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OVERVIEW

This report provides an in-depth account of our team’s design process. It follows our 

journey from receiving and discussing our client’s brief, to reaching a design solution that 

we are proud of. We were tasked with creating fun and insightful icebreaker activities 

which use sociocultural viability theory (SVT) to create initial engagement with a variety of 

stakeholders who would later discuss wicked problems and their clumsy solutions. 

Extensive primary and secondary research allowed us to gather a variety of insights that 

were used to inspire different problem statements and solutions. Interviews and focus 

groups were our chosen methods to gather data from our stakeholders while we used a 

wicked problem as the basis of our project. This gave us a comprehensive understanding 

of SVT. Using the iterative framework of the Double Diamond (Design Council 2003, 

pp.1-23), we had opportunities to reflect and reconsider if our approach was providing 

fruitful contributions to our solution. We formed problem statements, carried out many 

ideation activities and discussed numerous potential solutions. Our battery of ideas 

eventually brought us to our final set of solutions and format for delivery: a flowchart.  

  

Our flowchart (Figure 1) provides a selection of icebreakers that aim to foster a 

constructive, cooperative environment for a team working on a wicked problem. The 

flowchart operates using knowledge of the participant group, and actions the facilitator 

wishes to take based on SVT. This information leads a user to a social intervention of a 

particular nature, in the form of one of our final icebreakers. Accompanying the flowchart 

is a table which shows how different perspectives may align with the four SVT solidarities 

with reference to our running example of a wicked problem: agriculture. Additional 

supplementary resources also account for unexpected social situations, making our 

solution highly adaptable. The flowchart is a tool, which we hope will equip Supersum to 

best handle the plethora of situations they could be faced with as a wicked problems 

agency. In the remainder of this report, we will detail the design process that led us to 

this solution.  
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Our solution also includes detailed icebreaker guides and supplementary materials that 

aid the decision and facilitation processes. These may be found in the appendix.

Figure 1: Icebreaker selection flowchart
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BACKGROUND

Social policies are an integral part to society: they are implemented to act as a guideline 

for day-to-day living, and to solve tangible issues like construction, healthcare, and 

education. Policies often stem from a linear line of thinking, similar to that of science. For 

example, smallpox pandemic was detrimental to the global population before vaccines 

were created and made available to the wider population (World Health Organisation, 

2019). These tangible, easily defined problems are dealt with in a predictable fashion. 

Such linear processes do not, however, mitigate for more ambiguous and complex 

problems. If the linear, scientific approach is applied to these problems, the core of the 

issue is lost, and knock-on effects begin to come into play. Efficiency is no longer the 

priority of the public, who are beginning to turn their focus towards thinking about 

problems in depth: these complex societal problems are a new, and different beast. 

Scientists focus on “tame” problems, whereas the issues that society faces now are 

“wicked”. These wicked problems are hard to define, constantly changing, unique and 

are inextricably linked to other problems, amongst other specific criterion outlined by 

Rittel and Webber (1973, pp.155-169). Presently, we are tackling wicked problems using 

clumsy solutions (Ney & Verweij 2015, pp.1679-1696). 

Due to the nature of wicked problems,  there are two ideas that must be considered in 

order to produce clumsy solutions. Transdisciplinary approaches are needed to 

understand each problem holistically (Brown, Harris and Russell 2010, pp.417-418). 

Within these approaches, people must engage with the topic and adapt continuously 

while tackling wicked problems as they are dynamic in nature. Forming a transdisciplinary 

team may seem simple, but this itself is a wicked problem (Norris et al. 2016, pp.115-122) 

due to potentially conflicting world views. These world views can be described by SVT, or 

cultural theory pioneered by Mary Douglas (2006; Thompson et al. 1990).
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SVT describes how perceptions of life can be separated into five distinct solidarities: 

hierarchy, egalitarian, fatalism, individualism, and autonomy. The groups are dependent 

on each other, and any form of governance that is built on a singular perspective will 

ultimately fail (Ney & Verweij 2015, p.1683). This is part of the compatibility theorem, 

where each solidarity needs its rivals to compliment the areas that it fails in. 

This links to the requisite variety condition, where there can be more ways of life, but 

never less than five. Figure 2 expresses where each of the ways of thinking lie in a two-

dimensional plane of sociality. Grid refers to ‘the degree to which an individual’s life is 

subject to external prescriptions’ while Group is ‘the extent of one being incorporated in 

bounded units’ (Thompson et al. 1990, p.5). The greater the incorporation, the more a 

person’s choice is determined by a group while the greater the prescription, the less 

open life is to individual negotiation. We have utilised this theory to produce a battery of 

icebreakers for transdisciplinary teams tackling wicked problems through clumsy 

solutions.

Figure 2: shows how the different ways of life correspond to each 

other, taken from Thompson et al. 1990

Autonomy 
The hermit

Fatalism 

The unionised 
weaver

Hierarchy 

The high-caste 
Hindu villager

Individualism 

The self-made 
manufacturer

Egalitarianism 

The communard

Grid

+

+ Group-

-
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OUR DESIGN PROCESS | Discover

As a group, we picked apart the brief (Metcalfe, 2021-22) and discussed our 

observations. We considered potential questions for our client contact, Tim, to bolster 

our understanding of the task. From our first meeting, we established expectations and a 

good understanding of what the client wanted: a game or interaction that eases tensions 

and helps the facilitator to identify the different solidarities (Tim Senior and Group 10, 

2021). After considering a plethora of research methods to explore icebreakers and SVT, 

we decided to pursue our primary research through interviews and focus groups. We 

considered potential stakeholders, including students, and corporate facilitators who had 

experience in designing and using icebreakers. We were also encouraged by Tim to 

choose a wicked problem example to contextualise our process. 

With regards to our wicked problem, we wanted to avoid topics that would be too 

polarising or distressing. After considering multiple options, we chose the use of 

technology in education because its relation to other problems such as mental health, 

was apparent, which appeared to qualify Rittel and Webber’s conditions of a wicked 

problem (1973, pp.155-169). Furthermore, as a group of students who have been 

through the traditional routes of education, the problem resonated with us as we have 

first-hand experience related to it. We then took the four solidarities and contextualised 

them to our wicked problem. For example, hierarchal people may believe that 

technology should be used in education but with regulation, especially for children. An 

egalitarian might be concerned with unequal access to education through technology 

and will likely consider the digital divide. The individualist may be in favour of 

incorporation as it signifies scientific progress, while the fatalist might argue that the 

degree of incorporation of technology in education is uncontrollable and use this as a 

basis to end the discussion.    

Archetypal responses from the four social solidarities to education and technology
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Observing two categories of interviewees, we planned two types of interviews. With 

students, friends, and family, we conducted ‘tension interviews,’ where our wicked 

problem was discussed to identify SVT solidarities and observe typical tensions and 

responses. In contrast, interviewees with expertise pertaining to icebreakers provided 

explicit knowledge in our ‘icebreaker’ interviews.  

For both objectives, semi-structured interviews allowed for set questions to guide the 

interview while our own interjections opened the door to elaboration by interviewees 

(Given, 2012). Our tension interviews were carefully constructed to observe interactions 

between discordant perspectives while avoiding excessive tension that could cause 

distress. Therefore, our questions pondered hypotheticals such as ‘what would you do if 

you were talking to someone with a different opinion?’. Mitigations for anxiety and stress 

were outlined in our consent form per the University ethics guidelines. Our chosen 

stakeholders for tension interviews were students and teachers that we knew, while for 

our icebreaker interviews, we spoke with people in industry, who engage with icebreakers 

and group facilitation on a day-to-day basis.

The tension-related interviews gave us an insight 

into how well the wicked problem worked. Seven 

people were interviewed in total, four being 

identified as individualists when they were asked 

about their thoughts on technology being used at 

school. When participants were asked about an 

effective learning environment, the majority 

expressed that technology will be integrated in the 

future and that the solution lies in integration with 

traditional teaching methods.
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     We placed our wicked problem under a different lens: constructing 

a ‘tame’ problem. These are well-defined and stable, have stopping points, and their 

solutions can be objectively evaluated as right or wrong. Using these criteria in 

conjunction with the criteria for wicked problems, we concluded that technology in 

education is not a wicked problem, because it is very well defined, and has a clear 

stopping point; technology will be integrated in the future. A wider-reaching statement 

such as ‘How should scientific and technological development be governed?’ would 

represent a wicked problem, as it denotes a long-term, social planning problem that can 

stems from different parts of society, not just education (Ritchey 2005, pp.1-8). Following 

another meeting with Tim, where we were given insights about tame problems (Tim 

Senior and Group 10, 2022), we decided to choose a different wicked problem before 

moving further in our project. 

Throughout the interviews, a lot of participants gave similar answers – some mapping to 

a specific solidarity, others not. For example, one of our participants expressed that 

‘schools need to think about accessibility’, which is in line with egalitarianism. However, 

when asked what they would do when they were speaking with someone else with an 

unfamiliar perspective, their thought processes were similar to that of an individualist, 

expressing that ‘your view is important but it’s only one view’. This variance in answers 

aligns with the compatibility theorem in SVT: solidarities are co-dependent, which makes 

it difficult to truly separate people into ways of life. Thus, the convergence of the answers 

led us to question the validity of our wicked problem.

OUR DESIGN PROCESS | Define
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After a period of exploration, we decided that agriculture and food production would be 

our new running example. This is interlinked with a plethora of other wicked problems 

such as soil erosion (Chen 2007, pp.1-15), meat farming (Mekonnen and Hoekstra 2012, 

pp. 401-415), and various kinds of sociocultural inequalities (Dutta and Thaker 2017, 

pp.24-46; Webb 2010, pp.  143S-147S), which makes it the symptom and cause of other 

wicked problems. This satisfies one of Rittel and Weber’s criteria for defining wicked 

problems (1973, pp.155-169). Further research and analysis confirmed that agriculture 

satisfied all the criteria for wicked problems (Kuhmohen 2018, pp. 683-695).

To begin designing icebreakers around this example, we had to gain an understanding of 

different perspectives surrounding the issue. We constructed archetypal viewpoints for 

each of the SVT solidarities and investigated a range of formal perspectives. These 

included an evaluation of collaborative strategies in Canada which placed an emphasis 

on Indigenous knowledge systems in a hierarchical approach (Buxton et al. 2021), as well 

as a primarily egalitarian angle on edible insects which recognised historical and cultural 

reasons for widespread diets  (Premalatha et al. 2011, pp. 4357-43600). Analysing this 

research helped us understand how SVT implicates itself in real world situations, and how 

the solidarities interact to justify complex opinions. Familiarising ourselves with a variety 

of perspectives around this wicked problem allowed us to better simulate conversations, 

leading to a more strongly evidenced solution. With this in mind, and a mass of 

interviews and other research data, we moved towards creating ‘How Might We’ 

statements. 

How Might We statements are a way of framing insights into challenges that can be 

addressed. For example, we found through one of our interviews that icebreakers which 

reveal participants’ strengths in a team can make people feel valued and comfortable for 

the rest of the project (Group 10, 2022).

Agriculture defined as a wicked problem, taken from Kuhmohen 2018
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This resulted in the statement “How might we reveal peoples’ strengths in a constructive 

way.” After producing dozens of How Might We statements, we noticed that they shared 

common themes and could be clustered around five main ideas:

As a team we discussed how to refine these ideas into five clear problem statements. 

Doing this exercise as a group allowed us to give each other immediate feedback and 

iterate on our ideas efficiently. We formatted our statements so each of them would 

detail a user need evidenced by an insight. This agile process led us to the following 

problem statements, in no particular order: 

• Participants need a casual context to interact because professional settings can 

stifle authenticity   
• Participants need to enter a meeting without any pre-conceptions in order to have 

a productive discussion without biases    
• Participants need to consider various ways of knowing (WOKs) to critically think 

through different perspectives because a singular WOK can lead to close-

mindedness   
• Participants need multiple avenues to communicate because not everyone 

expresses themselves in the same way    
• Participants need common ground to feel connected to others on a human level  
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The third problem statement references ‘ways of knowing’ which is a theory of knowledge 

concept that describes the diverse ways in which we acquire knowledge. Richard van de 

Lagemaat (2014) suggests there are eight ways of knowing: language, perception, 

reason, emotion, intuition, imagination, memory, and faith. In this project, we used these 

eight WOKs when considering user needs and potential solutions.  

OUR DESIGN PROCESS | Develop

Since the brief demanded a “battery” of ideas (Metcalfe, 2021-22),  it was evident that 

each idea should serve a different priority so that our solution would cover a wider range 

of social scenarios. Having five problem statements naturally led to the objective of 

creating five icebreakers that would prioritise one problem statement each. However, 

through our work so far, it was clear that all icebreakers must satisfy some universal 

success criteria, such as identifying the SVT solidarities (Metcalfe, 2021-22) and resulting 

in a constructive team environment. The universality of these criteria led to the problem 

statements having large overlaps as the differences between them became subtle. 

Although the mapping between problem statements and icebreaker ideas was not rigidly 

defined, the problem statements provided a good starting point for generating ideas.  

We generated ideas using several different exercises inspired by the Board of Innovation 

(2019a). For each problem statement, we discussed which ideation exercise would be 

most suitable. This allowed us to evaluate the immediate challenges presented by each 

problem statement, and subsequently direct our thinking by selecting a relevant ideation 

exercise. Using a different exercise each time also ensured that we didn’t fall into a 

predictable pattern of ideas and generated truly new concepts. The exercises we used 

were mash-up (IDEO U., 2019), 6-3-5 brainwriting, “build it, break it, fix it”, analogy 

thinking, and opposite thinking (Board of Innovation, 2019b, 2019c, 2020, 2021). All of 

these activities had multiple stages that featured iteration based on group feedback. 

Therefore, all ideas produced were created collaboratively with input from different 

disciplinary perspectives.

We considered numerous ideas; parts of our ideation board are shown
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Through these exercises we were able to generate numerous ideas, which was 

encouraging since it is widely believed that “more ideas give rise to more good 

ideas” (Reining 2008, pp. 403-420). However, having completed our ideation process, we 

found that the ideas in each problem statement often addressed other problem 

statements as well, and the differences between them appeared to be unrelated to our 

five categories. We reconsidered our initial five-icebreaker solution, as the mapping from 

problem statements to icebreakers was no longer justifiable. Therefore, using our 

previous problem statements, we framed a new one and created success criteria that 

would apply to all our icebreakers.  

Dot-voting (Dalton 2019, pp. 165-166) was used to select a small number of ideas that 

were developed into our final product. This resulted in three icebreaker concepts that we 

felt would be engaging and had the potential to address our problem statement and 

success criteria. To define areas of improvement, we wrote down archetypal responses to 

the icebreakers from each of the SVT solidarities. This allowed us to produce guidance on 

how the facilitator could identify the four solidarities within participants. Furthermore, we 

evaluated how each success criterion was addressed or could be improved. 

Deconstructing the concepts in this way allowed us to begin identifying the differences 

between them. We noticed some concepts were better suited to some SVT solidarities, 

and some were better at addressing particular success criterion than others. At this stage, 

we needed clarification on the exact effect each icebreaker would have on particular 

social dynamics, and what kind of situation would demand their use. We also recognised  

that areas of improvement may not have been effectively identified due to choice-

supportive bias (Henkel and Mather 2007, pp. 163-176). This could have made us more 

inclined to believe that ideas we chose would meet the success criteria. To clarify the true 

effects of our concepts, testing became essential.

Participants need a casual context to ensure 

authenticity and acknowledge diversity of opinions.  

Our problem statement:  

Success criteria: 
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At this stage, we also acted on feedback from our lecturers to critically consider the 

lasting impact each icebreaker would leave on the succeeding meeting (Innovation staff 

and Group 10 2022). For example, if there were opposing teams, peoples’ association to 

their groups could continue into the meeting. In addition, Tim pointed out that each of 

our icebreakers strongly promoted the stereotypical viewpoint of one social solidarity 

(Tim Senior and Group 10, 2022).

Following this, we deduced that refining the icebreakers to their solidarities would make 

them specialised and cover a range of situations in a definitive way. Since we did not 

have an “egalitarian” icebreaker, we went back to our ideation board, and pitched our 

individual favourites to the team. This led us to choosing a fourth icebreaker concept, 

which we refined using the ‘build it, break it, fix it’ method (Board of Innovation 2019a).  

Next, we considered the presentation of our final product based on input from our 

lecturer in a previous feedback session (Metcalfe, 2022). Having created multiple 

icebreakers, we needed to encapsulate them into one product that would explain their 

distinct purposes. It was evident that our final solution would need to contain 

descriptions for each icebreaker, as well as an indication of the situations that they would 

be most appropriate for. As there was a clear decision process leading from a social 

situation to an icebreaker, we concluded a flowchart would best represent this. This was 

better than an input-output based system because the primary user of our product would 

be the facilitator, who should have the opportunity to examine the details of the decision 

process and add their own input if needed.

How our chosen icebreaker concepts corresponded to SVT solidarities

OUR DESIGN PROCESS | Deliver
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We began designing the decision process that operated our flowchart. Through 

discussions with our client, it became clear that the objective of a social intervention was 

highly situational (Tim Senior 2022). While it was appropriate at times to promote unity, at 

other times discomfort was needed to push homogenous groups towards other 

perspectives. We also didn’t want to make the process too complicated or prescriptive. 

Therefore, we designed a series of decisions based on the prevalent SVT solidarity in the 

participant group, and whether the facilitator wished to reinforce or challenge that 

solidarity. In case the stance of the group is unknown, a preliminary discussion and a 

table of archetypal responses can be used to gain information on it. We also wanted to 

include some way in which our product would adapt to unexpected outcomes during the 

icebreaker. Hence, additional guides on cutting the activities short or transitioning to 

different ones were created.  

We tested our concepts and made improvements in several iterations. We participated in 

them ourselves, conducted focus groups (Team 10- Supersum 2022), and received 

explicit feedback from our peers. This allowed us to observe how participants reacted to 

our icebreakers, and the perspective of the facilitator which led to improvements. For 

example, we added an entire new phase to our ‘anti-boardroom’ icebreaker after 

observing that it felt inconclusive in practice. It also gave us access to fresh ideas from 

our participants and peers that enhanced our solution further.   

Examples of decisions in our icebreaker selection flowchart. Our complete 

solution may be found in the appendix.

EVALUATION
We were able to conduct a large amount of primary research. Although our primary 

research participants were university students, who shared similar ideals and were close in 

demographic, their insights were still invaluable as they represented different cultural and 

experiential perspectives. Our research consisted of a multitude of interviews and focus 

groups, where explicit expression from participants can be observed. Insights pertaining 

to participant behaviour and SVT can be validated and detailed further through less 

conventional research methods such as probes (Gaver, Dunne & Pacenti 1999, pp.21-29) 

and ethnographies (Suri and Howard 2006, pp. 246-250).
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At each stage of the design process, our work underwent rigorous discussion and 

debate, through which we overcame personal biases to a substantial extent. We also 

placed an emphasis on ethics and inclusivity, making sure to the best of our ability that 

our icebreakers would not cause distress or isolation. We faced a difficult challenge in 

attempting to understand wicked problems and SVT, which led to us changing our 

understanding of the problem several times until the problem-solution match was clear. 

Recognising team formation in itself to be a wicked problem  (Norris et al. 2016, 

pp.115-122) demonstrates the true scope of the challenge presented to us. We tackled 

this to the best of our ability, which is reflected in the depth and nuance of our design 

solution. Our process encompasses a wide range of diverse perspectives as well as a 

thorough consideration of alternative solutions. Overall, our report is an amalgamation of 

extensive theoretical and practical research, as well as the application of relevant design 

tools, leading to a solution that will be useful to Supersum and other wicked problem 

agencies.



15

ANGSTEN CLARK, A. LEE, R. AND GROUP 10, 2022. ‘Check-in Meeting’. Check-in Minutes 1 
February 2022. University of Bristol, Richmond Building. 

BUXTON ET AL., 2021. Key information needs to move from knowledge to action for biodiversity 
conservation in Canada, Biological Conservation, 256. 

Board of Innovation 2019a. Our favourite ideation tools - Board of Innovation [online]. Available 
from: https://www.boardofinnovation.com/staff_picks/our-favorite-ideation-tools/  [Accessed 20 
Apr. 2022]. 

Board of Innovation 2019b.  Build it, break it, fix it - Board of Innovation [online]. Available from: 
https://www.boardofinnovation.com/tools/build-it-break-it-fix-it/ [Accessed 22 Apr. 2022]. 

Board of Innovation 2019c.  Analogy thinking - Board of Innovation [online]. Available from: 
https://www.boardofinnovation.com/tools/analogy-thinking/ [Accessed 22 Apr. 2022]. 

Board of Innovation 2021. Brain writing - Board of Innovation [online]. Available from: https://
www.boardofinnovation.com/tools/brain-writing/  [Accessed 22 Apr. 2022] 

BROWN, V.A., J.A. HARRIS, J.Y. RUSSELL, 2010. Tackling Wicked Problems: Through the 
Transdisciplinary Imagination. London: Routledge. CHEN, J., 2007. Rapid urbanization in China: A 
real challenge to soil protection and food security. Catena, 69, 1-15. 

DALTON, J., 2019. Dot Voting. In: Great Big Agile. In: Great Big Agile. Apress: Berkeley, 165-166. 

DESIGN COUNCIL, 2003, Design methods for developing services (1-23) [online]. Available from: 
https://www.designcouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/asset/document/
Design%20methods%20for%20developing%20services.pdf  [Accessed 17th April 2022]. 

DUTTA, M.J., & J. THAKER, 2017. ‘Communication sovereignty’ as resistance: strategies adopted 
by women farmers amid the agrarian crisis in India. Journal of Applied Communication Research, 
47, 24-46. 

DOUGLAS, M., 2006, A history of grid and group cultural theory [online]. Semiotics Institute 
Online, University of Toronto. Available from: http://semioticon.com/sio/courses/the-group-grid-
model/ [Accessed 19 April 2022]. 

GAVER, B., T. DUNNE, & E. PACENTI, 1999. Design: Culture probes, 6, 21-29. 

GIVEN, L. 2012. Semi-Structured Interview. The SAGE Encyclopedia of Qualitative Research 
Methods. p2. [Online]. Available at: https://methods.sagepub.com/reference/sage-encyc-
qualitative-research-methods/n420.xml [Accessed 19 April 2022].

REFERENCES

https://www.boardofinnovation.com/staff_picks/our-favorite-ideation-tools/
https://www.boardofinnovation.com/tools/analogy-thinking/
https://www.boardofinnovation.com/tools/brain-writing/
https://www.boardofinnovation.com/tools/brain-writing/
https://www.designcouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/asset/document/Design%20methods%20for%20developing%20services.pdf
https://www.designcouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/asset/document/Design%20methods%20for%20developing%20services.pdf
http://semioticon.com/sio/courses/the-group-grid-model/
http://semioticon.com/sio/courses/the-group-grid-model/
https://methods.sagepub.com/reference/sage-encyc-qualitative-research-methods/n420.xml
https://methods.sagepub.com/reference/sage-encyc-qualitative-research-methods/n420.xml


16

GOOSSENS, P., 2020.  Opposite thinking - Board of Innovation [online]. Board of Innovation. 
Available from: https://www.boardofinnovation.com/tools/opposite-thinking/ [Accessed 22 Apr. 
2022].  

HENKEL, L.A. & M. MATHER, 2007. Memory attributions for choices: How beliefs shape our 
memories. Journal of Memory and Language, 57, 163-176. 

IDEO U., 2019. Ideation Method: Mash-Up [online]. Available from: https://www.ideou.com/
pages/ideation-method-mash-up  [Accessed 20 Apr. 2022]. 

KUHMONEN, T., 2018. Systems view of future of wicked problems to be addressed by the 
Common Agricultural Policy, Land Use Policy, 77, 683-695. 

LAGEMAAT, RICHARD VAN DE., 2014. IB Diploma. Theory of Knowledge for the IB Diploma. 2nd 
ed. Australia: Cambridge University Press. 

MEKONNEN, M.M. & A.Y., HOEKSTRA, 2012. A Global Assessment of the Water Footprint of 
Farm Animal Products. Ecosystems, 15, 401-415. 

METCALFE, T., 2021-22. Client-led Briefs: Supersum-Don’t make me Laugh! INOV20002: Solving 
Someone’s Problem 2021. University of Bristol. Unpublished. 

METLCALFE. T., and Group 10, 2022. ‘Check-in Meeting’. Check-in Minutes 25 January 2022. 
University of Bristol, Richmond Building. 

NEY, S. VERWEIJ, M., 2015. Messy Institutions for Wicked Problems: How to Generate Clumsy 
Solutions? Environment and Planning C: Government. And Policy, 33, 1679-1696. 

NORRIS ET AL. 2016 Managing the Wicked Problem of Transdisciplinary Team Formation in 
Socio-ecological Systems. Landscape and Urban Planning, 154, 115-122. 

PREMALATHA ET AL., 2011. Energy-efficient food production to reduce global warming and 
ecodegradation: The use of edible insects. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 15, 
4357-4360.  

GROUP 10, 2022. Tension Interview with A Sharma. 7 February, Bristol. 

REINING, B.A., R.O. BRIGGS, 2008. On The Relationship Between Idea-Quantity and Idea-
Quality During Ideation, Group Decision and Negotiotion, 17, 403-420. 

RITCHEY, T., 2005. Wicked Problems: Modelling Social Messes with Morphological Analysis, 
Swedish Morphological Society, 2, 1-8. 

RITTEL, H. & WEBBER, M., 1973. Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning, Policy Sciences, 4, 
155-169. 

https://www.boardofinnovation.com/tools/opposite-thinking/
https://www.ideou.com/pages/ideation-method-mash-up
https://www.ideou.com/pages/ideation-method-mash-up


17

SENIOR. T., AND GROUP 10, 2021. First Client Meeting 23 November 2021, University of Bristol, 
Richmond Building. 

SENIOR. T., AND GROUP 10, 2022. Third Client Meeting 22 February 2022, University of Bristol, 
Richmond Building. 

SURI, J.F. AND HOWARD, S.G., 2006. Going Deeper, Seeing Further: Enhancing Ethnographic 
Interpretations to Reveal More Meaningful Opportunities for Design. Journal of Advertising 
Research, 46 (3) 246-250. 

Team 10 – Supersum, 2022. Miro.com [online]. 

THOMPSON, M., R.J. ELLIS & A. WILDAYSKY, 1990. Cultural Theory. Westview Press: Boulder, 
CO. 

WEBB, P., 2010. Medium- to Long-Run Implications of High Food Prices for Global Nutrition. The 
Journal of Nutrition, 140, 143S-147S. 

WORLD HEALTH ORGANISATION 2019. Smallpox [online]. Available from: https://www.who.int/
health-topics/smallpox#tab=tab_1 [Accessed 12 April 2022]. 

https://www.who.int/health-topics/smallpox#tab=tab_1
https://www.who.int/health-topics/smallpox#tab=tab_1


18

APPENDIX - Our Complete Solution

Our solution contains the following: 

• Icebreaker selection flowchart 

• Icebreaker guides 

Supplementary material: 

• Typical response table to identify SVT solidarities 

• Shortened versions of icebreakers & stopping points



 

19

Icebreaker Selection Flowchart
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Icebreaker guide
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Icebreaker guide
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Icebreaker guide
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Icebreaker guide
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Typical Response Table

Topic of discussion GHG Emissions: emitted during farming, 

causing global warming 

Monocultures: resulting in loss of 

biodiversity and the extinction of species

Chemical pollution: from farming, affecting 

human & ecosystem health

Hierarchical 
Typical response

• Will look to establish themselves in a 

position related to their own emissions, 

compared to others 

• Their contribution or otherwise 

involvement might denote the authority 

they feel they can exert over others 

• Might be able to draw links to food 

poverty and other issues that actually 

applying a solution will affect 

• Less likely to be panicky about the havoc 

that monocultures wreak - can probably 

see sense and conceptualise some sort of 

solution structure 

• Can probably see that different plants 

play different roles in soil fertility, and that 

one crop covering an entire area of fertile 

land is not a good idea 

• Most useful in discussing the 

implementation of named solutions and 

the technicalities that come with these - 

e.g. crop rotation, efficient water use etc.  

• Might suggest that the topic is broken 

down into skill-based responsibilities - for 

example individuals dealing with the 

pollutants they know most about 

• Will appreciate the sub-groups of 

problems that arise from this and other 

wicked problems, however could struggle 

with the concept of chemical pollution 

being 'wicked' or the requirement of a 

'clumsy solution' 

Egalitarian 
Typical response

• Looks to foster group agreement in a 

solution, and might prioritise this over 

how well it actually deals with GHG 

emissions 

• Warms towards a return to our history of 

small, self-sustaining communities as a 

remedy to GHG emissions 

• Suggested solutions might be unclear due 

to a fear of 'disturbing the peace' and 

causing uncontrollable events 

• Shows concern for the animals that 

contribute to emissions and attempts to 

look out for their interests 

• Likely compassionate towards the animals 

that have lost their natural habitats as a 

result of monoculturing 

• The many other problems that stem from 

this one may be a source of confusion and 

disagreement within a group of 

Egalitarians - high water use/fertiliser use 

might become mentally entangled and 

obstructive to discussion

• Again, the harm this causes to animals 

and humans would be of interest and a 

cause for concern 

• Cases of sickness in humans as a direct 

result of agricultural pollution may 

motivate Egalitarians to work on 

collaborative solutions 

• Interested in identifying who is affected 

by chemical pollution and who isn't, and 

why this imbalance occurred / is sustained

Individualist 
Typical response

• Shows off their individual skills and 

knowledge during the discussion 

• Not particularly interested in working as 

part of a team where they provide what is 

required of them by the group & the GHG 

issue at hand: they want to do it their way  

• Triggered by the knowledge that GHG 

emissions and global warming will 

eventually result in a loss of individual 

capacity 

• Will see emission reduction as an 

individual responsibility of the entire 

population 

• Will see each stakeholder as individual in 

the discussion, potentially leading to an 

adversarial attitude where not everyone is 

considered 

• Might respond well to a discussion which 

deals with how individual food supply 

might be affected by monocultures, 

before covering how some of these 

effects are shared by attendees 

• Interested in how their specific skills, 

influence and connections can aid 

discussion and provide solutions

• Stats on how their personal water supply 

or food intake is affected might pique 

their interest and make them feel involved 

• Might take an interest in the rights of an 

individual - human rights that spell access 

to clean water, food that isn't toxic - and 

identify the problem / suggest solutions 

with this in mind 

• Could be beneficial to highlight to them 

that although individual differences mean 

pollutants affect people at different levels, 

the extent of effects is unpredictable

Fatalist 
Typical response

• Sees climate change as past a 'tipping 

point' of no return 

• We certainly can't decide whether the 

planet is saved or not: it will sort itself out, 

or it won’t 

• Combative in discussion 

• Difficult to persuade that GHG emissions 

can be reduced, and that this will 
contribute to the slowing of climate 

change

• Will see soil degradation and fertility loss 

as inevitable 

• Won't necessarily appreciate that we can 

directly influence the condition of fertile 

land by the crops that we can grow on it - 

might see the effects of monoculture as 

part of the unstoppable process of the 

planet ‘dying' 

• Might react better to discussion about 

tangible things they could do during 

specific processes than 'big picture' talk 

about impacts they could have  

• Might be persuaded that making a 

change is possible when it is highlighted 

that it is man made materials that are 

doing the damage - if we made them, we 

can surely also reduce use 

• Will likely see the globalisation which has 

in part caused the situation we are in with 

pollutants as completely irreversible
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Shortened versions of icebreakers & stopping points


