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Failure: To Succeed

Companies and their staff fall into the trap of erring too much on the side of caution. 
We investigate the causes of this risk aversion, and suggest practical ways to boost 
innovation by reducing fear of failure.  
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Fortune favors the bold 

Introduction

Most financial services executives hate failure. That’s hardly surprising in an industry built on public trust, compliance and 

absolute reliability. Executives rightly demand that the people driving their operations are not haphazardly trying out new 

innovations while processing live transactions.

Peak performance athletes, on the other hand, know that their greatest achievements only came after a lot of trial and 

error. The same can be said of most winners - a certain amount of failure is a pre-requisite for breakthrough success.

As we discover how to overcome fear of failure in business, we will look at how athletes fine tune their performances 

through practice and experimentation, through repetitive sprints long before the final game, and through knowing the dif-

ference between “good failure” and “bad failure”. 

Overview of this paper:

1. Risk aversion

We will examine the contradiction between Australia’s entrepreneurial risk aversion and it’s love of gambling. We will 

explore why the majority of working adults are more likely to align more readily to their fear of failure than to their en-

thusiasm for opportunity.

2. Leadership: Creating a safe environment to fail

In this section we will look at a process that can be implemented to create the emotional environment for risk taking, 

which will result in higher energy and bolder idea generation.

3. Finding bold opportunities

Here, we examine how increased intellectual courage can result in a richer range of opportunities – hopefully resulting 

in breakthrough innovations.

4. Using experimentation to pick the right opportunities

Once a company has been invigorated to find increased innovation opportunities, a challenge emerges to find a way to 

select the right portfolio of ideas to devote valuable resources to.

5. Implementation into the broader organisation

Our final chapter explores how innovations can be given the best possible opportunity to take hold in the broader or-

ganisational context.

6. Conclusion

We concede that justice cannot be done to this topic in one white paper. In the conclusion we wrap up with some final 

thoughts, and then add a few areas of further reading for those wishing to pursue the concepts contained herein.
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1. Risk 
There are two types of people

“Fear of failure” was first identified in the 1960’s by John Atkinson at Stanford. As a result of numerous experiments with 

children, he found that some children were driven by need for achievement, while others were paralyzed by the perceived 

inevitability of failure. 

Today, Stanford Neuro-Economist Baba Shiv classifies behaviors into these two broad types – Type 1 people who fear failure, 

and Type 2 who fear missing opportunities. His research shows that innovation teams require a blend of Type 1 (20%) and 

Type 2 (80%) to perform optimally. He is lucky - most of the silicon valley companies down the road from his campus are 

overwhelmingly Type 2, or opportunity driven cultures.

In this instance we are not so lucky – for us the bad news comes in threes: (i) most large corporates worldwide have a prev-

alence of Type 1 behaviour, (ii) Australia is overwhelmingly risk averse compared to other countries, and (iii) in general, Fi-

nancial Services firms are more intolerant of error than many other industries. 

The good news is that there are numerous practical techniques to encourage people to take more risks. We will explore 

those techniques in the next chapters.

Australia and risk aversion

Australia has a risk taker/risk aversion paradox. On the one hand, we are the biggest gamblers in the world, on the other, 

we are one of the countries that fears failure the most (The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2011 gave us the dubious dis-

tinction of being third most fearful, behind Korea and UAE, an OECD report shown in the following figure showing a similar 

result).
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How is it possible that a risk averse country loves gambling so much? The answer lies in a number of reasons, some of 

which include:

1) Gambling typically involves small amounts of money, innovation requires larger amounts to be wagered.

2) Gambling gives a quick hit, innovation requires a lot of patience as rewards are often deferred for a long period of 

time.

3) Gambling’s results are generally only known by the gambler. This leads to a bias towards only remembering and re-

porting successes, and losses do not generally become public. With innovation the opposite holds true – every failure 

needs a scape-goat, and organisations have an uncanny memory when it comes to failed projects.

4) Finally, gambling is often fun.

We will return to this comparison later in the document – perhaps there is something positive to be learned from our addic-

tion to gambling.

Why do Australians fear failure?

Any national psyche is complex to analyse – for now we will simply reflect on politics, the press, and the law as possible 

contributors to this problem.

Politics rarely rewards bold risk takers, but the past three years of Australian politics, in particular, have brought out the 

worst of the Westminster system. It has been too tempting for both parties to relentlessly search for the minuscule miss-

steps of the other, and then amplify these failures as if the sky is indeed going to fall in. A strong message is sent to the 

nation that it is better to “not try at all”, than to “try and fail”. Hopefully the fish does not rot from the head in this regard.

Intolerance for error has been re-enforced by other institutions. In a country where very little goes wrong by global stan-

dards, the media still has a need to fill their pages with attention grabbing headlines. Paradoxically, the better things are, 

the more small problems need to be blown out of proportion to attract that attention. 

A number of high profile litigations have forced insurance companies to make policies more onerous and have increased 

corporate compliance obligations. At best, executives now have an added burden of fear, at worst, it has become too easy 

for people to rely on these policies as an excuse for inaction.
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Corporate risk aversion

There are certainly pockets of “Type 2” people in any company. Marketing people or traders, as an example, are probably 

more opportunity than risk driven compared to, say, your average compliance officer. Entrepreneurs are generally more op-

timistic than lawyers or bankers. In general, corporates are more “Type 1”. 

Corporate risk aversion is exacerbated by many factors. Bankers have the burden of extensive regulatory oversight and pen-

alties for non-compliance. Public companies have to keep an eye on short term results (which is where badly managed fail-

ures would be evident), rather than longer term outcomes (which is where business model innovation would most likely 

show results). Markets hate ambiguity, creating a ripple effect of uncertainty avoidance throughout organizations, and forc-

ing managers to demand accurate forecasts rather than vague opportunities, assumptions and probabilities.

Individuals and fear of failure

The field of behavioral economics has uncovered some interesting irrationalities driving human behavior. A selection of bi-

ases towards failure avoidance are:

1. Status quo bias: People have a bias towards maintaining the status quo. Innovation requires venturing into the un-

known, an uncomfortable experience for many. Long projects can in themselves become a status quo, with people 

afraid to move off them.

2. Loss aversion: It is said that “losses loom larger than gains”. The implications are that perceived or actual losses are 

weighted by up to three times more by us than a similar gain. Although many interesting experiments have proved this, 

the simplest way to think of this is your reaction to a salary cut of 10% rather than a salary gain of 10%. Or the over-

whelming disappointment you would feel if you were told that the $100 000 lottery amount you thought you had just 

won was actually only $10 000.

3. Overvaluing the present rather than the future, the certain versus the uncertain: It turns out (probably unsurprising-

ly) that we are really bad at calculating the risk weighted net present value of future benefits. So, if we are offered the 

opportunity to make a sure X dollars on project A today, but make Y dollars over the five year life of slightly riskier proj-

ect B, we generally take option A. The fact that we get a bonus on this year’s earnings further reinforces and incentivis-

es such behaviour.

4. Endowment effect: Humans get attached to things very easily. Give them the option of a pen or a mug as a gift, and 

the results are equal. Give people a mug at the outset, with the option of swapping for a pen, and hardly anyone will 

take up the offer. The implication is that the more time or energy we invest into a product, the more we become at-

tached to our ideas, no matter how good or bad.

There are other drivers of risk avoiding behavior. Being assigned part time to a new and risky project can create “cognitive 

overload” – simply too many new things to juggle mentally as you face your normal daily inbox. Efforts on the new ventur-

ing opportunity are less likely to yield the same quantum of revenues in the short term as efforts on your existing business, 

diluting your earnings per unit of effort invested. If assigned to a project full time, project failure could equate to career 

failure if managed incorrectly. The “uncertain” rewards would usually not be greater than the “certain” risks.
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Insights from the above

By creating a portfolio fund of higher risk but low value 

“experimental projects”, companies can in fact lower the 

portfolio risk through diversification

Having a space and permission to fail creates a game ef-

fect, reducing perceived risk and making “trial and error” 

into a fun challenge

Smaller cost and faster experiments, with strict validation 

criteria and metrics speed up feedback cycles, reduce risk 

and allow for faster learning

Customer centric design lowers overall risk by getting im-

mediate customer validation. Use of low-resolution proto-

typing decreases the endowment effect, making innova-

tors more open to criticism and input

■ Corporates battle to put immediate earnings at risk for  

    uncertain future gains

■  Corporates cannot have everyone taking risks- they need  

     a safe environment for innovation to take place

■ Corporates and individuals tend to fear ambiguity 

■ People like quick feedback cycles 

■ People prefer to wager smaller amounts 

■ Failure is easier to stomach when part of a “challenge” 

■ People undervalue future benefits and overvalue present  

    losses 

■ Staff battle to dedicate themselves fully to the 

    innovation project if they are measured against the stan- 

    dard financial performance criteria 

■ Because of the endowment effect, the longer the 

    duration of emotional or intellectual investment into a   

    concept, the greater the sense of failure if that concept is      

    later rejected     

Implications and challenges for companies

2. Leadership: Creating a safe environment to fail 

Fortune favors the bold. High achievers take risks, stick their necks out, and venture into unchartered territory. Too many 

companies pay lip service to “being innovative” in their corporate reports without having the courage to ensure that the rest 

of the organisation is truly willing and supportive of the broader innovation agenda. 

Coaches of high performance athletes know that to succeed, they need to create an environment where failure is not only 

tolerated, but encouraged. They do this by giving their athletes time and space to explore bold new approaches, not hap-

hazardly, but against carefully measured criteria. 

When tweaking a golf swing, a golfer does not wait to play in the Masters to check whether it works- they head straight to 

the practice range and fire off just enough shots to check whether they have improved or not. They have a clear understand-

ing of what success looks like, so they measure each shot carefully. They know what outcomes they need to beat to adopt 

the new swing, and enjoy a sense of fun and camaraderie as they try everything possible to lift their game to new heights. 

When they finally get to the first tee at the Masters, they know that failure is no longer an option. They work as one with 

their team. By now they trust each other implicitly, can sense each other’s needs, and can communicate clearly with each 
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other using the simplest of phrases or gestures. From here on in it is all about muscle memory - repeating what they have 

perfected off the field. 

In order to venture into the unknown, staff truly need to know that failure will be tolerated. Leaders need to create an envi-

ronment that is safe for people to verbalise bold opportunities. 

Below is a framework (modified from one used at Stanford Graduate School of Business), that shows how to create an envi-

ronment that encourages bold thought and peak performance. 
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3. Finding bold opportunities 

Idea generation for potential opportunities

An environment grounded in risk-aversion will only produce mediocre ideas and opportunities. Breakthrough ideas (or so-

called horizon two and three opportunities) come from bold exploration of the possible. 

The challenge in the idea generation stage is to get away from the comfort zone (shown on the left in the figure below), 

and drive a larger range of ideas (including some that may even be too wild to pursue) as shown on the right.

The ideal environment for experimentation will have the following characteristics:

a) Give people time to think, explore, and discover. Dr. Christensen of the Harvard Business School suggests that great 

innovation leaders all take time for discovery activities such as questioning, observing, networking and experimenting.

b) Create a separate “experimentation” environment that is exciting and free from the daily grind (and the in-box). 

Many companies are building “design thinking laboratories” – a safe environment where extreme ideas are encouraged. 

Make them fun environments that people create positive emotional associations with. 

c) Set a bold challenge. Research has shown that people are less likely to fear failure if their objective is seemingly im-

possible – it means that they have nothing to lose and everything to gain in finding a solution.

d) Use an approach such as “design thinking” to encourage customer-centric design. This approach reduces adoption 

failure by being more aligned to customer needs, but also embodies fast cycle times, bold thinking and direct customer 

validation.

e) Create false but credible time and cost constraints to drive people out of their comfort zones and force them into sub
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stituting “resourcefulness” for “resources”. Forbid them to rely on some capabilities so that they are forced to use a “clean 

sheet of paper” and ingenuity. This is the so-called “Jugaad” approach popularized in India, where innovation is under-

taken with extremely limited resources, but achieves astounding outcomes. 

f) Implement computerised idea generation tools that allow staff to contribute ideas and have them escalated on their 

merits, free of the normal political and hierarchical constraints and biases. Ensure that bad ideas are killed off quickly, 

fairly and elegantly, so that people are encouraged to try again rather than simply give up due to failure.

g) Build diverse idea generation teams, with more optimists than pessimists, cross-functional staff, individuals from 

other industries, and use a blend of naïve and experienced contributors. Create a time to explore without judgment, and 

a separate time to question feasibility and viability. This creates a broader range of ideas, and removes some of the in-

tellectual arrogance of some of the more experienced staff – making them less defensive and reduces the pressure to be 

“right all of the time”.

h) Move away from initially questioning whether something can be done (“feasibility” and “viability”) to first thinking 

“what is possible?”, “what might be?”. Philosopher Charles Pierce called this abductive reasoning, as he believed that “no 

new idea could be proved deductively or inductively using past data”. Instead of finding uses for legacy capabilities 

(when all you have is a hammer, everything looks like a nail), the focus can now shift to crafting new solutions to latent 

needs – real problems that need to be solved.

Experimentation as a process for idea filtering

As companies encourage a culture of innovation, they often face a deluge of ideas. They need a way to examine and kill 

ideas in a way that still encourages bold thought, and fearless engagement. This is done through an experimental process 

of refining, filtering and validating, which can be done using the framework given below:
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Step 1:       Evaluate: Use a model such as the “Business model canvas” to check whether an opportunity is “desirable, fea-

sible, and viable”. Note any assumptions (hypotheses) that need to be tested to validate your model

Step 2:       Validate your assumptions by either checking them with raw data, or by creating low resolution prototypes to 

allow them to be demonstrated to potential users to elicit feedback.

Step 3:       Re-calibrate the entire model by taking into account feedback from the validation step.

Step 4:      Once you have a model that meets the three criteria of “feasibility, viability and desirability”, the opportunity 

should be ranked against others and if successful, placed into a portfolio of projects for incubation. Those that are not suc-

cessful should be hibernated – they should be placed on hold until key assumptions have changed to make the project suc-

cessful, or they should be terminated.

Learnings should be captured and disseminated throughout the process. 

 

4. Experimentation to pick the right opportunities
 
The “Start-up Genome Project”, the world’s largest ongoing research into entrepreneurial success, analysed more than 

50,000 start-ups to find the following insights:

1) It is highly unlikely that entrepreneurs will get things right first time. Those that were most successful had at least 

one major change in the business design between initial idea and implementation. In large organisations, significant 

changes would often be viewed as weakness or failure, and governance process could prematurely terminate such proj-

ects. 

2) Start-ups generally have small, close-knit teams. Team selection criteria for YCombinator (arguably the world’s most 

successful accelerator) include determination, flexibility, imagination, naughtiness and friendship.

3) Flexible start-ups showed significantly higher success rates, better funding, and faster growth  – they follow thought 

leaders (such as Steve Blank), track metrics very carefully, and are open to learning from helpful mentors.

A common approach used by start-ups worldwide is that of the lean start-up methodology and the business model canvas. 

Combined with design thinking, it provides the ideal tool-set to learn, experiment, validate, refine, and start again. The 

lean start-up approach encourages innovators to map out the key aspects of desirability, feasibility and viability on to a sin-

gle visual strategy page. There is intense focus on creating the most effficienct business model possible using a clean sheet 

of paper. It ensures that all stakeholders give input in real-time, and are immediately aligned. A benefit of this approach is 

the subtle shift from individual opinion to objective validation. Because opinions are listed as hypotheses, there is an 

  



White paper  Failure to succeed

expectation that they may fail. In fact, by running validation as an experiment, any so called “failure” is actually seen as a 

vital learning point.

a) Co-locate all relevant cross-functional staff in one area (activity-based work) and use visual communication aids, 

rather than meetings and e-mail, to focus everyone’s attention solely on aligning the various business areas around 

“desirability, feasibility, and viability”. 

b) Focus the teams on outcomes by giving a bold vision and then setting tight constraints on how they may achieve 

them. This forces them to take intellectual risks.

c) Work in small design iterations, or “experiments”. As potential hurdles are faced in the business design, note them 

down as hypotheses to be tested or resolved – don’t just accept one person’s objections as failure. Then, pick the main 

items that could cause the business to fail and design an experiment to test whether this assumption is valid or not. 

d) Use “low-resolution” prototyping to create rough versions of your products that you can test immediately – this opens 

the mind to input and learning because of the smaller amount of time invested before input is sought. If you wait too 

long, it feels like criticism and costs more to fix.

e) Every time a seemingly insurmountable hurdle is found, regroup the full team and adjust the model to find a way 

around, over, under or through it. This way you are focusing on the hurdle, and not on the “failure” of any one person.

f) Provide access to mentorship and thought leadership. 

5. Implementation into the broader organisation

Fear of failure in the broader organisation can quickly strangle valid opportunities that have made it through the filtering 

process. The challenge is for innovation to succeed despite the onslaught of all of those typical corporate “anti-bodies” that 

are programmed to kill any change before it can take hold.

Transformation takes time, but is quite achievable. Gartner provides an “Innovation Maturity Model” that shows the differ-

ent phases that companies typically go through as they aspire to have a “pervasive innovation culture”.
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With such a broad set of actions required to reach a pervasive innovation culture, and so many competing resources, how is 

it possible to prioritise speculative opportunities against core priorities? 

Lets go back to our sports analogy. If we don’t give junior athletes facilities with which to practice, and a clear pathway to 

progress up the ranks, eventually our elite teams would only be able to succeed at losing.

Junior athletes need to be nurtured, given access to appropriate resources, and measured differently to their high earning 

counterparts. Companies can learn from this by taking an incubation mindset to innovation. 

Governance to assist incubation

It is blatantly obvious that most breakthrough ideas are fraught with financial ambiguity, making it nearly impossible to 

compete with other projects that have a definitive financial forecast on day one. Bold opportunities often have a dilutory 

effect on earnings in the short term – quantifiable downside risk, but very uncertain upside potential.

Incubated innovations need special treatment if they are to have any chance of success. Companies can build a portfolio of 

bold opportunities, with each one carrying only a small investment until the concept is proven. Take lots of small bets, and 

don’t bet more than you can afford to lose.

Separate processes are required when it comes to processes, financial assessment, and risk.

Processes:

There should be mechanisms to remove incubated opportunities from having to compete with the core business for deci-

sions, management bandwidth, and resource prioritisation. Executive sponsorship at a level that can drive cross-functional 

prioritisation, high degrees of delegated responsibility, and fast-tracked governance processes can assist in keeping much-

needed momentum.

Financial assessment:

Financial assessment is often where forward looking projects get culled:

a) Approvals often face a paradox. Think too big, and the numbers become harder to justify – aim too small and the 

outcomes are too insignificant to warrant the attention. This can be resolved by creating an investment roadmap – start-

ing with small and clear objectives in the early phases, and more top-down guestimates for further horizons.

b) Companies often overcompensate for the risk weighting on speculative projects, eroding the NPV unnecessarily. Con-

sulting firm Mckinsey says that by adopting a portfolio approach the risk can be diversified out – making the increased 

weightings unnecessary.

c) In order to deal with ambiguity in investment spreadsheets, companies should try and validate assumptions using 

techniques like the Lean Start-up approach. Assumptions that are unable to be validated should be viewed as ranges of 

probabilities using software such as “@Risk” – more importantly, executives should become comfortable with ranges of 

probabilities rather than single point scenarios. 
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d) The “do nothing” scenario should be factored into decisions in terms of the opportunity cost of not taking a risk.

Risk management:

Financial services companies live and die by their ability to manage risk. Coaches and team managers don’t tolerate failure 

in the “Finals”, but they are certainly more open to it during practice sessions. Similarly, risks that impact directly on exter-

nal customers or breach regulations should be treated very differently to risks that can be rectified internally and post-hoc 

without any negative stakeholder impact.

Some actions that could assist are:

a) Consider viewing risk and reward across the portfolio of innovations, rather than individually.

b) Help to change attitudes of risk managers by involving them in projects early on, and getting them to be part of the 

“learning through failing” design approach. 

c) Adopt a proportionate risk approach for exploratory projects, focusing on risk tolerance/awareness rather than risk 

avoidance for smaller projects, and increasing controls as the project progresses.

d) Consideration could be given to “outsourcing risk” by driving early phase experimentation through third parties who 

are not constrained by the same regulatory or brand risks that established financial institutions may face.

e) Assess the risk of “doing nothing” as one of the risk scenarios associated with a project. Conversely, take “learning” as 

a tangible benefit of experimentation.

Technology to assist incubation

Innovators used to have seemingly insurmountable technology challenges to overcome. Difficulties in estimating demand 

meant that companies needed to take huge bets on capital expenditure to trial a product. Technical interdependencies with 

other projects and waiting times for changes to core systems made iterative experimentation nearly impossible.

Times have changed

The introduction of cloud has had a direct impact on companies’ ability to experiment. Commonwealth Bank of Australia 

has credited companies such as Fujitsu (a sponsor of the AIIA and a cloud solution supplier to CBA), as being an enabler to 

it’s successful innovation agenda. The reasons are many, but include increased speed (minutes, rather than weeks to set up 

new deployment instances), flexibility (ability to set up multiple instances for experimentation, and then scale quickly as 

required) and cost (variable rather than fixed costs reduce experimentation investments).

Cloud is only one aspect that CIOs need to consider. They can free projects from technical interdependencies by allowing in-

cubated projects to work outside of the normal architectural environment in the experimentation phases – especially im-

portant in companies undergoing core systems upgrades. They should also take special interest in assisting projects to mi-

grate from pilot to production as quickly and smoothly as possible so that they do not lose valuable momentum.
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Other areas to consider to create a more innovation-friendly 
environment:

Domain          Practical way to reduce fear of failure  Why?

Recruiting 
Hire experienced entrepreneurs into senior roles. They are Type 2, and know how to fail.

Recruiting Consider hiring people with a design thinking back-
ground, people from other industries, and people with 
client side experience.

Innovation “happens at the intersection”. A variety of ex-
periences and skills create more opportunities for new 
thought. People with client experience may show greater 
empathy/insights into real needs.

Teams Ensure that there is the right attitudinal balance on your 
innovation teams. Consider using Myers Briggs type in-
dicators to build a high performance teams with the 
right blend of skills and attitudes.

At some stage the innovation needs to move from “ ex-
periment and build” to “operational”. This requires the 
right blend of skills on a team. 

Career Path Rotate staff between corporate divisions. Stanford research has shown this to contribute to in-
creased “opportunity seeking” in individuals.

Career Path Where staff are assigned to risky projects full time, make 
sure they know that project failure does not mean career 
failure. 

If staff’s careers are tied to project completion, then you 
may end up paying for expensive “bad projects” rather 
than killing them early.

Measurement Increase “good waste” by setting Minimum Failure Rates 
in organisations.

It sends a strong message: If you aren’t failing you are 
not trying hard enough!

Measurement Measure Total Innovation Potential (number of ideas 
submitted) and Total Innovation Reach (percentage of 
the organization involved in innovation).

By measuring the innovation process (not just the proj-
ect’s success) you emphasise the importance of participa-
tion and contribution.

Approach Ensure that “experiments” are all done rigorously, and 
that outcomes are measured and disseminated.

Experiments are for learning and sharing, not just short-
hand for “its OK to fail”.

Approach Immerse staff in innovation activities. Don’t force them 
to balance priorities and mindsets while trying to inno-
vate. Give them time to make innovation the only thing 
they are thinking about.

Immersion allows people to access parts of their brain 
that would otherwise be off limits in the day to day grind. 
It also allows for better prioritisation. It provides for a 
richer, more intense contribution.

Communication Project team members should understand the various 
risk tolerances of related stakeholders and adjust com-
munications approaches accordingly.

Specific drivers of fear or anxiety can be reduced by tar-
geting the communication approach. Uncertainty breeds 
risk, which breeds fear.
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6. Conclusion 

This paper has tried to uncover what makes us afraid to take risks, and how companies can try and develop an environment 

that encourages bold thought and action.

It is not an easy task. Just as high performance athletes need to train and experiment off the field of play, keeping trial and 

error away from the competitive field of play. Companies, too, need to differentiate between “good failure” – that which is 

done intentionally to learn valuable lessons – and “bad failure” – errors made in the live environment that puts live cus-

tomer transactions at risk.

Experimentation alone is not enough. A rigorous mechanism needs to be put in place to ensure that experiments only take 

place to find valuable lessons. Once found, learnings need be properly captured and disseminated in order to derive the ap-

propriate value.

As employees become energized, companies need to find appropriate ways to manage the inevitable flood of new ideas. 

They can do this by having disciplined ways to kill bad ideas, and setting up incubation processes to nurture a portfolio of 

good ones.

In order to make an innovative culture pervasive, companies need to ensure that there is alignment between vision, lead-

ership, people, culture, organizational processes and performance measures. At a practical level, this includes using tech-

nology enablers effectively, and adjusting financial assessment and risk management approaches.

Few great achievements have resulted from only playing it safe. 

Great leaders need to create a safe and energising environment for innovation to flourish – and

then boldly get themselves and the companies out of their collective comfort zones, and venture into the unknown.

Knowledge area Further Resources

Design thinking

Lean startup

Lean startup

A matruity model for innovation

Neruo economics

Psychology of new product adoption 

The art of innovation: lessons from creativity at IDEO, by Tom Kelly 

The Lean Startup, by Eric Reis 

Lean Startup Changes Everything. Steve Blank, HBR, May 2013

A Maturity Model for Innovation Management, Gartner, April 2011 

http://www.gsb.stanford.edu/news/bmag/sbsm0802/feature-babashiv.html

John T Gourville: Eager sellers and Stony buyers
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About
AIIA

The Australian Information Industry Association (AIIA) is the 

nation’s peak industry body for the technology sector. AIIA 

sets the strategic direction of the industry, influences public 

policy and provides members with productivity tools, advi-

sory services and market intelligence to accelerate their 

business growth.

AIIA member companies employ 100,000 Australians, gen-

erate combined annual revenues of more than $40 billion 

and export more than $2 billion in goods and services each 

year. With member companies right across the country, from 

every sector of the industry and representing every size of 

company, AIIA is truly the ICT industry’s association of 

choice.

About AIIA’s Financial Services Network

AIIA established the Financial Services Business Network for 

executives interested in technology-led innovation in the fi-

nancial services industry. Join us to:

• Understand the innovation opportunities in financial ser-

vices 

• Facilitate networking between the innovators in financial 

services and the suppliers of technology solutions 

• Discuss and create technology-led business opportunities 

in financial services and facilitate deal making.

In partnership with specialist companies from across the ICT 

industry, AIIA releases regular Thought Leadership pieces in 

the financial services arena.

Patrick Crooks
Patrick operates at the intersection of corporates and entre-

preneurs. He has consulted to executives from over fifteen 

countries in the field of disruptive corporate innovation. He 

has led or co-founded around twenty startups, including 

South Africa’s largest unlisted IT company, and led some of 

the world’s largest mobile banking projects. He has studied 

strategy and innovation at Harvard, Stanford and London 

Business Schools.

Patrick is the Co-chair of the AIIA Financial services special 

interest group, a director of the Fishburner entrepreneurial 

community, and has recently set up Fusion Co-innovation 

Labs, a Skunkworkstm type environment to allow corporates 

to innovate alongside entrepreneurs.

www.aiia.com.au au.fujitsu.com


