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Access and Use Agreement:

I acknowledge that I am an employee of the Association of Public Health Laboratories (APHL) or that I am an employee of an APHL member laboratory.  As such, I am permitted to access and use these tools inside my organization for the purpose of setting strategic direction, aligning organization choices, and managing change.  I understand that by accepting this agreement I may use these tools as long as I am a member of APHL or am an active employee of a member lab.  These tools may not be used outside of APHL or member laboratories without the express written consent of AlignOrg Solutions.  

When I use these tools/materials, I will ensure the following information appears in the footer of the document:  “All rights reserved. AlignOrg Solutions 2009 ©  www.alignorg.com”

When hard copies are printed or distributed, the following additional information must appear on each printed page.  “Copyrighted materials – For internal APHL or APHL Member use only.”

In cases, where I choose to adapt a tool for a specific internal use, I will use the following footer.  “Adapted with permission from AlignOrg Solutions  www.alignorg.com”

I understand that these are copyrighted materials and may not be shared with non-APHL members, contractors/vendors, or others outside of APHL or member laboratories.
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CLARIFY THE PROBLEM AND THE TRADE-OFFS





The clip art in the slide on the opposite page makes the concept of clarifying the problem and the trade-offs pretty clear.





Here’s how it could work in the situation in the clip art on the opposite page:





Have the group agree on a clear statement of the problem driving the decision, including what goal is being sought.  For example, “I came out here to going fishing, to relax in the great outdoors and maybe catch a fish or two that I can enjoy for dinner tomorrow (the goal being sought).  And, now there’s this great big shark right under me that maybe a threat (the problem intervering with goal achievement).”





Have the group agree on a clear statement of the trade-offs for each option.  For example, “I could keep fishing (Option 1).  The trade-offs for that option are: a) I could catch a nice little fish, but b) the shark might take my bait and threaten my life.  Or, I could reel in my line and move elsewhere (Option 2).  The trade-offs for that option are:  a) I get away from the threat to my life, but b) I might not catch any nice little fish in a new location or at a later time.”





Once you’re clear about these things, the decision sometimes becomes pretty obvious (like in this simple example).  Other times, you may have to go to other tools—but at least you’ll be more clear about what you’re looking for.





PLUS / DELTA





This tool provides a very quick way to get some real-time feedback at the end of a working session.  At least in the early stages of your work with a specific group, you probably ought to do it after each session.  Thereafter, you may or may not choose to do it less frequently.





HINT 1:  If you don’t act on what you learn, this tool will likely backfire on you!





HINT 2:  But you don’t necessarily want to act on everything you hear.  Sometimes it’s a single, dominant voice with a “pet issue” that thinks it’s speaking for the whole group.  One way to guard against this problem is to get input from everyone.  A further guard might be to use Thumbs Up/Thumbs Sideways/Thumbs Down, which was presented earlier in this section, to test agreement on individual feedback items about which you have some suspicions.








mind map





The key advantage of Mind Mapping is that it avoids the linearity that is so characteristic of classic outlining (i.e., (.A.2.b., etc.).  Indeed, that’s the reason it was invented.  Mind Mapping can be used by groups as well as individuals to speed the process of “getting it all out on the table” so it can subsequently be organized as desired (e.g., traditional outline, table) and/or evaluated.  





The example below shows how a group used Mind Mapping to quickly identify causes of the French Revolution: 





 


� INCLUDEPICTURE "http://www.studygs.net/images/frrev.gif" \* MERGEFORMATINET ���


                      


In this example, suppose the first participant to offer a response said, “Financial Difficulties.”  The facilitator drew the line from the French flag to the stacks of bills and labeled it “Financial difficulties.”  





Since the human brain works by association, another participant said, “Need for tax reform.”  The facilitator asked, “Is that a new line or a branch off an existing one?”  The participant said, “It’s a branch off of Financial Difficulties,” which prompted the facilitator to add it as shown above.





Of course, no Mind Map is going to look like this when you actually create it on the wall.  Indeed, they are usually quite messy.  This one has been “pretty-fied” by the wonderful person* who put it on the Internet for us to copy and paste. 


Example thanks to Kendra Grant, Peel School District School Board 2001, Mississauga, Ontario, Canada. Cited on website http://www.studygs.net/mapping/mapping1.htm.





WEIGHTED VOTING





Weighted voting can be a powerful tool for getting a group “unstuck” when it appears that they are divided into factions each passionately supported one option and appearing to have no “give” at all in their position.  They’ve each “drawn the line in the sand” so to speak.





What Weighted Voting does is forces people to expose their choices other than their first choice.  It does this is through some cleaver voting rules that basically forbid casting all of one’s votes for one option.  One has to vote on at least one other option, too.  





It works best when their four to ten options.  With few than four or more than ten, the distribution of votes sometimes just doesn’t work too well.  If you have more than ten, you ought to reduce the list a bit more using other tools.  If you have fewer than four, try using Show Your Cards or some other tool to get “unstuck.”





Some consider it unfortunate that this tool is called “voting” because the intention is clearly not to identify the option with the most votes (i.e., majority rules).  Rather, the intention is to find an option that everyone can support that is preferably either their first or second choice.  It’s kind of like the so-called “dark horse” candidate at a political convention.  During such a convention, if the delegates can’t elect a winner, they often go for one of the runners-up as a choice around which they can reach agreement.





HINT:  Of all the tools in this workshop, this one may run the greatest risk of being label “technique-y” by your participants.  Here is a way to position it that sounds less “technique-y” than its title:





“Do you think it would be a good idea to try to find out which options each of us might be able to support as a second choice?  I know a way to get the second choices out on the table so we can see if there might be a basis for agreement there.  Are you willing to give it a try to see what happens?  Worst case, we’re no better than we are now—but we’ll be no worse either.”





SHOW YOUR CARDS AND BALANCE SHEET





These two tools were first presented earlier under the heading “Evaluating Ideas and Reaching Agreement.”  They can also be used to get “unstuck.”





NOTICE the subtle change in how you would use Show Your Cards here.  When presented earlier, we suggested you ask people to tell which options they support and why.  Here you ask which ideas they could support and why.  It’s an attempt to get them to reveal something other than the single option for which they have been so passionately advocating.





While using Show Your Cards in this manner can coax people to reveal their second choice, the next tool (Weighted Voting) “forces” them to do so.





EFFORT-IMPACT GRID





Again, a matrix like the one on the opposite page may look “technique-y” at first glance.  To make it “sell” better to your participants, you can talk about “bang for the buck.”  That’s really what it’s about—you rate each option in terms of the “bang” you’ll get (i.e., the impact) and the “buck” (i.e., how much effort, however measured, it will take to get that impact).  Ideas that have lots of “bang for the buck” are those with high impact on achieving your goal, but take little effort (e.g., cost, manpower, time, or whatever else constitutes “effort”).





Like the Criteria Rating Matrix, this tool is useful when you have three to ten ideas and you want to compare them in terms of “bang for the buck.”   If there are more than ten ideas, you should do more list reduction before using this technique.





HINT:  When assessing “softer” issuers like employee satisfaction or customer preferences, you may wish to use Satisfaction vs. Importance rather than Impact vs. Effort.





   IDEA 1          IDEA 2





Go                Go























No Go          No Go























SHOW YOUR CARDS





Show Your Cards is used primarily as a “list reduction” tool.  That is, as people advocate for their choices, you can eliminate all of the ideas that have no support.  





Occasionally, you will find that everyone in the group supports the same idea.  For example, while individuals may support more than one idea, everyone has included Idea #5 in their list of “ideas I can support.”  This presents you with the opportunity to check for consensus immediately and possibly be done!





Beside its power for reducing the size of the list of ideas under consideration, Show Your Cards is also an excellent way to assure that the “reserved” people get just as much “air time” as the “outgoing” people, and that the “dominating” people don’t get to dominate.








� And, here are a couple of “don’t slip on this” items...


Sometimes when you attempt to eliminate an idea for which no one has advocated, someone will speak up and ask that it remain on the list—don’t eliminate any idea that has the support of at least one person because you risk losing that person’s willing involvement in the rest of the process of reaching agreement


Enforce the “uninterrupted” rule so everyone gets to be heard equally








   IDEA 1          IDEA 2





+                   + 
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ONE IDEA
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WAYS TO GET “UNSTUCK”





Consensus can be difficult to achieve if people are passionate about the options that they favor.  Sometimes you get stuck in what seems like an irreconcilable division in your group as people have symbolically “drawn lines in the sand.”  Before resorting, however, to a “win/lose” method like “majority rules” or elevating it to the boss to “break the tie,” we hope that you will make an earnest effort to get “unstuck.”





The next several facilitation tools, concepts and principles address the issue of getting “unstuck” in situations like this without having to abandon consensus as the preferred outcome.





REMEMBER:  With consensus, there is a general agreement that everyone can support.  It may not be each person’s first choice, but they have agreed to support it.  That is what makes consensus.  With “majority rules” or “let the boss decide,” the losers have to support the choice.  More likely, they don’t support it; rather, they go along with it because they really have only two choices—do it or leave.  Well, they could sabotage it—and some will do just that, either actively through their action or passively through their inaction.


  





THUMBS UP/SIDEWAYS/DOWN





Without a doubt, this is the quickest and simplest tool to use.  It’s also powerful.  





Besides testing for consensus (i.e., support for an option), if there is consensus the “bandwagon” visual effect of this tool (i.e., seeing it in the form of thumbs pointing upward) can have a powerful psychological effect on your participants.





HINT:  Do not ask your participants to do thumbs up/thumbs sideways/thumbs down by asking, “...if you agree.”  Rather, ask them if they “...will support” this option.  You might even preface it with, “It may not be your first choice, but...”  Why?  Consensus exists when each person will support an option even if it’s not his or her personal first choice.





MAP THE PATHWAY / SET IT ASIDE





Rather than “teach” these tools (because we think they are probably nothing new to you), we’d like to engage you instead in a discussion of the questions included on the slide on the opposite page as well as any other questions or issues about these tools about which you wish to talk.  You can take notes in the space provided on the opposite page or below here as you see fit.








ADVOCATE FOR OPTION THAT YOU REALLY OPPOSE





This tool for getting “unstuck” can be used in wide variety of circumstances and in a wide variety of ways.  Let your imagination drive you.





It is also simple to position it to your group, such as:





“I’m thinking that one way you could see each other’s perspectives more clearly is to argue in favor of somebody else’s favored option.  That way, we can get all the +’s and –‘s out on the table and hear all the reason favoring each option.  I’m thinking that might make it easier for us to choose.  Do you think it would help?”











ADVOCACY GROUPS





Earlier, you were exposed to using Advocacy Groups to generate ideas.  In that mode, it’s kind of like small group brainstorming.  Now, you will see how Advocacy Groups can be used to assess ideas.





It’s a time-consuming process, so it ought to be reserved for particularly “big” or complex issues.  Often, it is not done in a single sitting.  Rather, folks are assigned an option and sent off to do their deliberations—returning next week, perhaps, to report out to the bigger group.





NOTE:  If there is just one idea on the table, you have a choice do this as a whole group; however, you may still choose to have more than one group work the single conceptual option to get different perspectives.





ONE IDEA





Go




















No Go





CRITERIA RATING MATRIX





Although a matrix like the one on the opposite page may look “technique-y” at first glance, the process represented by it is something we’ve all done, at least in our heads, many time throughout our lives.  Simply put, it’s about comparing options against criteria to make a judgment about which option best meets our needs and wants.





Indeed, every time you’ve purchased a new or used automobile you’ve done this.  You had things in mind when you went shopping, like how much you were willing to spend, what style of car you wanted, what age if a used car, gasoline mileage (kilometerage?) and so forth.  These were your “criteria,” and you used them to make your choice.  Some of them were really important, perhaps “must haves” for you.  Others were “desirable,” and you used them to distinguish the options that survived your scrutiny using your “must haves.”





This process works well if you have three to ten options on the table.  If you have more than ten, you ought to reduce the list further before using this tool.  If you have only two, you could use this tool, but it’s probably quicker and easier to use a Balance Sheet to compare them head-to-head.





Here is an expanded version of the steps:





Choose the “must have” criteria (identified by the “M” in the “M/D” column) and the “desirable” criteria (“D”).


Evaluate each option against each “must have” criterion and give it a check mark if it satisfies a “must have” or an “X” if it does not.


Evaluate the options that satisfied all of the “must have” criteria against the “desirable” criteria, scoring 1 through 5 (“1” means it does not meet the desirable at all and “5” means it meets it very well).  Do not evaluate any options that failed any “must have” criterion; those options are now off the table.


Total scores can then be calculated and a decision made regarding what to do next, e.g., select one or more ideas for implementation, use a Balance Sheet to further evaluate two ideas that are very close.





.





BALANCE SHEET





A Balance Sheet is a way to evaluate two options head-to-head or to do a detailed evaluation of one option before making the final choice.  If you have more options, eliminate options using other tools until you have only two left.





After using the Advocacy Groups tool, a Balance Sheet is a good way to evaluate the ideas if there are only two groups.  If there are more than two groups, whittle the options down to two using other tools following the Advocacy Group reports before going to a Balance Sheet.








Here are some pictures to help assure understanding:











FACILITATION TOOLS, CONCEPTS & PRINCIPLES – INTRODUCTION





This section is organized around four sets of facilitation tools, concepts and principles:





Ways to generate ideas (e.g., causes, options, solutions)


Ways to evaluate ideas and reach agreement


Ways to get “unstuck”


Ways to assess group process





One often heard—probably intended to be negative—comment about facilitation tools, concepts and principles is that they are “technique-y.”  They certainly can be.  It depends to a great extent on how you position them and how you use them.  If you use “technique’y” jargon, like “Weighted Voting” or “Criteria Rating Matrix,” then you run the risk of hearing this comment.  If you insist on doing it “the right way” or using the results as if they made the outcome a “done deal,” you run the risk of serious push-back.





Perhaps you could say something like, “I’m thinking that it would be a good idea to surface people’s second-choices.  That way, we might find the common ground on which we can reach agreement.  Here’s a way we can do that...”  


Weighted Voting is a technique for doing that, but you don’t use those words when introducing it.  Besides sounding “technique-y,” it also sounds likes you’re going to call for a vote—which many or even all people will interpret as “majority rules,” which means winners and losers.  In fact, the intent is only to “force” people to show you their second (and, perhaps, third and fourth) choices).





Or, you could say something like, “When they buy a new car, most people have some criteria in mind like price, reliability, gasoline mileage, style and others that they use to compare alternatives.  Do you think it would help us here if we identified the criteria we should be using to compare our options and then applied them to each option to see if one stands out above the others?” 


A Criteria Rating Matrix is a technique for doing that, but—again—you should avoid using those “technique-y” words when introducing it.





By positioning these tools, concepts and principles like described here, people are more likely to see them as “common sense” instead of some “technique” that you are trying to “use on them.”








PRE-AGREEMENT ABOUT PROCESS





Like the slide on the opposite page says, you can avoid a lot of pain and suffering later if you reach agreement ahead of time about how you will resolve disagreements.  





The example presented on the slide is but one approach.  





What else have you seen work?  






































What might you be willing to try?








MULTI-VOTING





Multi-voting is quick, it’s fun and it shows where the energy of the group is in a very visual way.  The psychological impact on a group can be very strong.  Often the “bad” or unrealistic ideas are quickly forgotten as the group focuses on choosing among the ideas displaying the clusters of color.





There are exceptions, of course.  No tool works all the time.  Some people just won’t budge off of their own idea.  In most cases, however, multi-voting dramatically accelerates the process of reaching agreement about choices by significantly reducing the number of choices that remain on the table.  The remaining choices can then be subjected to other tools for evaluating them and reaching agreement.








� Here are a couple of “don’t slip on this” items...


Some people will stick their dots right on the printed words that are the idea unless you tell them not to do that


Additionally, it’s smart to remind people to place their dots so it’s clear which idea they are voting for (if it’s halfway between Idea #18 and Idea #19, which one is it?)


If after the voting the colored dots you believe that the number of dots per idea should be counted, one way to do this is to simply write the numbers 1, 2, 3... and so forth on each dot for an idea and a then repeating the process for each other idea with dots


 





TOOLS FOR EVALUATING IDEAS & REACHING AGREEMENT





It’s great if you can generate a lot of really creative ideas, but if you can’t reach agreement about which one or more you will implement then what good are the ideas?





The next several facilitation tools, concepts and principles address the issue of evaluating the ideas that are on the table and reaching agreement about which to implement.





Before we dig into the meat, however, there is a very important key point to make sure that everyone understands, to wit:  “majority rules” is not consensus.  “Majority rules” creates a group of winners that is bigger than a group of losers.  





With consensus, there is a general agreement that everyone can support.  It may not be each person’s first choice, but they have agreed to support it.  That is what makes consensus.  With “majority rules” the losers have to support the choice.  More likely, they don’t support it; rather, they go along with it because they have to!








CAUSE-AND-EFFECT DIAGRAM





The Cause-and-Effect Diagram is a structured approach to cause analysis.  


Although it has proven to be very successful at achieving its intended purpose, particularly if followed by the “5 Why’s” technique, many people have opted to go directly to the “5 Why’s” technique because it is faster.  





An alternative “in-between” approach could be to use Force Field Analysis (which follows “5 Why’s” in this binder) as way to provide some structure at a lower cost of time.  It is often said, however, “You can pay me now or you can pay be later,” so consider the price of being wrong before you jump to the time short cuts.





 








CAUSE-AND-EFFECT DIAGRAM – AN EXAMPLE





The Cause-and-Effect Diagram is a structured approach to cause analysis.  It is sometimes called a “Fishbone Diagram” because of its physical appearance (next page), and it is sometimes called an “Ishikawa Diagram” after the Japanese man who popularized its use.





One of the “stumbling blocks” often experienced by facilitators using this technique the first time is that the participants don’t understand when asked to identify the categories of potential causes of the problem being worked.  One way to explain this is to use an analogy like one from the world we live in, like plants and animals for categories of living things.  Within these categories are many specific species (e.g., there are, vegetables, fruit trees, coniferous trees, non-fruit deciduous trees, shrubs, etc.).





To help people come up with categories, some early users of this technique invented the 4 P’s, the 5 M’s and the 4 S’s.  In some cases they are redundant (e.g., places and surroundings both mean the same thing, i.e., facilities, including space, location, layout, temperature, lighting, décor, etc.).  And, there is no rule that says you can’t mix P’s, M’s and S’s on the same chart, just like in the example shown on the opposite page.





When brainstorming potential causes with your participants, ask them, “What category does that go in?” and then ask, “Does it also fit into any other categories?”  If the answer is, “Yes,” put in into both categories.  The reason is revealed in the next paragraph below.





People should apply their knowledge and experience to make reasoned judgments about which of the brainstormed (potential) causes are probable causes.  However, one rule-of-thumb is that if a potential cause appears on more than one category “bone” (from the “fishbone” image), it should be regarded as a probable cause.  Experience tells us that this is often true.





FIVE WHY’S





To effectively use the “5 Why’s” technique, it helps to give your group permission to act like 3-year-olds, who typically ask, “Why?” over and over again.  Indeed, that is the essence of the technique—to ask, “Why?” as your response to every answer you get from your group until you get to the root cause.














FORCE FIELD ANALYSIS





Force Field Analysis is an easy-to-use, quick technique has good potential to:  1) identify obstacles or “restraining” forces (i.e., potential causes), and   2) identify “driving” forces (i.e., things that help, and may be part of a solution).  





Just like in the hydraulic system in your house (i.e., hot and cold water supply), you an cause movement in two ways—turn up the pressure so much that it burst the pipe or you can open the faucet so water flows freely from the spigot.  It should be obvious that the latter solution is preferred.  The same principle applies in the world of human effort, i.e., it’s easier to get movement by removing obstacles than by applying more pressure.  There are a lot of “old guard” managers and supervisors out there who ought to repeat that to themselves several times per day!





Here are the steps and there is a pictorial example on the opposite page:





Decide your purpose for using Force Field Analysis


Is it to help determine causes of the current situation?


Is it to help find ways to achieve a goal?


Is it to identify obstacles and/or aids to reaching a goal?


Is it more than one of the above?	


Brainstorm driving forces (things that help, things that push you toward your goal) and restraining forces (things that hinder, obstacles, potential causes of failures and degrades)


Decide what to do next


If you are looking at causes and/or solutions, investigate whether the restraining forces are causes and/or the driving forces are solutions


If you are trying to identify obstacles and/or aids to goal achievement, try to eliminate restraining forces and use driving forces














CLASSIC BRAINSTORMING





When you have need to get creative and you have a group that is not dominated by either too many very outgoing people or too many very reserved people, classic brainstorming is indicated.





It is not indicated when you are genuinely concerned that a few people will strongly dominate the session (in spite of the rules below).  Similarly, it is not indicated when you are genuinely concerned that your participants won’t speak up.  In either case, Nominal Group Technique (NGT), which was specifically designed for these situations, may be a better choice (see next page).  





Here are the rules to announce up-front and to enforce vigorously:





Free-wheeling is welcome (even off-beat, wild-and-crazy ideas are welcome)


Hitchhiking is encouraged (letting Person B’s natural tendency to free associate with what Person A said causes Person B to just blurt out another idea; indeed, there are no “turns” in brainstorming!)


Criticism is forbidden (ideas will be evaluated later)





And, here is a hint to help you dig for those really good ideas.  What often happens during brainstorming is that there is a surge of ideas followed by silence or, at least, a very significant slow down.  What’s going on is that the obvious ideas come out early and then there is a plateau.  





Novice facilitators sometimes make the mistake of assuming that the session is over at this point.  Their belief that it’s over is strengthened by the perception that the few ideas—if any—that surface on the plateau are often pretty poor ones.  You know—the corny ones that aren’t really innovative or out-of-the-box; there just corny.





Many times, however, if you push on the group—while letting the silence do its powerful work on them at the same time—they will start up again and offer a few additional ideas.  It is in that arena that the most creative ideas often live.





IDEA-SPURRING QUESTIONS 





Idea-Spurring Questions* are in essence a “checklist” of specific questions to ask to help your group see new connections and to think of “unusual” ideas.  





Here are some specific questions by category (underscored=most used):





Put to other uses?


New ways to use as is?


Other uses if modified?


Adapt?


What else is like it?


What other idea does this suggest?


Does the past offer a parallel?


What could we copy?  What could we emulate?


Modify?


New twist?


Change meaning, color, motion, sound, odor, form, shape?


Other changes?


Magnify?


What to add?


More time?  Greater frequency?


Stronger?  Higher?  Longer?  Thicker?


Extra value?


Duplicate?  Multiply?  


“Minify?”


What to subtract?


Smaller?  Condensed?  Miniature?


Lower?  Shorter?  Lighter?


Streamline?  Split up?


Substitute?


Who instead?  What instead?  Where instead?


Other ingredient?  Other material?  Other process?  Other approach?


Rearrange?


Interchange components?


Other pattern?  Other layout?  


Chagne pace?  Change schedule?


Other sequence?  Transpose cause and effect?   


Reverse?


How about opposites?  


Turn it backward?  Turn it upside down?


Combine?


A blend, an alloy, an assortment, an ensemble?


Combine units?  Combine purposes?  Combine appeals?  Combine ideas?


* Adapted fromA. F. Osborn,  Applied Imagination (3rd ed.), Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1963, pp. 286-289.





NOMINAL GROUP TECHNIQUE (NGT)





Nominal Group Technique (NGT) may be a better choice if classic brain-storming is not indicated because either: 1) you are genuinely concerned that a few people will strongly dominate the session (in spite of the “rules”), or       2) you are genuinely concerned that your participants won’t speak up.  NGT was specifically designed for these situations. 





The rules are the same as classic brainstorming with two exceptions:





Ideas are silently written on 3” x 5” cards or Post-it® Notes


Written ideas are then offered up one-at-a-time 


If using 3” x 5” cards, the ideas should be read aloud one-at-a-time in sequence by the person who wrote them for recording by the facilitator or scribe


Repeat going around the room as many times as needed to get all ideas “on the table”


Participants who have no more ideas can simply say “pass”


If using Post-it® Notes, you have the option to turn in all ideas to the facilitator who can read them aloud without attribution and then record them (or have a scribe record them)





CAUTION:  Like so many choices, however, there is a trade-off to consider.  NGT may not give you either the quantity of ideas you are seeking or the jewel-like out-of-box ideas that may lead to a breakthrough





ADVOCACY GROUPS





Advocacy Groups are groups of five to eight individuals in each group whose task it is to either flesh-out a fuzzy concept or to evaluate an option.  On this page, we are considering their use to flesh-out concepts into fully-understood options; using them to evaluate options is presented on a later page of these materials.  The goal here is to fully understand options before evaluating them.  





Of course, human beings will naturally do some evaluation as part-and-parcel of fleshing-out the options.  And, that’s a good thing!  If the options are already understood, then use of Advocacy Groups for the fleshing-out purpose is unnecessary; you can go directly to evaluation and agreement (for which you may use Advocacy Groups and/or a variety of other tools presented later).





If you believe it’s necessary to fully understand the options, it may be because you have been presented with a pair (or trio) of conceptual options that you see as a dilemma—“I want both (or all three), but I can only have one.”  Making the choice in this circumstance can be difficult on your head and on your gut, particularly if the options are ripe with trade-offs.  You may have only a fuzzy picture of each option (which is why we’ve stuck the adjective “conceptual” in front of it here); thus, you may feel the need to get a more detailed picture about various aspects of each option and the implications of choosing it.  





One way to do transform the fuzzy into the clear is to flesh-out the conceptual options by doing the steps below:





Assign five to eight people to work each idea (this is an ideal, of course)


The reason for the lower limit of five is that with five people you have a much better chance than with four or fewer that at least one individual will challenge the others to consider things they may not otherwise consider.  Indeed, he or she might even be that out-of-box-thinker who we hope you value.


Task the groups to identify the variables that will impact the decision, to identify the trade-offs involved, to identify the implications for the organization and its stakeholders, and similar fleshing-out of the fuzzy concept assigned to each


Each group will report the results of its deliberations back to the big group to set the stage for evaluating the now fleshed-out options





NOTE:  If there is just one idea on the table, you have a choice do this as a whole group; however, you may still choose to have more than one group work the single conceptual option to get different perspectives.





ATTRIBUTE LISTING





Attribute Listing* is used chiefly for improving tangible things, but it may also be used for situations.  It consists of first listing all of the characteristics or attributes of the thing or the situation, and then using those characteristics or attributes to trigger ideas.





Usually, the most interesting new ideas will arise from consideration of the function characteristic or attribute.  Consider, for example, what kind of responses you might get if you asked. . .





 “The primary function of a pencil is to make       marks on paper; what else might you use it for?”





And, you can increase the power of this tool if you add Idea-Spurring Questions from the previous page to the mix.

























































































* Extracted from Morris O. Edwards, Doubling Idea Power (6th ed.), Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1985, p. 31.





ANONYMOUS ON PAPER





Under some conditions you might choose to ask your group members to provide their “continue-stop-change” (i.e., Plus / Delta) feedback anonymously.





Here are a couple of questions for class discussion:





What might be some of those conditions?





What guidelines (e.g., do’s, do not’s, cautions) would you set for yourself if you choose to use this variation of Plus / Delta?





Your instructor will engage you in a discussion of these questions as well as any other questions or issues about this tool about which you wish to talk.  You can take notes in the space provided on the opposite page or below here as you see fit.








“WHO IS SPEAKING” DIAGRAM





Using this took takes considerable time and effort, but under some conditions if is worth the time and effort.  The purpose is to make a “picture” of the communication within the group to set the stage for a discussion about it.





Your instructor will engage you in a discussion of the question on the slide on the opposite page as well as any other questions or issues about this tool about which you wish to talk.  You can take notes in the space provided on the opposite page or below here as you see fit.





The diagramming method cited on the opposite page might look like this:








TOOLS FOR ASSESSING GROUP PROCESS





Any group that is going to be together for more than just a couple of meetings ought to be concerned about whether its group processes are working well or not.  Actually, any group ought to be concerned about it—but generally don’t want to take the time to assess it if they are going to be meeting only a short time.





The next several facilitation tools, concepts and principles address the issue of how to assess group process.  The goal ought to be improving performance.





  





ASSESS AGAINST NORMS / FACILITATOR FEEDBACK





Periodically, it’s a good idea to assess the group against group norms.  Ideally, they assess themselves rather than you assessing them; however, there may be things that you have noticed that need to be said.  You should feel free to add them in an appropriate way.





Here are some questions for class discussion:





Why should the norms be their norms?























When do you think the norms should be established?

















If the facilitator choose to provide feedback, how?  When?




















Your instructor will engage you in a discussion of these questions as well as any other questions or issues about this tool about which you wish to talk.  You can take notes in the space provided on the opposite page or below here as you see fit.








FACILITATION TOOLS, CONCEPTS & PRINCIPLES – SUMMARY





OK, where are we?





This section has presented an array of facilitation tools, concepts and principles that, if used properly, can do just what the word “facilitation” implies—make it easier.  One definition of facilitation with which we are particularly fond reads substantially as follows:








Facilitation is about helping a group free itself from internal obstacles and difficulties.*








What does this definition mean to you?








Time permitting, your instructor may ask you to add your own tools, concepts and principles to the array we have presented here.




















































































































* Adapted from Thomas A. Kayser, Mining Group Gold, McGraw-Hill, 1995.








IMPLICATIONS EXERCISE





Ideas that aren’t thought through have the potential to be bad ideas.  Indeed, their outcome can be catastrophic under the “right” circumstances.  This tool suggests that one way to evaluate an idea is to subject it to what amounts to a “what if” analysis.





Here are some steps to follow:





State the idea and ask, “What if ______________ occurred or was true?”





To add additional sophistication and perhaps additional power, you could assess the probability of that outcome occurring or being true along with a qualitative and/or quantitative assessment of its impact.





Consider, too, repeating this assessment along the logical pathway from each outcome (“If A occurred, B would follow; if B followed, C would happen;”and so forth)


.


TRUE STORY (WE THINK):   One company was about to go to market with a portable music player.  They decided to follow all three of the steps listed above.  The outcome was the discovery that, because of the chemistry of its power supply, leaving it in the hot sun for a long enough time would result in an explosion.  When they assessed probabilities, they concluded that given the youthful users and the venue of use, it was very likely that it would be left in the hot sun.  The probability of explosion was equally high.  When they consulted their legal staff about the impact of an explosive outcome, the legal eagles estimated $2.2 billion cost from litigation.  To say the least, using this tool probably saved their collective bottoms.
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