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Using the Dynamic Reflective Binnacle at the 
experiment level 
These extracts reveal how the Dynamic Reflective Binnacle tool was used to capture reflection and learning 
during the TIPC-Vinnova experiment on food systems in 2020. Twenty-one entries from participants show how 
knowledge and attitudes shifted during the course of the process and reveal some of the learning that emerged. 

The names of contributors have been redacted for inclusion in the TIP Resource Lab.  
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Initial questions and agreements on use and format  
How should the binnacle be used throughout the project - as a sort of unfiltered record from which we can 
drag out and repackage different pieces (e.g. when presenting the experiences from the project at the 
regional training event)? How much to include vs leave out?  
 
Diana: I think the binnacle should include the honest thoughts, feelings, emotions of the project participants. I 
assume that at the beginning the entries are more formal and perhaps less open, but hopefully, as the project 
goes on, the team should feel more comfortable with each other and the trust levels should rise (if everything 
goes well)…. So ideally, the binnacle should record each team member reflections. Another option is that one 
person … does interviews to feed in the binnacle. How much to include vs leave out will depend on the content 
and the group's agreement.  
 
Redacted: The tool could be used as a relatively "unfiltered" record for the core team of the project, with the 
main purpose of continuously and rather casually capturing the process of the project (not only the outputs) and 
creating trust. In addition/comparison, we can also try out other methods of capturing learning, such as learning 
histories, which would be partly based on the Binnacle and interviews.  (Agreement was reached to try out the 
Binnacle as a tool - discuss with Joanna and Dan in August what they think about the content, if they want to fill 
in themselves, etc.)    
 
Who will this be shared with? Who are we writing it for (given that we put in names etc)?   
Diana: I would like to share it with the team members, but that is something that we can discuss. For people 
outside the team, we can have an agreement on the lessons that we, as a group, consider valuable to share with 
others. (Agreement was reached to consider this to be a shared document ("safe space") open for core members 
in the team. What is written so far is open to everyone in the core team.)  
 
Who should do and write these reflections? Should all of us be responsible - and representative - for the 
whole project? How can we include the perspective of the others - should they be asked to read/comment; 
write something themselves; be "interviewed" by us (we collect their input)?  
Diana: It's up to us, but I would like to share it with the team members, and perhaps have their views and even 
better feeds in the binnacle. Ideally, all core members should be able to fill in the Binnacle. However, depending 
on willingness and time availability of Dan and Joanna (and Jordi), it could also be a document that, at least 
during the pilot phase of using it, is written by primarily Diana, Sandra and Josefin - and accessible to all 
members of the team. (Agreement was reached to consult Joanna and Dan.) 
 
How often/when should we fill in entries?  
Diana: I would say that at least after each interaction. If filling it in as a more casual, unfiltered record, this would 
be a reasonable pace.  Agreement to try this out. 
 
The grading is a bit difficult for me. Should it cover the whole period of then experimental policy 
engagement? Who should be assessed? What is the purpose - to see how it might develop over time? 
Diana: The grading is a visual way of seeing in a glance the process. Since we started to fill in the binnacle in 
June, I did the first grading for the whole period from February to June, but from that moment on, and after each 
interaction, I will be feeding the binnacle. Who to assess? I would say that is your perception of the process and 
the way you feel about each category. The richness of the entries is in the reflection and comments that support 
the grading. 
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Entries in chronological order 
 
(Entry no.1)                         (Researcher) 
 

Knowledge high medium low 

New problems definitions 
  

x 

New ideas about how to solve problems 
  

x 

Inclusion of different ideas, frameworks, methodologies, to one’s 
knowledge 

 
x 

 

 
New ideas:  
Trust as an essential enabler of the interactions. Consider this in terms of methodology and time availability. 
Emotions shaping attitudes  
Inside mobilizer as a key figure to promote interactions 
Problematization of the idea of outcome that has been interpreted in different terms  
Emphasize change in people and organizations as a starting point to bridge different frameworks 
 
 
(Entry no.2)                          (Researcher) 
 

Knowledge high medium low 

New problems definitions  x  

New ideas about how to solve problems   x 

Inclusion of different ideas, frameworks, methodologies, to one’s 
knowledge 

 x  

 
The whole journey, from February until now (June), has triggered many reflections and questionings about TIP 
methodology and the approach the missions team is using. In February, I was very focused on our framework, so 
it was difficult for me to incorporate the missions team standing points. The interaction has opened new avenues 
of understanding so that we can build a bridge between our cognitive assumptions.  
 
The June 4th workshop preparation shifted my understanding of the basis behind Dan’s missions design proposal. 
I think that it was very valuable that Jordi searched for Dan’s framework references and he found a book written 
by him. Jordi read it and brought that knowledge to our discussions. That moment was very clarifying for me and 
helped us design better the June 4th workshop related to outputs definition. It also opened my curiosity to learn 
more about experimental design approaches. 
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(Entry no.3)                         (Practitioner) 
 

Knowledge high medium low 

New problems definitions   x 

New ideas about how to solve problems   x 

Inclusion of different ideas, frameworks, methodologies, to one’s 
knowledge 

 x  

 
So far in the project, I think most of the learnings centre on the dimensions of attitudes and interactions. 
However, to me (and I think not least to Dan as well), what we have done so far has certainly affected the way 
we think about how to approach evaluation and creating a logic of intervention. I paste a reflection that I wrote 
earlier in the spring, before the workshop, in which we needed to find out whether it would be possible to 
continue working together.  
 
Even though we have collectively taken the discussion about this further since I wrote the reflection, I think it is 
still valid since it captures how we perceived the difficulties in developing what we saw as a "TIPC compatible 
theory of change": 
 
From the broader perspective of the mission-oriented work and its design-oriented approach, it has turned out to 
be complex and somewhat "unfitting" to map up a theory of change in the "classical way" (input-output-
activities-actors-outcomes) at this point in time. Therefore, it is hard to point out specific aspects or components 
that need to be prioritised. The mission-oriented work is not based on a pre-defined map; rather, the work is built 
up along the way, with an overall direction (the missions) as the guiding principle. Perhaps, the mission-oriented 
work would eventually be able to result in a traditionally constructed thery of change, rather than be based on 
such a map. As Dan put it when discussing this: the mission-oriented work is about using experimental 
approaches (experimental for Vinnova, anyway) to devise and test a theory of change that will work in our 
environment. That means we draw from lots of existing theories — human-centred design practice, behavioural 
theories, transition theory, place-based missions etc. — but looks to assemble them in new ways, in order to 
build a composite, and a new set of theories and practices. Seeing all of that a priori is of course difficult. 
 
 
(Entry no.4)                          (Researcher) 
 

Attitudes high medium low 

Disposal of participants (interest in the process, time availability, etc) 
 

x 
 

Trust (openness to express points of view, keeping promises, etc) 
 

x 
 

Mutual readiness to reflect (listen to each other’s points of view, urging 
the others to say more, putting own ideas for discussion) 

 
x 
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From my perception, thinking on Vinnova’s participants, I consider there has been a disparity in attitudes 
towards the process. From total involvement (Josefin’s case), to an interest in participating, reflecting, learning 
and sharing experiences (Dan), to a more neutral attitude in terms of active participation but with an interest in 
reflecting (Joanna) to, according to my perspective, an opposition toward this process in terms of little 
availability, distrust, little willingness to share experiences. In general, time availability is the most problematic 
issue.  
 
On the TIPC side, I think there are also degrees. We share a common interest in the process, a willingness to 
reflect and share our experiences (even if sometimes the interest in sharing theoretical reflections had provoked 
dynamics that have limited participation) but in terms of time availability, we are experiencing difficulties. 
Combining our agendas is complicated, especially if we want to involve Johan. Time availability is a barrier. 
 
This makes me reflect on one of the keys to this kind of processes of knowledge co-creation, which is trust. This 
requires willingness, time and dedication. For me, there is a key moment in this “trust creation” that was at the 
end of the second interaction (April 24) when, in a totally intuitive way (product of my own frustration with the 
process), I decided to ask Josefin directly her vision about what was happening. Since then, I believe that the 
dynamic has changed, and the building of trust (whose “indicators” can be sharing previous agendas or having 
direct conversations to prepare the methodology) has grown and, as a result, interactions have improved.  
 
Having to interact more directly with Josefin has required more time and preparation, but I think it is a 
fundamental ingredient of this kind of processes. 
 
Observations: Trust is a key component. The role of mobiliers inside the agency. The role of emotions 
 
 
(Entry no.5)                          (Researcher) 
 

Attitudes high medium low 

Disposal of participants (interest in the process, time availability, etc)  x  

Trust (openness to express points of view, keeping promises, etc)  x  

Mutual readiness to reflect (listen to each other’s points of view, urging 
the others to say more, putting own ideas for discussion) 

 x  

 
From TIPC side, we have been eager to work with the different members of Vinnova. It is a significant project for 
us in terms of shared learning, theory and methodology testing. We have a very normative focus on what we 
consider transformation and how to approach it. It can make us stubborn about the interactions development 
and the expected results. Perhaps time availability has been an obstacle to understand better each other’s points 
of view and to put our ideas for discussion. It has also affected the trust-building process. Since there is a limited 
number of interactions to move forward and to build the Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning Cycle, we have 
pushed to advance towards that purpose. For the workshop’s preparation, we have thought each interaction 
thoughtfully, and we have changed steps in the methodology as a product of our understanding of the mission’s 
group methodology. However, a better understanding of Dan’s methodologies and background would indeed 
have helped with a more synergetic work.  
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The degree of disposal, trust and mutual readiness to reflect has been different for each one of the Vinnova 
members. Josefin’s interventions and her role have been critical for the process development. Her intermediation 
had opened possibilities to understand each other’s expectations and to unblock different stages in the process 
when frustration was growing from all the team members (by team I mean Vinnova and TIPC members). I have 
had one-to-one conversations with Josefin, and she has helped me to understand better the mission’s group 
dynamics and reflection processes. By doing that, I have gained the trust, and I have enlarged my readiness to 
reflect on the processes. Then, I consider that having a person in Josefin’s role is fundamental for each of the 
projects we envisage in the coming times. 
 
The mission’s team has had a positive attitude, mostly. Dan and Joanna have been open to discussing different 
points of view. My perception is that Dan is still struggling to fit our framework with his framework. We are 
struggling too. But I see that he is always curious and wants to understand better our approach, in case some 
elements of it can be useful for what he already does. Joanna has been open to listening and when she 
participates, she provides excellent insights. I see her like an analytical person taking the approach of ‘wait and 
see’, perhaps in a middle point between Dan’s design and our proposal. I look forward to hearing more. 
 
We are a multicultural group, with different backgrounds and action frameworks. It is hard to co-construct 
theory in practice. I think that it took a while for the group to adjust and to work together, and to truly embrace 
that we are doing this together, in a horizontal work dynamic. Something that I have been questioning is the 
language and the cultural setting. Do these elements contribute to a lack of trust? 
 
 
(Entry no.6)                         (Practitioner) 
 

Attitudes high medium low 

Disposal of participants (interest in the process, time availability, etc)  x  

Trust (openness to express points of view, keeping promises, etc)   x 

Mutual readiness to reflect (listen to each other’s points of view, urging 
the others to say more, putting own ideas for discussion) 

 x  

 
Expectations 
In February, there were high and pretty vague expectations from the Vinnova participants on what TIPC 
(/researchers in general) would be able to contribute with in our current state of experimentation, and we 
experienced a similarly high level of expectation from the TIPC side in terms of working with Vinnova. Thus, when 
encountering each other in the first workshops, there was a pressure on both sides to "deliver" - and I think 
neither side experienced that we managed to accomplish that in a satisfying way.  
 
One problematic, and commonly occurring, aspect of this is the way we as practitioners tend to relate to 
researchers as consultants (not least when working in a project funded by the agency side): researchers are 
viewed as experts who are supposed to help the practitioners to solve specific issues. Practitioners, who tend to 
be busy and focused on practical solutions, thus enter the exchange with a "what's in it for us" mentality, and 
expect the researchers to deliver tools and advice in a similar was as consultants would. In the case of TIPC, I 
think this generally occurring tendency was a bit further enhanced by the ambitious (and indeed partly selling) 
tone and professional format of communications material of the consortium. Actually, in the same way, the high 
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expectations on Vinnova (in general and within TIPC) might partly derive from the agency's capacity and strategy 
regarding communications and self-proclaimed profile. 
 
Another, quite contradictory, aspect of the imbalance in expectations, lies in the simultaneously existing 
assumption that (policy) researchers do not know the reality of the practitioners as well as the practitioners do 
themselves. At Vinnova, I think this view is quite spread among the many well-educated individuals who have 
chosen to work in policy instead of academia. Together, the combination of high and low expectations towards 
researchers creates quite demanding preconditions for this type of collaboration. Despite some active efforts to 
anchor the project internally before taking off in February (and the three years of TIPC membership at Vinnova), 
it has proved to be very difficult to manage expectations beforehand.  
 
Trust and engagement 
This type of highly collaborative and complex projects demands a lot of trust and engagement from the involved 
participants. Yet, these projects are rarely set up in a way that includes a first phase where we collectively build 
up trust and mutual understanding of each others viewpoints, needs and work. In this case, even if there was a 
long phase of negotiation and exchange between TIPC and Vinnova a priori to this project, the project would 
have benefitted immensely from a stronger focus on getting to know each other in the initial phase. In practice, 
the project was set up by a few representatives of the respective organizations, and then there was an 
expectation that the project participants (who had been briefly involved just before the signing of the project) 
would be able to kick off the complex work quite smoothly. Looking back, the clash and frustration that emerged 
within the group during the first couple of months is not surprising. On the contrary, I think it is rather impressive 
that we, as a group of people from different disciplines, first languages, time zones and so on, have managed to 
build up the level of trust and engagement that we experience today (exemplified by several things, such as: the 
way Diana, Sandra and Jordi have made efforts to understand the viewpoint of design thinking; the way the 
dialogue flows in our last sessions; and the way in which Dan and Joanna, after the second to last session before 
summer, highlighted that this process itself is very beneficial to them - with or without a "useful" monitoring plan 
in the end) - parallelly with the COVID-19 pandemic, all of us being under certain pressure and working remotely.  
 
Social dynamic in the group  
To me, the social dynamic between the participants of this project has progressed a lot during the first phase. 
However, it is still somewhat difficult to predict how the dynamic will evolve during different sessions, depending 
on the individuals that are present. From start, it has been evident that we have certain people in the group who 
tend to dominate the discussion when they are present. In my way of looking at it, I think there are several 
different aspects playing into this: different types of hierarchies (in the TIPC team as well as on the Vinnova side - 
but encoded and enacted in slightly different ways), gender structures, cultural aspects (both in terms of 
nationality and first language, and of academia vs. policy practice) and the focus object/target of the moment. 
Without going into the details of this here and now, I want to point to the need of taking these things into 
account when shaping this kind of project - designing and moderating sessions, picking participants, 
communicating the roles of different individuals and so on. For this project, I think it has been very fruitful to 
have conversations about these things in an open way within the project - personally, I've appreciated talking 
with Diana and Sandra on the TIPC side, as well as with Joanna on the Vinnova side. With a growing collective 
understanding and recognition of these aspects, we have been able to make active decisions (or observations in 
those moments where we didn't make an active decision beforehand) that have enabled a more balanced social 
dynamic where different voices are heard. 
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(Entry no.7)                          (Researcher) 
 

Interactions high medium low 

Developing of visions and solutions that are complementary to one 
another (involvement) 

  
x 

Changing goals, objectives, points of view when interacting 
  

x 

Changes in the approach to the project activities (adaptations or 
strengthening of current methodologies, frameworks, etc) 

 
x 

 

 
In this aspect, I believe that our interactions have improved notably from Feb up to now. Entering in the digital 
world has been also a huge challenge for all of us, that have conditioned our interactions.  
 
Our first meeting in Stockholm was intended to give the basic of TIP and start to develop the ToC; at the same 
time, Vinnova team gave a first approach to how the mission-oriented team works. As we have discussed among 
us, this first interaction was more a “delivering” that a real interaction, from the both sides, I guess.  
 
Then, we entered in this digital mode, and the first two interactions were not satisfactory in terms of what is 
written above; we decided to change the approach (talking with Josefin) for the May workshop and building the 
theory of change using your concepts.  
 
From that workshop, we have entered in a real interaction (as it is described above) in terms of adaptation of the 
theory of change methodology (focusing on changes in people and organizations to start with) and in terms of 
dialogue between frameworks (“cause-effect” vs system thnking). Next interactions will be crucial in this regard.  
 
 
(Entry no.8)                          (Researcher) 
 

Interactions high medium low 

Developing of visions and solutions that are complementary to one 
another (involvement) 

  x 

Changing goals, objectives, points of view when interacting  x  

Changes in the approach to the project activities (adaptations or 
strengthening of current methodologies, frameworks, etc) 

 x  

 
My feeling is that although the mission group was at first open to working with TIP principles and methodology, 
the expectations were directed towards using theoretical elements from TIP to make their work sound and to 
gain more legitimacy, without necessarily changing anything of what they were doing already. In that sense, at 
first the TIPC team was perceived like academic consultants with instrumental expertise. This perception made 
the first process of understanding each other’s roles and working process harder than we all (TIPC and Vinnova) 
expected.  
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I also wonder how the mission’s group was selected to work with TIPC in this project. I think this first step is 
paramount for the success of the process. There should be a full willingness and understanding of the journey 
that we as a single team envision. Perhaps, the group did not know very well at the beginning of the project 
proposal, and from TIPC side, we assume the mission’s group asked directly to be part of the plan. The 
introductory phases took longer than we expected, and we had already a very tight schedule. Lack of time to 
understand better each other and to read more about our methodologies prevented, from my perception, a 
broader disposition and openness to developing visions and solutions that are complementary to one another. 
 
However, I am positive that now, after knowing each other better and understanding better the way we work, 
we will be able to enhance in meaningful ways our interactions by broadening and strengthening our 
methodologies. 
 
 
(Entry no.9)                          (Practitioner) 
 

Interactions high medium low 

Developing of visions and solutions that are complementary to one 
another (involvement) 

  x 

Changing goals, objectives, points of view when interacting  x  

Changes in the approach to the project activities (adaptations or 
strengthening of current methodologies, frameworks, etc) 

 x  

 
The interaction between researchers and practitioners: 
To me, the main overarching question when reflecting on the dimension of interaction is: how to create a fruitful 
exchange between academic researchers and experimenting practitioners - what is needed in order to reach the 
point of mutual benefit? To a certain extent, the answer must be traced in the learnings regarding expectations, 
trust and social dynamic as discussed in regards to 'attitudes'. But there are also conceptual and practice-
oriented aspects to be taken into account (partly, in turn, connecting to the dimension of knowledge). I think this 
overarching question will remain open and to be reflected upon more intensely as we go along in the project; 
perhaps the extent to which we as a team of researchers and practitioners will be able to co-create 
transformative innovation policy will be more tangible as we enter the monitoring phase. 
  
After spending a lot more time than intended on the step of developing a theory of change for the mission -
oriented work, I think a few different learnings have occurred (at least to me):  
 
When the object of interest (in this case, what to apply formative evaluation on) is to be found in practice, it is 
necessary to start off in that practice - or at least to spend as much emphasis and focus on researchers 
understanding the case at hand, as on practitioners grasping the academic theory. As it turned out in this 
project, the initial interactions focused heavily on TIP theory. For practitioners occupied with developing entirely 
new ways of designing and enacting policy, it seemed both difficult and rather pointless to seek answers in multi-
layered academic theory. The task of framing what we do through the quite abstract lens of TIP felt a bit like 
"squeezing in our reality in an academic framework". Maybe, the experienced discomfort in taking on this task 
might partly relate to the fact that the underpinning logic of the mission-oriented work is quite abstract and 
multi-layered itself. Thus, there was a clash in conceptual frameworks. Anyway, in order to allow for a fruitful 
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application, as well as development, of TIP theory that is meaningful to practitioners as well as researchers, it is 
necessary for the researchers to fully understand the conceptual and practical framework of the case at hand.  
 
Closely related to this, it has been evident (not least during the last sessions) that the Vinnova side has not been 
able to make it fully clear to the TIPC team what the mission-oriented work is about; the approach itself. We do 
speak somewhat different conceptual languages (partly due to different academic viewpoints and normative 
standpoints), and the mission-oriented work is indeed complex, but I think that will be a rather common reality 
as innovation policy develops among practitioners. In order to get around this, I think it would have been helpful 
to spend more time initially on having a dialogue about the mission oriented work as concept and practice (as we 
have done in the last couple of sessions), instead of relying on a couple of shorter PPT presentations on the 
overall approach.  
 
In order to allow co-creation of concepts and practices, I think it is crucial to actively encourage a dynamic and 
aim of understanding each other, rather than interpreting each other based on assumptions and use of certain 
expressions. Important guide lines: feel free to ask "stupid" questions, always strive to be clear and concrete, do 
not pretend to know what you don't know. This is a highly related to social dynamic and trust, and it can be 
supported by clarifying what role each individual will play in the project, as well as everyone's background, 
expectations, fears, assumptions and predefined views on each other's standpoints.  
 
The importance of having appointed facilitators (preferably on both sides): 
Given the complexity and novelty of the Vinnova experiment (the mission oriented work), the high level of 
complexity and abstraction of the TIP framework, and practical aspects such as everyone’s lack of time, it is key 
to recognize the need for appointed facilitators that spend time on understanding and communicating around 
each other’s framework. Ideally in this type of project, there would be a need for two types of facilitators - 
conceptual ones (focusing on concepts and theories of the two sides) and social ones (focusing on the 
interpersonal aspects of trust, social dynamics, power dynamics, cultural barriers). 
 
 
(Entry no.10)                          (Researcher) 
 

Knowledge high medium low 

New problems definitions 
 

x  

New ideas about how to solve problems 
 

x  

Inclusion of different ideas, frameworks, methodologies, to one’s 
knowledge 

 
x 

 

 
The workshop (on Transformative Outcomes) preparation was clarifying for me to understand better the 
mission’s group worldview and methodologies. I ended the workshop with the feeling that we (Sandra, Jordi and 
I) were finally moving forward and finding a middle ground valuable for all the team (Vinnova and TIPC) 
members.  
 
During this workshop, more information was unveiled for me. I noticed that we still have many loose pieces of 
information. I wonder if this is a consequence of not having a longer preparation period to look into the mission’s 
group methodology (we only had a one-hour session of Vinova’s mission’s definition and methodology); if our 
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workshops have helped the mission’s team to uncover angles and information that perhaps was not fully 
articulated, so it emerges during the interactions, or perhaps a little bit of both. Anyhow, I think that is crucial to 
build, during the first module of TIPC methodology, a deeper understanding of each other’s assumptions, 
programs, perspectives, methods, theoretical frameworks.  My impression is that building a more explicit 
common ground from the beginning would have benefited the interactions and the progress.  
 
I changed from low to medium my knowledge about new problems definitions because, with this interaction, I 
had a better grasp of how they understand the food’s missions challenges, and how they are defining them. 
 
 
(Entry no.11) )                          (Researcher) 
 

Knowledge high medium low 

New problems definitions x   

New ideas about how to solve problems   x 

Inclusion of different ideas, frameworks, methodologies, to one’s 
knowledge 

  x 

 
In terms of new knowledge emerged, Johanna and Josefin pointed out the importance of outcomes related with 
Opening Up and Unlock regimes. They stressed these outcomes are central in what Vinnova is trying to do with 
traditional incumbents. This seems the central narrative of their their change. 
 
However, to me, niches seem to play a secondary role. They are part of demonstrators (the store, the 
neighbourhood, the circular hub, etc) but is not clear how they will interact with regime actors. This is something 
to be explored and, I think, they have to be pushed to rethink the role of niches, which is at the roots of 
transformative innovation. 
 
In term of the methodology, although we didn’t grasp the relevance of the Opening Up and Unlock regimes 
outcomes, we were able, during the workshop, to change our methodology and include questions on that regard. 
I suggest to complement this in the conversation with Dan, or in the next workshop in August.  
 
Also, the table prepared for this workshop (which I suggest to include as an annex) includes a variety of questions 
and comments with regard to Building and Nurturing Niches outcomes. This is very relevant for their strategic 
thinking, not only for this particular mission, but also for other policies. This point was acknowledged by both 
Josefin and Joanna and reinforced by Jordi in his comments. 
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(Entry no.12)                          (Researcher) 
 

Attitudes high medium low 

Disposal of participants (interest in the process, time availability, etc.) 
 

x 
 

Trust (openness to express points of view, keeping promises, etc.) 
 

x 
 

Mutual readiness to reflect (listen to each other’s points of view, urging 
the others to say more, putting own ideas for discussion) 

 
x 

 

 
From the previous workshop, I could notice and feel a positive change in all the members (TIPC and Vinnova) 
attitudes. This workshop maintained the openness to understand each other’s grounding points and in general, 
the mutual readiness to reflect. My perception is that we have built cohesiveness, with more fluid teamwork, and 
higher value perception of our collaboration. I think that, after facing many challenges, we are now on the same 
page for a co-construction process.  
 
 
(Entry no.13)                          (Researcher) 
 

Attitudes high medium low 

Disposal of participants (interest in the process, time availability, etc.)  x  

Trust (openness to express points of view, keeping promises, etc.) x   

Mutual readiness to reflect (listen to each other’s points of view, urging 
the others to say more, putting own ideas for discussion) 

x   

 
In term of disposal of participants, all the 5 participants showed a great interest in the co-creation process. This 
was the occasion in which Joanna had a more prominent role, which is good, in terms of balancing power 
dynamics inside the team.  
 
However, the lack of time availability of Dan was a limitation. It would be of great interest having his perspective 
during the workshop. As in previous interaction, time availability is one of the barriers to a bigger involvement 
and to have more interactions and explore in depth.  
 
But, in any case, with this workshop we are continuing building trusting relationships in the same line initiated in 
the previous workshop 
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(Entry no.14)                                        (Researcher) 
 

Interactions high medium low 

Developing of visions and solutions that are complementary to one 
another (involvement) 

 
x 

 

Changing goals, objectives, points of view when interacting 
 

x 
 

Changes in the approach to the project activities (adaptations or 
strengthening of current methodologies, frameworks, etc.) 

 
x 

 

 
Interactions have improved as a product of changes in the knowledge of each other’s standing points and more 
open attitudes during the journey. We are reaching now a point where we are genuinely developing 
complementary visions and solutions. We have improved our methodologies. 
 
 
(Entry no.15)                          (Researcher) 
 

Interactions high medium low 

Developing of visions and solutions that are complementary to one 
another (involvement) 

 x  

Changing goals, objectives, points of view when interacting x   

Changes in the approach to the project activities (adaptations or 
strengthening of current methodologies, frameworks, etc.) 

 x  

 
With regard to the interactions between TIPC participants during the workshop, I struggled a little bit with 
Johan’s interventions. His questions were absolutely great; however, specially at the end of the first exercise, I 
would have preferred to diminish the number of questions, and give Joanna and Josefin more time to rethink 
about the missing outcomes. That’s why I suggested to change the second exercise.  
 
I’m coming back to the methodology but in a “process” perspective. I reflected on why the regime outcomes 
didn’t came up during the previous workshop. As we discussed after the workshop, the reason was we decided to 
start May workshop with their idea of outcomes (the store, the circular hub, etc.). As Diana and Jordi can recall, I 
had concerns on that. But, they convinced me arguing that is important to start with something owned by the 
participants, specially in that crucial moment were we had to recover trust among us. And, however in this 
workshop, this issue came up, I think it was a good decision to begin with their outcomes. 
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(Entry no.16)                            (Researcher) 
 

Knowledge high medium low 

New problems definitions  x  

New ideas about how to solve problems x   

Inclusion of different ideas, frameworks, methodologies, to one’s 
knowledge 

 x  

 
In this workshop, following Josefin’s proposal, we presented a new representation on how to merge the way in 
which the Mission Oriented team is developing their activities (using a design thinking approach) and our 
interpretation of the theiry of change. My impression is this new representation worked to start the conversation 
and have all the elements to take into account in a more integrated manner: activities, outcomes, actors and 
assumptions. 
 
However, for the visual representation of the theory of change, we must use a different design that could be able 
to show a more connected and integrated representation. This is something to be sorted out in future workshops. 
Also, we tested the role of assumptions, which helped us to distinguish between what is “the change” and what 
is “the assumption”. I wonder if this relevant distinction should have been introduced before..this is something to 
reflect on.  
 
 
(Entry no.17)                         (Practitioner) 
 

Knowledge high medium low 

New problems definitions   x 

New ideas about how to solve problems x   

Inclusion of different ideas, frameworks, methodologies, to one’s 
knowledge 

 x  

 
Ever since setting up this project, I (who had at least a bit of a previous understanding of the mission oriented 
work at Vinnova as well as the TIPC framework) have believed that there is great potential in merging the two 
approaches – even though the framing and language differ, the approaches share many core aspects and aims 
(such as the focus on multi-level change processes in people and organizations, as a way of contributing to 
systems change).  
 
By describing/visualizing, and eventually monitoring, the assumed impact of Vinnova’s mission oriented 
methodology in terms of different types of ‘transformative outcomes’, I believe that the mission oriented 
approach can not only be strengthened regarding its transformational potential, but also more easy to grasp in 
terms of logic and assumptions (what types of changes are actually supposed to happen, and how?). However, 
throughout the first phase of this collaboration (Feb-now), it has been hard to find a way of making such a 
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fruitful ‘framework merge’ to happen. We have tried different approaches (starting off with the TO’s; starting off 
with the types of changes that the mission team envision; focusing on different levels and focus areas within the 
mission oriented work), but kept struggling with really understanding each other’s standpoints. 
 
With this new suggestion of mine, using the ‘overall design approach’ of the mission oriented work at Vinnova as 
the basis and structure from which we can jointly distinguish and visualize potential change processes (TO’s), we 
might finally have come to a point where we can develop a tool that makes sense on both sides of the team (TIPC 
and Vinnova). To me, the suggested format is very simple, and I have asked myself why we didn’t come up with 
this idea earlier in the project.  
 
Anyway, the question whether it will be a useful way forward will be explored as we go forward. Based on this 
latest interaction, I have a promising feeling – if it turns out we can use this format, we will finally be able to 
explore the extent to which our respective frameworks can strengthen each other. I think the discussions around 
how to visualize the TO’s in relation to the ‘flow’ of the design approach, as well as the clarifying discussions 
around type ‘change’, ‘assumptions’, ‘actors’ as well as how change processes happen and develop over time, 
were really good – and they, once again, strengthen my initial belief that this collaboration of ours can be truly 
valuable and fruitful.  
 
 
(Entry no.18)                          (Researcher) 
 

Attitudes high medium low 

Disposal of participants (interest in the process, time availability, etc.) x   

Trust (openness to express points of view, keeping promises, etc.) x   

Mutual readiness to reflect (listen to each other’s points of view, 
urging the others to say more, putting own ideas for discussion) 

x   

 
I have the feeling that in terms of attitudes the workshop went very well. All of us feel self-confident and open to 
ask questions, to present ideas, to make suggestions. In that sense, the process is proceeding very well.  
However, I struggle with time limitations and the format that digital interactions push them to follow. Is not a 
matter of attitudes, but the format we are following (small interactions of 1.30-2h) that, from one side, they 
allow us to plan accurately our interactions and generating new knowledge (see entries on knowledge) bur from 
the other side, they force us to stop our discussions. I’m not saying that this is not happening in face to face 
interactions, but you can react in a different manner. In any case, I understand that this is the format we have to 
follow, and we are learning by doing. As a suggestion for the next workshop, it can be useful to start with a recap 
of the process in order not to lose track. 
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(Entry no.19)                         (Practitioner) 
 

Attitudes high medium low 

Disposal of participants (interest in the process, time availability, etc.)  x  

Trust (openness to express points of view, keeping promises, etc.) x   

Mutual readiness to reflect (listen to each other’s points of view, 
urging the others to say more, putting own ideas for discussion) 

x   

 
Even though some time has passed since our last interaction, I think we managed to take off from where we 
ended in the early summer – in a dynamic characterized by mutual respect, willingness to contribute to the 
project and a generally friendly tone. We are all participating actively, asking questions as well as listening to 
each other. That said, it could have been good to start the interaction with a bit more of a warm-up; we could 
potentially have spent some time on checking in, telling each other about feelings and thoughts about the 
session/project, as well as our general mood of the day.  
 
In addition to that social check-in, I think it would have been good to spend some more time on re-capping where 
we ended before summer, and clarify in what stage of the overall process (towards creating a MEL and starting 
off monitoring activities) we are now. The fact that we tend to skip this type of less working oriented interactions 
in our workshops is not unique to this project – I feel that there is a general tendency of this as part of the digital 
interactions mode that we all work in now. That said, I think we should find a way of prioritizing this in our 
coming sessions – maybe we could always allocate around 10-15 minutes to this in the start of our workshops? 
 
The reason I put ‘medium’ in the ‘disposal of participants’ section above, is that I feel a bit frustrated with not 
having enough time and focus to really proceed with developing the content of the ToC. This is an issue 
particularly on the Vinnova side, I think. The combination of busy work schedules and the complexity of the task 
at hand, creates an ‘all or nothing’ situation – the work in the project requires a level of focus and commitment 
that is challenging to squeeze in, and thus we end up in a situation where Joanna and Dan spend very little time 
on working on the project outside of the workshops or meetings set up by me. I think it is important to find a way 
of working on this where it gets very clear what Joanna and Dan should/need to contribute with, and how to do 
that. Hopefully the proposed theiry of change structure allows for development in that direction.   
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(Entry no.20)                          (Researcher) 
 

Interactions high medium low 

Developing of visions and solutions that are complementary to one 
another (involvement) 

x   

Changing goals, objectives, points of view when interacting   x 

Changes in the approach to the project activities (adaptations or 
strengthening of current methodologies, frameworks, etc.) 

x   

 
As I said in the knowledge section, in this workshop we have developed a stronger integration of the design 
thinking approach and ToC/TOs perspective. This has been a collective work from Josefin, Diana and I that I 
believe can bring us closing down this first phase of the experimental policy engagement. What will be the 
visualization has not been solved yet; however, for me, this is another step that we will face in future 
interactions. By now, we can have a base to select the most relevant outocomes, discuss assumptions and link 
them with the activities.  
 
 
(Entry no.21)                         (Practitioner) 
 

Interactions high medium low 

Developing of visions and solutions that are complementary to one 
another (involvement) 

x   

Changing goals, objectives, points of view when interacting   x 

Changes in the approach to the project activities (adaptations or 
strengthening of current methodologies, frameworks, etc.) 

 x  

 
In this last session, with the new theory of change format as well as the continuously positive social dynamic, I 
think we took another promising step towards fruitful collaboration between us in the team. I think the 
discussion around how to visualize the transformative outcomes throughout time was a particularly promising 
sign of this; to me, this was one of the first discussions in which it truly felt like we were co-creating an idea, 
building on each other’s way of reasoning and understanding each other’s vision (thus my ‘high’ in the 
‘developing of visions and solutions…’ section above).  I think it is really good that we have started to focus on 
the process/actual activities of the mission oriented work as a way to explore and distinguish relevant 
transformative outcomes. However, as reflected on above, it is still a struggle to get enough time and focus from 
those who know best how the activities are carried out and what assumptions that are underlying potential 
transformative outcomes – Dan and Joanna. For the work ahead I think we need to get around/face this issue in 
several ways; a) continue developing the format and content of the theiry oif change so that it becomes clear, on 
a principal level, for Joanna and Dan what to reflect on/fill in, b) continue enhancing the knowledge within the 
whole project team (as in Diana, Sandra, Jordi and me) of the work and activities within the mission oriented 
work – in that way we can more easily continue building the theory if change etc. 


