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Managing The (Autonomous Vehicle) Unknowns 

 

 
 
 
Two birds with one stone. Someone was quizzing me about my (no doubt glib) comment 
that innovation projects were nothing to do with Gantt charts and all about managing the 
unknowns. ‘Is it really possible to manage the unknowns?’ was the question. That’s one 
bird. The other is about another (no doubt glib) comment I’ve made several times in 
conferences and presentations that the whole of the current wave of interest in 
autonomous vehicles is a big charade. A big expensive charade at that. 
 

The ‘stone’ then is how might we ‘manage the unknowns’ in an autonomous vehicle 
context? Or, if I was going to join the army of gullible lemmings and develop my own 
autonomous vehicle, how would I set about doing it.  
 

Let me start by taking a lead from what has lately become known as the Rumsfeld Matrix. 
I’m not sure Donald actually invented it, but his ‘unknown unknowns’ political tongue-
twister has entered folklore sufficiently comprehensively that most people now think he 
did. Anyway, even though Rumsfeld only talked about three of the quadrants in the Matrix, 
here’s our version of what the full 2x2 looks like: 
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Figure 1: The Rumsfeld Matrix (Redux) 

 

From an innovation perspective the four quadrants of the Matrix give our fledgling 
autonomous vehicle project four different kinds of unknown to manage. 
 

The most obvious unknown category is the stuff we know we don’t know. From a TRIZ 
perspective, this should actually be fairly easy to map. It’s the ‘yes, but’ quadrant – we 
know where we’re trying to get to, and so we can make a list of all the things we believe 
will prevent us from achieving our goal. Because we know TRIZ, we know that this list of 
‘yes, buts’ is mapping all of the contradictions that stand between where we are and where 
we’re trying to be. We also know that ‘where we’re trying to be’ is best mapped using the 
Ideal Final Result part of TRIZ, and if we’re looking to really identify ‘all’ the unsolved 
contradictions, we ought to use the Ideal Final Attribute template as a means of mapping 
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all of the attributes that are going to be relevant and defining what ‘ideal’ looks like for 
each of these attributes for each of the different stakeholders.  
 

If we do that job properly, its quite a big job. We’ll no doubt have over a hundred different 
attributes to worry about and probably a couple of dozen different stakeholders to think 
about. A couple of dozen because, if we’re talking about fully autonomous vehicles, that 
has all sorts of implications for every aspect of society not just people who want an 
autonomous vehicle to get them from A to B. We’d need to think about what is ideal for the 
politicians, for example, the city planners, the organisations that are going to have to 
ensure we have 100% GPS signal, the energy providers, the insurers, the pedestrians, the 
police and emergency services. Everyone: 
 

ATTRIBUTE         CUSTOMER A IFR      CUSTOMER B IFR        PROVIDER IFR         etc

All The Attributes

All The 

Stakeholders

 
 

Figure 2: Hypothetical Ideal Final Attribute Analysis Template For Autonomous Vehicles 
 

Now, I could map all those things, but because I know it will be hard work and that I am 
incredibly lazy, I know, too, that I’m only going to do the work if it’s a good use of my time. 
And in this case, it turns out I can do a much simpler version of the analysis and quickly 
realise the futility of not just the full exercise, but also the entire autonomous vehicle story. 
I’m going to leave the completed template to your imagination. It would be the best 
possible way to identify the known unknowns, if we were building the story for a proper 
project. 
 

My much simpler version says, let’s think about the different stakeholders and their ‘yes, 
buts’ – i.e. what will they say to us if we ask them why they don’t like or want autonomous 
vehicles – and let’s do that in the context of the five different Levels of vehicle autonomy 
the industry has defined. Here’s what that table looks like: 

 

 

Autonomy Level Jump Contradiction Problems To Be Solved 

Level 1(‘hands-on’) to Level 2 (‘hands-off’) Sensor reliability 
Adverse weather reliability 
Lane marking maintenance 

Sensor reliability 
Regulation/legal frameworks 
Data Protection/’Big Brother’ 

GPS Jammers/pranks 

Level 2 (‘hands-off’) to Level 3 (‘eyes-off’) Sleepy-driver 
People reaction time 

‘Idiocy’ problem – unloaded brain mistakes 
Liability insurance 

Plastic-bag/cat detection 
100% signal integrity 

Geo-fencing (only allowed on some roads) 
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Level 3 (‘eyes off’) to Level 4 (‘mind-off’) Universal communications protocol 
Ethics (kill driver or pedestrians?) 

Hijacker (steps into road to stop vehicle) 
Certification in realistic situations 

Test transparency 
Jaywalking/fencing 

Bicycles 
Unplanned roadworks 

Ambulance/police prioritisation 
‘Common courtesy’ polite-algorithms 

Level 4 (‘mind-off’) to Level 5 (‘no steering wheel’) All-weather/Off-road 
Hack-proof/liability 
100% availability 

5% of population lose jobs 
‘aggression’/prioritisation algorithms 

Platooning trucks? 
Mobility versus vehicle ownership 

Integration with other transport modes 
 

Table 1: Contradictions To Be Solved In Order To Achieve Different Levels Of Autonomy 
 

For anyone thinking that maybe the big Ideal Final Attribute analysis doesn’t seem so bad 
after all, now I’ve introduced the 5 different Levels of autonomy, it’s worth noting that, if I 
really am going to be thorough, I should complete the Figure 2 template separately for 
each of the five Levels. Anyway, we’ll come back to this table in a little while. For the 
moment all we need to register from our ‘managing the unknowns’ process requirement is 
that in addition to this Table 1 list, we also have a series of meta-unknowns in that we 
don’t know the relative importance of each of them. As a project manager, I know I need to 
ultimately solve – or at least ‘manage’ – all of them, but it would be nice to know which 
ones are more important than others to the various different stakeholders right now. To 
answer that question, I’m probably going to use something like PanSensic to help track 
what the various different stakeholders are saying. 
 

Let’s for the moment assume that once I’ve done this, I’ve mapped my ‘known unknowns’. 
Now I can move on to the ‘difficult’ unknown unknowns. In Donald Rumsfeld terms, and I 
imagine in the minds of many non-TRIZ people, this is the trickiest domain. We don’t know 
what we don’t know. Moreover, in the traditional mindset, this typically gets extended to 
mean ‘we can’t know what we don’t know’. Putt a TRIZ hat on, though, and the ‘unknown 
unknowns story becomes rather less of a concern. This is because we know that 
everything evolves in the direction of the Ideal Final Result, the mythical future point at 
which all of the contradictions have been solved. The point here is the word ‘point’. The 
fact that the IFR – mythical or otherwise – is a point means that the evolution process is 
convergent. Which in turn means that as we get closer and closer to the ideal, the number 
of possible solutions becomes less and less. Which also means there’s less for us to have 
to worry about from the ‘unknown unknowns’ perspective the further into the future we 
decide to look.  
 

Well, almost. There are two issues that we have to consider when we’re in the unknown-
unknowns quadrant of the Rumsfeld Matrix: 

1) The ‘IFR Cones’ are based on the evolution of solutions that deliver a function. The 
self-driving car makes for a good example of an Ideal Final Result car. But, of 
course, ultimately, the customer doesn’t necessarily want a car at all. Rather they 
want the higher level functions of the car. They want (ideal) ‘mobility’ and all of the 
(ideal) emotional functions like status and autonomy, belonging, competence and 
meaning associated with it. What this means is that, if we’re smart innovators we 
need to keep our eye out for higher-level functions that might come along and 
displace the function we’re currently working on. TRIZ will also likely tell us what 
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these higher level functions are (i.e. we could construct a universal hierarchy of 
function cones if we had the time and energy), so strictly speaking they’re not 
‘unknown-unknowns at all. But that’s probably a tad too abstract for most, so let’s 
just leave it at the idea of a need to be looking upward to the higher-level functions 
that might come along and displace us. 

2) One of the ironies of the TRIZ findings is that the long-term future is rather more 
predictable than the short term. In the long-term, everything becomes more ideal. In 
the short-term, the world is crammed full of difficult to predict human foibles. 
Political foibles, social foibles, people foibles. People (and governments) 
sometimes, in the case of things like Brexit, ‘cut off their noses to spite their face’. 
Any and all of these kinds of ‘random’ u-turns, deviations and ego-driven cul-de-
sacs can very easily appear and cause problems for our beautiful project. The 
Middle East, for example, could decide to switch off the flow of oil to the rest of the 
world and trigger a massive restriction on fuel that causes people to (temporarily) 
rethink their travel needs and modes. (Temporarily because, what will also be 
triggered is a massive swathe of panic research on alternative fuels.) A massive 
solar flare might knock out all of the world’s electrical systems. Some freedom 
denying Government may decide to turn the internet off. There are a million and 
one scenarios we could decide to take into consideration in our innovation project 
manager’s ‘unknown-unknowns’ search-space. A million of those scenarios most 
likely won’t happen. The trick is knowing which is the ‘one’. And the way to home in 
on this one is to apply the lens of time: ‘how likely is this to happen over the course 
of the duration of my project?’ Draw a likelihood-consequence Risk Map and do a 
big FMEA analysis if you’re so inclined. Me, I’m too lazy. Especially if I already 
know that my autonomous vehicle project is a non-starter. 

 

I’ll let you worry about how big either of these unknown-unknown search spaces are. For 
me, the IFR Cone tells me 98% of what I need to know for most projects, but prudence 
tells me not to ignore the other 2%. As usual with these matters, it’s all about context. And 
particularly time-based context: what’s the time horizon of the project, and what’s the 
pulse rate of the industry my project is in? 
 

Okay, so back to the Rumsfeld Matrix. In theory, ‘managing the unknowns’ is all about the 
two quadrants on the right-hand side. But this is innovation world we’re dealing with here, 
and because innovation largely starts from the challenge of rules and assumptions, it 
means there’s a fair likelihood that one or two of the things ‘I know I know’ are wrong, and 
even more likely some of my instinct-based tacit ‘unknown knowns’ knowledge is also 
likely to be wrong. So, at the very least, I ought to manage the potential errors in my 
‘knowns’. 
 
Again, if this sounds somewhat abstract, TRIZ comes along to the rescue again. Two 
ways. One, the directions and trajectories of successful evolution are very clear so 
anything I think I know that contradicts one or more of these directions ought to sound a 
mental alarm bell. If something is going in the ‘wrong’ direction, does that mean that it’s 
wrong or that TRIZ is wrong. For most people, by far and away the most likely – and 
certainly most prudent – answer is that they are wrong and TRIZ isn’t. From our TRIZ-
research perspective, it is pretty much part of our DNA now to actively look for the 
exceptions so that we get to test and make a more resilient model of the TRIZ method. 
 

Two, one of the more recent TRIZ ‘blinding flashes of the obvious’ is that it is all about 
distilling the world down to a core set of ‘first principles’. One of the lovely thing about first 
principles is that they’re pretty stable. Again, from a research perspective, we know its 
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always necessary to challenge the validity of those first principles (if Einstein hadn’t 
challenged the ‘first principle’ Newtonian ‘Laws’, we wouldn’t be able to do 90% of the 
things we have come to take for granted in our 21st Century world. From the pragmatic 
innovation project manager’s perspective, however, it is highly unlikely that their job and 
the aim of their project is to challenge matters at the first principle level. Ultimately – again 
– project context should dictate how much or little time the team devotes to managing the 
unknowns associated with the things we’ve put into the ‘known’ category. 
 

Okay, so there’s the ‘managing the unknowns’ story: use the Rumsfeld Matrix to provide 
the structure, use TRIZ to tell you what’s relevant and what isn’t, and use the context of 
the project to tell you how much time to devote to the other three quadrants. From my 
personal experience on actual innovation projects, ‘managing the unknowns’ means 
distributing my time like this: 
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Figure 3: The Pragmatic Project Manager’s ‘Managing The Unknowns’ Time Split 
(assuming a working knowledge of TRIZ/SI) 

 

So, back to the autonomous vehicle part of the article, and the contradiction horror story 
that is Table 1. And here’s the heart of why it’s a horror story. Figure 4 shows our 
‘Eisenhower’s (Innovation) Box’ story from the Seven Habits of Highly Effective Innovation 
Project Managers article: 
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Figure 4: Eisenhower’s (Innovation) Box 
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The big idea behind this 2x2 Matrix is to highlight one of the main problems of our subject-
matter-expert (SME) dominated world. The world needs these SMEs. They are a 
necessary but not sufficient part of any innovation story. The insufficient part is the innate 
human desire to stay within our comfort zones. If I’ve spent twenty years being educated 
and working as a chemist, if you give me a problem, I guarantee the answer I’m going to 
bring back to you will involve chemistry. And if we look at what’s happening in the 
autonomous vehicles world, all the technical people are either working on the ‘happy’ 
problems or, if I’m an ambitious, naïve, upstart (like Google), the ‘Heroism’ problems. The 
‘business’ people, meanwhile, are collectively rubbish at innovation and are looking to the 
technical people to make things happen.  
 

Taken together, technical people staying in their comfort zone plus business people hiding 
their heads in the sand, means that all the important, high impact, problems that need to 
be solved if autonomous vehicles are going to become an actual reality – the problems 
that sit in the ‘Hide’ quadrant – are all being treated in exactly that way. The industry is 
trying to sweep them under the rug and hope no-one will notice. 
 

Let’s just take one or two of these problems to hopefully bring the overall futility point 
home. One of the big contradictions that needs to be solve in order to make the transition 
from Level 2 to Level 3 is the driver inattention-attention problem. This is the scenario 
where the vehicle is driving itself, with the driver expected to keep an eye on things so 
they can step in and take over when something untoward starts to go wrong. As the Tesla 
driver who autonomously drove under an eighteen-wheeler because the vehicle’s sensor 
system didn’t pick up the white truck found out at the cost of his life, a vehicle that is 99% 
autonomous lulls you into a false sense of security. Over time, the ‘driver’ devolves to 
become basically an idiot. This is a really tough problem to solve. Highly notably, Ford has 
said that the transition from Level 2 to Level 3 is ‘too difficult’ and that they are, as a 
company, jumping straight to Level 4. Which in effect means that the vehicle is ‘100%’ 
autonomous (okay, I know there’s no such thing as 100%, so let’s call it a reliability of 
somewhere around six-nines. Maybe five if we’re being generous). 
 

So now let’s look at one of the contradictions that needs to be solved to attain Level 4 
autonomy. There’s probably a handful of ‘Hide’ type inter-disciplinary contradictions here, 
any one of which kills the whole premise of autonomous vehicles, but for the sake of 
argument let’s just go with the malevolent-pedestrian problem. This is the problem 
whereby someone with a criminal intent realizes that if they step out into the path of an 
oncoming autonomous vehicle, it will have to either stop or injure them. One possibility, 
therefore is that the vehicle is smart enough to recognize the criminal intent and ‘decide’ 
that injuring the criminal is the right course of action. Good luck designing and qualifying 
that algorithm. Basically, the car is going to have to stop. So now, we need a vehicle that 
will lock all the doors and/or de-activate so that the criminal either can’t get into the car, or, 
if they do, the car will no longer function. Better yet, the car now informs the emergency 
services that a crime is underway. From a technical perspective, all of these things are no 
doubt ‘do-able’. But none of them handles the situation in which the criminal gets creative 
and decides to use a tyre-iron to smash a window, knock the driver unconscious, but keep 
them in the vehicle so the car still thinks the designated owner is still okay. So know we 
need an autonomous vehicle with bulletproof glass, or a means of detecting that the owner 
has been knocked unconscious. Again, ultimately solvable from a technical perspective. 
But again largely irrelevant because the criminal then evolves the next level of 
sophistication. And so on until we all come to our senses and realise that if we can solve 
all these problems, we’ve probably re-invented transport in the process so either none of 
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us owns a vehicle any more or we’re all living in our augmented reality world staying home 
on the sofa. Not to mention any of the legal liability ramifications of any of this stuff.  
 

Basically, all of the ‘Hide’ problems demand a universal, cross-functional world to fix. Ford 
alone can’t fix them. Google alone can’t fix them. Government alone can’t fix them. The 
lawyers definitely can’t fix them. They all have to work together, and none of them have 
even the first clue how to do it. How to divide up the risks. How to divide up the 
hypothetical rewards. So everyone perceives their own win. And by the time they do, 
again, autonomous vehicles will be utterly irrelevant to the world. 
 

By all accounts the autonomous vehicle ‘industry’ is currently spending $50B a year to 
move the technology forward. When I think about what that money could do that might 
actually turn out to be useful to mankind, its enough to make a grown man cry. Probably 
best not to think about it. Which, it seems, is precisely what the industry is doing.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



©2019, DLMann, all rights reserved 
 

Making Sense Of Fake News #2 – Solution Generation 
 
 
 
Back in October 2018 (Issue 199), the lead article reported a perception-mapping exercise 
aimed at coming to terms with the Fake News problem affecting most parts of the world 
these days. This article represents the promised follow-up to explore some of the potential 
solutions. No doubt much of this will be naïve. I say this because the Part #1 analysis 
revealed there were three independent vicious cycles that require to be broken, and two of 
them seem a long way away from being something that a tiny group of innovators like 
ourselves might hope to be able to do anything about. So maybe the best we can hope to 
get out of this exercise are a few pointers on the process. Let’s stick with that idea for the 
moment and see what happens. 
 

First up a quick recap. The first article was built around a list of thirty perceptions gathered 
from various parts of the media in answer to the question, ‘Ideally, the Fake News 
phenomenon diffuses and disappears (by itself), but…’ The list is reproduced here: 
 

 
 

Table 1: List Of ‘Yes, But’ Statements For Fake News Question 
 

The vicious cycle loop we decided was potentially solvable is also reproduced here in 
Figure 1. It is basically about a virality-beats-veracity story, in which people with less than 
honest intentions and a little bit of time on their hands get to construct messages which 
serve to encourage others to be attracted to them. Clickbait would be one of the terms that 
seem appropriate. ‘Simple lies beating complex truths’ might be another.  
 

People living in the UK are currently living through a textbook example of the problem in 
the ongoing Brexit debacle. It has become quite clear to all by now that it doesn’t matter 
what the facts are saying, too many people have been seduced by the ‘taking back 
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control’ meme. No point in asking them to examine whether it is true. Or even what it 
means. Control of what? We know now that if there are answers to these questions they 
are largely irrelevant. We often say, ‘people make decisions for two reason, a good one 
and a real one’. What Brexit now tells us is that even when all the ‘good’ reasons for 
leaving the EU have been debunked, most people still go with their original ‘real’ (emotion-
driven) reasons. All that challenging the nonsensical beliefs now does is to cause further 
alienation. You’re asking people to not only admit they were wrong, but also to challenge 
all they have built around their belief system. Call it human nature. Depressing, maybe, 
but an aspect of the situation that cannot be ignored. And so, back to the ‘addressable’ 
vicious cycle… 

 
 

Figure 1: Complete ‘Virality-Beats-(Expert)-Veracity’ Island 
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Procedure-wise, what we ought to now do with this map is bring it back together with the 
original question in order to formulate a conflict pair. Or two. One looking at the tangible 
side of the problem and the other looking at the intangible elements. Here’s what that 
looks like when mapped on to the COBRA+ Conflict Abstraction Template (CAT) 
(Reference 1): 
 

Fake News disappears
Virality-beats-veracity

(experts discredited)

Supply Specification/Quality
Communication Flow

Supply Interfaces

Engagement/Trust

5, 25, 10, 23

15, 30, 40, 12

21, 9, 7, 32

13, 33, 3, 18
 

 

Figure 2: Conflict Abstraction Template (CAT) For Virality-Beats-Veracity Vicious Cycle  
 

First up, it is worth noting that this list of Inventive Principles carries zero duplication 
across the four different boxes looked up. This is to say the least unusual. When these 
situations have occurred in the past, the strategy for moving forward has involved idea-
storming through the Principles two times, once for the ‘tangible’ side of the problem and 
once for the ‘intangible’ side. A partial list of the raw ideas generated is reproduced here in 
Table 2, mainly to illustrate the mechanics of the process again: 
 

Inventive 
Principle 

Raw Idea 

5 Merge different ratings from different social media 
feedback systems; merge groups of people together; 
merge like-minded interest groups; merge different 
news reports of incidents in order to identify consensus 
and deviation from norms 

25 Introduce self-organising feedback mechanisms, use 
past track record to generate a ‘credibility’ rating; news 
that is established to be fake automatically ripples out 
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to correct anything that referenced it and negates or 
corrects that information; virtuous feedback loops; 
open-source detection algorithm development 

10 Introduce damping into the system, so that even if 
people don’t think before they send, the system 
imposes a delay on making information public; even 
better if there is an algorithm that assesses the mental 
state of a sender at the time of sending; tap into an 
individual’s membership of trusted organisations and 
take advantage of the membership criteria of those 
organisations in identifying unwelcome elements; 
software identifies right-versus-right contradictions and 
facilitates conflicting groups to transcend the conflict 
and find win-win solutions 

23 Feedback algorithms so that others can see how 
reliable a witness everyone else is; personal feedback 
systems that identify ‘truth’/’untruth’ and highlights a 
warning before a person is allowed to press send; 
public-life trust score and private life trust score; 
measure overall tribe/community/society/planet 
tension/frustration levels 

15 Allow rights/responsibilities balance to shift according 
to different communities/regions/overall societal 
tension; vary damping in the system according to 
overall societal tension/trust levels 

30 De-layering of social media; meta-analyses rather than 
Silicon Valley silo models; everyone able to access 
everyone else’s information; greater societal 
transparency 

40 Insert ‘wild-cards’ into an individual’s personalized 
news feeds so that they have to encounter contrary 
messages rather than have everything confirm their 
biases; the less trustworthy someone is, the more 
wildcards they’re exposed to 

12 Create connections between tribes, finding common 
ground that allows different tribe members to respect 
one another; find higher-level ‘common enemies’ that 
serve to unite everyone; reduce the gap between 
haves and have-nots; ‘rising tide lifts all ships’ 

 
Table 2: Raw List Of Ideas Generated From (Tangible) Contradiction Look-Up 

 

On the tangible side of the story, some of the most immediately deployable solutions are 
ones that we see increasingly being deployed across the more successful parts of the 
virtual world, and particularly the Silicon Valley-based companies. One of the most 
successful of all the veracity-driving solutions are the self-organising user-feedback 
(Principle 23 and 25) mechanisms in place at enterprises like ebay. Every ebay user gets 
a feedback rating that tells other buyers and sellers how trustworthy they have been 
during previous transactions. What this inherently creates is a situation in which everyone 
has a strong incentive to behave as they would expect others to behave with them. It is in 
effect a self-organising empathy engine: if someone has a low rating, other people tend 
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not to want to trade with them, and vice-versa. If others see that I have a 100% rating, 
they are more likely to want to trade with me. 
 

 
 

Figure 3: ebay’s Self-Correcting Feedback Mechanism Builds Trust Into The Whole System  
 

If we put the crucial emotional aspects of the story on one side for a few moments, we 
might extend this basic idea to incorporate how and what people choose to communicate 
on Social Media and elsewhere in the public domain, where we might consider combining 
together all (Principle 40)of the different user-rating feedback scores that we accumulate 
as we transact with the rest of the world. If a person chooses to publish an untruth this 
should negatively affect their ‘rating’. Even more so if they do it deliberately. If someone 
else challenges the untruth this should improve their own rating. If someone re-transmits 
an untruth, it should downgrade their rating. Again, even more so if they do it knowingly. 
Knowing that others know that you’re a purveyor of untruths causes a rapid self-correcting 
feedback mechanism to spread across society. People are now much more likely to think 
before they click. This in itself can be seen as a good thing, given that one of the Figure 1 
issues is the lack of any significant damping in modern communication systems, with 
‘news’ spreading around the globe in literally seconds. Slowing things down in order to 
check something is true doesn’t sound like such a bad thing, given where we are at the 
moment in our Fake-News-driven world.  
 

Extrapolate this kind of self-organising feedback system to its conclusion and what you 
end up with something not dis-similar to the ‘Social Credit’ System gradually taking hold in 
China – Figure 4. The system, it seems, is gradually taking on all aspects of life, judging 
citizens' behaviour and trustworthiness. Caught jaywalking, don't pay a court bill, play your 
music too loud on the train — you could lose certain rights, such as booking a flight or 
train ticket. 
 

If this all sounds a bit too much like an episode of Black Mirror, the truth is probably worse. 
And if it sounds like ‘Communism gone mad’, remember that the exact same thing is 
happening in the West. Except that it is private corporations that are deciding whether or 
not to punish individuals for their quirks and indiscretions. We’re all voluntarily buying into 
systems that encourage compliant behavior. Good for social responsibility, but not so 
good for individual freedom. All things like Social Credit systems do – State run or private 
corporation run – is ultimately shift the high level me-versus-we contradiction to the other 
end of the pendulum. Sure, it tangibly ‘solves’ the Fake News issue, but it does so at the 
expense of individual freedom.  
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Figure 4: China’s Social Credit System  
 

Maybe, thinking of the situation as one in which society needs to swing in the direction of 
social responsibility in order to compensate for the abuses of ‘too much’ individual 
freedom (i.e. too many individuals have taken it upon themselves to deliberately screw up 
the natural social harmony) is the right strategy? Maybe we have to live with a world in 
which the collective responsibility has to become ‘excessive’ for a period of time is the 
right thing to do. Maybe, when everyone realizes that it is excessive, we collectively 
decide to allow the pendulum to start swinging back in the other direction? Maybe. But we 
here at Systematic Innovation Ltd are supposed to be in the contradiction-solving 
business, and swinging pendulums is the very definition of not solving contradictions. 
 

If we want to genuinely innovate it means moving the pendulum to a higher level. We 
need, in other words, to find a ‘Third Way’: 
 

Individual 

Freedom

Social

Responsibility

Third

Way

 
 

Figure 5: Contradiction-Solving & Raising The Pendulum  
 

This is, I believe, where we begin to bring in the intangible, emotion-driven side of the 
contradiction story, and examine some of the Inventive Principles recommended for 
tackling the ‘soft’ side of our contradiction. 
 

To think through some of these Principles it is perhaps worth digging a little deeper into 
what we find so instinctively disturbing about the dystopian Black Mirror version of things 
like Social Credit systems. Does such a system make us feel more Autonomous? No. 
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Does it instill a greater sense of Belonging? Probably, yes. Does it make us feel more 
Competent? Probably not. Does it make life more Meaningful? Probably not. 
 

Already, things don’t look good from an intangibles perspective. When I decide to become 
an ebay user I automatically lose some Autonomy because I have no option but to sign up 
to their feedback rating system. My Autonomy comes in that I have the freedom at any 
point to delete my account and take my business elsewhere. I move my own pendulum. 
But, again, if I choose to delete my account, pendulum-swinging is all I have done. I’m 
free, but I don’t get to partake of the thrill of the last-second sniping bid for a bargain. 
 

But, maybe the societal version of the problem is not the same as a simple opt-in/opt-out 
decision? It may not be appropriate to extrapolate from the micro-scale to the macro. 
Maybe that’s where we have to see the pendulum-lifting Third Way solution? Maybe, 
(Principle 3) some people have to opt in? 
 

The moment I had this thought, I was reminded about the Isabel Hardmen book, ‘Why We 
Get The Wrong Politicians’ that the seemingly interminable Brexit fiasco prompted me to 
read. The book’s primary thesis is that we get the ‘wrong’ politicians because the current 
system (unwittingly – complex systems and emergent behavior) attracts too many well-off, 
venal, ego-maniacs with a strong propensity to look after their own interests over those of 
the society they’ve been elected to govern. Because these politicians voluntarily opt for a 
public life, they are the ones (Principles 9 and 13) who should be obliged to sign up for 
Social Credit type scrutiny? 
 

This would immediately set up another powerful self-organising system that encourages 
only those people that aren’t well-off, venal, ego-maniacs from entering politics. By 
standing for election, you sign up for a system that allows the electorate to see how 
truthful and society-minded you actually are. Every time you’re on the television being 
interviewed, a second-by-second ‘truthometer’ shows the viewer when you are telling the 
truth; whether you know what you’re talking about or not. 
 

 
 

Figure 6: Anyone Signing-Up For Public Life Automatically Signs-Up for Social-Credit Scrutiny  
 

I can see problems with the system, but that’s because I know there’s always a ‘next’ 
contradiction to solve. At the same time, I think this kind of system would genuinely raise 
the pendulum and deliver a Third Way solution. When Joe Average dishes out Fake 
News, the importance and the consequences are very low. When people like Boris 
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Johnson, Michael Gove, David Davis, Dominic Raab, Liam Fox, Jeremy Corbyn, Nigel 
Farage, Donald Trump and Jacob Rees-Mogg do it, it has the power to destroy the 
wellbeing of millions of lives. They are the ones we need a self-organising mechanism to 
identify and make visible to the public. Anyone can stand for re-election, and anyone can 
choose to vote for a liar. That’s what self-organising should be all about: everyone gets all 
the freedom they desire, and the system as a whole now inherently moves in the direction 
of truth and meaning. 
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Not So Funny – (Taking Out) Letters   
 
 
 

 
 

The absence of a letter or two can make the difference between meaning and meaning 
more. Meaning something different, and yet somehow strangely still be connected to the 
original… 
 

 
 

…sometimes the opposite… 
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…and sometimes, a whole other dimension… 
 

 
 

…some of which can be quite profound… 
 

 
 

…some slightly less so… 
 

 
 

…some will be forced into an intriguing trade-off… 
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…and then some others just don’t seem to understand the concept of Principle 2 at all… 
 

 
 
…and then others perhaps understand it all too well… 
 

 
 
Good nigh 
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Patent of the Month – Fabric Supercapacitor 
 
 

 
Our patent of the month this month takes us to Austin, and a trio of inventors at the 
University of Texas. US10,199,180 was granted on February 5. Here’s what the 
background description has to say about the problem being solved: 
 

The development of improved energy storage devices is one of the keys for successful global 
energy management. However, one challenge is the improvement of transportable energy in 
applications such as wearable energy. Many research efforts focus on either directly overlaying 
conventional batteries onto existing textiles or coating energy storage materials on fabrics. Such 
approaches face tremendous difficulties in connections, bulkiness, wearability, and safety. An 
emerging tactic is to directly incorporate energy storage materials, as supercapacitors, at the 
formation stages of textile fibers. Supercapacitors, like batteries, can store energy and be used as 
a power source. While batteries store and release charge through chemical reactions, 
supercapacitors store it on the surface of their electrodes. Thus, supercapacitors can charge in 
minutes instead of hours and can recharge millions of times. Multiple textile fibers can be spun into 
energy storage yarns which can be further fabricated into energy storage fabrics. Fiber 
supercapacitors, however, have limited dimensions and these devices can present challenges 
during the weaving process. There have been some studies on fabric electrode supercapacitors. 
However, these supercapacitors exhibited some practical limitations such as being relatively thick, 
which affects their flexibility. There is still a need for more lightweight, compact, and mechanically 
flexible energy storage devices. The compositions and methods disclosed herein address these 
and other needs in the art. 
 

From a contradiction perspective, the primary aim is to store energy, but this is prevented, 
conventionally, by material thickness, weight and the consequent loss of flexibility. Here’s 
what that little lot looks like when mapped on to the Contradiction Matrix: 
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And here’s how the invention tackles the problem: 
 

A fabric supercapacitor comprising: (a) an ion permeable separator layer having two opposed 
surfaces; (b) two electrode layers disposed on the opposed surfaces of the ion permeable 
separator layer, wherein each of the electrode layers comprise an activated carbon fiber fabric 
comprising a precursor fabric which has been carbonized, activated, and coated with an 
electrolyte; and (c) two conducting layers disposed on outer surfaces of the two electrode layers 
and opposite the ion permeable separator layer, wherein each conducting layers comprise a non-
activated carbon fiber fabric. 
 

…which looks a lot like a couple of big dollops of Principle 3, Local Quality, some 17 
(Another Dimension), a touch of 31, Holes (‘ion permeable… layer’) and maybe some 35, 
Parameter Change thrown in for good measure. Plus, I suppose the whole thing is about 
fields, so Principle 28, Mechanics Substitution ought to be mixed in there too. Simple 
when you know how.     
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Best of the Month –  The Private Life 
 

 

 
 
In Henry James's 1893 short story "The Private Life", the narrator makes alarming 
discoveries about two members of his holiday party while holed up in a village in the Swiss 
Alps. After an evening spent listening to the table-talk of the London playwright Clarence 
"Clare" Vawdrey, he steals up to Vawdrey's room where he sees, "bent over the table in 
the attitude of writing", the man he thought he'd left downstairs in the company of his 
friends. Vawdrey, it seems, is double: there is his public self, which according to the 
narrator is burdened by "neither moods nor sensibilities", and his private, writing self, 
which remains hidden. 
 

The effortlessly suave raconteur Lord Mellifont, meanwhile, suffers from the "opposite 
complaint". He is "all public", the narrator says, he has "no corresponding private life". 
There's nothing behind the pristine mask of his public self: Mellifont is all performance. 
 

Josh Cohen discusses this story in his elegant and suggestive book, The Private Life, the 
focus of our Best of the Month this month. For him, James's tale can be read as a 
premonitory parable of the modern culture of celebrity, at the centre of which is the 
public's apparently insatiable demand for celebrities to be "no more or less than they 
appear" – that, like Lord Mellifont, they show us everything. Celebrities themselves collude 
in this demand and go to considerable lengths, as Cohen puts it, to "disappear 
seamlessly" into their public persona. They persuade their acolytes that there's nothing left 
over, no private remainder that, Vawdrey-like, they keep locked away from prying eyes. 
 

This, Cohen argues, is the self-defeating logic of things like gagging orders and super-
injunctions. Self-defeating because, as with the gagging order taken out by Ryan Giggs in 
the UK in 2011, it arouses the very fantasy that the celebrity is seeking to suppress (in 
Giggs's case, that he had had an affair, and was no longer the willowy adolescent first 
spotted by Alex Ferguson). 
 

And there's a further paradox here: by treating his private life as territory over which he 
had to assert ownership, Giggs encouraged the prurient to see it as a prize to be captured. 
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Cohen argues that both sides in the contemporary war on privacy – celebrities and the 
tabloid press – take for granted a conception of privacy as property (that's why we 
routinely use the word "invasion" when someone's private life is pried into). The only 
difference is that one side, the tabloids, is indifferent to property rights. As the former 
News of the World journalist Paul McMullen put it in a memorable appearance before the 
Leveson inquiry: "privacy is for paedos". 
 

Cohen calls this the "bourgeois" conception of privacy, since it's all about possession, in 
this case, of a self. But there's another, darker and more mysterious notion of the private 
life, he argues – the one bequeathed to us by psychoanalysis (Cohen himself is a 
practising psychoanalyst, as well as a literary academic). According to this view, "the ego 
is not master in its own house". We don't own our unconscious selves and psychic health 
requires us to give up the comforting fantasy of a self that is "integral and complete". We 
are all Vawdrey, in other words – whether we like it or not (and the demands we make on 
public figures suggests not). 
 

Cohen’s conception is that ‘private life’ is the presence in us of someone else, an ‘uncanny 
stranger both unrecognizable and eerily familiar’. And it is this uncanny stranger – the 
‘unknown self in the Johari Window model – that we’re simultaneously fearful of revealing 
to ourselves and others, while at the same time desperate to reveal in those that have 
decided to volunteer to live a public life.  
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You don't have to accept the entire conceptual apparatus of psychoanalysis to find all this 
compelling, and in any case, Cohen himself is attractively sceptical about some of the 
claims that Freud and others have made on its behalf.  
 

Cohen is equally at home discussing Katie Price as he is expounding the thoughts of 
Hannah Arendt. His analysis of the ‘reality’ show Big Brother is particularly interesting. 
Cohen suggests that what made the first series of the programme, broadcast in 2000, 
such compulsive viewing was not that it collapsed the distinction between public and 
private, but rather that it tantalised us with "the hope of encountering the uncanny 
stranger, of burrowing into the obscure marrow of their everyday existence", putting the 
viewer in the position of James's narrator watching Vawdrey's double at his writing desk. 
Subsequent iterations of the show, Cohen suggests, sacrificed that quality by filling the 
house with "needy exhibitionists" and "parading the utter extinction of the very difference 
between the private and the public realm as entertainment". We, the viewers, in other 
words had seen through the charade. We were not seeing authenticity any longer. The 
uncanny stranger had rather disappeared further into the ether. 
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There's a moral to be drawn from this about what Cohen calls the "modern malaise". It's 
not just about entertainment; it's also about our changing attitudes to our inner lives. What 
is it that connects the neuroscientists at Berkeley who want to map the neural activity of a 
dreaming person and put it on YouTube with the compulsive tweeter or the obsessive 
"lifelogger" who records and broadcasts her life, minute by minute? 
 

What is at work is a powerful vision of a world without inwardness, one in which the 
external record of a life is the same as our experience of it. He quotes something the 
science writer John Brockman said about the "collective externalised mind" promised by 
the internet. For Brockman, that's not dystopia, it's utopia. Yet, as Cohen points out, 
there's another name for it: "totalitarianism" – the slogan of the Khmer Rouge, for 
example, was "Destroy the garden of the individual". 
 

Cohen suggests that cognitive behavioural therapy, which has grown dramatically in 
popularity in recent years, nourishes a similar fantasy of total liberation from the burden of 
the inner life. What many people find so threatening about psychoanalysis, by contrast, is 
its insistence that the self is never whole. It tells us that our best hope, as Cohen writes at 
the end of this unsettling book, lies in accepting that part of us will forever remain in the 
dark. The uncanny stranger is always a step ahead of us. Which may just be what we all 
really hope for… 
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Wow In Music – You Make My Dreams 
 
 

 
 

Something of a guilty pleasure of a song for this month’s ‘Wow’ feature. "You Make My 
Dreams", sometimes incorrectly referred to as "You Make My Dreams Come True", is a 
song by the American duo Hall & Oates, taken from their ninth studio album, Voices, 
released in 1980. The song, after being released as a single, reached number 5 on the 
Billboard Hot 100 chart in 1981. 
 

The duo were responsible for some of the catchiest, most endearing songs from the 
1980’s, several of which have continued to be used in film and TV for generations, and 
they’re sound is still rocking it in film. Something about the tune You Make My Dreams is 
just so catchy that it can’t help but be fit into a number of scenes that could definitely use a 
good, bouncing theme to kick them off. In fact it has become something of a ‘go to’ happy 
song, featuring in the films The Wedding Singer (1998), Dumb and Dumberer: When Harry 
Met Lloyd (2003), Step Brothers (2008) (500) Days of Summer (2009), Eddie the Eagle 
(2016), and Ready Player One (2018). In 2012, it appeared in an eHarmony commercial. It 
appears in a 2017 commercial for Applebee's. The song also appears in Young Sheldon. 
The song appears in a 2018 commercial for Dick's Sporting Goods, promoting a Father's 
Day sale. In addition, the song is currently being used by the Toronto Maple Leafs of the 
National Hockey League (NHL) during their home games in the 2018-19 season after 
every Leaf goal scored at the newly renamed Scotiabank Arena. 
 

Probably the most memorable marriage between the song and a movie was (500) Days Of 
Summer, the morning after the hero has consummated his relationship with the heroine. 
The iconic post-coital celebration needed the perfect upbeat song, and in You Make My 
Dreams, it got it. Watch the scene here - https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0UjyQIzVsAw 
and see if you can avoid smiling. 
 

 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0UjyQIzVsAw
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What elicits the wow reaction, even now nearly thirty years after the song’s initial release 
is the relentless rhythm. Here’s what Hall & Oates have to say about how the song came 
about: 
 

The duo wrote the keyboard-driven classic with Sara Allen, who was Daryl's girlfriend and the 
subject of the song "Sara Smile." When we spoke with John Oates in 2011, he said of the track: 
"It's a great song, simple as that. Good songs are good songs. They stand on their own, they can 
be stripped away of the production. A song is what happens when a writer sits down on their 
individual instrument and creates something out of nothing. And there's magic involved and there's 
inspiration involved. 'You Make My Dreams Come True' represents a vibe, it represents a 
collaboration between myself and Daryl and the band in the studio in the '80s. Its simplicity and 
directness is where the charm lies in that song." 
 

In the October 16, 2009 issue of Entertainment Weekly, Daryl Hall listed this as one of his Top 5 
Hall & Oates songs. He explained: "It's funny - it's ubiquitous, especially now. I think because it's 
such a happy song, just a pure expression of joy. And it's set to a really old-time-gospel kind of 
groove. The fact that they use it in a pivotal scene in (500) Days of Summer... I'm very flattered." 
  

John Oates released a new version of this song on his 2011 solo album Mississippi Mile. In 
interviews for the album he revealed how it came together: "Through a happy accident, my guitar 
player friend of mine and myself were jamming in the dressing room, and I started playing a delta 
blues and he started playing a Texas swing, and we put them together, and all of a sudden into my 
head popped 'you make my dreams.' I just started singing it. I don't know why, but I did. And it 
sounded really cool and everyone liked it. It was as simple as that."  
 

Principle 5, Merging it is then. A happy accident between a delta blues and a Texas 
Swing. Wouldn’t it be great if you could plan these things in advance :) ? 
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Investments –  Rectenna 
 
 
 

 
 

Imagine a world where smartphones, laptops, wearables, and other electronics are 
powered without batteries. Researchers from MIT and elsewhere have taken a step in that 
direction, with the first fully flexible device that can convert energy from Wi-Fi signals into 
electricity that could power electronics. 
 

Devices that convert AC electromagnetic waves into DC electricity are known as 
“rectennas.” The researchers demonstrate a new kind of rectenna, described in a study 
appearing in Nature today, that uses a flexible radio-frequency (RF) antenna that captures 
electromagnetic waves — including those carrying Wi-Fi — as AC waveforms. 
The antenna is then connected to a novel device made out of a two-dimensional 
semiconductor just a few atoms thick. The AC signal travels into the semiconductor, which 
converts it into a DC voltage that could be used to power electronic circuits or recharge 
batteries. In this way, the battery-free device passively captures and transforms ubiquitous 
Wi-Fi signals into useful DC power. Moreover, the device is flexible and can be fabricated 
in a roll-to-roll process to cover very large areas. 
 

“What if we could develop electronic systems that we wrap around a bridge or cover an 
entire highway, or the walls of our office and bring electronic intelligence to everything 
around us? How do you provide energy for those electronics?” says paper co-author 
Tomás Palacios, a professor in the Department of Electrical Engineering and Computer 
Science and director of the MIT/MTL Center for Graphene Devices and 2D Systems in the 
Microsystems Technology Laboratories. “We have come up with a new way to power the 
electronics systems of the future — by harvesting Wi-Fi energy in a way that’s easily 
integrated in large areas — to bring intelligence to every object around us.” 
 

Promising early applications for the proposed rectenna include powering flexible and 
wearable electronics, medical devices, and sensors for the “internet of things.” Flexible 
smartphones, for instance, are a hot new market for major tech firms. In experiments, the 
researchers’ device can produce about 40 microwatts of power when exposed to the 
typical power levels of Wi-Fi signals (around 150 microwatts). That’s more than enough 
power to light up an LED or drive silicon chips. 
 

Another possible application is powering the data communications of implantable medical 
devices, says co-author Jesús Grajal, a researcher at the Technical University of Madrid. 
For example, researchers are beginning to develop pills that can be swallowed by patients 
and stream health data back to a computer for diagnostics. 
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“Ideally you don’t want to use batteries to power these systems, because if they leak 
lithium, the patient could die,” Grajal says. “It is much better to harvest energy from the 
environment to power up these small labs inside the body and communicate data to 
external computers.” 
 

All rectennas rely on a component known as a “rectifier,” which converts the AC input 
signal into DC power. Traditional rectennas use either silicon or gallium arsenide for the 
rectifier. These materials can cover the Wi-Fi band, but they are rigid. And, although using 
these materials to fabricate small devices is relatively inexpensive, using them to cover 
vast areas, such as the surfaces of buildings and walls, would be cost-prohibitive. 
Researchers have been trying to fix these problems for a long time. But the few flexible 
rectennas reported so far operate at low frequencies and can’t capture and convert signals 
in gigahertz frequencies, where most of the relevant cell phone and Wi-Fi signals are. 
To build their rectifier, the researchers used a novel 2-D material called molybdenum 
disulfide (MoS2), which at three atoms thick is one of the thinnest semiconductors in the 
world. In doing so, the team leveraged a singular behavior of MoS2: When exposed to 
certain chemicals, the material’s atoms rearrange in a way that acts like a switch, forcing a 
phase transition from a semiconductor to a metallic material. The resulting structure is 
known as a Schottky diode, which is the junction of a semiconductor with a metal. 
“By engineering MoS2 into a 2-D semiconducting-metallic phase junction, we built an 
atomically thin, ultrafast Schottky diode that simultaneously minimizes the series 
resistance and parasitic capacitance,” says first author and EECS postdoc Xu Zhang, who 
will soon join Carnegie Mellon University as an assistant professor. 
 

Parasitic capacitance is an unavoidable situation in electronics where certain materials 
store a little electrical charge, which slows down the circuit. Lower capacitance, therefore, 
means increased rectifier speeds and higher operating frequencies. The parasitic 
capacitance of the researchers’ Schottky diode is an order of magnitude smaller than 
today’s state-of-the-art flexible rectifiers, so it is much faster at signal conversion and 
allows it to capture and convert up to 10 gigahertz of wireless signals. 
 

“Such a design has allowed a fully flexible device that is fast enough to cover most of the 
radio-frequency bands used by our daily electronics, including Wi-Fi, Bluetooth, cellular 
LTE, and many others,” Zhang says. 
 

The reported work provides blueprints for other flexible Wi-Fi-to-electricity devices with 
substantial output and efficiency. The maximum output efficiency for the current device 
stands at 40 percent, depending on the input power of the Wi-Fi input. At the typical Wi-Fi 
power level, the power efficiency of the MoS2 rectifier is about 30 percent. For reference, 
today’s rectennas made from rigid, more expensive silicon or gallium arsenide achieve 
around 50 to 60 percent. 
 

“This very nice teamwork from MIT demonstrates the first real application [of] atomically 
thin semiconductors for a flexible rectenna for energy harvesting,” says Philip Kim, a 
professor of physics and applied physics at Harvard University whose research focuses on 
2-D materials. “I am amazed by the innovate approach that the team has set up to utilize 
the waste energy from RF power around us.” 
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Generational Cycles –  (Generational) First Principles  
 
 

Darkening View of the Future

 
 

Every complex problem has a thousand clear, simple wrong answers. But it also has the 
potential for a clear, simple correct one provided we understand the first principles from 
which the complexity emerges. Strauss & Howe’s generation model, empirically based 
though it may be, offers some clear pointers towards what the ‘first principles’ of societal 
behaviors emerge from. Sitting right at the heart of their model is the principle of parent-to-
child influence. The way your parents raised you, will have an impact on the way you raise 
your own children. Some parents will look at their upbringing and decide to do more of the 
same; others will look back and decide to do the opposite. What emerges from this idea is 
a four-generation oscillation between under- and over- nurture of children. 
 

If we plot this oscillation on a 2x2 matrix, it looks something like this: 
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In order of the four turnings of the overall cycle: 
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During the post-Crisis, ‘High’ quarter-cycle – in the top-left quadrant of the matrix – we 
have weak Artist generation parents not nurturing their Prophet generation offspring. 
 

During the second, ‘Awakening’ quarter-cycle (top-right quadrant of the matrix), the 
Prophets have grown up to be strong, but, like their parents, and in no small part because 
they are Narcissistic  they continue to under-nurture their Nomad generation offspring. 
 

During the third, Unravelling’ quarter-cycle (bottom-left quadrant), the Nomads have grown 
up determined not to repeat the under-nurture their parents dished out to them and so 
become high-nurturers. At the same time, for various reasons, they typically find 
themselves in a peer-relationship with their offspring. Meaning that, as parents at least, 
they are weak. Their kids will be Heroes. 
 

During the fourth, Crisis quarter-cycle (bottom-right quadrant), the Heroes grow up doing 
even more over-nurturing of their Artist offspring. At the same time, they look back at their 
peer-relationship relationship with their parents and determine to correct the errors of that 
decision. So, they become strong parents. Hero-Mum and Hero-Dad are in charge… 
 
…and so the poor old, Suffocated Artists grow up to become weak, low-nurture parents, 
and the cycle returns unbroken…. 
 
…and will continue to do so until the under/over-nurture contradiction gets treated as a 
contradiction to be solved rather than a pendulum-swinging trade-off to be managed: 
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Biology – Nuthatch 
 

 
 

Like many people who watch birds, I have my favourites. The nuthatches that feed outside 
my office window for instance. 
 

Quirky little birds. Shaped like stubby cigars, with their short tails, thick necks and their 
characteristic racing-stripe logo. And that disconcerting habit of spending time upside 
down. I wish I could do that. Of course, I wish I could walk up walls and hang from the 
ceiling like a gecko, too. But why do nuthatches walk down the trunks of trees, anyway? 
And, perhaps more importantly, why are they the only species of bird that does it? 
 

"There's no definitive answer to that," said Cameron Ghalambor, a professor of biology at 
Colorado State University who has studied red-breasted nuthatches. The theory is the 
birds benefit from their different viewpoint. "You can imagine a creeper or a woodpecker 
facing the bark of a tree and looking up in the crevices of the bark for food items," he said. 
"But there is this unexploited niche that you could access if you were working your way 
down the tree." 
 

Nuthatches store seeds in the bark of trees. Caching seeds so they can be seen going 
down the tree may keep them safe from other birds going up the tree, he said. "That's a 
very important part of their winter diet. Starting in the fall they cache as many seeds as 
they can. Bird feeders have made their lives a little easier." 
 

Actually, Ghalambor explained, walking isn't quite the correct word for what nuthatches 
do. "They look like they're walking, but they sort of hang off the bark by the number one 
toe, also called the hallux, the backward-pointing toe…as they make their way down. It 
happens so quickly. It's a very natural movement for them, but among birds it's a very 
unique way of locomotion." 
 

Contradiction-wise, like most forms of nature, what all Nuthatch’s have evolved to do is be 
more Productive than their neighbours. What makes that difficult in this case is, a) 
competition from other species of birds, and b) the inability to detect food that might have 
fallen in to cracks and crevices. We can map the problem onto the Matrix as follows: 
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The strategy of facing down the tree rather than the conventional up-direction makes for a 
very nice illustration of Principle 13, The Other Way Around. The elongated hallux is then 
an equally nice illustration of either or both Principle 3, Local Quality, and Principle 4, 
Asymmetry.  
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Short Thort 
 
 

Things can be correct but not true. 
They can be incorrect and yet be true. 

They can be neither correct nor true. Or they can be both. 
This gives us four possible kinds of innovation: 
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Vacuous Political
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News 
 
InsureTech  
By the time you read this, Darrell will have presented his ‘Magnificent Severn Versus The 
Insurance Industry’ session at the Executive Breakfast for the UK insurance industry at 
Cardiff University on 19 February. Over 120 people ended up attending and so the one 
day ‘Systematic Innovation For Insurance’ workshop follow-up on 29 April will definitely go 
ahead. More details from Darrell or the Cardiff University Business School website. 
Meanwhile, the slides from the presentation are on the SI website Homepage, and, for 
anyone feeling particularly keen, a video of the event is accessible at 
https://t.co/r9MVp1rPtO  
 
Online TRIZ 
If it has felt like Darrell has been a bit quiet over the past few months it’s because he’s 
been busy filming videos and assembling content for the forthcoming online BSc and MSc 
‘Systematic Innovation’ programmes. The first of the TRIZ Modules is looking like it will be 
available for launch by the end of March. More detail, no doubt, as the date approaches, 
from the website. 
 
ETRIA TRIZ Future Conference 
No surprise to learn that the 1 February deadline for abstracts was extended. What was a 
surprise was that we managed to submit ours before the end of January. We don’t, of 
course know whether it will be accepted, but if it is, ‘If All You Have Is A Hammer: TRIZ 
And Complexity’ is the subject. 
 

https://t.co/r9MVp1rPtO
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New Projects 
This month’s new projects from around the Network: 

Fintech – SI Workshops 
Fintech – TrenDNA Study 
FMCG – Coaching/Mentoring Support Programme 
Agriculture – Design-Make Projects  
Housing – GenerationDNA Project 
Retail – SI Workshops 
Automotive – Reliability Engineering Workshops 
Education – Design Project 
FMCG – Patent Landscaping/Invent-To-Order Project 
 

 
 
 
 


