
1

Before you begin

• Facilitators should review the instructions for the tool on the TIP Resource 
Lab and select in advance a case study or policy experiment to work with

• The facilitator or participants should choose 3-4 transformative outcomes in 
advance that are explicitly visible in the case narrative/s (this will save time)

• Facilitator should ask participants to read the case studies in advance of the 
workshop

How to use this tool
 
The exercise can be completed in two 60-minute session, with a break in between: 
 

• Session 1:  Focus on the quality of the transformative outcomes
• Session 2:  Focus on the constraints for achieving transformative outcomes

You may wish to print out the scoring sheets on pages 4-5 of this document to 
distribute during the workshop and help structure the discussions. 

If you have access to a flip chart or board, the scores in each session can be drawn 
up visualised on a radar chart/spider diagram. 

Aims of the exercise 

Through their understanding of the case study (or live policy experiment), 
participants will ‘score’ to what extent the transformative outcomes are being 
achieved. 

The aim is to reflect on the case narrative to date (past and present), and less 
about the future possibilities of what can be achieved in the case context. 

Instructions for facilitators

Tool for transformative outcome 
quality and constraint mapping
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Example

Participants have in advance identified learning to be happening in an 
urban energy transition case. Reading the case in the workshop, they 
try to understand the depth of learning: does it contribute to inclusivity, 
consensus building, change in right direction, spill over change in other 
systems? Participants are also free to come up with their own definition of 
good quality learning in the socio-political context and score the current 
level of learning accordingly. 

Scoring the case studies

Two types of scoring system are proposed:
 
1. Quality measurement score

This is a score that shows a pragmatic judgement about the quality of the 
outcome achieved at a moment in time. 

Quality is contextual, and it is hard to have a standard definition on what 
constitutes a good quality outcome. However, the following six guiding principles 
for TIP experimentation can be a useful guide (see Component 2, Section 2 of the 
TIP Resource Lab for more on this).

Quality 
measurement 
score

On a scale of 0-5, indicate whether the 
outcome achieved is of:

5 Excellent quality

4 Good quality

3 Fair/acceptable quality

2 Poor quality

1 Very poor quality 

• Directionality
• Societal goal
• System-level impact
• Learning and reflexivity 
• Conflict vs consensus
• Inclusiveness

Whether the outcome supports multi-system change can also be a helpful 
criterion for quality. 

While thinking about this score, participants should evaluate solely the quality of 
the outcome itself, ignoring the drivers or barriers to achieving the outcome.

Ask participants to add an explanation to the score about why the quality is 
judged to be at a particular level. The explanation should address assumptions 
made about the availability of resources, capabilities, existence of supportive 
infrastructure to achieve the particular level of quality of the outcome (this is to 
understand the conditions on which outcome quality is dependent on).

https://tipresourcelab.net/resource-lab/component-2/section-2-experimental-spaces-the-tip-africa-hub/
https://tipresourcelab.net/resource-lab/component-2/section-2-experimental-spaces-the-tip-africa-hub/
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Constraint 
measurement 
score 

On a scale of 0-5, indicate whether the 
challenges in achieving the outcome are:

5 Extremely constraining

4 Highly constraining

3 Fairly constraining

2 Slightly constraining

1 Not constraining

Again, an explanation should accompany any score about why the challenges 
are assessed at a particular level.  The explanation should also include whether 
the challenges are deep, structural or systemic, making them easy or difficult to 
mitigate. This helps us to understand the nature of the challenges and whether 
other outcomes might help in addressing the challenge.

Example

In an urban energy transition case, participants found circulation of 
knowledge as a visible transformative outcome. But they realise that 
different governance actors operate in silo, while communicating only in 
a few meetings, with no continuous process of collaboration. This may 
be identified as a challenge that constraints (good quality) circulation. 
Participants score to what extent the challenge is constraining the 
circulation of knowledge.

Analysis
 
If you use a radar chart or spider diagram to visualise the results, this may help to 
illustrate the overall quality and constraints relating to achieving the outcomes 
(and also the trade-offs between the outcomes). 
 
Notice that quality is not necessarily dependent on constraints. It may be highly 
constraining to achieve the outcome (score 4), but the quality of the outcome 
achieved (through navigating the constraints) may turn out to be excellent (score 
5) because of other factors. On the other hand, there may be no challenges in 
achieving the outcome (score 1), but the outcome may turn out to be of very poor 
quality (score 1). 

The constraining challenges are one set of hurdles, but the quality of 
transformative outcomes achieved depends on a range of other contextual factors 
as well as landscape developments.

2. Constraint measurement score

This is a score about the existence of challenges and disablers that lie in the path 
of achieving the outcome. 

In this step, participants should ignore the quality of the outcome and focus on 
the challenges constraining the achievement of the outcome in a particular case 
context. 



Transformative outcome
Quality 
measurement 
score (see box)

Explanation for score and associated assumptions

Quality 
measurement 
score

On a scale of 0-5, indicate whether the 
outcome achieved is of:

5 Excellent quality

4 Good quality

3 Fair/acceptable quality

2 Poor quality

1 Very poor quality 

Score sheet for Session 1: Quality measurement



Score sheet for Session 2: Constraints measurement

Transformative outcome
Constraint 
measurement 
score (see box)

Explanation for score and characteristics of the challenges

Constraint 
measurement 
score

On a scale of 0-5, indicate whether the 
challenges in achieving the outcome are:

5 Extremely constraining

4 Highly constraining

3 Fairly constraining

2 Slightly constraining

1 Not constraining


