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Jenna Lehr:
– from Buffalo State College. Today's session is all about "Building Creativity into Your Research." Dr. Chris Price from the SUNY Center for Professional Development will be our moderator for the day. And Dr. John Cabra, associate professor, International Center for Studies in Creativity, as well as Andy Burnett, founder and CEO of Knowinnovation, will be leading us through today's session.

If you find you have a question throughout today's show, please send them to us at studioa@hvcc.edu. At this time, I'd like to turn you over to our moderator, Dr. Chris Price.

Chris Price:
So welcome to this Learning Tuesday on "Building Creativity into Your Research." As Jenna mentioned, my name is Chris Price. I'm the academic programs manager for the SUNY Center for Professional Development.

This session is part of a collaboration between the SUNY Center for Professional Development and the Research Foundation to address the professional development needs of faculty around research and scholarship. We have cosponsored past programs on open-access publishing, innovation, and entrepreneurship which you can find among the Learning Tuesday recording archives.

I'm very excited about the program today and the speakers here with me at Buffalo State College. Dr. John Cabra, immediately to my right, is an associate professor at the State University of New York College at Buffalo's International Studies for Creativity, where as part of a team he focuses on teaching, assessing, and researching the science of creativity. John specializes in facilitating and accelerating scientific and interdisciplinary innovation as part of his work through Knowinnovation.

John's written journal articles, book chapters, and books in the areas of business, technology, engineering, and creativity. In 2017, he and his colleagues published their book Organizational Creativity: A Practical Guide for Innovators and Entrepreneurs by SAGE Publications.

In recognition for his work, he was awarded the President's Award in Excellence in Teaching, the State University of New York's Chancellor's Award for Excellence in Teaching, and grants from the National Science Foundation and the State University of New York. John is also a Fulbright Scholar who was a visiting professor for three universities in Colombia, South America.

To his right, Andy Burnett is the founder and CEO of Knowinnovation, which is a company based in the UK, the US, France, and Spain that specializes in facilitating and accelerating academic, scientific, and interdisciplinary innovation. They describe the work they do as helping smart people have interesting conversations around complex questions in order to develop novel ideas and innovative research.

Andy is a self-described recovering academic with a passion for creativity and technology. Over the years, he has run software companies, taught at various universities, got degrees and consulted for organizations both large and small. What really excites Andy is the potential to massively increase human creativity by harnessing the Internet to build networks of creative minds. Andy leads Knowinnovation's work on their virtual innovation labs.

So now I'm gonna turn the conversation over to John and Andy.
John Cabra:
Thank you very much. So let me just share with you the objectives that we're looking to meet for this Tuesday learning session. One is that we wanted to share with you a strategy that we have used with universities and colleges as a means to increase the production of research and also research programs. So once we share that with you – share with you that strategy, what we're looking to do is provide you with some examples of where that occurred, namely the University of Buffalo and the University of Nebraska.

So we're looking at sharing that with you at the organizational level, at the macro level, and then move towards transitioning to what kind of tools and techniques we have used to actually help to encourage creative thinking as it relates to research. But before we make that transition, what I'd like to do is provide you some foundations with regard to this complex phenomenon that we call creativity, because I think it's really important to unpack and understand what do we mean by "creativity," how is it related to one's creative thinking.

And then we'll move that into the individual level, that is, what are some tools and some tactics and some techniques that we can apply let's say come Monday morning as a way of producing more innovative research? So those are the five objectives that we're looking to meet. Andy?
Andy Burnett:
Yeah, thanks. So when Chris approached us about this to start with, we were interested in the role of creativity in a number of different domains, but the one that seemed to be most interesting to explore is the work that John and I and colleagues have done on the development of what's come to be known as an ideas lab.

And I thought it would be interesting to talk through the genesis of that and how it's currently being applied on the understanding that this represents our current view of how one might build creativity into a research and research-development process, but this shouldn't be seen in any way as constrictions around it. It's simply the emergence of ideas around it.

So ideas labs, as they're called in the US – although in other parts of the world, if you've looked at it, they're also known as sandpits – emerged in about 2003. The backstory to it was one of the academic funding bodies in the UK came to us because they had a problem. And the problem that they had was that they saw the communities that they served as tending to bring more monodisciplinary and incremental research projects to them for funding, and yet what they were looking to do was to encourage the kind of thinking that was interdisciplinary and exciting.

Now obviously for any academic funding agency, there is a portfolio of different kinds of projects that they would fund. So it wasn't that they were looking to get these kind of projects for everything, but they recognized that there was an issue.

And so when they engaged with the communities, the communities would come back to them and say, "This is true. This is the way we behave, and the reason is that the review process unconsciously tends to be biased against interdisciplinary and high-risk projects." And this is a pattern that we've seen right around the world with all of the agencies that we have worked with.

The interesting thing about it is that people on review panels are also aware of this, but the issue is that even knowing it, it still becomes difficult to fund interdisciplinary research. Now fortunately over the last ten, 12 years, this has gradually improved, and what you'll see in many of the calls for funding agencies now is that there is a greater interest in interdisciplinary research.

In fact, that has now evolved into a lot of discussions about transdisciplinary research. But despite the fact that the appetite for funding has gradually grown, the process for being able to successfully generate these sorts of team projects can still be difficult.

So the ideas lab was an attempt to organize things to increase our changes of generating novel, exciting interdisciplinary projects. And the way that it worked was that the funding agency decided to pick a novel problem area, one that was regarded as wicked in the sense that there wasn't necessarily an agreement even on what the problem is, let alone how one would solve it.

So they took that problem area and then solicited applications from academics, in this case across the UK, to come and be part of this event, and that resulted in an initial pool of about 25 people from across a range of disciplines, who then went off to a very nice country house hotel for a week and thought very hard about how they might solve it. At least that would have been their experience.

Now our involvement in this was that we were interested in how the deliberate creative process could be woven into what is essentially an academic research development activity. And so initially that wasn't something that we attempted to make visible to participants, but as John will explain later, there are some well-validated models that one can use in order to be able to increase your chances of generating exciting ideas, particularly when you have diverse groups of participants.

So that's something that we've been working on for the last 14 or so years, gradually refining our understanding of basically what happens if you bring the theories of deliberate creativity and join them up with a research development process? How does that work?

And so what we've learned over that time, because the model has now moved from Europe into the US – you may well have seen calls from say the National Science Foundation for applications to come and be involved in an ideas lab – and elsewhere in the world. We've seen the model evolve, but there are certain core principles that seem to be particularly important. John, if you could just advance the slide.

What we've seen in terms of the evolution of these ideas is that the concept of an ideas lab tends to go from being a nationally funded initiative to one that universities or networks of universities might use internally. When we do that, we then have to, we have found, go through a process of building a community and then being able to get that community to engage with the problem.

So I wanted to be able to just talk through for a little while what it is that we have found really seems to work in terms of engaging diverse groups. Now to start with, when you have any kind of problem, it normally exists in some sort of paradigm location.

I'll give you an example at the moment. We're just gearing up to run an internally run event on opioid addiction, which is obviously a major and difficult problem to work with. At the moment, that problem tends to be situated within the medical community. They see it as a medical problem, which is not unreasonable.

In order to be able to get a diverse group of people to engage with it, the first thing we've got to be able to do is to start identifying a community of people who are beyond just the normal medical school space, and who can then see this problem and recognize that there are analogies to activity that they are working on and be able to connect with it in that way.

And so we tend to start by trying to map a community, say across a university, to be able to say, "Who is it who might be interested in this space and who could then come and engage with this?" Now this is an important activity, and it can take time.

In order to be able to do this, we found it's really helpful to organize a collection of what have come to be known as on-ramp talks, and these are brief presentations. We often run them at lunchtimes. But the intention is to be able to give people from a range of different disciplines enough of an understanding of the problem to be able to make a connection with it and then say, "I could see how I could actually contribute to discussions on that." And so we tend to run a collection of on-ramps looking at different dimensions of the problem, and that then builds us a more diverse community.

In addition to that, one of the important parts of developing an ideas lab is that there are different roles within the space. Obviously you have a collection of participants, but it proved to be really useful to also have mentors. This is a term that has gone through a number of iterations. In fact, at an event we ran a little while ago, the people who were mentors said, "Actually, we don't want to be called 'mentors.' We want to be called bumblebees."

And the rationale, which I have to admit I do like, is that the role of the mentor is to help participants cross pollinate, or you could think of it as almost translating between these disciplinary areas. So whether they're bumblebees or mentors, there is this need when you have a diverse group to then have a few people who can help bridge those conversations.
John Cabra:
Andy, may I ask a question?

Andy Burnett:
By all means.
John Cabra:
Because at one time when we had created those maps, and I think it'd be interesting for our audience to give us the behind the scenes, because we used actually some algorithms actually to create these maps. So I'm wondering if you can tell us behind the scenes what goes into creating these maps that allows people to cross pollinate? 'Cause I'm curious about how that occurs.

Andy Burnett:
So what John is referring to is when we build communities, one of the really interesting questions to explore is do we have sufficient diversity? And that turned out to be quite a difficult question to answer because most of the algorithms in software that looks at people's expertise is focused on, "How do I find somebody who knows about X," whereas when we're trying to encourage creativity, what we're looking at is, "How do I find somebody who knows about X, but is very different from everyone else?" Because if we have too many people who are similar, then actually the chances of novelty is greatly reduced.

There's a researcher called Stephen Kobourov, who's at Arizona State, who did some really interesting work on being able to map communities based on attributes of those communities. He products these physical maps that I always think of looking a little bit like Switzerland, and you get lots of little cantons on that.

The value of the maps is you can then as a community look at where you are and find the person who is furthest away from you and be able to say, "We are both interested in this topic, but according to our other interests, we are most dissimilar." That allows us to be able to start to manage serendipity, and in essence it allows us to be able to try to organize conversations based around who is least likely to have spoken with each other.

I think there's a lot more work that we can do here, but it's proved to be really useful because on those occasions where we don't have enough diversity in a community, the ideas become predictable. So for any institution that's looking to try to stimulate truly novel ideas, the question of how do I build a diverse community has to be paramount.
John Cabra:
How do you nudge them to actually talk? So when you've got these two individuals that approach the map and say, "This person here is so far from what I do," do you allow them to just have that emerge, or do you actually provide instructions or some things to get them to make those kinds of connections from bridging those two disciplines?

Andy Burnett:
So this is where I think what we study in the field of creativity is so useful, because moving away from the process of actually developing a research proposal and moving back into our own area of just thinking creative process, one of the most basic skills for creativity is being able to tolerate ambiguity.

And we see this over and over again, that we might get a biochemist and a mathematician talking about say opioid abuse and go, "Actually, although we both have thoughts on it, we don't have a shared language." Frequently you could imagine people going, "Okay, so there's nothing connecting us."

But if we've been able to build an environment which encourages tolerance of ambiguity, you get a different dynamic, which is two or more people can say, "Clearly we are here for a reason, and if we can be patient and talk about this, we will find connection points." But this is why I think it's so interesting that the skills of creative problem-solving play absolutely into this as the skills of bridging different disciplines.
John Cabra:
What I'm hearing you say is that you will prepare these scientists and these scholars and researchers to leave their comfort zone as they start to hear more about a different discipline. As they start doing that, be prepared to tolerate that kind of ambiguity from being exposed to something that's so different from what they do.

Andy Burnett:
Yeah. In fact, the way we tend to talk about it with groups is we encourage people to be courageous in their choice of conversations. It's really important to try and build a climate in which we're saying to people, "You don't need to in any way show us that you're an expert. In fact, your expertise is secondary here. What we're really after is your curiosity and the connections that will be made."

I'll give you an example. We were running an event on synthetic biology. This was a number of years ago when it was just emerging as a field. It just so happened that there were a couple of biologists and biochemists who were talking, but one of them happened to be a contemporary dancer as well as being a biologist.

One of them just mused to the other. He said, "I wonder what a cell would look like if it were designed by Apple rather than IBM." And from that question where they were just exploring ambiguous areas, an entirely new field emerged, which was synthetic aesthetics and the role of beauty in the design of biological systems. But it wouldn't have happened if people hadn't felt comfortable to be able to ask those sorts of questions, which is exactly what we train people to do.
John Cabra:
So I hear two things. One is you get people to become comfortable in that state, that is the state of ambiguity. You tolerate that, and you're asking them to be patient. And then I'm seeing that you're engaging at least with what we see in our field is this associative theory, when you start to make associations from what apparently seems to be something that's so disconnected to the challenge, and then you get people to at least embrace that gap, that ambiguity, and watch how the connections start to emerge. But you have to be patient for that, patient with that but also be curious and being in that state.
Andy Burnett:
Exactly. Actually, there's a point I wanted to emphasize here, which is not everyone enjoys this. Something that we have always tried to emphasize when we're running these kinds of events is interdisciplinary science has an important role to play, but it in no way invalidates people who want to pursue a more monodisciplinary approach. There are still vast areas of knowledge which we need to map out and understand which aren't interdisciplinary. This is simply another way of addressing questions.

John Cabra:
When you say that not everyone enjoys this, is it safe to say that's because you're asking them to leave something that is – leaving something that's familiar to them and going to something that's not familiar, and that makes it uncomfortable for some people? Is that from the angle when you say that not everyone enjoys this?

Andy Burnett:
So I think that's an interesting question. It depends whether it's a case of people not wanting to go to a different way, an area of not being expert. So one could frame it like that. We could also frame it another way, which is some people are simply highly energized by exploring what's at the intersection of this. So some people are drawn towards difference. Some people may not want that. We always try and frame it in a positive way.

But I think also there is a certain perception that if you were invited to attend an event with a group of people that you didn't know on a topic that you didn't feel you were particularly expert in, and particularly if it's a nationally funded event, there's often a lot of money on the line. Some people might find that a little worrying.
Chris Price:
It sounds like you're putting academics in the position of having to be novice learners, something that many of them probably haven't been for many years. So I'm sure that is why it's not enjoyable for everyone and it makes many of them uncomfortable. I'm really curious to hear about how you get them over that hump.

Andy Burnett:
I think probably the first point is we're actually quite careful about whom we select for an event. For a nationally funded event, you may have 150 or 200 people who apply, all of whom are excellent researchers. We then look for evidence of a desire to collaborate and particularly a desire to collaborate across disciplines.

The reason for this is we want everyone who is going to invest time in this to find it an enjoyable experience. It's also the case that as people do experience more of these events, they become more comfortable working with it. But as I say, we never want people to feel as though the way they like to do research in any way less valid than this, which happens to be en vogue at the moment.

But definitely what we're looking for – the rules of thumb we look for is we value empathy over eminence. We know everyone is smart. Everyone is going to come and could contribute to that. But building teams requires another set of skills.

For instance, we found that bridging from natural sciences say to the arts can be particularly challenging not because of intellectual reasons, but for many people who work in an artistic world, they are very comfortable with a design studio way of thinking where you are sharing your work all the time, where you have regular design crit kind of meetings. So it's a different way of working, and transdisciplinary working within art is very common.

Compare that to say biochemistry or physics and you've got a very different ethos often in how you work. Often when teams are coming together around this, even data visualization and bioinformatics, that sort of area, it really requires a different way of thinking. It's fascinating, and I think we're scratching the surface at the moment on how to do it.

I'd like to congratulate us, actually. We've got through one slide so far, so I think we're doing well. I'll probably skip a little more quickly on these. But I was saying earlier that building networks is really important, and it often takes a lot longer than one might anticipate to do this. But what we've found is if you can build a network and maintain it around a problem area, it makes it much easier when you're running particular events.

If you suddenly – NSF publishes a new call document, and often the lead time on these is quite short. So if you've already got diverse networks in place with researchers who have realized that they want to work across disciplines, it makes it much faster. When you have diverse networks, you can have these amazing learning multipliers where people who are already familiar with an area can suddenly educate their colleagues on, "These are different ways in which we could tackle it."

And the reason that I've got "technology enabled" down on here is that we need – particularly across the SUNY system, we need to think much more broadly than our own institution. The person with whom you should be collaborating is not necessarily in your building. So that then raises the question of how do we find them, and this comes back to mapping our community.

And we can do much better on that than we are doing at the moment. We should be able to know the people with whom we could have productive conversations. Do you want to pop forward?

So we talked about diversity. Actually, just going back to the conversation that we were having, the way we think about it is it's not your research, it's the researchers that we're interested in. So your areas of expertise are obviously important, but what really counts is are you motivated to reach out to a different discipline and to work out what's living at the intersection of multiple different perspectives?

We've also found often that people who say work in research development departments or they're trying to bring people together are saying, "How do I get the faculty to engage when they're already very busy?" And what we have found is it is whether or not your problem is sufficiently enticing. Does it actually get your colleagues to stop in the middle of their cups of tea and go, "Yeah, you're right. That is an interesting question. We really ought to find out something new about it"?

And then at the end, coming back to what you and I were talking about, John, in terms of the creative skills, there are a set of skills. They're not necessarily complex, but they take a certain amount of time to develop, like your entire life. But you can make useful improvements on this to be able to say, "How do I tolerate ambiguity? How do I generate novelty? How do I deal with the fact that nobody knows how to solve this problem, and how do we work forward on it?" And this is where I think the field of creativity can make a great contribution to that.

So if you were looking to actually do this within your own institution or across the SUNY network, as I say, it's a number of things that seem to work quite well. Diversity, absolutely essential. The creativity skills that we want to use, there are a number of ways that we can help faculty and students develop these. Obviously SUNY Buffalo State developed its MOOC, which has proved to be very effective, and there are many other resources that one can look at on this.

And then the ideas lab approach seems to be a well-structured way of actually getting faculty involved in generating novel ideas. We've been working on this now for the last 15-odd years. It's based around the research from ICSC, which is now, what, 60 years?

John Cabra:
We actually celebrated our 50th.
Andy Burnett:
Oh, of course, yeah. Yes, the 50th anniversary. That was probably a clue, wasn't it? And then the thought was if we do that, you can start to build these islands of creativity within the institutions and connect them up.

So if you want to pop forward just for a moment, the actual way an ideas lab works, and again we suggest this simply as a starting point rather than suggesting that it has to be done this way, actually mirrors the way a creative problem-solving process will work, but we haven't made a big point about this 'cause this may or may not be of use to people.

But we start with an understanding of, "There is a mess which nobody knows how to deal with." So you get the wicked problem to start with, and that leads us into framing it as the way of intriguing problems, which then leads to, and we put this down as generating dangerous ideas. One of the rules of thumb when we're running these sorts of events is if you could predict the ideas that will emerge from these sorts of events, then it wasn't really worth doing.

So we need to be able to say, "Okay, how do we do that?" And those ideas also tend to lead to unusual partnerships. That's what we're really after, and that's why the diversity is so important about this. And then ultimately, depending on how the ideas lab is run, whether it's a national one or an internal one, then people get to share their ideas, and there may or may not be funding around that.

Now if you just pop forward. We picked out a couple of examples that we thought might be useful. As a lead-up to the one that we're doing with the UB medical school, we did what's known as a scoping workshop, which is you could think of just the front part of an ideas lab where you would be able to get again a diverse range of faculty together to think about not what are the solutions, but what are the problems? What are the questions that we should be looking at?

And the value of this in bringing a diverse group together is it's fascinating to look at different ways of framing the problems. It is so often the case that when we can frame the problems differently, developing the solutions is actually relatively straightforward. You get the reactions over and over again from faculty going, "Huh, I didn't know that was a problem. We know how to do that," or, "We know how to do at least part of that. Is this of use?" And so we move things forward.

So it can often be enough within an institution to be able to say, "Let's spend a certain amount of time, perhaps a day, actually trying to get a group of people to understand a problem in a different way," and to then frame it in new and exciting ways.

And then let's just touch on the University of Nebraska. We've been doing quite a lot of work with Nebraska over the last couple of years, and what was interesting about their work was they're an example of where we've gone through the entire process of spending some time up front building the community. In this community, the community that we're building was based around an NSF initiative called INFEWS, which is about the Nexus of Food, Energy, and Water and taking a systemic view on that.

And so we were able to build a community, hold some on-ramp talks, which were absolutely fascinating, so many different perspectives, which then led to a scoping workshop. I forget, they must have come up with at least a hundred different problems that came from that, which then led to a short, internal ideas lab. I just heard recently they've had two projects funded to several million dollars from the NSF coming out of that.

So it's' an interesting example of applying creative thinking principles and this idea of diversity, tolerance for ambiguity, framing the problems, and then bringing out new ideas that emerge from that, which is exactly what CPS is about, but just put in a slightly different context.
John Cabra:
So what I'm going to do now is kind of give you a behind-the-scenes look with regard to what Andy refers to. What's the theory set we use as a way of at least getting our arms around what do we mean by creativity? What are these theoretical frameworks that we use when we're doing this work with let's say UB and the University of Nebraska?

So let me begin by just sharing with you a classic definition that we use in the field of scientific study of creativity, and one that we use is that creativity is generation of an idea that is novel and that's also – now the key part here is that you've gotta take that novel aspect of creativity, but you also need to convert it into something that's deemed as valuable.

Now you see at the top of this slide that I used a classic definition of innovation, and the reason why I'm doing that is because I'm trying to look at the interrelationship between creativity and innovation. I'm gonna refer to a scholar at the University of the Manchester in the UK named Tudor Rickards. He argued in his paper way back that creativity should be recast in a way that you can see creativity going through the process from start to beginning, the process of innovation.

So let me introduce to you not only the definition of creativity, which is what I've already gone through now, but that definition, what it communicates there is that we still have potential, that we need to somehow take that creativity that's deemed novel and valuable, but somehow materialize it.

So now I bring to you the definition of innovation, which is the successful adoption of this creativity, that is, what's original and what is valuable. So if the marketplace, for example, doesn't embrace this novel and what's deemed valuable, then according to the scholars, it's not deemed innovation. So where I'm going to loop back with this work from Tudor Rickards at the University of Manchester is that he believes that again creativity should be cast in a way that you see it go throughout the process.

Let me show you a generalized commercialization pipeline when we work with researchers and we're looking to take what is produced from their research work and look to see if they can create products that go into the marketplace. You see this generation of many options. From there, you start to look for ways in which you can start to reduce it into something that is operationalized. For there, you start looking at what are some licensing agreements that we can do, some things to protect the thing that they created, and then look for ways in which they can introduce it to the marketplace.

Any part of that process you can face or be met with what we call bottlenecks, bottlenecks that come from the group's performance when they're working as a group. Andy had mentioned that when you introduce a creative process to a group, when you bring an interdisciplinary group, there are some challenges. It's not an easy process to get individuals from different disciplines to work together. So imagine them working through each of these steps and facing the bottlenecks that come from the different dynamics, the different ways of thinking, the different disciplines.

And so we believe that when you take creative thinking and you move it through each of these respective steps, that creativity is a crucial ingredient to getting people to work in a much more effective way, because when you get individuals that run into some tension because they don't understand the discipline or because they feel vulnerable or feel like they don't like that uncertainty, the ambiguity, it's the creative thinking that's gonna help people to actually have that tolerance and actually get through some of that tension. Again, you're gonna see bottlenecks in each of the steps of this commercialization pipeline.

So what Tudor Rickards is saying is that you don't see creativity just on the front end. You need to see it through each of these steps of this pipeline from the start to the finish. And so that's why creativity in terms of the work that we do, that's why we see it as such a crucial part in terms of making innovation happen and increase the probability of success.

Now Andy mentioned that we use these theories and theoretical frameworks as a way to operationalize the work that we do when we're out in the field. I'm gonna show you a framework, a theoretical framework that we use a lot. So when someone says to us, "Can you tell me more about creativity," I have to stop and ask that person, "What specific thing are you asking about when you ask me about the science of creativity or creativity?"

And what you see here in the slide is a theoretical framework that helps us to get a better understanding of this complex phenomenon we call creativity. So what you see here are interrelationships. I've had people call me and say, "John, can you – " And I'm sharing this story as a way of bringing this framework to life.

So when I was very young, I used to deliver workshops on creative problem-solving. Before I was an academic, I worked in organizations, and what came to mind was Fisher-Price Toys in Mexico. I would have executives call me and say, "John, can you come out to my department and deliver a training on creative problem-solving?" And back in the day, whatever you asked me to do, I would deliver it, and I would deliver it with a lot of excitement.

Then what I learned over time is that I needed to see training more broadly to set it up for success because you would have participants that would come to these training programs, would leave very excited, but then they would go back into their respective context, their workplace, and be met by factors or forces that didn't allow them to transfer their learning from creative problem-solving into their context.

And so when people were asking me to deliver a workshop, when you look at this framework, what they wanted from me was help in producing some kind of result. When you look at this framework, when they want a result, you can put that in that box that's called product. Product is looking at what is the result? What's the output that we want to produce?

But they didn't know how to get there. How do we get to that output? How do we get to that result? And so what they were asking me to do is to introduce to them by way of this workshop a deliberate process – which is what you had mentioned to the audience, Andy – a deliberate, creative process that can help groups and individuals produce that result.

But as I started learning more and more about the work that I was doing, these forces that I was telling you about – that I'm telling you about, I also was finding out that when people left the training workshop, these forces could also comprise the culture. So could it be that the culture didn't allow people to actually produce these results because you want – you have a company that's pushing for a lot of efficiency, but this workshop is asking for effectiveness. And so, yes, I'm gonna support you in this training, but when you are faced with reality in terms of these forces, you're blocked.

So I learned that in order to set up training for success, I needed to find out more about the environment, that is, what are people's perceptions around climate, the psychological climate? Is it supportive? Is there high levels of trust?

And I also needed to find out what is it about the culture? What is it about the traditions, the values, that is gonna help people to transfer the learning from engaging in this creative process training that they had experienced? And so I learned that I needed to see this as a system view in order to make creativity happen, in order to set up this workshop for success.

And then, Andy, you had mentioned about a mindset. When you talk about tolerance for ambiguity, allowing people to be curious, to take risk, to propose ideas that are dangerous, I also learned that I needed to look at what kind of mindsets were people bringing to the workshop, that I needed to find out that perhaps people – I wanted to know if people were not willing to take those risks.

I wanted to know that because in that workshop, I learned that I needed to be deliberate in terms of tools and techniques that I introduced in a workshop so they can start to operationalize that kind of mindset. But I also needed to work with those people in a department at Fisher-Price Toys to also support the kind of mindset that we're asking people to bring into their respective context once they leave the workshop.

No different from the work that we do with universities and colleges, because you go into these workshops and these conferences, and you want them to transfer that back into their departments. So we needed to learn what kind – and we needed to also instill these kinds of mindsets that's really important for them to have such as being curious, being tolerant of ambiguity, taking risk, being comfortable with introducing ideas that are seen as revolutionary, as dangerous, and be willing to play in that space.

Now there's a process there. I didn't mention to you that this workshop that people were asking me to do were directly related to a creative process that we call creative problem-solving that you mentioned, Andy. So I also needed to know that there might be some processes that the respective department was using that might not help in the transfer of this new process that we're learning in the workshop.

So I needed to find out, "What can we do to modify or work with that process so that it can support the transfer of this process, because this process here may not work for this creative process that they're working or they're being introduced to in this workshop?"

All right, so now let me get to these other aspects of this system view of creativity. One is you see there leadership. Leadership, from what we found from our research, is that 67 percent, plus or minus, of the variance that accounts for leadership's influence on all these variables. It's pretty high. It's 67 percent.

And so when Andy talks about working at the strategic level with the University of Nebraska and other universities, we need to also work with leadership, whether it's department chairs, whether it's chancellors, whether it's deans, because we need their help and their support to make these variables that you see here in this framework. In order for that to be set up for success, we need their influence. Sometimes their leadership approach may not be conducive to operationalize this framework.
Andy Burnett:
John, I think it's worth mentioning here that this idea of leadership applies right down to the level of an individual research team. Our experience has been that having a good idea is simply not enough because research programs are typically around two, three years perhaps. Having people who actually understand enough of this view of what it takes to be creative over a period of time and who can then build that into how the team will work makes a huge difference on the likelihood of success to actually turn the initial exciting idea into worthwhile research.

John Cabra:
To build off of what you said, Andy, and to finish off the rest of the framework is that just because we have consensus and we have an agreement in terms of what we have produced, which is actually an introduction to change, that we cannot make the assumption that this change that we're introducing is going to stick.

The market may not embrace what you're introducing from your research, whether it's a new product, whether it's an improvement in service. So there's also creativity required to look for ways in which you can increase the probability of getting the market or the department to embrace what you're introducing as novel and valuable. Creativity is required for that as well.

And so to finish off the summary of this, when people ask us about creativity, I tell them, "Look, what aspect of creativity do you want to know?" And so with regard to our approach to examining creativity from a scientific view, we research creativity from all these aspects.

Now what I'm gonna do to transition to the next slide is actually work on the aspect of creativity that looks at process. Now, Andy, you had mentioned creative problem-solving. And so this is a process that has evolved over many years. Andy mentioned that we're now looking to celebrate our 50th anniversary. And so by many years of doing research and observing how people approach the creative process and how they approach problem-solving, we took our learning and our observation and made the process explicit.

And so what you see here is a framework that introduces creative problem-solving, and that is you see four steps. What I want to do is share with you what those steps mean. So in that blue diamond shape, we look at creative as not just being the generation of ideas, that creativity is also required in leveraging imagination as a way of defining a challenge.

Andy had mentioned reframing the question, reframing your different points of view to have a better understanding of what the problem is with the challenges. Imagination is required in that aspect of the creative process.

Now once you have a good understanding of the challenge and the definition of your challenge, how do you now start to generate options, many ideas, to address that challenge you have defined? So imagination is also required to generate many novel ideas, and that takes you to that orange box.

Now imagination is also required to take these ideas that are introduced initially as being rough, that need to be turned into workable solutions. And so when you start to take and put effort and leverage your imagination to turn something that seems to be very rough and needs to be chiseled into something workable, imagination is also required there through the lens of developing into something that's workable.

Now into the box that says "implement." Imagination is also required to look for ways in which you can increase the probability that that workable solution gets embraced. So not only putting a plan of action that is gonna be very effective, but looking at what kind of forces that's gonna get in the way of your ability to not only introduce the change, but to sustain it and get it embraced. And so creativity is also required in how one executes and gets the marketplace or the audience to embrace it.

Now around that model you'll see this bracket and you see the word "assess." We look at that as sort of like a meta-executive step. You're constantly diagnosing to see that you're generating the output from each of those respective steps. So it's constantly checking in. That also implies that this process is not a linear process. It's an iterative process. That means you can bounce back depending on the need and where the group is at.

So what I also want to share with you with regard to this process is that we also – we're able to identify what kind of thinking is happening when you are engaging imagination in each of these respective steps. Let me share with you what those thinking skills – Andy had mentioned these skills.

So when the group is working towards reframing the challenge, reframing the problem and looking at it from different angles, we believe that there's a couple things that are being operationalized and the mind is doing when they're in that step of the creative process. One has to do with what is it that we're trying to do here? What's our objective? What's our vision? So that's engaging the mind in what we call visionary thinking.

Another thing that the mind is doing when you're leveraging the imagination in this step that we call "clarify" is that now that you have an understanding of where you want to go, what's that desired future state? Where are we now? We need information around that challenge. So now you have a desired state. You have your current reality.

So as you start to identify what are the different – the gaps, what you're doing there is reframing the challenge. What I'm showing you there in that framework is how we approach strategic thinking: desired state, current reality, and here's this gap. You use your imagination to reframe the challenge from different angles. That's the space you're exploring that we call strategic thinking.

So the orange box, the ideate, what you're doing is engaging the mind in ideational thinking, and then with develop, you're engaging the mind in what we call evaluative thinking. What you're doing is looking at, for example, what are the assistors? What are things that are some good things about these ideas? What are some concerns, and what can we do to overcome those concerns? And so just that example alone is a way in which the mind is actually looking to engage in evaluative thinking.

When you look at implement, what we found is that the mind is actually engaging in two types of thinking. One is contextual thinking. So when you start thinking about what force is not gonna allow you to actually propose this research idea or look to get this product into the marketplace, that's called contextual thinking because you need to look at the context.

What's the culture? What's the climate? What are the forces that's not gonna allow you to actually materialize or to successfully introduce change or the idea? And so that is taking into consideration your context. Either that's gonna help or not help.

And then finally tactical thinking, that is, the mind is also engaging and leveraging imagination to engage in tactical thinking. How are we going to execute? How are we gonna implement?

And so by us being able to identify the different kinds of thinking, you can bring in a host of other tools, not just the typical – not just the range of tools that we typically introduce in our workshops and in our classes, but we can bring in so many other tools once you understand the thinking that's behind each of the respective tools.
Andy Burnett:
John, I'm just wondering, at this point Chris has been busily scribbling down questions. Is there anything you want to chip in at this point?

Chris Price:
I suppose the question I have is that what I'm hearing over and over in both of your remarks is that this is a – the creative problem-solving process is one of getting people comfortable with taking risks and that everybody at every stage of the process that that comes to play. And I was thinking that to me, I think you can get a number of faculty to be comfortable with doing that. In many ways, they take a huge risk investing seven, eight, nine, ten years of their lives in graduate school and writing dissertations to do what they do, and that's a big risk. So it's something they've learned to be comfortable with.

Now the folks that I feel like probably I would be concerned with in this process or I think who are crucial to the success of the projects that you're both working on are administration, the folks in administration, our leaders. As we all know, large organizations, institutions like higher education, are sort of conservative by nature. The status quo is something that they gravitate towards. There are a few exceptions. There are a few transformational leaders out there in higher ed who embrace innovation and embrace change and embrace the creative process.

But I'm wondering if either of you have thoughts about how to help higher education administrators, deans, provosts be comfortable with accepting this process of risk and taking risk, and giving faculty and others on the campus the freedom to take risks, and not feeling like they'll be punished if, for example, some of the projects they are working on don't pan out.

You mentioned two projects funded by NSF, which is actually a great result. But my guess is that it was very likely that perhaps none of those projects would have been funded. On a smaller campus without the resources of the University of Nebraska, that's probably a very likely outcome.

And you mentioned the case of Mexico. Businesses are about making money, and if they feel like that's being threatened and challenged, they are going to rest on what they know and not explore ideas. So how do we prepare organizations and organizational leaders for this type of risk-taking process?
Andy Burnett:
So I think there are probably a number of factors at play on this. If you're a dean or you're in research development, the chances are you are already under a certain amount of pressure to bring together interdisciplinary responses to request for proposals. This is certainly something that in talking with people in this field, over and over again the challenge that they've got is how do we find the people to bring together to respond to a funding proposal request which has just emerged from an agency?

So there's already a pull to work in a different way within the funding context. Where the issue has been is it can be difficult to engage faculty who are busy, to be able to say, "There is this opportunity for funding, and we recognize that this is not in your core area of competence and that it may not make the most sense for you to spend your time on this."

But I think increasingly faculty are aware that this is a move in the funding landscape, that there are a whole collection of problems which are going to require interdisciplinary responses. The reason that I'm saying this is it's not in my experience that the research administration is against the idea of working in a different way. They can see where the future is moving. The question is how do we bring our faculty colleagues along with us.

I think what John has been talking about in terms of a creative problem-solving process is really important because what it allows say deans to say is, "We are not just going to come together for a chat. There is a way of doing this. It has a long history. It's been adapted to many different situations, and it's a flexible way of working. But there is a way in which we can increase our chance." So I think probably the way I'd think about it is it's actually reducing risk rather than increasing it.

And the other thing that's nice about this is you can do this in very small chunks. This is personally what I always recommend when people are trying something new. What is the smallest experiment that you could do? Could you run a faculty lunch meeting in a slightly different way, and if you would like to try, then the sort of principles that John has been outlining there can actually be woven into existing meetings.

To give you a very simple example, going back to what John was mentioning about mapping the community, if you were going to hold some sort of broad faculty meeting, if you wanted to, you can engineer table groups to put together people who would not normally come together for those conversations. We do this fairly regularly, and whilst there may be some people who feel slightly uncomfortable about it, in general the broad response is, "That was great. I never get to speak with someone from X department," despite the fact that X department might be just over the road.

So I think really I would say we're actually reducing risk. But there again I probably would say that, wouldn't I?
John Cabra:
So if I could bounce off of what Andy has shared to get to a layer with regard to your question. Actually, I think it's great 'cause it segues nicely into my next slide. Andy had mentioned principles. What you see here are these what we consider to be very important principles of what we call divergent thinking.

So what I would do with administrators is to say, "When we're together looking for ideas, let me share with you a kind of mindset which I call a reflection type of mindset. It's gonna allow for a very good, productive meeting."

One is, and this is where I can help reduce the risk, I'm not taking their ability to evaluate and screen and select their options. What I'm doing is asking them to defer it. So just that alone gets them to feel comfortable. "Okay, you're not taking that away from me." I'm not saying eliminate, I'm just saying defer.

And the second thing I'm asking them to do as a mindset is that as we start to converse and we start looking for options, I want you – because we're deferring judgment. We're not eliminating it. That's gonna give you permission and the space for you to introduce more unsettling ideas, perhaps dangerous ideas, some more radical, because later when we bring in judgment, we can ground and turn 'em into something more workable and palpable.

So what I also do is I get them to anchor these guidelines to their experiences with what happens in typical meetings. So when I ask people, "Tell me about a time – " Not your meeting, somebody else's meeting, sorry.

"Tell me about a time when you or someone else has gone to a meeting, and you're asked to offer options and ideas. What happens when someone offers an idea?" Typically what people tell me when I ask that question is usually they bring in judgment. They evaluate the ideas.

"Tell me what kind of impact that has on people when you see that habitually and on a consistent basis in all following meetings." And they go on to tell me that some people keep score. Some people will withdraw. So there's consequences to that.

And I said, "All right, so when that happens, what typically is the output? What are the number of ideas?"

And people will tell me, "We only get a very few ideas."

So I look at these guidelines as interventions. The first one, defer judgment, I tell them, "Look, what happens is look at what you're sharing with me when people evaluate ideas once you offer them. That has a certain impact on you. As an intervention I'm asking you to delay that, defer that, so you don't feel the way you do and others when ideas are met with judgment immediately following."

He also told me that what happens when you have judgment is that you tend to produce very few ideas, and those few ideas are something that are familiar. I've seen it before. That's frustrating to leave a meeting where we've just generated the same thing we generated the last meeting.

So this next guideline is an intervention to allow people to not only produce something that's novel, to get it out there, but also the other guideline is we want to increase the performance, because very few ideas suggests to me that the performance wasn't – the group didn't work effectively. So I'm also introducing a guideline, a strategy for them to really stretch for more. That's why we say to set a quota for yourself and strive for quantity.

The other thing, too, is that when people don't defer judgment not only on themselves but on others, you tend to get people that do not listen to each other. And so the other intervention is that why don't you start listening to the ideas that people share and see if you can build off of them, make other kinds of connections? Which allows people to work again with each other and start listening. You mentioned about empathy, right?
Andy Burnett:
Absolutely.

John Cabra:
This is a guideline that works towards that because you are empathizing by listening to other people's ideas, and then you're being asked to make connections off those ideas. So these are guidelines that when you start to anchor them to what they typically experience in meetings, people say, "I appreciate those guidelines. I understand what you're saying."

And then to your concern about administrations not wanting to – making things safe and not taking risk, that deferred judgment allows them to take those risks. So that's helpful.
Chris Price:
I think if nothing else, I think just the promise of having more effective meetings, if that's the one thing folks take away from this today, I think you'll have a lot of fans in the future for sure.

John Cabra:
So we're at a point where we want to take a five-minute break before we go on with the rest of the material.

Chris Price:
Great. We'll see everybody in five minutes.


[Music plays 1:02:32 - 1:07:30]
John Cabra:
Welcome back, and thanks for joining us. I wanted to continue building off of these divergent thinking guidelines. So we're using these guidelines, and I introduced them as interventions that can help improve the creative performance and the creative process that the group utilizes. But these are guidelines – as I was sharing with Chris during the break, these are guidelines that can be used at the interpersonal level as well.

It's tough sometimes when we're generating ideas when we're judging them at the same time. So how might you take that first guideline and not evaluate prematurely? Just again, defer that judgement and come back once you have exhausted and you have many options. And so these guidelines, as I mentioned, can also be used at the personal level.

Now I'm gonna continue. For the remainder of the session, what I want to do is introduce some tools that can help the individual researcher actually pose some good research questions or some novel questions and also some novel options. You remember that when I introduced that process, the creative process: clarify, ideate, develop, and implement. I'm gonna take you back to clarify because when the mind is engaging in strategic thinking, one of the ways that we can help people to do that deliberately is getting people to explore the space.

Remember when I had shared visionary thinking or creating or identifying what is that desired future state and then what is the current reality, and then we talked about how we can reframe challenges by looking at things from a different point of view. When you start to explore that space, one of the tools that we introduce or use in the classroom or in these workshops or conferences are using what we call these open-ended questions.

In our field, we use a lot of semantics 'cause words have meaning, and we use words as a way of getting people to think of things from a different point of view. So you see here in this next slide is we get people to generate questions from different points of view, but we ask them to use these semantics. So "fill in the blank" how to "fill in the blank," and then turn that into an open-ended question.

So how might you reduce the cost? Now that has a different impact than to say or pose challenges by saying, "It costs too much." So you can already see the effect it has on the way people think.

Again, these are semantics. These are words that prime the mind to think in certain ways. So how we reframe questions or how we reframe the challenge rather is by getting people to generate as many open-ended questions in the way you see them here by using these statement starters. That allows us to actually explore that space. So once they have many options by way of these questions, then they start to now converge by selecting the most important questions.

So another tool that we use as a way of getting people to think of other kinds of questions from a different point of view, some people, when they look at challenges, they might see things from a forest perspective. Other people, when they see challenges, they might see it from the tree's perspective, from the ground level.

And so what we do is we get people to reframe the challenge from seeing it from those two perspectives. You might take the challenge, the original challenge, and you put that right in the center. You see that as you see it in this challenge, I'm sorry, on this slide.

And then what we do is we ask people, "Why is this challenge important for you?" And then they provide a response, we get them to actually convert that into an open-ended question, as you saw in the previous slide.

Then I go back to that initial research question, the open-ended question, and I ask, "Why else is that important for you to pursue as a research question?" And their response gets converted into another open-ended question.

Sometimes when we work with these groups, they're doing this with Post-its. So imagine each box being a Post-it, and then you see all this branching effect starting to emerge on the wall. You keep asking, "Why else?"

One you have this first layer of questions, then you can now pick any question along that first layer and ask, "Why is this one important?" So rather than working off the original, now you're working off of another open-ended question, and then you see the branching effect by you constantly asking, "Why else?"

Once you reach a level where the responses become so ethereal, the responses become, "Because I want to live a happy and rich life," then you know you need to stop. You go back to that original question, and then you ask, "What's stopping you from pursuing that research question?" And the responses get turned into open-ended questions. "What else is stopping you? What else is stopping you?"

You go to the next layer until you see these large number of questions. Those questions get added to that initial list that people generated from this exercise. This one allows people to see or reframe the challenge from a different perspective but using this tool.
Andy Burnett:
John, it's probably worth saying that – going back to the question Chris was asking about how to deal with the perceived risk, these sorts of techniques like webbing are terribly simple but are often quite eye-opening to faculty from many different disciplines when they come together and actually try to answer the question, "What is stopping us from doing this?"

And you begin to get not a decomposition, but more like an elaboration of our understanding around a challenge. It's at that point that people more often than not go, "Actually, we do know how to do something like that. In a completely different domain, but we know how to do that."

It's fascinating how many of our problems in the research world exist because others didn't realize that this was a challenge, and so having a simple technique like this to actually get this elaborated understanding of it can be hugely powerful.
John Cabra:
If I may add to that, Andy, sometimes what we do is we test people's assumption around what they think is the research question. We could put that in the center, and then what we tend to get is that people think, "Oh, that was the one that we thought was best defined for us."

And then after doing this exercise, that creates a shift. They realize, "No, actually, this is the challenge. The way it was reframed here is what we should put our energy into is this here. We should go down this pathway."

Andy Burnett:
I'll give you one example of this, which happened at an event we were running a few years ago now in the UK. It was on reducing gun crime in urban environments, and a lot of the researchers were focused on using various sensing devices to try and determine whether someone was carrying a weapon.

And just one of them, in doing an activity a little bit like this and looking at how else might we phrase the question, just happened to wonder out loud, "How much would you have to say someone for them not to be a criminal?"

And it was fascinating because there was a lady at the event who hadn't said a lot up till that point, and she said, "We know the answer to that."

And everyone stopped and went, "Really?"

And she said, "Yeah." At the time it was £16,000.00.

And I said, "How do you know that?"

And she said, "Because of gas pipelines."

And I went, "Still the same question. How is that related?"

Well, at the time there were a lot of gas pipelines being laid in London, and they were running out of people to train to be gasfitters. So they started recruiting from basically less-desirable postcodes, and in doing that they noticed that, much to everyone's surprise, if you actually pay somebody a reasonable salary and treat them decently, their interest in being armed criminals apparently goes down. Who would have known?

But it was just fascinating that that emerged, and the conversation took a completely different direction because somebody had asked a peripheral question.
Chris Price:
So what you're really trying to do here is get people off of autopilot types of thinking and also away from agendas as well.

Andy Burnett:
Right.

Chris Price:
So your last example is probably a pretty good one of, well, some folks might have an agenda when looking at that question. But if you can get people away from autopilot thinking and agendas, you can really come up with a novel idea that's interesting.
John Cabra:
Yeah, that's a good observation because one of the things that we do that I didn't mention in those guidelines, the four guidelines, we call it the wildcard, and for good reason. The term that we use is called "incubation," where we get people to get away from the challenge. Having worked on a challenge and you put all this effort, and you don't quite get the output you wanted. We allow people to get away from it.

And I ask this question a lot in meetings. I ask people where do they get their best ideas, and typically the responses people tell me – I ask, "Where and what are you doing when you get your best ideas?"

People will tell me, "I'm in the shower. I'm driving in the car. I'm going for a walk. I'm playing with my children," or whatever the case may be. And rarely does someone tell me, "I get my best ideas at work." When they say "at work," I want to know what that organization is doing or the department is doing for people to feel that way. But to your point, Chris, the reason why people gave us those responses is because it's getting away from that agenda, from work.

The other thing, too – I'm gonna connect this to what you're saying, Andy – is that the brain doesn't like, or at least from what we're learning from the neuroscience is that the brain doesn't like when you haven't been able to close a chapter or address a challenge. So when you get away from it, it doesn't mean that the brain isn't working to try to come up with a solution. It's using an associative process to make connections. It doesn't like that ambiguity of having things left uncompleted, and so that's where these "aha" moments come out.

So what we do is do something deliberately. We do something deliberate in these workshops and during our classes, which is gonna lead you to the next slide. So when Andy talked about merging this one person who was a dancer and using dancing, which initially was seen as something that's not associated to the challenge and making some kind of connection, we're taking something where things happen let's say organically and naturally when people are going for a walk.

Now we're trying to do it deliberately, and so we have this tool. It's called Force an Association. We introduce something that is totally not familiar or disassociated to the challenge. So you look at this case of this photograph. We'll ask people, "Tell me what you see in this photograph and just write some attributes." It's priming the person to think towards engaging the mind in creative thinking.

Once we've primed them by getting to identify what they see in this picture, we ask them to embrace that ambiguity that comes from this question, which is I want you now to force a connection between something that seems to be unfamiliar to the challenge that we're working with now. Just embrace it for a while and stay in that state.

And that's what you get – what happened serendipitously, for example, with the dancing and with the research question. Now we're trying to do it deliberately. So we'll ask people, "When you look at this photograph, what research study ideas do you get for addressing another research question that you're pursuing?" And that's where you start getting some connections.

So this is a tool that we use in the idea step of that creative problem-solving process that we shared with you. This tool here, we use it in the clarify step.

So let me introduce to you a tool that we use a way of engaging the imagination to take these ideas and turn them into a more workable solution. This is where we can bring in judgment now, but we're gonna ask you to introduce judgment and evaluative thinking in a more affirmative way by first asking people to identify – and we challenge people – what are some of the positive attributes that comprise this idea? What are some positive things that you like about it?

And we really get people to push for that, 'cause some people might say, "I don't see anything that's good about this." I challenge people to be real sincere about that. I don't want people to come out and say something like, "Oh, that's really interesting," 'cause that could be loaded.

Once we have identified the positives, what we do is we get people to think in more entrepreneurial ways. Beyond the positives, what would happen if this idea were to materialize? What could be potential spinoffs? What things can come about from this? Think beyond that, so things like spinoffs, possibility. We want people to engage in what we call "what if" thinking. That's much different than asking people to identify what's inherent in this idea, which is the positive attributes.

Then of course this is where the concerns come in, where people can engage the evaluative thinking, the judgment. But we want them to do this by first asking open-ended questions. You remember the question, "How might we?"

We ask the group to do this. We want you to take all your concerns and convert them into open-ended questions. By doing so, again you're getting people to now look at things more affirmatively. Once you have the open-ended questions, then we can invite the people to generate ideas to overcome each key concern.

And so this tool is used to generate some insight that can help to further develop this idea that was introduced initially as raw. Now we can take this information and insight to turn it into a more workable solution.
Andy Burnett:
John, I would chip in here and say this has been hugely useful in the proposal generation process. It was fascinating. When we introduced this very early on in developing the thinking around ideas labs, the participants renamed it as real-time peer review, which of course is what it is, but in I would argue a more productively structured way.

It is fascinating to watch the effect of the process, because what it allows you to do is if you've got a collection of academics together and idea teams have emerged, you can then use the input from all of the participants to both identify potential concerns, but framed as questions which are designed to elicit new ideas, as well as to make connections to other areas of research that they could draw upon.

So we use this all the time. It's very simple for people to operationalize. Again, it's the sort of thing that you could imagine weaving into existing meetings to say, "We just have a slightly different way of doing it."

Now typically we run this with sticky notes and all the rest of it, but I think increasingly you could imagine running this on people's mobile phones and this sort of thing to be able to say, "Okay, let's gather the feedback from this collection of people and make it available to everyone as a way of strengthening your proposals." It's so much faster than and more productive than an existing review process. We use it a great deal.
John Cabra:
As a way of ending this Learning Tuesday session, I want to take you back to the system view, looking at creativity and approaching research. But when I first introduced the system view, it was more from an angle of interpersonal approach to creativity. What I'm gonna ask you to do is to view your approach to creativity from an interpersonal perspective. Let me take you to the aspect of the system view that talks about the creative mindset or the creative person.

I want you to ask yourself what do you do with regard to how you think that helps your creativity when you're approaching creativity and you're looking to integrate critical thinking into research? What are some things that you do and how you think that gets in the way of your ability to approach and integrate creativity into your research?

Now once you can identify what gets in the way, I want you to think about how you can manage yourself. So that's where I'm looking at leadership, but now looking at self-leadership, because now that you have this recognition of what helps and what doesn't help, I'm challenging you or inviting you to now exercise this self-leadership, to find tools and techniques to overcome whatever self-imposed constraint that may not be allowing you to have that fully creative mindset.

I also am inviting you to examine what are your steps that you take in your creative process when you're approaching research, and then once you've identified those steps, again look at each step and identify what steps help you in engaging creative thinking in research, what are steps that are not, and see what you can take from what we've shared with you and see how you can integrate and support your own process.

I also want to invite you to look at what is your environment. I shared with you that we asked people, "Where do you get your best idea?" In some ways, what we're doing is getting them to identify what's the environment that actually helps their creativity.

So we're asking you look at your own conditions. Look at your own context, whether it's home and at work, and find out what part of that physical environment or even psychological environment that may help or not help.

And then I also want you to think about what you're producing. Is it revolutionary? Is it dangerous? Is it unsettling? 'Cause you can take those ideas and you can turn it into a workable solution.

So I want you to also explore what are some things that you are producing, and are you happy with that? And find some ways in which you can challenge yourself so you can produce something that let's say in the eyes of the NSF reviewer when they're looking for something that's novel, that's so distinct or unsettling. I want to examine that as well.

And I want you to explore how you can also get your ideas, your workable solutions, embraced. Don't assume that when you have a great solution and you seem to have people that are excited and share your excitement around that idea that it's going to be embraced fully.

You may want to put yourself in the shoes of those individuals that are gonna be at the receiving end of your ideas, that's gonna be impacted by your own ideas, and find some ways you can reduce their concerns around that idea. I'm trying to tie in their own creativity around this framework from an interpersonal perspective.
Chris Price:
That last point about asking yourself what you're producing and if you're happy with that I think is super important just because you hear all the time from faculty especially that, "I don't have time. I don't have time. I don't have time to do all the things I have to do."

The point that I think Andy made earlier, if you're doing something that is – that you find to be novel and engaging and interesting, you'll make the time for it. And so asking yourself that question, asking yourself if you're happy with what you're producing, I think is a way to make time.

And then the other things that – unfortunately there are some things we can't just push to the side, but all those things that we can will fall away as you get lost in this novel problem. So I'm glad you brought that up.
John Cabra:
And you can see the interaction between – sorry to cut you off. You can see the interaction. When you talk about time, you're looking at a climate issue. Are you happy with what you're producing? That's looking at the creative outcome or output.

So now that you've seen the interrelationship with that, you might want to examine what's not giving you time? What is it about your context that's not giving you time?

Chris Price:
You can turn that right on yourself in that way. Right, exactly. So we are almost out of time, but I want to thank both of you. I think this has been an excellent discussion. It's a really good I think bookmark to some of the other discussions that we've had in Learning Tuesdays around innovation and entrepreneurship.

I hope everyone here got a lot out of it today. I know I certainly did. We were even talking during the break about common misperceptions of creativity. If you're interested in this topic and you want to learn more about it, I highly encourage you to go to the Coursera MOOC that John participated in on creativity. What was the name of that MOOC again, John?
John Cabra:
Igniting Everyday Creativity.
Chris Price:
Igniting Everyday Creativity. And so you can find that on Coursera's website. Once again, thank you both for an excellent session. You'll be able to find this session recorded archived on the Learning Tuesday website. We hope you'll share it with colleagues who weren't able to make it today, and if you're watching the recording, again, thank you for joining us.

[Music plays]
[End of Audio]
www.verbalink.com

Page 1 of 34

