At least, not to a point that raises their survival rates over the long run.
My perception was that of a discrepancy existed between what was meant
by #fAeffi ci eneopledin thosadrganizhiens didpas for
improving it. Therefore my belief is that performance, understoodnes
umbrella term of excellengehichincludes profitability and productivity
is whatmany people who claim to be discussefficiency areactudly
talking abou{TANGEN, 2005)
Thefirst explicit statement about this interest of mine was made
by publishing a book chapter entittdi A Pr oduti vi dade ¢
Processo Antitético: uma proposta para a ilustracdo da relacdo entre
estabilidade e criatividade nasganizade® (MANHAES; VANZIN,
2010) This text is, with absolute certainty, the conceptoals from
which the landscape journey begun. Due to its seminal role for this

24 As translated by me, its title in English would IRepductivity as an antithetical process: a
proposal for the illustration of the relationship between stability and creativity in organizations.
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research, aevised, abridged and translated to English versioit is
presented at the Landscapart of this document under the title of
fiProductivity as an antithetical proces8 Al t hough it W ¢
everything, | will present it as the very |gstrt of awholeLandscape.

It was due to the writing of this chapter, riben by that
preoccupabn with organizdional growth that | directedny attention to
the concept ofnnovation, as one of the componentsoofanizaional
performance And dter several discussions with Professors Gregorio
Varvakis and Ullalohanssotskoldbergthey oriented my attention to the
concept ofprejudice Not any Kki,0bdta pafticuidrpnee j u ¢
described by a German philosopher named Hans Georg Gadamer (1900
2002).

Sqg the combination of these two conceptsprejudice and
innovationi led me todesigna mystery ovean landscapealepictingthe
impacts of prejudice oimnovative efforts

It was very interesting tbnd out lateri in 20141 that Nonaka et
al. (2014, p. 139) amongst the most influential academics from the
Knowledge Managemergrounds,

[ é Jbelieve that the most important aspect of
economics and business studies from now on will
be the focus on knowledge and the subjectivity of
the humans, who create and utilize the knowledge.
(NONAKA et al., 2014, p. 139)

This is what | believ® to be doing: trying d understand the
subjectivity of humans (precisely in the plural) during the creation and
use of knowledge anttheimpactsof those subjectivitiesn thebusiness
economic cycleof humanorganizdions. And to be able to endure this
research, | had to find suitablemethod to do iin an interdisciplinary
way.

Reflexive Methodology

Being a student oran interdisciplinary doctoral program with a
focus onknowledgerequired from me a parsimonious research on
research methodology. Furthermore, a research about the possible
impacts of prejudice omnnovative efforts or the relations between
prejudice and performance in tbeganizaional context woulghave to

25 fiTo believe istondt c e s e | (WEIGK| 1935) py183)
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be supported by a rfedology that could take into accouhé diversty

of voices to be heard.e. an interdisciplinarperspective Otherwise, a
research that taps onto the concept of prejudice could not be in any sense
fruitful.

At some point, | understood that only a methodology that could
give rise to several voices would be suited to tackle the complex issues
that would arise from the intended landscape. Again, the directions given
by Professor Ullawere definitive towards a flexive methodology
approach.Precisely, due to its interdisciplinarynderlying structure
(specifically, quadrihermemrutics), the reflexive approach could
facilitate building bridges between different disciplines. Which means not
to solve the contradi@ins and incongruences between them. But, to
expand the possibilities of dialogwdth the Other by building bridges
between the differeniThroughout this document | use interchangeably
either the phraséuilding bridges between the differeat building
bridges with theDther. These phrases are basedtheconcept ofother
(GADAMER, 2000, p 284)and on thegenerative metaph@r(SCHON,
1979)of a bridge asrarc herméneutiquéRICOEUR, 1986, p. 158and
areinspired by the French Philosopher Paul Ricoeur and his insistence

on building bridges between concepts that are
otherwise seemingly incompatible and between
which there might be controversYJAHNKE,
2010, p. 106)

The interdisciplinary characteris$ of the reflexive methodology
T asitis supposed bye, helped me thhnd away through the traditional
institutions of science and educatimrexperiment new combinations of
structuresfor discourse Combinations which have emerged amdre
discussed aneksted during the whole period of this research.

Perceivinginterdisciplinaity as a creative destruction process
enablel meto understand it tsed on the same elements proposed by
Schumpeter for innovatiofSCHUMPETER, 1927)From this point of
view, interdisciplinaity is asearch fofi n e w ¢ o radof apmadadh o n
to the disciplinary way of researching, teaching and practicing. In
addition, as innovation in the business cyaigrdisciplinarity arises in

momens o f Aicriseso (scientific, envirol

265 Wh ehatwo things seen as similar are initially very different from one another, falling into

what are usually considered different domains of experience stengastakes a form that |
cal l figener ati ve seeihgasgmayplay @ critical role im ingentibncandm,
desi g nSgHeN, 1982, p. 183.84)
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concerted effort of braiactivities, then a series of experiments uittil
reaches a new equilibriyme. new routine§SCHUMPETER, 1927)

And this opensspace forGa d a mer 6 s ncabautsithed e r a
convolutions ohichsheulad apeequdeofia
where the understandingbs desire

suggest i nci t EGARAMER 200490 p. @l) Befote
Gadamed svritings about thearabesque Foucault stateih 1971 that

di scipline HfAest un principe e co
(FOUCAULT, 2014, p. 37)And he addsas echoes Repka012, p. 21)

thatt o fully comprehend the Arol e

disciplines, it is necessary to take into consideration their restrictive and
binding functionsAnd this offers an interesting argument for the role of
questioning disciplinary structureBoucaultascertains that disciplines
are composed by mistakes and truths alikeéhis own words, he writes
that disciplines

[ €] sont faites doa@reuseur s
qui ne sont pas des résidus ou des corps étrangers,
mais qui ont des fonctions posis, une efficace
historique, unrble sowent indisso@ble de celi

des véritég® (FOUCAULT, 2014, p. 33)

Based on thatmy interdisciplinary understanding dfsciplines,
as an intricateliscourse about theelatiors betweenprejudices.errors,
truths, restrictions and multiplications, demands a research approach that
supports multiple discourses and tropes.

Al t hough | put aside from t
research will produce objective, simplified, scientific concepts of u t
(SMYTHE et al., 2008, p. 1391)also learnedhat a good research must
be an fiinvitation to others to come ardok and think along with s
(SMYTHE et al., 2008p. 1393)and to feel enabled to afVEICK,
1995) As stated somewhere else in this text, | am also concerned with
understanding a particular landscape.

he
ho

21 Disciplines constitutéia system of control in the production of discourse as tr ansl a
me

28 [ é atre made up of errors as well as truths, like any other discipémeorswhich are not

residues or foreign bodies but which have positive functions, a historical efficacity, and a role
that is often indissociable from that of the trutAs.translated byranslated by lan McLeod in

R. Young(ed.). (1981). Untying the Texa Roststructuralist Reader. Boston: Routledge and

Kegan Paul, pp. 488.
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Therefore | am fAconcerned wi t h establi
regularities and conformities to law which would make it possible to
predict individual (RADAMER,2@4 p.0R nd pr o
i.e. to understanda particular phenomenon. For me, to predict a
phenomenon in human sciences, wi t hot
ability to reflect i epistémelogital andi r c | e s
ontological awarenefs AHNKE, 2013) An ability to understand how
we think, to reflect. As stated by DewgDEWEY, 2013, p. 02)

Reflective thoubt is consecutive, not merely a
sequence. [ é] Refl ection 1in
sequence of ideas, but eorsequencei a

consecutive ordering in such a way that each
determines the next as its proper outcome, while

each in turn leans back on its predecessbne

successive portions of the reflective thought grow

out of one another and support one another; they do

not come and go in a medley. Each phase is a step

from something to something technically

speaking, it is a term of thought. Each term leaves

a ceposit which is utilized in the next term. The

stream or flow becomes a train, chain, or thread.

[ ] Reflective thought ai ms,

It is precisely this reflection in wide circles, should | say in a
wi deni ng @k n@EROGHG gle20K3)inacoeséqaence of
thoughts aiming at understanding a particular breakdown that draw me
towards the reflexive methodology.

A stone in the middle of the road

No meio do caminho tinha uma pedra
Tinha uma pedra no meio do caminho
Tinha umgpedra

No meio do caminho tinha uma peéta.

Carlos Drummond de Andrade
(19021987)

29 s translated by me: In the middle of the road there was a stone / There was a stone in the
middle of the road / There was a stone / In the middle of the road there was a stone.
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On the 18 of December 2011Rrofessor Ullasent a message to
me stating that she Ahave to take
with her and the group at Businés®esign Lab during the year of 2012.

Due to serious health conditions that she was facing, she was not able to
supervise my reseech anymore. Anost a year after having received her
acceptance (received on the'2df December 2010), | had to change
plans To check if there was any possibilities of maintaining Gothenburg
onthe landscapd flew there on the 10of January 202, staying until

the next 28).

Fortunately, | had a previous understanding \WithfessomBirgit
Mager, from the Service DesigreRearch Center (SEDES) in Cologne,
Germany. On the 2% of January 202, ProfessorMager officially
accepted to be my supervisor at the KoIn International School of Design.

Although there was some alternatives for staying at Gothenburg,
none of them was better than a possibility to go to Germany. That
stumbling stone, instead of being a setback, became a definite
contribution towards a more empirical approach on my research.

During these ten days at Gothenburg, | had the opportunity to meet
with my friends Katarina Wettdedman and Marcus Jahnke. After a
fibreakfast coffeed t hihfladuary28l@inwi t
Gothenburg, where we discussed several issuasnglto both of ours
research, | definitively set myself the challenge of approaching the
Reflexive MethodologyALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009)

And almost one year and a half from that meeting, on tFeo81
May 2013 (the dayfinishedmy study andeadingof the bookReflexive
Methodologyi New Vistas for Qualitative Reseaj¢h finally found
myself sure enough to commit to the challenges of a reflexive
methodology. Which does not mean thatsoverly wnfident, just that
| was sureenoughthat it was the right step to take given the landscape
and mysteries ahead.

Through reading a few of the fundamental literature about
reflexive methodology (which is cited on these first pages), | accepted
t hat HAEver yt hpirnegs sfiiomi,t ea irse panre sexnt
(GADAMER, 2004, p. 55and that decoupling a part from a whole vebul
i mpoverish my research journey.
context, and this context is also ofpeactical n a t UALEESSON;
SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 119 herefore my idealfor a research method
was one that would enaBlene t o dengioh sittadondfetween
empirical support and the freedo
(ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009p. 306) And that this method
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should permit empirical data to Afun
for i nt e(AP/ESSON;ISKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 305)

Research Quadrants

At the lived moment when | was doing this research, the reflexive
methodology, as described Byvesson and Skoéldberg (20Q9yas the
one that better resonated witbvin | learnedhow a researchi about the
impacts of prejudice ofnnovative effortsi should be. In particular,
because of the quaeliermeneutica p pr oach. To me, it se
generate a certain guarantee against specific epistemological positions
whi ch by definition d e (ALVESSON; f r om ¢
SKOLDBERG, 209, p. 308)As | learné, it would helpme to be aware
of the prejudices at play and also to be aware offther ej udi ce aga
prej udi(GADAMERSs2004)f 0O

That methodologwould stand still and be flexible enough to help
me face the challenge of dealing with such an interesting context as the
one | idealistically intended to endure. To have an interesting context
approached through a goodsearch framework should facilitate the
inclusion of

[ ] the potenti al for novel
significantly to T or against T previous
understandings. It should thus include something
unexpected and challenging; something that turns
at least sme elements of earlier knowledge on
their head. Normally something interesting will
also mean clear connections to what is (perceived
to be) socially and practically relevant and
recognizable, but also something having a broader
theoretical relevance. Fexample, this may mean
allowing for and encouraging abstraction, aiming
for in-depth understanding, and now and then
attempting to provide explanations for the
phenomena of which the focal empirical case is one
example.(ALVESSON; KARREMAN, 2011, p.
57 58)

The sensemaking discourse that | created for this study, and which
enabled me to act towards continuing my research journey, can be
summarized in t following figure. The research, once written down on
the form of a document , woul d have
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insights that will add significantly toi or againsti previous
under st @LHESSON, KARREMAN, 2011, p. 5758) scattered
into four different quadrants.

The quarters Reflection/Answers and Action/Questions point to
the presentation of mysteries as the possible contributions of the research
process. At the former, the answers presented as contributions lead to
more reflections. At the later one, the questipresented force to take
action. This perspective of understanding the research process as a way
of enabling people to act or, at least, augmenting their potential to act,
echoes the very definition of knowledge as propose(KROGH et al.,

2013, p. 4)

Knowledge is also what enables people to act and
should therefore be thought of as potential rather
than actuality.

Based on my personal understanding ofliteeature review that |
have done aboutreflexive research methodology (ALVESSON;
KARREMAN, 2007, 2011; ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009;
DEWEY, 2013; GADAMER, 2004; WEICK, 1995) will focus mainly
on providing novel insights to both Action/Answers and to the
Reflection/Questions quarters. The formeywd mean to propose some
frameworkas to assess the innovative potential of groups. The later,
would be an invitation to thinalong about thémpacts of prejudice on
innovative efforts, or theimpact of diversity in oganizd i ons o
performance. After all, llearnedt h a't knowl edge has
or i en (MANNHE&IM01954, p. 265)n many degrees, and that the
main goal of a research process is to enable people to act, to augment their
potential to ac(KROGH et al., 2013, p. 4).e. to create knowledge.

The challenge to enable people to act and/or reflect as a result of
an interdisciplinary research requires a hermeneutically trained
consciousnesspedbsoolwe aAwase ebD 0h
present itself in all/l its otherne:
own foreme a n i (GADAMER, 2004, p. 271272). Nevertheless, it
does not mean having some kind of
with the concept gfrejudice fr om my poi nt oifg vi e
any one methodol ogi ¢JAHNKE) OAR pisct i v
necessary to adopt metaprinciplesich as quadtiermeneutics. As |
cited above, | learned that the different voices that gu@reneutics
permitsare a certain guarantee fronifferent positionsdetractingone
another(ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 308Yhus, tofoster a
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Bildung by keepngt he r esearcher open to what
otherit o ot her mor e uni(GADAMER,I2004, @.i nt s O
15).

1 Present mystery as contributior] § Present mystery and solution a
contribution

Enableto reflect
Proposejuestions

Fertilize preunderstandings

E ]

1 Present mystery and solution a
contribution
s 1 Enableto act
w5 Proposeanswers
< 1 Referback to preunderstanding 9§ Present mystery as contributior]

Answers

Figure 37 PossibleResearch resultsquadrants
Source: Based ofALVESSON; KARREMAN, 2007, 2011; ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG,
2009; WEICK, 1995)

Study contextfrom organizdions to groups

An interdisciplinary and reflexive research about the possible
relations between prejudice and performance in ahganizaional
context calls for a specifit c ont ext 6 of thattouldhelp A con
design both a particular landscape and a mountaid. whthin which |
coul d fdésigmaterpartioular stone.
The Aperfectd research context for
by me in 2011 In the beginning of that yeatwo service design
consultantsi Markus Edgar Hormesand AdamStJohnLawrencei
initiated a worldwide call for the realization of simultaneous workshops
under the banner of Global Service Jam (&SHs presented on its

website, the GSJ is an open invitati
co-operation and friendly competitionatens [ €] have | ess th
to develop and prototype completely new services inspired by a shared

theme. 0 And an i mportant aspect of

30 Further details about this event can be obtainniedpativww.globalservicejam.org/
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academic perspective, is the fact
theircollc t i on of brand new services [

Whilst starting my doctorate research, | was invited to be a
facilitator (i.e. a groupbs proce:s
in Sdo Paul® (GSJSP), Brazil. The main structure of the rdyeas
proposed by the initiators, received some important contributions from
the hosts of the Brazilian edition, Juliana Proserpio and Ricardo Ruffo.
Juliana and Ricardo had been strongly influenced by their reatetitat
time, experience at the School Design Thinking, at the Hasso Plattner
Institut located in PotsdaiBabelsberg nearby Berlisermany.

The way that GSJSP actually occurred generated a conceptual
structure that was perceived by me as having almost all the elements
necessary to suppashat | considered to be an idaahdy(HARRISON;

LIST, 2004) In this study, besides having open access to the resulting
data, it is possible fAto obdea ve
the subject does not perceive any of the controls as being unnatural and
there is no dece(plARRIGQGN; DST| 200)S@p r act
although my research would initially be focused on studying
organizdions? | t hought that FAgroupso wol
impacs of prejudice oninnovative effortsmuch easier. One aspect that
helpedme justify this change was the fact that the definitfoof social

g r o u psumber of feople that work together or share certain béliefs,
was closely relatedto the organizdional definition byScott (SCOTT,

1987, p. 23)

In the yeas that followed (from May 2011 untiMarch 2015,
based on the format proposed by GSJ+GSJSP, | had the oppottunity
stageseveraworkshop$*. The first tirteen of them were held Brazil,
between May2011 and June 2012, with the wondenpalrtnershipof
Maria Augusta OrofingPartnership that had to be suspended in July 2012
as | started to prepare my relocation to Germany.

31 This particular event was held on the 11th of March 2011. A video about that event can be
found athttp://www.spjam.com/portfolios/marcol1/

32 workwi t h the defiartiitoinsm oafs MicCrogdneicst i vi ties
common interest in the survival of the system and who engage in collective activities, informally
structured, tSCOBIelOdrpe23)t hi s endo

33 Definition obtained on 04/11/2014 from
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/group?qg=group

34 Further details about these workshops can be obtainnedvat.innovaservice.com.br
(available only in portuguese).
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Moving to Cologne

| arrivedat Cologneon the 13" of February 2012. Althoughdid
not know the city, having the decisive supporPobfessoBirgit Mager
madethewhole process of fitn a lot easier. Colognalso turned out to
be the perfect place to be with my wife and son, who arrived on the
following 25" of February. During the whole time that | lived in Cologne,

I had the opportunity of traveling oftengeveral European countries and,
specifically, toSweden.

During one of thostips, onthecold afternoorof 8" of May 2012,
during a bus trip betweetockholm and Karlstad had an epiphany
while readinga papeAl | port 6s Prejudiced Per son
Closure as the Motivated Cognitive Basis of PrejudROETS; VAN
HIEL, 2011b) At that moment, | realized that the Need for Closure (NFC)
(KRUGLANSKI; FRIEDMAN; ZEEVI, 1970; KRUGLANSKI;
WEBSTER, 1996; KRUGLANSKI, 2004; WEBSTER; KRUGLANSKI,
1994)scale was one possible alternative to empirically approach the issue
of functionatdiversity (HONG; PAGE, 2004along with relating it to the
prejudice concepts of Allport and then expand it through the one of
Gadamer.

On that same week, on the'D8f May, | met Peter Magnusson to
discuss his PhD ThedMAGNUSSON, 2003) Specifically, | discussed
animportant issue on how to assess the perception of innovativeness of

products.
This particular week can be said to represent a converging point
from which the research started to divergadagn . The moment wh

stone was picked (from countless other possible ones) forcing the ship of
land to be recreated. That was when my preunderstanding was one more
ti me, although a decisive ti me, nfe
(ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 104)

At this point, it becamelear to methatan academic research
both a design and a knowledge creation procfg#\NHAES;
VARVAKIS; VANZIN, 2010). As a design process, an academic
research seems to present a hermeneutic dynamic beawgset and a
wholg following divergent and convergent phases of understandings. It
also relates to the knowledge creation procest) its socialization,
externalization, combination and internalization pha@d©NAKA;
VON KROGH, 09).

Then, aftera couple of months exchangingnesils, on a cold
morning of the 18 of November 2012, | met Profesdor Arne Roetsat
the Department of Developmental, Personality, and Social Psychology of
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the Ghent University, Belgium. We had the opportunity to discuss my
intended research, to which he a
interesting and | definitely believe NFC is a major determinant of
i nnovation and creativity.o

Following that visit toProfessorDr Roets, | got in contact with
ProfessorArie Kruglanskj to whom | also explaied my interests and
describel the ongoing research. On the"®af January 201%rofessor
Kruglanskisentmeme s sage stating that #AYe
findi ngs and would be interested in
mentioned Professor Antonio Pierro, the leader of the group from the
University of Rome that have done some works on the possible relations
between NFC and creativify along with AntonelloChirumbolo and
Stefano Livi.

In a sense, those people and places seemed to be the initial
landscape that | would wander through.

Purpose of the thesis

After havingstarted tknow that landscapé couldstart totackle
the possible purposes of thikesis.At the beginning of this journeythe
i pur pvasvery mucHocused on howo design a studgboutthe
possible relations between prejudice and performance in the
organizational contexifter a while, further down the walk, the purpose
started o shift towards a more broad approach on understandingahow
interdisciplinary and reflexive research about the impacts of prejudices
on innovative effortsould be doneAlternating divergent and convergent
phases, either searching for a part or a whetame elements of a
landscape started to get crystallized.

One of them arouse from reflectiombout my experience of
havingprodu@dseveral creativitdriven workshopslong the first year
of this research, from May 2011 to June 20A2 | refleced abaut this
experience, it was possible to recolleew breakdownsand mysteries
that | considered interesting enough to deserve further investigation
(ALVESSON; KARREMAN, 2007) These new breakdowns, as
interpreted by i, may be summarized by the fact that the perception of
innovativeness is n@uaranteed simply by adoptimigsignallegories®

35 "Creativity entails some variatieselection process (or set of such processes) that generates
and winnows out numerous conceptual combinatidiMONTON, 1997, p. 67)
%fiFor this sense an all egory is a form of m

surface meaning, the meaning associated with its source domain, independent, autonomous and
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in the same way (although diametrically opposed) that efficiency was not
obtained simply by adopting fAefficie

These perceptions made me reflect on my understanding about the
following aspects:

1. The role of design, and, more precisely, that design tools or
design practices do not suffice for the creation of innovative
opportunities. It follows that diversifiedsociccultural
perspectives seemed to me to be not only desjrdtie
obligatory in quests for innovation. That diversified secio
cultural perspectives and the building of bridges between these
differences seem to me to be the sime qua norconditions
T although not sufficient ondsto enact whatan be called a
design process

2. As | see itjinnovation cannot rely on truisgishas to have its
own immanent logic Therdore, it seened to me that itis
inherently impossible to hawelinear approach aule based
method for innovationThe very moment when someone tries
to Acontrol o innovation, it is
context.

3. On the other side, it also seemed clear to me that a diversified
sociocultural context could hindeeven morethe already
difficult organizdional quest towards the preoccupation with
effectiveness

The research interests related to the design process (item 1 above)
converge with Prof Ulla 6s desires t

wel come studies of designers
the practice of innovation from a designerly point

of view.

(JOHANSSONSKOLDBERG; WOODILLA,;

CETINKAYA, 2013)

From all those perceptions struck me that bag ablei with and
through this researcii to make the design of groups a bit more
understandable, less puzzling, less ambiguous, giving a sense of what to

Sso unobviously met aphor ialegoly defifjegifin effetttagaforn der n s e |
of extended metaphor whose extension is so radical that it is no longer obviously a m&taphor.
(CRISP, 2001, p.i67)
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expect and how to intellectually understand (ALVESSON;
KARREMAN, 2011, p. 111112)was the way to go.

In other words, the research interest becameprimpose a
heuristi¢’ for designinghe best set of participants, given a definite pool
of possible candidates, as to obt
potential out of a groupf people i.e. a specific set of participants. Or,
how to select participants to a group as to obtain the best composition to
yield the highest innovative potéaidtproduct from that same group.

Given that kind ofpurposethis research fits into a crossroads of
several lines of researtietweerthe fields ofManagementsychology,
Design andEconomics. Asit was summarized byNonaka et al.
(NONAKA et al.,, 2014, p. 139)this research(and researcherjs
concerned witlthe impact of human subjectivity on the creation and use
of knowledge as one of the most important aspects of business and
economics studies

The interdisciplinary researgtath that | went through led me t
use the theory dhy epistemic®, as it concerns the process of all kinds
of knowledge formatiorand the motivated cognitive tendencies of the
individuals(KRUGLANSKI et al., 2009, p. 148Which lead me to study
the need for closure effects as fundamental to the epistenaial nexus,
andits capability of emergig in artificialad hocgroupings created in the
experimental laboratory(KRUGLANSKI et al., 2006, p. 89)These
milestonesconvincedme that layepistemicshouldhave Ai mpor
implications for group training, team management, and personnel
selection within (CHIRUWBOLD @ttal., 3004 | C
p. 275) Especially | came to believe thét mayhelp to

37 A heuristic can be defined a&s mediation to gudgmentfiwhen the individual assesses a
specifiedtarget attributeof a judgment object by substituting a relatetiristic attributethat

comes more readily to mind. This defioit elaborates a theme of the early research, namely,
that people who are confronted with a diffic
(KAHNEMAN, 2003, p. 707)Or mo r eHesristiospcanybe mefital shortcuts that ease

the cognitive load of making a decision. Exanspdé this method include usirsgrule of thumb,

an educated guess, an intuitive judgment, stereotyping, profiling, or colsensa
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Heuristicaccessed on April 072015)

38 fiThe theory of lay epistemics concerns the process of knowledge formation. It outlines a
general framework designed to pertain to all kinds of knowledge, scientific anith¢ayding

personal knowledge of people and the world, religious knowledge, political knowledge, etc.
(KRUGLANSKI et al., 2009, p. 148)Over the lasdecadesfiresearch in the lay epistemic
framework has taken place within three separate paradigms, centred respectively on (1) the need
for cognitive closure, (2) thenimodel of social judgment, and (3) the concept of epistemic
authorityd (KRUGLANSKI et al., 2009, p. 150)
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illuminate why groups are more innovative, and in
particular how groups manage implementation
barriers, coordinate and work togethermianage
the innovation process(BECHTOLDT et al.,
2010, p. 87)

From this perspectiveh¢academic literaturen diversity, from a
wide variety of scientific fieldsseems to have identified two main
traditions in researcaboutwork-group diversity andgrformancgVAN
KNIPPENBERG; DE DREU; HOMAN, 2004, pl1009) the social
categorization perspective and the information/decisiaking
perspective.

The social categorization perspective advocates that the more
homogeneous the work group, the higher wtle overall group
performance. The information/decisiomking perspective holds that
diverse groups should outperform homogeneous groups. The fact is that
recentmeta nal yses fifailed to support the
moderates the effects of wler si ty on (VAN f or man
KNIPPENBERG; DE DREU; HOMIN, 2004, p. 1009)

These studies showed that neither diversity on readily observable
attributes nor diversity on underlying joblated attributes could be
reliably linked to group performance.

Nevertheless there are strong indicatives that the lotygefvi
groups (SCHIPPERS et al.,, 2003, p. 784nd selsimilarity or
dissimilarity characteristic6KRUGLANSKI, 2004, p. 136)may help
make sense of effects of diversity on performance.

It seems that the more promising line of research dealing with the
relation between group performance and diversitiggsonebased on the
motivated cognitive tendencies of the individuals in a group. As | could
understand both from my personal and professional experience and the
literature review that | have done so far, adding more diversity (any kind
of) is not necessarily better. Butdheo the belief that there may exists a
isweet spot, or at |l east a preferre
worthy of further studyPAGE, 2014, p. Discussian)

And given the substantial functional contributions
from cognitive diversity, questions of how much

and what types of diversity would create a more
robust, innovative, and fair society merit deeper
thinking, and especially thinking by social

psychologists.
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Thus, as by this very moment in time, the purpose of this research
is two folds.One is to develop &euristic capable of augmentirtige
potential of a social group to generate products perceived as innovative.
Two, to invite others to think along about the impacts of prejudice on
innovative efforts These efforts takems a specific perspective on
organizaional performance.

Designirg Research Questions

We have already seen that, logically considered,
the negativity of experience implies a question. In
fact we have experiences when we are shocked by
things that do not accord with our expectations.
Thus questioning too is more a passithan an
action. A question presses itself on us; we can no
longer avoid it and persist in our accustomed
opinion.(GADAMER, 2004, p. 360)

The somehow questionable necessity to leygioria fAr esear
guestiono was addressed by me i
unconsciously. But, after all the readings doneGadame r véoiks, it
became clear to me that the research question cannot be given upfront.
Not that it cannot be written upfronlThe way | understand the
hermeneutic process of understanding, even when the question is given
upfront, its meaning will be constructedan interplay between parts and
wholes throughout the time lapse in which the researcrewolve And,
in most cases, the research question will be written in its final form after
some considerabemountof the research hadreadybeen done. And it
will be presented in the text as if it was designed (i.e., written and
understood) at the beginningtbk research process

The questioning and the questions give sense to the hermeneutic
experiencéd FLEMING; GAIDYS; ROBB, 2003) The persistence of the
questioningpoces s, filof quedstwloinliengb eivreg
preserve the fAorientation towards
call s #ft he (GADAMER,f2004, p.i360}Art af whith is of
utmost importance forreinterdisciplinarydoctoral research.

Sgaquestion must put ii nto quest
about a particular subject. A gstion mark does not turn a phrase into a
qguestion, at mo st it t u (GABAMER, i nt
2004)



86

| will try to register the desigprocesf this research questisas
a way of making it explicitAs a way totry reduéng the inescapable
distortions of its meaning®OLANYI, 2014, p. 251)

As presentedomewhere else on this text, the theme of my doctoral
research started to gain some formal contours in October 2010. What
appeared to me as a potentially interesting breakdown to study
(ALVESSON; KARREMAN, 2007)wasthe fact that the majority of
organizaions that | knew seemed to be o¥ecused on efficiency. As if
efficiency was equated to performance: better efficiency would lead to
better performance. Then, after March 2011, | stagestudy done
throughseverakreativity-driven workshops which made me question the
role of design into the creation of innovative opportunities.

The research questions were started to be thought, searched and
designed around the month of August 2012. Initially, the following
guestio defined the perspective at that time:

How could be designed a discourse to compromise
organizdions to act towards assessing prejudice among its
members as a way to create knowledge to support
innovative opportunities?

This question could be dividedtthree, as follows:

How are structured the discourses that compromise
organizdions to act?

How organizdions act towards assessing prejudice among
its members?

How organizdions act towards creating innovative
opportunities?

To tackle these issues would require that other questionsaodud
before. Questions like these ones:

What are the academic works that relates prejudice to the

creation or not of new value propositions?

Wh at ar e t he relation obet ween
assessing pr erganizhi icoparoepdiondf t h e
innovative opportunities?
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What would be the theoretical arguments to describe
Design as a set of behaviors and tools that mitigates
prejudices?

What would be the logic to describe Design asyaathic
that generates bridges between islands of personal
prejudice?

What would be the impact of adopting the four key
conditions of Allport into design practices and routines?

What would be the impact of adopting the four key
conditions of Allport intothe governance policies of
organizdions?

On November 2013, more than a year after these first attempts to
design research questions, they became the following ones:

What are the relationships between thetivated cognitive
tendencief people in a group and the potential of that
group to create products that are perceived as innovative?

If there are relationships, which ones are the more
significant given the prejudice related aspects of this
research?

If there is a significantly reltionship, is it possible to
understand and describe how does it works?

Understanding how this relationship works can habilitate
people to act towards assessing the potential of a social
group to generate products perceived as innovative?

If this relatiorship can habilitate people to act, how to
assess the potential of a social group to generate products
perceived as innovative based on that relationship?

On an ongoing process of designing a research landscdp&ong
with its mountain and a particulatone, on the F1of April 2014, after a
special meeting with Pre§sors Gregoério Varvakis, TarcisvVanzin,
Francisco Fialho, Paulo Mauricio Selig, Roberto Pacheco and Marina
Nakayama, the Research Questiand the General and Specific
Objectives werelfrther defined as:
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Research Question

What, if any, is the relation between thetivated cognitive
tendenciesf individuals in a group and the potential of that
group to create products perceived as innovative?

General Objective

To study the relation beeen themotivated cognitive
tendenciesf individuals in a group and the potential of that
group to create products perceived as innovative.

Specific Objectives

i. Identify an instrument capable to assessrtiwivated
cognitive tendencidevelsof individuals in a group

ii. ldentify an instrument capable to assess the perception
of innovativeness of a product;

iii. Developa studycapable to depict the possible relations
between the results of the two instruments listed above.

Questioning the Stature

After working and writing based otfie landscape metaphfor
more than two years, in April 2013was informed thaProfessor Ulla
had toretire earlier than expected due gomehealth issueand was no
longer taking doctoral studentall hopesof having an opportunity to
meet her again to discuss about this research vanished Atvéyat
moment | feared thathé whole research landscape was in danger of
vanishing.

As | returned to Brazilpn thelst of August 2013, | started to
discuss with Prafssorsvarvakis and Vanzin the possibility of having to
restructure the research based on new academic perspediivese
discussiongulminated at the meeting of the™af April 2014, as cited
above During that meeting, alparticipantshave mutually agreethat |
shouldtry to restructure the documeadoptinga rathertraditional form.
This new sructure should be presented at the doctoral proposal defense
scheduledor the 08" of August 2014.

Thestructuredefinedd ur i ng t he Va3 atratlithral me et i

one divided into the following sections: Introduction, 2. Design, 3.
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Innovation, 4. Prejudice, 5. Methodological Procedures, 6. Results, 7.
Discussion and 8. Concluding Contribution. All instrents and ata
should be presented as appeasdjafter the References section.

On that due day, theew structure of the document was presented
and discussed’he Professors had twenty days to read this new version
of the documentAt the end of the doctal proposal defense, which had
as its members Professors Marina Nakayama, Francisco Fialho, Roberto
PachecolLuiz Salomdo Ribas GomgZarciso Vanzin and Gregorio
Varvakis, he proposal was accepted. The fimainclusion was that the
first structure shdd be brought back to the document, in order to
preserve bredth and originalityof the research and of the document itself

Structure of tls document

Initially, the structure of this document started frorstandpoint
and followed the exact opposite of the original orientation suggested by
Professor UllaAs if, after finding the landscape, then the mountain and
picking up the stone, | started to write the bread u mbs A back
landscape that | did not know.

While qarting the research in Germany, at the beginning of 2012,
I still had hopes of working again wiBrofessor Ullafter her recovery.
So, | kept focusing on the sensemaking discourse that relates to the
|l andscape resear ch metlapghaogru:r efist,h eo
tropesod, which in a wider per spet
styl es, and thus <const i(ALMESBONa ki
SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 317)And, as | was detached from the
supervision oProfessor Ullalue to her health conditionscould wander
the landscape arway | felt like to do.

By wandering, it seemed to me that an important elemeaist
missing. Before thstone | thought that | had to addrainerallevel, as
to be able to focus on the presentation of the data, before heading to the
interpretation of itThat, of course, would bendronical presentation of
the data, striped as much as possible of discourssamudises. As a way
to reflect about the difficulty not to say, impossibility to present data
in a meaningfuway without any support of gualitativediscourse. As if
data coul d scape(FOUCAULT, d014 to deseerd i s C
as stranges(NETZSCbik 193)As & numbers could be
detached fronh & h i &tdanier apud RICOEUR, 1986, p. 98)

The initial metaphorical journey proposed Byofessor Ullehad
three levels (Landscape, Mountain and Stone) instead of the four
suggested by Alvesson and Skéldberg. It is important to note that the
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reflexive methodolog does not oblige to adopt the four levels of tropes.
As a matter of fact, Alvesson and Skdldberg (2009, p. 271) explain that
just the postmodernist variant can be considered ghadmeneutic. And
that nothing precl udes gendragetmore(ore r e
|l ess) o0 than the four tropes initia
And there is also another tricky aspect on the words said by
Professor UllaThe way she suggested the landscape approach,tb m
understood that therholethesis should fit into atone As | remember,
she saidfilt is about that stone that you will have to widtlh a message
that she sent to me on the™&f July 2011, she referred to the fact that |
woul d have to fiaddThnkd althalknowledges a mo u
in theworld as oné or manyi mountains. You should add a small stone
to that mountain with your dissertation. Then you first have to argue
about where the stone should be there and why it is import@nt
But the metaphorical journey from the landscépéhestone
resonated in such a way within me, that | just could not let iSgol
decided that | Isould write not only about thstone but also about all
other components of that journdgp accommodatethe four tropes
suggested by the reflexive methodology.
Accordingly,this research is based on the four tropes described by
Alvesson & Skoldberg (2009) afidas highlighted byrofessoMichael
Erlhoff on the 18 of June 2013 al ech@sthe logici f r om t he abst
to the concreteod ax»x(1983)Bup instdackaf by Ka
accommodating the four tropes as tigntertwinedon a same body of
text, | opted toexacerbatethe metaphorical journey proposed by
Professor UllaTo do that inesedthe four trope®n a middle section of
a structuralivided into three(i) Introduction andHistorical Foundations
(ii) Divergent Discussin and(iii) ConvergenDiscussion.
The Divergent Discussiosectionai ms at escaping t hi
posi t (HXBERNAWS, 1971)by dividing itself into foumests. Each
one accommodatingne of the fourtropesproposed byAlvesson &
Skoéldberg (2009)and arenamed as:Mineral, Stone,Mountain and
LandscapeThey are explained in tHiellowing pages.
The Divergent Discussion tropes permit to embfaee Jirgen
Habermas views of knowledge in terms of what he calls cognitive
interests(ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 155 fia techni ca
historicathermeneutt, and an emancipatory intergst(see The
Landscape Map at the beginning of this documéntiabermas terms
(HABERMAS, 1971, p. 308)

s e
I
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There are three categories of processes of inquiry
for which a specific connection between logical
methodological rules ankinowledgeconstitutive
interests can be demonstrated. This demonstration
is the task of a critical philosophy of science that
escapes the snares of positivism. The approach of
the empiricalanalytic sciences incorporates a
technicalcognitive interest; tht of the historical
hermeneutic sciences incorporates a practical one;
and the approach of critically oriented sciences
incorporates the emancipatory cognitive interest
that, as we saw, was at the root of traditional
theories.

What he brings to thstructure of this thesis are thgsaspective
directed towards fulfillinghuman cognitive interestHe goes on and
explains tha(HABERMAS, 1971, p. 313)

The specific viewpoint from which, with
transcendental necessity, we apprehend reality
ground three categories of possible knowledge:
information that expands our power of technical
control; interpretations that make possible the
orientation of action within common traditions; and
analysis that free consciousness from its
dependence on hypostatized powers.

Al t hough present eid a cdose redadopship at e
bet ween t he three var i (BUWVESSON; o f
SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 156After all,

[tlhe emancipatory interest is dependapbn the
empiricatanalytical knowledgé not least in order
to distinguishwhat is socially construct fromvhat

is given bythe laws ofnature thus enabling
emancipation from  stultifying dependence
relations

These three different human cognitive interests will guide the
tropes.Nevertheless he last oné Landscape, is a postmodern text, So
it will discard anyexplicit attempt of fulfilling any specific human
interests. Its purpose is to bring as many petds on the research
subject as possible. Thus, it trie
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otherness that compo#i®e subject under studin a schematic view, the
three domains of knowledge from Habermas can be presented as follows
atthe next fgure

Cognitive Technical Historical - Emancipatory |
Interest (prediction) Hermeneutic (criticism and

(interpretation and liberation)
understanding)

Kind of Instrumental Practical Emancipation
Knowledge (causal (understanding of (reflection)
explanation) meaning)
Research Positivistic Historical Critical Social
Methods Sciences Sciences Sciences
(empirical (hermeneutic (critical theory
analytic methods) methods) methods)
Viewpoint Information that Interpretations | Analysis that free
to expandur that make possiblé  consciousness
apprehend | power of technical the orientation of from its
reality control action within dependence on
common traditions hypostatized
powers

Figure 47 Cognitive Interests, Knowledge and Research
Source: Based ofHABERMAS, 1971; TINNING, 1992)

As a way of paying homage to al/l
uns p o(SMYTHE et al.,, 2008) to all these unspoken historical
influences that are an essential asp
ar €TBIOMPSON; POLLIO; LOCANDER, 1994)the Divergentand
Convergent Discussiorsectiors have a subtitlespired by Smythe et al.

(2008) asintroductionof all that will remain hiddemndWithdrawal of
all that will remain hiddenrespectively.

At this point it is interesting to remember that | adopted the
description of fAdisciplinesd as the
order to s ubapgort de ddiktéortilitdd™d (FRUCAULT,

1975, p. 139) Therefore interdisciplinarity, by the definition that |
adopted, discards ¢huse of clear and disciplingubstcardsin favor of
textual portraits closer to the reality of the landscape observed, which is
socially constructed. And, therefore, impossible to describe in any level
of completeness in aoptal cad or any other type dfaming

Which means that interdisciplirity is not concerned in solving
contradictions and incongruences betwtbendifferent But, specifically,

A fArelati anidf tdq Obbylmst ¥ r ansl at ed
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to expand the possibilities of dialogue by building bridgesaags
herméneutiqueRICOEUR, 1986, p. 158)

Based on the understandings presented upstreanmeftbgive
methodology suggests that a qualitative research should be approached
from different perspectives amdhervoices through reflexive cycles. As
explained, thetructure of the documeshould reflecthat understanding
which entails a sort of @l narrative to accommodate the recursive
reflexive corsequence of thoughBEWEY, 2013, p. 02)Thereforethe
resultingsections of théntendedspiralized structureareillustratedand
detailed below

Diverging Converging
Discussion Discussion

Introduction

and Historical h

Foundations

Mineral

5
7]

yuntain

M

Landscape

Figure 57 The Proposed Structure for the Present Document

1. Introduction and Historical Foundations

This introducing discussion presents the main personal and
historical reasons for this research. It is an attempt to textualise the
following elements:

a) the sociecultural context of the researcher when the theme
came to be;

b) the methodology adopted and the reasons why it was chosen;

c) the purpose of the research;

d) the researchuestions;

e) the resulting structure of the thesi®cument;

f) the adoption of metaphors basedjqmadrihermeneutics
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The underlying objective of thisectionof the document is a
defense of the adoption of reflexive methodology as a fundamental allied
on the excruciating challenges of the interdisciplinary research. Because
of its interdisciplinary structure, as in Kuhn's discovery of
incommensurability of padigms (KUHN, 1970) | take a hermeneutic
refuge in history. | opted to dttat in order to preserve meanings or, at
least, reduce the inescapable distms of meaning$POLANYI, 2014,

p. 251)due to the interdisciplinary ierent challenges.

2. DivergentDiscussion: Introduction of all that will remain hidden

The textualiation of thefour tropesareaddressedby this section
of the documenbesides revealing therit,elicits everything thaarenot.
The landscapbuilt by this documentrom the very firsto the lastvord,
is perceivedas a limited interdisciplinary compositionThe divergent
discussion, which goes through four tropefALVESSON;
SKOLDBERG, 2009) are named after the metapis offered by
Professor Ulla, as: Mineral (construction of data), Stone (interpretation),
Mountain (critical interpretation), and Landscape (openness to other
interpretations) (ALVESSON, SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 277)The
intention, imbued by the interdisciplinary ethos, is to present at least 4
different perspectives on the proposed research objectives. This is what
understand aguadrihermeneuticéALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009)
It can be defined as a metatheéBiyr metaprinciples thdican generate a
certain guarantee against specific epistemological positions which detract
from ot he(ALVEISON; SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 308)

The reflexive methodology suggests that the approach has to be
madefrom different perspectives and voices through the reflexive cycles
described below

2.1. Mineral Construction of Datéempirical/ metaphor)

With this tropel intend todescribe theempiricatanalytic
methodsof theresearchstudiesandprocesses that were executed
for data collectionThis is theceteris paribusnterpretationfrom
my point of view.l explain that these processa® based on the
following instruments:

Oh A met at heory i s about a comprehensive frame
refl e@tLVESSON; 8BKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 271)
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a) Systematic search of academic literature;

b) The sub set of 15 items from the original 41 items
revised Need for Closure (NFC) questionnaire to
identify the motivated cognitive basis of the
participants;

c) Creativity wakshops designed to be isotropic, fnon
teleological, and observi
condition to reduce interg

d) Independent Panels of Judges and Consensual
Assessment Technique used to assess the products on
Originality, UserValue and Producibility (OUP).

The focus here lies entirely on the empirical material and
the Aatomisticall yo constructic
seeing everything as isolated from everything else, according to
scientifically validated method$Vith a very much datariented
approach and an emphasis on isolated empirical datayhtbie
(landscape) is absorbed by art (mineral), or viceversa
(metaphor). Working as a metaphor, the data (part) is intended to
promote an understanding abaihie impact of prejudice on
innovative effortwhole).

Represented by thenageof a mineral this part of the text
depicts and is concerned mairiiywith information that expands
our power of @HABERMAS A%, p.81Badr ol ¢
with what can be collected, analyzed and described objectively.

What is left hidden, whadisappearsgives a hint of what
cannot be grasped by the researcmatthe researcthroughthe
mineral metaphor. And, as a whole, the mineral part itself serves
as aspringboard, as atarting point for furtheccorsequence of
reflexive discourses.

2.2.Stone Interpretationhermeneuti¢ metonymy)

At this part hermenetics guide the discourse to formulate
iinterpretations that make poss
common t r(HABERMAS) 19819 p. 313)This isa text
aboutthe experience ofddonging,related to what Ricoeur assigns
toGadameasi | 6 her m®neut i RICOEURe1986f r a d
p. 335)

The studies described at the Mineral part senas
springboatd tgcla &6firgamngagir et :
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creating a fconsecutive ordering
determines the next as its proper outcome, while each in turn leans
back on it sDEWEY 2&3cxe@s 0or s o

Represented by thestone this text expands the
interpretation of themineral giving to it an application/
interpretation to which it is not obligatorily connected. Paet is
the whole (metonymy). There are no discrepancies betweeseth
two entities. This part of the text describes, interprets and gives
meaning to the collected data from one particular perspective that
is aligned with the present resea
context. A specific perspective on data is fadote support a
single academically valid discourse;

2.3. Mountain Critical Interpretation (ideologycritical /
synecdoche)

This part of the text concentrates the discourse about the
impacts of this research on thifeworld* of people at
organizaional settings. A crital theory perspective will guide the
text as itdeak with thei e manci patory interest
(ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 144)

I will consider the ethicaimplications of applying the
Aiinstrumental / t(&KINCHELOE,aMCLAREN, i onal i
2011, p. 289)described at the Mineral and Stone tropElse
fipowerful inertilik nher ent i n t hethadsupportnant di
the researclts recognized, described and criticizgdLVESSON;
SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 196)

Represented by thenowntain, this text aims at revealing
when a part is made to peesent the whole or vice versa
(synecdoche), and unveils where particular interests are masked as
universal. The contextual and specific interests of the research and
of the researcher are criticizadd revealed in order to better locate
the mineral/stone on a bigger picture of a mountain (this one

“TH8The lifeworld, a concept taken from phenomen
meaning, that cultural horizon through which people seek to interpret and understand their

situation and thie environment. Theifeworld indicates the sphere of (always interpreted)
concrete experiences, al (ALVESSON;, SKOLDBER®, 2089,t o hu man
p. 149)
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representing a particular collection of knowledge, as explained by
ProfessotJlla®?);

2.4. LandscapeOpennesso Otherinterpretationgpostmodern/
irony)

All three sectionsand four partsof this document are
permeated by an ironical style. But tlmartis the most ironical
one, presenting several voices about the research. The interplay
between design, innovation and knowledge management
metaphords worked at it, trying to reconstruct a landscape from
prejudices of the researchefi.l nconsi stenci es,
irony, selfreflection and plural s m mu st per va
(ALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009, p. 201)As fia pal at
i mager i c pALYESSON; SKOLDBER® 2009, p.
203; TAUSSIG, 1984}his research serves as a sprivgyiol to
pluralistic interpretationsin a sense, thigart extrapolates the
emancipatory interest of the Mountain, by offering further analysis
aiming at Afree consciousness f
p o we(HABERMAS, 1971, p. 313)

Represented by the figure of tHandscape this text
conposes a compleship of land giving voice not just to criticism,
but to other and different perspectives on the
mineral/stone/mountain metaphors. The ironic tone allows to
uncover other meanings to the words and actions described from
the horizon, prejudies and traditions of the researcher.

3. Converging Discussion: Withdrawal of all that still remains hidden

The third and last step is characterized by a convergent discussion
that, moved by the sensemaking purpose of enabling people to act
(COOPEY; KEEGAN; EMLER, 1997; WEICK; SUTCLIFFE;
OBSTFELD, 2005; WEICK, 1995)will try to offer some actionable
insights towards fulfilling the underlying emancipatory interest
(HABERMAS, 1971)of this research and researcher.

Like constructing a new vantage point to create and enjoy future
landscapes, thigst sectiorof the text aims to establish a discourse that

42 See thee-mail sent to me by Prof Ulla Johanssgkdldbergon the Tuesday, July £92011
749:44AMwi t h t he BubpeécVarfiiFati on add Selective
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increass the potential to act afertain social contexts (academic and
corporative) towards:

a) enablingits membersto work on the creation of innovative
proposals;

b) committingits membersto act in support of socioultural
diversity.

The creation of tld potential to act (knowledge) is focused on
proposing deuristicto make less puzzling, less ambiguous, that will give
sense of what to expect and how to intellectually undersi@nthe
assignment of individuals to groupsd (ii) the governance of sial
groups All aiming atto increase the potential of these same groups to
generate innovative propositions of products (goods or servidas3.is
fulfilled the destiny of allorganizaional context research that is to
propose ways to increase therformancef organizdions.

The Landscape Map

Figure6, also presented at the beginning of this document (a larger
version), depicts a map to support the reading of the texts of this thesis.
Although its structure was thought as@sequencéDEWEY, 2013, p.

02) of texts, depending on which specific cognitive interests is chosen,

this document does not need to be read in its entirety. Thetape Map
indicates on which path to follow in
interest.

The Landscape Map

uuuuuu
......

What is your cognitive interest?

Figure 61 The Landscape Map
Source: Author based gALVESSON; SKOLDBERG, 2009; HABERMAS, 1971)
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2 DIVERGENT DISCUSSION: INTRODUCTION OF ALL THAT
WILL REMAIN HIDDEN
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Mineral
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Mineral
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Mineral
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Mineral: noun 1 a solid, naturally occurring inorganic substanite:
identifies the mineral ocompound preserit a substance obtained by
mining: the economy has long been dependent on exports of minerals,
especially gold an inorganic substance needed by the human body for
good health:a wide range of necessary vitamins and minerals
(minerals)British fizzy soft drinks. Adjective of or denoting a mineral:
mineral ingredients such as zinc oxi@xigin: late Middle English: from
medieval Latin minerale, neuter (used as a noun) of mineralis, from
minera 'ore*3

43 http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/mineral?g=mineral
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Mineral
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Metonymy: [mass noun] the substitution of the name of an attribute or
adjunct for that of the thing meant, for examgeit for business
executiveor the turffor horse racing Origin: mid 16th century: via Latin
from Greekme t @ n, literaillydchange of namé*.

44 http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/metonymy?qgq=Metonymy
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Mineral
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2.1 MINERAL: CONSTRUCTION OF DATA.

218 The Machine as TeachdrMachinery teaches in itself
the dovetailed working of masses of men, in activities where
each has but one thing to do. It is the model of party
organisations and of warfare. On the other hand, it does not
teach individual selflorification, for it make of the many
a machine, and of each individual a tool for one purpose. Its
most general effect is to teach the advantage of
centralisation.

(NIETZSCHE, 1913)

This first sction presents from a instrumentalperspective
(HABERMAS, 1971) the description o researclandthe construction
of dataasgenerated bfour specific studis. Thesestudiesweredesigned
to capture the possible relations, any, between levels of closed
mindedness of specific groups of individuals and the levels of perceived
innovativeness of the products created by these groMmreover,
paraphrasing Habermas, this part intention is to provide information that
expands the potential of technical control.

Literature Review

The logic that supportethis research andtudy was defined
through an academic literature review. The review can be considered
integrative(CARLINER, 2011; TORRACO, 2005; YORKS, 2008nd
resulting from a systematic literature search ddr&capus.com.

In order to precisely identify a research gap, the systematic search
focused onspecific concept® that were subdivided intoonstructé’.
Which, by their turnwere used as keywords for the literatur¢adase
search. The concepts were explored by single orltiple words
combination search. Which were done using the following conditisns
available at Scopus.com

a) Document Search: Article Title, Abstract, Keywords;
b) Limit to: Date Range (inclusive): All years to Present;
c) Document Type: All;

45ﬁConcept(‘) is a form of men {l@GHJONONAKA, 2006).t , s u

A fAconstructo is the ideal result of a ment :
from the simplest el ements to be part of a t
language dictionary.
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d) Subject AreasLife Sciences (> 4,300 titles.), Health Sciences
(> 6,800 titles. 100% Medline coverage), Physical Sciences (>
7,200 titles.), Social Sciences & Humanities (> 5,300 titles.).

The systematic search for literature, for each one of the concepts,
resulted in thedata presented dhe tablesbelow, which relate every
attempted combination of search terms with the number of units of
literature that was foundhe goal was two foldgi) to map the academic
literature poduction for each of the wordmbination and (ii) to find
sets of words combination that returned null results.

To highlight the difference between the resulting amounts of
documentshat the systematic seanaturnel, the lines of the tables were
colored as follow: dark grey for results hat are above nineteen documents
(results > 19); light grey for results below twentgnd above zero
documentsZ0 > results > ) andnot colored(white) for null results ).

Although the systematic searches were done at several attempts
betweeryears 201-and2014, they were repeated on thd' b8 August
2014.The concepts and constructs that weustered into three sets

a) Closed Mindedness;
b) Innovativeness;
c) Groups.

According to the analysis conducted, each of these $iete&vork
as as cognitive doméify which act as a conceptual attratiof various
subthemesas presented in the following pages.

a.Closed Mindedness

The search for # concept ofClosed Mindedess used the
following words alone or combinedlosure, mindedness, prejudice,
sensemakingSeveral of the resulting combinations of these previous
words were used for search with the
following words alone or in combinatio

A search at Scopus.com (on thé"18 August 2014) for the word
Closurealone returned 170.142 documents and 255 documents for the

4Ta cognitive domain can be understood as a scientific research field characterized by the
overlapping of various disciplind€AUTELA; RIZZO; ZURLO, 2009)

48 An attractor links a system to a behavior pattern. It can be an attraction to a stable point, to a
regular cycle or to more complex forms of behag®XELROD; COHEN, 2001)
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p h r e\Neeel fofiClosure 0 Hfejudicealone, it returned 32.750. And
for Sensemakingind Mindednessalone, 1.566 and 1.402 documents

respectively.

Table 17 Search results for the attractor Closure

TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014) Results
(closure) 170.142
(closure AND performance) 6.887
(closure ANDknowledgé 3.366
(closure ANDinnovation) 563
("need for closure™) 255
("need for closureAND group) 77
("need for closure" AND cognition) 76
("need for closureAND scale) 60
("need for closure" AND motivation) 55
("need for closure” AND motivated) 42
("need for closure" AND epistemic) 23
("need for closure" AND performance) 18
("need for closure" AND prejudice) 16
("need for closure"” AND ficl o 8
("need for closure" AND creativily 4
("need for closure" AND innovation) 0
("need for closure" AND innovativeness) 0
(closure AND innovativenesSND mindedness) 0
(closure AND innovation AND mindedness) 0
(closure AND mindedness AND prejudice AND sensemaking) 0

A search for (closure AND mindednesdND prejudice AND

sensemakinggot a null result at that chosen database.

Table 27 Search results for the attractor Prejudice

TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014) Results
(prejudice) 32.750
(prejudice AND knowledge) 2.769
(prejudice AND performance) 860
(prejudice AND motivation) 857
(prejudice AND cognitive) 803
(prejudice AND motivated) 257
(prejudice AND innovation) 187
(prejudice AND innovative) 142
(prejudice ANDepistemic) 37
(prejudice AND closed AND mindedness) 3

Table continues
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TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014) Results
- continued

(prejudice AND closure AND mindedness)

(prejudice AND innovativeness)

(prejudice AND closure AND mindedness AND innovativeness
(prejudice AND closure AND mindedness AND innovation )

oo onN

Also, when gravitating around the concepGibsure the search
yield no results for the combinatiofimeed for closure” AND innovation)
and("need for closure” AND innovativenesdjhe same can be said to
have happened to the seafttiosedmindedness’AND innovation) and
("closed mindedness" AND innovativenesk)was also the case for
searching for the combination of (prejudice AND innovativeness).

Table 31 Search results for the attractor Mindedness

TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014) Results
(mindedness) 1.402
(mindedness AND performance) 83
(closed AND mindedness) 75
("closed mindedness") 64
(mindedness AND innovation) 44
(mindedness AND innovative) 23
(closed AND mind* AND innovation) 8
("closed mindedness" AND motivation) 6
("closed mindedness" AND motivated) 6
("closed mindedness" AND epistemic) 4
(mindedness AND innovativeness) 3
("closed mindedness" AND performance) 2
("closed mindedness" AND prejudice) 2
(closed AND mind* AND innovativeness) 0
(closed AND innovation AND mindedness) 0
(closed AND innovativeness AND mindedness) 0
("closed mindedness" AND innovation) 0
("closed mindedness" AND innovativeness) 0
Table 47 Search results for theattractor Sensemaking
TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014) Results
(sense AND making) 19.814
(sense AND making AND knowledge) 2.658
(sense AND making ANperformanci 1.719
(sensemaking) 1.566
( seng AND making AND innovatiof 486
(sensemaking and knowledge) 356
( sense AND making AND innovative) 291

Table continues
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TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014) Results
- continued

(sensemaking and performance) 135
(sensemaking and innovation) 113
(sense AND makind\ND epistemic) 86
(sense AND making AND prejudice) 75
(sense AND making AND closure) 66
(sensemaking AND innovative) 40
(sensemaking and epistemic) 9
(sense AND making AND mindedness) 7
(sense AND making AND innovativeness) 4
(sensemaking angindedness) 2
(sensemaking and prejudice) 2
(sensemaking and innovativeness) 2
(sensemaking and closure) 1
(sensemaking AND "need for closure") 0
(sensemaking AND "intergroup contact theory") 0
(sensemaking AND "closed mindedness") 0

b. Innovativeness

The search for the concept loinovativenessised the following
words alone or combinednnovativenessinnovativeand innovation
Several of the resulting combinations of these previous words were used
for search with the instructioh ANDO al ong with the
alone or in combinatigras can be seen on the tables below

A search at Scopus.com {18f August 2014) returned 225.810
documents for the word Innovation alone. For Innovative, 185.601. And
for Innovativeness alond, returned 2.974. A search combining the two
words (innovation and innovativeness) returned 1.940 documents.
Therefore the amount of academic documents that relates to the word
Innovativeness equals to 1,3% of the documents related to Innovation, at
thatsame database.

Table 51 Search results for the attractorlnnovation

TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014) Results
(innovation) 225.810
(innovation AND knowledge) 27.385
(innovation ANDperformancg 25.872
(innovation AND group) 22.658
(innovation AND productivity) 6.308

Table continues
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TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014)

- continued

(innovation AND creativity)

(innovation AND group AND knowledge)

(innovation AND cognitive)

(innovation AND group ANDindividual)

(innovation AND innovativeness)

(innovation AND group AND creativity)

(innovation AND group AND productivity)

(innovation AND closure)

(innovation AND innovative AND innovativeness)
(innovation ANDgroup AND cognitive)

(innovation AND group AND individual AND creativity)
(innovation AND prejudice)

(innovation AND epistemic)

(innovation AND mindedness)

(innovation AND group AND epistemic)

(innovation AND motivated AND cognition)
(innovation AND group AND mindedness)
(innovationAND epistemicAND motivation)
(innovation AND group AND epistemic AND creativity)
(innovation AND group AND epistemic AND motivations)
(innovation AND "need for closure")

(innovation AND "closed mindedness")

(innovation AND mindedness AND closure)

Table 61 Search results for the attractorinnovative
TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014)
(innovative)
(innovative AND performange
(innovative AND innovatioh
(innovative AND closure)
(innovative AND mindedness)

(innovative AND fAclosed mind

Table 77 Search results for the attractorinnovativeness
TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014)
(innovativeness)
(innovativeness AND innovation)
(innovativeness ANIperformancg
(innovativeness AND knowledge)
(innovativeness AND group AND individual)

Results

4.654
3.961
2.726
2.620
1.480
794
607
563
525
473
192
187
158
42
38

19

11

QOO PN~

Results
185.601
27.268
25.648
766

23

0

Results

2.974

1.480

704

593

107
Tablecontinues
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TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014) Results
- continued

(innovativenessAND closure) 2
(innovativeness AND "need for closure”)
(innovativeness AND "closed mindedness")
(innovativeness AND "integroup contact theory")
(innovativeness AND epistemic AND motivation)
(innovativenes®\ND mindednes@ND closure)
(innovativeness AND motivated AND cognition)
(innovativeness AND prejudice)
(innovativeness AND group AND prejudice )

[eNeNelNolNolNelNolNollt)

Whengravitating around the concept ifnovativenesshesearch
yield no results fothe combinationginnovativeness AND "need for
closure™)and(innovativeness AND "closed mindednes3fe same can
be said to have happened to the sedichovation AND "needfor
closure™)and(innovation AND "closed mindedness")

c. Group

The search for the concept Group used the following words
alone or combined:group, intergroup Several of the resulting
combinations of these previous words were used for search wth th
i nstructi on AANDO along wi t h t he
combination as can be seen on the tables below.

When searching around the concepGodup, the search yield no
results for combinationggroup AND innovativeness AND "closed
mindedness"and (group AND innovation AND “closed mindedness")

The same can be said to have happened to the g&atergroup contact
theory” AND innovativeness)

Table 81 Search results for the attractorGroup

TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014) Resuts
(group 4.942891
(group AND performanage 311.804
(group AND knowledgg 159.604
(group ANDinnovation) 22.658
(group ANDinnovative 19802
(group AND productivity) 19.353
(groupAND prejudice 9.478
(group AND creativity) 5.122

Table continues
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TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014)
- continued

(group AND innovation ANCknowledge)

(group AND innovation ANDndividual)

(group AND innovation ANLCreativity)

(group AND innovation ANDproductivity)

(groupAND innovativenesg

(group AND innovation ANDCcognitive)

(group AND innovation ANDindividual AND creativity)
(group AND innovativeness AND individual)
(groupAND "need for closure")

(group ANDinnovativeness ANLZreativity)

(group AND innovation ANDepistemic)

(group AND closed AND mindednéss

(group ANDficlosed mindednegs

(group AND innovation ANDmindedness)

(group AND epistemic AND motivations AND creativity)
(group AND innovation ANDepistemic AND creativity)
(group AND innovation ANDepistemic AND motivations)
(groupAND innovativeness AND mindedness)

(group AND innovativeness AND "closed mindedngss”
(group AND innovation AND "closethindednesg"
(group AND closed AND mindedness AND innovativeness

Table 97 Search results for the attractorintergroup
TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014)
(intergroup
(intergroupAND prejudice)
(intergroupAND performancg
(intergroup AND knowledge)
("intergroup contact theory")
(intergroup AND innovation)
("intergroup contact theory" and prejudice)
(intergroup AND epistemic)
("intergroup contact theory" AND knowledge)
("intergroup contact theory" ANPerformancg
(intergroup AND mindedness)
(intergroup AND innovativeness)
("intergroup contact theory" AND motivation)
("intergroup contact theory" AND cognition )
("intergroup contact theory" ANIhnovation)
("intergroup contact theory" AND innovativeness)

Results

3.961
2.620
794
607
583
473
192
107
76

39
38

17

16

11

OO Okr h~bPMOOG

Results
10.637
987
651
267

70

37

27

6

PR R P WA O

0
Table continues
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TITLE -ABS-KEY (18/08/2014) Results
- continued

("intergroup contact theory" AND motivated)
("intergroup contact theory" AND "need for closure")
(intergroup AND "closed mindedness")

(intergroup ANDinnovative

[eNeNoNo]

Defining the Gap

The research gap was defined by the searches that did not yield any
documentson the Scopus databasehese searches were done using
combination of the following words: closed, closure, cognition,
epistemic, group, innovation, innovativenessindedness motivated,
motivaion, prejudice Several of the resulting combinations of these
previous words were used for gsear
with the following words in combinatiortlosed mindednesmtegroup
contact theoryneed forclosure.

The systematic literature search indicates that there are several
possible research gaps represented by Boolean operations between the
word Innovativeess and the other listed ones. One possible array of
booleanean search that returns null results is related to the combination of
words fAclosed mindednessodo and one
innovative, innovation or sensemaking. The saméls true for the
combinatiomeed for closureThe combinatiomtergroup contact theory
presents the same results, except for the svprejudice anthnovation.

The resultsof the systematisearch of literaturarepresented in
the following table, with presents an illustrative matrix of the research

gap.

Table 107 lllustrative Matrix of the Research Gap
Closed Mindedness Innovativeness | Groups

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1."closed mindedness"
2."need for closure"
3. prejudice
4. £nsemaking
5.innovation
6.innovative
7.innovativeness

8."intergroup contact theory
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These voids of publications justify the desigraaftudyto capture
the possible relations, if any, between levelgloted mindednes®f
specificgroups of individualsand the levels of perceivéthovativeness
of the prodicts created by these groups

Study

To dothedesign ofa study the review ofiterature poinedto the
notion of Need for Closure (NFCas a validated instrument to measure
the level of closed mindedness of individudlé-C is aone dimensional
corstruct, indicated by five facets adgvelopedrom around 198 by
Professor Arie W. KruglanskiAnd, snce the first decade of the 21
century,

the NFC construct has captured the interest of
many researchers and hundreds of studies indexed
in Web of Science have used the (rev)shierC
scale in a wide variety of domains within
psychology, as well as in business and management
literature.(ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011a, p. 91)

Basically,NFCir ef er s t o i ndividual 6s des
a question and araversion towards ambiguid{KRUGLANSKI;
WEBSTER, 1996, p. 264)n a simple way, it is the level of closed
mindedness of a person. lalsorelatte t o t he senofemaking
making do with whatever resources are at bdiEICK; SUTCLIFFE;
OBSTFELD, 2005, p. 145)

As stated above, the NR€a onedimensional construct withvie
major aspectsr facets thaare assumed to broadly represe(ROETS,
2007, p. 56):

1. Preference for order: fdpeopl e wi
NFC prefer order and structure in their lives, abhorring
unconstrained dDHONTS ROETSIVANI sor de
HIEL, 2011, p. 515)assessed by questions 1, 6, 10, 20, 23,

27, 32, 33, 35 and 41 (see Appentlx,

2. Preference for predictability:
secure and stable knowledge that is reliable sscro
circumstances and un¢DHa@NTl enged
ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011, p. 515gassessed by questions 5,

7,11, 18, 19, 25, 26 and 40 (Feenexlll);


http://kruglanski.socialpsychology.org/
http://psycnet.apa.org/index.cfm?fa=buy.optionToBuy&id=1996-01742-003
http://psycnet.apa.org/index.cfm?fa=buy.optionToBuy&id=1996-01742-003
http://mysite.verizon.net/vzesz4a6/current/id1430.html
http://mysite.verizon.net/vzesz4a6/current/id1430.html
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3. Deci si v oplechgtsin NFE& &s® experience an urgent
desire to reach closure in judgments, reflected in their need for
deci s i (DHONE; ROBTS; VAN HIEL, 2011, p. 515)
assessed by quemns 12, 13, 15, 16, 17 and 2&nhexIIl);

4. Di scomfort wi t h ambiguity: fi
ambiguity; experiences without closure are viewed as
aver yDHONTGO ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011, p. 515)
assessed by questions 3, 8, 14, 21, 29, 30, 31, 36 and 38 (see
AnnexIIl);

5. Closedmi ndedness: AHninded yeflected@ arc | 0 s
unwillingness to have their knowledge challenged by
alternative opinions or inconsistent evide e(DHONT;
ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011, p. 515)ssessed by questions 2,

4,9, 24, 28, 34, 37 and 39 (skenexlIl).

Individual to Group

The individuatto-group transposition isugtified by a line of
theory and researchihese are based tre understanding that tréesire
for definite, nonambiguous solutions (closed mindedness) among
individuals producegeffects at the group levéKERR; TINDALE, 2004,

p. 631) The opposite also generate the same effestgroups under
stress should also increase the referred desire at the individual level
(KRUGLANSKI; WEBSTER; KLEM, 1993)

The g r o ulpveld of closed mindednessvere obtained by
calculating the average NFC individual levels of all members from each
group. The individuaklosed mindednesevel wasassessed Wi the
Need For ClosuréNFC) scale computing a 15tems selection of its
original 41items(KRUGLANSKI, 2004; ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011a)

The productgerceived innovativeness levels were assessed by panels of
judges through the Consel$éuAssessment TechniquAMABILE,

1982) The réations between the two types of levels were established
through bivariate twaailed Spearman rank correlation, using the IBM
SPSS Statistics version 2BM CORP., 2012)

The Design of Study
The designedtudy (MANHAES; MAGER; VARVAKIS, 2013)

is divided into two partas illustrated irFigure7 and detailed below (see
Tablel1 for legends).
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One is a workshop where participants individually respond to a
guestionnairdKRUGLANSKI, 2004; ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011a3nd,
dividedinto groups, are invited to create a proposition for a new product
(goods or service)This part of thestudyis supposed to satisfy the
following assumptions:

(i) Agents are intelligent: given any starting point, an
agent finds a weakly better soluticemd the set of
local optima can be enumerated. (ii) The problem is
difficult: no agent can always find the optimal
solution. (iii) Agents are diverse: for any potential
solution that is not the optimum, there exists at least
one agent who can find an ingement. (iv) Tk best
agent is unigugHONG; PAGE, 2004, p. 16387)

The second part is the consensual assessment technique
(AMABILE, 1982), which is based on independent panels of judges that
rate each proposed product on three factors: Originality,-\Jslkere and
Producibility*® (MAGNUSSON, 2003) To better clarify what is meant
by these three words, an extract of
supposed to havan intuitiveunderstanding ovhat these dimensions are
is presented below:

Originality: For the dimension of Originality your starting point
shoul d, however, be how unusual,
consider the relevant service idea to be. At this juncture, you are

not to think albut whether the idea is realizable or not, this will be
evaluated in another dimension (the ability to commercialize).

UserBenefit: We believe you have an intuitive feeling for what
user benefit is. It can be, for instance, saving time, saving cost, an
experience or something else that provides the user with added

49 fOriginality is a concept that enfolds the innovative dimension. One reason for involving

users in the development process is teopbtheir preferences, desires and needervalue

takes the user 6s per s ghesetviceyigitlikely that the targetguooep | i es i n
will use the service? The third dimensiproducibility, i.e. the ability and ease by which the

service can be produced, takes the producersd (t
be excellentom a userdés perspective, and al so extraor

produced (i.e. having a very low levelmrbducibility), it will have no shorterm business value

for the company. However, the idea can have a-tenm business value. Fexample, the level

of producibility can be very low because current technologies cannot implement the idea.
However, it might be possible with forthcoming technologies. If protected by a patent, the idea
could hence be valuableihne f u(MAGNBESSON, 2003, p. 62)
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value. In order to evaluate the benefit of a product or service, it is
important, for instance, that it meets the user requirements of the
relevant target group and that this target group caallye be
expected to want to use the service.

Producibility: When you are doing the Producibility evaluation, it
does not need to be realizable directly, but still within a
6reasonabl e ti meéo. Producibildi
whether it is technic§l and administratively feasible to implement

the service, can the use of the service be measured, etc.

On the following pagethese two partsf thestudyare detailed.

PART 1 PART 2

NFC-GnSn NECISn E

r--uw .\

; OUP-J1IRS1

Q@ mm. s
0 B oo |
” i OUP-JnRS1 :

IPJ-Sn or POJ-Sn OUP-RS1

H NFC-G151 NFC-GnSn
H x

NFC-RSn

Figure 71 The Structure for the Studies

First Part othe Study

The Part 1 of thestudies(S1 to Sn) are staged during creativity
workshops(WKS-S1 to WKSSn) where patrticipants (H1 to Hn) are
divided into groups (G1 to Gn) and each group have to create an
innovative proposition (P1 to Pn) at the @fidheevent The NFC levels
of the participants are collect¢dFC-H1 to NFGHn) and the resulting
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presentationsf the innovative propositiosi(goods and/or services) are
digitally recorded (video and slides presentations).

TheWorkshops

Task.The first partof thestudycan be done in any workshdige event
where the participants are split into groups and are asked to create and
present a new product proposition at the end. Before or at the end of the
related event/workshop each participant has to resppadspecific 41

items questionnair€ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011ajfseeAppendixl). Each
compleed questionnaire is linked to a particufarticipant, group and
product proposition.

Design.The actualvorkshop can have many foata and goals. The only
conditions imposed by thetudyare: (a) to form groups of 2 to 6 person

at the beginning of thevorkshop; (b) have the groups kept unchanged
during the whole duration of thevorkshop; (c) until the end of the
workshop each group have to create a proposition for a new product
(goods or service); (d) each partic
guestonnaire (ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011g) (e) each group have to
present itsnnovative propositiot the @d of the event; and (fpakea

video recording of thg r o pesedation. Excepting these conditions,
the participants are free to work the way it better fits wlmekshops
characteristics and goals.

Materials. At the end, thestudy has to produce (a} h e NFCb6s
guestionnaire responses for each participant, (b) personal information

about each one of the participaras leastfirst name, last name, date of

birth, place of birth, email address and sex), (c) a list relating each
participant to one grougrom a specific event, (d) a 10 minutes

(maxi mum) video recording of each gr

Participants. As the study can be embedded into several types of
event/workshops and can be run remotely, the participants are defined by
external fators not controlled by thstudy For thefour different and
independently held events being depic&tiworkshop participants from
Germany, Brazil, India, ItalyMexicoand Polandvere divided into &
different groups;

Procedure. After informed consent was obtained, the workshops
participants are shown instructions
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guestionnaire. The data collections can be done by printed forms or on
line with digital tools.

Table 117 Legends of the Figure 3

Part Item Description

1 NFC-Hn NFC level of the individual participant
NFC-GnEn  NFC Meanlevel of one group
Hn The workshopparticipant
Pn The resulting product of a group

WKS-Sn The workshops identification
NFC-RSn The groups NFC ranking from a spec#itdy

run
Correlations C1 Correlation between NFESn e OURRSh
Cc2 Correlation between OURSn e OURJnRSh
Clusters K1 NFC MeanK-Means Cluster Center obtaine
by the c¢cl ust eNFCMean o
K2 JudgeNFC K-Means Cluster Center obtaine
by the clustering o
K3 OUP K-Means Cluster Center obtained by t
clustering of the group@UP Mearratings
2 NFC-JSn NFC Mean level of the panel of judges
NFC-Jn NFC level of the individual judge
Jn The judgebs persona
IPJSn The independent panel of judddentification
PQJSn The panel of judgeislentification

OUP-JnSn The judgeds persona
OUP-JnPn The judgebds persona

OUP-Pn The independent panel of judge®an rating
for a product

OUP-RSn The independent ranking
of all products from one event

O-JnPn The judgeds per sona
Originality assessment

U-JnPn The judgedsatipegsofa
UserValue assessment

P-JnPn The judgeods per sona

Producubility assessment
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Second Part of the Study

At Part 2, the products asubmitted to an independent panel of
judges (IP3S1 to IP3Sn) through a consensual assessment technique
(AMABILE, 1996; HENNESSEY; AMABILE, 2010; MAGNI$SON,

2003) The judges (J1 to Jn) rate the products on three dimensions:
Originality, Producibility and Use¥alue (OURP1 to OUPPN).

The goal ofthesestudiesis to show if the highest perceived
innovatveness (OUMP1 to OUPPN) ratingsare obtainedoy groups
within a specific range of NFCés | ev
(NFC-RSn). To do that, he resulting correlations (F between the
perceived innovativeness of the products and the NFC levels of the groups
are analyzed and probabilitts values (fvalue) arechecked to be below
the level of significancef 5% (0.05).

The correlation(C2) bet we en the judgesbo pe
rankings (OUPRJ1RS1 to OURJNRSL) and the resultingtudyd s panel
ranking (OUPRE1)arealsochecked to verify ithere are particular NFC
levels that can consistently produce personal rankings close to the panel
ones.

By applying the Microsoft Excel AVERAGE function to the whole
set of individual sd NFC | eveiliss of th
possible & determineK1) the NFC Meanof the groupsand to relate it
wi th the Gr ouKkstlieJuigs RFCileeelsand apmpare
it with the judges best individual ranking of ideas (when compared to the
final ranking of each IPJ); ari3) the OUP Mearratingsof each group
andrelate it to K1.

ThePanel of Judges

Task.The second part of tieudyinvolvesthe rating (from 1 to 10 points)

of products in three different aspects: Originality, Ugatue and
Producibility (MAGNUSSON, 2003) Each participant (defined as a
Judge) is requested to watch a video presentation of one or several
products and fill a survey by rating the referred threeets of each one

of the products. At the end of the relatddyeach participant has to
respond to a specific NFC questionnaire.

Design.This part of thestudywasdonein two different forms: onean
done with independent judgesmpletely on line \d a set of digital toojs
the other can be done at the end of the ewdats set oprintedtools
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For the online assessmeiitThefirst step is to define a list of up to ten
potential participants (judges) according to defined requirements. The
secondjs to send a standard invitation to all names in the list. The first
five potential judges that respond positively to the invitation are the ones
who effectively become Judges on thtudy After accepting the
invitation, the five judges receive anotheessage with instructions, a
link (URL) and password to access the videos and the rating system on
line. The two resulting data sets, which are only collected remotely
according to the instructions presented in thppendix Il. Each
Independent Panel of Judges is created for and related to a specific set of
the workshops run on the first part of gtedy For theon-siteassessment

T Thefirst stepis to run the workshop in its entirety. At the end, after each
group has presented itsnovative propositions, all participants receive a
printed version of the OUP Questionnaire (see Instruments). Each
participant/judge rate all propositions except the one created by the group
to which he or she belonged.

Materials. At the end, thestudy h a s to produce (e
guestionnaire responses for each judge, (b) personal information about
each one of the participants (first name, last name, date of binhjle
address and sex), (c) a set of three ratings for each product rated.

Participants.IPJ: The participant®f the inpedent panel of judgesere

15 persons coming from Brazil, Colombia, Croatia, Germany, Italy,
Sweden, United Kingdom and were divided into three different
independent panels of judges. They participated in the stuajrageers
with up to two hours of work. All of the judges/participants were invited
only once to take part of tlegudy. None & them took part in more than
onestudy POJ:The participant®f the panel of judgesere2l persons
coming from Brazil They m@rticipated in the study atudentswith up to

two hours of work. All of the judges/participants were invited only once
to take part of thetudy None & them took part in more than osgudy,

Procedure After informed consent was obtained, participants are shown
instructions on how to respond to
gquestionnaires. The data collections is done exclusively on line with
digital tools 6ee Appendixl).
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Proceduresf the Study

The groupsdé | evel areasdessed withshed mi n
Need For ClosuréNFC) scale, computing a 1Bems selection of its
original 41 itemgKRUGLANSKI, 2004; ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011a)

The productsd perceiacasdessednbyovat i v
panels of judges through the Consensual Assessment Technique
(AMABILE, 1982).

The relations between the two types of lewtinvestigated with
the use othe IBM SPSS Statistics version @BM CORP., 2012)The
goal is toanalyze théivariate twetailed Spearman rank correlatiand
the multiple linear regressions possibilitisem the following set of
variables.

Variables

As describel below,from the first part bthe studyit is possible to
collect the NFC levelsage and genderf the participants anobtainfour
variables from them:

a) NFC Standard Deviation: this number results from applying
the Microsoft Excel STDEV function to the individuals NFC
levels of theparticipants of a specific group. It is needed for
the Coefficient of Variation calculation;
b) NFC Mean: this number results from applying the Microsoft
Excel AVERAGE function to the w
NFC levels of the participants of a specific gpo This is the
mean value of the individual N
participants;
c) NFC Coefficient of Variation: is obtained by dividing the
standard deviation value of a group by its NFC Range.
d) NFC Range: this data results from the subtraction of the
lowest individual NFC level from the highest individual level
founds in particular groups;
e) Participandb s Gender ;
f) Participandb s Age.

From thesecondpart of thestudyit is possible to collect th@UP
ratings and the NFC levelage and gendérom the judgesandobtain
the following variables
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a) NFC Level of each Judge: results from the NFC questionnaire
fulfillment by each Judge;

b) Originality Mean ratings of the Products: based on the rating
(0-10) that each judge defined for each product on Originality
O);

c) UserValue Mean ratings of the Products: based on the rating
(0-10) that each judge defined for each product on-Vsdume
);

d) Producibility Mean ratings of the Products: based on the rating
(0-10) that each judge defined for each product on
Producilility (P);

e) OUP Mean ratings of the Products: based on the compound
OUP rating (610) that each judge defined for each product;

f)  General OUP ranking of the Products: ranking of classification
based on the OUP Mean rating obtained by each product from
the Incependent Panel of Judges;

g) Judg® ©UP ranking of the Products: ranking of classification
based on the OUP Mean rating obtained by each product from
each judge;

h) Judgebds Gender ;

) Judgebds Age.

Instruments
Need for Closure Questionnaire

The levels of closednindedness are assessed with a-reglort
guestionnaire designed to measure the motivation for cognitive closure,
also known as Need For ClosureNFC(KRUGLANSKI; WEBSTER,

1996; KRUGLANSKI, 2004; ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2007, 2011a)he

NFC assessment instrument used to support the present discourse is a
validated questionnaire, with 41 items (Likéeype) bipolarresponse
summated ratings scale measuremdROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011a,
2011b) From which only 15 itesiare taken into account for obtaining

the NFC leels of the participantsit is necessary to emphasize that
(ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011a, p. 93)

the brief NFC scale does not aim to replace the full
scale [é]. Mor eover, keep
the 15item selection is designed to measure
overall individual differences in NFC on a ene
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dimensional scale, while pmwing the content
richness of the broad construct. The abridged scale
is, however, not suitable for the assessment of the
individual NFC facets.

The NFCS Questionnaire, in its revised 41 items vel(R@ETS;
VAN HIEL, 2007)is presentedt Table B highlighting the 15 item taken
into account for thetudies ROETS; VAN HIEL, 2011a)

Table 127 NFCS 41 items Questionnaire
41 Questions 15

1. I think that having clear rules and order at work is essential for success.

2. Even after | @vouesomethithg | am plwaysyeageritorcahsid
different opinion.

3. | dondét |ike situations that are X
4. | dislike questions which could be answered in many different ways. X
5. I like to have friends who are unpredictable.

6. | find that a well ordered life with regular hours suits my temperament. X

7. When dining out, | like to go to places where | have been before so that | kno
what to expect.

8. | feel uncomfortable when | don't understand the reason why an event occurr
my life.

9. | feel irritated when one person disagrees with what everyone else in a group
believes.

10. | hate to change my plans at the last minute.
11. | don't like to go into a situation without knowing what | can expect from it. X

12. When Ihave made a decision, | feel relieved. X

x

13. When | am confronted with a prot

14. When | am confused about an important issue, | feel very upset.

15. | would quickly become impatient and irritated viduld not find a solution to a
problem immediately.

16. | would rather make a decision quickly than sleep over it.

17. Even if | get a lot of time to make a decision, | still feel compelled to decide
quickly.

18. I think it is fun to change my plaasthe last moment.

19. | enjoy the uncertainty of going into a new situation without knowing what mi
happen.

20. My personal space is usually messy and disorganized.

21. In most social conflicts, | can easily see which side is right and whiatoig.
22. | almost always feel hurried to reach a decision, even when there is no reas
do so.
Table continues
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41 Questions- continued 15

23. | believe that orderliness and organization are among the most important
characteristics of a goadudent.

24. When considering most conflict situations, | can usually see how both sides
be right.

25. | don't like to be with people who are capable of unexpected actions. X

26. | prefer to socialize with familiar friends because | know whakfmect from
them.

27. | think that | would learn best in a class that lacks clearly stated objectives a
requirements.

28. When thinking about a problem, | consider as many different opinions on the
issue as possible.

29. 1 like to know what peoplare thinking all the time.

30. I dislike it when a person's statement could mean many different things. X
31. 1tdés annoying to |isten to somec

32. | find that establishing a consistent routine enablesragjoy life more. X
33. | enjoy having a clear and structured mode of life. X

34. | prefer interacting with people whose opinions are very different from my ov
35. 1 like to have a place for everything and everything in its place.
36.1feeluncomfortabl e when someoneds mes

37. 1 always see many possible solutions to problems | face.

38. | 6d rather know bad news than st
39. | do not usually consult many different opinidresore forming my own view. X
40. | dislike unpredictable situations. X

41. | dislike the routine aspects of my work (studies).

Source(KRUGLANSKI; WEBSTER, 1996; KRUGLANSKI, 2004; ROETS; VAN HIEL,
2007, 2011a)

TheOUP Consensual Assessment Technique

Each one of the assessed ideas are classifiachbgel of judges
on a scale from one (1, the least) to ten (10, the most) on 3 different
dimensions: Originality, Usevalue and Producibility. Accordingly to
the scaleabove, each idea gets a score reflecting as it was perceived by
each one of the members of the jury. Using a form similar to the one
depicted below, each judge informs her or his ratings for each
product/group pair. Btails can be obtained in Appendiix
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Table 137 OUP Questionnaire
Originality User-Benefit Producibility

Group G1
Product P1
Group Gn
Product Pn
Source: Based ofMAGNUSSON, 2003)

Data

Thestudywas designed during the period from May 2011 to June
2012. The overall pool of workshops that were held to subsidize this
research resulted in more than 30 different groups and involving more
than 180 people from some 10 different countries.

From this pol, only 4 different workshops(with 18 different
groups) 3 independent panel of judgasd 1 paneof judges with the
participation of a total d®9 persong55 women and4 men)from eight
different countrieproduced valid data sets. This was duéneofact that
the Need For Closure (NFC) and tl@riginality, UserValue and
Producibility (OUP) assessments were only developed into a point as to
spur valid data after June 2012. These sets of data were obtained from the
following elements

a) 84 workshopparticipants fromGermany, Brazil, India, Italy,
Mexico and Polandivided into B different groups; and

b) 36 judges divided into 2 types of consensual assessment
techniques:

a. oneis composed [&/independent panels of judgeih
5 participants each (15 persons in to@ming from
Brazil, Colombia, Croatia, Germany, Italy, Sweden and
United Kingdom

b. the other is composed byl 2personsfrom the &
participantsof one of the workshops

Each one of 18differentgmup& geatedmproduct
proposition that was then submitted to be assessed by one of the panels of
judges.



131

Wor kshopsd Dat a

As can beseeing in the data sets beldinom the first part of the
study it is possible to collect the NFC levels of the participants and
calculate four variables from them:

a) NFC Standard Deviation: this number results from
applying the Microsoft Excel STDEV function to the
individuals NFC levels of the participants of a sfieci
group. It is needed for the Coefficient of Variation
calculation;

b) NFC Mean: this number results from applying the
Microsoft Excel AVERAGE function to the whole set of
individual sé6 NFC |l evels of
group. This is the mean wa of the individual NFC levels
of the groupbs participants

c) NFC Coefficient of Variation: is obtained by dividing the
standard deviation value of a group by its NFC Range.

d) NFC Range: this data results from the subtraction of the
lowest individual NFC levefrom the highest individual
level founds in particular groups;

Taken as a whole, the data collected from 84 participants are:

a) Average Age: 26,6 years;

b) Gender: 50 wome(b9,52%)and 34 mer§40,48%)

¢) NFC Standard Deviation: 11,89;

d) NFC Mean: 52,73;

e) NFC Coefficient of variation: 0,23;

f) NFC Range: 50,00 (Max NFC: 81,0; Min NFC: 31,0);
g) OUP Mean: 6,57.

Data: WorkshopWVKS.2.01

The first run of thestudy, as described below, was held on the 25th
and 26th of June 2012 with 4 grougsd23 participantg16 women and
7 men) in Floriandpolis, Brazil. ThBIFC Meanof the participants of this
event is 53,2@&nd an average age 82,66years Its Cronbach's alpha
coefficient of internal consistendy 0,89 (15items an23 cases)
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Tablel4i Partici pant s6 NJuGyWKs8.2EI| s from the

Groups
PARTICIPANT WKS.2.01.A WKS.2.01.B WKS.2.01.C WKS.2.01.D WKS.2.01.E
1 39 58 51 49 59
2 45 35 39 55 47
3 67 53 65 59 70
4 57 47 31 38
5 67 44 70
6 75
Women 2 3 4 ) 2
Men 2 2 1 1 1

The main characteristic of this session is the fact that all
participants came from a singdeganizaion, although from several areas
within it. The groups were formed by previously collecting surface level
differences information about the paitiants. The participants were
assigned to groups towards increase its diversity.

Table 157 NFC levels analysis from theStudy WKS.2.01
Groups

WKS.2.01.A WKS.2.01.B WKS.2.01.C WKS.2.01.D WKS.2.01.E

NFC Standard 12,49 12,00 12,88 13,59 11,50
Deviation

NFC Mean 52,00 52,00 46,00 57,67 58,67
NFC Coefficient 0,2402 0,2308 0,2801 0,2357 0,1961
of Variation

NFC Range 28,00 32,00 34,00 37,00 23,00

Data: WorkshopGSJ.1.01

The secondtudywas held from the ™ until the 4" of November
2012 with22 participantq14 women and 8 mgnresulting in fve valid
groups: one from the city of Bangalore (Indiaje from Poznan (Poland)
and three from Milan (ltaly). The gr
of 50,39 and an average age of 25 yd&é<ronbach's alpheoefficient
of internal consistencig 0,780 (15 items and 22 cases)
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Tablel6i Partici pant s6 NJuGyGSEIWEl s fr om

Groups

PARTICIPANT GSJ.1.01.A GSJ.1.01.B GSJ.1.01.C GSJ.1.01.D GSJ.1.01.E
1 33 36 54 73 67

2 55 39 36 46 36

3 36 45 50 53

4 44 50 59 43

5 60 52 49

6 54
Women 1 4 2 3 4
Men 4 1 0 1 2

The groups were formed naturally by the participants themselves.
The main characteristic of this session is the fact that it was run during
the Global Sustainability Jam 227.

Table 1717 NFC levels analysis from theStudy GSJ.1.01

Groups

GSJ.1.01.A GSJ.1.01.B GSJ.1.01.C GSJ.1.01.D GSJ.1.01.E
NFC Standard

Deviation 11,82 6,88 12,73 11,97 10,58
NFC Mean 47,83 44,40 45,00 57,00 50,33
NFC Coefficient

of Variation 0,2472 0,1549 0,2828 0,2100 0,2101
NFC Range 27,00 16,00 18,00 27,00 31,00

Data: WorkshopKSD.101

The thirdstudystarted on the 8th of April 2013 and finished on the
23rd of May 2013 with8gr oupsd data bei Ay t a
participants(6 women and 4 menwith aNFC Meanof 56,43 and an
average age of 22 yearlts Cronbach's alphaoefficient of internal
consistencys 0,830 (42 items and 15 cases)

This studywas held at the K&In International School of Design, as
part of a regular project done during a discipline hosted by Professor
Birgit Magerand two former KISD students (11 and 12 years after their
graduation) named André Poulheim and Thorsten Frackemmuoohlthe
Design Studio Frackenpohl & Poulheim, from Cologne/Germartye
goal of the discipline was to explore different scenarios of possibilities to
create Product/Service solutions.

50 For more information, checkittp://planet.globalsustainabilityjam.org/gsusj12/buzz
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Tablel8i Par tici pant s6 NJuGyKBRM&! s fr om

Groups
PARTICIPANT KSD.101.A KSD.1.01.B KSD.1.01.C
1 41 48 37
2 52 56 38
3 69 68 72
4 61
5
6
Women 1 3 2
Men 2 1 1

The groups were formed by previously asking the participants to
fill the NFC Scale questionnair€he participants were assigned to groups
based on individual levels of NFC.

Table 197 NFC levels analysis from theStudy KSD.1.01

Groups
KSD.101.A KSD.101.B KSD.101.C
NFC Standard Deviation 14,11 8,42 19,92
NFC Mean 54,00 58,25 49,00
NFC Coefficient of Variation 0,2612 0,1446 0,41
NFC Range 28,00 20,00 35,00

Data: WorkshopUNI.1.01

The fourthstudystarted on th@2" of August D14 and fnished
on the6™ of September 201deneratingd5 validgr ou p swith2®8at a ,
participants(6 women and 4 mepnanda NFC Meanof 55,06 and an
average age of 26,Bears.lts Cronbach's alpheoefficient of internal
consistencys 0,839 (42 items and 29 cases)

This study was held at thdJniversidade do Vale de Itajai
UNIVALI, as part of a regular a discipline hostedauricio Manhaes
The goal of the discipline was to explore different scenarios of
possibilities to create Product/Service solutions.

The groups were formed by previouslgking the participants to
fill the NFC Scale questionnaire. The participants were assigned to groups
based on individual levels of NFC.

t

he
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Table20i Par ti ci pant s6 NJuGyUNIelWe!l s fr om

Groups

PARTICIPANT UNI.1.01.A UNIL1.01.B UNI.1.01.C UNI.1.01.D UNI.1.01.E
1 34 37 39 40 40
2 41 48 50 50 50
3 51 51 53 53 55
4 56 56 58 59 60
5 66 62 64 62 75

6 67 63 81 76
Women 6 0 1 5 2
Men 0 6 5 1 3

As stated before, these are the data relating to fthe
wor ks h o psudieAbeve weee @resented the NFC resulting data
of 84 participants divided int@8 groups.

Table 217 NFC levels analgis from the Study UNI.1.01

Groups
UNI.1.01.A UNL1.01.B UNI.1.01.C UNIL1.01.D UNI.1.01.E

NFC Standard 13,28 9,75 14,24 12,19 12,94
Deviation

NFC Mean 52,50 52,83 57,50 56,67 56,00
NFC Coefficient 0,25 0,18 0,25 0,22 0,23
of Variation

NFC Range 33,00 25,00 42,00 36,00 35,00

In the following pagse aredescribed the data collected from the
three Independent Panel of Judges (Bl one Panel of Judges (POJ)
created to evaluate the products that were generated 8 tieups
related to the&l workshops.

Data: Consensual Assessment Technique

As can be seeing in the collected data sets from the second part of
thestudy, 36 personsveredivided into 2 types of consensual assessment
techniques:

a. IndependenPanel of Judgess composed by 3 independent panels
of judges with 5 participants eachS( persons in total) coming
from Brazil, Colombia, Croatia, Germany, Italy, Sweden and
United Kingdom;

b. Panel of Judgess composed by 2 personsfrom the UNI.1.01
workshop.These judges rated only the products from the workshop
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that they took part, buiotrating the product created by the specific
group in which s/he was assigned to.

Each participant of the Consensual Assessment Technique, be it
IndependenPanel of Judgesr Panel of Judgesat ed each wor ks
products into three aspects: OriginalityserBenefit and Producibility.

The NFClevel (see the column NFC.IR3ét the following tablek
of each judge was also assessednablethe investigation of some
possible relations.

One of these possible relations w.
|l evel s on the judgesd rating profil
panel 6s overall rating for each prod

Taken as a whole, the data collected fi28rjudgesare:

a) Average Age: 31 years;

b) Gender16women(44,44%)and20 (55,56%)men;
¢) NFC Standard Deviatiort0,59

d) NFC Mean50,33

e) NFC Coefficient of variation: 0,2

f) NFC Range: 480 (Max NFC:75,0; Min NFC:26,0);
g) OUP Mean: 6,57.

Data: IndependenPanelof Judges 0{IPJ01)7 WKS.2.01

This panel was composed by 4 men and 1 woman with an average
age 0f39,77yearsand its objective was to assess the products created at
the WKS.2.01 workshoprhe assessment was done between thend
2" of August 2012.

Table 227 WKS.2.01'sjudges

Judge Man/Woman Age (2014) NFC
IPJ01.01 Man 38 44
IPJ01.02 Man 41 38
IPJ01.03 Man 44 40
IPJO1.04 Woman 32 42
IPJ01.05 Man 44 47

The following tablepresents the ratings given by each one of the
judges of the Independent Panel of Judges 01 (IPJO1) to the products
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created during the workshop WKS.2.0lhe overall average ratings
given by all judges from IPJ01 €02

Its Cronbach's alpheoefficientof internal consistencig 0,525 (5
items and 15 casesBy removing the data from IPJ01.01, the internal
consistency coefficient is 0,621 (4 items and 15 cases).

It is possible to verify that the product WKS.2Bivas considered
the highest on the Origatity level, thesecondowest on théJserBenefit
andProducibility dimensionsand rankinghird on the final OUPMean
level. In the opposite direction went the perception of the product
WKS.2.01A, ranked the highest on ti@UP Mean received thehird
Originality and UserBenefitmean rating, and the highest Producibility
one(along with ProductWKS.2.01D). The highest UseBenefit mean
level product, the WKS.2.01.B, was rafedrth on Originality anda far
third on Producibility.It ended up at a foth place on the final OUP
ratings of that group.

Table 237 WKS.2.01's OUP Ratings by Judges
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IPJ01.01 8 6 6 8 8 8 7 8 7 8 9 9 8 7 9 44
1PJ01.02 4 5 4 7 5 7 6 5 4 5 4 6 7 5 5 38
1PJ01.03 5 6 9 2 5 5 7v 3 1 7 7 2 9 8 2 40
1PJ01.04 8 10 8 5 8 3 9 2 4 3 9 9 9 5 2 42
1PJ01.05 8 4 8 6 9 1 9 6 3 2 5 9 9 4 2 47
IPJO1.MEAN 6,6 62 70 56 7,0 48 76 48 3,8 50 6,8 7,0 84 58 4,0

The described relations reinforce what previous studies have
shown about the reliability of using this kind of instrument to access the
perceived innovativeness of new products propositigigABILE,
1982; MAGNUSSON, 2003)

At the WKS.2.01, the rating of the high&3UP Meanproduct is
18,18% higher than the last one
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Table 247 OUP mean levels from theStudy WKS.2.01

Groups
Perception Levels WKS.2.01.A WKS.2.01.B WKS.2.01.C WKS.2.01.D WKS.2.01.E
Originality Mean 6,60 5,60 7,60 5,00 8,40
UserBenefitMean 6,20 7,00 4,80 6,80 5,80
ProducibilityMean 7,00 4,80 3,80 7,00 4,00
OUP Mean 6,60 5,80 5,40 6,27 6,07

Data: IndependenPanelof Judges R (IPJ02) i GSJ.1.01

This panel was composed by 4 men and 1 woman with an average
age of 33,27 years and its objective was to assess the products created at
the GSJ.1.0.workshop. The assessment was done betwee2Othand
24" of May 2013

Table 257 GSJ.1.01's Judges

Judge Man/Woman Age (2014) NFC

IPJ02.01 Man 33 37
IPJ02.02 Man 33 45
IPJ02.03 Man 36 62
IPJ02.04 Woman 33 51
IPJ02.05 Man 31 26

Thenext table presents each of the 3 ratings for every product from
GSJ.1.01 by each judge the Independent Panel of Jud@s(IPJ02)
Theaverage ratings given by all judges from 1PJ02 is 5,92.

Its Cronbach's alpheoefficient of internal consistendy 0,453 (5
items and 15 casesBy removing the data from 1PJ02.05, the internal
consistency coefficient is 0,583 (4 items and 15 cases).

It is possible to verify that the produ8SJ.101D was considered
thehighest on the OriginalityyserBenefit andProducibilitydimensions
and rankingdirst on the final OUPMean level. In the opposite direction
went the perception of the produg6J.101C, ranked the lowst on the
OUP Mean received thdifth Originality and UseiBenefit (along with
Product GSJ.D1A) mean rating, and the lowst Producibility one
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Table 267 GSJ.1.01's OUP Ratings by Judges
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IPJ02.01 5 4 2 7 3 1 5 3 2 9 910 10 7 8 37
IPJ02.02 8 5 7 5 8 810 5 510 9 9 4 4 4 45
IPJ02.03 5 7 6 7 7 7 6 7 4 8 8 9 5 5 g 62
IPJ02.04 5 7 7 6 5 2 3 5 3 5 9 9 8 6 7 51
IPJ02.05 2 2 4 7 7 9 6 5 4 7 6 3 4 4 2 26
IPJO2.MEAN 5,0 5,0 5,2 6,4 6,0 54 6,0 50 3,6 7,8 8,2 8,0 62 52 5,8
Table 277 OUP mean levels from theStudy GSJ.1.01
Groups
Perception Levels GSJ.1.01.A GSJ.1.0B GSJ.1.01.C GSJ.1.01.D GSJ.1.01.E
Originality Mean 5,00 6,40 6,00 7,80 6,20
UserBenefitMean 5,00 6,00 5,00 8,20 5,20
ProducibilityMean 5,20 540 3,60 8,00 5,80
OUPMEAN 5,07 593 4,87 8,00 5,73

At the GSJ.1.01, the rating of the high€dtP Meanproduct is
39,13% higher than the last one.

Data: IndependenPanelof Judge®3 (IPJ03)i KSD.101
This panel was composed Bynen and women with an average
age of31,83years and its objective was to assess the products created at
the KSD.1.01workshop. The assessment was done betweer2tefR
May and F'of June2013

Table 287 KSD.1.01's Judges

Judge Man/Woman Age (2014) NFC

IPJ03.01 Woman 36 36
IPJ03.02 Woman 31 56
IPJ03.03 Woman 31 54
IPJ03.04 Man 28 a7

IPJ03.05 Man 33 44
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The following tablepresents the ratings given by each one of the
judges of the Independent Panel of JuddgegIPJ(®B) to the products
created during the workshé&5D.1.01.The overall average ratings given
by all judges from IPIX®is 6,84. Its Cronbach's alphaoefficient of
internal consistencig 0,705 (5 items and 9 cases)

Its Cronbach's alpheoefficient of internal consistendy 0,705 (5
items and 9 casesBy removing the data from 1PJ03.05, the internal
consistency coefficient is 0,911 (4 items and 15 cases).

It is possible to verify that the pposition KSD.101B was
considered thhighest on the UseBenefit andProducibilitydimensions
second on Originalityand rankindirst on the final OUPMean level. In
the opposite direction went the perception of the pcoSD.101A,
ranked the lowst on theOUP Mean receivedin both Originality and
UserBenefit mean rating a far third place, among 3 products from
KSD.1.01.

Table 297 KSD.1.01's OUP Ratings by Judges
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IPJ03.01 4 7 6 8 10 7 8 8 10 47
IPJ03.02 1 5 8 8 9 6 6 8 9 56
IPJ03.03 3 8 7 10 10 9 8 8 9 36
IPJ03.04 2 3 7 9 10 9 7 8 5 44
IPJ03.05 5 6 4 1 10 10 10 1 1 54
IPJO3.MEAN 30 58 64 72 98 82 78 6,6 6,8
Table 307 OUP mean levels from theStudy KISD.01

Groups

Perception Levels KSD.1.01A KSD.1.01B KSD.1.01C
Originality-Mean 3,00 7,20 7,8
UserBenefitMean 5,80 9,80 6,6
Producibility:Mean 6,40 8,20 6,8
OUP Mean 5,07 8,40 7,07

At the KSD.1.01, the rating of the highe&UP Meanproduct is
39,64% higher than the last one.
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Data: Panelof Judges 01R0OJO0) i UNI.1.01

This panel was composed by 10 men addwbmen with an
average age of 28,07 years and its objective was to assess the products
created at the UNL.0O1workshop. The assessment was done between the
22" of May and F' of June2013

This panel was not an fAlndepen
participants of the UNI.1.01 workshop, but they could not rate the product
created by the group to which the ggdwas assigned to.

Table32 presents the ratings given by each ofine judges of the
Panel of JudgeslQ(POJ0) to the productsreated during the workshop
UNI.1.01.The overall average ratings given by all judges fR@OU01s
7,18. As can be seen,ethudges did not rate every product that was
created during the workshop. Whenever at the following table there is a
sign of minus ), it means that the judge was assigned to the group
identified at the column.

Table 317 UNI.1.01'sjudges

Judge Man/Woman Age (2014) NFC

P0OJ0101 Woman 30 39
P0OJ0102 Man 30 40
P0OJ0103 Woman 23 40
P0OJ0104 Woman 27 41
P0OJ0105 Man 39 48
P0OJ0106 Woman 27 50
P0OJ0107 Woman 24 50
P0OJ0108 Man 25 50
P0OJ0109 Woman 42 51
POJO110 Man 30 51
POJO111 Man 22 55
P0OJO112 Man 25 56
POJ0113 Woman 26 56
POJO114 Woman 25 59
POJ0115 Man 30 60
POJO116 Man 31 62
POJO117 Man 22 63
POJ0118 Man 33 64
POJ0O119  Woman 23 66
P0OJ0120 Woman 28 67

P0OJ0121 Woman 31 75
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Due to the fact that not all judges rated all products, the Cronbach's
alphacoefficient of internal consistenégr UNI.1.01 had to be calculated
for each product separately. The results are presented at the following
table.

Table 327 UNI.1.01's OUP Ratings by Judges

.5 2 .82 .82 .,.%5&|,8 £
£5:2:32:53¢8::32;:
€ @ 5 c @ 5 c @ 5 D S5 c @ 3
2 ¢ 8 2 3 8 2 3 8 28 8 2 s B
— = _ _ — [72) _
O D o O ODOa O O a O O a 0 D o
< < < m@m@mOOCO0aoqggaomi@mmsg
— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — '_>
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
e T T B B B B B B B B R B B B
Z >332z 3233z3z33z3z 3z Q
> O O OO DD ODS O oS o9 oS oO9©oo9S o9 o oz
P0OJ0101 8 10 10 8 6 6 - - - 8 5 4 8 8 8 39
P0OJ0102 7 7 6 8 6 6 5 7 6 9 9 9 - - - 40
P0OJ0103 8 8 6 7 5 5 6 8 9 - - -9 9 8 40
P0OJ0104 - - - 7 7 9 6 7 7 7 8 7 8 8 741
P0OJ0105 8 10 7 - - -7 9 8 9 9 8 8 8 7 48
P0OJ0106 9 10 3 8 6 6 7 6 8 - - - 8 9 850
P0OJ0O107 8 10 9 3 3 3 8 9 8 8 10 10 - - - 50
P0OJ0108 8 8 8 8 5 8 - - - 8 10 7 8 10 5 50
P0OJ0109 - - - 9 2 1 9 7 710 9 910 9 951
POJ0110 9 10 5 - - - 5 7 7 7 9 8 9 10 7 51
POJO111 8 6 3 3 0 3 3 3 0 6 910 - - -55
POJ0112 7 8 4 - - - 4 9 3 4 7 6 6 8 356
POJ0113 - - - 8 6 4 7 8 9 9 9 9 7 7 856
POJ0114 9 9 5 8 6 6 7 6 8 - - - 8 9 959
POJ0115 7 8 5 7 5 7 6 9 6 6 8 7 - - -6860
POJ0116 9 9 6 8 3 5 9 9 8 - - - 9 8 762
POJO117 6 8 5 - - - 3 710 5 7 9 7 8 763
POJ0118 8 9 8 6 8 9 - - - 7 7 9 7 4 764
POJ0119 - - - 7 6 9 8 8 8 8 7 8 8 7 766
POJ0120 - - - 5 6 9 810 9 4 7 3 9 8 8 67
POJ0O121 9 9 9 4 5 5 5 3 3 7 7 7 - - -75
POJOIMEAN 8,1 8,7 6,4 6,7 5,1 6,0 6,4 7,4 7,0 7,2 8,1 7,6 81 82 7,3

It is possible to verify that the prodsdtNI.1.01A, UNI.1.01D
and UNI.101E rankedirst on the final OUPMean level Although these
products evenly matched at the highest rating of 8 points, they were
differently ranked on the dimensions. UNQ1A and UNI.101E were
considered thaighest on Originality. UNI.D1A was ranked the highest
on UserBenefit, and UNI.1.01.D was ranked highest on the Producibility
dimension.The perception of the produttNI.1.01B, ranked the lowst
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on theOUP Mean receivedn both Originality and UsesBenefit mean
ratings a far third place, amongst 5 products from UNI.1.01.

Table 337 UNI.1.01 Cronbach's alpha coefficient

Groups
Results UNIL1.01.A UNIL1.01.B UNIL1.01.C UNL1.01.D UNI1.01.E
Cronbach's alpha
coefficient 0,938 0,791 0,570 0,541 0,728
Number of Cases
(O, U, P) 3 3 3 3 3
Number of Items 16 17 18 17 16

Table 347 OUP mean levels from theStudy UNI.1.01

Groups
Perception Levels UNI.1.01.A UNI.1.01.B UNIL1.01.C UNL1.01.D UNI.1.01.E
Originality-Mean 8,06 6,84 6,45 7,28 8,06
UserBenefitMean 871 5.26 7,50 811 822
ProducibilityMean 6,35 6.16 7,15 7,56 7,33
OUP Mean 7,71 6,09 7,50 7,65 7,87

At the UNI.1.01, the rating of the highe€tUP Meanproduct is
25,000 higher than the last one.

NFCand OUP6s Correlations

With the above presertedata it was possible to investigate the
possible relations between NFC and OUP from two different
perspectives:

a) GroupsNFC Meanand Product©UP Mean: The groupdFC
Meanand the rspective resultin@ UP Meanfor the products;

b) Individual and Collective OUP from the Judges: The individual
Judgesd means ratings for each
OUP mean attributed by all judges.

OnTable37it is possible to verify how th&8 groups are ranked
based on their OUP Mean. The differehetween thdive first and five
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last OUPpositions yields 40,326 i ncr ease on the grou
levels and 85,30% increase on their OUP Meéaworing the top ones
The following tables present several relations that were established
through bivariate twaailed Spearman rank correlation, using the IBM
SPSS Statistics version #BM CORP., 2012)
These relations are presentediaifferent sets of 183,12 and 6
groups. The first present the correlations obtained by all dataafitci@
groups taken together. From these 18 groupsctieehtion analysis
revealed two different sets of groups, one composed by 12 and another by
6. Basically, the differencbetween these two setd groupsis at the
Spearman correlatioof the NFC Coefficient of VariatiofNFC CoV)
and the OUP Mea While for the 18 and 12 sets of groups, this
correlation is positive, at the 6 set it is negative, as it is presented in the
next pages.
Due to the fact that UNI.1.01 wor
the participants themselves, a correlation analysis was doneuttieos
groups from the cited workshop.



145

Analysis of 18 groupqTotal)

Table 3 presents the basic data used to obtairtheelations Its
Cronbach's alpheoefficient of internal consistenéy 0,84 (7 items and
18 cases)Figure 8 andFigure 9 portray the OUP Mean relations with
NFC CoVand NFC MeanBoth presented with their exponential trend
lines

The Table 35 presentsthe bivariate tweailed Spearman rank
correlation obtained with the data generated by the refé8eptoups of
the study. Considering only the correlations that have a significance (2
tailed) level equal dpelow the 0,05 threshold, the data shows that:

a) NFC Mean andOUP Mean correlate positively with a
coefficient of 0606and a level of significance of @8;

b) NFC Mean and’roducibility Mean correlate positively with a
coefficient of 0,64 and a level of sigificance of 0,00;

¢) NFC MeanandUserBenefit Mearncorrelate positively with a
coefficient of 0590 and a level of significance of 4,0,

The correlations between NFC MeddUP Mean,UserBenefit
Mean and Producibility Meamwvere positive consistently highvith
significance below 0Blevel.

Table 37 displayshe 18 group$50 women and 8 men, with an
average NFC level of 52,8)videdinto 3 sets, representing the highest,
the middle and the lowest according to their OUP ratiligs possible to
calculate the average NFC level of the individuals for eaciisetefore
as can be seen dable 37, whenconsidering the NFC levels of all
memberf the groups of each set, the average NFC levels are:

a) The average NFC level of the 31 memb@@women and 11
men)of the 6 highest OUP ratings groups is 56,16;

b) The average NFC level of the 27 memb@&women and 11
men)of the 6 middle OUP ratinggroups is 52,44;

c) The average NFC level of thé fhemberg15 women and 11
mer) of the 6 lowest OUP ratings groups is28,

It worth note that thesequencing of groudsom the lowest to the
higheston Originality ratings produces almost diametrically opposed
Producibility rated sequencing. This dynamic has already been described
by Magnusson (p. 79, 2003) : i The
however, simultaneously result i n
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a £nse, having produced the same scenario creates the perception that |
applied the OUP instruments in a coherent way.

Figure 81 OUP Mean andNFC CoV relation

Figure 97 OUP Mean and NFC Mean relation























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































