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Organizational Development

Abstract

Organizational creativity is presented as a continuous process with embedded attitudinal,

behavioral and cognitive creativity skills that make the process work. Organizations led by

proactive senior management can deliberately incorporate the process and skills into their

everyday work at all levels and across disciplines. Mastery of both efficiency and adaptability

are the critical characteristics of successful organizations. The organizational creativity process

is shown to be virtually synonymous with adaptability. Our review of the complex, loosely

defined field of Organizational Development (OD) reveals that most OD efforts to enhance

organizational effectiveness have consisted of a wide-ranging array of discrete interventions

mostly aimed at efficiency. Many OD interventions can be embedded as tools within the

creative process. How the proposed creativity process is consistent with climate perception,

motivation and strategy models of creativity is discussed.

Key words: organizational development, organizational creativity, creativity, creativity

process, change making, adaptability, innovation, organizational effectiveness,

motivation, climate, strategy.
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Introduction

In a nutshell, Organizational Development (OD) is a broad, loosely defined field of

practice and inquiry that espouses the noble goal of improving organizations and making them

more effective. In recent times, this goal has become more complex and challenging, as we

experience an era of rapidly accelerating change and frequent major discontinuities and

interruptions to the world in which we work. Many organizations that prospered during

more stable times - times that rewarded routinized efficiency - now find themselves poorly

adapted to today's realities, where adaptability and creativity are necessary .. While OD

interventions have been used to support creative efforts, overall the field ofOD has not made a

strong research connection with creativity, probably because creativity, even among creativity

researchers, has not been fully understood as a process with requisite skills, as opposed to an

outcome. In this chapter, we show that while OD has gradually evolved to understanding itself

as a discipline of change management, virtually no one in the field of OD has yet envisioned

OD as a continuous process of change making as opposed to discrete single or multiple

organizational interventions at a single point in time or as an ongoing insertion of interventions

over time. As well, such change making has been relegated to outside consulting firms

administering various tools and interventions, leaving organizations devoid of these skills and

dependent on external experts. Thus, to integrate the fields of OD and creativity, we present

Organizational Creativity as a change making process that includes a set of change making

attitudinal, behavioral and cognitive skills. We show that, just as the field of creativity has

many discrete creativity tools which can be employed within our creativity process, many OD

interventions are also tools that can be employed within the same creativity process. (Similarly,

many creativity tools can be applied to enhance typical OD interventions). However, we
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distinguish between a discrete tool and a complete process, and between a tool skillfully and

unskillfully applied.

That once successful companies are finding that their sure-hit formulas no longer work IS

an outcome predicted by Miller's simplicity theory (Miller, 1993), which suggested that some

organizations become so overwhelmingly focused on a single goal, activity, department or

worldview that they are incapable of considering other issues. An example, cited by Miller and

Chen (1996), is management so obsessed with cost-cutting that they neglect service and design.

Long revered icons of organizational excellence have been humbled, and even bailed out of

bankruptcy and imminent demise by government intervention. Individuals, families and entire

communities are fmding the world shifting beneath their feet as traditional markets, industries,

and sources of employment disappear under the impact of new information technologies, global

competition, lack of regulation of financial institutions, uncertainty about global warming,

transitioning to new energy sources, and a restructuring of the world economy. It is not

surprising that organizations whose main virtues during previous times were predictability and

reliability should find it difficult to adapt to this increasingly dynamic environment. Their

employees, too, are struggling to deal with these changing times as the vast scale of change has

resulted in an unprecedented need for information processing and problem solving skills. There

has been a dramatic increase in psychological research aimed at better understanding the

cognitive capabilities of employees, in order to improve employee productivity and well-being

(Hodgkinson & Healey, 2008).

This chapter addresses the need for organizations to develop more creative ways of

thinking and behaving to succeed in a turbulent world. While many organizations possess

ample efficiency and analytical capability, successful organizations must also learn to integrate
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adaptability and creative capability into their repertoire. Business and engineering schools

have provided managers with extensive training in analytical thinking and problem solving.

While useful for solving efficiency and optimization problems, such training is insufficient

for developing tacit-level competencies in adaptability or creative problem-solving. Tacit

competency is developed through 'learning by doing,' to the extent that codification is not

required (Fiol, 1991). Polanyi referred to such a degree of competency as subsidiary level

tacit knowledge (Polanyi, 1958), meaning skills are so integrated into an individual's

repertoire that they become second nature. We argue that creativity attitudes, behaviors,

cognitive skills and process must be learned, and developed such that they are second nature if

organizations are to survive and thrive. We argue that capability in implementing specific

creative behaviors, attitudes, cognitive skills and process are necessary foundations for

successful organizational development efforts. Such efforts ultimately all focus on

implementing valuable changes that build more effective organizations. First, we summarize a

wide array of organizational development approaches, and then we review different

approaches to the study of creativity. We then integrate the field of OD into a simplifying

system of Organizational Creativity comprised of attitudinal, behavioral, and cognitive

skills within a multi stage process. This system does not exclude analytical thinking and

tools; we position developing organizational creativity competency as enhancing or

empowering the already present analytical capability as the essential complement. Our

goals are to enable a helpful unification of OD research and practice as a subset of

Organizational Creativity, and to help apply the field of creativity to real world work. .

Prior to the advent of organizational development research in the mid-20th century,

the external environment was perceived as the primary determinant of a firm's performance.
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This was the standard industrial organizational (10) neo-classical economics viewpoint

(Porter, 1980; Caves and Porter, 1977; Caves, 1980). According to the 10 perspective, the

source of a firm's profits was ultimately determined by its market position and the structure

of the industry to which it belonged, and protected by barriers to entry into the market. This

perspective led to the notion that leaders need only to design appropriate organizational

structures and continue to make well reasoned decisions (Edmondson, 1996) in order to

achieve continued economic success. The field of organizational development has been

built upon the opposite viewpoint, which perceives that the source of superior profitability

lies inside the firm. Known as the resource-based view, this perspective regards the firm as

a bundle of resources not dependent on external market and industry structures (Ambrosini,

2003; Rumelt, 1984; Amit and Shoemaker, 1993). It suggests these resources - primarily

the people of the firm - are responsible for a firm's sustainable competitive advantage, as

they are capable of adapting to changing external circumstances. Miller and Shamsie

(1996) issued a call for more study of how internal resources can be managed as to remain

or become sources of sustainable competitive advantage and Beer (2001) supports this

need, noting that while there is overwhelming consensus that companies must become

capable of continuous adaptation, there is little agreement on how that can be achieved. We

subscribe to the resource-based approach and offer this chapter as a response to that call.

Our approach focuses specifically on the capability of the people inside the firm and how they

can use their creativity to manage internal or external change, in order to continuously develop

and sustain healthy profitability. One well cited example of this is how Southwest Airlines,

which is famous for its people-centered management style, continued to be profitable in the post

9/11 period while most U.S. airlines went into near or full bankruptcy.
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Open System Organizations

One of the basic tenets of 0 D is the view of an organization as a transformational engine

comprised of people, equipment, and processes which continuously convert changing inputs

from the external environment into changing outputs to the external environment. The extent to

which organizations pay heed to their external environments is said to be a measure of how

"open" or "closed" they are. The external environment includes things like customers, the

ecology, the government, competitors, suppliers, technology and society as a whole. Closed-

system organizations ignore environmental changes while open system organizations

continuously transform environmental changes into improvements in effectiveness. A closed

system survives only if the external environment remains stable, allowing the organization to

endlessly take in the same unchanging inputs and emit the same outputs.

Effective organizations achieve strong relationships with both their external and internal

environments. Internal environments can be considered to have three main components -

dominant coalition, structures, and culture - which shape the behavior of its employees (Beer,

1980.) The dominant coalition (or thought leaders) are a group of key decision makers whose

influence on the system is greatest (Kotter, 1978; Miles & Snow, 1978). The coalition usually

includes senior management, but can also include others whose collective job experiences,

skills, cognitive orientations, personalities and values define the internal environment.

Structures, such as training, job design and performance evaluation, are the formal aspects of an

organization which signal to people that certain behaviors are desirable and that rewards are

likely to result if they practice them. Culture means the composite perception employees have

of their internal environment, expressed by such concepts as "open", "risk-taking", "warm",
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"soft", "impersonal", "informal" or "rigid". Margulies and Raia (1978) defined the culture of

the organization as the shared beliefs and feelings which form an informal set of ground rules

about what is expected and what will be rewarded (formally or socially).

An open systems model that includes the effects of the internal and external

environments on the organization as a transforming engine is shown in Figure 1. It recognizes

that the organization is both an economic and social system with multiple purposes and

outcomes, and that the people and economic inputs and outputs must filter through both

environments. Financial indicators such as profit and return on investment are typical economic

criteria of organizational performance. People criteria are often summarized as quality of work

life and include things like job satisfaction, equitable pay, meaningful work, and a compatible

social environment. Beer (1980) suggested organizations must provide a satisfactory quality of

work life or will ultimately be unable to attract, motivate and retain employees and that these

two sets of criteria create conflicting demands. Managers often feel forced to trade off one

objective against another, such as reducing profits to pay people more, or declaring a dividend

while laying-off employees to reduce costs. One purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate how

these two outcomes can be accomplished simultaneously without trade-offs.

(INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE)

Organizational effectiveness, adaptability and creativity

Mott's (1972) field research showed that effective organizations have two major but very

different characteristics: efficiency and adaptability. Efficiency means optimizing, stabilizing,

and perfecting current methods or routines to attain the highest quantity and quality for the
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lowest possible cost. High efficiency means mastery of routine, or standard, prescribed methods

by which the organization carries out its main tasks. The efficient organization follows well-

structured, stable routines to deliver its products or services in high quantities with high quality

and at low cost. On the other hand, adaptability means continually and intentionally changing

routines and finding new things to do and better ways to do current work. Called opportunistic

surveillance by Simon (1977), adaptability means scanning the environment to anticipate new

opportunities and problems and deliberately changing methods to attain new levels of quantity,

quality, and cost. Adaptability yields both new methods and new products and services. High

adaptability means a high rate of positive change of routine. A closed-system organization

works diligently to master the routine and focuses only on efficiency. An open-system

organization also works diligently to deliberately change the routine to capitalize on its

changing environment, and focuses on both internal efficiency and external adaptability.

In a stable world, efficient organizations may be successful. But in today's changing

world, organizations need adaptability to anticipate problems and opportunities, and develop

timely solutions and new routines. The people in adaptable organizations accept new solutions

promptly and the acceptance is prevalent across the whole organization. While adaptability is a

proactive process of looking for ways to deliberately change in a planned way, it also includes

reacting quickly to unexpected events to maintain routines, with minimal disruption, as well as

creatively capitalizing on such occurrences. According to Mott's research, the most effective

organizations are both efficient and adaptable simultaneously, while the least effective

organizations lack the right amount of either or both attributes. The following equation

summarizes the findings:

Organizational Effectiveness = High Skill in Efficiency + High Skill in Adaptability
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High skill in adaptability (or efficiency) means the ability to implement higher or lower

levels of adaptability (or efficiency) performance as desired (Figure 2).

(INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE)

Through the years, many organizations whose success was built on predictable

technologies, markets, or other environmental factors learned to become highly efficient but

neglected to build capacity for adaptability (Figure 3). For example, prior to the 1970s, North

American consumers bought almost all of their cars from one of the Big Three domestic

automakers. American automakers became accustomed to building large, fuel-inefficient

vehicles suitable for a stable environment in which fuel was plentiful and inexpensive.

Industry innovation was largely limited to cosmetic style changes each model year (low

adaptability). As a result, when Japanese automakers began introducing more reliable cars,

better options, and smaller vehicles that addressed new problems such as the 1970's oil

crisis, they were quickly able to take advantage of the lack of attention the Big Three had

paid to both efficiency and adaptability (Figure 4).

(INSERT FIGURES 3 AND 4 ABOUT HERE)

A similar story can be told about the North American tire industry during the same

time period. The radial tire introduced by France's Michelin in 1945 was displacing the bias-

ply tire everywhere but in North America. Until about 1975, North America's automotive tire

industry enjoyed a predictable environment. Consumers bought their tires from Goodyear,

Firestone or any of their well-known competitors. With the tires basically of the same quality,

consumers shopped for the best price and friendly service, and suppliers concentrated on

providing these efficiency factors (Figure 3). However, management failure to adapt to the radial

tire innovation led to the loss of much of the North American market virtually overnight, as
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consumers discovered the advantages of the new tires. For the North American suppliers,

what had appeared to be a predictable environment became anything but. They should have

been operating according to Figure 2; instead they were operating according to Figure 3

(efficient enough but not adaptable enough).

(INSERT FIGURE 5 ABOUT HERE)

It is also possible for an organization to be too adaptable but not efficient enough

(Figure 5). Some highly successful organizations - such as 3M, which is famous for

continuously creating new products - carefully monitor their own activities so as not to

overemphasize adaptability at the expense of efficiency (which would be an appropriate

balance only in the most extremely turbulent environment). Microsoft has been criticized

for introducing new products too hastily, before ensuring they have been optimized and are

error free.

In a rapidly changing, unstable environment, both high efficiency and high

adaptability are necessary (Figure 2). While all organizations need skills in both efficiency

and adaptability in order to be effective, most organizations understand the concept of

efficiency and find it easier to mainstream than that of adaptability. One of the most

important factors in determining the appropriate ratio between efficiency and adaptability

is the volatility of an organization's environment. Burns and Stalker (1961) suggested that,

in rapidly changing environments, organizations with more organic structures (favoring

creativity and innovation) would be more effective than organizations with more

mechanistic structures (favoring adherence to rules and procedures and routine). In less

volatile environments, the reverse was true. The current business environment,

characterized by continuous change, requires organizations to become highly competent in
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adaptability. Adaptable organizations introduce change to both their internal and external

environments. An internal focus can include efforts toward innovating new routines or

technologies, while an external focus can include developing competitive actions to rattle

the stability of competitors. Whether focusing adaptability efforts internally or externally,

changes should be planned and deliberate, with an organization regularly setting innovation

goals and working toward them. While the former is planned transformational change,

including discovering previously undetected customer problems to solve, the latter results

in a planned, steady flow of incremental improvements in the quantity, quality, and cost of

current products and services.

How has Organizational Development attempted to support creative efforts and
adaptability?

a)on Interventions

While it is generally understood that the purpose of the field of Organizational Development

(OD) is to make organizations more effective, there are many different approaches to defining

and understanding OD. Beer and Walton (1987) described one view ofOD as comprising a set

of actions undertaken to improve organizational effectiveness and employee well-being by

applying theory from psychology and organizational behavior (such actions are often called

"interventions"). This represents the traditional organizational development approach, which

was to provide organizations with tools or interventions designed to solve specific concerns

or problems. Unfortunately, these were sometimes prescribed without adequate diagnosis or

singly, without supporting interventions. Often they were solutions developed in isolation

before problems were adequately defined, and when such interventions failed to make any
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significant impact, the organization was encouraged to simply reach for another "solution."

The specific intervention called total quality management (TQM) has often failed to live up

to expectations (Spector and Beer, 1993), partly because it has been introduced as a grab-

bag of tools (and management rhetoric) without any change making skills or process

(Basadur and Robinson, 1993). However, TQM has succeeded when installed not only as a

tool (intervention), but as part of a continuous process of change-making supported by a

comprehensive, well- planned system of skill training, additional tools, management leadership

and employee engagement towards well understood, specific, strategic goals (Basadur and

Robinson, 1993). We will expand this process and skills view later in this chapter.

Traditional individual OD interventions may be classified into families of tools in Table 1

(Beer, 1980; French and Bell, 1984) and summarized as follows:

• Diagnostic interventions, used primarily to gather data about the organization or its parts

and to create a setting for sharing and problem diagnosis

• Process interventions, which affect organizational behavior and process by enabling

employees to examine, become dissatisfied with, and change their behaviors, and

improve their relationships with others

• Structural interventions, which enable the organization to create new designs and systems

to address problems and changes in people and environment.

• Individual interventions, including strategies and methods for selecting, training, and developing

individuals, which are intended to change employees

(INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE)

Each of these interventions is intended to work in a different fashion. Following Lewin's

well-known paradigm for the change process called "unfreeze-change-refreeze" (Schein, 1961),

12



by nature, diagnostic interventions unfreeze organizational members, i.e., prepare them for change

by providing data and identifying problems. Process interventions and individual interventions

provide new attitudes, behaviors, skills, and processes to groups and individuals leading to creativity

and innovation, and cause both unfreezing and changing. Structural interventions are often designed

to refreeze changes, ensuring that new, appropriate behaviors solidify. Structural interventions

include changing appraisal and reward systems, jobs (e.g. job enrichment), and organizational

designs (e.g. moving from functional design to matrix management or adhocracy) that support the

new behaviors learned.

The early work in OD featured diagnostic survey feedback interventions introduced by

researchers such as Baumgartel (1959) and Marrow (1969), while Lewin (1947) and Blake and

Mouton (1964) became known for their pioneering work in process and individual interventions

in developing training groups. As the field of OD has evolved, additional interventions

almost too numerous to mention have emerged. Training interventions such as Appreciative

Inquiry (Srivastva and Cooperrider, 1990), Emotional Intelligence (Mayer, Barsade, and Roberts,

2008), and Six Thinking Hats (de Bono, 1999 are aimed at increasing individual effectiveness.

At the organizational level, terms such as Knowledge Management and Intellectual Capital are

now common in the management literature. Practitioners attend seminars on concepts and tools

such as "Workout", popularized at General Electric Corporation by Jack Welch (Bunker and

Alban, 1996); Organizational Learning (Argyris and Schon, 1978; Levitt and March, 1988;

Senge, 1990; Garvin, 1993; Edmondson, 2002), Re-engineering (Hall, Rosenthal, and Wade,

1993); and Six Sigma and Lean Manufacturing (Martin, 2007). Major consulting companies

offer sophisticated information systems for knowledge management, and many organizations

have established knowledge management or learning systems departments headed up by a "Chief
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Knowledge Officer".

However, virtually all of these more recent (and perhaps, more sophisticated,

interventions) are designed to address increased efficiency rather than adaptability, and are

usually seen as different and separate from organizational creativity and innovation. One purpose

of this chapter is to show how the various disconnected concepts of knowledge management may

fit together. We differentiate between the apprehension of knowledge and knowledge utilization

and unite them into a single framework. We argue that this framework allows organizations to

do three things: (1) detect errors and implement changes to restore or improve routines; (2)

make sense of sudden unexpected events and crises and convert them into opportunities for

innovation; and (3) anticipate and seek out new information, and emerging opportunities to

develop new products, services, and routines. Many Organizational Development efforts are

focused on addressing the first of these three goals - essentially the issue of efficiency. For

organizations struggling with issues of adaptability, as expressed in the latter two goals, these

OD efforts are inadequate and require creativity.

For example, Levitt and March's (1988) review of the literature shows that

Organizational Learning is widely viewed as routine-based. Routines include the procedures and

technologies around which organizations are constructed and through which they operate.

Argyris and Schon (1978) define two levels of. organizational learning, both of which involve

detecting and correcting errors in routine. Single-loop learning occurs when the error is corrected

without changing the organization's existing norms, policies, or objectives. Double-loop

learning occurs when the error is corrected by modifying an organization's norms, policies, or

objectives. Thus, both single- and double-loop organizational learning are concerned with
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organizational efficiency - the maintenance, improvement, and mastery of routine. Single-loop

learning restores routine (efficiency), while double loop learning improves or modifies it.

Some companies struggle with innovation, wondering why their continuous improvement

programs seem to work smoothly to increase efficiency, while they are unable to sustain

meaningful innovation programs. Some researchers and practitioners focus on topics such as

"management of technology", viewing information technology as the main source of innovation.

However, an organization's success in new technology development and adoption is heavily

stymied not by its technical ability, but its managerial incompetence: its inability to deliberately

change its routines as necessary to make the new development or adoption an implemented

success, that is, demonstrate adaptability. Among consulting companies, knowledge management

is largely synonymous with knowledge sharing. Here, knowledge management consists of

converting tacit knowledge (knowledge in individuals' heads) into explicit knowledge (code-able

information suitable for electronic storage and transmission) and developing IT systems to

spread this knowledge organization-wide so everyone has access to it. Such knowledge sharing

systems require organizations to abandon the "command and control" method of managing, in

which knowledge is the cherished and jealously guarded property of managers, and where

employees are told exactly what to do, and are provided with the minimum amount of

information they need to do it. However, although knowledge sharing makes more knowledge

available to more people, the mere availability of information is insufficient if the goal is to

increase efficiency, flexibility, and adaptability. Information must also be put to use, and

additional information beyond what is coded in the IT system may be required. We suggest that

this requires the adoption of a shared thinking process for using knowledge innovatively. This

approach is consistent with Weick and Roberts' (1993) concept of "collective mind" in which
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members of an organizational system correlate their actions with those of all the others in the

system to achieve optimal results.

Superior organizational performance - whether based on efficiency, adaptability or

flexibility - is becoming increasingly dependant on superior thinking. While assets such as labor,

capital, processes, and technology continue to be important, the organization's ability to think is

now widely recognized as crucial. Innovative organizations make a habit of using knowledge

creatively. It is true that some organizations derive competitive edge by being superior in

efficiency - in continuously restoring and improving routines. Toyota, for example, employs

total quality management efficiency tools such as six-sigma and lean manufacturing to fmd root

causes of errors and reduce waste. Others have their own methods; Procter and Gamble is

famous for its willingness to devote years of painstaking analysis to understand what went wrong

with company routine procedures when rare failures occur (Swasy, 1993). The methodology we

propose offers the opportunity to operationalize organizational learning, to make it more than

just an academic concept. That is, one might ask, "just how do you do double-loop learning?"

We suggest people can learn how by becoming skilled in the innovative thinking process and

tools we describe.

Adaptability and flexibility are not primarily based on either efficient knowledge sharing

(making information widely available) or organizational learning (detecting and correcting errors

to restore or modify routine). Adaptability depends on deliberately seeking out new problems,

trends, technologies, and information and using them to create new routines, products and

services. Toshiba, for example, deliberately develops adaptability in its employees. Newly hired

R&D scientists and engineers start their careers in the sales department to learn that innovation

begins by discovering "the problems of the customer" and to develop their problem finding skills
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(Basadur, 1992). The 3M Corporation establishes strategic goals for inducing adaptability; for

example, one goal is that 30% of the company's products must be new every five years.

Flexibility depends on turning unexpected events, including crises, into opportunities or

at least restoring equilibrium quickly. Such opportunities may simply consist of achieving

goodwill from the public or even inventing new ways to avoid such a crisis in the future. An

excellent example is the Tylenol tragedy in Chicago a few years ago, when several people

suddenly died after consuming Tylenol pain relieving capsules. Johnson & Johnson, the

manufacturer, quickly removed all Tylenol products from store shelves, reassured the public,

confined the danger to the local area, and discovered the root of the problem. Someone had

deliberately injected a lethal poison into Tylenol capsules in some stores. The company

proceeded to pioneer new innovative tamper-proof packaging that the rest of the industry has

since adopted. The public was left with a very favorable image of Johnson & Johnson. The

company demonstrated it was both expert about the products it manufactures, and highly skilled

in using its knowledge for innovative problem solving.

b) OD Interventions Supporting Creativity Efforts

Recently Skilton and Dooley (2010) have suggested that structural interventions, such as

introducing new members into teams working together over several projects, can support ongoing

creativity. Butler (1981) distinguished between two different types of dominant coalitions

that top organizations may structure. One is more rigid, permitting little room for the

expression of deviant points of view, while the other is looser and allows more risk taking

and the emergence of new idea leaders, which are required for innovation. Group

development process interventions, which build cohesiveness, also support creativity.

Cohen, Whitmyer and Funk (1960) demonstrated that more cohesive groups produced more
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unique ideas on work related problems than non-cohesive groups. However, Angle (1989)

suggested that unless an open confrontive climate for conflict resolution exists within an

innovation team, group cohesiveness is negatively related to the level of innovation.

Organizational development interventions have also helped ensure the successful

development and implementation of new technology innovations. For example, Wang, Chou

and Jiang found that group cohesiveness significantly improved group performance in

organizations that underwent ERP (Enterprise Resource Planning) implementation (Wang,

Chou & Jiang, 2005).

c) OD Supporting Adaptability

Many of these interventions can Improve organizations in the short run. But many

seemingly successful and permanent changes regress or disappear within a relatively short time

after their implementation. This is sometimes called the fade-out effect (Hinrichs, 1978). This

suggests that, beyond changing a single organizational unit or introducing a single, successful

intervention, a large organization must understand several strategic considerations in starting,

orchestrating and sustaining an OD effort. For example, training as an individual or team process

intervention succeeds only when managers institutionalize the implementation and daily use of

the new skills trained by providing appropriate counseling, coaching, and, above all, modeling of

the new skills. Top managers must look at what they practice versus what they preach (Beer,

Eisenstat, and Spector, 1990). They must be proficient at the new skills. New organizational

designs, reward systems, performance management systems, and control and accounting systems

must also be implemented to ensure employees will use these skills on the job. One of the most

obvious examples of the lack of understanding of this systems approach to managing is the

inconsistency between organizational rewards and desired behaviors (Kerr, 1995). Table 2
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details these examples.

(INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE)

Early OD approaches centered on embedding humanistic ideals and values, including

personal development, interpersonal competency, participation, commitment, satisfaction, and

work democracy (French and Bell, 1999; Mirvis, 1998), into the workplace. Sinangil and

Avallone (2001) describe the key defining words most often used during the early years ofOD as

change of beliefs, attitudes and values. Some early researchers nevertheless recognized that OD

should be viewed from a broader perspective. Bennis (1969) defined OD as a complex

educational strategy intended to change the beliefs, attitudes, values and structure of

organizations so they can better adapt to change. Burke (1982) viewed OD as a planned process

of change in an organization's culture through the utilization of behavioral science technology,

research, and theory. More recently, Austin and Bartunek (2003) described OD as an evolving

field, and emphasized that OD, at its core, involved the promotion of change and was really one

of many approaches to the larger field of study now called planned change. Recent literature

contains several definitions which emphasize OD's focus on planned, systematic change, based

on the behavioral sciences, with the ultimate goal of improving organizational performance and

effectiveness. For Woodman (1993, 1995), OD means creating adaptive organizations capable of

repeatedly transforming and reinventing themselves as needed to remain effective. Church

(2007) defines OD as a field of professional practice focused on facilitating organizational

change and improvement. Beer (1980) defined organizational development as a "system-wide

process of data collection, diagnosis, action planning, intervention, and evaluation aimed at

developing the organization's self-renewing capacity". In addition, several authors have

suggested the need for OD to address the larger business environment and help businesses
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accomplish strategic goals (e.g. Seo, Putnam, and Bartunek, 2001).

We believe OD experts have not developed a clear, definite and complete change-

making process to assist in organizational adaptability and to understand change-making as

a learnable skill. While there is some recognition that individual interventions are not

sufficient to create sustained change, and while there is some evidence that progress is being

made by organizational and management scholars, the organizational development and change

literature remains largely underdeveloped, particularly with regard to its connection to

organizational creativity (Pettigrew, Woodman and Cameron, 2001). As Hodgkinson (2008)

noted, challenges in translating strategy into action exist because employees aren't

sufficiently equipped to adapt to organizational change initiatives in ways that yield positive

individual and collective outcomes. The dominant view of organizational development and

change continues to be one of discrete interventions, tools, or episodes where a change is

planned and implemented (Hodgkinson, 2008; Pettigrew, Woodman, & Moore, 2001;

Weick & Quinn, 1999; Worren, Ruddle & Moore, 1999). Interventions are perceived as the

activities "through which changes in elements of an organizational work setting are

implemented" (Robertson, Roberts & Porras, 1993). In this interventionist view, OD is

designed to focus on specific organizational components that will in turn encourage the

adoption of desired new behaviors (Robertson et al., 1993).

Furthermore, when OD researchers such as Schein (Edmonson, 1996) discuss

process approaches to OD they appear to be referring not to a change making process with

change making skills, but instead to the flow of planned change from the work setting to

individual behavior to organizational outcomes when interventions are orchestrated. The

goal of such so-called process models is to guide successful organizational change efforts
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(Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Robertson et al., 1993). For example, the consequences of

such a planned change activity might include an increase in individual organizational

citizenship behaviors and pro-social behaviors (Robertson et al., other 1993). However, this

is vastly different from our meaning of "process". We advocate a process of organizational

creativity with embedded creativity skills at all levels and across all disciplines to effect

ongoing change making as an everyday way of life. This is not what is meant by OD

researchers when they state that they are taking a "process approach to OD". And, very

importantly, our process equips internal organizational members with creative self-

sufficiency, so they may make change without interventionist help from the outside.

In summary, OD has always been interventionist (interventions are discrete, and

intended to fix problems), toward the implementation of humanistic ideals. While there is

talk of "change process", there is no such process. In our approach, OD is a continuous

process of finding and solving problems and implementing solutions, which is synonymous

with our Organizational Creativity process. Without a precise change-making process that

people can follow, and the necessary attitudinal, behavioral and cognitive skills needed to

make the process work, organizations cannot mainstream adaptability, that is, make it an

ongoing routine way of organizational life. Many OD and creativity interventions have failed

because they were not embedded in an organizational creativity process and lack requisite skills

(e.g., Basadur and Robinson, 1993). Some consultants provide idea generation services to help

companies create new product concepts, while others help companies evaluate existing ideas and

move them through to commercialization (e.g., Cooper's 1993 stage gate process). The

approach we advocate encapsulates both types of interventions within a complete organizational
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creativity process including all the stages necessary from initial opportunity discovery through

definition, optimization and implementation.

Organizational Creativity - A different approach to adaptability

Pettigrew, Woodman and Cameron (2001) concluded with two calls for future OD

research. The first is a call to study change as a continuous process rather than as detached

episodes. The second echoes Simon's call to deliver more "how-to" knowledge as opposed to

"what is" knowledge. We present a process of organizational creativity that addresses both.

Organizational Creativity can be defmed as a system of knowledge, process, skills needed

to make the process work, tools (such as OD interventions and creativity techniques such as

brainstorming) and appreciation of process style differences (Basadur and Gelade, 2006). Unlike

the traditional OD approach, which lacks a strategic perspective and relies on single or

multiple interventions to change-making, Organizational Creativity involves highly skilled

employees at all levels constantly executing a process of finding relevant internal and

external problems, solving them, and implementing the solutions. In effect, this defines

organizational creativity as "implemented change." Such a change making process is shown

in Figure 6, beginning with problem finding then cycling through problem defining and

solving and solution implementing.

(INSERT FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE )

The most effective organizations know that creative attitudes, behaviors and cognitive skills and

a creative process are necessary for successful sustained implemented change (Kriegesmann,

Kley, Schwering, 2005; Stein, 1976). Real sustained organizational change comes as a result
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of a structured process of applied creativity and attitudinal, behavioral and cognitive skills

employed by organizational members and modeled by leadership.

Discussing creativity can be quite difficult because no single, agreed-upon definition

exists and researchers have taken vastly different approaches to its understanding. We focus on

demonstrating a circular process of creativity that integrates attitudinal, behavioural and

cognitive skills as part of a continuous system of adaptability (Figure 6). We describe creativity

in organizations as a continuous process of deliberate problem finding, problem solving, and

solution implementation (Kabanoff and Rossiter, 1994) and attitudes, behaviors and

cognitive skills that enable the process to work (Basadur, Graen and Green, 1982; Basadur,

1994). Problem finding means continuously finding new problems to address. This includes

addressing things that are going wrong, but also anticipating and seeking out current or

future changes, trends, challenges, and opportunities. Problem finding also includes taking

the time to explore problems in depth rather than merely finding quick solutions or "fixes"

(Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross and Smith, 1994). This permits the discovery of not only

underlying issues but also new opportunities and recognition of the interconnectedness of

decisions within the organization. This recognition is the essence of systems thinking and

the starting point for making long-term, permanent improvements. Problem solving means

developing new, useful solutions to identified problems. Solution implementation means

making new solutions succeed. Implementation usually leads the organization to find new

problems to solve. As Runco (2004) noted, creativity is not only reactive - a response to

problems and challenges - but also proactive, as a contributor to change. Thus new

problems arise as the system and its environment react to each newly implemented solution.

Therefore, organizational creativity can be understood as the fundamental driver of, and
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virtually synonymous with, adaptability, including a circular process of continuously

finding, defining, and solving important problems and implementing new solutions which

represent valuable changes that enable the organization to succeed (Figure 6).

This approach also removes any distinction between creativity and innovation (despite

views of some researchers who distinguish between creativity as the generation of an idea and

innovation as its implementation). Here, creativity is defined as a multi-stage complete and

continuous process driven: by attitudinal, behavioral and cognitive creativity skills in each stage,

including problem generation and formulation, idea (solution) generation, and solution

implementation. These skills are discussed in detail later in this chapter.

In addition, there are various creativity tools which can be applied in the various stages.

However such tools are of little value, and may even be harmful, without the pre-requisite

creativity skills to apply them. An example of such a tool is "brainstorming" which is frequently

misused due to lack of skill and misunderstanding by researchers who lack experience in real

world situations (Basadur and Basadur, 2009). We position most OD interventions as tools

which can be employed within our organizational creativity process, but which are not, in and of

themselves, useful for creating permanent change.

Some of the above intervention tools (Table 1) are very compatible with the problem

finding and problem defmition stages of our organizational creativity process (Fig 6); others

within the problem solving and implementation stages. For example, diagnostic interventions

like survey feedback or the confrontation meeting are tools for problem generation and

formulation: used regularly, they help anticipate and unearth organizational issues that might

otherwise remain buried. Other tools, such as group development (or team-building) process

interventions, help solve identified problems, such as slow project completion, by improving
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the way people work together. If employee development is an important problem to solve,

structural interventions such as job enrichment may be useful. Structural interventions can

also help implement other intervention solutions. For example, installing a new reward

system like the Scanlon plan (White 1979), a tool intended to encourage employees to use

their creativity by sharing the profits from their productivity improvements, can cement the

transfer of creativity skills learned in training to the job. Finally, individual interventions

such as counseling and coaching help in the implementation phase of the organizational

creativity process. For junior managers who have been given creativity leadership training

(individual intervention) to work in a flattened organizational design (structural

intervention), it can be helpful for senior managers to provide counseling and coaching

(individual intervention) to "cement" the training and ensure implementation.

Effective organizations know how to establish a well-understood process and set of

skills for adaptability. They also create a positive climate toward problems and seek them out

as opportunities for disruptive change (Mott, 1972). As solutions are implemented, new

problems (or opportunities for innovation) are discovered. A positive mindset towards creativity

begins with a positive attitude towards problem finding, meaning the behavior of continuously

and deliberately discovering and formulating new and useful problems to be solved.

The four distinct stages of an Organizational Creativity process

The evolution of models of multi-stage creative thinking and problem solving processes

began with Wallas's (1926) four main stages: preparation, incubation, illumination and

verification. Osborn (1963), and Parnes, Noller and Biondi (1977) evolved a linear five step

creative problem solving model: fact finding, problem defining, idea finding, solution finding
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and acceptance finding with divergent (ideation) and convergent (evaluation) thought in each

step. Amabile (1988) identified fIve stages: presentation, preparation, generation, validation and

assessment. Mumford and his colleagues (eg. Mumford, Mobley, Uhlman, Reiter-Palmon and

Doares, 1991) identified eight core processes commonly used in creative problem solving

beginning with problem identification and ending with implementation planning and solution

monitoring. Finke and her colleagues (Finke, 1990; Finke, Ward and Smith, 1992; Finke and

Bettle, 1996; Ward, Smith and Finke, 1999) proposed that in general, creativity consists of a

cycle of generation and exploration to meet specific goals or task demands. Runco and Chand

(1995) provided a two tier model in which primary processes (e.g. ideation and evaluation)

interact with secondary processes (e.g. motivation and knowledge) to produce novel products.

Reiter-Palmon and Robinson (2009) suggest that the various process models described above all

include as a first step a process in which a problem is recognized, identified, and constructed

and that various terms have been used to describe this first step, including problem definition,

problem identification, problem recognition, and problem construction. For clarity, they suggest

using the term problem identification and construction to refer to this first step. This is where the

problem is formulated. We suggest something different. We suggest that all of the above models

tend to pre-suppose that a problem, task or goal requiring creativity already exists and that a

creative process is subsequently applied (which may include problem construction and

identification). This reduces these models to mere tools, or problem solving interventions or

episodes which start with a problem and end with a solution. We offer a more complete process

of creativity which begins before a problem is available to be formulated (Basadur, Graen and

Green, 1982; Basadur, Graen and Wakabayashi, 1990).
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Figure 6 outlines a continuous circular process that begins with the deliberate seeking out

(generating) of new problems and opportunities. The second stage of the process is

conceptualizing, or formulating, defining, and constructing a newly generated problem. In the

third stage, problem solving, evaluation and selection of solution ideas takes place, while the

fourth stage results in solution implementation. The process then begins anew, as every

implemented solution (action) results in the opportunity to discover (generate) new problems and

opportunities. For example, the automobile's invention provided not only a new solution to an

old problem (improving transportation) but created many brand-new problems (e.g., pollution,

energy and accidents). Each stage of the process requires specific attitudinal, behavioral and

cognitive skills in order to be successfully completed.

This multistage process and skills approach contrasts sharply with research that confines

creative thinking merely to generating ideas to presented problems using techniques such as

"brainstorming." Such research has dominated the literature from the 1950s (see review by

Basadur, 1994). Such limited process conceptions do not reflect real world situations and thus

their findings are not helpful to practitioners attempting to enact real change (Sternberg, O'Hara

and Lubart, 1997). In terms of the practitioner approach to creativity, Skilton and Dooley (2010)

report that OD consultants discovered that attempting a "short burst" brainstorming intervention

was ineffective in making any meaningful change in the thinking skills of the team members.

Recent literature emphasizes more complete conceptions of creativity (Kabanoff and Rossiter,

1994; Rickards, 1994). Such complete models include not only multiple stages (beyond simply

solving presented problems) but other important individual, group and organizational variables

affecting creative performance such as motivation, cohesiveness, environment, linkage to goals,

and specific skills, behaviors and attitudes. After reviewing the growth of cognitive models of
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multi-stage creative thinking and problem solving processes, Kabanoff and Rossiter (1994)

defmed applied creativity as a process occurring in a real-world, industrial, organizational or

social context; pertaining to the finding or solving of complex problems; and having an actual

behavioral creative product or plan as the final result. More specifically, our approach focuses on

modelling creativity as a cognitive multi-stage problem solving process consistent with Kabanoff

and Rossiter's (1994) definition, but we include the process as part of a more complete system

requiring attitudinal, behavioral and cognitive skills to execute the process.

While effective innovation requires strong performance in each of the four stages of the

creativity process, our research has found that individuals, teams and organizations may prefer

some stages of the creative process more than others. We call these preferences styles and

suggest effective leaders must learn to synchronize the different creativity styles (Basadur,

2004). In teams, for example, the members must learn to combine their individual

preferences and skills in complementary ways. Basadur and Head (2001) showed that

heterogeneous teams composed of people with different preferences outperformed

homogeneous teams whose members had similar preferences.

Climate, Motivation, and Structure

Organizational creativity has also been studied in terms of perception of climate,

motivation and strategy. Organizational climate has been defined in several ways.

Ivancevich, Konopaske, and Matteson (2005) suggest that it is a set of properties of the

work environment, perceived directly or indirectly by employees, that is assumed to be a

major force in influencing employee behavior. According to Reichers and Schneider (1990),

the concept of climate can be understood as an individual perception and cognitive
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representation of the work environment and also as a set of shared perceptions of "the way

things are around here". Hunter, Bedell and Mumford (2007) have reviewed numerous

approaches to climate assessment for creativity. For example, KEYS is an employee

opinion survey that assesses the climate for creativity and innovation that exists in a work

group, division or organization (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, J., and Herron, M. , 1996).

It measures specific management practices that impact the work environment. It can be

used in a number of ways including to jump start creativity, to communicate the importance

of creativity and innovation within an organization and as an assessment preceding any type

of innovation or change intervention. KEYS assesses six managerial practices that support

the work environment: organizational encouragement: an organizational culture that

encourages creativity through the fair and constructive judgment of ideas; reward and

recognition for creative work; supervisory encouragement; work group support; sufficient

resources: access to appropriate resources; challenging work: a sense of having to work

hard on challenging tasks and important projects; freedom: deciding what work to do; a

sense of control over one's work. In addition, KEYS assesses two management practices

that inhibit the work environment: organizational impediments and unrealistic workload

pressure.

Ekvall (1996) developed CCQ, Creative Climate Questionnaire, to explain creativity

within an organization. Studies utilizing CCQ confirmed that innovative organizations in

terms of products, services methods and policies exhibit a different climate than those that

are conservative. Furthermore, Ekvall (1996) showed that the change-oriented leadership

style of managers within an organization influence the climate thus promoting creativity.
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Both the CCQ and KEYS surveys can be considered as discrete organization development

interventions under the diagnostic classification of Table 1 and as tools for the problem

finding and problem definition stages of the organizational creativity process in Figure 6.

In 2004, Kwasniewska and Necka demonstrated that the level an employee occupies

in the organizational hierarchy plays a role in the way he or she perceives the climate for

creativity in the organization. It was concluded that managers perceive the organizational

climate as significantly more conducive to creativity than non-managers do.

Basadur and Hausdorf (1996) and Basadur, Taggar and Pringle (1999) identified

three specific attitudinal variables that help describe an organization's climate for creativity.

Scales to measure these organizational attitudes were labelled "Valuing New Ideas", "Belief

that Creativity Is Not Only For A Select Few", and "Not Feeling Too Busy For New Ideas".

These scales measure the extent to which organizations are perceived to truly value new

ideas, avoid creating negative stereotypes of "creative people", and prevent employees from

feeling too busy for new ideas, respectively. This research suggested that employees are

more likely to engage in creative thinking and to try to improve their creative performance if

they value new ideas, believe that increased creative behaviour and performance is not the

sole domain of a select few, and feel they are not too busy for new ideas.

Motivation

Research has also been conducted explaining creativity in terms of motivation.

Amabile's componential model of creativity (Amabile, 1983; 1988) consists of three

components - domain-relevant skills, creativity-relevant skills, and task motivation - that

are all essential for creative performance. Each of the three components is necessary for
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anything creative to result, and as the amount of the components present increases so does

the creative output. In Csikszentmihalyi's concept oiflow, when individuals are completely

absorbed in the tasks they are working on, creativity resides in the degree to which

individuals find their work tasks challenging but within their skill level (Csikszentmihalyi,

1996; Csikszentmihalyi & Csikszentmihalyi, 1988). Early evidence suggested that intrinsic

motivation is conducive to creativity and extrinsic motivation is detrimental (McGraw, K.

1978; Hennessy and Amabile, 1988; Rigby, Deci, Patrick & Ryan, 1992) and therefore

organizations that foster and support intrinsic motivation will encourage creativity by

providing the necessary resources, support and create a work environment that seeks out,

develops, and implements creative ideas nurture creativity, while those that promote

extrinsic motivation undermine creativity. .

However this simplistic hydraulic view of the relationship between intrinsic and

extrinsic rewards and creativity has sparked further research that has indicated that the

relationship between creativity and motivation is considerably more complex. Although

some studies have found evidence that contingent rewards undermine creativity (Amabile, Hill &

Hennessy, 1994), Eisenberger and colleagues (Eisenberger & Armeli, 1997; Eisenberger &

Rhoades, 2001; Eisenberger & Selbst, 1994) demonstrated that the promise of reward can have a

positive impact on creativity. In these situations, the extrinsic rewards may act in concert with

one's intrinsic motivation, resulting in what Amabile (1993) calls motivational synergy ..

While many researchers continue to believe individuals must be inherently interested in the

problem or opportunity in question and intrinsically motivated to generate a solution

(Shalley & Zhou, 2008), the question of the role of extrinsic motivation and whether rewards

promote or inhibit creativity in the workplace is still not clear (Zhou & Shalley, 2003).
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In their review, Hill and Amabile (1993) concluded that that the most effective

motivation may depend upon multiple factors, including the stage ofthe creative process that the

work is in, and the nature of the person doing the work. According to self-determination theory

(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000), a person's motivation to perform a particular behavior

can range on a continuum from amotivation (unwillingness), through external motivation

(passive compliance), to intrinsic motivation (active personal commitment) .. What determines

individual motivation is the degree to which the meaningfulness of the activity has been

internalized and integrated into the individual's sense of self (Ryan and Deci, 2000). It may be

that various types of motivation would be helpful to move people through the four stages of

the organizational creativity process that we propose (Figures 6 and 7). Within this process,

it is likely that most individuals are naturally interested in performing some ofthe necessary

process behaviors but not all of them (Basadur, Beuk, and Monllor , 2010). If so, then the

creative process activities they prefer are done for their own sake and, therefore, any external

rewards given for performance of those activities would seemingly add little additional

motivational value. However, it is also likely that individuals are naturally more closely inclined

towards being amotivated by some of the process activities. In order to motivate individuals to

perform these activities conscientiously, it may be necessary to use extrinsic rewards. It may also

be that when people are extrinsically motivated to perform tasks for which they already have a

pre-existing intrinsic predisposition, creative output can increase through an additive mechanism,

as suggested by activity engagement theory (Higgins & Trope, 1990). It is perhaps best to

consider the relationship of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation to creative performance is not

"either-or", but rather a combinative relationship where both are required if one is to optimally

execute the multi-stage creative process
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However, we also propose a radically different explanation of the relationship between creativity

and motivation. There is evidence that motivation is a result (outcome) of creative activity

not the antecedent. Support for this is point of view is provided in the next section

Motivation and Commitment are Outcomes of Creative Activity

Creativity as a means for motivation is an important idea. Establishing adaptability as a

daily, continuous process of problem finding and defining, problem solving, and solution

implementation to complement efficiency increases employees commitment and motivation.

Early animal research and later studies on humans showed that curiosity, activity, and

exploration are enjoyed by organisms for their own sake. People develop negative attitudes

toward repetitive tasks and experience fatigue and boredom. Permitted to engage in finding and

solving problems, workers become motivated and desire even more participation in creative

activity. They also work harder at perfecting their routine jobs to increase quality and quantity

and reduce costs, thus increasing organizational efficiency and short-term organizational

effectiveness. Creative activity also stimulates team-building as people help each other to solve

problems. This connection between creative activity and employee motivation is supported by

motivational literature in industrial and organization psychology. For example, two important

motivational need sets - the need for competence and the need for curiosity and activity -

provide the most direct explanations of how creativity motivates people (White, 1959; Berlyne,

1967). When people face new, challenging situations, their need for competence can be satisfied

by performing creatively. Many people find that exercising their curiosity and exploring new

things is intrinsically motivating. Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderman's (1959) research also

suggested that the way to truly motivate people at work was 'job enrichment' or redesigning jobs

to require creativity. Neher (1991), although critical of Maslow's motivation theory, supports
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Maslow's (1954) contention that although lower level motivations can provide important

fulfillments and satisfactions, offering people the opportunity to satisfy their higher level needs

for self-esteem and for self-actualization through work accomplishment is the best way to

motivate them. Encouraging organizational members to use their creativity to seek out work

related challenges of their own (problem fmding) and achieve them successfully (problem

solving and solution implementation) helps satisfy both higher level needs.

McClelland (1951; 1961) identified the need for achievement as a primary driving force

for motivating people in organizations. McClelland showed that a high need for achievement is

characterized by a strong desire to assume personal responsibility for finding solutions to

problems and can be increased by stimulating people to set challenging work goals for

themselves. Thus, by giving employees the encouragement and opportunity to fmd and solve

their own challenging problems, and implement their own solutions, organizations can provide

intrinsically rewarding work and tap into the need for achievement for motivation.

Problem-finding activity is also the key to other theories of motivation. The goal setting

theory of Locke and Latham (1990) showed that when people are given a chance to choose their

own goals (problem finding), and the more clear and specific the goals (the problem-definition

aspect of problem fmding), the more motivated they become to achieve those goals.

Strategy

Ettlie (1984) argued that unique strategy and structural arrangements are necessary

for radical innovation and Kao (1997) emphasized that strategy and creativity must be

interconnected permanently. Innovation and innovative capabilities have become important

aspects necessary in formulating the business strategy in an organization (Mumford, Scott,

Gaddis & Strange, 2002). These things require top down impetus and strategic alignment.
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Basadur's (1992) field research found that some Japanese companies use training and a

well-developed infrastructure to make creative activity important and strategically align it

with organizational goals. Programs such as a reward-based Employee Suggestion System

(E.S.S.) reinforce the importance of creative activity to the company, while clearly

articulated company goals result in a close alignment of the system's activity with strategic

corporate needs. Managers learn how to influence their subordinates toward including

problems which are related to specific goals and objectives for their departments. Managers'

performance appraisals are also based in part on their ability to get their subordinates to

perform well in the E.S.S. Other systems, including Quality circle group activity and

Management by Objectives (M.B.O.), are integrated with the E.S.S. Typically, a manager's

objectives will include helping people create and implement suggestions. This emphasis on

involving subordinates in creating new ideas is part of the long-range process of

management. The belief is that if people are encouraged to use their thinking power on a

habitual daily basis, major tangible benefits will accrue to the organization in the long run.

The major discovery of Basadur's (1992) research is that Japanese organizations

demonstrate a great deal of knowledge about inducing employee creativity through

deliberate strategic means. Top Japanese organizations recognize, emphasize, support, and

induce problem finding which is elevated to at least equal priority as problem solving and

solution implementation. They recognize all three as separate important activities which is

consistent with research that suggests that all three activities need to be nurtured and

managed to achieve organizational creativity. Later in this chapter, we discuss how

organizations can induce creativity by setting strategic measurable goals requiring creativity

and including these goals in a program by which the creativity process and skills described
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III this chapter are learned by employees and applied to achieve the goals within an

infrastructure which makes the application possible.

Similar to the OD and creativity interventions described in the earlier part of this

chapter, the climate, motivation and strategy approaches to creativity described above will

not result in permanent change unless they are embedded within a process of change making

with the attitudinal, behavioural and cognitive skills that are required to implement the

process. Weare making a strong argument that organizational creative performance requires

mastery of skills to execute a complete creative process as in Figure 6. We argue that none

of the other approaches provide the necessary skills. So, what are the skills?

How Organizations Can Become Skilled in Organizational Creativity

In order to be considered a resource, an asset has to be controllable by an

organization (Barney, 1991). Given the creativity "cottage industry" described by Mumford

(2000), and the fact that the existing "best practice" for developing creativity in

organizations is to screen for and hire creative individuals and "hope for the best", it is fair

to say that creative ability is far from a controllable asset for most organizations. Many

shortcomings in attitudinal, behavioral and cognitive creativity skills plague individuals,

teams and organizations. As detailed in Basadur (2004), problem finding is a foreign

concept for many people. Conceptual skills in defining problems are lacking and much time

is wasted "working on the wrong problem". One of the most difficult creative skills to

master for most managers is to define problems accurately before impatiently leaping to
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action. This includes new IT projects, where often insufficient effort is devoted to defining

the main business problem that the IT solution is intended to solve or the how the project

supports the company's strategic objectives. Skills in engaging the potential users of the

new IT solution in defining the problem in their own terms are often lacking, leading to a

great deal of reworking of the solution when the gap is subsequently discovered between

what was really wanted and what was actually delivered .. The lion's share of the effort is

usually devoted to developing the solution (the new IT system) and then insufficient effort

is also devoted to implementation, ensuring that the employees are capable of using the

new IT technology. Even after finding and defining problems, some people find it difficult

to solve them creatively and imaginatively. Some individuals are also critical of new ideas,

which can prevent productive thinking. While many people may be able to implement

routine solutions to routine problems, few can implement creative solutions to new, non-

programmed problems. Teamwork is also often uncreative. Group members are unable to

communicate clearly in simple terms, for example. Unaware of variations in individual

thinking styles, groups fail to synchronize these differences, jump into "solving the

problem" without first considering what the real problem is, and then flounder. Meeting

leaders steer toward their own points of view rather than facilitating the group to work open-

mindedly and cohesively. The design of many organizations remains along bureaucratic,

functional lines - a design that itself minimizes creativity. Jobs are programmed for

maximum control, highest quality, and lowest cost per unit. Creativity skills and change-

making are limited to short-term quick-fixes during emergencies. For organizations without

a positive mindset toward creativity, problems and changes stemming from new technology,

customer tastes, and foreign competition are viewed as irritants that disrupt well-
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functioning, established routines, despite the fact that the essence of adaptability and the

first phase of the creative process is problem finding. Basadur, Graen, and Green (1982),

demonstrated that many of these shortcomings can be overcome by developing specific

skills. Training to build these skills is based on two central concepts.

1. Change-making is a process with distinctly different stages: In practice, it is useful to

break the four-stage change process shown in Figure 6 into a circular process of eight

smaller steps as shown in Figure 7. These steps include problem finding and fact finding,

which collectively make up "problem generation", or Stage 1; problem definition and idea

finding ("problem formulation", or Stage 2); idea evaluation and selection, and planning for

implementation ("problem solving", or Stage 3); and gaining acceptance and taking action

("solution implementation", or Stage 4).

2. An Ideation-Evaluation process occurs in each stage: It is vital to use an ideation-

evaluation mini-process within each of the eight smaller steps across all four stages as

shown in Figure 7. The mini-process is shown in Figure 8.

(INSERT FIGURE 7 ABOUT HERE)

Three distinct skills are needed to execute this two-step mim process effectively

(Basadur & Finkbeiner, 1985): deferral of judgment, active divergence, and active

convergence. By separating divergent thinking from convergent thinking, deferral of

judgment resists the tendency to prematurely evaluate and select options, and encourages

active divergence. Deferral of judgment also prevents people from leaping to solutions

before properly formulating problems, and helps them separate assumptions from facts.

Active divergence enables generation of many options without judging or analyzing them.

Active convergence, which resists the tendency to linger in divergent thinking, then selects
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and acts on the options that ultimately lead to implementation of change. These three skills

all have attitudinal, behavioral, and cognitive components.

(INSERT FIGURE 8 ABOUT HERE)

BECOMING COMPETENT

It is easier to understand the need for a systematic process to achieve organizational

creativity and adaptability (as modeled in Figure 7) than it is to become skilled in using such

a process. Learning how to use the process involves developing skills in finding, defining,

solving and implementing new opportunities. Most managers have undergone rigorous

training in analytical, optimizing and efficiency thinking processes. However, creativity

requires a different set of skills in which competency must now be built belatedly. Building

competency has three main components: (1) Competency in executing the process as a

whole; (2) Competency in respecting and helping synchronize different styles in the process

and (3) Competency in executing each step and stage of the process. Organizations which

have successfully achieved this set of competencies are described in Basadur (1995) and the

competencies are described more fully as follows.

Competency in executing the process as a whole includes being able to distinguish

the different steps from each other; for example executing, communicating and separating

(1) problem finding activity from (2) problem defining activity and from (3) solution

development activity and from (4) implementing activity. It also includes avoiding

unconsciously leapfrogging the process steps, such as jumping backwards from discovering

a fresh new problem (step 1) into immediate action (step 8) only to discover later that the

problem was not what it seemed to be at all and regretting the time wasted by not permitting

the process unfold naturally from 1 through 8. This was mentioned earlier in the chapter
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using the example of IT projects not being defined skillfully at the outset.

Competency in respecting and synchronizing different process styles includes

understanding how the creative process depends upon different ways of apprehending

knowledge and understanding and utilizing knowledge, however apprehended. Not only are

both necessary for creative performance, but frustration and inefficiency in working together

can be avoided. For example, if some individuals on a team prefer stage 2,

conceptualization, while others prefer stage 4, implementation, it is important that these

individuals understand and respect each others' opposite preferred ways of apprehending

knowledge (experientially and concretely vs. theoretically and analytically) and of utilizing

knowledge (creating options divergently vs. evaluating options convergently).

Competency in executing each step of the process includes competency in executing

the ideation-evaluation mini process described previously which combines the three

necessary creativity thinking skills within each step: (1) creating options within the step

(divergent thinking); (2) evaluating and selecting the most important options within the step

(convergent thinking); and (3) skill in separating divergent from convergent thinking within

each step (deferral of judgment). Integrated into early creative problem solving theories and

models, including Osborn(1953), Guilford (1967), and Parnes, Noller and Biondi (1977),

these skills in the mini-process have been more deeply explored in more recent empirical

research which has described them more completely and identified their attitudinal,

behavioral and cognitive components. For example, in a multi-method, multi-measure field

experiment, Basadur et al (1982) identified attitudinal, behavioral and cognitive effects of

training which were readily observable back on the job (along with performance effects).

The effects included:
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• Attitudinal: More openness to new ideas; more positive reaction when confronted
with new unusual ideas

• Behavioral: More likely to pause to try new, unusual approaches to solving
problems; less time spent in negative evaluation while creating options; less
likely to jump to conclusions as to the nature of the real problem

• Cognitive: Increased quantity and quality of options created; more time spent in
divergent thought prior to evaluating; more options created prior to selecting one
as best

In a follow-on study, Basadur and Finkbeiner (1985) developed scales to measure

two attitudes that they labeled "preference for ideation (preference for active divergence)"

and "tendency to (not) make premature evaluations of fledgling ideas (preference for

deferral of judgment)". Field research by Runco and Basadur (1993) and Basadur, Runco

and Vega (2000) demonstrated how creativity attitudes and behaviors were associated with

cognitive active convergence skills. Puccio, Firestien, Coyle, and Masucci (2006) provided a

summary of creativity research relating to attitudes, behaviors and cognitive skills.

Additional examples of the attitudinal, behavioral, and cognitive components of each

of the three process skills throughout the complete eight step process are provided in Tables

3,4, and 5 (Basadur and Robinson, 1993; Basadur, Pringle, Speranzini and Bacot, 2000). It

should be noted that there is considerable overlap across attitudinal/behavioral/cognitive

distinctions and also across the three process skills distinctions. We do not believe these

distinctions are as important as recognizing the various skill components.

(INSERT TABLES 3, 4, AND 5 ABOUT HERE)

The field research by Basadur et al (1982), provided evidence that unless creativity

training was sufficiently impactful to successfully unfreeze and change participants, no

improvement in creativity skills and performance would be achieved. In other words, the
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impact of training must be sufficient to increase acceptance and practice of the attitudinal,

behavioral and cognitive creativity skills within the multistage creativity process. However, the

research also suggested that to refreeze the acceptance and use of the new skills, specific

strategic structural organizational factors must be established to reinforce and motivate on

the job practice (Basadur, 1994). Basadur, Graen and Scandura (1986) found that the

training effects in creativity process and skills as shown in Figure 7 on manufacturing

engineers were more permanent when they were trained together in intact teams.

Setting Up the Internal Environment to Encourage Competency

In the study of the development of expert performance and deliberate practice, the role

played by coaches and teachers, and family members in facilitating the eventual success of

performers is acknowledged as crucial (Ericsson, 2003; Ericsson, Krampe & Tesch-Romer,

1993; Salmela & Moraes, 2003). Researchers in this field make clear that while the commitment

to deliberate practice on the part of the individual is the prerequisite for the development of

expertise, the access to knowledgeable and demanding instructors, and parents who re-shape

their own personal and social lives to accommodate the demands associated with enabling the

continued growth of the performer, is critical. Coaches and teachers structure learning situations

so that the performer is always focused on attaining a higher level of performance, and family

members make considerable time and financial commitments to ensure the performer remains in

an appropriate learning environment (Ericsson, 2003; Salmela & Moraes, 2003).

In terms of the development of creative competency in employees, the internal

environment of the organization and its managers must act like the coaches, teachers, and parents

studied in athletic and artistic expert performance. While the motivation and drive of employees

to develop creative thinking skills is critical, management plays the critical roles of instructor
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and the head of the family. Sacrifices have to be made to structure the environment to enable the

continuous growth of employees' expertise, and leaders must monitor the performance and

instruct employees using methods that challenge them to reach ever higher levels of competence.

Getting Two for the Price of One

Organizations which provide the right skill training, create the right infrastructure, and

participate in and reward continuous problem finding and solution implementing, achieve several

outcomes. Some creativity outcomes are directly economically oriented and others are not. As

described earlier in this chapter, creativity leads directly to new and improved products and

methods; these are economic outcomes associated with adaptability. However, creativity also

leads to specific people outcomes which serve as intermediate steps leading to economic

outcomes associated with efficiency (Basadur, 1993). Many of these people outcomes are the

same as the fundamental aims of the field of OD from its early beginnings. The rest of this

chapter will identify these intermediate outcomes, and describe the economic outcomes that

result. The first of these people outcomes is motivation.

Despite research showing that most people at work are multi-motivated, the majority of

global business is still organized and managed on the overly simplistic "scientific management"

concept made popular in the early 20th century by Frederick Taylor (1967). Taylor believed that

employees are motivated by one dominant factor - money. Fortunately, using creativity as a

formula for motivation can be almost as simple as using money. There are many straightforward

ways to encourage people to be creative on the job and achieve a motivated organization. Top

Japanese organizations manage their world-class employee suggestions systems to induce

creative behavior and to drive creative output including cost savings and new products and
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procedures. The primary objective of these suggestion systems is not to improve economic

outcomes directly but to motivate people and increase their commitment (Basadur, 1992).

Creativity for Job Enrichment

Proactive creative activity, or adaptability, leads to a continuous flow of new methods

and new products. However, acceptance of change by employees is assured because they are

taking ownership of finding and solving their own problems, and implementing changes

themselves. In effect, they are redesigning their own jobs, which is consistent with a well-

documented axiom of social psychology: people do not resist change; they do resist being

changed (Coch & French, 1948). Employees enrich their own jobs by being creative.

The Organizational Creative Process as the Transformational Engine

Institutionalizing Organizational Creativity accelerates the identification and solution of

problems and opportunities across an organization. These problems and opportunities may

originate in either the external or internal environments of the organization, and as they are

moved through fact finding, problem definition and then solution optimization and

implementation, the organization is operating as a true open system. How the Organizational

Creativity process acts as the transformational engine for an open social and economic system is

modeled in Figure 9, which inserts the process and skills as the transforming mechanism.

(INSERT FIGURE 9 ABOUT HERE)

Figure 9 illustrates how the Organizational Creativity process provides both economic

and people outcomes. As problems and opportunities for change are "inhaled" into Step 1 and

then "spun around" the wheel, the resulting implemented change (Step 8) is projected out into
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the environment as economic and people changes to be mixed in with the environment and

cycled back through step 1. Although some of the economic outcomes result directly from

creative activity, the majority are valuable by-products of achieving people outcomes. Creativity

leads to such direct economic outcomes as a continuous supply of new and improved products

and methods for the organization. It also leads to intrinsically motivated, committed, and job-

satisfied people. These people outcomes are valuable in themselves but more importantly, they

lead to the desired economic outcomes.

While adaptability skills are essential, it would be naive to believe that all that is needed

is to train employees in the Organizational Creativity process and the skills needed to make it

work. This would only be one third of the battle. To make adaptability performance a normal

way of life, an organization must integrate creativity thinking skills and process with a clear-cut

business need and infrastructure to encourage employees to experience success applying the

skills and process. Figure 10 illustrates how these three components support each other.

(INSERT FIGURE 10 ABOUT HERE)

Many worthwhile OD interventions have floundered because the organization lacked at

least one of these three components: business need, infrastructure, and change making process

and skills. (Basadur and Robinson, 1993) If senior leaders wish to introduce an intervention,

they must spell out what specific business need they intend to address ( ie. lower costs, higher

sales, fewer defects etc.) to ensure that employees buy in to the intervention and can measure

success. An effective infrastructure, such as performance appraisal systems or membership on

interdepartmental teams, must be established so new philosophies and tools are applied regularly.
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Organizations must also avoid underestimating the effort required to establish people's change

making skills, attitudes, and behaviors, and must provide adequate training.

Summary and Future Research

We have offered a new approach to OD in which deep skill in executing creativity as a

standard everyday process is the key, equally important to traditional deep skill in executing

traditional efficiency processes. Many executives lack this creative skill and many have turned

out to be inadequate leaders, especially in recent times of accelerating change and ambiguity.

Some organizations are less effective than others because they value short-term results above all,

and reward successful implementers of routines disproportionately. Simply put, organizations

favor efficiency at the expense of adaptability.

Many companies still regard innovation as an irritant, something that gets in the way of the 'real

work'. They are content to turn out standard quantities of standard products and achieve the

sales, cost and profit goals for this month, this quarter, this year. Response to greater

competition is often to cut staff, reduce costs, lower service levels and, in some cases, lower

quality. Too few respond creatively. Sometimes this is because they simply do not know how to

go about it. We have tried to demystify various concepts about creativity and innovation by

integrating them into a single simplified approach focused specifically on improving

organizational performance short and long term.' Business schools have indoctrinated students

with the notion that "maximizing shareholder value" is the holy grail to be pursued.

Unfortunately, many managers have taken this to mean "in the short term" rather than "over the

long haul". Starbuck (1983) describes such organizations as "action generators" who create

behavior programs to repeat their successes and thus are often blind to other events that turn out

to be more important. Possibly managers would be willing to attempt to implement
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Organizational Creativity if they could be shown how it would help achieve even short term

results more efficiently. Future research might focus on strategies to help managers grasp and

increase comfort with the innovation process, skills, techniques and style described.

Regardless of the current popularity of creativity and innovation in the media and

business publications, most organizations - when given a choice - overwhelmingly favor

established routine solutions over unproven novel solutions (Ford & Sullivan, 2005; Staw, 1995).

Such efficiency-oriented organizations do not know how to nurture and reward individuals who

are capable generators of new opportunities and ideas that will translate into new products,

services and procedures necessary for long term sustainable success. They have learned to

design processes for efficiency, but not adaptability. We define Organizational Creativity as a

deliberate and continuous change-making system of attitudes, behaviors and cognitive skills

driving a process of problem generation, conceptualization, problem solving, and solution

implementation, which is virtually synonymous with adaptability. This definition is

consistent with field research which has established that effective organizations are those

which can mainstream both adaptability and efficiency and strike an appropriate balance

between the two (Mott, 1972). It requires attitudinal, behavioral, and cognitive skills in

deliberate change-making and incorporates interventions into the process as tools. With this

approach, organizations can learn to mainstream adaptability by doing two things:

encouraging employees to master new skills which increase their creativity, motivation, and

engagement; and creating an infrastructure to ensure these skills will be used regularly.

One obvious area for future research is how to most efficiently achieve an abrupt

shift in management education to incorporate creativity skills to balance analytical skills. It

would also be interesting to investigate the factors that effective organizations consider
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when balancing adaptability and efficiency, and how to determine an

organization's appropriate balance of adaptability and efficiency for a given set of

circumstances. Although North American organizations have taken steps to

correct the imbalance favoring efficiency over adaptability, they still

overwhelmingly favor the former over the latter. More research is needed to

reassure innovating organizations that they are on the right track, particularly when the

results of emphasizing adaptability may take considerably longer to appear than the results

of an emphasis on efficiency. A clue may be found in Japan: whereas much North American

decision-making is driven by the next quarter's results, Japanese organizations favor long-

term planning and reporting (Dertouzos, Lester & Solow, 1989).

An additional avenue for further research is to identify factors which enable an

organization to effectively alter its "appropriate" balance of adaptability and efficiency rather

than being caught unaware by upcoming environmental changes. What are the signals that

prompt senior management to request more creativity, that motivate middle

managers to act upon a top management requirement for more creativity, and that

encourage individuals in the organization to act more creatively (assuming in each

case that they know how to do so)? A clue may be found in several North American

corporations that had the appropriate balance for an earlier era but had to drastically change

that balance during the 1980s in order to react to changes in their environment or

circumstances. While suffering through 13 consecutive quarters of huge losses in the early

1980s, Ford made massive top-down training interventions to become a less authoritarian,

more innovative and more efficient organization with higher employee involvement. In order

to respond to new competition, Xerox reinvented itself from a copier company into a
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document company and instituted a continuous process to fundamentally change how its

employees work and manage. More recently, IBM reorganized itself after seeing its stock

price plummet when smaller competitors capitalized on the market shift to personal computers

from mainframes. An excellent research question would be how these organizations might

have recognized the need to shift their balance much sooner than they did.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FIELD OF ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

In summary, this paper advocates a new approach to organizational development.

Ol) must be understood as an ongoing continuous change-making organizational creativity

management and leadership process, not just a program of discrete interventions and

philosophical values of "what's good" for organizations. Effective OD is really implanting

and sustaining a system of organizational creativity that can be learned and mainstreamed to

provide continuous and deliberate adaptability. Above all, Ol) must be understood as a

change-making process. In order to implement specific OD interventions, one must first

obtain skills in change-making. Specific interventions simply follow as tools and techniques

to help implement the steps of the organizational creativity process described in Figure 6.

These should be attempted as solutions only after careful problem definition and only as

part of a complete, system-oriented creativity system. As well, leaders must learn and adopt

the corresponding new skills and new ways of thinking and behaving. They must become

effective change agents in their everyday work and integrate many of the concepts, values

and methods of Ol) into their own repertoire of capabilities. Team-building, employee

engagement, high performance system plant designs, task forces, and other Ol) concepts are

becoming an integral part of enlightened management practice (Beer & Spector, 1985).
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Managers, who may have been accustomed to a command and control style will need to learn

skills in engaging their subordinates in co-creating strategy. By engaging a wider range of

people in the process of developing new strategies, ownership and successful implementation of

the new strategy is more likely to occur (Coch and French, 1948). Today's managers must

learn to think and behave in new ways and to lead others to think and behave in new ways.

Mintzberg (1973) documented that most managers operate primarily as short term

implementation doers. Our research (Basadur and Basadur, 2010) found many managers are

especially under-skilled in problem finding and problem definition, which represent the essence

of strategic thinking and adaptability. Thus the training of managers to improve conceptual

thinking skills to combine with optimizing and implementation thinking must become an

important intervention to improve fundamental managerial skill.
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TABLEt

A Classification of Traditional OD Interventions

DIAGNOSTIC INTERVENTIONS
# Survey Feedback
# Confrontation Meeting
# Sensing Meetings
# Manager's Diagnostic Meeting
# Family Group Diagnostic Meeting
# Organization Mirror
# Diagnostic Task Force

STRUCTURAL INNOVATIONS
AND INTERVENTIONS

# Organization Design
# Job Design
# Reward Systems
# Performance Management Systems
# Control and Accounting Systems

TABLE 2

PROCESS INTERVENTIONS
# Processing Meetings
# Group Development/Team Building

- Goal Model
- Role Model
- Interpersonal Model

# Inter-group Meetings
# Interpersonal Peacemaking

INDIVIDUAL INTERVENTIONS

# Counselling and Coaching
# Training and Development
# Replacement and Termination
# Recruitment and Selection
# Career Development

Examples of Inconsistencies Between Desired Behaviors
And Reward Systems

We hope for.....
# Long term growth; environmental responsibility
# Setting challenging "stretch" objectives
# Commitment to total quality
# Teamwork and collaboration
# Innovative thinking and risk-taking
# Development of people skills
# Employee involvement and empowerment
# High achievement

But we reward ....
# Quarterly earnings
# Achieving goals: "making the numbers"
# Shipping on schedule, even with defects
# The best team members
# Proven methods and not making mistakes
# Technical achievements and accomplishments
# Tight control over operations and resources
# Another year's effort
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TABLE 3

Examples of Deferral of Judgment Skill

ATTITUDINAL

Tackle problems with an optimistic "can do" attitude.

Enter meetings open to ideas that might disrupt one's own department's routine

BEHAVIORAL

Visibly value, appreciate, and welcome other points of view

Avoid making premature, negative judgments of fledgling thoughts

COGNITIVE

Recognize hidden, unconscious, unwarranted assumptions

Maintain an awareness that some facts are more difficult to perceive than others.

Understand that some problems require a longer time to solve, and do not expect
immediate results.
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TABLE 4

Exam pies of Active Divergence Skill

ATTITUDINAL

Deliberately push oneself to create unusual, thought-provoking ideas

Turn premature, negative evaluations of ideas into positive challenges to keep the creative process
flowing; when others say "We can't because ... " counter with, "How might we ... ?"

BEHAVIORAL

Show leadership in pinpointing changes, trends, problems, and opportunities for improvement
throughout the organization.

Share information and ideas freely with other people and departments.

Share "bad news" as quickly as "good news" to aid organizational problem solving.

Facilitate teams to formulate problems in ways that transcend departmental considerations.

COGNITIVE
Search out many different facts and points of view before attempting to define a problem.

Define problems in multiple and novel ways to get a variety of insights.
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TABLE 4

Examples of Active Convergence Skill

ATTITUDINAL

Be willing to accept and participate in consensus decisions and move on in the
change-making process.

Accept ownership of measures of success of new ideas being implemented.

Take the risk of failing or being criticized for implementing new ideas.

BEHAVIORAL

Take reasonable risks to get action taken within time limits rather than waiting
for the "perfect" option to emerge.

Follow up on implementation; do whatever it takes to ensure successful
installation of a chosen solution.

COGNITIVE
Select, clarify, and focus on the most significant facts available prior to attempting
to define a problem.

Develop unbiased criteria for selecting from among options rather than
letting preconceptions or hidden motives sway decisions.

Understand how clear, simple, and specific implementation plans motivate
action and overcome inertia.

Understand the importance of including both long- and short-term decision-
making criteria.
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Figure 1

An Organization Operating as an Open Economic and Social System
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FIGURE 2
Balance of efficiency and adaptability
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FIGURE 3
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FIGURE 6. Creative activity in an organization
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FIGURE 7. The organizational change-making process
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FIGURE 8: Ideation-evaluation: A sequential creative thinking mini-process.
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Figure 9

How the Organizational Creativity Process Enables an Organization
to Operate as a Social and Economic Open System
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Figure 10.

The Three Necessary Components of a Successful Effort to Institutionalize
Adaptability
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