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Introduction 

The Igniting Creative Potential: Focus on Facilitation Course (ICP) is aimed at helping 

participants learn how to facilitate Creative Problem Solving tools, guidelines, and language.  

ICP is based on more than 50 years of research and development on the deliberate 

development of creativity (Isaksen & Treffinger, 2004; Treffinger & Isaksen, 2005).  When we 

claim that this course is based on years of empirical evidence, we are serious.  The current 

ÒCompendium of Evidence for Creative Problem SolvingÓ contains more than 600 published 

studies, case studies, and articles.  You can download the current version from our web site at: 

cpsb.com. 

 

One the major outcomes of this research is the development of CPS version 6.1™ which differs 

from many of the previous versions of creative problem solving in that: 

 

¥ There is deliberate balance between generating and focusing Ð tools and guidelines for both 

are included.  Most previous approaches to CPS have been heavily biased toward generating 

alternatives Ð almost equating CPS with brainstorming. 

 

¥ The natural language for the stages of the process reflect a generally accepted use of terms 

and is both easy and practical to learn and apply.  Some approaches use a very specialized 

language which can sometimes Òget in the wayÓ of productive use. 

 

¥ Many previous versions of CPS offered a prescribed series of steps or stages Ð our current 

version allows the process to be designed around a specific need offering limitless variations to 

the use of the tools and approach.  

The Power of Facilitation 

Many of our short courses and programs provide a basic introduction to the foundational tools 

and guidelines for generating and focusing options.  But knowing how, when, and with whom to 

use which tools requires a focus on facilitating CPS.  It is within the full ICP course that 

participants learn how to make these choices and practice applying CPS on real challenges and 

opportunities.  For example, our research indicates that a trained facilitator can enhance the 

generating productivity of groups by 400-600% (Isaksen & Gaulin, 2005).  
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The Study 

There are numerous methods and approaches to the evaluation of training (Phillips, 1997).  Our 

standard procedure is to collect feedback at the end of each day of the course, and then a 

course-wide evaluation at the end of the course itself.  This effort does provide us an indication 

of how satisfied participants are, as well as some excellent suggestions for improvement.  

 

Over time, we have received extremely high feedback about the content and the interaction 

experienced in the course.  One of the questions asked of participants is, ÒOverall, how would 

you rate this course?Ó and they are asked to respond using a scale of 1 (poor)-5 (excellent).  

Over the past 5 years the average response to this question has been 4.88 and over the past 

two years the response has averaged 4.97.  While being pleased with this result, it is important 

to recognize that what the participants are reporting represents their immediate reaction to the 

training. This kind of assessment, that might be called a Òhappiness quotientÓ, is only part of the 

evaluation picture.   

 

KirkpatrickÕs (1983) well-known framework for classifying areas of training evaluation includes 

four levels. 

 

Level I Ð Overall reaction to training: Were the participants pleased with the program? 

Level II Ð Overall level of learning: What did the participants learn in the program? 

Level III Ð Evidence of behavior change: Did the participants change their behavior based on 

what was learned? 

Level IV Ð Evidence of results: Did the change in behavior positively affect the organization? 

 

According to this framework, our standard evaluation procedures only address the first level of 

evaluation.  To supplement our standard evaluation of ICP, we have conducted numerous 

studies of the impact of the ICP program and CPS (see Isaksen & Treffinger, 2004, for a 

summary of more than 50 unpublished studies).  These studies have been aimed at higher 

levels of KirkpatrickÕs framework for evaluation.  In general, we have found excellent support on 

objective measures of learning, clear evidence of behavior change and a wide variety of 

business results for ICP.  Since the latest study had been conducted in 2002-3, it was time to 

conduct another.  
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We designed a survey that consisted of 23 quantitative questions and 3 qualitative (open-

ended) questions.  The study was designed in this manner to give us some quantitative data for 

comparison purposes on the fundamental skills and content taught in the course.  The three 

qualitative questions were added to give some depth and breadth to the quantitative questions.  

The three qualitative questions asked: what helped, what hindered and what might be done to 

improve the course, to help apply the learnings, once the participants were back on the job. 

 

The survey was sent to 100 past participants of the ICP Course.  In total, 31 people from many 

different organizations participated in the survey, equating to a 31% response rate for this on-

line study.  This is in-line with the industry average internet survey response rate of 32.52% 

according to (Hamilton, 2003).  The invitation was sent to people all over the globe and 

responses were received from 6 different countries.  Numerous large organizations like Bayer, 

HSBC and IBM are represented in the sample, as well as 9 independent owners of 

consultancies.  The respondentsÕ age at the time they took the course ranged from 22 to 58 

years old, with a mean age of 37.5 years old.  Participants in the study had taken the ICP 

Course as recently as 2008 and as far back as 1989, with a median year of 2007. 

 

Quantitative Questions # 1 Ð 9 of the study measured: ÒThe extent to which I have been able to 

applyÓ, nine key skills and content pieces taught in the course.  These questions were meant to 

measure the frequency of use.  They used the following Likert Scale to respond: 

 

 

1 = Never 2 = Rarely 3 = Sometimes 4 = Often 5 = Frequently 

 

 

Quantitative Questions # 10 Ð 23 of the study asked participants to: ÒCompare before and afterÓ 

on seven key areas of leadership, facilitation skills and team improvement taught in the course.  

These questions were meant to measure the impact and effectiveness of the training once back 

on the job.  They used the following Likert Scale to respond: 
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1 = Extremely 

Ineffective 
2 = Ineffective 

3 = Moderately 

Effective 
4 =Effective 

5 = Extremely 

Effective 

 

 

This study was designed and conducted while Gregory Lindberg was enrolled in an MBA course 

at the University at Buffalo, and was used in a group project for that course.  Greg collaborated 

with his team within the class and with CPSB. 
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The Results 

The results of our study were better than anticipated!  They really set a positive tone for the 

course and the learnings the participants take back to the job with them.  The table below 

presents the results from Questions # 1 Ð 9.  These questions measured the frequency of use, 

once participants were back on the job.  The table presents the descriptive statistics for each 

question: mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum. 

 

The Extent to which I have been able to applyÉ . 

Question Mean SD Min Max 

Tools learned in the ICP course 4.16 1.07 2 5 

Guidelines for Generating 4.19 1.05 2 5 

Guidelines for Focusing 4.13 1.15 1 5 

Skills from the Practice Facilitation 

session 
4.13 1.06 2 5 

Task Appraisal 3.74 1.26 1 5 

Process Planning 3.77 1.06 2 5 

Insights from VIEW: An Assessment of 

Problem Solving Style 
3.45 1.31 1 5 

My learning to produce results 4.13 0.99 2 5 

Overall learning from the ICP course 4.03 1.02 2 5 

 

Based on these results, the participants in ICP are often able to apply what they learned in the 

course.  Since some time passed between when the participants provided feedback at the end 

of the ICP course, we were hoping that their reported level of use would not fall below the 4 

point mark.  The elements of Task Appraisal and Process Planning are applied slightly less 

often.  This may be due to the fact that these are navigational parts of the framework that are 

more metacognitive and performed most often on an individual basis.  The same could be true 

for applying insights from VIEW: An Assessment of Problem Solving Style.  The emphasis for 

the participants during the course is understanding and appreciating their own personal style.  
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The application of VIEW may be slightly limited in that participants do not become qualified to 

use the assessment as a result of completing the course. 

 

The following table presents the results from Quantitative Questions # 10 Ð 23.  This table 

presents the participantsÕ before and after mean scores for each question as well as the 

percentage increase or improvement from before to after.  We calculated a Multiple Analysis of 

Variance (MANOVA) to test the significance levels for each before and after mean question and 

all improvement levels were statistically significant (p<.001). 

 

Question  
Before 

Mean 

After 

Mean 
% Increase 

I would rate my CPS facilitation skills asÉ   2.87 4.45 55% 

I would rate the productivity of meetings I lead 

asÉ   
3.10 4.42 43% 

I would rate my ability to facilitate generating 

ideas asÉ   
2.87 4.52 57% 

I would rate my ability to facilitate focusing 

ideas asÉ   
2.65 4.39 65% 

Learning about VIEW, I would rate my ability to 

lever style differences on teams asÉ   
2.52 4.03 60% 

Learning about VIEW, I would rate my ability to 

lead teams asÉ   
3.42 4.32 26% 

Learning about VIEW, I would rate my 

understanding of my style and its strengths 

asÉ   

2.81 4.10 46% 

  

 

It is quite clear that attending an Igniting Creative Potential Course results in behavior change.  

Since the main aim of the course is to develop and strengthen facilitation skills, we would have 

expected significant increases in the ability to facilitate CPS in both generating and focusing.  It 

was helpful to see that participants could transfer their training to general meeting management. 
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These results also provide support for the value of including the VIEW assessment in the 

course.  Participants appear to be significantly better able to understand and manage the 

differences of team members.  Since VIEW is used, in part, to help participants learn how to 

choose and manage the diverse tools within the CPS framework, this is a very positive 

outcome.   

Highlights from the Narrative Findings 

The survey also included three open-ended questions.  These questions were included in order 

to gain deeper insights about the participantsÕ experiences during and after taking the course 

and to help identify specifics that helped, hindered or may be improved about the ICP 

experience.  As with the quantitative results, the qualitative responses from the participants 

were extremely positive and gave useful insights into what works well in the ICP course and 

what may need to be modified in the future to give course participants a better learning 

experience.  

 

Question 1: What are the major things about the course that helped you apply your 

learning back on the job?  

The responses from this question were themed into 11 categories.  The strongest theme was 

the Òusefulness of the tools, concepts or process.Ó  This category had eight individuals who 

identified that one or more of these things helped them the most in applying their learning at 

work.  There were six themes that were dedicated to different aspects of the hands-on 

experience that participants engage in during the course.  Among other things, these themes 

touched on their experiences with actual facilitation, participation in generating ideas while in the 

course, and conducting a task appraisal.  Another theme that was rather sizable was comprised 

of individuals who found their learning on problem-solving styles to be the most helpful when 

they returned to work.  The last three themes were smaller and expressed things like; the nature 

of the course, the trainers tips and help, and the course materials. 

 

Question 2: What parts of the course did not help you apply your learning back on the 

job? 

Nine relatively small themes were derived within the responses to this question.  The largest 

theme consisted of 18 individuals who responded that there were no parts of the course that 

they found little use for when they returned to their workplaces.  The second largest theme 

surrounded VIEW and Problem-Solving Style and the fact that they had already had exposure to 
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this tool prior to the course.  One respondent worked in a virtual office and felt they couldnÕt 

readily apply their learning, particularly with groups and teams.  The other responses dealt with 

a lack of leadership support for applying their learning, fooling around with toys, and having 

extensive prior experience with facilitation. 

 

Question 3:  What improvements to the course would better prepare you to apply your 

learning on the job? 

Fifteen themes emerged from the final narrative question, however as with the ÒhindersÓ 

question this question had several responses that were unique and therefore were identified as 

individual themes.  The two largest themes were comprised of seven respondents and they 

stated either that; there were no areas for improvement or that they would like to see follow-up 

coaching added after the course.  As a result of this survey additional coaching, at no cost to the 

participants, has been added as part of the ICP course.   
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Conclusions and Going Forward 

We will further explore some of the results of the survey conducted, as there are several 

important aspects that need to be highlighted. One such aspect is that participants reported 

frequency of use as 4.0 or higher (often) for six out of the nine questions concerning Òon the jobÓ 

application of tools and behaviors targeted in the ICP course. This is a very positive result for 

the course, as it shows its relevance to the participantsÕ jobs. In regards to the assessment of 

Òbefore and afterÓ skill sets, participants reported an increase of at least 26% on all seven 

questions, with six out of the seven questions reporting a 43% increase or higher. Further, all 

means reported in the ÒafterÓ metric exceeded the targeted 4.0 mean. Overall, 81.25%, or 

thirteen out of the sixteen variables, met or exceeded the intended goal, which was set because 

of the high mark on the Likert Scale.  We investigated but could not find an industry standard 

feedback score, as many consultants do not ask for feedback and those who do are not usually 

willing to share. These results outline a massive improvement in participantsÕ skill levels due to 

their involvement in the course and demonstrate that participants are often able to apply CPS to 

a wide variety of business challenges and opportunities. 
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