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Abstract
This project speculates new and improved ways in which 
the UDI can work like in the future, with the goal of 
strengthening workplace democracy. The complexity in 
which the organization operates was made tangible by  
a process of collaborative gigamapping and by carrying 
out field and desktop research. The context in which the 
UDI is immersed in was then mapped in detail, revealing 
an organisation that is much influenced by the outside 
and with little capacity to influence it’s surroundings. 
By employing tools such as Dune & Rabby’s PPPP, ZIP 
Analysis and Systemic Impact and Threshold Analysis, a 
design concept was selected for it’s extensive ripple effect 
and relative ease of development and adoption, while 
also questioning established and disfunctional practices 
in the UDI. A service design concept is proposed as an 
method to discuss public management and political 
influence on public services.
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Introduction



knowledge I had from my own experience with the UDI 
as an immigrant student coming to Norway a year and a 
half ago.

While the private company presented a more structured 
agenda for the collaboration with our studio, the UDI 
painted a much more opaque picture of itself. While 
the insurance company was talking about dynamism, 
innovation and efficiency, the UDI was talking about 

union leaders, departments and procedures. The first 
contact with our partner did not reveal problems, 
just a very faint presentation of the purposes of the 
organization and some insight into how workplace 
democracy works inside of it.

After the first initial meeting, the feeling was of a lot 
of confusion. Some metaphysical inquiries about the 
role of the designer started popping out: what do you 
do when you’re not following the trails of a problem 
in order to fix it? Are we not the archetypical problem 
solvers? However, when pitted against Wicked Problems 

An open brief 
and a blank roll 
of paper

For some, a designer can be one of the most irritating 
types of person around: always looking for problems, 
for the hidden cracks and for ways to improve or “solve” 
something. In the context of design education, most 
of the times these problems and cracks are a given: it’s 
around these problems in the form of design briefs that 
we are mostly used to work around, especially when 
partners are involved as part of assignments and projects. 
Sometimes this problems are fuzzy and difficult to grasp, 
something a designer will have the opportunity to work 
on by doing some design research and “framing the 
problem”, as it’s been regularly called. But what happens 
when you don’t have a clear problem from the get go?

In the Systems Oriented Design Course, we had an 
overarching theme, design for democracy, and a subset 
of this theme: workplace democracy. Without having met 
our future working partners, our minds ran free. What 
are we going to design? New forms of government? A 
new ballot? A new social contract? 

After some introductory lectures and a lot of content 
to try to grasp Systems Oriented Design – or SOD, 
from now on – as fast as possible, we were presented 
with two choices: to work with a traditional norwegian 
insurance company called Gjensidige or with the UDI, 
the Norwegian Immigration Directorate.

As my one of my goals as a designer is to work with 
the public sector in service design related projects, it 
was an obvious choice. I also imagined I could use the 
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would split and deliver concepts individually.

My initial drive was to think that we needed to 
expand our horizon further away from the UDI as an 
organization and to think of it as part of a much bigger 
problem: the (forced) flow of human beings across the 
globe during the 20th century. This flow had a peak 
during World War 2. Around this time, the United 
Nations outlined what was legally a Refugee. The flow of 
migrations stabilized during the following decades, and 
then spiked again from the 90s onwards. Proxy wars, 
regional identitarian conflicts, human rights violations, 
natural catastrophes and scarcity of resources led to a 
situation that was called the European Migrant Crisis of 
2015. During this period, 1.2 million people crossed the 
borders of the continent looking for asylum, wreaking 
havoc in the established systems for dealing with 
migration and fueling a public debate that is unfolding 
until this day (Eurostat, 2015). This is the context in 
which the UDI is operating and that we needed to 
understand.

We started out by making schematics of what we 
understood the UDI to be and how it was connected to 
the world, based on the materials we could find online 
about the organization and also on our own assumptions. 
These preliminary interpretations of the problematique 
of human migration and the migrant crisis allowed us 
to see the pieces of the puzzle we were missing. We set 
out to schedule interviews with several sources that 
would allow us to complete pieces of this puzzle. We 
also decided to do desktop research to broaden our 
understanding of the problem field.

It’s important to note that while we were broadening 
our perception of the interlocking systems of human 
migration, we were still trying to connect it to the 
theme of the studio course: workplace democracy. Our 
research was going to look outwards so we could better 

such as human migration it becomes evident that you 
cannot operate in this register. If you’re only looking 
for particular things to solve you might even make 
a wicked problem bigger and more unsolvable, by 
probing and pushing in the wrong directions without a 
complete awareness of the consequences.

This awareness is what Systems Oriented Design tries to 
present to the design practitioner in a set of principles 
that can expand the observable horizon and allow the 
designer to make more informed decisions. In light of 
this, I started thinking that maybe designers can assume 
a different role.  Designers can also be sense makers, 
looking beyond the current situation, speculating 
on alternatives and aiming to inspire and encourage 
imagination and innovation (Dune & Rabby, 2013). The 
tradition of discursive design influenced me on how 
to approach this project, and while I would not call it a 
speculative design project it certainly aims to question 
and to cause a few eyebrows to be raised.

The approach

The Systems Oriented Design Studio was occupied 
by five students. Three of them decided to work with 
the insurance company. Me and Niloufar Gharavi, a 
colleague originally from Iran with a passage at KADK in 
Copenhagen in the course of Co-design, decided to work 
with the UDI.

Since the beginning of the project would be an 
exploration of a system that neither of us knew in detail, 
we decided to collaborate and build this knowledge 
together. We decided that after we outlined a sufficiently 
clear picture of the UDI and its neighboring systems, we 
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understand the inside. And while we did consider the 
immigrants’ needs and pains, we were observing them 
as factors that could influence the inner workings of 
the UDI. So, this project did not focus on solutions for 
immigrants directly, but we believe that if we made 
the UDI achieve more democratic working standards 
we would indirectly affect the service offered to the 
immigrant as well.

14

Some of the very early 

attempts to make sense of 

the UDI ecosystem. On the 

left, and exploration of the 

different organizations that 

are connected to the UDI. To 

the right, a model to question 

how various factors influence 

migration. In the middle, a very 

early model of an actor map, 

which led to the interviews we 

decided to do afterwards.
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thinking that this method could be an efficient way of 
understanding an area of a system that we wanted to 
map and skip the whole tedious process of going through 
hours and hours of recorded audio material. This would 
also allow us to have also an instantaneous feedback on 
the models we constructed. This helped to give form to 
several of the models that we carried with us until the 
final delivery.

This exercise also was a part of another technique in the 
SOD playbook: building a network of experts that will 
add to your research project. We scheduled interviews 
with 6 people. All of them were previously informed 
about our project, and about why we wanted to meet 
them. They were not informed about the Gigamapping, 
as we thought it might intimidate them.

All sessions lasted from one hour to one hour and a 
half. We conducted them as a mixture between a semi-
structured interview and a Gigamapping workshop. 
Before the interview started, we set the plotting paper 
on a table, stated the goal of the session, the method 
we were going to use and gave the interviewees a pen. 
The sessions started out with very broad questions and 
moved to the specifics. As outcomes of each session we 
got a Gigamap and photographs.

Gigamapping 
interviews with 
sources

One particular characteristic of a part of the SOD 
theoretical framework was very interesting to us so we 
decided to explore its potential. Gigamaps are multi-
layered multi-purposed design devices that can be used 
in a myriad of different manners. Gigamaps are meant 
to be open-ended and to allow for designing, sharing, 
aligning and criticizing an image of a complex situation 
(Sevaldson, 2015). 

We came across some cases which used Gigamaps as 
collaborative tools, in which designers and stakeholders 
each held a pen and mapped together. We began 
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Interview 1: Håvard Strand

Associate Professor at the UiO Department of Political 
Science, Faculty of Social Sciences. Focused on 
Comparative Politics, Development studies, Elections, 
Democracy, Global South, USA

Our goal was to understand how the current political 
landscape in Norway influences the UDI and vice-versa. 
Håvard gave us a brief summary of the last 15 years in 
national politics, the movements and countermovements 
that led to today’s composition of power. He also 
introduced us to a model used for the positioning of 
political candidates: the ice-cream model, which states 
that moderate candidates position themselves in relation 
to one another and close to the center to be able to 
maintain differentiation but still appeal to a majority, and 
extremist candidates which hold up to fringe, unpopular 
arguments to attract the people on the outside of the 
majority of the political spectrum.

We also ended up understanding a lot about civil 
society and the conditions for an efficient, functioning 
democracy, and how functional citizens “lower the 
stakes” by not depending so much on the central 
government and by contributing to an informed and 
educated public debate.

The problem is that technology and imbalances in society 
are contributing to the formation of opinion bubbles and 
the existence of a fringe discourse that is not necessarily 
based on truth or rational arguments.



 Interview 2: Cristina Archetti

Professor at the UiO Department of Media and 
Communication, Faculty of Humanities, 

Focused on Political communication, Journalism, Media 
and extremism/terrorism, Strategic communication, 
Social

Cristina helped us understanding the role of media 
in building the public discourse around immigration 
in norwegian society. In this mapping session, we 
drew a model which explains the relationship between 
politicians, media and the audience. Media has its own 
agenda of survival in a cutthroat market that is hanging 
by a thread: to generate traffic and monetize it’s content. 
Immigration is an easy target for polemics, as personal 
stories around refugees are such a hot topic at the 
moment. Sensationalism soon follows. 

The media’s relationship with politics is complicated 
by its vulnerable marketing condition. Politicians use 
the media to push their agendas regarding policy by 
stoking the fire of polemics. The role of civil society in its 
relationship with media is either being a passive receptor 
of messages or active producers of content. NGOs that 
work with refugees, for instance, influence the media 
landscape by producing their own stories and gathering 
their own data.

Curiously, it’s difficult to see the UDI in the Gigamap 
produced. The directorate is under pressure from media, 
politicians and the civil society as a main actor in 
immigration, but an actor that has very little capacity to 
drive stories, which results in a lot of crisis management 
that has to be done by the communication department at 
the UDI.



Interview 3: Kristin Klaseie

Head of administration at the UDI

Kristin helped us “connect the dots” of what we could 
learn of the UDI from the several resources available 
at the directorate’s website and the real functioning of 
the various departments and its relationships. We left 
we a much clearer understanding of the organogram. 
Kristin highlighted the importance of the ‘Analysis and 
Development’ department – a unit that operates almost 
independently from the rest of the organization and that 
functions as the main interface the between political and 
service-related domains, that also regulates how laws and 
regulations are propagated to the rest of the UDI.



Interview 4: Jørn C. Øwre

Project manager for sites and settlements at the 
Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC)

Jorn provided us with an overview of the humanitarian 
aid system in place for worldwide assistance to displaced 
populations in vulnerable conditions. He helped us to 
understand the relationships between the international 
bodies such as the UNHCR and the UDI, how refugee 
quotas are distributed and how refugees access one 
country or another.  He also explained how NGOs like 
the NRC cooperate with the UDI (and the answer is very 
little). In his opinion, the UDI is not politically interested 
in building more capacity and it’s restrained by limited 
budget and resources. For Jorn, there is a lot of room for 
improvement.



Interview 5: Kaja Kjerschow

Strategist at the Analysis and Development department 
at the UDI

Kaja unveiled a the mechanisms that governs the 
UDI: how a budget is defined at Storting and how an 
Allocation letter is developed by the department of 
immigration from the Ministry of Justice and Public 
Security and how this document defines much of what 
happens inside the UDI during the following fiscal year. 
Some inherent contradictios in the way structures are set 
up now were also apparent: 

For the political figure, their user is the voter. For the 
directorate, it’s user is the immigrant.

The bureaucracy in the UDI is trying to be more user-
centric, but at the same time the political domain doesn’t 
seem to understand why it is relevant to focus so much 
on that.

The political domain talks in efficiency and numbers. The 
directorate wants to talk in quality and experience.



Interview 6: Marthe Grave

Consultant at the Work Migration unit at the UDI

With Marthe, we got a bottom-up perspective of how 
the case handlers observe the whole situation at the 
UDI. She expressed concern for the way the UDI is 
organized. Different units have different goals and 
even different physical work spaces but are regarded as 
a whole when downsizing has to occur. She used the 
example of the 2015 migrant crisis, when a great number 
of people were employed to care for the asylum and 
family related cases. But the number of asylum seekers 
reduced and stabilized sharply in 2016, and now all of 
the organization has to share the burdens of downsizing 
and losing resources. She also noted that she is aware of 
the annual allocation letter and also about the report the 
UDI issues back to the ministry, but she is hardly ever 
interested in these documents as she doesn’t see herself 
represented in these materials.
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into account by formal evaluations channels. With this, 
valuable stories related to a good service are lost because 
there is low adherence in upper management for this 
type of content. 

The work of the case handler is apparently less 

prestigious: 

There seems to be a lack of recognition for these types of 
employees that are on the frontline of user engagement. 
It was circulated in the discussions that if a case worker 
wants to be recognized, it must move the further away 
as possible from case working and user engagement. 
Workshop participants made sure to make the 
distinction between financial recognition and the pride 
of doing your work. 

There seems to be no clear shared vision of where 

the UDI will be in the future:  

participants from different units and departments had 
different views of organization should pursue. One 
participant said the UDi aims to be “the most modern 
public organization in Norway”. Another said the goal 
was to have as few people as possible working with case 
handling. Another participant said that the goal of the UDI 
was to be more personalized and to get closer to users.

User-centric related initiatives have low status in 

the organization:  

As the UDI is running on tight control mechanisms. 
Projects and initiatives that aim to improve the final 
user’s experience are hard to express in numerical terms, 
so management has to make a lot of effort to explain 
that these user-centric approaches are also efficient 
to the political layer. There is no consensus of what 
is an acceptable user experience or a prefered way, or 
even if good user experience for immigrants should be 
offered. When we asked about things that could simplify 
processes and make things run faster, a lot of times we 
heard that maybe that’s not a goal of the organization.

Field studies

Case-handler shadowing

After conducting the Gigamapping interview with 
Marthe in the morning, we observed the rest of her daily 
routine. She showed us her workspace and the various 
systems she uses daily to treat work migration related 
cases. She also explained how the various case-workers 
rotate between office work and call center work.

Workshop 
observation

While we were doing our 
project with the SOD 
Studio, another project was 
being carried on inside the 
UDI with AHO alumni. 
We were invited to follow 
a 4 hour workshop with 
several employees from all 
sorts of different units and 

departments, as well as hierarchy levels – including the 
UDI’s general director, Frode Forfang. The workshop aim 
was to ideate and co-create on a future for the UDI.

During the workshop, we had the chance to observe a lot 
of the dynamics between different groups of employees, 
as well as gather an enormous amount of insights.

Main Findings

The value of good work is not properly addressed: 
In the current logic of work assessment based on 
quantity, the quality of service provided is not taken 
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is a societal process that creates winners and losers”. The 
authors also argue that formalized multi-stakeholders 
networks organized in glocalized contexts, aware of its 
specific context and supported by a tripod of researchers, 
entrepreneurs and policy makers is the only way to make 
sure that innovations that are developed in the peace 
context “stick” and have a positive effect. (Miklian & 
Hoelscher, 2017).

Lastly, Bent Flyvbjerg makes a comparative analysis 
of Habermas and Foucault’s positions on democracy 
(Flyvbjerg, 1998). While Habermas believes in the 
inherent capacity of men to organize around logical 
arguments to derive a frictionless consent legitimized by 
a legal system, Foucault is worried about the incapability 
to do so simply because institutions carry in themselves 
the inequality in power and the systems of control 
that make such logical consent impossible in the first 
place. As he states: “The problem is not of trying to 
dissolve [relations of power] in the utopia of a perfectly 
transparent communication, but to give... the rules of 
law, the techniques of management, and also the ethics 
... which would allow these games of power to be played 
with a minimum of domination.”. Flyvbjerg analysis of 
Foucault demonstrates that what propels society to new 
arrangements is not consent, but conflict.

These readings helped me in tracing an angle in which I 
could try to tackle the complexity in the UDI’s ecosystem 
– to think about processes that take into consideration 
the innovators responsibility, that allow for the 
emergence of healthy conflict and that are accomplished 
by the actors which are part of the ecosystem themselves, 
in a bottom-up approach. The varied material collected 
also allowed me to fill in the gaps with quantitative data 
about migration and the UDI’s inner workings.

Desktop 
research and 
literature review

Several different kinds of materials were analyzed as part 
of research: from UN reports on immigration, health 
and innovation, to statistics from the UDI’s website and 
SSB.no, to several academic papers encompassing design 
methods, sociology, economy, management theory, trade 
unions in Norway and Responsible Research Innovation. 
From these, it would be interesting to highlight a few.

Thomas Binder, Eva Brandt, Pelle Ehn and Joachim 
Halse, from the Royal Academy of Art in Copenhagen 
talk about democratic design experiments and infusing 
participatory design with a truly parliamentary spirit. 
For them, design is always political and there is no 
innocence: “On the one hand, a reinvigoration of 
participatory design as laboratories of democratic design 
experiments must nurture and expand the diverse 
practices of making design representation particular to 
and entangled with the design encounter – a hallmark 
of the participatory design heritage. On the other hand, 
it must embrace both the controversial ambiguity and 
contingency of the design objects of speculative design 
and the programmatic willingness to perform democratic 
agency through design mediations in the design activist 
tradition. Such laboratories are less interested in impact 
and more concerned with an open unfolding of the 
experiments.” (Binder et all, 2015).

Jason Miklian and Kristian Hoelscher, from the Peace 
Research Innovation Oslo, discuss how innovation for 
innovation’s sake can be dangerous and that “disruption 
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Gigamap

First iteration

Th e fi rst digital version of the Gigamap was presented at 
the second milestone delivery of our studio course. It was 
a condensation of the most important parts from the 6 
gigamaps collected in the research phase.

Th e gigamap was divided in half vertically by a timeline 
starting from the implementation of democracy as a system in 
Norway, all the way through the future in 2050. To the left  of 
the timeline, economical, political, geological and humanitarian 
factors for migration were plotted, generating a fl ux of people. 
Th is fl ux of people would move from left  to right, into the 
government of Norway. Th ese asylum seeking migrants would 
be ‘processed’ by the internal UDI systems in order to reach 
the norwegian society or be reject an application and get sent 
back home. Th e map was coded with 4 main colours: migrants, 
norwegian government, UDI and Civil Society.

Due to the heavy organizational undertones in our 
research, the Gigamap ended up looking a lot like a 
network map. It was mixed with information containers 
and a timeline.

Problems identified

Th ere were a lot of readability issues with the map: there 
was not a lot of visual hierarchy, it was very cluttered and 
there was some counterintuitive readability patterns (a 
vertical timeline, reading fi rst to the left  then to the right) 
which made it very diffi  cult to follow if someone was 
not present to explain. We had this experience fi rst hand 
when our Gigamap was exhibited at RSD6 conference, 
here at AHO. Several people we talked to couldn’t 
understand the map at fi rst, but managed to follow 
aft er we approached them and explained how to read 
it. During the exhibition, we also set up a plastic fi lm in 
front of the map in order for people to draw on top of it 
in order to contribute, question and just have some fun. 
But since the readability was heavily compromised, the 
adoption of this intervention was very low.
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Second iteration

Th e problems identifi ed during our exhibitions of the 
Gigamap directed the eff ort to make it’s fi nal iteration. 
Th e timeline element was removed, and a much more 
clear reading fl ow from left  to right was introduced. Th e 
factors for migration were kept, but simplifi ed a lot. Also, 
I decided to focus exclusively on the vulnerable asylum 
seeker and it’s family, as they are the most complex types 
challenges faced by the other migrants as well. To help 
even further with readability, the UDI, the Norwegian 

government and Civil Society are represented as nested 
ellipses. Before, the positions and shapes of these 
realms was not very logical and also made readability 
complicated. Th e path of the migrant was also not very 
straightforward, so the line of readability was going 
up and down. All of this was taken into consideration 
to develop a version of the map that omitted some of 
the information we had before but favored a better 
readability experience, while at the same time keeping 
the most important aspects.
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ZIP Analysis, 
ideation 
and tools 
for systemic 
evaluation

Several ZIP points were brought up during the ZIP 
analysis of the Gigamap. Here is a list of the most 
important problems identified:

• Information for users is hard to reach or read 
because the website is designed based on user 
journeys and not content hierarchy

• Cooperation exists in IT but not in the organization. 
Particular knowledge is not shared in the 
organizational level

• The UDI is mostly invisible to the customer through 
the whole process 

• Immigrants are only regarded as resources when 
their case is finally processed and handed to the 
IMDi

• The police department is the first contact migrants 
have with the norwegian government and the bad 
impression some of them get goes into UDI’s blame

• The process of legally identifying immigrants is not 
an easy

• There is a lot of pressure on top of the case handler 
and he doesn’t have ways of influencing the upper 

structures of the organization

• The organization perceives user centered approaches 
as low status activities

• Several buildings and cities makes communication 
and interaction between UDI employees difficult

Here’s a list of the most important Zoom points 
identified:

• Factors for employee satisfaction

• The role of physical space in employee collaboration

• How much can the UDI can pursue better working 
conditions without challenging it’s constitutional 
mandate of enforcer of national immigration policy?

• Do the reports from UDI get analyzed by someone 
in the ministry and can influence the next yearly 
allocation letter going back to them from the 
ministry?

• Do they really do adjustments based on the UDI’s 
reports of the actual scenarios?

From the ZIP analysis, I started generating ideas 
around these identified topics. From all the I points 
created I focused more on going forward with 4 main 
ideas: three of them address the use of technology as a 
means to discuss working conditions and are placed in 
a more futuristic context, and one of them addresses 
the relationships of power between political and service 
related domains and the process in which decisions 
regarding strategic planning, goal setting, managerial 
parameters and reporting should be done. These are the 
four main ideas: 
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1. Trust Issues
Co-creating goals 
and reports

In the current model, every year 
the ministry of justice asks for the 
department of immigration to compose 
an Allocation Letter, which determines 
in detail what goals the UDI should 
pursue, as well as the managerial and 
reporting parameters it should follow in 
order to achieve this goals.Outside of this 
model, there is no other way of reporting 
and incorporating the rich experiences 
cases handlers have day by day with 
immigrants. This leads to lack of 
commitment and insatisfaction, because 
case workers feel their experience is not 
validated by the bureaucracy.

2. The UDI 
Chatbot
Connecting people 
to information 
seamlessly

In order to help users get the information 
they are looking for in the UDIs digital 
channels, an AI chatbot could be 
implemented to read through the websites 
and through laws and regulations to 
answer questions from the users.

As the UDIs website is structured in user 
journeys, if the users are looking for a specific 
piece of information without being on one 
the predefined journeys they have a hard time 
browsing.

The UDI chatbot would help users to find 
whatever little piece of information they need, 
freeing time of case handlers that are often on 
the phone to answer this simple requests. The 
chatbot could also answer simple questions 
about cases, like proceeding times and status.

By carrying out this job, an AI can learn how to 
cross-reference knowledge and understand user 
behaviour as well as  the legislations that make 
up UDIs work.

3. The Case 
Handlers 
Assistant
AI that helps case 
workers take better 
decisions

After establishing a network of knowledge in a 
low threshold environment such as customer 
service and learning about immigration, the AI 
could then be used to pre-process cases, make 
preliminary analysis and give recommendations 
to case handlers, which would only have the 
work of reviewing the AIs work and modifying 
it as needed. 



Possible

Plausible

Preferable

Probable
Present

Trust
issues

AI
chatbot

AI robot
assistant

AI blockchain
case handling
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Th is would speed up the case handling 
process and free the employees to do 
other kinds of work.

4. The 
Immigration 
blockchain 
A standardized 
documentation for 
the flow of people 
moving around the 
globe.

Blockchain could enable very reliable 
identifi cation systems, which would 
be provided by the United Nations or 
by countries. Th is information would 
be stored in the blockchain. Laws, 
regulations and other forms of social 
contracts could be translated to code, 
a logic that could also be stored in the 
blockchain. Artifi cial Intelligence could 
interpret cases based on the existing 
legislation and from the complete 
records of judicial immigration decisions 
and provide deliberations. Some cases 
are obvious, some cases are not. Th e ones 
which don’t meet a certain parameter of 
decision are handed to UDI consultants, 
that would verify and re-evaluate the AI’s 
decision making.

Systemic impact and 
adoption threshold

Th ese four ideas were analysed for systemic 
impact and threshold for adoption, as well as 
plotted out against Dune and Rabby’s PPPP 
diagram in order to foresee which of these 
ideas could instigate a diff erent way of thinking 
in the UDI and maybe nudge them towards a 
preferable future.

Some of this ideas had a very high impact, 
possibly even completely modifying the 
confi guration of the UDI or even challenging 
it’s very existence, as the Immigration 
Blockchain, for instance. But at the same time 
it is hard to estimate the counterintuitive eff ects 
of such interventions. Th is would need a design 
project in itself to estimate.

In the end, I ended up choosing an idea that 
had a low threshold for adoption and a high 
systemic impact, which would also have a 
platform eff ect for allowing further innovation 
to be more easily adopted.

Dune and Rabbys PPPP Model
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Trust issues: 
concept 
development

Background

New Public Management has been a global trend during 
the 90s. It was also largely adopted in Scandinavia. 
NPM is characterized by implementing a strict market-
like managerial control, top down decision making, 
performance indicators and reporting.

Recently some important voices in the nordic context 
have been questioning this standard. Bård Kuvaas, 
who is a Business Management Researcher at BI, is one 
of the vocal opponents of New Public Management. 
He questions the imposing of outside methods of 
control and employee review as factors that stimulate 
performance. In his own words –  “Employees who are 
driven by an inner motivation, who are happy in their 
jobs and tasks, perform better and than those ruled by 
external factors. But inner motivation needs confidence 
to flourish.” Jan Ubøe, professor of mathematics at the 
Business School in Bergen also is publicly questioning 
the merits of NPM as a driver of better services because 
of its inherent hierarchical nature – “Leaders and 
politicians must realize that, like everyone else, they have 
their limitations. The competence lies in the organization 
and with the employees.”.

And it’s not only researchers in academia who are putting 
NPM in check. The municipality in Copenhagen has 
adopted since 2010 a “Trust Reform”: an initiative to 
reduce the number of redundant and useless systems of 
control that hindered the ability of public management 

to provide better services. The results have been studied 
broadly and an overall improvement in service delivery 
quality was perceived in most sectors of public service. 
The Oslo Municipality has started similar projects 
in healthcare and education. Tone Dahl, a municipal 
advisor responsible for this reforms explains the goal 
of the kommune with this interventions – “We are 
committed to the teachers to take responsibility for the 
methods they use, to work knowledge-based and to share 
experiences and teaching arrangements with each other. 
This is part of their professionalism”.

How does this influence workplace democracy? In the 
very beginning of the SOD Studio Course we were 
introduced to the importance of the Union Movement 
in Norway to achieve some measure of parity between 
employers and employees. With a lot of organization and 
struggle, the General Agreements provided a platform in 
which employees had leverage to be more in control of 
their working routines. For many, this is one of the great 
success stories in the Scandinavian social project.

Although the rate of unionizing between workers has 
been fairly stable in Norway, in 2015 it was still the 
lowest in the nordic countries – only 52%. (Neergard, 
2015). NPM is just another factor that tips the scale 
against workers by pushing demands on performance 
and managerial parameters hierarchically. It is very good 
for the bureaucracy, but how good is it for the workers? 

The concept

Right now, this top down loop reinforces the same 
operational patterns and makes innovation hard to 
flourish because the allocation letter already determines 
goals, managerial parameters to achieve each goals and a 



52

detailed reporting scheme for each goal, leaving not a lot 
of room for operating outside this boundaries.

Trust Issues proposes changing how planning and 
reporting takes place between the Ministry of Justice 
and UDI to a collaborative process where hierarchies are 
broken down and all actors share forums of discussion 
and decide together on matters that impact all. Trust 
Issues proposes thinking about public management as an 
heuristic process, in which actors not only delegate and 
execute, but construct together and trust each other. Th e 
following storyboard exemplifi es the process:
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Lars works in the dpt of 

immigration at the ministry of 

justice. He just received the 

news about the states new 

budget for immigration during 

the next year.

Alongside the minister and 

the director of the UDI , 

Lars and his team decide on 

high level directives for the 

activities of the UDI during the 

coming year.  There should 

not be more than 5 directives.

After the meeting Lars and 

his team create a Yearly 

Directives document.

This document is only 8 pages 

long and is communicated to 

the rest of the organization.
The document is displayed 

in all of the UDis offices in 

order for all the employees 

to get to know the new yearly 

directives.
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This Amanda. Shes from the 

strategy and development 

department of the UDI. Shes 

expecting a visit from Lars so 

they can plan how this year 

reporting will look like.

Lars sits down with Amanda 

to analyze which units of the 

UDI are affected by each of 

the directives in order to invite 

members of all the hierarchy 

levels of all units involved to a 

workshop. Also, if a directive 

impacts a determined 

kind of immigrant or other 

government bodies, they are 

also invited to participate.

Each directive will be 

discussed during a whole 

day workshop. The aim of the 

workshops is to process a 

specific directive and decide 

collective how to achieve each 

goal, how to measure and 

report on it and the immediate 

effects and problems that 

might arise and that need to 

be addressed.



Measure. 1 hour Report. 1 hourDefine: 3 hours

Strategic planning Goals KPIsRisk analysis Where Who When

What 

How 

Who

Directive

Break

now 1 year

low risk

hi risk
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Workshop planning

In the fi rst two hours, the participants are divided into 
groups. Th e groups use the arrow model to determine 
four major actions they need to do in order to achieve 
the directive. For each action, they need to explain how 
they will work and also who is involved and responsible 
for each action.

Each group presents their version of the strategic plan. 
Aft erwards, all groups have an open discussion upon 
which plans are best. Th ey fi nally vote for their favorite 
plans and decide together upon a new, collective and 
defi nitive plan.

In the next hour, they will discuss risks associated 
with the strategic plan. The first activity is an open 
discussion on how the previously agreed upon 
strategic plan impacts the various immigrant end user 
groups of the UDI.

Th en, they brainstorm groups upon risks , and then 
they place each risk on a matrix that rates immediate 
and short term risk, as well as high or low risk. Th e ones 
who rate higher risks and short term are discussed as a 
scenario and the group decides upon countermeasures to 
avoid this scenario.

Aft er lunch break, the participants discuss personal and 
organizational goals relating to the directive, and ways to 
measure the achievement of these goals.

Finally, they discuss together how they are going to 
report: what is their preferred way of telling the story 
of how they achieve the goals, who will be involved in 
reporting and the periods in which reporting has to be 
done. Th is is done by brainstorm and dot voting.

Define 

Measure 

Report

What to do 

How to do it 

Who does what

Risks 

Worst-case scenarios 

Countermeasures

Goals 
Performance indicators

What support 

Responsibilities 

Frequency
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Outcomes

By the end of the fi ve workshop process, a Directive 
Strategic Plan document will be issued by the Analysis and 
Development department. Th is document consolidates 
the collaborative experience of goal setting and planning 
in an easy to follow format. Th e result is not so much a 
complete roadmap of how this directive should be met, but 
a collective agreement on how to work together to do so. It 
is bound by the co-creation process.

During the year, the directive workgroups develop their 
own views of how the tell the story of how the directive 
was pursued. Th e UDI’s website becomes the showcase 
for this stories to come alive. Some groups might decide 
to write a text together, others might decide to create 
a video, and others might decide to create a physical 
artefact. Th e Annual Report home page on the UDI’s 
website is revamped to present this content, along with 
the heavy numerical and factual data, in a multimedia 
sort of way: it becomes, quite literally, the face of the 
organization; a place where stories become visual and 

where actors have relevance. Th e Annual Report becomes 
the hub from where the UDI can communicate with 
the rest of norwegian society.  In comparison with the 
previous iterations of the Annual report – 80 plus pages 
of text with very little visual hierarchy and very diffi  cult 
to access to anyone other than the bureaucracy itself – it 
is an improvement because it allows for diff erent kinds of 
conversations to emerge. Conversations that are not only 
about effi  ciency, but about quality and pride in doing a 
good job.

How the homepage of the 

annual report and a story 

about family immigration 

is told - Photos, personal 

touches and warmth.
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There are specific outcomes for the various actors 
involved in the process as well. Case workers get an 
appropriate forum to be able to influence decision 
making that has a direct consequence to their work 
routines. They also get a platform to show their work 
and display their knowledge and know-how to the rest 
of norwegian society.

Bureaucrats at the UDI get to remove the burdensome 
task of compiling this huge amounts of data from 
all over the organization. They can focus more on 
discussing with their colleagues on new and improved 
ways of working together. They garner the trust of 
their employees on the basis of a transparent process, 
which in turn leads to more motivated and engaged 
professionals.

Bureaucrats at the ministry level get to worry less about 
the results of the fiscal year because they are engaged in 
the process from the start – they know what to expect 
because they have been part of deciding it together with 
the workers at the UDI – allowing them to focus on 
developing better policy.

Lastly, the end users get a service that is continuously 
improved and that is better suited for their needs.

By pursuing this reform in strategic planning and 
reporting, the UDI can become more democratic 
by allowing all voices to be heard and distributing 
responsibilities equally. This new process allows for 
transversal participation, from the low tier employee 
to the top manager, from the political to the service 
delivery domains. It leads to better prioritisation and risk 
assessment because all the types of knowledge available 
in the organization – from tacit to academic, to financial, 
economical, technological, etc – are gathered in the same 
room. And finally, it allows for the construction of a 
shared vision of how the future of the UDI should be.

Systemic 
Impact in other 
instances of 
government

According to SSB.no around 500.000 norwegians, 
or roughly 10% of the population, is employed by 
government and the public sector in Norway. I tried 
counting how many directorates are operating right now, 
but they are simply too many.

If we consider that New Public Management is still the 
dominant logic, there are probably hundreds of reports 
being made around the country and lots and lots of 
people focused on producing these reports. Countless 
work hours employed in something that has very little to 
do with the actual quality of the services offered. Maybe 
this project can spark a profound conversation about 
values and the societal role the public sector.

The Road Ahead

Prototyping

It’s unclear at this point for me how to make a 
prototype of this process. There needs to be a much 
tighter anchoring inside the organization to be able 
to do this as a pilot. Maybe by isolating one part of 
the administration of the UDI and doing this as a test 



run could be a strategy. In any way, there is a need for 
further investigation of methods of how this could be 
implemented or not.

I also feel the need for further evidencing, maybe in the 
form of a video or animation that explain the project 
in a more didactic manner. I’m currently investigating 
techniques to use design fiction in movies, or diegesis, as 
a medium for the delivering speculative design concepts 
(Coulton & Lindley, 2014), and that could be a way to 
drive the point home. This movie could be used as a 
conversational tool in various rounds of presentations 
with different levels of public administration, to spark 
conversations and lead to new outcomes.



64 65

References

Papers and Reports

Binder, Thomas, Eva Brandt, Pelle Ehn, and Joachim 
Halse, ‘Democratic Design Experiments: Between 
Parliament and Laboratory’, CoDesign, 2015

Rabby, Fiona, and Anthony Dunne, Speculative 
Everything: Design, Fiction, and Social Dreaming, 2013

Coulton, Paul, and Joseph Lindley, ‘Modelling Design 
Fiction: What’s The Story?’, in Workshop on StoryStorm: 
A Collaborative Exchange of Methods for Storytelling, 
2014

Sevaldson, Birger, ‘Gigamaps: Their Role as Bridging 
Artefacts and a New Sense Sharing Model.’ (presented 
at the Relating Systems Thinking and Design 4, Canada, 
2015)

Flyvbjerg, Bent, ‘Habermas and Foucault: Thinkers for 
Civil Society?’, The British Journal of Sociology, 1998

Miklian, Jason, and Kristian Hoelscher, ‘A New Research 
Approach for Peace Innovation’, Innovation and 
Development, 2017

Nergaard, Kristine, Trade Unions in Norway: 
Coordinated Wage Bargaining and Workplace Level 
Co-Determination(Germany: Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, 
2014)

Darby, Andrew, Anna Whicher, Emmanuel Tsekleves, 
and Naomi Turner, ProtoPolicy Design Report: Using 
Design Fiction to Negotiate Political Questions (United 
Kingdom: Arts & Humanities Research Council, 2015)

Pearsell-Ross, Christopher, Future Fest: 
Reconceptualising Civil Participation in the Urban 
Planning Process (Oslo: The Oslo School of Architecture 
and Design, 2016)

Websites

Norman, Don, ‘DesignX: A Future Path for Design’, Don 
Norman: Designing For People<http://www.jnd.org/
dn.mss/designx_a_future_pa.html>

‘Systemic Evaluation Tools’, SystemsOrientedDesign.
net<http://systemsorienteddesign.net/index.php/tools/
evaluation-tool>

‘Website for Statistics and Analysis’, UDI.no<https://
www.udi.no/statistikk-og-analyse>

Engelstad, Ellen, ‘The Role of the Norwegian Left: 
An Interview with Marie Sneve Martinussen’, Jacobin 
Magazine, 2017 <https://jacobinmag.com/2017/09/
norway-red-party-elections-labor-environment>

‘GIGA-Maps Samples’, SystemsOrientedDesign.
net<http://systemsorienteddesign.net/index.php/giga-
mapping/giga-mapping-samples>

‘Immigration and Immigrants’, SSB.no<https://www.ssb.
no/innvandring-og-innvandrere>



Notes

Wrote and designed in Oslo, Norway, 
during the second semester of 2017. 
Typesetting using the fonts GT Sectra, Gt 
America and Myriad. 
My personal email: hello@thiagofreitas.co




