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ABSTRACT 

Drama is concemed with people facing problems, and creative problem-solving is 

a field that has emerged to help people solve problems. For quite some time, I have been 

interested in the similarities and differences in the fields of drama and creative problem-

solving. The fields often use similar techniques, yet the fields remain, for the most part, 

separate and distinct. This dissertation is a study in creating a drama session that follows 

a creative problem-solving model. The purpose of the study is to conduct a session using 

drama, specifically Process Drama, and combine it with creative problem-solving, 

specifically the New Treffinger Model, with the goal of testing the feasibility and 

desirability of this union. 

Process Drama is a form of drama that is designed for the benefit of participants 

and not for performance. It is based in improvisation and led by a trained leader. 

Creative problem-solving is a format used for developing solutions to problems that are 

not readily solvable by conventional means, usually following a model of stages and led 

by a trained facilitator. 

I believe that participants in a Process Drama session can leam to solve a problem 

following a specific state-of-the-art creative problem-solving model. Donald J. 

Treffinger, Scott G. Isaksen and K. Brian Dorval describe this model in their book. 

Creative Problem Solving: An Introduction, 3rd Edition. 

The research method used for this project is a type of qualitative research known 

as Action Research; one of its primary goals is to assist the researcher in finding ways to 
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improve his own methods. Teachers often use Action Research in education where their 

own teaching methods can be the focus of the inquiry. Since refining my teaching is a 

goal of this project, I deemed this methodology best for developing a lesson plan, 

implementing it, and charting the results. 

I designed a Process Drama session that included the steps of the Treffinger 

model. I randomly selected participants by seeking volunteers through signs posted 

around the campus of Shenandoah University in Winchester, Virginia. I collected the 

data by observation, written survey, director's notes, oral discussion, and video tape. 

The results showed that it is possible to design such a drama session. The 

participants were able to engage themselves in the drama and simultaneously incorporate 

the stages of the Treffinger model, but not without direction from the facilitator. I was 

encouraged to incorporate these techniques into my own teaching and to ftirther explore 

possible uses for this combination activity. This subject of this dissertation is a 

successftil first step in combining these two methods. 
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CHAPTER I 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

Creative drama classes often enact a popular story entitled, "Caps for Sale". The 

story goes like this: a peddler sets out to sell hats-he stops to rest under a tree-monkeys 

in the tree steal his hats-the peddler awakes and has to figure out how to get the hats 

back. He yells; the monkeys yell. He stomps in anger; the monkeys stomp. He pleads; 

they plead. The peddler has his "aha" moment. He throws his hat on the ground. The 

monkeys do the same! Success! 

In real life, we have not lost our hats to a bunch of monkeys in a tree. But the 

world is a place filled with dilemmas. Whether it is our work world, our home life, or 

our education for pleasure, career, or spirit, we constantly seek to answer questions and 

solve problems. Our metaphorical lost hats may be lost market share, lost productivity, 

lost revenues, lost self-esteem, lost sense of direction, or lost love. 

Of course, enterprising people are always at our doorsteps with the answers we 

seek-often for a price. But in a different world, where people would come together in a 

purposeftjl manner to work toward their own solutions, how might they do it? They 

might attend conferences on world hunger, create focus groups discussing marketing 

strategies, or sit in board rooms discussing payrolls and insurance costs. 

Many problems just do not have easy solutions. People involved in complex 

situations often need fresh perspectives. For years now scholars, educators, business and 



medical professionals have availed themselves of certain problem-solving techniques: 

brainstomiing sessions, daylong, week-long or weekend conferences, as well as more 

long-term, sophisticated research projects. All these "think-tanks" are designed to help 

with their problem-solving needs. There is also the world of "creative problem-solving" 

professionals who use both educational arenas and commercial endeavors to develop 

their ideas. 

In my area of expertise within the dramatic arts—specifically improvised 

drama—we love to explore the intricacies of the human condition. In our drama 

"sessions," whether within a university drama class, rehearsals for productions or in an 

actual performance, we expose those complexities, we embellish upon them, we have fim 

with them, we heighten awareness of them and we revel in them. We do this by using the 

world of the drama to see our human lives in new ways. 

As an undergraduate, I majored in communication and then took some acting 

classes. Communications professors taught us communication models; acting professors 

had us practicing these same models. For example, in communications we studied 

nonverbal behavior and arguing, while in acting class we acted out the nonverbal 

behavior and arguing in our scenes. I continued to study the two fields and was stmck by 

the parallels. Some acting teachers even used communication terminology in their 

classes. For instance, Robert Cohen, in his book Acting Power, a seminal text for 

beginning and intermediate actors, talks of "relacom" (relationship communication).' 

The parallels between communication and acting intrigued me. I began to make quiet, 

personal tests of more theories of communication in my acting endeavors. 



As I continued in communications, I also leamed about creativity and the nature 

of creative people. I began to study an area called "creative problem-solving." Within 

this general field, practitioners focus on the study of what makes people creative and how 

to apply this creativity to solve problems. Around this time, I also began to leam 

improvisation. My first introduction to improvisation was a class in Los Angeles taught 

by Paul Sills. Sills taught "theatre game" techniques he had leamed from his mother, 

Viola Spolin. Ms. Spolin was one of the eariy creators of what would be called "creative 

drama." I developed a desire to study improvisation more formally, and it seemed that 

the best way to proceed was to study creative drama, the field which encompassed a 

species of improvisations done for the benefit of the participants rather than for the 

audience. 

One main component of creative drama is to produce performance in a session. 

The leader guides the participants to enact drama and to create characters in roles in a 

conflict situation. There are many methods to achieve this goal. In the drama session a 

problem, often the main character's, is solved. There are also many other related goals to 

the drama session that do not relate to the solving of a problem; these are educational 

goals or goals that relate to the participants individually, and some of these will be 

discussed later. Therefore, in the creative drama session the drama is an overriding goal. 

However, in creative problem-solving, finding the solution to a problem is the overriding 

goal. The techniques used are designed to facilitate the problem-solving process and are 

not concemed with drama. While I understood that creative drama and creative problem-

solving were definitely separate fields, I saw that they had similar methodologies and 



both aimed to effect a change in someone or something. Creative drama leaders are 

talented at bringing out the drama of human life, getting people into roles, relaxing them, 

stmcturing the sessions, and moving the drama along. Sometimes, the creative drama 

leaders had the goal of solving a problem. The creative problem-solvers, on the other 

hand, moved people's thinking toward solutions using stmctured means that highlighted 

the problem. Sometimes, the participants were expected to do a little acting. 

I preferred to use Process Drama, rather than creative drama for my session. 

Creative drama is an older term often associated with elementary school-aged children, 

while Process Drama is a more recent term and does not carry that label. Process Drama 

is more of an exploration of possible problems and their solutions using episodes. (See 

the definition of Process Drama on p.8.) 

Statement of the Problem 

From my studies of acting-and improvisation, in particular- it seemed logical to 

me that the groundwork had been laid for the coupling of creative problem-solving and 

Process Drama to create a hybrid form, a synergy of the elements. I believed that, as a 

leader of the drama session, I could lead participants to solve a problem following a 

specific state-of-the-art creative problem-solving model, the "New Treffinger Model," 

within a Process Drama format and record the results using Action Research as a research 

methodology. 

Drama practitioners have only infrequently used drama to reach the goal of 

creative problem-solving, and I have not found anyone curtently using Process Drama as 



the intended framework for creative problem-solving. While such practitioners have 

indeed used drama as a fomm for exploring a given topic, that exploration, as currently 

practiced, is generally open-ended and investigative. Facilitators have, to date, used 

drama to probe, analyze, and research a topic or problem, but have not sought to guide 

the participants specifically toward a solution to a problem using the New Treffinger 

Model. (See Chapter II) The Treffinger model is designed to help a facilitator lead a 

session in creative problem-solving by laying out the components and steps involved in 

the solving of a problem. The creators designed the model as a foundation for the 

facilitator or practitioner to follow. 

While many characteristics of drama and creative problem-solving are 

coincidentally similar (as charted in the following background discussion), drama 

practitioners generally do not set a deliberate course toward creating a drama activity 

expressly designed to arrive at a viable solution to a given problem. Rather, they are 

more concemed with the drama and the participants' involvement in it. In the drama, the 

exposure and involvement of the participant in the session is more important than the 

solving of one particular problem. The purpose of this study is to combine Process Drama 

and the New Treffinger Model with the goal of testing the feasibility and desirability of 

this union. It is my hope that this combination of methodologies will add to each of the 

separate areas—that engaging the two simultaneously enhances both drama and creative 

problem-solving. 

I initially contemplated several central questions for this study: Can I design a 

Process Drama scheme that becomes an effective framework for engaging the New 



Treffinger Model? Can I design a hybrid form of Process Drama and the New Treffinger 

Model which could become a template for subsequent use in various occupational fields? 

Can I stmcture a model that will test this theory? How does the leader affect the session? 

Some of my questions pertained specifically to the methodology and significance 

of the study. As to questions of methodology, the following questions arose: Can I 

develop and monitor such a lesson plan? Can the leader and students immerse 

themselves in the activity itself while simultaneously evaluating the experimental method 

they are using? As to the potential significance of this study, I considered these 

questions: Assuming some modicum of success, would this research set the groundwork 

for ftirther study and development of this template? 

From these questions, I formed the following more exacting inquiries: 

1. Can the participants be engaged in the drama as active characters and 

simultaneously incorporate the stages of the New Treffinger Model? If so, does this 

success mean the integrated approach is valid? And again, if so, does the success stem 

from the leader's input and abilities? If not, does the failure mean the integrated 

approach was invalid, or that the leader was inadequate? 

2. Were the participants involved in the drama, making choices based on the 

situation and the characters? 

3. Did the participants solve a problem? 

These are the questions that I set out to answer in this dissertation. 



Definitions 

The following are definitions as I use them in this dissertation, which are intended 

to clarify my particular usage of these terms. 

Drama: An activity that is based in improvisation that is process-centered and 

used primarily for the personal development of the participants rather than being 

stmctured for performance for an audience. (For example, children leam about other 

cultures.) In this context drama does not involve the literature of the theatre, that is, 

playtexts. 

For this project, I will also use the term "drama" for the array of other commonly 

named improvised dramatic activities such as creative drama, dramatic improvisation, 

theafre in education, role playing, role drama, social drama, awareness drama, drama in 

education, educational drama, classroom drama, stmctured improvisation, improvisation 

with youth, informal drama, developmental drama, curriculum drama, creative dramatics, 

theatre arts, dramatic arts, thematic drama, holistic drama and playmaking. However, in 

this chapter, "drama" excludes written literature in performance. 

For the purpose of clarity in this dissertation, I deem it necessary to use the term 

"drama" to denote drama for leaming, as opposed to theater for performance. By way of 

corroboration, Johimy Saldana from Arizona State University, uses the term "drama" in 

exactly this sense: 

In drama (not theatre), we explore, practice, play out, or improvise 
before we share our work—we never rehearse and perform a 
script. We don't have an audience in the classroom—^we have 
observers and we never critique—^we assess, (italics added) 



I include the tenn "creative drama" in my types of "drama," because of the 

definition for creative drama from the Children's Theatre Association of America: 

"Creative Drama " is an improvisational, nonexhibitional, 
process-centered form of drama in which participants are guided 
by a leader to imagine, enact, and reflect upon human experiences 
. . . The creative drama process is dynamic. The leader guides the 
group to explore, develop, express and communicate ideas, 
concepts, and feelings through dramatic enactment. In creative 
drama the group improvises action and dialogue appropriate to the 
content it is exploring, using elements of drama to give form and 
meaning to the experience, (italics added) 

Although this definition is a bit dated, it contains most of the ideas still current for 

creative drama or drama as used here. 

Process Drama: A more precise term for a type of episodic drama originating in 

England as drama in education. Process Drama consists of segments called "episodes." 

The episodes, while related to the whole picture, may or may not be chronologically 

linear vis-a-vis a plot line. Rather, they are explorations of the various aspects of the 

general topic involved. A facilitator, who often is also a participant in the drama, leads 

these explorations. 

To help clarify the term "Process Drama," I refer to Cecily O'Neill's definition. 

O'Neill, a drama practitioner from England, whose "holistic" drama style was pattemed 

after the famed work of Dorothy Heathcote, states: 

Process drama is complex dramatic encounter. Like other theatre 
events, it evokes an immediate dramatic world bounded in space 
and time, a world that depends on the consensus of all those 
present for its existence. Process drama proceeds without a script, 
its outcome is unpredictable, it lacks a separate audience, and the 
experience is impossible to replicate exactly. 



Therefore I will use the term drama when referting to the field at large and Process 

Drama when referring to the specific technique employed in this project. 

Creative Problem-Solving: The overall field of the study of creative problem-

solving. This field includes the study of techniques and methods for solving problems and 

for critical thinking, as well as studies in creativity enhancement.^ 

The New Treffinger Model: A specific creative problem-solving model 

developed by Treffinger, Isaksen, and Dorval. The model is a refinement of and built on 

the basis of the work by Osbom and Fames. The model begins with the management 

component of Preparing your Approach which contains two stages Appraising Tasks and 

Designing Process. These are to get the group into the right area of problem solving. The 

main part of the model consists of six stages within three components that are the 

essential parts of problem solving. I use this model as the primary model for the 

problem-solving aspect of the project.^ 

Action Research: A type of qualitative research wherein which the researcher is 

involved in the research project as an active participant and the outcome is for his or her 

benefit. 

Pre-Text: The activating material of a process drama session that contains a 

drama problem and a reason for the drama to unfold. The pre-text may also imply 

characters and situation. 



Background 

Drama as an Educational Tool 

Drama has long been used as a tool for teaching subjects other than theatre. 

Literature, as a subject area, obviously includes dramatic literature that is written to be 

performed in a theater. In story drama, teachers use improvised drama to teach literature. 

They tell or read the story to the listeners, who then act out the characters and scenes. 

The participants are thus afforded a visceral means of intemalizing their understanding of 

the literature. But teachers can use drama to explore topics other than the literature itself 

Students can leam about language arts, mathematics, history, social studies, even science, 

through dramatization. Geraldine Siks, emeritus professor of drama at the University of 

Washington, and honored leader in the profession of drama, is a strong proponent of 

using drama as a means of teaching other subjects: 

Drama may also serve a related purpose as a teaching tool, used to 
help children explore factual knowledge and concepts in other 
subject areas and to "try on" social experiences they are likely to 
encounter in real life.^ 

This experience of "walking in the footsteps of another" allows the participant to 

immerse himself in the place, times, and challenges of another in order to see the 

situation through fresh eyes. Thus a drama session works as a framework within which 

students can explore virtually any subject. 

One's social growth, moral and spiritual development, or knowledge of self, 

cannot be quantified like improvement in math or reading. Nor can teachers easily teach 

these personal values with a precept-upon-precept methodology. This is exactly why 
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teachers enjoy using drama to teach these elusive subjects. Betty Jane Wagner has 

devoted an entire book to the efforts of Dorothy Heathcote, who was a pioneer in the 

field of educational draina in England. Heathcote was also the founder of what is now 

known as thematic drama, as well as the technique of "leader in role." Wagner describes 

Heathcote's method as follows: 

She does not use children to produce plays. Instead, she uses 
drama to expand their awareness, to enable them to look at reality 
through fantasy, to see below the surface of actions to their 
meaning. She is interested, not in making plays with children, but 
in, as she terms it, bumishing children through the play. She does 
this not by heaping more information on them but by enabling 
them to use what they already know} (italics added) 

Ms. Heathcote desired to work with children by directly involving them in the 

drama through its formation and creation of content. Her overall goal was the 

development of the student. Heathcote helped to pave the way for the inclusion of self-

searching content in the drama instead of simply looking at the mere forms of drama. 

She worked not only to develop students' theater skills, but their personal skills as well. 

In summary, students participate in drama for a variety of reasons: to better 

understand the literature they are studying, to better understand other subjects in their 

curriculum, and to increase personal skills that will, in tum, strengthen their ability to 

leam. Many teachers have been exposed to this pedagogical concept, and many students 

have been afforded some opportunity to leam through drama. 
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The Field of Creative Problem-Solving 

Creative problem-solving, which arguably began as a field of study in the 1950's, 

stems from the study of creativity.*^ J. P. Guilford, one of the eariy American 

psychologists to study creativity, spoke to the American Psychological Association in 

1950, exhorting them to do more research on creativity."^ Research continued during this 

time in the form of scattered studies on creativity, the development of some creative 

centers, and the formation of methods for problem-solving. Alex Osbom, in his book 

Applied Imagination.'' originated the technique of brainstorming and, according to 

Arthur VanGundy,'^ discovered the beginnings of the creative problem-solving 

technique: 

[Creative problem-solving] grew out of the work of advertising 
executive Alex Osbom (1963), now recognized as the father of 
brainstorming. Osbom proposed that creative thinking involves 
three stages: fact finding, idea finding, and solution finding. Fact 
finding has two substages: problem definition and preparation.'^ 

VanGundy explains that people use creative problem-solving when there is "a gap 

between a current and a desired state." He continues: 

[Creative problem-solving] works best in situations in which you 
have exhausted traditional problem-solving methods. These 
routine or ready-made solutions are known as well-stmctured 
problems. For these problems, you generally have a pretty good 
idea about the problem states and how to transform the current 
state into the desired state. For instance, frequently you can look 
up these transformations in a manual or ask an expert. Other 
problems, however, are not solved so easily. These problems have 
much less information available about them and are more ill-
stmctured. That is, there is ambiguity about the problem states or 
how to transform the current state into the desired state. To solve 
them, you need to use divergent thinking - that is, you need to 
think of many different potential solutions. 
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Osbom's model has been the springboard for many others who study creative problem-

solving. Scott Isaksen and Donald Treffinger, in work done at the Creative Education 

Foundation at Buffalo, New York, have used the Osbome-Pames model since the mid-

1980s. Creative problem-solving models such as the Isaksen and Treffinger model 

generally include a specific outline of methodology for the person or group to follow. 

Their original format for creative problem-solving includes the following stages: 

1. objective finding, 

2. fact finding, 

3. problem finding, 

4. idea finding, 

5. solution finding, 

6. acceptance finding. 

Isaksen and Treffinger based this model on the earlier work of Osbom, but the model also 

includes changes and adaptations that have occurred over the years.'^ Each of these 

stages has divergent and convergent activities (i.e., suggestions for expanding from one 

idea to many ideas), followed by guidelines for selecting what is relevant and usefiil from 

those various ideas. Current practitioners widely use and accept this process. 

The Model I have Chosen: The New Treffinger Model 

Recently, Donald J. Treffinger, Scott G. Isaksen, and K. Brian Dorval 

changed their process again. Treffinger is President of the Center for Creative 

Leaming in Sarasota, Florida; Isaksen and Dorval are, respectively, President and 
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Director of Programs of the Creative Problem Solving Group, in Buffalo, New 

York. They have collaborated on many creative problem-solving projects and 

books, but this creative problem-solving model is the first major revision in their 

methodology since 1994. While the new model retains all of the former six stages 

of creative problem-solving listed above, the authors have changed the stage 

names and have added three organizational components that allow the user more 

freedom in the overall process. 

We have found that efforts to solve problems creatively can be 
divided into three broad categories, which we call the three major 
process components . . . Within these three components, there are 
six specific stages during which creative and critical thinking 
abilities are used in harmony. Each stage involves a generating 
phase and a focusing stage.'^ 

The three main components are: Understanding the Challenge, Generating Ideas, and 

Preparing for Action. The authors explain the primary benefit of making these changes: 

The transformation . . . from a prescriptive, "lock step" series of 
stages or steps into a descriptive, flexible process framework has 
been one of the major outcomes of recent research and 
experience.' 

The authors have also broken each of the six stages into "generating" (G) and a 

"focusing" (F) phase (see Figure 1.2). The stages are: Constmcting Opportunities, 

Exploring Data, Framing Problems, Generating Ideas, Developing Solutions, Building 

Acceptance. Note that in this "New" Treffinger Model, the major change is the addition 

of the three organizational components of: Planning Your Approach, Appraising Tasks, 

and Designing Process. The changes in the model allow the participants to switch from 

one stage or component to another at any time, without being bound by any prescribed 
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sequence. It is designed to put the problem and the people first, rather than concentrating 

on a rigid process. In this dissertation, I depict this most recent model in Figures 1.1 and 

1.2 and refer to it as the "New Treffinger Model." The advantage of this model for this 

project, over other models, is mainly its built-in ability to revisit components or stages in 

the process. 

It is not as linear in its outlay or function as other models that I examined. I find 

it useful that, as a leader of a session, it allows the leader flexibility to go into any of the 

components at any time in the session. This helps because sometimes in a session I find 

that new information may be discovered that requires a second look at an earlier stage, or 

that a stage may be skipped because the group already has the information the stage 

would provide. I will ftirther explain details of the appropriateness of this model in 

Chapter II. After looking at the New Treffinger Model, I can make a comparison of its 

features with those found in Process Drama. The concluding section of this background 

discussion, therefore, not only enumerates the similar elements of Process Drama and the 

New Treffinger Model, but establishes the foundation for the direction that I propose to 

take in completing the current project. 

The Comparison of Drama and Creative Problem-Solving 

Similarities between the New Treffinger Model and Process Drama 

Professionals have historically noted some measure of cross-over in the techniques used 

in problem-solving and those used in drama. 
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Figure l.I The New Treffinger Model: Working Model 

©2000, S.G. Isaksen, K.B. Dorval, & D.J. Treffinger. Reprinted by permission from 
rd Creative Problem Solving: An Introduction, 3 Edition. Waco, TX: Pmfrock Press. 14. 
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Component: Understanding the Challenge 

C : CIcnerate possible oppntrunitici ;in<! challenges to 
consider. 

F: Focus by idcntiiying the most promising opportuni
ties to pursue. 

G: Examine many sj^urccs of <l,ita from difTerent points 
o f view. 

V: Identify the key or most important data. 

Ci: Generate many, varied, and unusual ways to state 
the problem. 

F; Select or form a specific problem statcmcni. 

Component: Qenerating Ideas 

G: Produce many, varied, and unusual ideas. 

F: Ideniify ideas with interesting potential to develop 
or use. 

Component: Preparing for A<:tlon 

G: Organise, analyze, refine, or strengthen promising 
possibilities, 

F: Combine, evaluate, prioritize, or select promising 
solutions. 

G: Consider various sources of assistance and resistance 
and possible actions for implementation. 

F; Formulate specific plans to gain support for, carry 
out, and evaluate actions. 

Figure 1.2 The New Treffinger Model: Three Components and Six Stages 

©2000, Center for Creative Leaming. Reproduced by permission from: Creative 
Problem Solving: An Introduction , 3"* Edition. Waco, TX: Prufrock Press. 15. 
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Looking at the practitioners in drama, we find them borrowing from the creative 

problem-solving world. As Laura Salazar suggests: 

Theatre is a way for player [sic] to know about the world 
holistically, using their [sic] intuition and making syntheses to 
problem-solve. Theatre is the opposite process to the logical step-
by-step answer to questions that most education follows.^'' 

Salazar speaks to one of the core issues of this project, the use of problem solving 

in drama. 

Mihaly Csikszentmihaiyi is a professor and former chairman of the Department of 

Psychology at the University of Chicago. He is known for coining the phrase "flow" -a 

satisfying and teachable state of consciousness. Coming from outside of drama, 

Csikszentmihaiyi also sees the possibility of using drama for creative leaming: 

The make-believe of the artist works on the mind by subtler means. 
It shows in concrete and tangible ways that other possible ways of 
being could exist. On the stage we see events that we know are not 
actually happening the way they are represented; and this very 
tension between a reality that at the same time is and is not, 
provides evidence that life has more options than we imagined. 
That realization alone can unlock endless possibilities, freeing the 
mind from the shackles of the factual. 

There are many people that have spoken to these afore mentioned aspects of 

drama and problem solving. It is not within the scope of this project to list or recount all 

of them. However, in an attempt to help illustrate the similarities and differences between 

Process Drama and the New Treffinger Model, as I see them, I offer the following chart 

for comparison. 
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Table I.l Comparisons of Process Drama and the New Treffinger Model. 

Process Drama 
drama used in the education of the 
participants 

not used for performance but rather as a 
means of teaching another concept 

the "facilitator" leads the process 
the session is broken down into episodes, 
which are explorations of the various 
aspects of the topic 

the facilitator usually chooses the episodes 

linear plot line is not required 

the facilitator often suggests various plot 
ideas, thus creating choices for the actors 

the facilitator often participates as one of 
the actors 

the participants leam as children play - by 
acting out a scenario spontaneously, often 
making their plot and character decisions 

the creative process for actors includes 
phases such as incubation, illumination, 
breakthrough, application, testing 

creative problem-solving techniques are 
often used: brainstorming for possibilities, 
then converging from those to a chosen plot 
line. Infrequently, goal is to find a solution 

one goal is the general growth of the 
participants; another goal is to create 
characters and conflict (and possibly 
resolution) in order to leam about being 
human 
The goal is decided by the leader but 
usually includes participation in the drama. 

New Treffinger Model 
the participants' task at hand is to entertain 
new ways of thinking on a particular topic 

its flexibility allows it to be used in various 
fields: business, education, psychology, 
government, etc. 

may have a group leader 
the session is broken down into three 
components and six stages 

the six stages of the model are the segments 
that build the entire process 

Treffinger's "three organizational 
components" allow the joumey to take 
twists and tums 

participants are encouraged to discuss as 
many choices as possible 
whether or not there is a group leader, all 
persons present participate 

spontaneity is key to compiling divergent 
ideas 

used to open the mind to new possibilities: 
diverge from basic ideas, then find 
workable ideas 

drama techniques can be used: social 
drama, role playing, improvisation. The 
New Treffinger Model emphasizes the 
people and the problem, rather than the 
process 

used to solve problems that do not have a 
ready solution; discovery of a workable 
solution is main focus 

The goal is to solve problems. 
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Even without further discussion, I believe this chart brings to light some striking 

similarities between the two activities. However, despite the fact that I have drawn my 

ovra comparisons, the two disciplines remain essentially distinct and separate in the real 

worid. I intend to merge a Process Drama session with the New Treffinger Model to see 

if the goals and techniques of both methods are compatible and effective. Recognition of 

the similarities is, in effect, the groundwork for the creation of a hybrid form. As detailed 

on the following pages, I anticipate that participants could leam to solve a problem 

following the New Treffinger Model, using Process Drama techniques as a format. 

Significance 

One goal of drama is to develop the participants' creativity. Our society 

generally recognizes that it is beneficial to discover more ways to encourage creativity, 

not only in actors and students, but in all of humanity. It appears to be the responsibility 

of educators, among others, to teach skills that enhance creativity. 

Drama can be a viable fomm for problem-solving as well as for leaming 

creativity. No current drama constmcts exist in which the underlying aim is to combine 

Process Drama with the New Treffinger Model of creative problem-solving. The idea of 

using drama as the vehicle for following an established problem-solving formula also 

remains unexplored. 

The foremost purpose of this study is to attempt to blend the New Treffinger 

Model into a session of Process Drama. Csikszentmihaiyi's words lend support to this 

project's goals, if only for the sake of the attempt alone: 
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We need researchers to tell us what actually happens in the world 
of the dramatic performance, and what that means in terms of our 
understanding of human life. This is by no means an easy task. It 
requires original research in the genuine sense of the term; research 
that does not force its subject matter into the procmstean bed of a 
prior conceptual model but approaches the phenomenon with fresh 
eyes, sensitive to what is important, and perhaps unique about it; 
ready to develop a new theory if one is needed to accommodate the 
facts.'* 

The significance of this study, then, is that a successful blending of creative 

problem-solving and drama would, first of all, add to the general body of knowledge in 

both the drama and creative problem-solving fields. Secondly, as is the goal of any 

Action Research, I will find areas to improve myself, hopefially to the extent of enacting 

changes in my own teaching craft. Additionally, any participants who implement this 

new drama form will obtain a new skill. Perhaps, the results of this study would be of 

interest to those in the field of drama as well as those involved in the studies of creativity 

and creative problem-solving. The study will bring into focus a way of linking the 

common elements of drama and problem-solving. It will be a "jumping-off place" for 

ftirther studies that emphasize problem-solving through the vehicle of drama. And, it 

would benefit all of us to add to our storehouse of information on creativity. 

Overview of the Methodologv 

In this section, I will briefly overview the search for a method of research to 

complement both Process Drama and the New Treffinger Model. I ftirther explain the 

details of the chosen methodology in Chapter III. 

21 



I used two main steps in narrowing the choice of research method. I first made a 

decision between the two main divisions of research, quantitative or qualitative; 

secondly, I looked at various subcategories of the division chosen. As a result, I chose 

Action Research as the method I felt was best suited to the project. 

Some of my reasons for choosing this research method were as follows: I knew 

this project would be limited in scope and of short duration. I also wanted the results to 

impact the work that I was doing: and I intended to be the researcher as well as a subject. 

Taking these considerations into accoimt, I found that qualitative type research was 

appropriate because of its ability to, as Ration says in his text Qualitative Evaluation And 

Research Methods. "... permit the evaluator to study selected issues in depth and 

detail." Patton continues on this line of thought, contrasting the qualitative method to 

quantitative ones: ".. .qualitative methods typically produce a wealth of detailed 

information about a much smaller number of people and cases." '̂̂  This method would 

allow me to test a smaller group like the one I anticipated for this project. In a smaller 

group I felt the information would be more detailed and case specific. In contrast to the 

small-group advantage of qualitative research, Patton suggests that within quantitative 

research: "[I]t's possible to measure the reactions of a great many people to a limited set 

of questions, thus facilitating comparison and statistical aggregation of the data."^^ 

However, he ftirther states that, "The [quantitative methodology] focus is on the 

measuring instmment - the test items, survey questions or other measurement tools."^^ I 

did not want the test instmment acting as the controlling factor of the research, rather I 
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wanted that distinction. In this light, Patton states, "In qualitative inquiry the researcher is 

the instrument.""^ 

In a qualitative study the researcher acts as the instmment of collection. From 

these statements by Patton, I found that the quantitative method would require a much 

larger sample of people than the scope and time limit the project would permit. Patton 

also alludes to the importance of the instmment itself in quantitative research: this allows 

for greater objectivity because the results can be quantified by others more easily than the 

results typically obtained by qualitative methods. This speaks to a major area of concern 

in the design of qualitative research - the objectivity and validity of the research. 

Although I will deal with this in more detail in Chapter III, I feel the need to address it 

here briefly. 

While Patton suggests the researcher is the instmment in qualitative research, he 

also speaks to the issue of validity: "Validity in qualitative methods . . . hinges to a great 

extent on the skill, competence, and rigor of the person doing fieldwork."^^ This indeed 

places a lot of responsibility on the researcher to do the research ftilly and honestly. One 

of the methods I employ to ensure reliability and validity is Triangulation, employed by 

Richard Sager in his book Guiding School Improvement with Action Research. 

(Triangulations is described ftirther in Chapter III.) I employ various data collection 

methods to help ensure a better picture of the event by looking at it from various 

perspectives. 

After choosing the overall method of qualitative research, I examined subtypes of 

the category. Referring back to Patton who says that, "[p]urpose is the controlling force 
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in research," I began to look again at the goals of the project and found a few possible 

contenders. Patton lists five general purposes for, and subtypes of, qualitative research: 

1. basic research to contribute to the fundamental knowledge and 
theory; 
2. applied research to illuminate a societal concern; 
3. summative evaluation to determine program effectiveness; 
A. formative evaluation to improve a program; 
5. Action Research to solve a specific problem.^° (italics added) 

After reviewing the various methods, I found that the two best choices of subtypes 

of methodology for this project were formative evaluation and Action Research. 

Formative evaluations are designed, as Patton states, ".. .to improve human intervention 

within a specific set of activities at a specific time for a specific group of people."^' The 

research itself is conducted by an outside observer rather than the person involved 

directly in the process. In Action Research, on the other hand, the researcher is often part 

of the process, and it is also the researcher's own problem or project that is the focus of 

the research. Since I would be both the researcher and the benefactor of the findings of 

this study and would also participate in the project as the leader of the session, I chose the 

category of qualitative research known as Action Research. The Institute for the Study of 

Inquiry in Education, Camas, Washington defines Action Research as: 

a disciplined process of inquiry conducted by ^nd for those taking 
the action. The primary reason for engaging in action research is 
to assist the "actor" in improving and/or refining his or her 
actions.^^ 

This quote suggests that I could improve my actions - or in this case my Process 

Drama/Treffmger Model teaching method - using Action Research. 
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This project is a qualitative study. I collected the data by observation and 

interview, which necessitated the interjection of my interpretation. Thus the data itself 

inherently contains some level of subjectivity that is unavoidable; however, it is 

acceptable and desirable within Action Research. 

As authors Bogdan and Biklen suggest in their book Qualitative Research For 

Education: 

The facts never speak for themselves. As you look through records 
and materials, you must continually ask, 'What can I do with this 
material that will make my case compelling?' While all 
researchers attempt to solidly document their views, the Action 
Researcher must also present recommendations for change.^^ 

Indeed the researcher's subjective interpretation of the facts is of utmost value in 

Action Research. The researcher studies the program or policy and makes 

recommendations for changes based on his interpretation of the data. 

In summation, I designed a lesson plan incorporating Process Drama episodes and 

including the steps of the New Treffinger Model using Action Research, which I 

qualitatively examined. I also designed the evaluative questionnaire, discussion 

questions, and the leader's checklist. The participants were chosen randomly from 

responses to a solicitation for participation posted around the campus of Shenandoah 

University in Winchester, Virginia. The participants were first introduced to the 

constmct of the study, and then they signed an informed consent form. I guided them 

through a drama session as session leader and the session was videotaped. 

I based my results primarily on the subjective evaluations provided by the 

participants (in the form of post-session written questionnaires), as well as their answers 
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to specific discussion questions. To supplement the student evaluations, I added my own 

observations gleaned both from notes taken concurrently with the session and a post-

session review of the video cassette tape. (Hereafter referred to as video tape.) A camera 

operator also provided some feedback. The collected results are organized and presented 

in a descriptive narrative format in Chapter IV. 

Organization of the Dissertation 

This initial chapter has provided an overview of the background and rationale for 

this dissertation project. In the following chapters I will detail the steps involved in the 

preparation, execution, and analysis of the project. Chapter II provides a literature review 

describing the historical and current context within which this study lies. Chapter III 

details the design and procedure of the actual drama session. Chapter IV is the 

descriptive narration of the session. Chapter V contains the results obtained from the 

session data and summarizes and interprets those results. The final chapter discusses 

conclusions and offers recommendations as to fiarther uses of the study. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

In this chapter I explain and describe the specific Process Drama model by 

educators Cecily O'Neill and Dorothy Heathcoate and the specific creative problem-

solving model created by Donald J. Treffinger, Scott G. Isaksen and K. Brian Dorval that 

I used and why these two particular models were the best ones for this research project. 

Search Process 

An extensive body of literature encompassing the topics of creativity, drama and 

problem-solving provides the general basis for this study. Although the research began 

within the broad fields of creativity, drama, and problem-solving, this study focuses more 

specifically on Process Drama and creative problem-solving. The study's goal is, in 

simple terms, to discover a way to combine the two. Thus, in refining the search for the 

most appropriate materials, I used the following questions as guidelines: Which drama 

method will serve as a framework for a creative problem-solving model? What creative 

problem-solving model has the flexibility to work within a drama framework? 

Empirical Research 

Drama techniques and styles vary with the drama leader. The wide range of terms 

describing the various types of drama sessions is equal only to the wide range of people 
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conducting the sessions. I do not intend this as a criticism, but rather as an endorsement. 

Certain terminologies in drama are intended only for the use of the participants and not 

for the ears of an audience. These choices in terminology have strong similarities and 

proponents, they are equally effective in their tasks, and all have their own supporters 

who defend their use and benefits. It is hard to go wrong when making a choice in 

picking what temis I would use. So when looking at them for a project such as this one, 

my task was to choose the method that fit with my talents, abilities, and background, and 

also one that would work with the creative problem-solving model I had chosen which is 

the New Treffinger Model. Therefore, I am using the following review to explain my 

personal choices for terminology and methodology and not as a criticism of techniques. 

Leader Approach 

Many people have developed their own leadership styles. In her text on creative 

drama, Helane Rosenberg offers the following comment on why a leader chooses an 

approach to creative drama: "A creative drama approach is a specific method used to 

help leaders teach creative drama in a particular manner so that they can assist 

participants in their dramatic leaming" (24). This allows the use of a wide range of styles 

and generally agreed upon ideas in the field. Some of these styles will be examined to 

gain a better picture of the field of creative drama and where this project falls within it. 

Drama leaders develop their own approach to go along with their training. These 

hints for the prospective drama leader are given by Rosenberg: 

Keep in mind that good creative drama leaders are not all alike— 
there's no cookie-cutter mold that tums out good leaders. Many 
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types of individuals, with vastiy different training and experiences, 
have the potential to become skilled leaders. Certain common 
characteristics, however, do exist among excellent leaders; these 
good leaders have usually immersed themselves, through formal 
instmction or independently, in knowledge-gathering and personal 
intiospection. 

Your first goal should be to arm yourself with as much 
information as possible in such areas as theatre, child development, 
imagery and imagination, and creative drama itself ̂ "̂  

Judith Kase-Polisini echoes this instmction about the leader in. The Creative 

Drama Book: Three Approaches: 

In the broadest sense, this book is designed as a creative drama text 
for the eclectic teacher—the teacher who wants to understand the 
creative drama process and its roots, and try each method before 
arriving at her own unique style.^^ 

In short, most drama practitioners develop their approach from someone else's 

approach. 

The style differences of the leader can be attributed to the leader's personality and 

personal goals for the participants' leaming, while the similarities are govemed by the 

larger context of what is happening in the session, such as terminology differences for 

similar items. In discussing the three stages of a drama session, Rosenberg refers to the 

definition of creative drama by the Children's Theatre Association of America and its use 

of the words "imagine, enact, and reflect,"''^ which are similar to the often used 

"planning, playing, and evaluating."^^ hi imagining and planning, the drama session is 

organized for the goals that are desired. This sets up the enacting or playing of the 

drama, which then is reflected on, evaluated, or both, to gain meaning from the drama 

session. Judith Kase-Polisini also points out that four main components to the creative 
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drama sessions are: the group, the leader, the space, and the idea.̂ ^ Rosenberg uses the 

categories of the leader, the participants, and the dramatic improvisation. 

At this point, however, the approaches begin to follow different 
routes. Each mirrors the personal teaching style, life experiences, 
and knowledge base of the person who developed it. The stimulus 
for drama, the role of the leader, the environment, and the amount 
of time necessary for optimum dramatic leaming vary among 
approaches. ^^ 

Since different approaches are reflections of their specific leaders, I determined it 

was necessary to find an approach that could meld with my own style as well as with the 

chosen creative problem-solving model, and I found that in the work of Cecily O'Neill 

and Dorothy Heathcote. The following is a brief discussion of some of the major aspects 

of Process Drama heralded largely by O'Neill and developed from the work of 

Heathcote. 

Dorothy Heathcote is legendary among drama specialists. Her work has made the 

jump from England to the United States and now many in America practice variations of 

her methods. When I viewed a video presentation of her work, I was captivated by the 

work. Heathcote's persona is indeed part of her success along with her knowledge of 

drama, children, and educational goals. Her strong acting background coupled with her 

knowledge of education and children, help her to seize the moment and bring meaning to 

a drama session. Indeed, much of her method seemed to hinge on her strength as a 

leader.'*^ Many innovative and germinal figures have this kind of quality, and it is often 

"a difficuh act to follow." 

Since she was not given to writing about her work, we find clues to Heathcote's 

ideas through the works of other vmters. We know that the few constants are the Leader 
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in role, the "brotherhoods," improvisation, asking questions, the depth of the work, the 

participant input, the commitment of all involved. To help in understanding her method, 

Helane Rosenberg offers this brief statement: 

Within the method, the leader has great responsibility for directing 
the drama. Because of this great responsibility, the leader-in-
training must master a complex series of procedures for drama 
implementation, including teaching in role or register, questioning, 
and dropping to the universal. Material for the drama comes from 
a variety of situations but always highlights the individual 
interacting with society. Because drama has a larger scope when 
more than stories are used as stimuli, drama can be viewed as 
having applicability in more curricular areas.'" 

Here we see that the leader is responsible for the drama; however, over the course 

of this particular session, which deals with the students pretending to be on a ship, the 

leader's role also changes. 

As the ritual draws to a close, we notice that the leader's role is 
evolving. She seems more like a teacher now as she says in a quiet 
voice, "What do you do on this ship? Write your job on the board 
next to your name."'* 

This quote demonstrates the leader as a teacher and as a participant in a 

role. Trying to shed light on the phenomenon of the Heathcote mystic, Rosenberg 

gives us some insight: 

The main theoretical bases for the Heathcote method are tightly 
bound to two strongly felt principles: drama itself is learning; 
and the leader is the essential catalyst of the drama. The goal 
of drama in education is to provide the fomm for reflecting and 
analyzing life's experience and a place to test it in action, 
(boldface added) 

Heathcote believed that the participant could leam intuitive things from experiencing and 

participating in the drama. She also felt it imperative that the leader be capable of 
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guiding or directing the experience that the participant was having. The leader's level of 

dramatic understanding helped to shape the session. 

Betty Jane Wagner has written the most extensive work regarding Dorothy 

Heathcote. Wagner's book, Dorothv Heathcote: Drama as a Leaming Medium came 

from direct observation of Heathcote's sessions and the viewing of session video tapes. 

The book offers an explanation of the techniques and methods as well as an in-depth 

commentary of the writer's reactions to the leader's methods and the participants' 

responses. This is indeed a wonderftal and major source on the workings of Heathcote. 

Wagner tells of witiiessing Heathcote leading a session of drama in this lively 

description: 

Heathcote works intuitively, creatively, with technique, 
confidence, and involvement, in a situation where students are 
making most of the decisions and neither she nor the class knows 
what will happen next. She works knowing which decisions she 
doesn't dare let out of her hands - such as those that could destroy 
the belief of the participants - and which she'll leave to the class. 
She takes risks, but she never plays so risky that the class doesn't 
sense her authority and leadership. As she puts it, "Whatever you 
decide, you pay a price. You always pay in one way for what you 
gain in another."" 

One area of interest of Heathcote's work is the way she begins the session. Little 

preparation is required of the participants, as the leader throws them into the drama. This 

parallels what happens in a life situation where an incident happens and a person can only 

react to it. 

Many of the activities thmst participants into the center of the 
improvisation without giving them prior opportunities to 
experiment with internal strategies or develop theafre/drama 
behaviors. Heathcote assumes that the immediacy of the situation 
will force participants into action. She believes that if the 
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problem-solving potential of each participant is appropriately 
challenged, the behavior will exhibit itself and can be immediately 
modified by the leader."*^ 

Heathcote trusted that the participant came into a session with a lot of previous 

knowledge, and she understood that it was her job to find out what they knew and what 

they needed to take with them. In similar fashion I plan to let the participants have a lot 

of input on how the session develops and what the problem becomes. 

Heathcote places a constant focus on the leader's skills, while taking for granted 

that the child can and will handle the drama if the leader sets it up correctly and asks the 

appropriate questions. 

"I don't have a name for what I do. As a person it seems to me I 
simply stand midway between all that has happened before I 
arrived and what is now. What I do at this moment obviously 
shapes up some part of what is to come. Everything that has 
happened before me I have something in common with, and this is 
my secret for finding material for drama." Thus Dorothy 
Heathcote, one of England's best-known educators, has described 
what she does, which she feels is not creative dramatics, role 
playing, psychodrama, or sociodrama, but a conscious employment 
of the elements of drama to educate - to literally bring out what 
children already know but don't yet know they know. 

The secret is a big one and presented in a self-effacing tone. Heathcote does not 

just stand in the middle; she thmsts herself into the drama and brings the 

participants with her. This encouraged me to do the same when it came to my 

session. I would participate as the leader. 

The second theme of this passage speaks of one of her highly regarded 

tenets, that of the children's knowledge and education. Heathcote reflects a sense 

of wonder and respect for the child's place in the drama. It was Heathcote's 
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belief that children had more knowledge than they realized and needed help 

processing that knowledge. She aided in finding the direction for the drama by 

suggesting the topic. I also would suggest a topic for my group. 

Heathcote uses what she terms the "brotherhoods" to apply personal meaning to 

her dramas. Heathcote explains: 

No matter what you are doing, you can say to yourself, "At this 
moment I am in the brotherhood of all those who . . . ." And find 
yourself leaping to events that might look radically different on the 
outside, but on the inside, feel the same. We can identify with all 
those, all through time, who have been in this brotherhood. The 
extemal events may differ, but the underlying significance for 
people is similar.'*^ 

As a ftirther explanation of the brotherhoods, Wagner continues: 

The great value of this Brotherhoods Code is that it enables a 
teacher quickly to find a common ground between two seemingly 
different acts. Thus a group of men working with cmde tools to 
hew a cross and a group of men in leather jackets with stockings 
over their faces putting bullets into a gun are in the same 
brotherhood - the brotherhood of all those who are preparing for 
another's death within a convention appropriate for their time. 

This idea helped in our own discussion about our understanding of people and 

getting along with each other. 

Heathcote's approach allows the children the chance to practice life choices and 

decisions without real-life consequences. The brotherhoods help in getting to the depth 

and feeling of the drama so they can apply it to their lives. Wagner again elaborates on 

the value of the brotherhoods in this form of drama: 

One value of the Brotherhoods Code is that it enables you to 
transcend quickly the notion that drama is acting out stories. 
Because any story is about relationships among people, you will 
find dozens of different dramas undemeath the top layer of any 
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story, undemeath the story line. Each separate drama is the link 
between the story and the brotherhood of all those who have been 
in that same situation."' 

For Heathcote, the point and purpose of using her approach to drama with 

children was to put them in the same situation that another person experienced. Her hope 

was that the children could better understand what another person experienced 

emotionally and physically. Then, in seeing the similarities in themselves, they would 

gain a better understanding of humanity. (In our own session, we found we created a 

brotherhood of all those who are misunderstood and stmggling.) 

During my search of drama techniques, I found many others who continue to use 

Heathcote as a springboard for their own studies into drama, and one of the most prolific 

followers in recent times is Cecily O'Neill, who wrote a book about how she uses many 

of Heathcote's methods. O'Neill, in her own work, continues to help the leader in 

tiaining to understand her process as well as approximate the work done by Heathcote. 

Further refinements by O'Neill are found in Drama Worlds: A Framework for Process 

Drama. Some of the areas where O'Neill's methods varied from Heathcote's are 

discussed in O'Neill's book as follows: use of episodes to divide the session, the pre-text 

as the impetus for the drama event, the inclusion of various techniques such as fomm 

theatre, the leader as a participant, an emphasis on the leamer directing much of the 

leaming, the process valued over the product, and, of course, the use of drama as a 

teaching method. These differences stem more from clarifying terminology than actual 

practice. O'Neill's impassioned statement about the use of drama shows the heavy 

influence of Heathcote in her work: 
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Other art forms offer us new worids, worlds in which we can feel 
but not act, worlds for contemplation. In process drama, we go 
beyond that. We create the world and live, however briefly, by its 
laws. When we retum from these altemate worlds to our own 
realities, we are likely to bring a kind of dissatisfaction with us, a 
degree of alienation. This is not merely escapism or fmstration, 
but also a necessary consequence of imagination. To imagine 
something, we must transcend the boundaries of reality. We must 
be unwilling to let things stay as they are, to be at home with our 
realities. Both imagination and dissatisfaction are preconditions 
for positive change. If we cannot imagine things differently, we 
will not be able to bring about any alteration in our circumstances. 
50 

While at Arizona State University, I participated in drama sessions led by Cecily 

O'Neill, and I can attest to the effectiveness of her methods. I found that the sessions she 

conducted flowed easily from one part to the next, and it was easy to feel intrigued and 

involved in the drama. Speaking of the drama she conducts, O'Neill reveals her similar 

tiain of thought to that of the work of her predecessors: 

The purpose of engaging in process drama is the same as that 
encountering any of the other arts. Because it is active and 
collaborative, participants in process drama are required to think in 
and through the materials of the medium in which they are 
working and to manipulate and transform these materials. Process 
drama involves making, shaping, and appreciating a dramatic 
event, an experience that articulates experience. Participants 
control significant aspects of what is taking place; they 
simultaneously experience it and organize it; they evaluate what is 
happening and make coimections with other experiences. These 
are all demanding activities, requiring the use of perception, 
imagination, speculation, and interpretation, as well as exercising 
dramatic, cognitive, and social capacities. These capacities and the 
energies of the group are focused on the development of a specific 
dramatic world arising from a particular pre-text that defines the 
parameters of this world. '̂ 

O'Neill expands the definition and purpose of the Process Drama event as well as 

why the session is divided into episodes: 
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The episodic and extended nature of this experience allows the 
participants to explore notions of belonging, of family and 
community relationships, of caring, or revenge, or absence and 
banishment, all from within the process. Each episode involves a 
different perspective on the event, permits an increasing level of 
personal and public engagement with the issues that emerge, and is 
based on an encounter of some kind. The event begins with the 
whole group and the leader in role, and this encounter immediately 
raises expectations about further encounters.^^ 

Here the participant is allowed to become a part of the experience and to deepen that 

experience through the different types of episodes. Importance is placed on the leader's 

awareness of the group and ability to form the episodes which aid in the process. 

O'Neill's major concem is to ensure that the participant has a major role in 

developing the session. The participant should not be confrolled by the leader in a way 

that predetermines the ending of the session. There needs to be guidance and flexibility, 

to allow the drama to take its own shape and avoid lock-step leaming. O'Neill's work 

stiesses the need for developing depth and substance in the drama, in the same way 

Heathcote constantly strove for meaning in her work: 

When drama techniques are valued only for their capacity to 
promote specific competencies and achieve precise ends, and 
remain brief, fragmented, and tightly controlled by the teacher or 
director, the work is likely to fall far short of the kind of generative 
dramatic encounter available in process drama.^^ 

The responsibility for depth in the session falls on the leader. O'Neill uses the 

term pre-text as a suggestion to help the leader create the depth needed in a session. 

Using the pre-text method, the participants are involved in the drama from the start 

instead of only doing activities that are designed to warm-up the participants physically 

or teach them basic skills: 
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Although Process Drama may lack an obvious textual source, it 
will never arise in a vacuum. The dramatic worid may be activated 
by a word, a gesture, a location, a story, an idea, an object, or an 
image, as well as by a character or a play script. I have found it 
useful to describe these occasions for initiating dramatic action as 
pre-texts. It is the pre-text that will provide a firm base for the 
dramatic encounter of process drama. ̂ " 

In an elaboration to the "pre-text," O'Neill differentiates it from the usual 

initiating material that is offered at the beginning of a session by a drama leader. This 

enhances the meaning and the importance of the pre-text function in a drama session. 

The pre-text creates the brainstorming part of a drama session: 

An effective starting point will laimch the dramatic world in such a 
way that the participants can identify their roles and 
responsibilities and begin to build the dramatic world together as 
rapidly as possible. Drama teachers and leaders are familiar with 
the notion of a stimulus as the source of the dramatic activity, but a 
pre-text is much more than this. The term stimulus has 
disagreeable mechanical overtones, rather than conveying an 
organic implication. A pre-text has a precise fimction that goes 
much ftirther than merely suggesting an idea for dramatic 
exploration. The ftinction of the pre-text is to activate the weaving 
of the text of the process drama. As well as indicating that it not 
only exists prior to the text but also relates to it, the term is 
valuable because it carries the ftirther meaning of an excuse, a 
reason, ̂ ^(italics added) 

This quote offers a description of what O'Neill deems suitable to ftinction as a "pre-text" 

for the session: 

An effective pre-text or preliminary frame for process drama will 
carry clearly accessible intentions for the roles it suggests - a will 
to be read, a task to be undertaken, a decision to be made, a puzzle 
to be solved, a wrong-doer to be discovered, a haunted house to be 
explored. ̂ ^ 

38 



It is nearly impossible to overstate the importance of the "pre-text," because it 

functions as the beginning of the encounter, and if not handled properly, it leaves the 

whole session in jeopardy of failing to function as planned. Once the "pre-text" is 

successful, the next major element to tackle in the drama session is the formation of the 

episodes. The episodes are necessary to create the needed stmcture within the drama 

session, just as a stinicture is naturally built into a written play through the segmentation 

of acts and scenes. Episodes can also be seen as events with built-in flexibility and 

various lengths, means, or methods for their use in the drama. They are not bound by 

time, space, or order. Examples of the more common episodes used in Process Drama 

are scenes, tableaux, monologues, pairs work, small group, questioning, ritual, fomm 

theafre, interviews, narration, joumaling, and reflection. O'Neill justifies the inclusion of 

the episode to help in the stmcture of the drama: 

An important element in the stmctural transformation of any story 
into a plot is the way in which the dramatic presentation is divided 
into segments. The first step toward solving the problem of 
stmcture in process drama lies in conceiving of the development of 
the work in units or episodes.^^ 

Illuminating her own experience and leaming, O'Neill discusses another quality 

of the episode and its use in the Process Drama. 

Once I had grasped the idea that the drama could develop in an 
episodic or panoramic fashion through a series of significant 
encounters, it became clear that a number of formal aesthetic and 
dramatic features were involved in the creation and development 

C O 

of the imagined world. 

With the emphasis on how the drama worid is created and sustained, O'Neill 

gives the prospective leader a stronger foothold on using the process for their drama 
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goals. In the drama that O'Neill discusses, most of the same features of the Heathcote 

method are seen, but with detailed examples and explanations of how to achieve those 

features. This aspect of O'Neill's work allows it to be closely replicated by other leaders 

who have some understanding of drama. I believe a leader following O'Neill's method 

will use the framework provided in her text more readily than when trying to follow the 

Heathcote examples. 

For a final thought on O'Neill, her comments about the mirror of drama 

foreshadow the nature of this paper: 

If drama is a mirror, its purpose is not merely to provide a 
flattering reflection that confirms our existing understanding. It 
must be used as mirrors often are, as a means of seeing ourselves 
more clearly and allowing us to begin to correct whatever is amiss. 
It is not merely an instmment of reference, but also a place of 
disclosure. Drama is an art form that generates and embodies 
significant meanings and raises significant questions. Every 
dramatic act is an act of discovery and our acknowledgement of 
our humanity and community, first in the drama world and then in 
the real world. ^' 

I found the work of O'Neill to parallel my goals for this project. It uses most of 

Heathcote's ideas but gives a clearer recipe to follow. I also prefer the terminology that 

O'Neill uses, because I find it more contemporary and adaptable to the New Treffinger 

Model. My choice to use the term Process Drama rather than creative drama was 

influenced by O'Neill's discussion of the uses and forms of Process Drama in her book, 

Drama Worlds: A Framework for Process Drama. I used this text as a framework for my 

lesson plan and the drama session. The main ideas I took from her work for my session 

were the pre-text and the episodic development of the session. 
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Summary 

For this project, I chose the Process Drama method, largely because of the 

connections I made between it and the New Treffinger Model. Each of the drama 

methods has sfrengths and weaknesses, and the strengths of Process Drama, in my 

opinion, follow the New Treffinger Model most closely. Process Drama allows the 

leader to use what is comfortable for him or her, to find his/her own style. It becomes an 

individual choice. I am comfortable choosing Process Drama to combine with the New 

Treffinger Model for this project. Some of the reasons for this choice are that the 

flexibility of the episodes works with the format of the Treffinger model and its 

willingness to revisit scenes or relationships, and Process Drama is not tied to the story 

line. Also, in Process Drama the participants make many decisions and choices: where 

the session is going, how it progresses, and what ideas to follow. In Process Drama the 

leader often participates in role and can help direct the flow of the session. Another 

reason to use Process Drama is the pre-text, designed to act as a catalyst for the session as 

well as give possible roles and set the tension. It also helps to "drop into the drama" 

without a lot of set-up. This allows the session to take off at the beginning without 

waiting for exercises of other activities to be prepared. The participants are allowed to 

find their own "meaning in the mess," rather than use a story or some other initiating 

material. I concede that some may, and easily can, term Process Drama as a form of 

creative drama; I refer to the definitions in the first chapter of this work. The use of the 

term Process Drama helps to set this form apart by its use of episodes, leader in role, pre

text and the general association the term creative drama has with young children. 
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CHAPTER III 

DESIGN AND PROCEDURE 

Research Methodologv 

I am a teacher trained to use drama as a method for teaching. It is what I do, and I 

love working with students and helping them find new ways to leam. And because I love 

to teach, I am always looking for ways to improve my teaching techniques and myself as 

a teacher, thereby improving my students and hopefully instilling a love for leaming in 

them. When I decided on this project, I began to review methodologies for research. The 

one that seemed most appropriate was a sub-category of qualitative research known as 

Action Research or Participant Research. Within this methodology, the researcher can be 

a participant in the project with a vested interest in the result. Often Action Research is 

conducted with a researcher's own project. In exploring Action Research, I found one 

book to be particularly helpftil: Studying Your Own School by Gary Anderson, Kathryn 

Herr, and Ann Sigrid Nihien. They state: 

.. .practitioner research is done within an action-oriented setting in 
which reflection on action is the driving force of the research. This 
tension inherent in combining action and research is captured in the 
term traditionally used to describe this type of inquiry: "action 
research."^° 

Since I knew I would be ftinctioning as the leader of the session, designer of the 

study, and the primary interpreter of the results. Action Research seemed the most 

appropriate method for this project. In Action Research the researcher is the principal 

figure in the research project. Action Research may also have as a primary goal the 
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improvement of the researcher's techniques, methods, or teaching skills. This was my 

personal goal for this project. 

Speaking about the teacher's involvement in the research project, Richard Sagor, 

an educator, researcher, and lecturer who gave up a position as a university professor to 

dedicate his life to teacher improvement, suggests in his book Guiding School 

Improvement With Action Research: 

Practitioners who engage in Action Research inevitably find it to be 
an empowering experience. Action Research has this positive effect 
for many reasons. Obviously, the most important is that Action 
Research is always relevant to the participants. Relevance is 
guaranteed because the focus of each research project is determined 
by the researchers, who are also the primary consumers of the 
findings.^' 

In this chapter, I will discuss how I plan to use Action Research, how I feel it 

might benefit this project, and how I developed my instmments. Then I will explain the 

importance of triangulation in Action Research to help with researcher bias, validity, and 

reliability. 

I chose Action Research as the methodology, since I found most of its tenets to 

follow what I required for my project: the researcher is a participant in the project, the 

research is to refine or improve the researcher's own work, and it is conducted on the site 

of the researcher. I personally designed the study, conducted it, collected responses from 

the participants, then analyzed and interpreted the data. By doing so, I was able to look 

closely at my work as a teacher and group leader in this combined Process Drama and 

creative problem-solving session. 
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Design of the Procedure 

In simplified overview form, I selected participants, took them through a lesson 

plan, and then evaluated the session. Following is a detailed presentation of these steps. 

Population and Sampling 

In order to engage participants in my study, I used the following procedure: I 

distiibuted fliers (See Appendix B) on the student bulletin boards in the conservatory 

building on the Shenandoah University campus. The fliers announced a drama and 

creative problem-solving workshop. The stiidents could then volunteer for the workshop. 

I made no attempt to equalize the demography of the participants in any areas such as 

background, age, experience, gender, etc. Because my essential research question was 

whether a form of drama could be combined with a form of creative problem-solving, the 

demographics of the participants were irtelevant. An equally important goal of this 

research was to discover whether I, as researcher, could effectively conduct such a 

session. Therefore, any mix of participants' demographics would become part of my 

challenge. 

The Session 

The research context was a drama session conducted at Shenandoah Conservatory 

at University Ruebush Hall, Room 143, on Febmary 15, 2003. Ruebush Hall is a theatie 

green room with movable chairs used as a large classroom in the performing arts 

building. The session was a three-hour block of time which began with introductory 
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remarks, the signing of acknowledgment forms, and a brief overview of the processes of 

creative problem-solving and Process Drama. 

Treffinger recommends users of their method follow basic ground mles, which 

include giving a brief overview of creative problem-solving: 

The success of many CPS efforts has been influenced very strongly 
by the willingness and ability of all group members to keep in mind 
and follow the basic ground mles. The attitudes of Deferred and 
Affirmative Judgment are important in creating and maintaining a 
productive climate for problem-solving. We recommend that you 
always begin any CPS session with a brief review and reminder 
about these ground mles.^^ 

Following Treffinger's advice, I provided an overview of creative problem-

solving to cover the ground mles and to help the participants better participate in the 

creative problem-solving session. However, whether or not the participants understood 

the creative problem-solving model completely was irrelevant to this particular study 

because the goal of the research was to examine the researcher's ability to conduct the 

hybrid session, not to test an increase in the creativity of the participants. 

I devoted the remaining time to the session itself, the follow-up questionnaire, and 

a verbal evaluation/wrap-up session. In the final portion, I asked specifically prepared 

protocol questions along with any appropriate impromptu questions. I prepared a lesson 

plan that included the pre-text, or foundation, for the theoretical problem, the proposed 

dramatic episodes, and a visual charting of how the New Treffinger Model stages 

intercormected with the drama. (See Appendixes for specific documents: lesson plan 

outline(D), leader's checklist(E), discussion questions(F), and evaluative 
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questionnaire(G), research questions and data sources matrix(H),). The participants did 

not see the lesson plan. 

Instmmentation 

The actual instrumentation used included: 

1. a video camera to document the session 

2. post-session questionnaires based on qualitative and evaluative criteria 

which were handed out at the end of the group interview 

3. a notebook for joumaling observations which is maintained by the 

researcher during the session and the interviews 

4. focus group comments during the post-session reflective time 

I devised the survey questionnaire after consulting Sagor and Patton's books. Following 

their models, I designed some of the questions to be specifically open-ended; this enabled 

the participants to comment beyond basic responses and allowed me to get a wider range 

of personal responses. I standardized other questions in order to easily compare results. 

The survey questionnaire allowed the respondents to answer both in short answer format 

and by numerical rankings. 

With a survey, the researcher has the advantage of gathering a large amount of 

information in a relatively short amount of time. Sagor explains this thought: 

Probably no one form of data collection is used more often by 
teacher researchers than the written survey. It's popular because it's 
efficient and versatile. In ten minutes you can survey an entire 
classroom of students or a hundred people attending a meeting. 
Depending on how you frame the questions, you can use surveys to 
gather data conceming the affective, cognitive, or attitudinal. 
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As Appendix G illustrates, the participant questionnaire asked for numerical ratings and, 

after each rating, asked for a short written answer asking for suggestions for 

improvement. The written survey questions were specifically aimed at collecting 

answers to my specific research questions. I patiemed the questionnaire after the "Survey 

Development Guidelines" found in Sagor's book (104-107). 

For the ending discussion questions, I chose questions based on my desire to 

receive a broad range of responses. I found the idea for this range in Qualitative 

Evaluation And Research Methods, by Michael Patton, who is a long time researcher and 

educator. Patton categorized the questions as: experience/behavior; opinion/value; 

feeling; knowledge; sensory; and background/demographic.^" I pattemed my discussion 

questions from the examples given in Patton's book under each of these categories. 

As I thought through this project and looked for ways to survey and question the 

participants to gain relevant data, I relied heavily on the models of Sagor and Patton. 

Included in the Appendix are the Acknowledgment Form prepared for 

participants' signatures; the researcher's Lesson Plan; the Evaluative Questionnaire for 

participants; and the Discussion Questions. 

Data Organization 

In order to begin organizing the data from my various instmments (See 

Appendixes), I created a "triangulation matrix" based on a case study in Sagor's book. 

This chart consists of core research questions listed vertically with corresponding 

horizontal spaces containing notes in which I expected to gather information pertaining to 
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each research question, embedded within each type of data source. (See Appendix H for 

the chart entitled "Research Questions and Data Sources.) 

Triangulation is a method of using several kinds of techniques or data to look at 

the problem under observation. The primary goal is to collect various accounts of the 

outcome of the event. Sagor defines this term: 

To ensure reasonable validity and reliability, action researchers 
should avoid relying on any single source of data. Most teacher 
researchers use a process called triangulation to enhance the validity 
and reliability of their findings. Basically, triangulation means using 
multiple independent sources of data to answer one's questions. 
Triangulation is like studying an object located inside a box by 
viewing it through various windows cut into the sides of the box. 
Observing a phenomenon through multiple "windows" can help a 
single researcher compare and contrast what is being seen through a 
variety of lenses.^^ 

Patton set some guidelines for the formation of triangulation within a qualitative 

study like mine: 

It is possible to achieve triangulation within a qualitative 
inquiry strategy by combining different kinds of qualitative 
methods, mixing purposeftil samples, and including multiple 
perspectives. 

In my study, I used "data triangulation," or the use of a variety of data sources such as 

survey questionnaires and focus group questions. 

My raw data came from several sources: (1) direct quotations from my 

participants while in role during the session; (2) direct language taken from the 

participants' handwritten notes made during express stopping points within the session; 

(3) the post-session written questionnaires completed by the participants; (4) statements 

made by the participants in the post-session oral discussion; (5) handwritten notes taken 
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by my assistant/camera operator who attended the entire study; (6) the leader's checklist; 

and (7) the leader's post-session review of the video tape. It was from these seven 

perspectives that I created my triangulation. 

In examining whether triangulation might increase the validity of the resulting 

qualitative descriptions, I quote Patton: 

Multiple sources of information are sought and used because 
no single source of information can be tmsted to provide a 
comprehensive perspective on the program. By using a 
combination of observations, interviewing, and document 
analysis, the fieldworker is able to use different data sources to 
validate and cross-check findings. Each type and source of 
data has sfrengths and weaknesses. Using a combination of 
data types increases validity as the strengths of one approach 
can compensate for the weaknesses of another approach.. ..̂ ^ 

I perceived inherent weaknesses in each source of raw data in this study. 

Admittedly, the session leader cannot see what is happening inside people, nor can he see 

everything all at once. The leader must "think on his feet" while directing the session 

and keep an eye on his checklist at the same time. As for the participants, they are 

subject to personal bias, emotions, recall error, and self-serving responses. The camera 

operator's weakness is an inability to attend to camera duties and make written notes 

simultaneously. The video tape cannot capture the voice of every person simultaneously. 

However, when all the data were taken together, a more complete story emerged. 

This is not to say I expected one exact "answer" to each of my research questions, but a 

combination of the data collection listed above gave a more complete and valid picture. 

Patton confirms the possibility of inconsistency with this quote: 

. . . [T]rianguIation of data sources within qualitative methods 
will seldom lead to a single, totally consistent picture. It is best 
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not to expect everything to tum out the same. The point is to 
study and understand when and why tiiere are differences. The 
fact that observational data produce different results than 
interview data does not mean that either or both kinds of data 
are invalid, although that may be the case. More likely, it 
means that different kinds of data have captured different 
things and so the analyst attempts to understand the reasons for 
the differences. At the same time, consistency in overall 
patterns of data from different sources and reasonable 
explanations for differences in data from divergent sources 
contribute significantly to the overall credibility of findings.^' 

Using triangulation increased the quality of my assessments and ultimately aided in the 

formation of a more complete picture of what happened in the session. 

In summary, triangulation of data sources meant capturing information from the 

widest variety of sources possible within the scope of this study. Having this variety 

increased the chance of more accurate and valid findings, as long as I was conscientious 

about including all the variations in my analysis. Lastly, by being cognizant of certain 

accepted fieldwork guidelines, I was able to optimize my awareness of both the data itself 

and my interpretation of it. 

Data Analysis 

ft is one thing to collect data and another to analyze and interpret its meaning for stiidy 

and for ftiture research. In all my research, the one consistent thing I have found about 

data analysis is that there was no perfect system. 

The data were responses to written questionnaires, verbal discussion, and the 

researcher's notes. I took notes during the session itself as well as during a later review 

of the video tape made of the session. Because I led the session, this later review of the 
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video tape afforded me another perspective on the session. I analyzed both the written 

and verbal responses and divided them into types: positive, negative and neutral. I 

categorized and coded the responses. I made subjective determinations based on the 

results of the findings, giving value, in part, according to the number of similar comments 

and intensity of the comments. I then presented the data in the form of a descriptive 

narrative. 

I followed Patton's two-stage process, in which the first step is to accurately 

describe what happened: 

The first task in qualitative analysis is description. The 
descriptive analysis answers basic questions. . . .The discipline 
and rigor of qualitative analysis depend on presenting solid 
descriptive data, what is often called 'thick description' 
(Geertz, 1973; Denzin, 1989), in such a way that others reading 
the results can understand and draw their own interpretations. 

I generally categorized the actual quotes from participants' verbal and written 

responses and presented those quotes as the bulk of my description. I also included a 

mnning commentary derived from my review of the video tape. The description also 

included quotes from the camera operator/observer's notes. (The descriptive information, 

presented in the nartative, is the content of Chapter FV of this dissertation.) 

The second stage of data analysis from Patton's two-stage process is 

interpretation. Interpretation is an important step for the researcher because it is where he 

must make sense out of the data he has collected. Now the researcher's job is to put the 

data together in such a way that it will make sense to him and to those who will follow 

his study. The researcher uses the interpretation step to see if his study did or did not do 

what was expected. Patton discusses the importance of the interpretation step: 
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Interpretation, by definition, involves going beyond the descriptive 
data. Interpretation means attaching significance to what was found, 
offering explanations, drawing conclusions, extrapolating lessons, 
making inferences, building linkages, attaching meanings, imposing 
order, and dealing with rival explanation, disconfirming cases, and 
data irregularities as part of testing the viability of an interpretation. 
All of this is expected—and appropriate—as long as the researcher 
owns the interpretation and makes clear the difference between 
description and interpretation.^' 

The interpretation of the raw data for this project comprises Chapter V of this 

dissertation. 

Researcher Bias 

The researcher, who also acts as creator and conductor of the Action Research 

study, is generally the same person who collects the results. The researcher brings his 

personal experiences to the process of evaluating and presenting those results. The 

researcher is "the instmment of data collection and the center of the analytic process." 

In order to present the most accurate results, the researcher must offer validity, reliability, 

and triangulation.^^ 

Validity and Reliability 

The validity and reliability of a stiidy depend most cmcially upon the expertise of 

the researcher. There is no quantitative measure for this species of validity. It remains 

for the researcher to be as trained and prepared as possible before going into the study. I 

therefore note here several of Patton's pertinent guidelines for fieldwork and in so domg 

incorporate them into my methodology: 
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(1) Be descriptive in taking field notes; (2) Gather a variety of 
infomiation from different perspectives; (3) Cross-validate and 
triangulate by gathering different kinds of data - observations, 
interviews, program documentation, recordings, and 
photographs - and using multiple methods; (4) Use quotations; 
represent program participants in their own terms. Capture 
participants' views of their experiences in their own words... . 
(8) Clearly separate description from interpretation and 
judgment. . . . (10) Include in your field notes and evaluation 
report your own experiences, thoughts, and feelings. These are 
also field data.^" 

With this plan in mind, I adopted the degree of participation as leader that would 

both guide the participants and yield the most meaningfiil data during the session. This 

study was limited in time, size, and frequency, being a one-time session lasting three 

hours with a dozen or so participants. Because I chose action research, I wanted to 

monitor and report my procedures and thoughts as fully and tmthftilly as possible. I 

needed to be as balanced, fair, and conscientious as I could be. 

In summary, my role was designer and facilitator of the session, as well as a 

documenter of the effectiveness of the session. 

Assumptions and Delimitations 

In listing my assumptions about this study, I acknowledge my biases as follows: 

Assumptions 

For the purposes of this study I assumed that: 

1. The New Treffinger Model is a currently accepted and viable method for creative 

problem-solving. I based this assumption on Treffinger, et al. published works. 
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2. In general, drama is a viable method for teaching. It has been used by teachers 

around the world for most of the last century to teach a variety of subjects. I 

based this assumption on my experience in studying and teaching theatre arts. 

3. The participants, being volunteers, would have an interest in creative problem-

solving or drama. This was based on the wording of the flier (See Appendix B) 

that solicited participants. 

4. It is possible to ascertain the feasibility of creating a merger of creative problem-

solving and Process Drama in one session. Along with my personal observations 

and professional opinions, the participants' written and oral discussion questions 

were designed to help provide information about such feasibility. 

5. The session time limit was sufficient for this action research study, based on my 

experience in leading drama sessions. In a single block of time, I found that 

sessions lasting two hours were not long enough to get the desired results, and any 

sessions lasting longer than three hours were too mentally taxing on the 

participants. 

6. I would gain information regarding my teaching skills because I had an adequate 

understanding of the processes of creative problem-solving and Process Drama. 

Thus combining the two together would pose a new challenge to me by testing my 

abilities. 
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Delimitations 

To help put this study into focus, I expressly built the following factors into the 

project: 

1. The study would be a rather small sampling, consisting often to fifteen college-

age student volunteers. 

2. The study session would take place in one three-hour block of time, with the data 

collection to happen immediately following the session. 

3. The study would not measure any increase or potential increase of creativity in 

the participants. 

Summary 

This chapter describes a qualitative action research study that explored the 

possibility of combining creative problem-solving and Process Drama. Within a three-

hour block of time, I prepared and directed a group of students to participate in a drama 

session with a specific lesson plan. I obtained written and verbal evaluations from the 

students. With those evaluations and my own observations, I classified and analyzed the 

data. The following chapter presents the data resulting from that session. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SESSION NARRATIVE 

It was a cold and snowy moming, Saturday, February 15"̂ , the day of the project, 

and forecasters were predicting the biggest snowstorm of the century. We already had 

several inches on the ground from the previous days' snowstorms so I figured they were 

going to be right again. I nervously paced the hallway of my home wondering what 1 

could do as a backup plan. Shenandoah University, where the session was to take place, 

had cancelled all activities and closed for the day. There was the additional worry that 

the school would be locked up and I would not even be able to get into the building. The 

session was scheduled for 1:00 p.m. As of 11:00 a.m., it had not yet begun to snow, so I 

called two of the people who had signed up for the project to see if they were still 

coming. They said they were and heard that most others were still planning to attend. 

This thought gave me some peace. I set eight as the minimum number of participants 

that I needed to carry out the session and felt that it was a reasonable number to expect. 

With that thought, I got back to focusing on what I would do in the session. 

I needed a letter and some handwritten cards to use in the session. The purpose of 

the letter and cards for the session was to act as the pretext which would help set up the 

characters and the situation; imbedded in the material was the problem they would create 

from the circumstances. The letter would be addressed to some "townspeople." The 

cards would have to be given meaning by the participants. Also, in using these tools, I 

hoped there would be enough impetus in what was given in the pretext to involve the 
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participants in the drama and suggest ways to create the problem. Before the session, I 

asked my wife to write up the letter and the cards in order to supply a different 

handvmting style. My wife used some thin, tan constmction paper to write the letter to 

the townspeople. She wrinkled the paper and put some grease spots on it, shredded one 

side of the letter and cut the other side with Victorian style craft scissors to give it a worn 

look. On the top of the paper she printed in large letters using green ink, "Tom Gardner 

is coming!" In the middle of the page in smaller letters she printed "This concems all of 

you. So please prepare." At the bottom of the page my wife added, in illegible writing, 

an underlined signature. 

Next, I cut three by five-inch lined index cards in half to create eighteen smaller 

cards. I instmcted my wife to put numbers on one side and symbols on the other. I gave 

my wife creative license to choose whatever numbers and symbols she wanted, and I did 

not look at them so that I would not have preconceived ideas about the cards when using 

them in the session. My wife chose to use random numbers from 0-35. Some of the 

symbols she used were from the computer keyboard: pound, asterisk, percent, etc. The 

above items were all placed in a small, white envelope. I had my wife print on the 

outside cover, "To All Concemed Citizens," and she also added a small circle symbol 

with a dot in the center of it. I put this aside to use in the session. 

I gathered the remainder of the materials I would use such as paper, pencils, and 

the video camera and set out early to the school to set up the room I would use for the 

session. I used the greenroom, a big open room that measures thirty-five by thirty-eight 

feet and contains moveable chairs. I pushed everything I did not need up against the wall 
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and arranged the chairs in a semicircle. I placed a table at the open end of the semicircle 

to hold the materials I would need. I set up the video camera on a tripod and placed a 

chair next to it for the cameraperson. I got everything set up a half hour before the 

session, so I went back to my office to look over my notes. 

Five minutes before the session was due to start, one student showed up— 

one I had called earlier in the moming, and that was it. One o'clock came and went. 

Five minutes after one o'clock came and went. Ten minutes after the hour came and 

went, and still no more students had shown up. I began to worry at this point that I would 

not have any more students, and I would have to reschedule the whole session. At fifteen 

minutes after the hour, two more students arrived. I had only three students, and it was 

time to make some phone calls. 

The student who arrived first called some of the students he knew that had signed 

up for the session. I went to my office and called several more. Some of the students 

who had volunteered said they would not be able to make it, while some said they were 

just waking up and would ask some fellow students from their dormitory if they would 

like to participate. One student said he would come if he could dig his driveway out from 

under the snow, and he would bring some friends as well. The student who had been 

making calls reported that he was unable to get through to many of the students he called. 

At this point I did not know how many students I would have for the session. In my mind 

I believed I could do the session with a minimum of eight people, but it was really 

starting to look as if the session could not be held that day; I worked out days to 
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reschedule tiie session. I felt myself getting finstrated and disappointed that my plans 

were not working out as I had hoped. 

However, over the next fifteen minutes the students began trickling in, and my 

mood began to lift. By 1:30 p.m., I had eleven students, and I had my excitement back. I 

felt so grateful to the students who had come. Some of the students present had not 

signed up originally and brought friends with them. I had enough students to start the 

session. 

By the time I got all the students gathered and organized into the greenroom and 

ready to start the session it was 1:38 p.m. I was starting a half hour later than I had 

planned and was feeling anxious about how this would affect my session. I told the 

participants that they would be done by 4 p.m., so they could go about their day, and I 

wanted to honor that, but I also wanted to have a three-hour block of time to complete the 

session. I told the students that we would plan for the session to take the entire three-

hour block of time originally plarmed for. Then toward the end we would deal with 

anyone who might have to leave by 4 p.m. One student said he would need to leave by 

four, but everyone else seemed ready to stay. 

"Thanks for coming today, knowing you had other things you could be doing and 

with the bad storm approaching," I welcomed the group. Some students asked what we 

were doing there, and I told them that I was conducting a session on Process Drama and 

creative problem-solving. I briefly gave them an introduction to Process Drama and the 

New Treffinger Model of creative problem-solving. I explained the three components: 

Understanding the Challenge, Generating Ideas, and Preparing for Action, and the six 
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stages of the model: Constmcting Opportunities, Exploring Data, Framing Problems, 

Generating Ideas, Developing Solutions, and Building Acceptance, but I did not want to 

give a lot of information because I thought it might be too much for them to process. 

Instead I told them that we would be working through the three stages during the process. 

I spoke in general terms about how creative problem-solving moved through different 

stages and that the important thing for us to do, was to form a problem and then look for a 

solution to that problem. I felt that in this session, it was more important for me to know 

what the stages were in moving through the model and for them to focus more on the 

drama aspect of the session. To cover the Process Drama part of the introduction, I told 

them it was improvisation-based and centered on them as participants. During the 

session, they would be involved in creating a drama, and in that drama I hoped that they 

would create and solve the problem. 

When I was ahnost ready to move into the session, one of the participants left the 

room to make a phone call. This affected my concentration and changed the direction in 

which I had been going. I felt I needed more time to allow that participant to retum, so I 

gave a little more information about creative problem-solving. 

After the introduction, I handed out the consent forms and gave the participants 

time to read them and sign them. I explained the use of the camera and the control 

device. My purpose for the camera was to capture the session so that I could later review 

it as another data source for triangulation. The control device I used was a small hand

held stick with two cymbals on it. I would use the cymbal to retum the group's attention 

to me as the leader when they became too involved in the drama or discussions. (In the 
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course of the session, I found that the group was very attentive, and I only had to use the 

contiol device once.) 

After I collected the consent forms, I had the participants close their eyes and take 

a deep breath to help them relax and clear their minds so they could focus on the session. 

I changed the tone of my voice to a deeper, slower tone to indicate to the students that I 

was the leader of the group. I told the group that they had been called together for a 

purpose. Then I showed them the envelope containing the letter and cards. I explained 

that the participants were the citizens to whom the letter was addressed and that the letter 

would explain why everyone had been called together. I opened the envelope, pulled out 

the contents, set the cards on the table, and read the letter out loud. The letter read as 

follows: "Tom Gardner is coming! This concems all of you. So please prepare." 

After reading the letter, I walked around the semi-circle and showed the letter to the 

participants so that each person would get the full effect of the letter by seeing it for him 

or herself I handed the cards out randomly to the students and told them that these came 

in the same envelope as the letter. I did not explain the cards. 

At this point, the door of the greenroom opened, and I was surprised to see three 

more students enter to take part in the session. One option would have been to tell them 

that the session had afready started and not let them participate. However, I was glad to 

have extra participants so there would be more people for small group work. I also felt 

that we had barely started and that the new students did not miss much other than the 

introduction. They found empty chairs, and I handed them consent forms to fill out. I 

asked the other participants to begin thinking about the roles they might have played in 
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Tom Gardner's life as a way to give the new participants time to catch up with everyone 

else. 

While the new participants were reading and signing the forms, I went into more 

detail about the generating and focusing phases of Treffmger's creative problem-solving 

model. I explained that during the generating phases, it was important not to judge 

others' responses. Instead, the idea was to be supportive of each participant in the group 

and look for as many ideas and possibilities as the group could generate. During the 

focusing phase, it was important for everyone to stay positive while looking for the best 

solution of all the possibilities presented by the group. I gave a brief explanation to the 

latecomers about the letter. 

Once everyone was caught up and we were ready to resume the session, I asked 

the students about their initial reactions to the letter. The general response was their wish 

that the letter had explained more. Because of the letter's brevity, the students felt that 

the letter could indicate something negative and very serious. I asked them who Tom 

Gardner was and how we could find out. By doing this, I worked to find in what 

direction the participants wanted to take the problem. I wanted them to generate ideas for 

possible relationships and ftiture scenes. I asked them to list out the facts we knew this 

far into the session. I also wanted their reactions to the mysterious cards I handed out. 

I found out that the cards were a distraction; because I gave them no initial 

meaning, they created their own red herring. The students wanted to put a lot of exfra 

meaning into the cards. Some students wanted to line the cards up and work out pattems 

and find meanings. As a leader, I knew they could find some meaning in the cards, but I 
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also knew that there was no inherent meaning; therefore, I knew it would take a long time 

to work that out—time I felt I could not afford to give them. I tried to direct them 

towards the creation of the problem. 

As a group we agreed that, first of all, we needed to find out who Tom was. From 

the lesson plan I chose Tableaus as the first episode we would do. I explained briefly that 

the Tableau was a frozen picture of the event, but all of the participants save one were 

theatie students at Shenandoah University and understood how to do the exercises I was 

asking them to do. 

I broke the participants into three smaller groups. I gave them several minutes to 

decide on a certain aspect from Tom's life or a certain relationship they wanted to present 

to the entire group. While they were plaiming in their smaller groups, I walked around to 

listen in. Most of the time I was very hands-off because it was important to let them do 

most of the work on their own. This was their session and they needed the freedom to 

imagine and create, but I also felt that to be a strong leader it was necessary to make 

myself available during their planning time to help guide, answer questions, keep them 

moving forward, and remind them about the time. The small group planning time was 

also used as the time I could look over my notes to plan for the work for the whole group. 

The first group chose to have their participant portraying Tom stand outside the 

group and watch the rest of the group work. This group did not depict a tme Tableau 

because they moved around during their tum. The second group had their Tom stand on 

a chair while some looked at him and others looked away. The third group huddled 

together while their Tom stood to the side and looked at the huddle. I was impressed 
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with the way each group handled their Tableau. I felt that the problem was forming as 

each group showed an intuitive sense of the character of Tom. Also, each group showed 

that Tom's role was outsider to the town. 

In the Tableaux they did what I was hoping they would do. They narrowed the 

direction of the session and set the path for further explorations. After each group 

showed their Tableau, I would stop everyone and ask what they were seeing. Then after 

all the Tableaux were shown, I asked the whole group the main ideas they saw in 

common among all the Tableaux. The participants suggested that Tom was not willing to 

conform, he was an outsider, and that status played an important part in Tom's 

relationships. 

I wanted the participants to do some scene work for the next episode. I felt we 

needed to get some background information on important relationships so we could later 

generate relevant dialogue and movement in ftiture scenes. We began a new discussion 

on the different townspeople and their relationship with Tom. Some of those 

relationships included employer to employee, family, and fiiends. Listening to the 

different ideas being discussed showed me that the group was involved in the session and 

that they understood the exploration of data phase because they were open to everyone 

else's ideas. I found that many participants were generating good ideas. 

Once they were divided into their smaller groups, I asked them to plan out their 

scene but not to practice any dialogue. I wanted the dialogue to be improvised. After 

several minutes of discussion, I had them act out the scenes they discussed. I asked each 

group to start with a brief set up of who their characters were in their scenes and what 
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would be happening before they enacted their scenes. The first group enacted a scene 

between a concemed friend and an angry Tom. They chose to show that the fiiend was 

the one who wrote the letter to the townspeople. The second group's scene was related to 

Tom's employment. The participant portraying Tom was agitated about his job because 

his boss was hostile toward Tom, did not want to implement Tom's ideas and dismissed 

Tom. The third group had Tom being closed out by his friends while they talked about 

him. 

After all the scenes were done, I asked the group to put those scenes in 

chronological order. They decided that the scene of Tom being ignored by his fiiends 

should be followed by the scene with Tom's boss and finally the scene with the fiiend 

writing the letter to the townspeople. We had a review discussion about how Tom had 

some fiiends but was picked on by most people in town. He had a job from which he was 

fired. He was angry and planning to retum to the town, but he still had a fiiend looking 

out for him. 

I moved the group right into the next episode, which was an interview. The group 

divided into pairs and the pairs picked who would be the interviewer and who would be 

interviewed. The participant portraying the interviewer was from out of town and did not 

know Tom personally but knew the specific events discussed thus far in the session. The 

interviewer was allowed to choose the questions. The participant interviewed did know 

Tom and had to decide what his/her relationship would be and how much he/she actually 

knew. I wanted to use the interview as a way to continue working on the possibilities that 

had already been presented and to continue to define what the actual problem was. 
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I gave the pairs four minutes to complete the interviews, at which time I had the 

interviewers fomi a group. They discussed the important fact discovered in the 

interviews. I had them speak loud enough for the rest of the group to hear. After several 

minutes, I asked them to come to a consensus on the most important points ranked in 

order of priority that we needed in order to continue the session. I then asked those who 

had portiayed the interviewees to decide on the three most important facts about Tom 

heard in the discussion. This part of the group responded that he was intelligent, people 

knew him but did not respect him, and he had been fired from his job. 

During this time, a clearer picture of Tom emerged, and some positive details 

about Tom and his life were given in the descriptions. It was time for the focusing phase 

of the session, and I began to guide the group to narrow down the possibilities. We took 

some time to summarize what we all had leamed about Tom. The group recounted that 

he had not been respected, he was intelligent, he was picked on, and that he had been 

fired from his job. It seemed the group needed help moving forward so I asked them to 

think about what Tom was planning to do on his retum. This led to a discussion of who 

he was and what had happened to him in the town. These answers seemed important to 

the group. I noticed that the group kept putting a lot of focus on Tom being fired from 

his job. To them, the firing seemed to be the most important aspect, and I felt I should 

deal with this for the sake of the group. 

I looked at my lesson plan and saw the Two Lines exercise. I decided to adapt 

that for the next episode. I had the participants line up in two lines facing each other. I 

picked one side to be Tom and the other side to be his boss. My goal was to polarize the 
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group and allow each participant to personally be involved in the event of Tom being 

fired, since that experience seemed to be one of the pivotal points in the history the group 

had created. 

As each dyad enacted Tom being fired, I walked around and saw that they were 

involved in the characters both emotionally and physically. This confirmed for me my 

earlier observations that the group was willing to participate in defining the problem. 

The discussion after this episode was very lively and it was obvious to me that the group 

was still very charged about Tom's relationship with his boss. 

I was constantly aware of the time throughout the entire session. At times, during 

discussions, I felt the group would want to revisit ideas that we had already discussed. In 

my attempt to keep the session moving forward, I would lead the group in the direction it 

seemed to be heading as a way to keep the group focused. I was amazed to think that 

fourteen different people could create so many possibilities. It seemed remarkable that 

anything ever got accomplished, but that is why a strong leader is necessary: to help the 

group stay focused and keep moving the drama forward. 

This seemed like a good point to stop the entire session and allow the participants 

to record their own thoughts and feelings about what had happened so far without having 

to interact with the other participants. For the first joumal entry I asked the students to 

write their responses to "What do you think is the main problem that Tom has? Or what 

is his main difficulty?" I told the group I wanted them to write in the first person, and 

that they could frame the answer as a problem statement such as "hi what ways might 
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I..." I clarified that I was looking for a two-stage answer: "What was Tom's problem 

and what does he plan to do about it?" 

It was time to have the group get back together and come to a consensus on the 

direction they wanted to take the session. I needed some time to look over my checklist 

and monitor where we were and where I needed to lead the group next, but I also wanted 

to get the participants into the generating phase so we could find new possibilities or 

stiengthen the possibilities we had already discussed. I called a town meeting to find out 

why Tom was coming back. I chose one participant to be mayor and to lead the town 

meeting. I allowed the group to work on their own at first. 

As I stated earlier, I felt it was important to let the group do most of the work 

themselves. My purpose was to guide and monitor their choices and not to dominate all 

the major power positions throughout the session. During this meeting, the mayor could 

call on the other participants as experts who knew Tom, or any participant could 

volunteer to speak. At this point in the session, most of the participant's opinions had 

polarized for or against Tom, but there was still some apprehension about what Tom was 

planning to do. Once I finished checking my lists, I moved back into the mediator role 

and observed the town meeting. 

At first they were slow to respond in the meeting or spent too much time 

revisiting old facts. I guided them forward in the discussion and that seemed to help. 

Soon they became more involved, and the experts in role began to argue. One participant 

who was portraying a fiiend of Tom suggested that the friend's sister might have some 

information. He said she would know Tom and could find out why he was coming back 
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and what was needed to prepare for his retum. I interrupted the group to tell them to 

focus on getting the information about Tom they needed to prepare for his retum. 

Overall, I was impressed by the group's ability to stay in their roles and how the mayor in 

role kept control of the meeting. 

Since there were so many strong emotions flowing through the room, it seemed 

time to move into another episode. I had the idea of enacting Tom's ftineral, and I split 

the group into those for or against Tom and had them sit on opposite sides of the room 

facing each other. I wanted the group to continue galvanizing their choices as well as 

stiengthening the drama and the character choices. I asked the participant who had 

portrayed the mayor to lie on the floor as if he were Tom in the casket. Then I explained 

to the group that it would be an open pulpit and any participant who wanted to come 

forward in role could say whatever they needed or wanted. Many participants took 

advantage of this time to speak their minds about Tom. Some had kind things to say and 

explained how Tom was misunderstood, while others said that he deserved what he got. 

Most of the participants handled the mood of the ftineral episode appropriately by 

speaking in hushed and reverent tones. 

Since the ftmeral episode brought up many emotions, this was a good point to 

stop and joumal once again. I asked the participants to write what they perceived to be 

Tom's last thoughts or final activities. After the joumaling time, I asked the participants 

to regroup as for and against Tom so that they could discuss in their smaller groups what 

happened at the ftineral. 
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The participants seemed to need some closure on the funeral episode. Many 

participants did not get up during the funeral episode to make remarks about Tom, but I 

still wanted them to have a chance to say what they were feeling or thinking. I also 

wanted another way to check their commitment level as a group and see how involved 

they were. I told the group one-by-one to walk past the area where the deceased Tom had 

been lying and speak their final words to Tom. (I chose to have everyone involved in this 

episode.) I explained that after the participants walked past the dead Tom and made their 

last remarks, they were allowed to go to break. A few of the participants were 

completely committed and moved to the point of tears when expressing their feelings, 

most seemed to be involved by taking some time to pay their last respects, but a few had 

very little involvement as they walked past to go to break. (I had originally planned on 

having two breaks, so this break came later than anticipated, but it seemed to be at a 

natural stopping point in the session.) 

The break was over after ten minutes and it was time to continue the session. 

Now that the group had decided on the problem (to figure out what Tom intended to do 

once he came back to town and what the town could do to prepare) the group discussed 

possible solutions. This moved us into the Preparing for Action phase of the creative 

problem-solving model. We began to discuss the problem of finding out Tom's purpose 

for returning to town. I wanted them to decide what information regarding Tom's retum 

would be most important to know, hi addition to discussing what Tom and the town 

were going to do, the group also thought it important to find out where Tom had been 

since he left town. 
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As the leader, I observed that the group seemed tired, and some of their thoughts 

were not as cohesive as they had been previously. I wanted them to be able to solve the 

problem, and I wanted the ideas to come from them. Someone had mentioned the code 

written on the cards again, and I threw out the possibility that the numbers on the cards 

might indicate the order in which Tom was going to visit the townspeople. (I normally try 

to stay away from making such strong suggestions, but they seemed to need a little 

direction to feel some success and to get to the point of making decisions.) 

As I coached them to think of ways they could find out the information they still 

needed, someone suggested that the sister of Tom's fiiend who had been introduced in an 

earlier episode might have the information. Since the group had the idea about the 

fiiend's sister, I suggested that we could watch a scene between the sister and Tom. The 

group wanted the scene to show where the cards came from. 

I first asked the group to choose someone to portray the sister. I wanted it to be 

someone who had not seemed as strong in their support for or against Tom and also had 

not participated as much as others at this point. The group may have sensed that 

intuitively because they chose a participant who fit that description. I quickly validated 

their choice and had her step aside. Then I asked for a volunteer to play Tom, but this 

time I wanted someone who had shown commitment to the session and support for Tom. 

Once again, a participant who fit the description stepped forward. I gave the two a few 

moments to prepare their scene. My advice to the participants about to enact the scene 

was to use the information we already knew and not to add a lot of information. I told 

them not to worry about solving the problem in the scene but to stay honest and play in 
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the moment. I explained that whatever they did, the group would read their own ideas 

into it. 

The two participants enacted the scene in front of the group. The group looked on 

as if they were the townspeople watching behind a two-way mirror. The group decided 

that the scene would flashback to Tom creating the cards. As the two participants began 

enacting the scene, they confirmed that the meaning of the numbers on the cards was the 

order that Tom would visit the townspeople. The participant portraying the sister helped 

write the cards and offered comfort and encouragement to Tom in role. As the scene 

continued, I felt it was lacking the necessary conflict to really pull out the emotions 

needed to find solutions to the problem. I called on the participant who had portrayed 

Tom's fiiend in an earlier episode to enter the scene. The participant portraying Tom's 

fiiend came into the scene and Tom told him that his plan was to min all the computers in 

town. As he was talking to Tom about his plan, the conversation was still lacking in 

stiength. The two participants were not inciting enough emotion in the participant 

portraying Tom to make him take some sort of action. I had a thought at this point to add 

two more participants to the scene. Since there was a time concem, I wanted to help the 

Tom in role to find his logic in the choice he made to min the town's computers. The 

two new participants were to be Tom's thoughts: one positive and one negative, as in the 

classic angel and devil on the shoulder. Their job was to speak Tom's thoughts out loud 

to him, thus giving Tom more conflict, ideas, and inner turmoil to work from. These new 

additions to the scene seemed to help the participant portraying Tom become more 

involved and more convincing, thus creating more strength and resolve in his decision to 
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ruin the computers. They helped reassure him so that he could effectively argue with the 

participant portraying his friend. 

Since the group decided that Tom was going to min the town's computers as 

retribution for being fired, I went straight to more scene work. I broke the big group into 

several smaller groups and had them prepare to do a scene about Tom's actions when he 

came to tovra to confront the townspeople. I wanted this to be the episode that would 

finish out the session; I felt that time was a factor and I wanted to wrap up the session. 

Also, as I observed the students during this episode, their small group discussions were 

going well, but I foimd their energy waning. We had been working for almost two hours 

already and they were begirming to look tired. I felt it was necessary to get to an ending 

point soon so the participants would still have some energy left for the wrap-up session I 

had plarmed. My other clue that they were waning in their concentration was that after 

they were done planning in their small groups for this scene, they would talk about other 

matters as well as dance and joke. My original plan for this episode was to handle it as a 

fomm in which the whole group would pick the best scene out of the three presented. 

Then I would have them put the episodes in chronological order and enact them all. I 

decided not to do this because of time. In hindsight, I should have done it anyway 

because it would have helped give closure to the session. I also feel it would have 

defined the final problem and solutions for the participants. 

It was time for the group presentations of their scenes. Group one had Tom pull a 

gun on some of the townspeople. A fiiend tried to talk him out of it, and he had an 

emotional breakdown. Group two showed Tom discussing his plans with a fiiend when a 
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cop arrived to give him a waming. One participant in role in that group looked on and 

made ftm of him. The third group showed a happy reunion with friends who supported 

Tom's plan of revenge. Tom saw that people had to shut down their businesses because 

of the computer problems, and he told them that the key to fixing their computers was in 

the symbols in the cards. He confronted his boss, who argued with him. Tom left. 

These group scenes went well. They accurately reflected what the participants 

had been expressing all along. At this point, I felt it was important to give them final 

closure on the session because I changed my original idea, but the group still had been so 

involved emotionally in the session, I decided to add an episode I wanted to finish with. 

There were three participants who had portrayed Tom, and I asked them stand together 

while all those participants who had portrayed townspeople against Tom formed a circle 

aroimd the three portraying Tom. On the outside of the circle, I had those participants 

who had supported Tom during the session form another circle. I instmcted the inner 

circle to walk clockwise and say negative things to the three in the middle. Then I 

instmcted the outer circle to walk counterclockwise and say positive things to the three in 

the center. The three portraying Tom in the center were to remain in place until they had 

enough motivation from the outer circle's positive messages to break through the 

negative messages. There was to be no physical contact, only verbal. This allowed the 

participants to solidify their feelings for Tom and express them aloud. 

Once all three broke through, I told them to give closing monologues and speak 

their thoughts to the townspeople. I found that this worked well as an ending episode. It 

was very powerful for everyone. The Toms in role had a hard time breaking out of the 

74 



negative messages, but once they did, they were very verbal. They yelled at the 

townspeople to, "Listen to me for once." The three participants who portrayed Tom 

seemed completely involved in giving their monologues. I realized that with this ending 

scene, I let the drama override the creative problem-solving part of the session so I could 

give the participants a finish. 

I stopped everyone and had each of them sit on the floor. I wanted to have a 

wrap-up of the drama before I began the evaluation. This seemed necessary because of 

the sfrong feelings explored during the heart of the session. (The participants usually 

want to talk about the session, and the session leader usually wants the participants to 

reflect on the session and the leaming that took place. This is one of the factors that 

makes Process Drama different from theatre.) I also found that this wrap-up was useful 

for me as well, since I foimd that I didn't want the session to end. 

I looked around at the group and asked, "So, who the heck was Tom?" The first 

response was that he was a stmggling person. As other comments came forward I led 

them to the fact that we all were stmggling people. I wanted the participants to 

internalize what we had all just gone through together. They all emphatically agreed that 

there is Tom in all of us—that we are all misunderstood and stmggling. I then asked 

those who had just portrayed Tom what message they wanted the townspeople to have, 

and they responded with "I just wanted to make them better people, to make them 

understand Tom." I also asked them what they had leamed from this session. Their 

response was that they were not alone because everyone shared in the same emotions 

Tom felt. They also seemed to relate to other people by saying that they leamed that it is 
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bad to exclude others and that if you could just be yourself, you would discover that there 

were those who would listen to you. 

My final question before we moved into the evaluations concemed any questions 

tiiey might have about me or what I did in the session. Someone asked me what my 

purpose was as the leader. I turned the question around and asked them what they 

thought my purpose was. The responses were varied and all correct. They said, "To 

reveal to us," "give a deeper understanding," "give us clues along the way," "let us use 

our own thoughts," "didn't give it to us," and "lead us without revealing that you were 

leading." Some other interesting comments were that I did not lead them in any certain 

direction, but I did continue to move the session forward, and that this was accomplished 

not only with the questions I asked the group, also the questions I did not ask. Having 

them answer that question helped me see that I accomplished the leader role. 

Next, I gave them a few minutes to finish their joumaling, and then we moved 

into a wrap-up of the whole session. I collected the joumals and the cards from the 

participants. As I collected the cards, I asked if anyone knew the purpose of the cards. 

The participants were unsure, so I revealed to them that there was no purpose other than 

that they helped to create the drama. 

I handed out the evaluation questiormaires and briefly explained their purpose and 

how to fill them out. I then gave the participants ten minutes to complete them. As soon 

as they were done with the questionnaires, I gathered everyone together. I then presented 

the questions I had prepared for an open discussion. I wanted to make sure everyone 

responded to at least two of the questions I asked, although I was looking for as many 
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answers to my questions as I could get. There were no right or wrong answers, only the 

participants' opinions. (The list of questions and responses is in Appendix J.) The 

questions were used to check if they got into character, understood the problem-solving 

process, felt they solved a problem, and whether they felt involved in the process. 

This discussion went well overall. I felt the participants' responses reflected what 

had occurred in the session. Their responses also confirmed for me how involved they 

were in the session and what they personally leamed from participating. I now had more 

than just my own observations to verify what I thought they were getting or what they felt 

actually happened. They had felt a sense of drama and understood the purpose of the 

session. Some even mentioned that there were other uses for this type of combination of 

Process Drama and creative problem-solving. Some expressed that other lessons or 

subjects could be taught with it. Most saw that the session was an effective combination 

of the two forms. 

In my personal review of the session, I can say that I ftilly enjoyed leading it. I 

also felt it was a successful session that combined the two models effectively. I can say I 

was successful as the leader because I helped guide them. I was able to adapt my 

prepared lesson, which proved that I could think on my feet. I started a half hour late, but 

even though I was planning on using the entire three-hour block, I ended up doing the 

session in about two hours with a half hour wrap-up. I did stay within the original time 

frame I scheduled, but I would have liked to use all the time I had planned for. 
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CHAPTER V 

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 

Introduction 

On Saturday, Febmary 15, 2003, at 1:35 p.m. I conducted a drama session where 1 

combined Process Drama and the New Treffinger Model of creative problem-solving. 

Thirteen students participated in the session with one of the students bringing a non-

student fiiend along. This gave me a total of fourteen people to work with in the session 

which lasted two and one half hours. We met in the Ruebush Hall Greenroom at 

Shenandoah University. In this chapter I present the results based on the data collection 

methods I used. These methods include: my review of the video tape, the evaluative 

questionnaire, the discussion questions, the leader's checklist, the camera operator's 

notes, and the participants' joumaling. I conclude this chapter with a brief summary of 

the results. 

Presentation of Results 

I organized the results according to the problem statement and the research 

questions from the first chapter. As researcher, I also functioned as the session leader 

and the primary data collector. The data reporting gives the participants' responses in 

their original form to give a clearer picture of the results. To remain tme to the sense of 

inquiry, I offer the various collection methods with sample responses and limited 

comments. The full texts of the responses are contained in the appendices. 
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Video Tape 

I include the review of the video tape and actual progression of the session in 

Appendix I, but I would like to offer a summary of the overall session per the video 

review. 

After a late start, waiting for participants to arrive, the session began as expected 

with the brief intioduction of the topics Process Drama and creative problem-solving. 

The pre-text as discussed in Chapter II (Tom Gardner is returning) worked well to set the 

tone of the session and integrate the New Treffinger Model component of Understanding 

the Challenge—Constmcting Opportunities phase. Many of the questions I asked helped 

the participants understand the idea of the problem to be worked on as well as generated 

other possible problems. The first exercise the participants did was Tableau, and I 

observed that this gave them time to assimilate the information and begin thinking 

intuitively. The tableaux also provided additional ideas about the character of Tom and 

where the session might go. Participant comments on the tableaux brought forward ideas 

the group wanted to explore regarding important relationships of friends, employer, 

employee and Tom as an outsider. 

Deciding on these relationships began Treffinger's Framing Problems Phase, 

which led to scene work depicting various small group ideas of moments from Tom's 

life. The subject of these moments included Tom with friends, Tom being fired from his 

job, people talking about Tom and people being cmel to Tom. The group was involved 
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in the session and worked very well together as they moved from the different episodes 

with ease. 

The next episode was a character interview, and the goal was to better define the 

problem. The interview exercise was conducted in role as one participant acted as an 

outsider interviewing another participant acting as someone who knew Tom. The 

participants acting as interviewers then discussed out of role with the whole group the 

most relevant points about Tom and his relationships. The topics of these points included 

people being aware of Tom but giving him no respect, Tom being fired from his job and 

Tom being intelligent but picked on. 

In the next episode, the groups were instmcted to stand in two lines facing each 

other, one side acting in role as Tom with the other side acting in role as the boss at the 

time of Tom being fired. The goal of this scene was to get the participants to understand 

the problem of Tom's feelings, especially regarding his relationships. Out of role I 

continued the discussion to generate other possible situations and relationships that Tom 

had. One tool I used to help participants focus on the problem was joumaling. At this 

point I asked the participants to reflect on Tom's problem. Then I had the participants in 

role write in their joumals their thoughts about Tom's problem. I instmcted the group 

that they could write their responses as a problem statement. 

The participants had decided that the main problem was Tom's actions once he 

retumed to tovm, so I had them prepare a town meeting episode. In the meeting, a 

participant acted as the mayor while the others were either acting as friends or experts 

who could shed light on the situation. This was Treffinger's Generating Component in 
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which a group finds methods to prepare for Tom's retum. The group was lively as many 

ideas emerged, and the participants polarized for or against Tom. Seeing this as a 

positive sign that the group understood the objective of the episode, I split the group into 

factions sitting on separate sides of the room, but facing forward. I placed them in a 

future event, Tom's funeral, and invited them to say something about Tom. Some spoke 

fondly of him while others spoke harsh words against Tom. This part of the session 

brought forth sfrong feelings, and I perceived the group needed to have another 

joumaling session to reflect on Tom's last thoughts or actions. I wanted them to focus 

their ideas and have time to think and respond individually. They were allowed to leave 

the funeral by speaking a last thought to Tom, and then we took a break. 

After a fifteen-minute break, we moved into Treffinger's Preparing for Action 

component. I conducted a discussion of how the participants as a town could prepare for 

Tom's retum. I set up a scene between a participant acting as Tom and another as a sister 

of Tom's friend. In the scene they worked with cards. Wanting to add fuel to the scene, I 

added three more people. One acted as Tom's friend, one as a positive voice for Tom 

and one as a negative voice. The two participants acting as Tom's voice spoke Tom's 

thoughts directly to him while Tom was interacting in the scene with his friend. The 

conflict between Tom and his friend increased dramatically as did the conflict within 

Tom himself The participant playing Tom became very involved in this scene. 

At this point I was concemed with the time and wanted to get the group to decide 

on a plan of action for Tom's retum to town. I divided the participants into small groups 

where they showed through scene work what they thought Tom did at his retum to the 
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town and how the town reacted. In one group's scene, Tom came back and was still 

ignored by the townspeople. In this scene he pulled out a gun and broke down. In 

another scene, Tom talked to his friend about his plans when a police officer took him 

into custody. While he was in custody, his ex-boss belittled him. In the last scene Tom 

took the cards to the townspeople. He told his boss that he would have to figure out their 

meaning or everything in the town would shut down. In this scene, the boss wanted Tom 

to leave town for good. 

After the work the participants did in these scenes, I felt they needed some closure 

to this activity. I directed the three participants who had just played Tom to go to the 

middle of the group, and I had the participants who were against him walk around Tom in 

a clockwise manner and continue to belittle him. I then instmcted those participants who 

had supported Tom throughout the session to walk counter-clockwise around the outside 

of the group and encourage him to leave the center. When the participants playing Tom 

felt they had enough drive to break through the negative group, they spoke a monologue 

about the feelings Tom might have had about being oppressed. This seemed to be a good 

galvanizing point for the whole exercise because it definitely had all the participants 

involved in the session. After this activity I began the drama wrap-up in which I led a 

discussion on the session and the problem with Tom. From this discussion I found that 

overall the session did what I hoped it would—it involved the participants in the 

combined session. 

The review of the video tape showed me the progression of the Process Drama 

episodes as they included the New Treffinger Model components and stages. Reviewing 
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tile video taped version of the session helped me to better distinguish my efforts as the 

leader as opposed to monitoring myself during the session. This was most notable to me 

when watching the end of the session on the video tape. Instead of following the lesson 

plan verbatim, I found a moment when the participants needed a different approach for 

closure than I had originally planned. I came up with a scene idea at that moment that I 

feh would be of benefit to the participants. This reinforced to me that as a leader I 

needed to be aware of and practiced in various structures of drama. 

The use of Process Drama to facilitate the New Treffinger Model helped in the 

divergent and convergent phases of the stages. Since questioning is a major part of 

Process Drama, using questions to diverge or to converge was very natural. In my 

opinion, this aspect assisted the flow of the session. Another aspect that I found useful in 

the combination of Process Drama and the New Treffinger Model was the ability of the 

Treffinger model to move back and forth between components and stages. This flow is 

also a feature that is inherent in Process Drama because of the episodic rather than 

narrative nature of the session. For the project, I found the ability to move around within 

the model most useful when I needed to solidify the problem later in the session. 

Evaluation Questionnaire 

The evaluation questionnaire that I created for this project was completed by the 

participants at the end of the session. I gave them approximately ten minutes to answer 

the questions. (I have provided the numerical tallies and written responses from these 

questiormaires, quoted verbatim, in Appendix K.) 
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Questions One through three of the questionnaire delved into the feasibility of 

combining Process Drama and creative problem-solving. Most responses to these first 

three questions were on the positive side, since most of the respondents reported gaining 

some understanding of problem-solving and its connection to drama in the session. 

These results confirm for me the connection between Process Drama and the New 

Treffinger Model. 

As to the first question, "Did you understand the process of problem-solving 

through drama?" the majority responded positively. Eight out of the fourteen participants 

responded with a 5 ("very well"). However, they often commented that their 

understanding came at the end of the session. For example, one student wrote, "Not at 

first, but at the end I imderstood the point of the exercise," and another wrote, "My rating 

is a 5 because I was shovra of unity [sic] at the end that I didn't realize during the 

process." (See Appendix K p. 156.) 

The next question was "Were the two methods (drama and problem-solving) 

separate or blended?" Again, nine out of fourteen said that the methods were blended. 

They commented: "Not to be able to distinguish between them," and "It seemed to flow 

together very well." Of interest was a comment regarding the leader's input: "Maybe 

more guidance not as instmctor but as a character." Overall I felt a sense of 

completeness to these responses: the participants seemed satisfied with the outcome of 

the session. (See Appendix K p. 156.) 

The next item on the questionnaire asked them to rank the following statement as 

to its clarity in the session: "Problem-solving was affected by the use of drama." 

84 



Thirteen respondents ranked this statement as either 4 or 5 out of a possible 5 ("clear"). 

One illustrative remark was, "We used different methods, with the use of drama, to solve 

problems," but other comments did not answer the question as clearly. There seemed to 

be some ambiguity about how problem-solving was affected by the drama. It may be 

they did not understand the question or that they were unsure of how one affected the 

other. This led me to conclude that this was an area that would need more work in the 

ftiture. (See Appendix K p. 157.) 

Questions Four through Six evaluated the leader. They questioned the leader's 

effectiveness and guidance, as well as the pace of the session. Question Four asked 

participants to rank the leader's effectiveness from 1 to 5. Twelve of the thirteen 

participants responded with a 5 ("very effective"). One responded with a 4 and, for 

reasons not made known to me, there was one who did not respond to the question. 

Sample written comments were "We were led without knowing it," and "We need him to 

keep us from lingering on." (See Appendix K p. 157.) 

Question Five asked participants to comment on the leader's competence in 

guiding them through the session. Ten responded with a 5; four with a 4. Participants 

mentioned that the leader "became a mediator to us. Guiding us along." And "I think he 

could have let us figure it out on our own a little more." This is an interesting comment 

that is reflected in other parts of the survey, and I took this to indicate my driving nature 

in the drama—of sometimes pushing too fast. (See Appendix K p.157-158.) 

Question Six requested information regarding the pace of the session. (Note that 

since the ranking of 1 meant "too slow" and 5 meant "too fast," the optimum response 
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here would be the 3.) One respondent marked 2, seven marked 3, and six marked 4. 

Three participants who wrote comments wanted more time in the session, four thought 

the pace was right, three wrote comments in the "too slow" category, although one 

mentioned, "It was a little slow, but I think that it is better a little show than too fast." 

(See Appendix K p. 158.) 

These preceding three questions helped me to look at my style of leading. The 

responses from the questionnaires were mainly positive, which showed that overall, by 

my definition, I was an effective leader. However, it also showed I had a tendency to 

msh in some sections of the session. Based on the responses to the questionnaires, there 

seemed to be general agreement that I performed well in most regards. (These questions 

were designed to answer the follow-up questions on the Researcher Questions and Data 

Sources Matrix found in Appendix H. The questions tracked how the leader affected the 

session.) From the participants' responses to my leadership of the session, I found that I 

had a great influence on the session, and in this case the participants seemed generally 

happy with the leadership. (I discussed the importance of the leader's influence in 

Chapter II.) 

The following three questions addressed the drama itself, along with the ability of 

the participants to become involved in it. Again, the results suggested that most of the 

participants were able to fully immerse themselves in the drama. 

Question Seven asked respondents whether they "got into character." I 

specifically chose this wording because it is common vemacular for the concept of 

playing a role. None of the participants requested further clarification because most of 
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the participants were drama students and already understood what this meant. Eight of 

the fourteen ranked their response as a 4, five as a 5 ("very much"). Two of the 

comments mentioned the need for more "warm-up." One wanted "longer and more 

scenes." From the responses, there seemed some confusion about the participants' need to 

be in role. I apparently did not make it clear in the beginning of the session that in 

Process Drama it is typical to drop into the drama without preparation. (See Appendix K 

p.158-159.) 

Question Eight was "Did the situations of the drama intrigue you?" Eleven out of 

fourteen responded with a 5 ("very much"). Two responded with a 4, one with a 2. 

Following are two comments from participants with opposing views who said, "Raise the 

stakes. The question of why and what were vague in this situation," and "The plot and 

intrigue of the situation were well defined and thought out." This demonstrates that the 

session was not the same for everyone. This is a theme that often plays in drama where 

the participant in the session brings his/her own preconceived ideas and notions of what 

is going to happen. As I stated in Chapter II, for this reason, O'Neill uses the pre-text as 

a way to get the group focused and into the situation. (See Appendix K p. 159.) 

Question Nine probed ftirther into the participants' excitement about the drama 

and involvement with it. To the question, "Did you feel you were involved in the 

drama?" nine participants answered with a 5 ("very much") and five answered with a 4. 

Representative comments, "At every step I felt involved" and "I felt involved, just 

sometimes people would take over and not let other speak," suggest that the participants 
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felt involved in the drama at various places and at differing levels of commitment. (See 

Appendix K p. 159.) 

I covered the participants' understanding of the problem-solving aspects of the 

activities in questions Ten through Twelve. Question Ten, "Was there a clear problem?" 

was sfraightforwardly aimed at discovering participants' understanding of the problem. 

Responses fell in all categories except ranking 1 ("no"). One answered with a 2, one with 

a 3, seven with a 4 and five with a 5 ("yes"). Many of the comments showed an 

ownership of the problem and the session. Some participants seemed to be interpreting 

the whole drama and how their character fit into it. Some representative comments were 

"We tumed it into a problem, it was just a situation in the beginning" and "It's not there 

wasn't a clear problem, it just took us (the participants) a while to find it," and "We had 

to find out about Tom and what he was about." Even though the responses fell mainly in 

the positive, there was a wide distribution in the responses—more than in most of the 

other questions. It seemed that I needed to clarify the problem. I also needed to be more 

direct in explaining the ambiguity in the formation of a problem statement, as Treffinger 

suggests.^^ (See Appendix K p. 159-160.) 

I wanted Question Eleven to delve into the participants' personal investment in 

the problem by asking: "Did you feel a desire to solve the problem?" This gamered more 

positive responses than the previous question. Thirteen of the fourteen said "yes." As a 

group they wanted to solve a problem, but had some difficulty finding the problem. This 

again was probably my fault, since I did not take the time to define the problem they 

created. Some responded, "I wanted to know" and "I was completely driven to find a 
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solution or understand the problem or factors of the problem better." (See Appendix K 

p,160) 

The next question tested whether the reality of the exercise matched the 

participants' desire for success: "Did you feel you solved a problem?" Here, nine of the 

fourteen answered a full 5 ("yes") while the others answers everywhere from 1 ("no") to 

4. They said, "Needs more time," "More of a conclusion, an answer" and "I figured out 

things about myself as an actor and a person." This last response indicated that some of 

the group seemed to solve a personal problem within the session rather than the group 

problem. Overall I believe the responses to this question indicated the need for more 

time. I foimd from the participants' responses that the main weaknesses in the session 

were a lack of time and my msh to conclude and stay on schedule. Question Twelve 

echoed the ranking of 10, with a wide distribution of responses. Clearly they needed more 

direction in the formation of a problem. (See Appendix K p. 160-161.) 

The last question, "Would you do this again?" got a single response that was 

mid-way between yes and no, but the person involved did not make a written comment, 

so I do not know the reason for this answer. All the others responded with a full 5 

("yes"). I did not provide a space for written comments on Question Thirteen because it 

was a simple yes or no answer and did not require any additional information. The 

participants' responses to this question were, to me, a positive reflection on the session as 

a whole. From the responses and my own observations, I knew there were some areas 

that needed work, such as the session length and the creation of a clear problem to solve. 
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However, the group showed enjoyment overall in the session and found some personal 

value in it. 

As a final note, it was my intention that only those who responded with less than a 

numerical ranking of 5 would write comments to the follow-up question, "What would it 

take to make your rating a '5 '?" However, many of the participants wrote comments in 

this space even though they gave the item a ranking of 5. Many of these written 

responses did not speak of suggested improvements, but rather were general comments or 

positive comments about the session such as: "I wanted to know, at every step I felt 

involved", and "I needed to know it was very mysterious and intriguing, we were led 

without knowing it." These responses were clearly positive and insightful but did not 

speak to the follow-up question of suggested improvements. However, since any 

information is helpful in gathering the total picture, I used them as part of the data. 

Post-Session Discussion 

For approximately twenty minutes immediately following the session, I asked for 

oral responses to a list of predetermined questions. (See Appendix F) I also include a 

transcript of the participants' responses made by an observer. (See Appendix J) All 

fourteen participants remained for this portion of the activity. Because several 

participants spoke simultaneously, the Appendices are presented as "field notes," in that 

they are the most accurate transcription of the action. Some remarks were not recorded. 

The first two questions examined the participant's understanding of the process. 

Responses indicated that participants understood the activity to be "group work," "role 
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play," a "formative situation workshop," "using intelligence to solve problems," and 

"working as a group toward a goal." This demonstrated to me an understanding of the 

purpose of the session. 

The next question explored the participants' sensory and behavioral responses to 

the activity. Many responses indicated that participants felt their behavior had an impact 

on the session through such comments as: "Each of us had great influence," "Outcome 

would have been different without one," "Everyone equally involved," and "I introduced 

a character." Some responses did not show a complete understanding of the question: 

"That town is closed-minded," and "No one would listen." Two participants observed 

that their participation added intensity to the mix: "I made it more bloody" and "Made 

Tom more likeable because he was becoming bad." I found through these responses that 

the participants felt involved in the session and with their characters. 

The next question explored their general feelings about the activity. "Great," and 

"Do another one" indicated to me positive feedback on this topic. 

As to the usefulness and value of the session, the respondents acknowledged that 

they felt the session improved their personal skills. They reported that the session helped 

them in these various ways, "better at improvisation," "quicker thinking," and " team 

work." 

The participants responded to the questions, "What would you change?" and 

"What could be improved?" with such things as "more time," "more time to prepare 

scenes," and "need warm-ups." One response indicated confusion about the first 

exercise, the tableaux. "At the beginning, we didn't understand the tableaux." I was not 
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worried about their lack of understanding about an episode in the beginning if in the end 

the participant achieved a character connection. I found that the tableaux were 

instrumental in defining the charter of Tom and his relationships within the town. 

I probed the participants about their feelings on the activity in general. The 

question was, "How did the activity affect you?" Their responses focused both on their 

own lives—"Thought about what I would do" and "Related to the pressure in my life"— 

as well as on the lives of others: "I saw Tom in my brother," and "Treating outsiders in 

high school situation." 

I again asked a question aimed at their understanding of the process: "What is 

problem-solving?" The majority of answers were positive: "Resolving an issue," 

"Trying to get a root," "Find out the problem is a lot deeper," and "Eliminating conflict." 

Lastly, I asked, "What went well?" While one responded, "We needed more 

direction, it digressed," the others actually answered the question, with responses such as 

"The last part—Tom in the circle," "When we said our individual parts," and "It was 

powerful." 

The post-session discussion summed up the entire session for me. The 

participants responded well to my questions, and they seemed eager to make comments. 

I found that these comments reflected the responses I obtained from the other data 

sources. 
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Leader's Checklist 

During the session, I attempted periodically to refer to a checklist containing the 

New Treffinger Model stages and components in order to ensure their inclusion in the 

activity. My review of the checklist confirmed that following the Treffinger components 

and stages was beneficial. (A copy of the checklist may be found in Appendix E.) 

Camera Operator's Notes 

The camera operator was able to make some observations during the session. 

(See Appendix L) These notes represent an outsider's point of view, because the camera 

operator had very little drama experience. Most of the remarks mentioned the mechanics 

of the session and the leader's interjections, rather than the development of the drama and 

characters. The camera operator reported on the pace of the session with "Three people 

arriving late. It broke leader's concentration," and "Time to write out something. This 

was good. Participants needed a break from interactions." At 3:20 p.m., approximately 

two hours into the session, the camera operator wrote, "I'm amazed they're still 'in role.' 

They like role playing games." The camera operator's opinion of the presence of a video 

camera differed from mine. The camera operator wrote "The camera was probably good 

because, being acting students; they stayed in character knowing they were on camera." 

After the break the camera operator wrote, "I talked with the leader, he thought camera 

deterred them from doing certain things." 

Regarding me as the leader, the camera operator wrote, near the begirming of the 

session, "Leader: too many suggestions at first. Does not give enough time before 
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making suggestions." Later into the session, the camera operator mentioned, "Leader: 

'Decide as a group—what did he do? . . .' This was good here." 

The camera operator also made observations about the participants themselves: "I 

think it's good most of them are drama students because I personally wouldn't have had 

any idea what to do." "They enjoyed being solo, especially at Tom Gardner's funeral." 

Lastly, the camera operator wrote, "They seem to be 'good students' and therefore 

wanted to please the professor and wanted to make sense of his project." 

When I later read these notes from the camera operator, I found that his different 

point of view was useful as a form of evaluating my performance as a leader. When I 

was conducting the session and believed I was handling situations in a certain manner, I 

later read in his notes how someone outside the session perceived the same situation. I 

leamed of areas in my leading style that I must be more aware of, such as taking for 

granted the general understanding of drama activities. It was also interesting to note the 

camera operator's remarks about the participants, their responses, and how they acted 

within the session. 

Participants' Joumaling 

During the session I stopped at various points and requested that the participants 

write a response to a specific question. These stopping points were feedback on the 

participants' level of involvement in their characters at that moment. Participants had 

approximately two minutes at each of these breaks. (Appendix M contains a complete 

transcription of participants' handwritten joumaling.) 
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The first break occurred approximately forty-four minutes into the session. At 

this point I asked the participants to respond to the question, "What do you think is the 

main problem that Tom has?" Interestingly, some participants answered in the first 

person, others in the third. Representative responses include, "I feel that people 

misunderstand me and therefore reject me.. .my boss fired me. . .my girlfriend dumped 

me. . ." "Whether someone reacts to me in a good or bad way, all my life, I still never 

quite fit in. I'm confused. I know who everybody else is except me." Those who 

answered in the third person made statements such as, "Tom is extremely determined and 

a hard worker, yet this does not outweigh his power hungry nature or his lack of respect 

for the authority in this workplace," "Tom does not work well in groups and his tax 

company thinks they will be better off without him," and "Tom feels no one is ready for 

change." 

About sixty-six minutes into the session I had the participants joumal again. This 

time participants tumed their thinking towards the culmination of the entire "Tom" 

scenario, by answering the question, "What were Tom's last thoughts or the last thing he 

did ?" Here, participants responded mostly in the first person. For example, they 

answered, "If I die in these days to come I will pass with this one comforting 

thought.. .that the problem is not with me.. .genius is rarely understood," "Was I ever, 

even for a moment appreciated or understood?" "I want to hurt every single person that 

hurt me. I was never good enough." And "ft wasn't what I expected. I thought to prove 

myself all I'd have to do is come back a success." Some third person answers, "He was 

frantic, frustrated, trying to be heard..." and "Made his peace with God." 
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Summary 

In general, the participants enjoyed the session and got involved in the drama. 

Most comments reflected some understanding of the problem-solving process and the use 

of the drama in solving problems. 1 observed that several participants expressed a need 

for more explanation on problem-solving at the beginning of the session. Once into the 

session, however, they were quite involved in their characters and were intrigued with the 

manner in which the Process Drama episodes moved them to elaborate on the character 

and plot lines. 
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CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 

General Conclusions from the Results 

In the relatively new fields of both Process Drama and creative problem-solving a 

lot of work and development has happened over the last several years. With this project I 

wanted to do something that had not previously been done in these fields. I merged 

Process Drama and the New Treffinger Model of creative problem-solving into one 

drama session. This final chapter discusses and interprets the results of this merger from 

Chapter IV, as well as offering some recommendations for ftirther study. 

I begin by offering a general conclusion of the results followed by some other 

possible explanations for those results. Following that I discuss what I leamed from the 

session and then add personal insights on some of the strengths and weaknesses of my 

project. Finally I explore implications and recommendations for further study before 

providing an ending summary. 

Testing whether it was even viable to integrate Process Drama and the New 

Treffinger Model was the primary purpose of this project, so it is important to answer the 

research questions I wrote to guide my project. I refer to the three main questions that the 

data was to answer. (These questions comprise the Research Questions and Data Sources 

Matrix, a device to help in the triangulation of the data, located in Appendix H.) As 
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explained earlier, the importance of triangulation to my Action Research project was to 

limit the influence of researcher bias. 

Question One is for me the main thrust of the project and has four secondary 

questions: Can the participants be engaged in the drama and simultaneously incorporate 

the stages of the New Treffinger Model? The respondents' answers are found in 

questionnaire questions one, two, three, ten, eleven, and twelve and in discussion 

questions one, eight and nine, as well as the video tape review, leader's checklist, and the 

camera operators' notes. (These can all be found in Appendixes.) In analyzing these 

responses, I discovered that it was indeed possible to conduct a session of Process Drama 

and include the New Treffinger Model in it. The participants realized, generally at the 

end of the session, that they had explored and framed the problem, generated ideas, and 

developed solutions. Some participants did not notice that I led them through these 

stages, although they were pleasantly surprised to find that this was the end result. 

Here I see enough evidence to support the hypothesis that Process Drama and the 

New Treffinger Model can ftinction simultaneously, and that the synthesized form of the 

two was successfully stmctured. 

In the responses during the post session discussion, I perceived a sense of 

anticipation and enjoyment of the process. Many participants showed an interest in doing 

another session at a later date. Their willingness to participate was, for me, another 

indication of the session's success. I was fortiinate to have a responsive group. I also 

enjoyed conducting the session, as I found it to be rewarding as the leader watching the 

participants' involvement. Of course there were times when I was preoccupied with 
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staying on schedule. The participants' feeling toward me as a leader answered my first 

follow up question about the leaders' impact on the session's success or failure. From the 

responses I assumed that some of the success of the session was a result of my ability to 

lead the session and some was the participants' willingness to participate. Since there 

was no indication of the session's failure, this was not an issue. 

As the session leader, I had the responsibility of successfully combining the 

methods of Process Drama and the New Treffinger Model. I interpreted the success of 

the session to these possibilities: that the integrated approach is valid, that the leaders' 

participation helped in that success, and that the participants' involvement was a 

contributing factor. As suggested in Chapter V, the responses from the participants 

validated the leader as an important factor in the success of the session. Support for this 

statement came from the questionnaire, discussion questions, video tape review, and 

camera operator's notes. 

Some changes were anticipated at the beginning of the project and occurred 

during the session, but from watching the video tape, these changes did not affect the 

flow of the session. One of these changes was the elimination of a break. Our time 

seemed limited and the participants were working well, so I continued in the session. 

Another change I made during the session was the creation of the last scene in which the 

three Toms spoke in a monologue. It seemed appropriate at that point to add a needed 

closure to the session. This scene helped elevate a sense of drama; at the same time, the 

participants' emotions gave them some identification with the character. 
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The next research question asked about the participants' involvement in the 

drama. (I refer to the Researcher Data Source Matrix in Appendix H for questionnaire 

questions seven, eight and nine along with discussion questions three and four, the video 

tape review, participants' joumals, and the camera operator's notes to guide the 

discussion.) According to my results, most of the participants were involved in the drama 

at some point. At times there were noticeable tears from some participants and their tone 

and demeanor changed to match moments of reflection. Many made comments about the 

character's thoughts as they invented the characters and aspects of their lives. Some 

participants felt so involved, they wanted to continue the session or be involved in 

another one. It is interesting to me that some participants responded that the participation 

of others affected their own participation; this had positive and negative effects on the 

study. Some of the participants felt undermined by others who were more aggressive, 

and they stated that this affected their own ability to participate. 

I noted that the responses indicated a desire to solve the problem of the session. 

The camera operator also noted their willingness and desire to participate. (See notes in 

Chapter V) Obviously I was pleased that the participants were involved in the drama of 

the session, and for me it helped the overall success. However, I also want to repeat that 

some participants felt that others hampered their participation. This is something that 

bothered me as a leader. I wanted all to participate fully, but I realized that I did not have 

complete control over the participants' reactions to each other. I discovered that as a 

leader I only had power to monitor and adjust to the dynamics of the group. After that I 

could only hope that each participated as much as he or she wanted to. 
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The last research question from the matrix is covered by all the data sources I 

listed above plus the leader's checklist. I designed the research question to find out if the 

participants solved a problem. Overall the data supported that a problem was solved, 

with many responses from the questionnaire and the discussion indicating this same 

answer. I observed and recorded that a problem was solved. However, I worked with all 

the participants to restate the problem and then placed the participants in small groups to 

decide on the problem and possible solutions. Even with the extra attention to the 

formation of a problem some participants reported they still had difficulty identifying the 

problem. This was misleading because, through the individual episodes, the participants 

were actually solving the problem, even though some may not have been aware of this. I 

think some participants expected to be given the problem rather than develop it as a 

group. Overall, I witnessed from the group a high degree of motivation to solve the 

problem based on the involvement level of the group and their responses to the 

questionnaire. 

Other Explanations for the Results 

I regarded the session as a success for the intended purpose, which was to test 

whether a session could combine Process Drama and the New Treffinger Model of 

creative problem-solving. The data supported this positive endorsement. However, even 

with an overall feeling of success, there may have been some altemative reasons for the 

results. 
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Since the combining of the two methods was the primary goal of the session, it 

also was the primary area for concem. Assuming the previous discussion to be accurate, 

the session was successful. Some of that success was a result of the integrated approach, 

some the participation level of the group, and some based on my ability as a leader. I 

assumed that both the New Treffinger Model and Process Drama were viable methods, 

but I did not assume that either method might have a stronger impact on the session and 

the participants, so it could be that either the drama itself or the New Treffinger Model 

had more influence on the group. 

Another possible explanation for our success at solving a problem in the session 

stemmed from the discussion in Chapter II. Most drama leaders believed that the 

proposed problem of a drama session was being solved in the course of that drama 

session because the nature of the drama session was to create conflict and the resolution 

to that conflict. (See Chapter II) In this project, I attempted to have the participants 

identify and solve a problem following a prescribed format of problem-solving—^namely 

the New Treffinger Model— within the format of a drama session. It is possible that the 

results would be similar if the session was only a Process Drama session or a session of 

creative problem-solving using the New Treffinger Model. This project did not set out to 

test the two methods independently or against each other, only to test the feasibihty of the 

combined methods. 

I asserted that the participants would possibly have an interest in drama or 

creative problem-solving. That was the case for most of them. Those that responded 

showed a desire to leam about drama or creative problem-solving. This could account 
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for some of their readiness to be involved in a character and in the drama. However, the 

project was not designed to test the participants, but to test the combination of the 

methods. I see it as fortunate for my project that the participants were ready to be 

involved, even though there was not an attempt made to insure this. The camera 

operator's notes picked up on this idea, by noting that, "they seemed to be 'good 

students' and therefore wanted to please the professor and wanted to make sense of his 

project." There is always an advantage to working with people that want a project to 

succeed. The response indicates that they did want the project to succeed, but I did not 

note any tampering or hiding of information. 

I assumed that a three-hour time block for the session would be sufficient, and 

while we did finish the session, several participants made comments conceming the 

length of the session, showing that they wanted it to be longer. This might account for 

the lack of understanding on the part of some of the participants regarding the solving of 

a problem. I felt a definite msh to get to everything in the time allotted and to stay on my 

predetermined schedule. I found in reviewing the video tape that the participants liked to 

be in the scenes and small groups. A few participants expressed a desire for more time to 

develop characters, most likely because they were acting students. Their need for more 

time stemmed possibly from their enjoyment in being in role. Again, their backgrounds 

in drama probably contributed to this because they saw the session as a form of acting. 

There is no other evidence to support that their participation was only for their interest in 

acting, rather the comments and responses indicated that they also gained knowledge 

about problem-solving. 
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This session, like most drama sessions, had a leader, a group, and a place to work. 

While there were discussions about the leader and the session, these discussions did not 

distinguish between the causes of success: whether they were to do with the leader or the 

combined session. It was not he scope of this project to find out how much Process 

Drama, the New Treffinger Model, and the leader separately contributed to the success of 

the session, but only to find out if combining Process Drama and the New Treffinger 

Model were viable. 

What I Leamed 

Since the major purpose of this project was the integration of Process Drama and 

the New Treffinger Model, this section is the fomm where I can reflect on the experience. 

Three aspects of the results interested me for this discussion: the leader, the stmcture of 

the session, and the participants. In this discussion, I will recount what I leamed about 

these subjects. 

Reviewing the overall project, I felt confident in my abilities as a leader because I 

successfully led the session. I prepared in advance by researching many different types 

of drama sessions, episodes, and exercises. I kept the session moving forward. I thought 

on my feet and made changes and adaptations to the lesson plan when I perceived the 

need to aide the participants. I enjoyed positive interactions with the participants and 

created questions that obtained useful responses from the group. I also kept to the 

schedule I set for myself in the beginning of this project. These are all necessary 
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requirements for an effective leader as defined by the drama practitioners in the field. 

(See Chapter II) 

I also felt there that there was room for improvement. As the leader I leamed that 

I needed to be clearer in directions and to ensure that everyone involved was aware of 

what was going on in the drama session. My tendency was to let the clock, rather than 

the group, dictate where we need to be. Also, I found myself distracted at times from the 

drama with my concem over whether we were including each of the problem-solving 

stages. What did help with the Process Drama aspect of the session was that overall I 

was involved enough as the leader to make decisions on the spot and invent episodes. 

When I tmsted my skills as a leader and stayed involved in the session, the session had a 

better flow to it and the participants were more involved. 

Regarding the "blending" of the two methods, I found that if I wanted the 

participants to understand the problem-solving aspect better I needed to offer direct 

explanations by going out of role and stopping the session. By doing this, I discovered 

that the combined methods of Process Drama and the New Treffinger Model were 

possible and advantageous. Since I was familiar with both techniques I found it 

rewarding to use the combination session. I felt a need on my part at times to allow the 

session to unfold on its own and see where the participants wanted to take the drama 

session. Ample evidence supports the possibility of doing a longer session, or to try 

multiple sessions with the same participants. I found it would be helpful to have more 

time to explain the problem-solving aspects of the session so that the participants would 

have a better understanding of the methods of problem-solving. I felt this would address 
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the confusion that some participants had. Between my observations and the participants' 

comments, I could easily have continued the drama session longer. Time became a real 

issue in the type of problem that was encountered. With additional time added to the 

session, the problem and its solutions could have become more complex. 

The participants brought a lot of their own knowledge and experiences to the 

session. I leamed that doing this type of drama session was of great interest to the 

participants, but some of that interest was self motivated. Some participants wanted to 

make the session an acting exercise. Two participants' responses from Appendix K, "Me 

having more of a character" and "I figured out things about myself as an actor and a 

person" show this. Another observation I made about the participants was the energy 

they could bring and how the group dynamics affected the session. Of course, the 

participants had a tremendous impact on the session, and I leamed that the momentum of 

the participants was a great thing; that as a leader I could channel their energy for the 

session. When the participants were really into the drama of the session, the session 

flowed in the direction it needed to go and they seemed to leam. If they had been tired 

or had no energy or motivation to participate, the session would have slowed and the 

leaming would have been hindered. Some participants were concemed with how others 

in the group responded or participated, but some did not seem to notice. Overall, I 

found that my experience leading this was a leaming experience for everyone and 

generally accomplished what I hoped it would, ft validated the combining of the methods 

as well as illuminated the strengths and weaknesses in my personal leading style. 
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Strengths and weaknesses of the project 

The strength of the study lay in the overall success of the session. I found that 

Process Drama and the New Treffinger Model integrated well together, according to my 

review of the data. This became a positive first attempt for me at the combination. 

I am able to accept this assessment of myself and the session because the 

participants rated the leading as high, thereby allowing the session to be viewed for itself 

rather than the leader. I also count it as a benefit that the participants did not rate me 

unduly high, which also could affect my view of the session. It counted as a strength that 

the participants themselves accomplished the task of solving the proposed problem and 

being involved in the drama, even though the main point was the combining of the 

methods. 

A variety of measures were built into the study as checks on the results and to 

aide me in keeping the analysis as free of researcher bias as possible. It was beneficial to 

use the triangulation of the data to increase the amount and variety of the data. The 

various collection methods provided me with enough various data sources to pull 

meaning from. Each individual source helped confirm the information and interpretation 

I found in the other data sources. 

The principal limiting factors I address in Chapter III are the use of the single 

session lasting three hours, the criteria for the participants, the selection of Process 

Drama as described by O'Neill and the New Treffinger Model of creative problem-

solving. As discussed in the above sections, the time limit did seem to have some 

negative impact on the session. At times I mshed and felt pressured to stay on schedule 
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while fitting in all of the stages of the New Treffinger Model. That is partly my fauh as a 

leader and designer of the session. I think it would help to have the session last over the 

course of a few days, allowing more time for the development of the problem and the 

participants' ideas. 

I accepted participants who responded to fliers that I placed on campus. This did 

limit who responded to my invitation, and the final group was mostly drama students. As 

acting students, they represented a fairly narrow segment of the larger population I could 

draw from. They tended to be comfortable leaming in this way, which was a plus for the 

session, but may have been a weakness in the design of the project. I handled this by 

focusing the project more on the session and its success than on the participants. 

The final limiting factor was the choice of the creative problem-solving model 

and the Process Drama model which in my view did not really limit the session. There 

are other models for both Process Drama and creative problem-solving, but as I covered 

in Chapter II, I think these were the most suitable for this project and the models I most 

preferred to work with. 

Implications and Recommendations 

Now that I have successfully combined a session of Process Drama and the New 

Treffinger Model of creative problem-solving, there is evidence to support the idea of 

further study. This project itself is a step in that direction. The above discussions imply 

that the session is replicable, and further study could result in a clearer understanding of 

the processes involved as well as the impact of the leader's input. The design of the 
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session would not prevent me or other practitioners from replicating this study. 

However, the leader needs to have a thorough understanding of the two methods 

involved. In other studies, any number of specific areas could become the focus of a 

project. Studies could probe more deeply into the leader's effect on the session. Of 

interest is the possibility of an ineffective leader which would cause the session to be 

ineffective as well. The leader's background and experience could also be of interest in a 

study looking at the fraining of session leaders. 

There are numerous possibilities conceming the effect of Process Drama as 

opposed to other types of drama, for example creative drama, fomm theatre, story drama, 

or the Rutgers Imagination Method, any of which would provide interesting subjects. 

The same can be said of creative problem-solving models such as Guilford's, deBono's, 

or the Qsbom-Pames model. I believe that it would be interesting to use Torrance's 

combined model of creative problem-solving and social drama. Larger studies could 

involve various methods used independently and together in sessions. A more in-depth 

study involving a series of sessions, such as one with the Process Drama alone, one with 

the New Treffinger Model alone, and one combining the two followed by a similar 

format with any of the other drama and creative problem-solving models would also be 

instmctive. 

The session length is another area that could be studied. As pointed out in the 

earlier discussion many of the participants wanted more time; a session of greater length 

or over a period of days could be tried. 
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The participants are a large variable offering many possibilities, such as students 

in different fields with a wide range of demographics. Some groups of interest to me 

include populations with no experience in drama or problem-solving, business groups, 

professionals, elderiy groups, high school students, and elementary students. I am 

interested in trying Action Research design on other educational projects. After this 

experience I recommend it as a means to improve your performance or methods as a 

leader. 

Summary 

The responses from the participants and my comments as the leader do indicate 

that it is possible to combine a session of Process Drama with the New Treffinger Model 

of creative problem-solving. I find that it is possible to solve a problem and have the 

participants involved in the drama of the session. This would indicate that the integrated 

approach was viable; the participants' responses and my own observations also 

confirmed the need for the leader to help the participants understand the two processes. It 

appears that I bear some responsibility for any errors or lack of understanding on the part 

of the participants. The participants demonstrated that they were involved in the drama at 

all stages in the session. Their comments on the questionnaire and the joumaling of the 

characters' thoughts give ample evidence of this involvement. Regarding the solving of a 

problem, the respondents did seem to feel that they solved a problem, and as the leader I 

saw evidence of a problem being solved. The experience was positive for me and there 
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seems to be sufficient evidence to support continued work in integrating Process Drama 

and the New Treffinger Model. 

Having completed the integrated session of Process Drama and the New 

Treffinger Model, I found a couple of benefits emerged. This project added to the 

general knowledge base in the fields of drama and creative problem-solving. Process 

Drama is appearing more frequently as a study. This dissertation will add to that growing 

information in a different way. The combination of Process Drama with the New 

Treffinger Model, or any creative problem-solving model, was untried before my project. 

The same is tme for the New Treffinger Model, and other forms of drama, so named for 

this project, which will now benefit from the exposure to a new combination. 

I found that practitioners in both fields were supportive of efforts to expand the 

knowledge of their respective field. The combined session was a first and the results 

were presented for review and critique. 

The session is replicable as are various other combinations that are discussed in this 

chapter. Practitioners from both fields are working diligently to expand their skills and 

techniques. This project now serves as an example of these expansions. 

The success of the session added to my personal abilities and confidence as a 

practitioner of drama and creative problem-solving. The use of Action Research as a new 

tool continued to expand my skill base. I am happy with the results. 
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rciiicr for Crealivi; l.cjminv; 
P O Box 141(10 NK I'loy/ 
Sarasota. 1-L .-'-iZTS^loO 

Re: Permission U> l.'sc Copyrighted Malcrial 

Dear Dr. 1 rLlTiniicr, 

Tliank >ou again for responding to my June 2((02 request to use your material in my 
Jivscnalioii 'lou coDfirmcd via email that you «oiild grant mc permission to use the grapiiicb 
coiuaMicd in your book, f i ca lnc Problcni Solving: An Inlroduction. Third Edition. 20(.H), 
i)ji;cs 14, 15 and IS. Ttie material will be credited .is I'ollows, 

lor Pact-14: C20UO, SCi Isaksen, K B. I )or \ j | . & D,J, I rcl'finger. Kqjnnied by pcnins.sion 
from Creative Problem Solving; V̂ii Introdiiciion (3rd Edition); Waco. TX: Prufrock Press, 
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Creative Problem SoKiiit;. ,»\n Introduction (3rd hd K Waco, fX; Prufrock Press. 
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:rom Creative Problem Solving: An liiu-oduction (3rd l:dilion); Waco, I \ Prufrock Press 
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therefore, please express >our permission by signing, lielow and returning the signed copy to 
me in the enclosed envelope. 

SiMcerel/:) 

Wade Fransen 
R*nnission granted for non-prolil use, 

/suiject 10 the abov e conditions. 

l^inaldT TrSingcr ' D^lc: _ . / 2 / L / | £ . 

Shenandoah Conservatory 

•(t.A5-Unive<s!tyOnve,Wr.rner:er,VA 2/601-5 V'J ! S-K) 665-bOO | l̂ A> 540-6655402 i *ww«jer!u 
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I NEED 10-15 STUDENTS THIS SATURDAY 
TO HELP WITH MY PROJECT 

I WILL BE OFFERING A FREE WORKSHOP 
ON PROCESS DRAMA 

AND 
CREATIVE PROBLEM-SOLVING 

SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 
FROM 1PM UNTIL 4PM 

THOSE INTERESTED 
PLEASE SIGN THE LIST BELOW BY 

THRUSDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 
IF YOU PLAN TO ATTEND 

I KNOW THIS IS A LONG WEEKEND 
WITH NO SCHOOL ON MONDAY... 

SO IF THERE ARE NOT ENOUGH STUDENTS 
WHO CAN PARTICIPATE ON SATURDAY, 

/ WILL RESCHEDULE 

I HOPE TO MAKE THIS A 
FUN AND EDUCATIONAL 

WORKSHOP FOR EVERYONE 

THANK YOU. 
MR. FRANSEN 

ROOM 118 
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LETTER OF UNDERSTANDING February 15, 2003 

\- No connection to Shenandoah University: 

This is an independent research project by Professor Fransen as part of his own 
Ph.D. dissertation. This is not a Shenandoah University-sponsored event. It is not a 
Shenandoah University course. Shenandoah University is not responsible for anything 
that happens during this study. Your participation in this activity has no bearing on any 
of your future Shenandoah University coursework or student/faculty relationship. 

2. Your Participation: 
Your participation is strictly voluntary and you will not be paid. You are asked to 

remain for the entire three-hour session. You will be asked to participate in all aspects of 
today's session, including the written and verbal evaluations. If you do not wish to 
participate in any aspect of the drama session itself, you may excuse yourself from that 
portion of the 3-hour block. There will be no obligations between you and Professor 
Fransen after today's activity. 

3. You will be videotaped. 
Today's activity will be videotaped. The videotape will be used only in reviewing 

the session in order to evaluate the project. 

4. Confidentiality: 
Your real name will not be used in the report of this study. Your written 

responses will be anonymous. 

4. The Results of This Activity 
The results of today's activity will be reported in a published dissertation. You 

acknowledge this activity is Professor Fransen's work product and that all rights to use 
the results of this activity, and the dissertation, are reserved by Professor Fransen. 

5. Non-discrimination: 

You have not been chosen as a participant, nor will the results be evaluated based 
on your race, gender, religion, age, ethnic origin, or disabilities. 

INFORMED CONSENT: I have read the above and agree to the terms of my 
participation in this study. 

Signature Printed Name 
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Lesson Plan Outline 

Process Drama and Creative Problem-Solving Session 

General Information: 

Title: 

Leader: 

Date: 

Participants: 

Place: 

Length of Session: 

Materials: 

Preparation: 

The Return 
Influenced by Cecily O'Neill's "Frank Miller" from Drama Worlds 

Wade Fransen 

February 15, 2003 

10-15 university students 

Ruebush greenroom Shenandoah University 

Three hours 

Large writing tablet, large sticky-notes, markers, tape, 
waiver forms, video recorder, numbered cards, 
questiormaire forms, pens. 

Review possible episodes to include in the session. 
Set up room, chairs, camera, and materials. 

Objectives of the Session: 
a. To lead the group through a process drama session while simultaneously 

leading the group through the three components and six stages of 
Treffinger's creative problem-solving model. 

b. To continuously assess the success of the session during the session and 
make spontaneous changes in order to maximize the merger of the two 
forms. 

c. To create an atmosphere in which participants will offer their most honest 
evaluations. 

I. Introduce Participants to the Session: 

a. The purpose and organization of the session 
b. Signing of waivers 
c. Overview of creative problem-solving and the Treffinger Model 
d. Discussion on process drama 
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II. The Session: 

The New Treffinger Model 
["Generating and Focusing" language 
from the model was retyped verbatim here 
for the reader's convenience.] 
Understanding the Challenge: 

Constructing Opportunities 

G: Generate possible opportunities and 
challenges to consider. 
F. Focus by identifying the most 
promising opportunities to pursue. 

Understanding the Challenge: 
Exploring Data 

G: Examine many sources of data from 
different points of view. 
F. Identify the key or most important 
data. 

Understanding the Challenge: 
Framing Problems 

G: Generate many, varied, and unusual 
ways to state this problem. 
F: Select or form a specific problem 
statement. 

The Process Drama Episodes 
[Descriptions of the individual drama 
exercises are on the following page.] 

Pre-text: 
The leader in role announces to "all 
concemed citizens" that Tom Gardner was 
returning. 

Open Discussion: 
Reaction to statement by the participants. 
Out of role sum-up initiating event. 

Questioning in role: 
(For example. What should we do? 
What do we know? What don't we know? 
What do the numbered cards mean? 
When will he be back? What does he 
want? 
Where did he go? Why was he coming 
back now? How will we get through 
this?) 

Reflect: 
Discuss the details that have emerged. 

Tableau/sculpture: 
Small group depiction of life stages and 
possible problems. 

Improv based Scenes: 
Various aspects of the relationships. 

Interviews: 
Working in pairs to identify possibilities. 

Soliloquy: 
Reflecting on and speaking the thoughts 
of characters and joumal writing as 
problem statements. 

Break 
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Generating Ideas 
Generating Ideas 

G: Produce many, varied, and unusual 
ideas. 
F: Identify ideas with interesting potenfial 
to develop or use. 

Games: 
Line improvs, hunter/hunted, back-tag, 
predator- prey, yes-no. Designed to get 
back into the rhythm of the session. 

Group formal Scene: 
Debate or trial. Create theories/ ideas, test 
theories/ ideas. 

Discovery exercises: 
Family portraits, sixty second movie, 
subtext, age walk, past-present-future. 

Talk Show: 
Experts were consulted 

Forum Theatre: 
Small groups work on solutions and 
portray through a scene. 
Participants may stop and change the 
scene until preferred scene emerges. 

Break 
Preparing for Action: 

Developing Solutions 

G: Organize, analyze, refine, or 
strengthen promising possibilities. 
F: Combine, evaluate, prioritize, or select 
promising solutions. 

Preparing for Action: 
Building Acceptance 

G: Consider various sources of assistance 
and resistance and possible actions for 
implementation. 
F: Formulate specific plans to gain 
support for, carry out, and evaluate 
actions. 

Games: Knots, machine, oooh-aaah, 
relationship circle. Reestablish 
connection between participants. 

Commercial: 
Groups of three present solution as a 
commercial. 

Reflection on the themes: 
Group discussion, vote on plans, 
consensus. 

Group improvisation: 
List out acfion plan of one, act out stages 
of the plan. 
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III. Wrap-up: 
Group discussion questions * Questionnaires * Thanks and dismiss participants. 
Process drama exercise descriptions. Following were brief, informal definitions for 
the process drama terminology and exercises listed in the lesson plan. The 
researcher intends to use some or all of these exercises in the episodes. Where 
explanation was needed, the shortened form below was used as a basis to explain 
these exercises. Any additional explanation that may have been need was handled 
on an exercise by exercise basis. 

1. Pre-text. The source for the drama process; it sets the reason for doing the drama. 
The problem was embedded within it. It helps define the roles of the participants. 

2. In-role/out of role. Denotes whether or not the leader was acting in character. 
Generally, the participants will follow the leader's example. 

3. Tableau/sculpture. Participants freeze in positions which depict a scene or event. 
4. Improvised scenes. Participants were given their character, place and time 

setting, and will proceed to develop dialogue and actions from there. 
5. Interview. Working in pairs, one character will probe the other for details. 
6. Soliloquy. The person speaks aloud the inner thoughts of his character. 
7. Line improvs. Participants form two lines facing each other; individuals interact 

with the person they face, then the line shifts such that each individual interacts 
with a new person. 

8. Hunter/hunted. Two people were blindfolded and placed inside a circle of people. 
The two search for the "weapon" (prop placed on floor). Hunter tries to tag 
hunted before hunted finds "home." 

9. Predator-prey. Similar to above. Predator tries to catch prey; roles switch back 
and forth. 

10. Back-tag. A competition/tension-releasing game. Played in pairs. Each tries to 
tag the other's back without having their own back tagged. 

11. Yes-no. Players stand in a circle. They "pass" the word "yes" in one direction 
until someone says "no," at which point the "yes" must go in the opposite 
direction. 

12. Group formal scene. Entire group was featured in a social event, (i.e. funeral, 
trial, town meeting) 

13. Debate. Players discuss and argue two aspects of a topic. 
14. Family portraits. Similar to a tableau, a group freezes in positions depicting a 

family. 
15. Sixty second movie. Group presents an entire "movie" from beginning to end 

within one minute. 
16. Subtext. Two persons play out a scene; two additional persons, offstage, supply 

additional dialogue representing the actual thoughts of the actors. 
17. Age walk. Group walks in a circle, in character, as various ages were called out. 

Each person changes his walk, demeanor, etc. accordingly. 
18. Past, present, future. Three sets of actors play out scenes from characters' past, 

present and future. 
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19. Talk show. Host invites experts; audience asks questions; host moderates. 
20. Modified forum theatre. Audience members and actors were allowed to stop the 

action and change the direction of the scene. Audience members can replace 
actors. 

21. Knots. Group stands together in circle; each person holds hands with others, then 
group tries to untangle themselves. 

22. Machine. One starts a motion and sound, another comes and makes another 
motion and sound, others add themselves to the "machine." 

23. Qooh-Ahhh. Group stands in circle. One makes a sound and movement, the next 
mirrors it back, and so on around the circle. 

24. Commercial. Small groups create a commercial for an idea or product. 
25. Group improvisation. Based on results of group discussion and subsequent vote 

and/or consensus, one solution or story line was then performed from beginning 
to end. 
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Leader's Checklist: 

Understanding the Challenge: 
Constructing Opportunities 
Generate 

Generate possible opportunities 
Generate challenges to consider 

Focus 
Identify most promising opportunities 

to pursue 

Understanding the Challenge: 
Exploring Data 
Generate 

Examine many sources of data from 
different point of view 
Focus 

Identify key or most important data 

Understanding the Challenge: Framing 
Problems 
Generate 

Generate many ways to state the 
problem 

Generate varied ways to state the 
problem 

Generate unusual ways to state the 
problem 
Focus 

Select a specific problem statement 

Generating Ideas: Generating Ideas 
Generate 

^Produce many ideas 
^Produce varied ideas 
^Produce unusual ideas 

Focus 
Identify ideas with interesting 

potential to develop or use 

Preparing for Action: Developing 
Solutions 
Generate 

Organize promising possibilities 
Analyze promising possibilities 
Refine promising possibilities 
Strengthen promising possibilities 

U.<! Focus 
Combine promising solutions 
Evaluate promising solutions 
Prioritize promising solutions 
Select promising solutions 

Preparing for Action: Building 
Acceptance 
Generate 

Consider various sources of assistance 
Consider various sources of resistance 
Consider possible actions for 

implementation 
Focus 

^Formulate specific plans to gain 
support for actions 

Formulate specific plans to carry out 
actions 

Formulate specific plans to evaluate 
actions 

Adapted from. Creative Problem-solving 
An Introduction 
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Discussion Questions: 

Understanding, knowledee 
What was the purpose of the activity? 
How would you describe this session to a friend? 

Experience, behavior, sensory 
How do you think your participation affected what happened? 

Feeling 
How did you feel about this activity? 

Further usefulness, value 
Describe any new skills you leamed. 
Describe any feature(s) of this exercise that you would change. 
What further uses might there be for this type of activity? 

Opinion 
How did the activity affect you? 

Extra 

What is problem-solving? 

Are there any questions that you have? 

What could be improved? 

What went well? 
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Evaluation Questionnaire: 

1 

la 

2 

2a 

3 

3a 

4 

4a 

5 

Did you understand the process of problem-solving through drama? 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Very well 

What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

Were the two methods (drama and problem-solving): 
1 2 3 4 5 
Separate Blended 

What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

Problem-solving was affected by the use of drama. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Unclear Clear 

What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

The effectiveness of the leader was: 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not effective Very effective 

What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

The leader guided us: 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Very well 
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5 a 

6 

6a 

7 

7a 

8 

8a 

9 

9a 

What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

The pace of the session was: 
1 2 3 
Too slow 

What would it take to make the pace of the sessior 

Did you "get into character"? 
1 2 3 
Not at all 

4 5 
Too fast 

i just right? 

4 5 
Very much 

What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

Did the situations of the drama intrigue you? 
I 2 3 
Not at all 

4 5 
Very much 

What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

Did you feel you were involved in the drama? 
1 2 3 
Not at all 

4 5 
Very much 

What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 
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10 

10a 

11 

11a 

12 

12a 

13 

Was there a clear problem"^ 
1 2 3 
No 

4 5 
Yes 

What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

Did you feel a desire to solve the problem? 
1 2 3 
No 

4 5 
Yes 

What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

Did you feel you solved a problem? 
1 2 3 
No 

4 5 
Yes 

What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

Would you do this again? 
1 2 3 
No 

4 5 
Yes 
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Table H.l 
Research Questions and Data Sources Matrix 

Can the 
participants be 
engaged in the 
drama and 
simultaneously 
incorporate the 
new Treffinger 
model? 
If yes, does the 
success mean 
the integrated 
approach was 
valid? 
If yes, did the 
success stem 
from the 
leader's 
participation? 
[input. 
abilities] 
If no, does the 
failure mean 
the integrated 
approach was 
invalid? 
If no, did the 
failure stem 
from leader's 
inadequacies? 
Did the 
participants 
get involved in 
the drama? 
Did the 
participants 
solve a 
problem? 

Evaluative 
Questionnaire 

Questions 
1,2,3, 
10,11,12 

Questions 
1,2,3 

Questions 
4,5,6 

Questions 
1,2,3 

Questions 
4,5,6 

Questions 
7,8,9 

Questions 
10,11,12 

Post 
Session 
Discussion 
Questions 
1,2,7,8,9 

Questions 
2,5,6,7,11, 
12 

Questions 
11,12 

Questions 
2,5,6,7,11, 
12 

Questions 
11,12 

Questions 
2,3,4 

Questions 
1,8,9 

Review 
of 
Videotape 
X 

X 

X 

Leader 
checklist 

X 

X 

Camera 
Operator 
notes 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Participants' 
Joumals 

X 

X 
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Table I.l 
Researcher's Video Tape Notes 

Time 
1:38 

1:40 

1:41 

1:43 

1:44 

1:45 

1:48 

1:52 
1:54 

1:55 

1:57 

What actually happened 
Intio to cps questions on time/ 
session Brief intro to pd 
Session begins 
Telling of tiie note and reading its 
contents 
Read the note: addressed to all 
concemed citizens -Tom Gardner 
is coming this concems all of you 
so prepare 
3 late comers enter the session 

Discussed generating and focusing 
phases of the components more 
briefing on cps and pd 
Reaction to the opening sequence, 
any reactions to what happened? 

Who is he? How can we finds out 
Groups to form a tableau of an 
aspect of his Hfe 

Groups discuss 

Forming the tableaus 
Time waming 

Presentation of the tableaus 

Group comments on tableaus: not 
working together, status, outsider 
Exploring the important 
relationships: employer-employee, 
who wrote the letter, family of 
fiiends 

Leader's comments 
Explaining of what we will actually do 
The flow of the session 
Had them close their eyes and take a deep 
breath to relax and focus 
I changed my mood; it affected the group 
This is the pre-text for the session it 
accomplished what I had hoped 

Showed the cards that came with the note 
Had to stop and give the new people forms 
to sign; had the group think of roles to play 
Trying to take some time while the 3 fill 
out the paper work 

Working to establish a direction for the 
session generating ideas and possible 
scenes some discussion on the cards 
possibilities I push for facts that we know 
It is hoped that using a non verbal 
beginning the group can access the 
intuitive and explore possible areas to leam 
about Note: possible to have more small 
group dynamics work 

Keeping the session moving, they are 
working well in the groups working on 
various possibilities 
1. Tom stands out side the group and 
watches others work 2. Tom stands on a 
chair others look away or at tom 3. all 
except tom huddle together tom looks on 
Discuss the relationships that can shed light 
on the story; group showing that they are 
involved in the session many good ideas 
coming from various people 
We are in the exploring data phase looking 
at the possibilities 
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Table 1.1 Continued 

1:58 

2:01 

2:06 

2:07 

2:11 

2:19 

2:21 

2:22 

2:27 

Scene work. Building to dialogue 
and movement 
Scenes began 

discuss how he had some friends 
and had so called friends that 
treated him bad and a boss that 
freated him bad fired him 
In pairs interview a is the 
interviewer from out of town b is 
someone that knows tom 
After the interviewing the groups 
are split to the interviewers and the 
interviewed, interviewers discuss 
the major finds from the interviews 
while the others observe 

Summarize people knew about him 
but gave him no respect, fired 
from his job, intelligent but picked 
on 

Group split into two lines standing 
across from each other 1 side boss 
other side tom 

Reflect time, write on paper-what 
do you think is the main problem 
that tom has? Main difficulty? I 
feel people are as a problem 
statement in what ways might 
I(what he plans to do) 
Back to a large group activity semi 
circle 

Discussions going very well 

1, Introduction of characters of friend 
summaries of scenes 2, tom agitated about 
his job his boss who doesn't want to 
implement his ideas boss hostile to him 3, 
closed out from friends talk about him 
don't include him 

Working on the possibilities and in re 
defining the problem itself 

This is a focusing phase trying to narrow 
down the possibilities 

During the discussion a more clear picture 
of tom emerges some nice detail in the 
descriptions 
Trying to get the group to focus on what 
tom is planning to do and who he is what 
happened to him these seem to bee the 
main questions that they want to know 
The job is important 
Objective is to give the group a sense of 
the event of tom being fired 
Note: the discussion afterward very lively 
and sometimes it seems that I lead to much 
Wanted to clarify the problem, focus the 
session 

Retuming to framing the problem 

Need to get clarity and consensus on the 
direction of the session 
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Table 1,1 Continued 

2:27. 
40 

2:30 

2:31 

2:34 

2:35 

2:36 

2:37 

2:28 

2:44 

2:45 

Town meeting, find out why tom is 
coming back 

Town meeting is held with 
participant as mayor, they choose 
characters that are experts or that 
knew tom 

Mayor, why is he coming back we 
are to prepare 

Where is the sister, discussion 
group is very involved in 
formation of ideas 

Split the group in to those for or 
those against tom sitting on 
separate sides facing front 
The scene is the funeral of tom in 
the future anyone who has 
something to say can come 
forward and say it 

Joumaling reflect on toms last 
thoughts or the last thing that he 
did 
In groups discuss what just 
happened in the funeral 

I need time to check the checklist and 
monitor where we are and where to go 
next, a generating phase it is hoped that 
mew possibilities or the strengthening of 
old ones will happen 

Guide them towards what he is going to do 
Most are polarized by now for or against 
tom some apprehension about what tom 
will do 
Someone introduces the character of their 
sister that knew tom, many very free 
expressions about the nature of tom 

I focus the group to a couple of the main 
areas covered and of concem , is he 
dangerous, what we need to know more 
about, what did they do, focusing phase 
1 need something to spur them to continue 
galvanizing their choices and help the sense 
of drama and the character choices 
Some speak of him kindly understandingly 
how he was misunderstood some against he 
deserved what he got 

Mood of the funeral is appropriate they 
seem to be into it speaking for the most 
part in hushed tones 
Note: from the results there are some good 
intuitive responses here, in character 

I am assign where we are and how much 
time we have and giving others time to 
finish writing 
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Table I.l Continued 

2:48 

2:51 

3:01 

3:03 

3:05 

3:07 

3:08 

3:09 

3:13 

3:17 

3:22 

For closure say the last thing to 
tom (mayor laying out as tom) as 
you pass by then go out for a break 

break 

Discussion of solutions to the main 
problem 

Discuss, what he is going to do 
prepare for his coming where has 
he been 
Scene set up between tom and the 
introduced sister 

scene is played we watch as if 
behind a two way mirror 

Stop scene add the friend 

Added two people to speak tom's 
thoughts one positive one negative 

Groups are to play out scene of 
what tom did when he came to 
town discuss possibilities 

What did he do Focus on the best 
option to portray the scene decide 
Group presentations 

I am able to check the commitment level of 
the group as they pass by, some are very 
moved even to tears most are involved a 
couple of them don't seem very involved 
Break came latter than anticipated but was 
a good time 
Moving in to the preparing for action phase 
Working to find out what we plan to do 
trying possible solutions 
Coach them on finding a way to find out 
/ someone suggests we ask the sister 

I chose someone for the sister that has 
seemed involved but not very vocal to this 
point 
They assign names to numbers on the cards 
Tom is concemed about the method he has 
chosen 
Wanted to find out what tom is going to do 
He wants to stop all the computers in the 
town 
I wanted to add fiiel to the fire of tom 
There is a real conflict in the two voices the 
participants handle the information well 
tom is very involved 
I have a concem about the groups energy 
most are students and looked tired when we 
started they have done very well but we 
have been here for some time now. I want 
to get them to the ending part and have 
time to do the wrap up questions 
Discussion going well groups working on 
the scenes 
1, tom pulled a gun had a breakdown 2, 
tom talks to a fiiend about his plans; a cop 
comes gives a waming others make fun of 
him, 3, happy reunion with a friend he is 
tracking down the cards seeing people 
shutting down everything they have to 
figure out the cards boss wont tom leaves 
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Table I.l Continued 

3:30 

3:32 
3:33 

3 toms in the middle people 
against him in a circle around him 
moving clockwise saying the 
negative things to him, those for 
him move counter clockwise 
saying positive things toms are to 
stay until they are motivated to 
leave the center and speak a 
monologue of what they feel. 
The toms speak their thoughts 
Drama wrap-up Stop, reflect on 
the session who the heck was tom 

Needed something to work for a close to 
the session 

Toms are involved in their characters 
Interesting to find that there were things to 
reflect about the session that were not 
intended in the original write up, about we 
as people but that is how the drama 
operates. Tom a struggling individual that 
is misunderstood like us, not ready for the 
ending I speak to much myself 
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Discussion Questions Responses by Participants: 

[During the post-session discussion, the camera operator took handwritten notes of the 
participants' responses. This was done in order to have a second record of the responses, 
knowing that it would be difficult to hear several people speaking simultaneously on the 
videotape. The camera operator attempted to take notes as verbatim as possible.] 

Question 1: What was the purpose of the activity? 

Problem-solving skills 
Group work 
Create characters 
Become Tom 

Question 2: How would you describe this session to a fiiend? 

Role played 
Formative situation workshop 
Multi-tasking 
Help discover base in everyone to build 
Create character 
Shows relationship with each other 
This stinggling guy was us 
Accepting people's opinions 
Improvisation 
Using intelligence to solve problems 
Imagination 
Accept others' ideas 
Work as a group toward a goal 

Question 3: How do you think your participation affected what happened? 

Each of us had a great influence 
Came early or later 
Outcome would have been different without one 
Everyone equally involved 
Different group breakdowns kept equilibrium 
I made it more bloody 
I introduced a character 
I introduced Tom's sister 
In introduced a complex mind 
An outsider trying to prove employer dismissed him 
That town is closed minded 
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No one would listen 

Made Tom more likeable because he was becoming bad 

Question 4: How did you feel about this activity? 

Great 
More natural with improvisation 
Do another one 

Question 5: Describe any new skills you leamed. 

Better at improvisation 
Quicker thinking 
Team work 

[At this point the leader took some time to explain creative problem-solving vs. critical 
thinking. Particpants' remarks:] 

-Now I can see how this can have implications for different purposes, like 
teaching other subjects. 
-When we said at the end of the session, "Oh, Tom is us!" we were surprised at 
what we leamed. 

-It is a new way of teaching, learaer-directed. 

Question 6: Describe any features of this exercise that you would have changed. 

More time 
More time to prepare scenes 
Wanted to see everybody's image of characters 
Too much time on his past, not enough on letters and why he was coming back 
Need warm-ups. Too sudden start. 
I didn't feel as focused. 
In life there are no warnings. 
If each had a more dire role, a higher stake, we would understand problem better. 

Question 7: Did you have a vested interest to solve? 

Yes 
Wanted clues 
Fmstrated we couldn't compare cards 
May if we had more time we could have. 

Question 7: What further uses might there be for this type of activity? 
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Character work 
Improvisation skills 
Psychology sessions - do similar but not same scenarios 

Question 8: How did the activity affect you? 

I really care about Tom Gardner. 
Thought about what I would do. 
Related to the effect of pressure in my life. 
I saw Tom in my brother. 
Treating outsiders in high school situation. 

Question 9: What is problem-solving? 

Resolving an issue 
Trying to get a root 
Find out the problem is a lot deeper 
What really is the problem 
Problem-solving is eliminating conflict 
Was this the purpose - to show about problem-solving? 

[At this point the leader took some time to explain what he was trying to do.] 

Question 10: What could be improved? 

Some exercises seemed redundant 
At the beginning, we didn't understand the tableaus 

Tableaus led us without knowing we were being led 

Question 11: What went well? 

The last part - Tom in the circle 
When we said our individual thoughts 
It was powerful 
During the town meeting, we needed the leader as mayor 
We needed more direction, it digressed 
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Not at all 
1 

Evaluative Questionnaire Responses by Participants: 

Question 1: Did you understand the process of problem-solving through drama? 
Possible I ^̂  • " 1 ^ ^ <^ —' 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 0 

Very well 
5 

8 

Total 
Responses 

14 
Responses to "What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

•I thought it is a brilliant way to come to an understanding. . . by playing a role in 
a problem maybe are differently than you're used to you get a broader perspective 

•This workshop 
•More sessions, perhaps even lead one. 
•How does it relate to real life? 
•I did not understand the goal of the exercise or the purpose. However, the answer 

was revealed at the end. 
•I thought that using the drama we used to problem solve made it easier to get to a 

conclusion. 
•I'm not a very dramatic person. Some better instmctions, or I think we should 

have put the cards together. 
•Not at first, but at the end I understood the point of the exercise. 
•Having done this kind of thing before, it was an interesting process that made 

sense in the end. 
•Everything Mr. Fransen did everything had a purpose though not apparent at the 

beginning. 
•My rating is a 5 because I was shovm of unity at the end that I didn't realize 

during the process. 

Question 2: 
Possible 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 

Were the two methods (c 
Separate 

1 

0 

2 

1 

rama and problem-solvir 

3 

0 

4 

4 

ig): 
Blended 

5 

9 

Total 
Responses 

14 
Responses to "What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

•Not to be able to distinguish between them. 
•Maybe more guidance not as instmctor but as a character. 
•We used drama to solve the problems, they were well blended. 
•I really don't understand the purpose of this whole thing. 
•It seemed to flow together very well. 
•Establish our boundaries earlier and make them a little clearer. 
•They ere very much intertwined, but the use of drama sometimes distracted the 

participants from focusing on the problem and eventually changed the problem that was 
trying to be solved. 

•We always had intentions to accomplish something. 
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.Qii£stion2: Problem-so 
Possible 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 

Unclear 
1 

0 

ving was affected by the use of drama 
Clear 

5 

8 

Total 
Responses 

14 
Responses to "What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

•By seeing more examples of this type of work. 
•It was affected, yes, but it needed a bit more control. It got out of hand at times 

and some people were not able to be heard. 
Go to acting school. 
•People listening carefully to others ideas. 
•Same as 2a (Establsh our boundaries earlier and make them a little clearer). 
•We used different methods, with the use of drama, to solve problems. 

Question 4: 
Possible 

Responses 

No. of 
Responses 

The effectiveness of the 
Not 

effective 
1 

0 

2 

0 

eader was: 

3 

0 

4 

1 

Very 
effective 

5 

12 

Total 
Responses 

13 
Responses to "What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

•We needed him to keep us from lingering on. 
•He led us through the process really well. 
•Mr. Fransen was very clear, and if we didn't understand, he explained in a 

different way. 
•He had a great understanding of who he was working with and what they could 

do. 
•Leaving things so open to the participants was beneficial in that they created their 

own circumstances, however subjects were sometimes dwelled upon for too long and the 
speaker would be unaware that he/she was off topic, which I noticed would create an 
unfocusing effect on the overall group. 

•We were led without knowing it. 

Question 5: 
Possible 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 

1 be leaded j 
Not at all 

1 

0 

guided us: 

2 

0 

3 

0 

4 

4 

Very well 
5 

10 

Total 
Responses 

14 

Responses to "What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 
•Lead us and made sure we were moving forward and focused in our goal yet he 

didn't give us a destination or specific goal. 
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•Towards the middle I was confused about the goal of the group work. The 
objective of the tabloos were not clearly explained. 

•He became a mediator to us. Guiding us along. 
•I think he could have let us figure it out on our own a little more. 
•More understanding as to where we were going. 
Same answer as previous question (Leaving things so open to the participants 

was beneficial in that they created their own circumstances, however subjects were 
sometimes dwelled upon for too long and the speaker would be unaware that he/she was 
off topic, which I noticed would create an unfocusing effect on the overall group). 

•We came to an outcome that I didn't realize until the end. 

Question 6: 
Possible 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 

The pace of the session was: 
Too slow 

1 

0 

2 

1 

3 

7 

4 

6 

Too fast 
5 

0 

Total 
Responses 

14 
Responses to "What would it take to make the pace of the session just right? 

•To be able to explore each aspect more in depth. Maybe work with the same 
problem on several different occasion. 

•More time than 3 hours. 
•To have more time, maybe another session. 
•Maybe candidates who aren't afraid to speak?! 
•Slow it dovm just a tad, to make a little more time for characterization. 
•The pace was just right to keep our flow of thought constant. 
•It was good. 
•It was a little slow, but I think that it is better a little slow than too fast. 
•It was well timed. 
•Certain scenarios/exercises seemed redundat.(i.e. Funeral, talking w/fiiends) We 

seemed to be continually talking about Tom on a personal, uninformative, nostalgic level. 
•I felt cahn, unrushed and it didn't feel like it took to long. 

Question 7: Did you "get into character/" 
Possible 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 

Not at all 
1 

0 0 1 8 

Very much 
5 

Total 
Responses 

14 

Responses to "What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 
•If I was so tired, or if I had a larger role to play in the problem. 
•Warm-ups or focus. 
•Just a little more time during the "scenes" to develop an actual character. 
•Be more comfortable with the people I was working with. Mostly personal, but 

this situation and exercise was very easy to be emotional about it. 
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•It was slow at first. Then I chose the characterization of an outsider as I got more 
and more into it. Maybe some sort of brain "warm-up" at the beginning. 

1 guess we could have figured out what Tom did more to understand him better. 
More focus on my part as an actor. Also I was not aware of where these 

exercises were going so I didn't focus as much. 
•A little more understanding in the very world. 
•Longer and more scenes. 
•I didn't totally get into character due to my lack of creativity. 

Question 8: 
Possible 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 

Did the situations of the drama intrigue you? 
Not at all 

1 

0 

2 

1 

3 

0 

4 

2 

Very much 
5 

11 

Total 
Responses 

14 
Responses to "What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

•I needed to know it was very mysterious and intriguing 
•Raise the stakes. The question of why and what were vague in this situation. 
•Nothing, I'm not into drama much. 
•Me having more of a character. 
•The plot and intrigue of the situation were well defined and thought out. 
•All of the circumstances were important pressing situations. 

Question 9: 
Possible 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 

Did you fee 
Not at all 

1 

0 

you were involved in the drama? 

2 

0 

3 

0 

4 

5 

Very much 
5 

9 

Total 
Responses 

14 
Responses to "What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

•Smaller group also giving each person a more dire role which is vital to solving 
the problem. 

•I felt involved, just sometimes people would take over and not let others speak. 
•Drama school. 
•I think more focus after I understood where the exercises were leading me. 
•A little more understanding in the beginning. 
•At every step I felt involved. 

Question IC 
Possible 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 

): Was there 
No 
1 

0 

a clear problem? 

2 

1 

3 

1 

4 

7 

Yes 
5 

5 

Total 
Responses 

14 
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Responses to "What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 
•I wasn't completely clear as to what we were trying to solve, I had different ideas 

dunng the process. 

'We tumed it into a problem, it was just a situation in the beginning. 
•It's not there wasn't a clear problem, it just took us (the participants) a while to 

find it. 

If people agreed on more stuff it would be easier, perhaps a smaller group. 
Did not know whether we needed to know if he was dangerous, when he was 

coming back, why for what purpose, etc. 
•At first there was a little confusion but I feel there needed to be. 
•Well we didn't really know the exact problem other than the fact that tom was 

coming and we should be concemed. 
•There was a definite sence of conflict. 
•Information as to whether the problem had good or bad impUcations. 
•It's better, to leave the problem so ambiguous, so this is a good rating. 
•We had to find out about tom and what he was about. 

Question 11 
Possible 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 

: Did you feel a desire to solve the problem? 
No 

1 

0 

2 

0 

3 

0 

4 

1 

Yes 
5 

13 

Total 
Responses 

14 
Responses to "What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

•I was completely driven to find a solution or understand the problem or factors of 
the problem better. 

•I didn't understand the purpose of this thing really well. 
•I wanted to know. 
•I wanted to figure out the situation. 

Question 1̂  
Possible 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 

I: Did you feel you solvec 
No 
1 

1 

2 

1 

a problem? 

3 

1 

4 

2 

Yes 
5 

9 

Total 
Responses 

14 
Responses to "What would it take to make your rating a "5"? 

•Yes I did feel I solved a problem but if the group were perhaps even smaller and I 
was able to be more involved to just get deeper into the work. 

•I think we would need more time to solve the problem, if there is even a problem 
to solve. 

•Needs more time. 
•More of a conclusion, an answer. 
•If we figured out what he did. 
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•I really enjoyed the fact that he was one of us. 
I figured out things about myself as an actor and a person. 

Question 13 
Possible 

Responses 
No. of 

Responses 
[No follow-

: Would you 
No 

1 

0 

do this again? 

2 

0 

3 

1 

4 

0 
up question was asked for Question 13.] 

Yes 
5 

13 

Total 
Responses 

14 
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Camera Operator/Observer's Notes: 

[ ote: The video camera operator made written notes during the taping of the session. 
Her personal background, as relevant to this dissertation, is as follows: She is in her 40's, 
^ d has a degree in education, taught several years of elementary and junior high school, 
^ne has little to no experience in drama or theatre, and has had no formal training in 
problem-solving techniques.] 

Following is a transcription of handwritten notes made in chronological order during the 
session: 

-amazing how many ideas they had about the letter and its connection to themselves 

-there was a small problem with 3 people arriving late. It broke leader's concentration. 

-leader: too many suggestions at first. Doesn't give enough time before making 
suggestions. Suggested first question himself: who it Tom Gardner? Said "find the 
possibility of some aspect of Tom Gardner's life." 

-tableaus: one depicted TG as an outsider, another his status, another his work 

-20-second scenes: leader tied 3 scenes together chronologically: l", TG with friends 
(was TG supposed to be invisible or dead?); then having trouble at work, then mad and 
leaving 

-interviews, then employer-TG arguments 

-time out to write something. This was good. Participants needed a break from 
interactions. 

-I think it's good most of them are drama students because I personally wouldn't have 
had any idea what to do 

-Town meeting: Leader not in role, hard to get participants to focus on main ideas. They 
wanted to keep adding more information. 

-The camera was probably good because, being acting students, they stayed in character 
knowing they were on camera. They enjoyed being solo, esp. at TG's fUneral. 

BREAK I talked with leader, he thought camera deterred them from doing certain things. 

SESSION RESUMES 
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-Refocus on why TG came, the symbols, what he did, purpose of coming, why they 
needed to prepare. B, y y 

-Devil/angel: They aren't adding anything new, just filling in the chronology of events. 

-The age of the participants is 19-22 approximately. Not a lot of life experience. They 
want to use relationships as the impetus for their roles. They like to bring their personal 
philosophies ofUfe into it. 

-Leader: ^'Decide as a group - what did he do? Decide your best option. Decide how 
you're going to present it." This was good here. Leader gave them approx. 4 minutes to 
work before presenting. 

3:20 I'm amazed they're still "in role." They like role playing games. 

-Three "Toms" in a circle: This took some explaining. I didn't get it. 

-The problem of why TG "killed" all the computers was vague. It got loud, then they sit 
and go out of character. Leader said "Part of Tom is in everybody." 

-I thought the problem was who Tom was. We found our compassion with and for him. 
What do we do with this information? 

CONCLUSIONS 

-Helps actors find acting within themselves. 

-Be yourself, others will help you. 

-Leader talked too much. They may have had more ideas if he'd given them more time. 

-Leader asked "What did I do?" They answered "You guided but didn't give us our 
characters." Leader asked questions, and kept forward focus without direction. 

-observation: they seem to be "good students" and therefore wanted to please the 
professor and wanted to make sense of his project. 
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Joumaling by Participants: 

Rejection and Misunderstanding 

feel that people misunderstand me and therefore reject me. My boss fired me because I 
did not work fast enough for him. My girifriend dumped me because I did not have time 
for her. PEOPLE NEED TO UNDERSTAND MY PAIN! PEOPLE NEED TO 
UNDERSTAND MY SOLITUDE! 

Made his peace with God. 

- People are too closed-minded and will never listen to my ideas. 

- I'm going to go off and make my ideas happen (bring them to life, so to speak), then 
bring it back to this town so they'll have to see that I'm right. 

"I wasn't going to hurt them, I just wanted to open their eyes." 

-He was frantic, fhistrated, trying to be heard, but when he ran towards the people 
(especially his boss) in a frenzy, the police shot him down, in a panic. 

Tom is exfremely determined and a hard worker, yet this does not outweigh his power 
hungry nature or his lack of respect for the authority in this workplace. The thing is Tom 
has no idea that he is being disrespectful. He believes all his actions are completely 
normal and justified but he tries to rally the other workers in a strange manner and tries to 

If I die in these days to come I will pass with this one comforting thought.. .that the 
problem is not with me... genius is rarely understood. No longer will I allow anyone to 
hide me in the dark any longer. People will understand. 

-Trouble with authority 
-Became somewhat violent 
-You're goima get it!" 
-I felt threatened, somewhat scared of what he might do 
-Couldn't look me in the face 

-Might take revenge against the company 
-Could be a danger to safety 
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-Was I ever, even for a moment appreciated or understood? Could these people be so 
dense that they can't see a good thing right in front of them? 

I feel like I commit to anything in life. 

I plan to make a stand. 

I finally did it. I'm finally happy. 

Mr. Dubois was right, I am not the CEO, I cannot make decisions on or changes 
conceming policy. Yet, I know that my memos and mission statement are correct and if 
applied, would secure the future of this company. I'm going back and I have to make 
them listen. 

What I do, I do with a clear conscience. I see this not as a rash decision of emotion, but 
as self-defense. I wanted things to change for the better. I'm sorry. 

Tom does not work well in groups and his tax company thinks they will be better off 
without him. But Tom is gonna come back for his boss'children. He's gonna go 
suicidal and kill a lot of people. He needs to be in a nuthouse. Also because of his 
mother sexually abusing him when he was young, he is really screwed up. He'll 
probably go online and find instmctions for building a bomb. But he's scared the Coast 
Guard will stop him because they're so good at what they do. 

-As Tom, I think that Tom couldn't handle any more criticism in his life. Tom couldn't 
handle rejection. I think Tom is going to open out of his shell and hurt the people that 
hurt him throughout his life. 

-I want to hurt every single person that hurt me. I was never good enough. I never fit in. 
I was always wrong. Well I won't take it any more. 

People don't know how to appreciate a job done right, and how to stand up for a friend. 

I am going to take what I have as a smart person, and build up my ovm business that will 
be a much more efficient way of competing in our market. 

I wish that they would have tried to understand me. I could have made something of this 
place. 
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I feel that Tom does not feel that the worid gives him enough credit for his intelligence, 
everyone is "out to get him." I am alone. 

What do I do? 

I m gonna prove they're all wrong. By leaving this secluded town and going into the 
Big Wide Worid and making it out there. Then I'll come back and everyone will regret 
how tiiey treated me. 

It wasn't what I expected. I thought to prove myself all I'd have to do is come back a 
success. But I'll never fit in here. They judged me a long time ago, and nothing is going 
to change that. 

Whether someone reacts to me in a good or bad way, all my life, I still never quite fit in. 
I'm confused. I know who everybody else is except me. 

I could go away from this place which has defined me and fry to figure out who I am and 
how 1 feel about things. 

The last thing I did was smile. 

Tom feels no one is ready for change. 

I think they are all to scared to move forward. I got fired because of their fear. I'm 
gonna leave town, find a place to make change, come back and mb it in their faces. 

I will die knowing that I was ahead of all these other small-minded fools. 

Tom is very mysterious person 

I am a very mysterious person, I never really express myself around people. It gets 
people real nervous. I am trying to improve by expressing myself more, but people are 
not accepting me. 

Here I am Tom G. I wish I would have had the chance to express myself better and let 
people in on who I am. 
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I feel they don't listen and don't care. They never do and they never have. They don't 
understand. 

Maybe letters and words are just not enough, I'll have to go further. 

This will make them understand. 
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