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1 Executive Summary

In 2020 the Danish Climate Act was passed with bold GHG emission reduction targets, and pub-
lic funds were allocated to four research and innovation missions to contribute to the achieve-
ment of the reduction goals. Innovation Fund Denmark (IFD) quickly established the four
Innomissions within a fiscal year, with large partnerships formed around broad roadmaps:
INNO-CCUS on carbon capture, utilisation, and storage; MissionGreenFuels on green fuels for
transportation and industry; AgriFoodTure on green transition of the Danish agri-food system;
and TRACE on transition towards a circular economy with an emphasis on plastics and textiles.

At the request of Innovation Fund Denmark, Pluss Leadership has conducted an independent
learning evaluation of the Innomissions initiative. The report is not a formal evaluation of the
individual missions or their impact. Rather, its purpose is to take stock of experiences to date
and to extract lessons from Denmark's initial experience with publicly funded mission-oriented
research and innovation. The main findings are presented below.

Developing a mission approach over time

Ambitions were high, but the practical meaning of a mission-oriented approach was not clearly
described at the outset. Instead, the launch of the missions was dominated by existing funding
logics focusing on distributing project grants, and mission secretariats were built accordingly.
Gradually, Innomissions and IFD have developed the mission-oriented approach in practice and
adjusted processes and roles. While a common understanding of what a mission approach en-
tails in practice has emerged, some dimensions are still under development.

How do the missions work mission-oriented?

Today, all four missions have built strong multi-sectoral partnerships with ownership and en-
gagement among key actors. They have set common mission goals in initial roadmaps, but as
the roadmaps have proven too broad, the missions are in the process of increasing their strate-
gic focus. Mission secretariats have become effective administrators of funding and are begin-
ning to develop the competencies needed for stronger strategic roles. Together with IFD, they
navigate paradoxes of public funded mission-oriented innovation, e.g. between administrative
control and strategic, professional freedom. Still, significant room for improvement exists.

Does the mission-oriented approach add the promised value?

It is still too early to judge if the mission instrument can lead to larger GHG emissions reductions
than traditional funding instruments. The partnerships have built ownership, engagement, and
trust across universities, companies and other stakeholders - often among actors who previ-
ously competed rather than collaborated. This is a key enabler for creating future mission im-
pact. The investments in establishing recognised partnerships and developing the mission ap-
proach in practice have been made, while the larger transformative value—if it materialises—
lies in the period ahead.

Could the potential be even better exploited?

The missions particularly need to strengthen three dimensions of the mission approach: 1) Stra-
tegic portfolio management ensuring that projects are selected and combined to drive tipping
points and systemic change; 2) Productive interactions across the ecosystem, enabling partners
to co-create knowledge, challenge assumptions, and jointly shape innovation pathways; and 3)
Strategic learning, using evidence and experience to adjust direction, identify emerging needs
and reprioritise. Future missions can be guided by the learnings from this evaluation.
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2 Introduction

When the four Danish Innomissions were initiated in 2021, public funded innovation in Denmark
embarked on a new journey. The Innomissions emerged from a strong political commitment to
achieving a 70% reduction in CO,-equivalent emissions by 2030 and net-zero by 2050. This ambi-
tion created both a sense of urgency and space for new approaches. The Innomissions repre-
sented a response to the question of how research and innovation could be more purposefully
directed towards reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and transforming the country into a
low-carbon society. At the same time, the Innomissions also provided a response to a critique of
the Danish Research and Innovation system for lacking a clear direction, being fragmented and
for reforms focusing on the individual parts rather than the overall innovation system.’

At the request of Innovation Fund Denmark, Pluss Leadership has conducted a learning evalua-
tion of the Innomissions initiative. The purpose of this review is not to carry out a formal evalua-
tion of the individual missions or to assess their impact. Rather, the aim is to take stock of expe-
riences to date, reflect on the implementation and governance of mission-driven innovation in a
Danish public-sector context, and extract lessons that can inform existing and future mission-
oriented efforts.

First, the four Innomissions are presented in more detail in Section 3. We provide a brief history
of their launch, a characteristic of each of the missions and a description of IFD’s current role.

We structure the remainder of the report around four analytical steps illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Four analytical steps structuring the evaluation

Creating more value

Could the potential be
better exploited?

Implementation

How do the Innomissions
work mission-oriented?

Q

73
(>

%

Value-added?

What is the value-added of
working mission-oriented?

O
B

Understanding missions

What does it mean to work
mission-oriented?

" European Commission (2019) “Peer Review of the Danish R&I System”.
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What does it mean to work mission-oriented? And how could we expect that approach to cre-
ate more value than traditional funding instruments for research and innovation? In Section 4
we suggest a theoretical foundation for assessing how the Innomissions work mission-oriented
and their potentials for creating additional value. First, we present the expected impact path-
ways where the Innomissions could differ from traditional funding instruments. Next, we de-
scribe eight dimensions of working mission-oriented, which could enable the missions to
achieve this impact.

How do the Innomissions work mission-oriented? Using the eight dimensions of working mis-
sion-oriented, we proceed to assess the implementation of the mission-oriented approach in
Section 5. When unfolding the dimensions, it becomes clear that strengthening one dimension
may come at the expense of another dimension. We describe these interdependencies through
five paradoxes inherent to publicly funded missions-oriented innovation.

What is the value-added of working mission-oriented? As the mission-oriented approach has
not yet been fully implemented, the question is difficult to answer. In Section 6, we present indi-
cations for potential value added along the impact pathways presented in Section 4. Here, we
break down the additional GHG reduction potential through partnership activities and through
the project portfolio.

Could the potential be better exploited? We conclude with recommendations for strengthen-
ing the potential of the Innomissions and general learnings for publicly funded research and in-
novation missions in Section 7.

To extract lessons for designing missions in a public, regulated context, it is necessary to con-
sider the entire governance chain illustrated in Figure 2. The evaluation has a primary focus on
mission management, but the political layer and IFD set important preconditions for how the
Innomissions can operate, which we describe in section 3 and return to throughout the analysis.

We hope that the evaluation will be helpful for anyone interested in embarking on the mission-
oriented approach to improve the ability of our societal capacity to respond to the challenges
ahead of us. At the same time, we hope that the reading will be enjoyable.
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Figure 2: Governance chain

ik GHG reductions

Eco-system

Mission- Agri-
Innovation Fund Denmark
Politicians and ministries

The four green Innomissions and their political mandate

1. INNO-CCUS: Capture, utilisation, and storage of CO,
Develop cost-effective solutions for capturing and storing CO; to reduce emissions
and create negative emissions from major industrial sources, waste incineration
plants, biogas facilities, and biomass-based power plants. Combined with hydrogen
from renewable energy, captured CO, can provide carbon for net-zero solutions.

MissionGreenFuels: Green fuels for transport and industry (Power-to-X, etc.)
Develop technologies to convert renewable electricity into fuels and products that
can reduce emissions from transport and industrial sectors lacking cost-effective fos-
sil-free alternatives.

AgriFoodTure: Climate- and environment friendly agriculture & food production
Develop technologies and solutions that significantly reduce the climate and envi-
ronmental impact of both conventional and organic farming and food production

- e.g. by lowering emissions from livestock, fertilisers, and soils, and by promoting
carbon sequestration, biorefining, sustainable feed and food products, plant breed-
ing, and better regulatory knowledge and documentation of emissions.

TRACE: Circular economy with focus on plastics and textiles

Promote a circular economy by developing solutions that improve resource effi-
ciency, reduce waste, and increase both the quantity and quality of recycling with a
focus on textiles and plastics, e.g. through new design and production methods, sus-
tainable consumption models, better material traceability, and high-quality recycling.

Source: Agreement on the Research Reserve 2021
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3 The four Danish Innomissions

This section first outlines the political and institutional origins of Denmark’s green Innomissions
and the journey from political wish to established partnerships. Next, it characterises the four
missions according to their different purpose, focus, ecosystem and organisational structure
and compare the four. Finally, it describes the role of IFD to understand the working conditions
under which the Innomissions operate.

3.1 The political origin of the Innomissions

In January 2019, a small group of Danish citizens submitted a public proposal calling for a Da-
nish Climate Act. The proposal quickly gathered the 50,000 signatures required for it to be con-
sidered by the Danish Parliament. The sitting government rejected the proposal, but the entire
opposition gathered to support it. The upcoming Danish election - nicknamed the Climate Elec-
tion - changed the majority in Parliament and the adoption of a Climate Act was included in the
agreement between the new coalition partners. The Danish Climate Act was passed in 2020 with
binding national targets: a 70% reduction in greenhouse-gas emissions by 2030 (compared to
1990) and climate neutrality by 2050. The next question, then, was: how?

Denmark’s four green /nnomissions became one of the initiatives to meet climate targets. In
September 2020, the government launched a national strategy for green research, technology
and innovation, Fremtidens gronne losninger. The strategy includes four research and innova-
tion missions to accelerate breakthroughs towards the 2030 and 2050 targets in the Climate Act
and creates a green business success story in Denmark. The missions should be implemented
through broad partnerships with both public and private actors spanning entire value chains.

The political mandate was then operationalised in the fiscal budget through Agreement on the
Research Reserve 2027 (October 2020), which earmarked DKK 700 million to establish “Green Re-
search and Innovation Partnerships” administered by IFD. The funds came from the European
Recovery and Resilience Facility. The agreement confirmed the four missions and gave IFD the
task to structure and channel the investments. However, IFD had limited resources and time to
develop this new funding instrument - the money had to be disbursed within the fiscal year. Fig-
ure 3Figure 1 shows the timelines for both the political decisions, IFD and the mission partner-
ships.

3.2 Fast bottom-up approach using existing funding instrument

IFD translated the political intent into a fast, two-step call sequence:

1. Call for Roadmaps (no funding): First, IFD invited multi-actor consortia to co-produce mission
roadmaps providing a comprehensive overview of the steps to be taken to achieve the goals
outlined by the government defining inflection points and priority pathways. The roadmaps
should cover the entire value chain and collect all driving forces from researchers, investors,
existing and new industries, technology providers, education and talents, legislators and au-
thorities, to users and customers. There was no prespecified format. These roadmaps served
as the backbone for forming partnerships.
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2. Call for Partnerships (with funding): Six out of twelve submitted roadmaps were chosen by
the IFD Board, and IFD called for proposals to form one (or more) partnerships per mission
to implement the roadmaps, with a request to merge the two roadmaps for mission 1 and 2
respectively. Applications had to quantify the value creation, prioritise activities from the
roadmap, present a partnership covering the entire value chain, a governance model and
detail Pool 1 projects, while Pool 2 projects could be selected at a later stage.

With an open invitation to all relevant stakeholders to propose roadmaps in broad consortia, IFD
took a bottom-up approach by letting stakeholders describe the desired future within the four
mission areas and set the proposed pathways towards these futures. The process resulted in
very broad partnerships for all four missions, spanning collaborations across all relevant Danish
knowledge institutions, across disciplines, and including both small and large industry partners.
The resulting roadmaps were comprehensive maps of all relevant national activities within the
mission areas. Time did not allow the broad range of stakeholders to strive for a strategic selec-
tion of initiatives and inflection points as requested in the call text; hence, activities described in
the roadmaps by far exceeded the actions that could be taken with IFD funding.

With limited time and resources for the development of a funding instrument, IFD built on the
existing guidelines from their partnership program, Grand Solutions, and anchored the
Innomissions organisationally within the team responsible for the Grand Solutions programme.
This program funds research and innovation partnerships between companies, research institu-
tions, and/or public organisations that aim to achieve clear societal or economic potentials that
can be implemented in practice - much like the intention of the Innomissions. Hence, it was an
obvious choice to extend this model to encompass the Innomissions and to require them to use
the Grand Solution template for the projects in their portfolio. The template includes co-funding
requirements: To ensure that companies have a stake in the process and are invested in the
long-term implementation of the solutions, the grant only covers up to 75% of total project
costs. Another advantage of using the existing Grand Solution instrument as template was to
ensure compliance with regulatory and legal frameworks such as EU state aid rules. In this way,
IFD could play it safe when there was limited time to develop the new approach.

There has been a mutual understanding between IFD and the mission partnerships of the need
for ongoing adjustments to the administrative set-up for the missions due to the rapid start. Ac-
knowledging that the mission approach was new in Denmark, IFD set up a Mission International
Advisory Board consisting of international actors with mission experience, e.g. from ARPA-E and
Climate-KIC. This allowed IFD and the Innomissions to be guided by international experience.

page 7




Figure 3: Timeline for political decisions, IFD and the mission partnerships

2020 2021

Political timeline

2022

2023

2024

2025

Fiscal budget:
MDKK302 in competition between
four missions

Climate Act & Fiscal budget:

Green MDKK700 to establish Mission
investment Partnerships (EU Recovery and
strategy Resiliency Facility funds)

Innovation Fund Denmark

Fiscal budget:
MDKK320 in
competition
between four
missions

Government
initiative: Speeding
up the green
solutions of the
future

Fiscal budget:
MDKK320 in
competition
between four
missions

Call for Call for Investment
roadmaps partnerships decision
(no funds)

M1: MDKK 202

M2: MDKK 202

M3: MDKK 202

M4: MDKK 107

IFD and mission

partnership investment

agreement signed
The mission partnerships

Call 1

Partnership

capacity

MDKK 40

Call 2 Call 3
Pool 3 Pool 3
projects activities
within across
roadmap missions
MDKK 201 MDKK 60

Negotiations over new
governance model begins

Dedicated mission team
established

Negotiating new
governance model impact
framework

Call
Consolidating and
expanding efforts

MDKK 319

Presentation of

Call
Consolidating and
expanding efforts

MDKK 311

Investment agreement
signed for 2023 and
2024 funds with new
governance model

Writing Establishment of

roadmaps partnership,
Roadmaps secretariat and
are merged board

Applications for
establishment of
partnerships Pool 1 projects:
Investment
agreements and

start

Applications for
IFD funds

Pool 2 projects:
Application and selection

Investment agreements and

start

Building of partnerships and relations to ecosystem stakeholders, mobilising engagement, developing mission approach

Applications for
IFD funds

Roadmap updates

Calls for
projects

Applications for
IFD funds

Development of
mission-specific impact
frameworks

Calls for
projects

Note: In 2022, the funds allocated to the mission areas, approximately MDKK 300, were distributed through IFD's other programmes, such as Grand Solutions, rather than through the

four mission partnerships
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3.3 Small secretariats in charge of developing the mission approach

By mid-2022, IFD and the mission partnerships had signed investment agreements, and the
partnerships could hire mission directors, and establish mission boards and secretariats. The
mission boards include representatives of partners from knowledge institutions as well as small
and large companies, with stipulated rotation schemes to ensure the distribution of power
across the universities and large companies. Three of the four mission secretariats are adminis-
tratively coordinated or hosted within universities, which enables them to leverage the universi-
ties’ existing institutional set-up. AgriFoodTure was hosted by an independent research and in-
novation company; we will return to the implications below.

In the beginning, secretariats were intentionally small, including a mission director and 1-2 dedi-
cated employees in addition to resources and support from the hosting institutions. This ap-
proach was based on the general understanding that the impact of the missions would material-
ise through the project portfolio. Most actors in and around the missions were concerned about
wasting resources due to the double layer of administration that the mission secretariats repre-
sented. Nevertheless, the newly formed secretariats had to navigate the EU State Aid rules, the
Danish Public Administration Act, and ensure compliance with EU level documentation require-
ments related to the Recovery and Resilience Funds. The first pool of projects was already se-
lected as part of the partnership application, while the secretariats were responsible for han-
dling the disbursement of Pool 2 funds. IFD provided administrative support in this phase. As
the Fiscal budget for 2023 included an additional DKK300 million for the Innomissions, IFD ear-
marked DKK40 million to build secretariat capacity in acknowledgement of their administrative
task and mission work.

The IFD call for roadmaps outlined the idea of a mission-oriented approach by requiring that in-
dividual innovation efforts be placed into a broader strategic plan based on coordination and
commitment across the entire value chain. The follow-up partnership call further supported a
systemic view by highlighting the importance of regulatory frameworks, public demand as a
driving force, and citizens’ and end-user engagement in the transition. The task of operationalis-
ing these bold ideas and defining what it means to work in a mission-oriented way was then pri-
marily the task of the mission secretariats and the mission boards during the first couple of
years.

What is the strategic role of the secretariats and boards beyond allocating funds to projects?
What is required for research and innovation ideas to be fully implemented? Exactly Aow re-
search and innovation missions contribute to accelerating green solutions and reducing GHG
emissions in a better way than stand-alone projects was not clearly described, either in the gov-
ernmental strategy or by IFD, and the process led to investment agreements promising more
than what could be achieved with the funding. One informant describes the lack of expectation
alignment in this way:

“We have played the whispering game in the dialogue between politicians, In-
novation Fund Denmark, down to the execution of missions and back.”
[about how mission-oriented innovation leads to GHG emission reductions]
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IFD acknowledged that the roadmaps did not function as a strategic steering tool for the mis-
sions, as they were too comprehensive to be executed with IFD funding. Building on recommen-
dations from the Mission International Advisory Board, IFD developed an Impact Framework for
Mission-oriented Innovation in 2024, which served to focus the strategic direction of the mis-
sions and provide a tool for monitoring mission progress. The framework emphasised the role
of inflection points (or tipping points) and provided a common language for how to take a mis-
sion approach. In 2025, the missions are creating mission-specific impact frameworks to adjust
the frame to their context and to make it a tool for steering and learning. A shared understand-
ing of a mission-oriented approach is slowly emerging; though it should have been clear from
the outset, many central actors express that they only recently understood how the mission ap-
proach differs from usual research and innovation funding.

In the next four sections, we provide a brief overview of the four Innomissions; their purpose
and focus; their strategic direction as stated in their North Star and the Tipping points they steer
towards; the ecosystem and technical landscape within which they operate; their partnership
model and position in the ecosystem; and their organisational structure.




97
Purpose & Focus

Accelerates the capture,
utilisation, and storage of
CO, from major point sources
such as industry, waste-to-
energy, and biogas/biomass.

Builds on strong governance
and public legitimacy to
position CCUS (Carbon
Capture, Utilisation, and
Storage) as a key enabler of
deep decarbonisation.

@

Ecosystem &
technical landscape

Operates in an emerging,
pre-market ecosystem with
open collaboration and
strong political support.
Denmark'’s geological
storage capacity and
industrial emitters provide
a solid foundation, while
national coordination and
data transparency are key
to scaling.

37

North Star

Facilitating scalable,
cost-effective CO, capture,
storage and utilisation.

&>

Partnership model &
position in the ecosystem

* National coordinating
partnership connecting
research, industry, and
government

* Acts as ecosystem
integrator, benefiting from
a shared recognition that
collaboration is essential in a
pre-market phase

* Partners engage
pragmatically, as CCUS
is not yet core business,
allowing knowledge sharing
without strong commercial
competition.

3.4 INNO-CCUS: Carbon capture, utilisation, and storage

=K
Tipping points

1. CO, transport and geological
storage remove the primary
system bottleneck (CCS)

. CDR solutions mature to
enable credible and scalable
deployment (CDR)

. Captured carbon becomes
competitive feedstock in
industrial value chains (CCU)

i

Organisational
structure

Hosted by Technical University
of Denmark (DTU).
The secretariat includes:

* Partnership Director

* Finance Officer

* Portfolio Manager

* Program Manager

* Communication Consultant

* Analytical and Strategic
Consultant

* (Part time) Secretariat
employee

* Supported by five
workstream leads, each
affiliated with a focus area.
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Purpose & Focus

Accelerates the development
and deployment of green
fuels for transport and indus-
try, with a focus on shipping
and aviation where electrifi-
cation is not sufficient. The
mission addresses both cli-
mate goals, energy security,
and independence. A priority
that has become urgent amid
rising geopolitical uncertain-
ty and the need for greater
supply independence.

@

Ecosystem &
technical landscape

Operates in an emerging,
pre-market environment
with fragmented value
chains and limited data shar-
ing. Builds on strong Danish
Power-to-X expertise, but
scaling requires cost reduc-
tion, regulation, and trust.

3.5 MissionGreenFuels: Sustainable Fuels

pA¢

North Star

Integration of sustainable
fuels in transport and
industry before 2050.

@&

Partnership model &
position in the ecosystem

« Structured as a cross-sector
partnership connecting re-
search, industry, and SMEs
across the green fuels value
chain

* Working towards becoming
a system orchestrator and
portfolio coordinator, link-
ing partners and projects to
strengthen alignment and
learning

* Partners share commitment
but are often uncertain about
how their contributions fit
into the broader mission.

&7\’}
Tipping points

. Achieving cost parity of
green fuels with fossil fuels
in 2030

. Technology clarification
and demonstration to
reduce uncertainty and
increase investment
readiness by 2030

3. Development of an efficient
market for sustainable fuels
by 2050.

i

Organisational
structure

Hosted by Aalborg University.
The secretariat includes:

* Partnership Director

* Admin Coordinator

* Impact Manager

* Communication Consultant

* Project support from employ-
ees at Energy Cluster Den-
mark and Danish Center for
Energy Storage.
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3.6 AgriFoodTure: Climate- and environmentally friendly agriculture

and food production

%

Purpose & Focus

Drives the transition towards
climate- and environmental-
ly friendly agriculture and
food production. Focuses on
reducing emissions across
crops, soils, and livestock,
advancing methane-reduc-
ing technologies, circular
biorefineries, and alternative
proteins.

@

Ecosystem &
technical landscape

Operates within a deeply
rooted agri-food system
embedded in larger eco-
nomic and social structures.
Many actors are invested in
existing production models,
making transformation com-
plex. Builds on Denmark'’s
strong agricultural technolo-
gy and biorefining expertise,
but progress depends on
systemic change, market
incentives, and societal con-
sensus.

p¢

North Star

Net-zero GHG emissions in
the Danish agricultural and
food sector by 2050.

Partnership model &
position in the ecosystem

* Brings diverse and often
conflicting interests together,
creating a platform for dia-
logue and collaboration

* Partners engage despite
deep disagreements; SME
participation is limited

* Merged with Food & Bio
Cluster Denmark in 2025
and aiming to build a clearer
identity and shared narrative,
while working to strengthen
systems for learning and
coordination across projects.

&7\”‘”
Tipping points

. Implementation of effective
methane-reducing technolo-
gies and practices on a large
scale

. Widespread consumer
acceptance and integration
of plant-rich diets

3. Development and adoption
of climate-resilient, high-
yield, and nutrient-rich crop
varieties, especially those
reducing the need for ferti-
lizers and pesticides

4. Scaling of technologies at
the industrial level, particu-
larly in the integration of
circular economy models,
biogenic carbon, and alter-
native proteins.

i

Organisational
structure

Initially hosted by SEGES Inno-
vation, leading to a 25% co-fi-
nance requirement, and thus
established an association
with paid membership. Merger
with Food&aBio Cluster who

is new host. The secretariat
includes:

* Partnership Director

* Programme Manager

« Partnership and Outreach
Manager

* Supported by four work-
stream leads

« Administrative support: SEG-
ES, Aarhus University and
Food&Bio Cluster.
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%

Purpose & Focus

Accelerates the transition
towards a circular economy
in plastics and textiles by
improving product design,
sorting, recycling, and trace-
ability across value chains.
Works to demonstrate viable

circular systems and build the

data and governance frame-
works needed for large-scale
transformation in a field lack-
ing clear political direction.

@

Ecosystem &
technical landscape

Operates in an immature
and fragmented market with
limited incentives and coor-
dination. Success depends
on new business models,
technological innovation,
and industry buy-in. Builds
on Danish strengths in mate-
rial science, circular design,
and systems analysis, but
requires stronger market
signals and leadership en-
gagement.

pA¢

North Star

A Regenerative Circular
Society by 2050.

&>

Partnership model &
position in the ecosystem

« Defined role as a harmoniser,
builder, and pathfinder, using
experiments to make future
circular models tangible and
investable

* Builds a shared language and
learning platform through
Circular Readiness Level and
TRACE Academy

* Strong engagement from
practitioners, but limited
leadership commitment, par-
ticularly in the textiles sector.

3.7 TRACE: Circular economy with a focus on plastics and textiles

&7\”»
Tipping points

1. Compliance - A Shared Base-
line for Circular Transition

2. Transparent - Circular Busi-
ness Models Become a Via-
ble Choice

3. Integrated - Circular Be-
comes the System Default

i

Organisational
structure

Independent association. Uni-
versity of Southern Denmark
provides hosting arrange-
ments for selected administra-
tive functions. The secretariat
includes:

* Partnership Director

* Programme Manager

* Project Manager

* Funding and Strategic
Manager

« Communication agency
- Supported by three work-
stream leads

» CLEAN (association finance).
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3.8 Comparing the four Innomissions

Looking across the four Innomissions, it becomes evident that they operate under highly diffe-
rent political, sectoral, and market conditions, reflecting the diversity of the green transition.
While they share a common overall governance and a common mission-oriented framework,
their political mandates, levels of maturity, and system complexity vary substantially.

The four missions thus began from very different starting points. INNO-CCUS and MissionGreen-
Fuels entered with strong political direction and relatively open, pre-competitive ecosystems,
where actors were motivated by shared learning and emerging market opportunities. By con-
trast, AgriFoodTure operates within a deeply entrenched agri-food system shaped by existing
production models and conflicting interests, making transformation complex and politically sen-
sitive. TRACE, meanwhile, addresses a fragmented and immature circular-economy landscape
with weak incentives and limited regulatory direction, relying instead on experimentation and
network building. These structural contrasts have influenced not only the pace of progress, but
also each mission’s ability to align partners and work in a mission-oriented way from the outset.

Despite these differences, all four missions are now guided by a mission-specific impact frame-
work that provides structure for setting direction, learning and tracking progress. Each mission
has defined its North Star and three to five tipping points that describe the key systemic shifts
required to reach their goals. The tipping points differ in character, ranging from specific tech-
nological or market outcomes (e.g., cost parity, storage capacity, or methane reduction) to
broader systemic transformations (e.g., consumer behaviour, circular market integration, or
public legitimacy).

While a systems view has been present in varying degrees in initial roadmaps, the missions’
North Stars and tipping points have strengthened the narrative that they are not merely techno-
logical programmes, but also vehicles for broader systemic transformation. They reflect an un-
derstanding that achieving Denmark’s climate goals requires progress across governance, mar-
kets, social acceptance, and behavioural change, not just technical breakthroughs. In this sense,
the missions take responsibility beyond their immediate research and innovation agendas, seek-
ing to build the institutional, societal, and market conditions needed for a long-term transition.

3.9 The role of Innovation Fund Denmark

In this evaluation, we have been asked to characterise the Innomissions and assess if the mis-
sion partnerships are working in a mission-oriented way. However, to understand the Innomis-
sions, it is important to describe the framework and working conditions under which they oper-
ate. Therefore, we describe the role of IFD here. We have already described how IFD navigated
the start-up process of the missions, so in this section we turn to the current administration of
the Innomissions. The role of IFD falls in four parts:

®  Distribution of funds from fiscal budgets

B Qversight of progress and compliance

B Supporting the Innomissions to achieve impact

®  Reporting to the Ministry of Higher Education and Science.
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IFD's administration of the Innomissions is organised in a mission team with one manager and
four investment officers, each assigned as the lead for one mission and co-lead for another, to
ensure close tracking and support. The mission team was established in September 2023 to
strengthen administration and development of this complex funding instrument.

On the fiscal budgets for 2023, 2024, and 2025, around DKK 300 million has been earmarked in
the Agreement of the Research Reserve for IFD to distribute in competition between the four
Innomissions. In 2023, IFD channelled the funds through three calls, but IFD has chosen to
channel the funds for the latest two years through an annual call. This was done both to reduce
the administrative burden for mission secretariats of application writing and to speed up the dis-
tribution of funds by releasing the call not long after the fiscal budget has been announced. Ap-
plications are assessed by external evaluators and the IFD secretariat, while the investment deci-
sion is taken by the IFD board. Assessment criteria are quality of effort, impact, and quality of
execution, where quality of effort is partly understood as past performance. This implies that ap-
plications also include reporting on performance. While the guidelines for the first partnership
grant in 2021 required the missions to use the Grand Solutions project template, guidelines in
later calls opened for the use of other funding instruments. Three of the missions have also em-
ployed an instrument to boost small and medium sized enterprises, but until now none of them
have developed their own funding instruments, as this would draw too many resources.

In 2023, IFD and the Innomissions recognized a need for a new governance model delegating a
stronger mandate to the mission partnerships. Under the previous model, most formal deci-
sions were retained by the IFD Board, which approved compliance and investment agreements
with each project partner, and had to approve all major changes and additions. In the revised
model, these responsibilities are largely devolved. The IFD Secretariat now handles compliance
checks, while a single investment agreement is signed with the partnership’s authorised signa-
tory rather than with each individual partner in the partnership. The partnerships themselves
enter agreements with new partners and projects and approve project changes within the over-
all framework. IFD maintains its follow-up and supervision role, but day-to-day decision-making
authority has now been moved closer to the missions. This new governance model was not easy
to settle. The negotiations took more than a year to complete, as the legal foundation was un-
clear. Through dialogue with the Legal Adviser to the Danish Government (Kammeradvokaten),
a legal basis for the new governance model was found in the Research Reserve Agreement. As a
result, the investment agreements for part of the 2023 funds, and for the 2024 and 2025 funds,
were entered as late as spring 2025 with the new governance model giving the missions a
stronger mandate.

Compliance with regulatory and legal requirements plays an important role, in particular the
Danish Public Administration Act and EU State Aid Rules. The fact that the first pool of funds for
the Innomissions came from the EU Recovery and Resilience Facility has led to additional docu-
mentation and reporting, also because the Innomissions were selected for EU audit. Box 1 pro-
vides an overview of the regulatory and legal frameworks that IFD must navigate when adminis-
tering the Innomissions.
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The oversight of mission progress and compliance has multiple elements: The lead and co-lead
investment officers conduct continuous tracking and participate as observers in mission board
meetings. The missions produce annual reports that include both a progress and a financial sec-
tion. The progress section includes both a retrospective part, providing a status on the past
year, and a forward-looking part, outlining the strategic direction going forward. Progress and
strategic priorities are then discussed at Annual Investment Reviews with the following actors
present: The mission director and representative(s) from the chairmanship of the mission board;
selected IFD board members; and the Mission International Advisory Board. These meetings
serve the dual purpose of holding the missions accountable while providing support and advice
on how to strengthen their impact potentials. In addition, IFD processes requests for changes to
the grant. In 2025, IFD strengthened its oversight concept by introducing annual oversight
meetings. The focus of each meeting is on areas at highest risk of non-compliance with the
grant conditions, based on a preceding risk analysis.

IFD supports the missions to achieve impact in multiple ways in addition to ongoing administra-
tive support and guidance. Based on recommendations from the Mission International Advisory
board, IFD launched an Impact Framework in 2024 supporting the missions in focusing efforts
and installing strategic learning as mentioned above. To become a more active investor, the IFD
board also initiated yearly dialogue meetings with the missions in 2024.

Finally, IFD must report on mission progress to the Ministry of Higher Education and Science
and the Danish Agency for Higher Education and Science. In autumn 2024, the government
launched the initiative: Speeding up the green solutions of the future, which calls for semi-an-
nual reporting to the government’s Green Committee on progress of green initiatives. The mis-
sions are expected to report yearly starting in 2025, with results within agriculture and foods re-
ceiving special political attention due to a greenhouse tax on farming in 2030. However, the mis-
sion-oriented approach also requires a new approach to reporting, and the challenge is that ex-
pectations are not clearly aligned between politicians, ministry, agency and IFD on what the mis-
sions can deliver and how mission progress can be documented. The Impact Framework for Mis-
sion-oriented Innovation states that:

Progress can be demonstrated through the mission’s ability to learn, adapt
and make better strategic decision which are implemented in practice.

This implies that the Innomissions are accountable to learning - and acting on that learning. A
classical understanding of progress according to predefined milestones is not useful when the
missions need to be able to navigate the changing world with the uncertainty of what may be-
come possible. The Impact Framework should serve as a tool for monitoring mission progress.
Exactly how the missions can report on the progress they make through learning and adapta-
tion is under development. IFD will need to align expectations with the ministry and develop a
reporting format that is both appropriate for the four Innomissions and politically acceptable.

As this section shows, the mission approach has developed over time and some elements, such
as progress reporting, is still under development. The approach will probably continue to evolve
when it meets practice and new learnings emerge. Nevertheless, we will proceed to characterise
the mission approach and it's expected impact pathways.
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Box 1: Regulatory and legal frameworks relevant to the Innomissions

1. EU State Aid Rules

Type: EU regulation

Implications: Funding must comply with EU rules on state aid, ensuring that public investments do
not distort market competition. In practice, this means that IFD faces limitations in allocating mis-
sion funds to activities considered commercial in nature. Mission partnerships must therefore dis-
tinguish clearly between research, innovation, and market implementation, and ensure appropri-

ate co-funding and separation of economic and non-economic activities.

2. Danish Public Administration Act (Forvaltningsloven)

Type: National law

Implications: Provides the legal framework for public authorities’ administrative conduct. For the
Innomissions, this means that both IFD and the mission secretariats must act in accordance with
principles of legality, impartiality, transparency, and equal treatment.

3. Fiscal Budget Agreement - Agreement on the Research Reserve

Type: National fiscal and political framework

Implications: Defines the allocation of national research and innovation funds. Funds are ear-
marked for the four Innomissions to be distributed by IFD through competition between the four
Innomissions.

4. EU Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF)

Type: EU funding instrument

Implications: The first DKK 700 million invested in the Innomissions came from the EU Recovery
and Resilience Facility. This funding source requires compliance with EU-level monitoring, report-
ing, and additionality criteria, ensuring that investments contribute to the green transition and
economic recovery objectives of the RRF. It also imposes time-bound spending and documenta-
tion requirements on the fund’'s administration.
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4 What does it mean to work mission-oriented?

In this section, we seek to operationalise what it means to work mission-oriented in a publicly
funded context, and how such an approach can contribute to realising political ambitions. We
first present the pathways in which we expect the Innomissions to add value compared to tradi-
tional funding instruments. Next, we extract eight dimensions of working mission-oriented,
which we believe to be essential for achieving mission impact.

4.1 Mission impact pathways

As described in the green research and innovation strategy, the idea of initiating the green re-
search and innovation missions was to move from funding of stand-alone projects to larger, co-
hesive, and long-term initiatives with a focus on solving substantial societal challenges. The mis-
sions should contribute to national climate targets while creating a business success story
through partnerships between knowledge institutions, companies, authorities, and innovation
actors with a portfolio of projects spanning the value chain from long-term, foundational re-
search and capacity building, extending through development, testing, and demonstration, to
the commercialisation of green solutions closer to the market. However, exactly how publicly
funded research and innovation missions were expected to lead to greater GHG reductions than
traditional funding instruments was not clearly articulated.

Comparing mission-oriented innovation with stand-alone research and innovation projects, we
here suggest a breakdown of the potential of mission-oriented innovation into added value
through partnership activities and through the project portfolio. Figure 4 illustrates the potential
pathways.

Figure 4: General pathways for mission impact

Partnership

Project portfolio

Initiating focused Strenthening Continuation

project of innovation

projects . . . A
implementation implementation

The partnership can contribute to the long-run realisation of GHG reduction through other
channels than directly through the project portfolio. First, the coordination of many actors
around the common mission can create a strategic alignment across research, business, author-
ities, and civil society. This can happen within the partnership but also in the wider eco-system if
the mission roadmap is adopted by other actors. Second, the partnership can create engage-
ment of key actors who are needed to achieve the mission goal. Third, the partnership can func-
tion as a learning hub supporting partners in navigating in a changing world, by dynamically tar-
geting efforts where impact potentials are highest. Finally, the partnership has a potential to ad-
dress systemic and regulatory barriers that no single actor can address.
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The partnership can further strengthen the potential of the project portfolio beyond stand-
alone projects in three ways—drawing on the logic of the general Impact framework for IFD in-
vestments:? better selection of projects; stronger project implementation in the grant period;
and more effective continuation of the innovation process. We would expect to see:

® Initiating focused projects with a sharper direction, strategically chosen to contribute to
mission goals, and by creating better matches among mission partners for team collabora-
tion with the right partners and resources.

® Strengthening project implementation through strong impact alignment towards the mis-
sion goal, closing unpromising projects; synergies and learning across projects or mission
partners to strengthen the link between research and innovation and a systemic view; im-
proved progress because the mission partnership addresses necessary conditions for pro-
ject success outside the scope of the individual project; and/or stronger ownership and an-
choring because of the collaborative approach.

® Continuation of innovation implementation after end of funding by ensuring that the in-
novation fits in value chain, by linking to relevant implementation partners, by providing ad-
ditional funding for promising projects, and/or by linking to other funds/capital.

In this evaluation, we do not dive into the value of the four mission project portfolios, as it is be-
yond the scope of this report. The first projects were initiated in the end of 2022, and only a
small share have been completed to date.

To understand how the mission partnerships can work to realise these mission potentials, we
focus on the enablers for change that are necessary for the mission-oriented approach to have
impact, both directly through the partnership and through the portfolio

4.2 What does mission-oriented work look like?

We take IFD (2024) "Impact Framework for Mission-oriented Innovation” as a starting point for
operationalising what mission-oriented work looks like. We use the framework to extract eight
dimensions of working mission-oriented, as illustrated in Figure 5. First, we provide a brief de-
scription of the framework shown in the left-hand side of the figure - for details, we refer to the
publication.

The top layer is the North Star. An ambitious, common goal that is concrete and time-bound, di-
recting all strategic decisions in the mission. Below are /nstances of impact, which stress the im-
portance of collecting instances demonstrating that the goal is possible. While this layer is im-
portant for maintaining momentum and installing patience, it does not represent a causal link in
the model. Acknowledging that the mission is initiated to address a complex societal challenge
aiming for a transformative, non-linear change, the third layer presents Tipping points, or inflec-
tion points, that lead to accelerating self-sustained change towards the mission goal. To achieve
these tipping points and build the bridge to the future, missions use bricks and mortar: A Strate-
gic, progressive project portfolio that contains the necessary bricks, glued together by cross-cut-
ting mission activities that create the £nablers for change.

The framework describes five essential enablers which are important preconditions for realising
mission impact. The first enabler is to establish a multi-sectoral collaboration spanning the
quadruple helix: research institutions, companies, authorities, and civil society. This is the key

2 See IFD (2024) "Innovation Fund Denmark’s impact framework: new framework for measuring value creation”, Figure 2.
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enabler for realising any impact through the partnership and also through a strengthened port-
folio, as described above.

The second enabler is authentic engagement from the partners to achieve the mission goal -
the partnership should not only be a shell for distributing research and innovation funds to
themselves. Otherwise, partnership impact is limited, and the portfolio could be more efficiently
handled by IFD.

The third enabler is strategic learning: The partnership leverages the joint updated knowledge
of where impact potentials are highest and draws learnings from their portfolio and mission ac-
tivities to adjust the strategic direction towards impact. This should lead to the initiation of more
focused projects and make mission partnerships address important systemic and regulatory
barriers. Furthermore, partners and projects continuously learn from each other and unleash
synergies, which strengthen project implementation.

The two final enablers are fundamental for the operation. The fourth enabler is transparent and
inclusive governance, which is needed for the partnership to foster the multi-sectoral collabora-
tion and authentic engagement and to build and maintain legitimacy in the ecosystem. The fifth
enabler is capacity development for working mission-oriented to develop the necessary compe-
tences and allocate the required resources.

In this way, the impact framework for mission-oriented innovation outlines the mission ap-
proach that can support the long-term realisation of GHG reductions, both through direct part-
nership impact and through a focused and strengthened project portfolio.




Figure 5: Impact framework and eight dimensions of working mission-oriented

Impact framework for mission-oriented innovation Eight dimensions of working
mission-oriented

1. Common goal

2. Strategic portfolio
management

3. Right partners
Multi-sectoral collaboration

4. Productive interactions

5. Ownership and
willingness to invest

Authentic engagement

Strategic learning 6. Applied learning

Transparent and inclusive
governance

7. Trust in decision making

8. Necessary resources
and competencies

Capacity development

To assess whether the mission partnerships work mission-oriented, we proceed to identify eight
dimensions to examine with a particular focus on the Enablers for change. For each dimension,
we list the main evaluation questions.® The eight dimensions are:

3 Evaluation questions for the Right partners in the partnership and Ownership and willingness to invest have been in-
spired by OECD (2024) "Monitoring and evaluation of mission-oriented innovation policies”. The importance of Produc-
tive interactions is stressed in Budtz (2024) "Mission Guidebook: A Research Management Guide to Mission-Driven Uni-
versities”.
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® Common mission goal: Does the mission partnership have a clearly defined long-term mis-
sion goal and shorter term subgoals? Do the partners know the goals? Are all decisions in
the mission guided by the goals?

® Strategic portfolio management: Are projects initiated within the strategic direction of the
mission? Is the portfolio coherent and continuously adjusted based on learning?

® Right partners in partnership: Does the partnership include all the actors necessary to
reach the mission goals? Are relevant partners matched in projects?

® Productive interactions: Do the partners enter productive interactions? Do they co-create,
learn from each other, and create transformative value?

®  Ownership and willingness to invest: Are the partners strategically aligned with the com-
mon mission goal? Do they feel ownership, and are they investing time and resources in the
mission?

®  Applied learning: Do the partners, secretariat, and board collect and share learning from
activities, projects, and the ecosystem to adjust goals, methods and activities?

®  Trust in decision making: Do relevant actors have trust in the mission’s decision-making
processes, and do they experience being included to an appropriate extent?

" Necessary resources and competencies: Do the mission secretariats have the necessary
resources, structures, and competencies to work mission-oriented?

Figure 5 illustrates how the eight dimensions relate to the elements of the impact framework.
While these dimensions have been elements in the dialogues between IFD and the Innomission
partnerships, they have not, until now, been conceptualised, nor has there been an alignment
between IFD and the mission partnerships on what a successful mission-oriented approach
looks like. To take the temperature in the mission partnerships on these eight dimensions, we
have unfolded them into rubrics providing a detailed description of five different levels, ranging
from 1: the least mission-oriented approach, to 5: the most mission-oriented approach. These
rubrics can be found in Appendix, Section 8. The missions do not necessarily need to score 5 on
all dimensions to be impactful and will, in some cases, need to prioritise one dimension at the
cost of another dimension. We return to these paradoxes in Section 5.4.

We have now established eight dimensions along which we can assess how the Innomissions

work mission-oriented in the next section. Furthermore, we have drawn up the expected impact
pathways along which we can look for potentials for value added in Section 6.
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5 How do the missions work mission-oriented?

In this section, we assess how the Innomissions work mission-oriented along the eight dimen-
sions presented in Section 4. We first present the data used to assess the eight dimensions and
the following methodological limitations. Then we provide an overview of the survey responses
from the partners in the four mission partnerships, before we unfold each dimension in more
detail. To further assess the mission-oriented approach of the missions, we turn to their newly
developed missions-specific impact frameworks. As some dimensions are interdependent, we
proceed to describe five paradoxes that the Innomissions and IFD need to navigate when taking
a mission-oriented approach with public funding. Finally, we conclude on how the four Innomis-
sions have implemented the mission-oriented approach.

5.1 Data and methodological limitations

We have assessed the eight dimensions of working mission-oriented through the following data

sources:

B Asurvey to partners in the four mission partnerships with full responses from 152 partners,
giving an overall response rate of 20%

®  Workshops with the mission secretariats focusing on the enablers for change

" Interviews with four people from each mission: the mission director, a board member, a
workstream lead, and a central partner

® A workshop with the IFD mission team

® Relevant documents such as roadmaps and annual reports.

A full description of our methods and data sources can be found in Section 8.

When interpreting the findings, it is important to recognise certain methodological limitations.
The analysis draws primarily on data generated within the four mission partnerships and IFD.
External data sources have not been included, and the evaluation has not involved systematic
data triangulation, which would have required a broader scope and additional resources. Conse-
quently, the report’s findings and conclusions are based on the perceptions and experiences of
actors directly engaged in the missions and should be interpreted in this light. Across the rather
different missions, many of the same themes and narratives emerge, which suggests a degree
of shared experience but also reflects that the empirical basis is rooted in internal perspectives.

The partnership survey had a relatively low response rate. This may partly reflect limited en-
gagement among some partners, but it is also linked to practical conditions of distribution. The
guestionnaire was disseminated through the mission secretariats to all contact persons among
mission partners, and not all missions were able to distinguish between scientific and adminis-
trative contact persons. As a result, the survey was sent widely - in one of the missions in partic-
ular - likely reducing the response rate. The timing of the survey coincided with a data collection
for an EU audit, which may have contributed to survey fatigue. With these caveats in mind, we
find it plausible that the responses primarily represent the most dedicated and engaged part-
ners rather than a representative sample of the partnerships. This would lead to a positive bias
in the responses, which we suspect to be the case. Unhappy mission partners could also have
used the survey to air their frustrations, but this does not appear to be the case.
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The survey was constructed using rubrics, that is, predefined assessment scales where each
point on the scale is accompanied by a clear description of what that score represents. The ad-
vantage of using rubrics is that they make it harder for respondents to give strategically positive
answers without misrepresenting their situation. Because the scale includes detailed explana-
tions of what each level implies, respondents are encouraged to select the value that most accu-
rately reflects their circumstances. The full rubrics can be found in Section 8.2.2.

5.2 Eight dimensions of working mission-oriented

We first provide a graphical overview of the survey responses from the four missions, spanning
the eight dimensions of working mission-oriented in Figure 6.

Figure 6. The eight dimensions of working mission-oriented for the four Innomissions

Working mission-oriented

—NNO-CCUS MissionGreenFuels === AgriFoodTure Trace

Commaon mission goal
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Trust in decision making ¢ {
Applied learning ™. " Productive interactions
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A first glance at the responses from the partners of the four missions shows a striking similarity
across the missions. This pattern is somewhat surprising, as the missions operate in different
ecosystems, take on different roles, and appear to have different degrees of maturity. Neverthe-
less, they face the same governance structures, have been through similar processes of devel-
oping roadmaps, forming partnerships, and shared development of the mission approach,
which helps to explain the similarity across missions. One concern could be that this is a conse-
qguence of the way the survey instrument was constructed, but we do not see large bunching on
specific values or other types of respondent behaviour to support this concern. In addition, we
hear very similar narratives from informants from the different missions, supporting the notion
that they have taken a similar approach to working in mission-oriented way.

The mission partners report that they have a good overview of the common mission goal and
that they are applied both for important decisions in the mission partnership and in projects,
although less consistently.

Most partners consider projects in the project portfolio to have a strategic fit to the mission
goals, while the coherence between projects is more disputed. Generally, project partners expe-
rience that their grants are administered in a way that allows for strategic adjustments.

The partners agree that their mission includes the right partners, with strong coverage of ac-
tors relevant for achieving the mission goals. Establishing a multi-sectoral partnership is the first
important milestone of the Innomissions: gathering and engaging the important actors along
their value chains from knowledge institutions and companies. To span the full quadruple helix,
actors from authorities and civil society are also important to include, to pave the way for socie-
tal implementation. We consider the mission partnerships to be less strong in these dimensions.
This drawback is not reflected in the survey responses, which are dominated by researchers and
company representatives, and we see this as a sign of affirmation bias in the self-evaluation.

The next step for the multi-sectoral collaboration is to foster productive interactions among
the partners, and here collaborations and value creation are still somewhat limited, mostly tak-
ing place within project partnerships.

For a mission partnership to succeed, authentic engagement from the actors is needed. We see
strong ownership and willingness to invest among the respondents, who report strategic
alignment between their organisations and the mission, as well as active participation in mission
activities beyond project engagement.

The partners report that they apply learning, in particular within projects where they reflect
and adjust with project partners, though not yet in a fully systematic manner. Sharing learning
with the mission partnership is partly done on request and partly on their own initiative. Learn-
ing from other mission partners also takes place occasionally.

As for transparency and inclusion in decision-making, the partners generally understand how
the funding is distributed and mostly find the decisions fair. They report being informed about
changes in strategic direction but are not meaningfully involved in shaping the strategic priori-
ties of the mission.

There is a general agreement that the secretariats function well in administering funds, though
there are differing opinions about the available resources and competencies to play a strategic

role.
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It is worth mentioning that the results are potentially skewed as only one in five contact persons
from mission partners have responded to the survey, and we would expect the more engaged
partners to also be more willing to respond. We take this caveat into consideration, as we unfold
the dimensions. Overall, the results paint a picture of four missions that have managed to estab-
lish strong partnerships and have taken the first important steps to establish the enablers for
change towards their mission goals.

While there is a strong similarity between the four missions, we see more pronounced differ-
ences in responses across types of partners, in particular for the degree of productive interac-
tions; the ownership and willingness to invest and the necessary resources; for applied learning;
and for the experience of the resources and competencies in the mission secretariats, see Figure
7. 0n these dimensions, partners from knowledge institutions rate the missions significantly
higher than companies and other partners, such as public entities, non-profit organisations, and
interest organisations. As mission innovation projects can be considered high-risk activities,
particularly when the technological readiness levels (TRL) are low, companies can have difficulty
allocating the needed time and resources to enter productive interactions, because the innova-
tion is very far from commercialisation. This is especially true for small and medium-sized enter-
prises (SMEs) who have shorter investment horizons.

Figure 7: The eight dimensions of working mission-oriented across partner types
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In the following, we unfold each dimension and provide a status for the mission partnerships.
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5.21 Common mission goal

The mission goals originally stem from the political mandate and were then translated into goals
and pathways towards these goals in the roadmaps. However, initial roadmaps were broad and
resembled more a catalogue of all possible things to do within the field, rather than a clear de-
scription of how to get from the present to the desired future goal. The initial roadmaps lacked a
clear format, they were too broad to be operational, and they were written in a hurry. Many re-
searchers were eager to contribute, both out of strong interest in the field, but also to ensure
that their area of expertise was included among the list of what the mission funds could sup-
port. The missions have updated roadmaps in recent years, but they remain broad.

There is a shared understanding between IFD and the Innomissions that the goals in the
roadmaps are far from achievable with the IFD mission funding. As one informant puts it:

“Then a sort of collective myth emerged about what was possible to achieve
through research when we wrote the original roadmap”

IFD launched the Impact Framework to encourage missions to focus their efforts and specify tip-
ping points that the mission partnerships could influence with the IFD funding. The missions
have taken up this task in 2025 and report that the direction has become clearer, e.g.:

“It’s fantastic that we have started to set a direction”

“We have tightened the guy ropes to sharpen the focus in our workstreams”

MissionGreenFuels and TRACE have fully developed the first version of their impact frameworks
and launched them on their websites, while AgriFoodTure and INNO-CCUS are still in the pro-
cess of finalising their impact frameworks.

Meanwhile, AgriFoodTure is implementing the merger with the Danish Food&Bio Cluster, which
also requires additional strategic work to clarify the direction of the merged organisation and
communicate its role in the ecosystem.

As an additional way of creating a common overview of the mission field, INNO-CCUS has pub-

lished the State of CCUS, which maps Danish research and innovation projects within the field.
This overview helps to position INNO-CCUS in the landscape.
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We wanted to know whether the partners are aware of the goals, find them clear, and experi-
ence them as guiding decisions in the mission partnership and in their own projects. Almost all
respondents have a general idea of the mission goals, and the majority understand the direction
well. The numbers are shown in Figure 8 under Knowledge and clarity, where percentages are
listed in the pie chart and the number of observations is shown in parentheses. Turning to the
application of the goals in guiding decisions, no respondent finds that mission decisions are not
guided by mission goals, but one out of five do not find that the mission goals affect their work
or guide decisions in the project. Some respondents remarked that since their own project goal
falls within the mission goal, they do not need to consider mission goals when making decisions.
Among the respondents, we generally conclude that mission goals are well known and projects
are aligned with the expected mission impact. The picture may be less positive among the mis-
sion partners who did not prioritise responding to the survey, but this is difficult to assess.

Figure 8: Common mission goal
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5.2.2 Strategic portfolio management

The portfolio of projects should be strategic in the sense that projects contribute to the mission
goal and are strategically coherent. However, the first batch of projects that entered the part-
nership application was collected under a considerable time pressure. From multiple respond-
ents we have heard variations of the following quote:

“There was no time - Pool 1 project were taken from the drawer”

The projects fall under the mission theme and contribute in different ways to the mission goal,
but they do not constitute a coherent portfolio. Three out of four respondents consider all pro-
jects in the portfolio to be strategically relevant, while the remainder find the connection to mis-
sion goal unclear for some projects; see Figure 9.

Though a strategic fit with the roadmap has been a selection criterion for newer projects in later
pools, it has not been sufficient to foster a strategically coherent project portfolio. In practice,
mission boards have tended to prioritise projects with the highest perceived innovation poten-
tial, similar to the assessment of Grand Solution applications, as truly strategic selection remains
difficult. The governance setup creates an inherent dilemma: board members often represent
partner organisations that also apply for project funding. While they withdraw from discussions
on their own proposals to avoid conflicts of interest, this practice limits the number of board
members able to contribute to discussions about the overall strategic coherence of the portfolio.
Ironically, those who must step out are often the ones with the most relevant professional in-
sight.

In terms of portfolio coherence, a third of the project partners have no insight into how the pro-
jects in the portfolio fit together and have not been connected by the secretariat or by chance to
other similar projects in the mission. They experience a thematic or no connection to other pro-
jects in the portfolio as shown in Figure 9. We expect that this number is higher when consider-
ing non-respondents. This result suggests that there is still room for creating stronger synergies
within the project portfolios.

In order to have a progressive portfolio, strategic adjustments of ongoing projects should be
possible, and more than half of the responding project partners find that the grants are admin-
istered in a way that allows for strategic adjustments. However, around one in ten experience
that it is not possible to adjust the project according to learnings. Furthermore, the mission
boards should be able to close unpromising projects and extend projects with strong results.
Mission secretariats and boards express that they have faced challenges in this regard: A partic-
ular concern for closing projects early has been the consequence for involved PhD students. And
topping up successful projects should also be done in a way that do not conflict with the notion
of open competition from the Public Administration Act. IFD has worked to address these issues
in two ways: They have adjusted guidelines to allow for PhD study completion in the event of
project closure, and they have been in dialogue with one mission on other legal models for top-
up calls. Only few mission projects have been finalised, but the question of how to ensure con-
tinuation of the innovations with impact potential is highly topical, and mission secretariats are
developing their approaches to make their portfolios more progressive.
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Figure 9: Strategic portfolio management
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There is broad consensus among the respondents that the four missions have a broad range of
partners in place in the mission partnership or even a strong or systemic coverage of partners,
see Figure 10, Mission needs. All missions have established broad partnerships with a strong
representation of knowledge institutions and both large and small companies. Public and civil
society actors - and to some extent SMEs - are less present, and in the survey data we see indi-
cations that actors from authorities and civil society rate the partnership coverage lower. As the
number of respondents in this category is small, we cannot tell if the difference is statistically
significant, but nevertheless it is worth noting. Some informants argue that the co-finance re-
quirements are difficult for municipalities and civil society actors to fulfil. The former facing
strong budgetary constraints and the latter dominated by voluntary efforts. The inclusion of
public authorities may take forms other than direct partnership: ministries and public agencies
can contribute to overall coordination - a question to which we return.
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The key actors not yet included differ across missions: AgriFoodTure experiences difficulty in at-
tracting SMEs and start-ups, whereas MissionGreenFuels lacks municipalities who are important
for implementation. INNO-CCUS lacks civil-society partners and representatives from the waste
sector. TRACE finds it difficult to engage the Danish textile industry as it is currently not very
profitable.

The missions are born as research and innovation missions under the Ministry of Higher Educa-
tion and Science, and coordination with relevant resort ministries has been up to IFD and the
mission partnerships to orchestrate. INNO-CCUS has achieved a particularly strong connection
to the public authorities and is representing the Danish state in IEAGHG. AgriFoodTure receives
ministerial attention due to its role in delivering solutions to farmers prior to the introduction of
a GHG tax on Danish farmers in 2030, but otherwise coordination with relevant sector ministries
has been limited for the other Innomissions.

Turning to the match of partners within projects, respondents overall report that projects have
good partner composition, see Figure 10, Project needs. Comparing projects initiated in 2022
and 2023 with later projects (not shown in figure), there are indications that later projects expe-
rience a better partner match - both within projects and in the mission partnership. This is in
line with the idea that initial Pool 1 projects were decided in a hurry, and that mission activities
bringing partners together have helped to match the right partners in project teams.

Figure 10: Right partners in the partnership
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5.2.4 Productive interactions

The missions have used the Grand Solution project template to initiate collaboration projects
with partners from research and industry. Among survey respondents engaged in projects, the
vast majority interact and collaborate closely with project partners, as shown in Figure 11. How-
ever, only half of the respondents interact with other partners in the mission beyond project col-
laboration (integrated collaboration or broad mission co-creation). As we expect the most en-
gaged to have responded to the survey, there appears to be room for creating more synergies
across projects.

The general impression is that the collaborations bring value: Only one in ten reports limited or

no value from the interactions, whereas more than half of the respondents feel that the collabo-
rations have brought either significant or transformative value.
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A particular trait of the interactions in the missions is that actors who previously disagreed or
were in conflict have started to collaborate - across scientific disciplines, across rivalling univer-
sities, across researchers and businesses, across business competitors, and across rivalling polit-
ical interests in general. Multiple informants mention the very tough process of writing
roadmaps and forming partnerships, which took place under COVID, where the partners only
interacted over Zoom and Teams under high time pressure. As this informant describes:

“A tremendous amount of trust has been built, and I think everyone under-
stood that we could either run the whole thing into the ground if we failed to
get along, or we could try to find a way to respect one another and create a
new common ground”

Trust has been built, and collaboration takes place between partners who were not initially ex-
pected to be able to work together, and this is especially pronounced in the four mission boards.

Building trust takes time and to create the productive matches between project partners it can

also be desirable to provide opportunities to meet people with the right chemistry. An informant
describes collaboration with project partners in this way:

“It also comes down to chemistry. [...] It has been quite decisive for how far
we've come, because every time we've faced a problem, we've also been able
to solve it — because we're good at tackling difficult issues and thinking
things through together”

Figure 11: Productive interactions
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5.2.5 Ownership and willingness to invest

When assessing engagement among the mission partners, it is fair to note that our information
is skewed towards the more engaged segment of the mission partners: Our informants are en-
gaged mission members, and we expect the survey respondents to be the more engaged part of
the mission partners. The relatively low response rate could in itself be interpreted as low mis-
sion engagement, though survey fatigue probably also plays a role.

To assess the degree of ownership, we have asked about the strategic alignment between the
mission and the partner organisation. Around two-thirds of respondents report a good strategic
alignment or full strategic anchoring of the mission goals in their organisation, while 25% con-
sider the mission relevant, but not a strategic priority. The final 10% of respondents are mainly
involved to access knowledge, networks, or funding, or to avoid missing potential opportunities,
as shown in Figure 12. More than half of the respondents report active or proactive engage-
ment, and only 14% report minimal contribution or passive participation. Considering that the
more engaged could be more likely to respond, these negative responses may be understated.

When asked about the opportunities of being a partner in the mission, respondents report ac-
cess to funds and networks as the most important reasons, closely followed by access to
knowledge and collaborators. Half of the respondents also mention contributing to the mission
goal.

Some partners feel that they are part of something bigger and describe it in various ways:

“We are in this together, and it's not about grabbing what you can for your
own field”

“T get a special feeling in my stomach”

In particular, board members are engaged and invest a lot of voluntary time in board work.

The reported investment of time and resources is highest among researchers from knowledge
institutions, and companies find it more difficult to dedicate time to mission activities. This ten-
dency is also reflected in a lower response rate from companies than knowledge institutions. At
the end of projects, it sometimes becomes clear that companies have been less involved than
originally planned.

All missions experience that Principle Investigators (PIs) need to be well-equipped to ensure the
active involvement of partners, communicate information effectively, or maintain progress. For
the first pool of projects, PIs were not onboarded into the mission approach, and the missions
are developing new approaches to strengthen the PI onboarding. The aim is to create a com-
mon understanding of what it means to be a part of a mission and to empower the PIs to ensure
engagement and joint progress across project partners.
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Figure 12: Ownership and willingness to invest
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5.2.6 Applied learning

Strategic learning is a central way in which mission-oriented innovation differ from traditional
funding instruments. The board decisions over the mission’s long- and short-term strategic di-
rection, active portfolio management and prioritisation of mission activities should all be guided
by continuous learning. The Impact Framework for Mission-oriented Innovation provides a
frame for learning, and through the development of mission-specific impact frameworks, the
missions are starting to adopt a more systematic approach to strategic learning. For instance,
MissionGreenFuels and TRACE have built learning questions from their impact frameworks into
their recent calls for projects. How learning can be used to document mission progress in prac-
tice is still under development.

Learning between mission projects is thought to strengthen project impact potentials. To under-
stand how mission partners engage in learning activities, we distinguished between learning
within projects, sharing project learnings with other mission partners, and learning from other
mission partners.

Own learning within project partners is predominantly intentional or systematic, as reported by
respondents in Figure 13. Only a few reports sharing their learnings proactively in the mission
partnerships, and project learning is primarily shared if they are invited to do so or if there is a
clear occasion. As one project partner said when asked about sharing learning:

“Actually, nobody has asked” [me to share learning]

This shows that the secretariats play an important role in facilitating sharing of results and
learning across projects. With limited secretariat resources, it would be interesting to explore
how project partners could become more proactive in creating project synergies.
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Half of the respondents report that they draw learning from other mission partners occasionally,
while the other half do not experience learning from other projects useful or visible. Only three
respondents systematically and actively obtain learning from other mission partners. An inform-
ant provides a good example of occasional—and untimely—knowledge sharing: They received a
guide for obtaining a pivotal permission from another mission partner - however, this took
place after they had already spent many resources navigating the regulation and obtaining the
permission themselves.

Mission secretariats organise occasions where knowledge sharing across projects takes place,
such as annual conferences or PI meetings, and the reported learning across projects is most
likely a result of these efforts. Meanwhile, partnership activities could be more intentionally de-
signed to foster timely learning and synergies across the portfolio. TRACE has developed a plat-
form for collecting learning and creating cross-project synergies in TRACE Academy, and other
missions are experimenting with different formats.

Learning activities are not only relevant between projects to create synergies in the portfolio.
Mission secretariats continuously learn and adjust their processes and activities as a part of their
mission approach, although they also lack systematic approaches for doing so. The INNO-CCUS
secretariat describes a strong learning culture as part of its DNA.

Figure 13: Applied learning
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5.2.7 Trust in decision-making
To unpack the partners' views on mission governance, we focus on transparency in funding deci-
sions and inclusion in the strategic direction of the mission.

More than half of the respondents report full or good transparency around funding decisions,
but a substantial minority have limited insight into how funding is allocated. The respondents
experience varying degrees of inclusion in the strategic direction, with the most common view
being that they are invited to provide input but are not meaningfully involved in shaping strate-
gic priorities.

As the mission partnerships differ, there are also different views on the importance of including
the broader partnership in setting the strategic direction. INNO-CCUS has a clear, political man-
date, and mission management argues that including the broader partnership in setting strate-
gic direction would be too time-consuming for partners. Around 40% of their respondents re-
port minimal or no inclusion, but the mission management does not experience a demand for
stronger inclusion.

For other missions with a less clear political mandate, broad inclusion of partners may be im-
portant to maintain ownership and willingness to invest.

Given that mission boards consist of vested partners in the mission, the boards have rotation
schemes to help prevent any single party from accumulating too much influence. Over time, a
strong shared understanding has developed among initial board members that they are not
there to promote the interests of their own organisation, but to serve the common mission, as
mentioned in Section 4.1.4. When new members join as part of the rotation system, challenges
arise when some initially perceive their role as securing resources for their own field or organi-
sation. Onboarding them into the mission mindset is therefore important to ensure that they
are oriented towards the collective mission goals. This requires careful calibration:

“There were some seasoned businesspeople who tried to look out for their
own interests, and I had to make it clear once, during the initial negotiations
— that’s not how we play. I received backing from other board members”

It is helpful when the secretariats clearly administer rules regarding conflict of interest, which
are important because boards consist of partners who also apply for funds. However, it can be
challenging to determine at what strategic level conflicts of interest apply: it is obvious when
making funding decisions, but more unclear when setting strategic direction, e.g. through decid-
ing focus area for upcoming calls.
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Figure 14. Trust in decision-making
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5.2.8 Necessary resources and competencies

Mission secretariats face two types of tasks that require different competencies and separate
resources. First, they are responsible for administering the distribution of project funds in a le-
gal and trustworthy manner, much like IFD, operating more or less as secondary innovation
funding agencies. Second, they are expected to play the strategic role as a change agency sup-
porting the enablers for change and fostering mission value added both through the project
portfolio and directly through the partnership.

Overall, the partners find that the secretariats handle administration well and play a strategic
role, though only 15% report that the secretariats proactively support synergies and learning to-
wards the mission goals.

IFD has provided administrative support for the missions, particularly in the first years, and the
mission secretariats have been strengthened over time. Setting up administrative procedures
has dominated their work the first years, leaving limited resources to foster productive interac-
tions and strategic learning. The administrative set-ups are each customised to fit into systems
in their hosting organisation, instead of having a shared administrative set-up and system sup-
port from IFD. The advantage of this approach is that the mission secretariats can draw on host-
ing organisations' administrative resources, while the drawback has been that they needed to
develop four separate set-ups instead of one common one. The new governance model gives
the secretariats a stronger mandate, and thereby a greater responsibility and - some argue - a
heavier administrative workload.

Mission secretariats all emphasise in unison that it is difficult to dedicate time to the mission-ori-
ented work of strengthening the enablers for change, as the administrative burden is heavy.
They express concern that, if their role becomes primarily that of a secondary funding agency
undertaking tasks similar to IFD's, the fund itself would be better placed to carry out such func-
tions efficiently. They see their role as extending beyond administrative tasks but do not feel
they have had the resources to fulfil this broader mandate. IFD acknowledge that mission activi-
ties require resources and have increased the proportion of funds for these activities over time.
At the same time, IFD point to unused funds within some secretariats and argues that their re-
source constraints may not be as severe as presented.
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Taking a different approach to publicly funded research and innovation requires new mindsets,
and the mission-oriented approach has gradually evolved. There are still divergencies across ac-
tors in the understanding of what a mission-approach entails. Holding on to new mindsets re-
quires continuity. Here we note that both mission boards and the IFD mission team have been
challenged by rotation schemes and employee turnover, respectively.

Developing research and innovation missions as a new funding instrument and adopting a trial-
and-error approach to refine the instrument and unlock its mission potential, requires more
than the usual administrative resources needed to disburse public funding. This was not
acknowledged by politicians when they invented the Innomissions, and the understanding of
what it takes is only slowly emerging. The traditional idea that the funds are most productive
when allocated to projects is still present among actors across the mission governance chain
and impedes implementation of a full mission-oriented approach.

Figure 15: Necessary resources and competencies
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5.3 The role of Impact Frameworks in mission-orientation

Another way of assessing what characterizes the way the Innomissions have interpreted the
task of working mission-oriented is to examine the mission-specific impact frameworks, which
the Innomissions submitted to IFD by 1 September 2025.

As mentioned in Section 3.2, IFD introduced an Impact Framework in the summer of 2024. The
introduction of the Impact Framework was a response to an impression of the missions working
with the roadmaps without the necessary focus on where they would make the greatest impact.

The Impact Framework first introduced the idea of evaluating progress as the ability to learn
and adjust the path accordingly towards the North Star of the mission. This concept of learning
being the primary measure of progression was accompanied by the idea that the missions
should be more precise in identifying where new knowledge was mostly needed, and, based on
this, formulate learning questions that would in turn serve as a basis for new calls.
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The impact framework also asked the missions to select only 3-5 tipping points that, according
to their current knowledge, would be important and feasible to influence with the resources
available to the missions. Identifying tipping points—or inflection points—was not a new task for
the missions. This concept was introduced when they were asked to develop their initial
roadmaps. But the selection of only a few tipping points was new and coupled with a clearer un-
derstanding of a tipping point marking a situation where positive change accelerates and be-
comes self-sustainable.

Finally, the impact framework introduced the concept of enabling preconditions for change as
the mortar between the bricks (projects) necessary for the missions to achieve more than the
sum of their individual projects.

In 2025, the missions were asked to deliver fully developed impact frameworks and present it to
IFD. In this section, we take a closer look at the impact frameworks as another source for as-
sessing how mission orientation is implemented in the Innomissions.

The first observation is that developing impact frameworks represents a significant challenge to
the missions, and they have struggled to finalise them within the deadline of 1 September 2025.
The impact framework introduces a new way of tackling the profound uncertainty of how to
reach the North Star of the missions moving from keeping the many possible paths outlined in
the roadmaps open to selecting a few as the most likely given the current level of knowledge.
This change in attitude towards uncertainty is clearly challenging and putting the boards of the
missions under pressure. As a result, the impact frameworks as presented to IFD are to some
extent work in progress being either first drafts or not yet fully developed.

Investigating the impact frameworks represents a task worthy of a separate study which is be-
yond the scope of this learning-oriented evaluation. However, we have examined them as an in-
dicator for how the missions work mission-oriented and guided by Figure 4, where working mis-
sion-oriented is narrowed down to project selection, project implementation, and continuation
of innovation as key differences between missions and other methods of distributing funds for
innovation purposes.

5.3.1 Project selection

All four Innomissions acknowledge the need to operationalise the very broad roadmaps and set
clearer priorities to increase their impact, taking into account their, after all, limited resources.
For most of them, the Impact Framework clearly represents a link between, on the one hand,
the very broad roadmaps, which map out all possible ways forward, and, on the other hand, the
project portfolios. In the annual reports for 2024 the Innomissions clearly indicate the im-
portance of having a tool and a framework for this.

We believe that the Innomissions would have embarked on the journey to narrow their focus
even without the impact framework. They in a sense, matured to a stage where they were ready
to focus. But the impact framework has underlined the importance of doing so and made it a
clear requirement, both accelerating the process and setting a high common standard.
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The Impact Frameworks submitted to the IFD also very clearly demonstrate how difficult the
task of focusing under circumstances of profound uncertainty is. The frameworks appear to be
“in progress”, and we see room for improvement both in terms of further operationalization and
for some of them an even narrower scope. But we feel confident that the impact framework pro-
cesses have pushed the missions towards a situation where project selection will be clearly dif-
ferent from a situation with i.e. a thematic call within the same fields as the missions.

5.3.2 Project implementation

Whether the Impact Framework will imply a different approach to project implementation than
in other programmes remains to be seen. Enablers for change have been treated quite differ-
ently in the submitted frameworks. Some have paid intense attention to enablers for change,
some have done so more lightly, and some have not addressed this part of the impact frame-
work - most likely because attention has been focused on inflection points and learning ques-
tions concerning the project portfolio rather than on enablers for change.

But by stressing enablers for change as a supplement to the project portfolio, attention is di-
rected towards i.e. cross-sectoral collaboration, strategic learning, and capacity building - areas
to which the missions are clearly paying more attention now than earlier in their development.
And with a stronger alignment towards mission goals, synergies and learning across projects
become much more likely. We therefore believe that project implementation will change in the
coming years, and more attention will be paid to cross-project collaboration and mutual ex-
change of experiences.

5.3.3 Continuation of innovation

The clearer focus of the project portfolio following the selection of fewer tipping points holds
strong potential to ensure that innovation accelerates through the linkage of relevant imple-
mentation partners or by missions providing additional funding for promising projects.

In particular, two of the submitted impact frameworks hold a clear promise that projects will, to
a large extent, form well-defined paths of innovation moving forward towards their respective
tipping points and ultimately their North Star. The two remaining impact frameworks have not
yet clearly outlined how they will form innovation pathways, but both hold the potential as they
have narrowed their focus and increased their attention towards continuous learning.

5.4 Five paradoxes in publicly funded missions-oriented innovation

The eight dimensions of working mission-oriented should not be seen as a simple recipe to fol-
low to ensure mission success. Rather, these are important dimensions to navigate over time
acknowledging that some dimensions are interdependent, where efforts to strengthen one di-
mension inevitably will weaken another. In this section, we describe these interdependencies
through five paradoxes listed in Figure 16 and unfolded below.

It may shift over time which dimension need strengthening for mission progress, and it requires

trial, error and learning to navigate the paradoxes of publicly funded mission-oriented innova-
tion.
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Figure 16: The five paradoxes of publicly funded mission-oriented innovation
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@ Administrative control -« Strategic, professional freedom

Eﬂg Arms’ length principle < Co-creation

5.4.1 Top-down vs bottom-up

Mission work requires a clear strategic direction, but also engagement from the partners. Clear
guidance ensures focus and direction, while involvement can mobilise knowledge, creativity, and
broader capacity for action. Accordingly, setting the common mission goal is closely linked to
ownership and willingness to invest. As one informant puts it:

“If they don't feel ownership, it will not happen”

The initial process of creating roadmaps and forming partnerships took a bottom-up approach,
and that has created a strong ownership across the value chain with engagement of key busi-
ness actors in all missions. However, the roadmaps showed limited direction, and the introduc-
tion of the Impact Framework has been a push for a stronger top-down approach with a more
focused direction. The mission boards and secretariats have struggled to focus because they
fear that it implies limited ownership among partners who do not see their own interests re-
flected in a narrower focus. However, in 2024/25 we have seen the mission boards stepping into
a role as mission owners, moving towards a clearer focus and showing an emerging readiness
to deselect focus areas that were initially prioritised. Consequently, we have added an arrow in-
dicating the shift from the initial bottom-up approach towards a more balanced approach.

Top-down SO I cotcom-up
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5.4.2 Coalition of the willing vs broad partnership

A narrow partnership among the most engaged can create momentum and visible results. A
broader partnership can increase the potential for change but requires more coordination and
time to establish a common direction. As missions have adopted a broad partnership approach,
they have spent time establishing and renegotiating the common direction. Their transforma-
tional potential is large, because they have engaged most key actors within their fields. Focusing
the direction, as we have seen recently, invites a move away from the very broad partnership,
towards the willing partners who are ready to engage and to invest time towards mission im-
pact. Therefore, we have added a slightly smaller arrow indicating our understanding of the re-
cent development of the Innomissions. However, it is important to maintain the transforma-
tional potential of the mission partnerships, and it should be underlined that we have not ob-
served any negative consequences for the partnerships yet, such as important actors leaving the
partnership.

i B am b
the willing partnership

5.4.3 Clear goal and direction vs emergence and agility

Political and administrative governance requires clear goals, plans, and documentation. At the
same time, complex innovation in a changing context calls for room for ongoing learning, adap-
tation, and strategic flexibility. A good example is MissionGreenFuels. Soon after the launch of
the mission, it became clear that battery technology had improved to the extent that electrifying
heavy land transport was profitable and cost-effective, making green fuels less important for
this sector. This led to a strategic focus on shipping and aviation. The missions need to be able
to respond to the changing landscape that they are navigating in and potentially deviate from
existing plans.

However, they still need to keep sight of the North Star they are steering towards and have a
clear narrative of their direction to maintain engagement from partners and to be accountable
to investors. The missions are working on this balancing act, and the mission-specific Impact
Frameworks are intended to strengthen the direction while still allowing for emergence. In
some ways, strengthening both sides of the paradox - illustrated with an upward arrow—as an
unclear direction also leaves room for manoeuvre. Compliance with the Public Administration
Act also plays a role which we unfold as part of the next paradox.

o o I
and direction and agility

5.4.4 Administrative control vs strategic professional autonomy

Governance through formal and well-known requirements and procedures ensures transpar-
ency and trust, while strategic professional freedom enables adaptation and decision-making
close to concrete challenges.

page 43




The distribution of funds from IFD to Innomissions and from Innomissions to partner projects is
subject to the Public Administration Act. In general, mission boards and secretariats appreciate
the legitimacy they gain when acting under The Danish Public Administration Act using princi-
ples of impartiality and equal treatment. However, the process can be long, hampering the agil-
ity of the mission boards. Once granted, the funds are tied to the purpose described in the appli-
cation. When the process from application to IFD to investment agreements between mission
boards and mission projects took one or more years many conditions may have changed. This
was the case as negotiations over a new governance model took time, which all actors agreed
was less than ideal.

IFD has taken note of this paradox and, together with the missions, worked to develop a faster
cycle from political mandate, through IFD investments in mission partnerships, to mission in-
vestments in projects. The new governance structure also gives more autonomy to the missions,
e.g. where the mandate to approve project changes has been delegated from the IFD board to
mission boards. To this paradox we have therefore added an arrow moving the balance towards
greater room for strategic professional autonomy.

Administrative I:_ Strategic professional
control autonomy

5.4.5 Arm'’s length principle vs co-creation

Public funding operates under the arm’s-length principle, which requires distance and impartial-
ity between funders and recipients. Yet mission-oriented approaches rely on co-creation, where
funders and stakeholders collaboratively shape goals and instruments - creating an inherent
tension between neutrality and partnership.

Initiating missions without having fully developed the appropriate instrument has required nu-
merous adjustments through trial-and-error. Actually, this could be a productive way to move
forward, where solutions are developed along the way as the needs and circumstances are bet-
ter known than if they had been designed from the beginning.

Since 2023, IFD has dedicated resources to develop the mission instrument in close dialogue
with the Innomissions. From the perspective of the Innomissions, the IFD mission team has
been struggling to balance two different roles, and it has not been clear what their mandate was
in terms of co-creating how the Innomissions are administered with the missions themselves.

While the mission secretariats experience that some formats and structures set out by IFD im-
pose an excessive administrative burden or are inappropriate, they at the same time experience
the IFD mission team to be willing to listen, adjust and to some extent co-create. Uncertainty
about the legal boundaries for co-creation remains and sometimes constitutes a barrier to co-
creation. At the same time, IFD sometimes experience that the Innomissions prefer independ-
ence over co-creation. But we clearly observe a willingness to engage in closer co-creation at
both IFD and mission secretariats and therefore has added an arrow moving the balance from a
clear arm’s length position to a more co-creational position.

A il I Co-creation
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The five paradoxes are used solely to describe the situation and the development, we have ob-
served. We do not have experiences to underpin certain positions as more productive than oth-
ers. The main point is that regardless of the position taken, there is always a price.

We therefore suggest that the paradoxes can be used as a language and a tool for dialogue be-
tween IFD and the Innomissions when new situations and needs arise which may require rene-
gotiation of the balances to optimise the productive potential of the Innomissions.

5.5 Conclusion: How do the Innomission work mission-oriented?

In this section we have assessed the four Innomissions along eight dimensions of working mis-
sion-oriented. The overall impression is that the Innomissions work mission-oriented to a much
higher degree today than they did the first couple of years, while there is still room for improve-
ment. The Innomissions have established strong partnerships with relevant research and indus-
try actors and have established well-functioning procedures for distributing project funds in a
legal and legitimate way. Roadmaps have set out ambitious common goals for the partnerships
but have been too broad to provide the strategic focus necessary for the Innomission invest-
ments.

The mission partnerships are currently undergoing a process of prioritisation, where the first
step has been to develop mission-specific impact frameworks, and the next step will be to take
the consequences through narrower calls towards areas with high impact potential.

The missions have made significant progress in establishing the enabling conditions for creating
transformative change, but some dimensions still need to be strengthened: Though they have
established strong partnerships with engagement and ownership among actors, public authori-
ties and civil society actors are still underrepresented. The common mission goal set in their new
impact frameworks still needs to be communicated in the partnership and ecosystem for some
of the missions. All missions need to engage in strategic portfolio management, ensuring that
projects are selected according to mission needs and strengthening cohesion between projects.
Real change occurs through productive interactions, and this is where the partnerships all rate
lowest. The missions are on a journey to build learning from both the project portfolios, mission
activities and the ecosystem into their governance, and this dimension should continue to be
strengthened.

The understanding of what it means to work mission-oriented has developed since the launch of
the Innomissions, as both the partnerships and IFD have worked to translate the broad and am-
bitious political ideas into practical action. Some dimensions have been clear from the start—
such as having a common goal and the right partners in the partnership—whereas the practical
implementation of other dimensions is still under development—e.g. strategic portfolio man-
agement, productive interactions and strategic learning.

This in turn raises the question of resources and competencies. We note that the competencies
required to administer projects are not the same as required to facilitate productive interac-
tions, learning etc., and the secretariats were established focusing on selecting and administrat-
ing projects. The Innomission secretariats feel that they have lacked the necessary resources to
focus on enablers for change to the extent they would have preferred. However, it is not only a
question of resources. It has gradually become clear how important a part of working mission-
oriented it is to focus on the enablers for change.
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In our view, both the Innomissions and IFD have embarked on a learning journey which has ac-
celerated in the last period. We see the relatively positive self-evaluations to the rubrics de-
scribed in Section 5.2 in this light: They are doing better than before. This, in our view, is inher-
ent in the Danish approach where the four missions were established within a relatively short
time span given the complexity of the task. The mission approach will probably continue to de-
velop as the Innomissions progress and new needs and learnings emerge.

It has taken the first couple of years to tune in on a mission-oriented approach and there is still

important room for improvement. This should be kept in mind when assessing the value added
of the mission-oriented approach, which we turn to in the next section.
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6 Does the mission-oriented approach add the
promised value?

Has the mission approach brought us closer to the political ambition of GHG reductions? Could
the same projects in the mission portfolios have been initiated and implemented through IFD,
saving the resources spent on mission set-up? And do the partnerships bring direct value be-
yond the project portfolio? These questions emerge naturally in the minds of decision makers
and the funding agency IFD. In this section, we draw attention to these questions acknowledg-
ing that it is premature to provide clear answers. We start by arguing why and describe our ap-
proach to assess the value added.

6.1 Approach to assess the value added

To truly assess whether a mission approach has generated value, it must first be fully imple-
mented and put into practice. And to fully implement a mission approach requires a common
and clear understanding of what the mission approach entails. In Section 3, we describe how
IFD launched the Innomissions with strong political expectations, but limited guidance on what
the mission approach meant in practice. The mission approach has evolved like a funnel - gradu-
ally narrowing and becoming more defined as implementation progressed and experience accu-
mulated over time. Section 4 contributes to this progression by outlining the impact pathways
for the mission partnerships and setting out eight dimensions of mission-oriented work that en-
able this impact. We have employed these to assess how the mission partnerships work mission-
oriented in Section 5. As the mission approach has been shaped over time, so has the mission
partnerships' implementation of the approach gradually developed. The secretariats have
shifted from being mainly preoccupied with administrative procedures to a stronger strategic
role. However, the mission approach still needs to be strengthened if the missions are to realise
their potential for transformative impact on Danish society and make a significant contribution
to the required reduction in GHG emissions.

Taking a mission approach entails a large investment up front: building partnerships, develop-
ing roadmaps, setting up a governance structure, establishing boards and secretariats—and in
this case developing the approach itself over time. Naturally, this approach extends the time
from political funding decisions to the initiation of research and innovation projects. As an old
proverb says: “If you want to go fast - go alone. If you want to go far - go together.” In Figure 17
we hypothesise how the value added of a mission approach evolves over time where the large
initial investment makes missions contribute less to /mmediate GHG reduction solutions than
traditional funding instruments would. With the coordination and momentum that missions can
create, they could have a larger transformative potential in the longer run. We believe that the
largest investment has been made at the time of this evaluation, while the larger transformative
potential is still ahead. We have illustrated this point with a vertical dashed line indicating hypo-
thetical timing of the evaluation.

page 47




Figure 17: Value added of mission approach over time

Value added

» Time

It is therefore premature to make a final judgement on whether the mission approach can de-
liver greater value than traditional funding instruments, but we will here outline the potentials
we have observed. We start with a brief reflection on the GHG reduction potentials of the four
Innomissions. We then assess the potential value added of the Innomissions, and we structure
this assessment around the impact pathways outlined in Section 4.1:
®  Project portfolio value through

= Initiating better projects

= Strengthening project implementation

= Enabling impact of project innovation

® Direct partnership value beyond project portfolio

These pathways focus on the mission partnerships, which operate under conditions from the
political layer, IFD and their ecosystem. We end the section by unfolding these conditions for the
Innomissions’ ability to create value added.

6.2 GHG emission reduction potentials

The green expert group under the Ministry of Higher Education and Science points to three gen-
eral types of potential for GHG reductions from research and innovation initiatives: Reduction of
national emissions; reduction of national footprint; and reduction of global emissions.*

While the political initiative to the four Innomissions was motivated by the Danish Climate Act
stipulating targets for reduction of GHG emissions from national production, only two of the
four missions have a clear political ambition to reduce Danish GHG emissions: INNO-CCUS aims
to capture domestic carbon emissions and either use or store them, and AgriFoodTure aims to
reduce GHG emissions from domestic agricultural and food production. The climate potentials
of the two remaining missions are primarily beyond national borders: Since electrification is
proving effective for heavy road transport, MissionGreenFuels prioritises shipping and aviation -
sectors with major global emissions, where Danish solutions can deliver substantial climate im-
pact beyond Denmark’s GHG accounts. Similarly, TRACE has a potential to reduce Danish foot-
print on imported plastic and textiles, but only a smaller domestic potential as just a fraction of
the Danish consumption of plastic and textiles is produced within national borders.

4 See Section 6.2 in Expert group on research influence on the green transition (2024) "A tool for assessment of green
research and innovation initiatives”.
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Estimation of these reduction potentials is beyond the scope of this evaluation. We proceed to
reflect on the Innomissions’ efforts to realise their potentials through their project portfolio and
partnership.

6.3 Project portfolio value added

First, we assess the indications of value added of the mission-oriented approach through the
project portfolio. For the mission approach to fulfil its potential the project portfolio should en-
tail a higher potential than a comparable set of individual projects. To unpack this potential, we
start considering how projects are selected within the Innomissions to assess if they have better
preconditions for climate impact. Then we in turn reflect on the conditions for project implemen-
tation and continuation. It is beyond the scope of this evaluation to assess mission project port-
folios in detail to understand if the specific projects selected for funding have higher potentials,
are better implemented and whether promising innovation ideas are more likely to be imple-
mented when project funds run out. Instead, we provide our impression of the conditions for
project selection and implementation.

6.3.1 Initiating better projects

A central premise of the mission approach is that it should initiate projects, which are more stra-
tegically aligned, mutually reinforcing, and more likely to generate impact than traditional
stand-alone projects. While there are signs that project selection has improved over time, chal-
lenges remain.

The mission roadmaps have provided direction for project selection, but do not yet offer suffi-
cient focus to ensure strong coherence across project portfolios. The early Pool 1 projects fell
under mission themes but were not the result of clear strategic choices. Projects initiated in later
pools are considered to have a better strategic fit, and the introduction of the impact framework
is expected to help narrow focus and guide project selection through focus areas and shared
learning questions.

The governance structure is challenging for the strategic selection of projects. Board members'’
dual roles as both decision-makers and partners introduce conflicts of interest that limit who
can participate in discussions on the overall strategic coherence of portfolios—ironically exclud-
ing those with deep professional insight. The forthcoming plan to narrow project calls based on
clearly defined focus areas and learning questions holds potential to strengthen strategic align-
ment and improve portfolio cohesion. However, this approach has not yet been implemented in
practice. Some stakeholders express concern that narrowing the scope of calls might reduce the
number of applications—and possibly limit competition and diversity of ideas.

There are indications in the survey data and among informants that the missions have fostered
more meaningful partnerships matches over time. In addition, several actors note that new col-
laborations among mission partners have emerged outside the mission portfolio, suggesting a
positive spill-over effect. Overall, the ability to initiate better projects appears to be improving as
the missions mature, both with a greater strategic focus and through matching the right part-
ners.
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6.3.2 Strengthening project implementation

While mission projects should be initiated to strategically fit the mission goals, they should also
be implemented in alignment with the impact they are selected to create. In general, project
partners let mission goals guide decisions in their projects and experience the possibility to ad-
just project plans towards impact as they learn. However, not all experience that it is possible to
adjust their project plans according to learnings. Whether this is a sign that they are not able to
reach the full potential impact, or whether it is a sign of sound administration of public funds
that the project plans cannot be diverted too much is difficult for us to judge without diving into
concrete projects. It is important to note that not all project participants are aware that their
project is part of the mission—and this is a clear indication that not all projects benefit from the
mission anchoring.

Projects that are diverting from the mission goal or that show to be unpromising should be
closed to divert funds where they create most impact. The data collected does not allow us to
conclude whether project closure is more prevalent among the missions than in IFD’s other
funding instruments. But through dialogue with mission secretariats, IFD have adjusted guide-
lines to make project closure easier.

The mission roadmaps mean to install a clear link between research and industry: they describe
how research efforts tie to desired industry accomplishments which further link to the long-term
mission goal. Furthermore, the missions have created a widespread understanding that techno-
logical solutions are embedded in society and that a holistic view and interdisciplinary collabora-
tion are needed to achieve implementation of new solutions. The missions will only achieve their
goals of GHG reductions if the research and innovation ideas are fully implemented in practice,
and informants stress how the missions have created a growing recognition - in particular
among technological researchers and developers—that implementation requires a systems
view.

Links between research and industry are established in the partnership projects, and cross-cut-
ting mission activities can serve to create more links and foster a system view through shared
learning and synergies across projects. According to survey respondents, interaction and
knowledge sharing across projects take place and are experienced as valuable. This suggest that
the missions strengthen valuable links, which should be considered an accomplishment—
though we still see room for fostering more productive interactions among mission partners.

The mission secretariats and boards are in the process of strengthening their positions to ad-
dress necessary conditions for project success, such as regulation or infrastructure. We have not
met examples of projects that have experienced that the mission partnership has addressed
necessary conditions for project success, but this does not necessarily imply that they do not ex-
ist. INNO-CCUS has strong ties to authorities and could potentially be in a position to influence
policies related to carbon capture, usage and storage. The merger between AgriFoodTure and
Food&Bio Cluster may lead to a more influential organisation in time, but currently the internal
merger process draws a lot of resources - potentially also away from influencing important ex-
ternal conditions for mission success in the shorter term.
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We find that the bottom-up mission approach has fostered strong ownership among mission
partners. This is reflected through reported strategic alignment in the survey and in conversa-
tions with informants. Multiple informants point out that industry partners have taken part in
drawing up the roadmap towards the mission goal and thereby find the funding instrument
highly relevant for them. Based on these indications, there could be a potential for mission pro-
jects to be better anchored in participating companies than other innovation projects.

6.3.3 Continuation of innovation implementation

Ownership and anchoring of the innovation ideas are important prerequisites for further contin-
uation and implementation. We are not in a position to conclude whether innovation ideas from
mission projects are implemented after project completion to a larger extent than other innova-
tion projects, but all four missions have examples of successful projects that have been contin-
ued either with additional mission funding, EU funding, through new consortia across multiple
projects, or through partner implementation.

A part of strategic portfolio management is to have a progressive portfolio where promising
projects are strengthened with additional mission funding. However, administrative rules em-
phasising open calls and scientific review processes challenge such strategic priorities. One ap-
proach could be to employ stage-gate models, but such funding instruments have not yet been
developed. IFD has been in dialogue with one mission on other legal models for top-up calls,
and finding a legal foundation to top up promising projects will be important as many Pool 1
projects are coming to an end. This will strengthen the ability to secure implementation of the
innovative ideas with great potential to contribute to the mission goal.

Another way of extending the innovation beyond the project grant period is to extract and share
learnings as projects are completed. The missions are developing formats for this, e.g. through
PIinterviews with secretariat and board members when projects close, as is done in Mission-
GreenFuels. Many projects are still underway, and it will be interesting to track the continuation
and implementation of these innovation ideas in the future.




6.4 Direct partnership value beyond project portfolio

Beyond the project portfolio, the missions have generated substantial partnership value that
several actors consider fundamental to the promise of the mission approach. As already noted,
all four missions were established as broad partnerships, and many informants describe a re-
markable cultural shift since their inception. Relationships previously characterised by competi-
tion for funding have, to a large extent, been replaced by partnerships built on commitment,
trust and a shared sense of direction. Researchers and industry actors who once worked in silos
are now engaging in more open and constructive dialogue; even researchers from different dis-
ciplines - or from the same discipline but different universities - appear to listen to one another
with greater respect. There is a striking contrast between the situation before the missions and
the one mission representatives describe today, and this should be recognised as a major
achievement in itself.

The important role of tying new relationships is also reflected in the survey responses, where
three out of four respondents identify networking as a key opportunity arising from participat-
ing in a mission partnership. Actors are getting to know one another better, and new ideas are
emerging from these networks, forming the basis for collaboration both within and beyond mis-
sion-funded projects. Although it is difficult to assess the full magnitude of this change without a
formal baseline, the collective shift away from fragmentation and towards a more integrated
ecosystem stands out clearly across interviews. The 2019 peer review criticised the Danish re-
search and innovation system for being fragmented,®> and these findings suggest that the mis-
sion approach has succeeded to address part of this critique.

Though the mission partnerships have led to a higher degree of ecosystem coordination, we
find that coordination at the political level across ministries and across other funding bodies is
not complete. While some other funding actors have adopted mission roadmaps, we do not see
public funding schemes within mission domains to consistently refer to the roadmaps. Who is in
the best position to carry the responsibility for this type of coordination? We assess that such
alignment with national programmes and broader political initiatives might have been managed
more effectively at ministerial level. The missions were initiated under the Ministry of Higher Ed-
ucation and Science as research and innovation missions, and other relevant sector ministries
have not consistently taken ownership or aligned their policies and funding streams with the
Innomissions. The government initiative to speed up green solutions point to the importance of
a holistic approach. A first step to implement this ambition has been a wish to have observers
from relevant sector ministries in mission boards, but only AgriFoodTure has observers to date.
Internationally, mission-oriented innovation policies strive for alignment of policies across re-
search funding, financial incentives, regulation and targeted investments,® and it is not common
to outsource the alignment of policies and regulation towards a mission goal to a bottom-up
partnership. We assess that it is not reasonable to expect the mission partnerships to shoulder
this task of political alignment.

5> European Commission (2019) “Peer Review of the Danish R&I System”
6 OECD Mission Action Lab
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Coordination and new relationships are not sufficient to drive strong partnership value towards
the achievement of GHG reductions—the participating partners also need to be engaged in the
mission work. We find that the bottom-up approach leading to broad partnerships has fostered
strong engagement. Important actors across the value chain, including major industry players
with decisive influence on implementation, have become actively involved. Their engagement is
considered a necessary condition for achieving the missions' goals. Though mission partner-
ships cannot be expected to ensure alignment of government policies, they need to engage
public authorities to a larger extent in order to be able to address the systemic barriers to imple-
mentation of innovation ideas.

We find that the missions are increasingly evolving into learning hubs with the potential to sup-
port partners in navigating a rapidly changing context. They are becoming better at directing
attention to areas with the highest potential for impact, aided by the strategic processes that
underpin the development of mission-specific impact frameworks. These processes have
brought the missions closer to a shared strategic focus, and some are initiating efforts to cap-
ture relevant learnings more systematically from both the project portfolio and the surrounding
ecosystem. As the missions strengthen their ability to address systemic and regulatory barriers,
this is expected to generate spill-over effects that go beyond mission-funded activities and sup-
port faster implementation of innovative ideas contributing to mission goals.

6.5 Conditions affecting Innomissions’ value added

Zooming out from the mission partnerships to their governance chain, several conditions have
limited the extent to which the Innomissions have been able to realise their full value added.
Starting at the political level, a key constraint has been the lack of political alignment across rele-
vant ministries. As discussed earlier, the missions were launched under the Ministry of Higher
Education and Science, and other sector ministries did not consistently take ownership or align
policies, funding streams, or regulatory initiatives with the missions. This fragmentation has
made it more difficult to pursue a genuinely mission-oriented approach, which by definition re-
quires system-wide coordination.

A related challenge concerns the varying levels of understanding of what a mission approach
entails. Many actors entered the process with expectations shaped by traditional research and
innovation funding mechanisms. However, achieving mission goals requires a system perspec-
tive and strong strategic capabilities within the mission secretariats. While mission funds are for-
mally designated as research and innovation funds, the nature of mission work necessitates in-
vestments beyond project portfolio administration—particularly in fostering portfolio synergies
and more productive interactions, installing strategic learning from the portfolio, activities and
the ecosystem, and continued coordination and partner engagement.

The current funding set-up has also posed limitations. Annual allocations tied to the fiscal
budget require the missions to apply for funding each year, creating a substantial administrative
burden. On the one hand, this design is an intentional lever for IFD to ensure mission impact
and reduce the risk of mission drift or capture. On the other hand, it introduces uncertainty and
absorbs time that could otherwise be directed towards strategic work. The limited visibility on
the future availability of mission funds makes long-term strategic planning difficult. The recent
research reserve agreement earmarking 1.2 billion DKK for missions over four years may allevi-
ate some of these challenges going forward.
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Competition between missions over funding as stipulated in yearly agreements on the research
reserve is another factor affecting value creation. Typically, funds have been distributed rela-
tively evenly despite the competitive application process, which is perceived as administratively
heavy. This has reinforced competitive dynamics rather than collaborative synergies between
missions. While the competition for funds may serve to strengthen the impact focus in the
Innomissions and ensure yearly updates to the mission strategy, there is a potential to reduce
the accompanying administrative burden. IFD and mission secretariats are currently investigat-
ing this potential.

The requirement for co-funding also plays a role. While it ensures private-sector commitment, it
inevitably steers attention towards commercially attractive activities, which may not always align
with the broader system needs required to achieve the mission goals. Co-funding requirements
are a consequence of the type of research and innovation funding instrument, but the Innomis-
sions can prioritise calls with lower co-funding requirements—an example is an AgriFoodTure
call for social science and humanities projects. This prioritisation comes at a cost of a larger co-
funding requirement on other calls.

A further set of conditions relates to the interface between IFD and the mission secretariats.
Both sides emphasise the importance of developing the mission approach through learning, yet
we encountered notable disagreement between them leading to mutual frustration. Secretariats
feel they are expected to deliver more than their current resources allow, whereas IFD does not
perceive the same degree of imbalance between expectations and available resources. This di-
vergence may also stem from insufficient alignment of expectations regarding the role and re-
sponsibilities of the secretariats. Meanwhile, we find value in the ongoing collaboration between
IFD and the secretariats and note genuine efforts to find practical solutions.

Turning to the ecosystems that the Innomissions operate in, the four missions began from very
different starting points, and these differences influence how well the research and innovation
mission instrument fits each domain. For INNO-CCUS and MissionGreenFuels, the relatively nar-
row technological focus aligns well with a mission approach, and these missions benefit from a
systemic view on implementation. For AgriFoodTure and TRACE, mission goals require broader
societal and systemic transformation, where technological achievements may serve as im-
portant building blocks but are not the core of the task. Still, we find that the mission approach
has generated important ecosystem coordination for these two missions and strengthened the
sectors' collective ability to reduce GHG emissions. However, to fully support the systemic efforts
required in these more complex mission domains, the current funding instrument may need ad-
justments to accommodate activities that extend beyond traditional research and innovation
projects.

6.6 Conclusion: Value added potentials

Overall, this assessment finds that the mission approach has generated forms of value that ex-
tend beyond what can be observed through individual projects alone, while acknowledging that
it is still too early to judge if the mission instrument can lead to larger GHG emissions reductions
than traditional funding instruments. The Innomissions were launched with strong political am-
bitions but limited initial operational clarity, and the mission approach has gradually taken
shape through practice rather than design. The initial investment has gone into building part-
nerships, governance and administrative structures.

page 54




The most distinctive value added of the mission approach lies in establishing multi-sectoral part-
nerships which is a key enabler for creating mission impact. The Innomissions have fostered
trust, reduced fragmentation, and enabled new collaborations across disciplines and sectors
that were previously weakly connected.

The partnerships are currently in the process of sharpening their strategic directions, which is
needed for the multi-sectoral collaborations to have transformative impact. The initial projects
lacked strategic focus, while the strategic fit of more recent projects has improved and is ex-
pected to further narrow as the missions implement their new impact frameworks. The bottom-
up approach has built strong ownership and engagement among actors, which can potentially
pave the way for long-term implementation of the innovations underway.

To increase the potential of mission value added, the Innomissions still need to strengthen their
strategic portfolio management, to foster more productive interactions, and to engage in strate-
gic learning to navigate the changing world and the uncertainties of what can become possible.

At the same time, a range of conditions constrain the missions’ ability to fully realise their poten-
tial, and they should be considered by IFD and the relevant political actors. We turn to these po-

tentials for increasing mission impact in the next section.

Taken together, the findings suggest that the major investments have already been made, while
the larger transformative value—if it materialises—lies in the period ahead.




7 Could the potential be even better exploited?

The potential of working in a mission-oriented way is not fully exploited in the Danish case, and
we conclude the report with recommendations for strengthening the potential of the Innomis-
sions and general learnings for publicly funded research and innovation missions.

We have organised the recommendations by the primary receiver of the messages; The mission
secretariats and boards, their interface with IFD, recommendations for IFD, and the political
layer. Finally, we have also collected a number of considerations and recommendations for fu-
ture establishment of missions.

7.1 Mission secretariats and boards

Clear narrative and role: Mission secretariats and boards should continue strengthening the
shared understanding of mission goals across partnerships and clarify and communicate their
roles in their ecosystems. The impact frameworks provide a strong basis for a clearer joint nar-
rative, and we recommend using them actively to onboard Principle Investigators and project
partners.

Prioritise based on learning: The ongoing process of narrowing the missions' focus towards
areas with the highest potential impact should continue. This prioritisation should be informed
by continuous learning from the project portfolio, mission activities and the surrounding ecosys-
tem, which requires a more structured and systematic approaches to the collection, analysis and
application of learnings.

Leverage partnership trust and include authorities and civil society: The high trust that has
emerged between actors—many of whom previously competed directly—represents an im-
portant achievement. There may be further potential to leverage this accomplishment towards
achieving mission goals, e.g. through bringing the mission intention into other fora in the eco-
system. The missions should seek to strengthen their partnerships towards public authorities
and civil societies, which we also return to below. One potential approach is to strengthen social
science and humanities perspectives through targeted calls.

Create continuation without mission capture: Board rotation schemes create a discontinuity
that impedes momentum. On the one hand, strong onboarding of new board members should
be developed and implemented. On the other hand, mission boards could explore other levers
to avoid mission capture than fixed rotation schemes.

Strengthen strategic and progressive portfolio management: A mindset change is needed
from selecting excellent projects to a focus on portfolio contribution of the project—how the
project adds to existing projects and relate to the strategic direction. Projects should not be
seen as silos, but focus should be on their interplay and interdependencies across projects, and
value chain perspectives within projects. New models for portfolio considerations should be ex-
plored to address the governance dilemma that a large share of the mission boards have con-
flicts of interest when many projects are considered simultaneously. Using focus areas, calls for
projects should be strategically narrow, but sufficiently broad to attract enough applicants for
competition over the funds. Using learning questions, project deliveries should not be fixed KPIs
or milestones, but rather the insights and learning the projects collectively generates towards
the mission needs. To keep the portfolios progressive, missions should also ensure that projects
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can adjust plans in response to new learnings and continue to explore legal models for closing
unpromising projects and topping-up those with high impact potential and strategic fit.

Portfolio synergies and timely learning: At portfolio level, there is scope to create stronger
synergies. Around a third of project partners report limited insight into how their project fits
within the wider mission portfolio. We recommend establishing regular sharing formats and
mechanisms that enable timely learning across projects. Increased interactions beyond individ-
ual projects would support a more integrated portfolio, and missions may explore how project
partners can take a more proactive role in sharing knowledge and identifying synergies.

7.2 Joint recommendations for the IFD and secretariat interface

Expectation alignment over mission approach and strategic role: IFD and the mission secre-
tariats should through dialogue reach a clearer expectation alignment regarding what it means
to work mission-oriented, and what missions are expected to achieve, including the strategic
role of mission secretariats and considerations of the available funding to take on this role. The
current funding scheme for the missions distinguishes between funds for research and innova-
tion projects in the portfolio, and funds for administration and mission activities. A clear distinc-
tion between funds for administration and funds for strategic mission efforts to ensure coordi-
nation, engagement and strategic learning could potentially help align expectations. There may
be legal constraints to allocating strategic funds to the missions to which we return below. In
our assessment, if the secretariats are to take on the strategic role necessary to realise the po-
tential of a mission-oriented approach, they will require stronger resourcing than they currently
have. This may come at the expense of project funding but will enhance the strategic relevance
and impact potential of the projects that are funded.

Acknowledge and navigate paradoxes: A part of the needed expectation alignment also re-
lates to navigating the inherent paradoxes in publicly funding mission-oriented innovation. Us-
ing the paradoxes in the continuous dialogue between IFD and missions, can help both parties
to acknowledge that it is a balancing act and to explore if the current approach needs adjust-
ments.

Roles for strengthening public authorities and civil society: Expectation alignment between
IFD and the mission secretariats also includes clarifying the possible approaches to strengthen
engagement of public authorities and civil-society actors. This includes a clear distribution of
roles and responsibilities between IFD and secretariats. Above we noted an approach that the
secretariats can take to strengthen social science and humanities perspectives, and below we
return to potential approaches for IFD.

Reducing administrative burden: There is also considerable potential to reduce administrative
burden for both mission secretariats and IFD by adjusting application and reporting require-
ments. We recommend that IFD map statutory financial reporting requirements and design the
simplest possible processes for collecting this information. A similar exercise could be under-
taken for progress reporting, with formats co-created to serve both IFD’s oversight needs and
secretariats’ own learning processes. Several actors propose shorter, learning-oriented report-
ing formats. Streamlining administration—an effort already initiated—could free up valuable
secretariat resources in both the missions and IFD.
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7.3 Innovation Fund Denmark

Explore legal models for strategic funds: We recommend that IFD explore the legal possibili-
ties for establishing strategic funds that are neither project nor administrative funds but ear-
marked for strategic activities required to operate a mission. Secretariats already receive fund-
ing for cross-mission activities such as conferences, and some learning activities as a part of
their administrative funds, but we find a need to strengthen the strategic capacity of the mis-
sions in order to achieve the potential of the mission approach. Whether this requires political
earmarking of strategic funds we are not in a position to say.

Explore co-finance requirement for civil society actors: In order to strengthen the inclusion
of civil society actors, IFD could examine whether voluntary work hours from civil-society actors
could legally count as co-financing, which could broaden engagement.

Building shared understanding of progress with political layer: In addition, IFD could play a
more proactive role in engaging the political layer to build a shared understanding that the mis-
sion instrument is different from usual research and innovation instruments. This relates to the
political oversight of the missions from the Ministry for Higher Education and Science which will
affect reporting on progress throughout the governance chain. Based on the Impact Frame-
work, IFD should build a shared clear understanding with the political system that progress of
the missions can be demonstrated through their ability to learn and adjust—that they are ac-
countable to learning and adjusting decisions and actions based on these learnings. A clear
shared understanding of what progress reporting entails across the governance chain will re-
duce continuous changes in reporting formats and thereby contribute to the reduction of the
administrative burden.

7.4 Political layer

Clear financial horizon: The long-term financial commitment to missions is an important ena-
bler for the Innomissions to make strategic dispositions. The model with uncertain yearly funds
has not been ideal and the recent decision to secure four years of additional funding is a strong
and important step.

Ministerial and public authority coordination: While the government initiative to speed up
green solutions advocate for a holistic approach, there is still room to strengthen implementa-
tion of this approach beyond ministerial observers in mission boards. Greater coordination
across sector ministries is needed to ensure alignment of political initiatives and funding instru-
ments around the mission goals. Mission roadmaps could serve as a useful tool for coordinating
related initiatives.

Explore strategic funds for systemic efforts: There may also be merit in exploring strategic
funds for missions that are not restricted to research and innovation activities, but support the
broader systemic efforts required to achieve mission goals.

Secure legal basis for strategic priorities: A range of legal issues has emerged as the Innomis-
sions progress to work in a mission-oriented way, such as legal basis for providing top-up funds
for promising projects, and a new governance model took more than a year to establish be-
cause of legal uncertainty about delegation of responsibility. Through dialogue with IFD, the
necessary legal basis should be established for the missions to unfold strategic priorities and
adapt as they learn.
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7.5 Learnings for starting new missions

Coordination of relevant ministries and political initiatives: The experience from the four
current Innomissions points to several important considerations for launching new missions in
the future. First, missions benefit greatly from early and active ministerial coordination with the
sectoral ministries relevant to the mission domain. This coordination should extend beyond re-
search and innovation funding to include financial incentives, regulation and other political initi-
atives that shape the wider system in which missions operate.

Developing mission approach requires separate funding: It is also clear that developing a
new funding instrument requires dedicated resources. In the current set-up, politicians decided
that funds should be distributed through missions but allocated limited resources to IFD to op-
erationalise this decision. Although the missions were launched immediately and without a long
preparatory period, resources are still needed to ensure continuous learning and adjustment.
Without such resources, there is a real risk that the potential will not be realised and that the
overall investment will yield limited returns.

Setting up an international advisory board: Research and innovation missions are still a new
funding instrument and funding agencies and mission management can benefit from advice
and guidance from experienced international mission actors. For the Innomissions and IFD, the
Mission International Advisory Board has played a central role pushing for the missions to be-
come more focused, and many of their general recommendations have found way into the Im-
pact Framework for Mission-oriented Innovation pushing the Innomissions and IFD to work
more mission-oriented.

Roadmaps describes strategic pathway to mission goal: A well-designed roadmap is a vital
part of any mission. It should describe where the mission intends to go, take stock of the current
situation, and outline the journey from the present to the desired future. While the overall for-
mat should be provided top-down, broad bottom-up inputs are essential to secure ownership.
This requires a time frame that allows for an inclusive process in which the roadmap is refined
and strategically focused together with relevant partners before project funds are allocated.
Roadmaps could also be subject to quality assessment by international experts. Once a roadmap
is established by mission partners, it should be adopted by the innovation agency and the rele-
vant political entities able to ensure political coordination.

Impact framework for steering and learning: If roadmaps are not narrowly defining the stra-
tegic priorities of the mission partnership but cover the national ecosystem, and impact frame-
work is needed to clarify the strategic direction of the mission partnership and their project port-
folio. It should be designed to install learning into partnership, both from the portfolio, mission
activities and ecosystem to the secretariat and board to continuously inform strategic decisions,
and between projects and partners to foster synergies.

Long-term financial commitment and exit strategies: Furthermore, missions benefit from
long-term financial commitments and clear exit strategies. From the outset, expectations should
be aligned regarding how long funding will last, how far the missions are expected to progress
within this funding window, and what is expected to happen thereafter. It should also be clear
under which circumstances a mission might be closed and exit strategies could be linked to ex-
pectations about when activities can be commercialised. In addition, it should also be possible to
close unpromising projects in the mission portfolio to support progressive strategic portfolio
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management. Finding the legal basis to do so, e.g. through stage-gate models, is important,
which links to the next learning.

Strong legal and system support: Rules, regulations and system support have absorbed a sub-
stantial amount of administrative capacity, as each mission has had to build administrative
structures from scratch or building them into hosting universities structures. Politician should
be ready to adjust the legal basis, and stronger legal and system support from the innovation
agency might have been more efficient than having four missions independently find their way
forward. At the same time, it is important to ensure that stronger central support does not di-

minish the strategic ownership of mission boards and secretariats but rather frees up strategic
capacity.

Secretariats as change agents: Finally, secretariats should be regarded as agents of change
rather than administrative bodies. This requires a critical mass of human resources. Adequate
funding and relevant administrative support for secretariats is necessary to make the most of

the mission instrument and to ensure that missions have the capacity to drive strategic learning,
coordination and systemic change.
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8 Appendix: Methods and data

In this appendix we describe the role of Pluss leadership as a learning partner to IFD and the

Innomissions and unfold the data foundation for the learning-oriented presentation in this re-
port. Finally, we provide the rubrics underlying the partnership survey to display how we have
unpacked the eight dimensions of working mission-oriented seen from a partner perspective.

8.1 The role of Pluss Leadership as a learning partner

Apart from conducting this learning-oriented evaluation of the Innomissions, we have also been
engaged with:
® IFD in developing the Impact Framework for Mission-oriented Innovation.

B MissionGreenFuels in developing their mission-specific Impact Framework, mapping their
portfolio and developing an impact set-up

®  AgriFoodTure in developing their mission-specific Impact Framework

As a learning partner, we operate as a critical friend, which means that we can well express criti-
cism of our customers, while also sharing their intention and supporting them in learning, how
they can strengthen their potential. Due to our investment in the Impact Framework for Mission-
oriented Innovation, we may be challenged to impartially assess this tool. Respondents have
generally expressed relief that the Impact Framework provided a common language and drove
the partnerships to focus efforts, while one respondent has remarked that the framework was
implemented top-down and not co-created with the mission management.

8.2 Data foundation for the learning-oriented evaluation

The learning-oriented evaluation at hand relies on four sources of data collected June - Septem-
ber 2025:
3. Documents such as
a. Government initiatives
b. Roadmaps
c. Calltexts
d. Impact frameworks
e. Annual reports
4. Workshops with the four mission secretariats focusing on enablers for change, and a work-
shop with the IFD mission team focusing on the role of IFD and paradoxes in publicly funded
mission-oriented innovation
5. Interviews with four people from each mission: the mission director, a board member, a
workstream lead, and a central partner focusing on potentials and barriers to mission-ori-
ented innovation. In addition, we have interviewed the chairperson of the IFD board.
6. A partnership survey focusing on the eight dimensions of working mission-oriented.

Comparing these data sources to the governance value chain of the Innomissions as illustrated
in Figure 2, it is clear that the data mainly covers mission secretariats, boards and partners and
to a smaller extent IFD. The scope of the evaluation did not allow for data collection among mis-
sion projects, interviews with stakeholders at the political layer or external views on the
Innomissions from the ecosystem. This implies that the findings in the report primarily reflect
impressions and experiences from the mission partnership and to some extent from the IFD
mission team.
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8.2.1 List of informants
Mission Role
INNO-CCUS Mission director

Board member

Workstream lead

Central partner
Mission- Mission director
GreenFuels

Board member
Central project lead

Central partner

AgriFoodTure Mission director
Board member

Workstream lead

Central partner

TRACE Mission director
Board member
Workstream lead
Central partner

IFD IFD board chairper-

son

8.2.2 Partnership survey

Name

Karina Segaard
Erling Stenby
Claus Beier

Jesper Damtoft
Lars Nielsen

Carina Jensen

Per Hessellund Lau-
ritsen

Simon Westergaard
Lex

Marie Lund Traulsen

Anette Friis
Hanne Harmsen
Svend Christensen

Ejnar Schultz

Anette Juhl
Claus Hélix-Nielsen

Else Skjold

Eva Tansem-Ander-
sen

Anders Eldrup

Organisation
INNO-CCUS
DTU Chemistry

Ecosystems and Sustainability at Univer-
sity of Copenhagen
Aalborg Portland

GEUS

MissionGreenFuels
Siemens Gamesa Renewable Energy

University of Copenhagen, Department
of Anthropology
DynElectro

AgriFoodTure
Copenhagen Business School
KU, Department of Plant and Environ-

mental sciences
Arla

TRACE

DTU, Department of Environmental and
Resource Engineering

Royal Danish Academy, Institute of De-
sign, Products & Materials

Abena

Innovation Fund Denmark

The objective of the survey was to assess eight different dimensions for working mission-ori-
ented seen from a partner perspective. The partnership survey was sent by mission secretariats
to all contact persons within mission partners.

Across the four missions, 152 respondents completed the survey resulting in a response rate of
20%. Some survey questions have around 200 respondents as not all respondents completed all
questions of the survey. Figure 18 shows the number of full survey responses across the four

Innomissions and across organisational types.
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Figure 18: Number of survey responses across missions and organisation types

Total number of responses across missions

H Knowledge institutions B Companies ® Other

33
21
19 16 18
11
1
INNO-CCUS MissionGreenFuels AgriFoodTure Trace

In Figure 19 we show response rates to reflect the survey has been distributed to a varying num-
ber of respondents across categories.

Figure 19: Response rates across missions and organisation types

Responserate across missions

m Knowledge institutions ® Companies ® Other

35% 35% 34%

32% 32%
24% 24% 23%
19%
12%
7% 49
INNO-CCUS MissionGreenFuels AgriFoodTure Trace

Response rates are particularly low for MissionGreenFuels was unable to distinguish between
contact persons who are project partners and those who are administrative and economic con-
tact persons and as a consequence, the survey was sent to almost 300 people, among which 241
were from companies. This diminished the response rate considerably for this mission.

Each Innomission partner was asked to evaluate eight different themes with up to three sub-
themes in each. The questions bid the partner answer which of 5 descriptions best fits them-
selves, their project, or their organization.

Some subthemes were only relevant to partners who have or have previously had a project un-
der the Innomission, and those outside this group was not asked these questions. These will be

highlighted with the text “(Only asked those witf a project)” in the first collum of the rubric.

Below the underlying rubrics for each dimension of working mission-oriented is listed
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1. Common mission goal
First, we would like to know your view on the goals and subgoals for the mission partnership - what the mission partnership is striving to achieve in

the short and long term.
Please select the description that best describes your view in relation to:

1.a Knowledge and
clarity

1.b Application and ad-
justment in mission
partnership

1.c.p Application and
relevance in my project
(Only asked those with
a project)

Clear direction

| have deep knowledge
of the mission’s goals
and sub-goals, and | find
that they clearly balance
various concerns and are
useful for setting direc-
tion.

Continuously relevant
reference points

The goals are consist-
ently used as reference
points in all decisions in
the mission partnership,
and subgoals are contin-
uously adjusted based
on learning.
Continuously relevant
reference points

The mission goals are
consistently used as ref-
erence points in all deci-
sions in my project.

Good overview

| know the overall goals
and understand the di-
rection, although some
elements, subgoals or
priorities are unclear.

Mainly used and some-
times adjusted

The goals are mainly
used to steer important
decisions in the mission
partnership, and sub-
goals are sometimes ad-
justed if needed, but not
always.

Mainly used

The goals are mainly
used to steer important
decisions in my project.

General awareness

| have a general idea of
the mission’s goals and
direction but lack con-
crete guidance on how
various concerns are
balanced in practice.

Sometimes used and
rarely adjusted

The goals are some-
times, but not consist-
ently, used to guide de-
cisions in the mission
partnership, but sub-
goals are rarely adjusted
to remain relevant.
Sometimes used

The goals are some-
times, but not consist-
ently, used to guide de-
cisions in my project.

Limited insight

| have superficial
knowledge of the mis-
sion’s goals, but | am un-
certain about the actual
direction and subgoals
are either not existing or
not well aligned with
overall goal.

No influence on my
work

The goals may guide de-
cisions in the mission
partnership to some ex-
tent, but subgoals are
rarely or never updated
to remain relevant.

Goals used initially

The mission goals were
used initially to form the
project but are not con-
sidered when making
project adjustments.

No awareness

I don’t know the mis-
sion’s goals — or find
them so unclear that
they are meaningless to
me.

Goals are not applied
and outdated

Decisions are not guided
by the goals or subgoals
in the mission partner-
ship — they are unknown
or outdated and irrele-
vant.

Our project idea was
within goals

Our project goal was not
informed by the mission
goals but turned out to
fit within the mission.
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2. Strategic project portfolio
Next, we would like to know your view on the project portfolio in the mission partnership.

Please select the description that best describes your view in relation to:

2.a Strategic relevance

2.b.p Strategic coher-
ence

(Only asked those with
a project)

2.c.p Project admin-
istration and adjust-
ment

(Only asked those with
a project)

Clear strategic selection
| experience that all pro-
jects in the mission are
closely tied to mission
goals and are strategi-
cally selected to ensure
portfolio coherence.
Strong, identified coher-
ence
| experience a strong co-
herence between my
project and other pro-
jects in the portfolio,
which has been identi-
fied and communicated
by the mission secretar-
iat or through activities
organized by secretariat
Continuous, strategic
adjustment
The way my project
grant is administered se-
cures continuous strate-
gic adjustments to my
project guided by the
mission goals and based
on learning from my
own project, other mis-
sion projects, or changes
in the ecosystem.

General strategic fit
| experience that all pro-
jects are relevant to the
mission's goals, but |
don't see a clear strate-
gic coherence between
them.
Established connection
The secretariat has es-
tablished connection be-
tween my project and
others, either directly or
through activities, and |
experience some degree
of coherence between
our projects.

Strategic adjustment
possible
The way my project
grant is administered
enables strategic adjust-
ments to my project,
when project partners
experience the need
based on learning and
results from our project
or other insights we
have gathered.

Partial strategic fit
| experience some of the
projects are relevant to
the mission's goals,
while for some it's hard
to see the connection to
the goal.
Some connection real-
ised
My project is connected
to at least one other
project in the portfolio,
which we have discov-
ered more or less by
chance.

Occasional adjustments
The way my project
grant is administered al-
lows for occasional ad-
justments to the project,
but they are not neces-
sarily justified by learn-
ing or results from our
or other projects.

Thematic connection
| experience the projects
lie within relevant
themes, but the connec-
tion to the mission's goal
is not always clear.

Thematic connection
My project fits under the
same theme as other
projects in the portfolio,
but | do not have insight
into how our projects fit
together.

Adjustment for practical
reasons
It is possible to adjust
my project for practical
reasons or when
planned activities are in-
feasible, but it is not
possible to adjust the
project according to
learnings.

Unclear connection
The projects have been
selected as individually
the best but lack a clear
connection to the mis-
sion’s overarching goal.

Unclear or no connec-
tion
| do not experience any
connection between my
project and other pro-
jects in the portfolio.

No adjustments
In the way my project
grant is administered, it
is not possible to adjust
project plans.
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3. Right partners in the partnership
Now, we would like to know your view on the partners in the partnership.

Please select the description that best describes your view in relation to:

3.a Mission needs

3.b.p Project needs
(Only asked those with
a project)

Systemic coverage
| believe that the part-
nership includes all nec-
essary actors, sectors
and roles to achieve the
mission’s goals and find
that the partnership ac-
tively attracts new part-
ners if needed.
Strong partner match
All the partners | need
for sparring and collabo-
ration — both for imple-
mentation and long-
term success —are part
of my project or the mis-
sion partnership.

Strong coverage
| believe all relevant
types of actors and sec-
tors are involved, and
only few actors of inter-
est are not yet included
in the partnership.

Good partner composi-
tion

Most of the key compe-
tencies and collabora-
tion partners are pre-
sent in my project or in
the partnership. A few

relevant actors are miss-
ing, but | believe | could

access them outside the

partnership.

Broad range in place
| believe the partnership
covers important sectors
and types of actors, but
lacks the balance or
range needed to support
the mission’s full poten-
tial.

Sufficient but limited
collaboration

My project and the mis-
sion partnership include
useful partners, but few
actors with key perspec-

tives are missing. This
could limit our ability to
realise the full potential.

Partially represented
Several necessary actors
are involved, but critical

gaps exist —e.g. com-

mercial actors,
knowledge institutions,
regulators or civil soci-
ety.

Partial partner rele-
vance

Project and mission
partners are relevant,
but key roles or perspec-
tives are missing entirely
— such as commercial ac-
tors, public authorities,
or researchers — which
constrains my project’s
implementation or im-
pact.

Key actors missing
Important sectors and
necessary actors are
missing in the partner-
ship making it impossi-
ble to achieve the mis-
sion goal with the cur-
rent partnership.

Lacking key collabora-
tion
| miss essential partners
for implementation of
my project. My project is
isolated and lacks the
connections needed to
support the mission
goal.
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4. Productive interactions
Now, we would like to know your view on interaction and collaboration with other mission partners that has been initiated because you are a part of
the mission. Do not include interaction that started prior to mission partnership.

Please select the description that best describes your view in relation to:

4.a.n Form of collabo-
ration

(Only asked those with-
out a project)

4.a.p Form of collabo-
ration

(Only asked those with
a project)

4.b Value creation

Full co-creation
| have entered close co-
creation with other ac-
tors in the mission
where we jointly work
towards mission goals.
Broad mission co-crea-
tion
| have entered close co-
creation both with pro-
ject partners and other
actors in the mission
where we jointly work
towards mission goals
and learn from each
other.
Transformative value
| feel that collaboration
has fundamentally
changed how I think,
act, or approach the
problem. | have gained
new insights or solutions
that would not have
been possible without
working with others. The
collaboration has cre-
ated value beyond ex-
pected.

Integrated collaboration

| have entered in collab-

oration or coordination

with other mission part-
ners

Integrated collaboration
I am actively engaged
with my project partners
and make decisions over
project direction and
also interact with other
mission partners, where
we inspire each other.

Significant value
| feel that collaboration
has clearly improved the
quality or outcomes of
my project or general
work. | have learned
from others, and we
have achieved more to-
gether than we could
have individually. The
collaboration has gener-
ated relevant new
knowledge or results.

Interaction
| interact with other mis-
sion partners, where we
inspire each other.

Project collaboration
I work closely with my
project partners and
make decisions over
project direction but do
not interact with other
mission partners.

Functional value
| feel that interaction or
collaboration has helped
solve specific tasks or
move my project or gen-
eral work forward effi-
ciently. While it hasn't
led to major new in-
sights, it has added
value by enabling
smoother progress or
coordination

Consultative role

| have been consulted
on specific questions or
tasks but have not had
direct interactions with
other mission partners.

Consultative engage-

ment
| contribute to the pro-
ject in a clearly defined
role. | provide input
when asked, but | am
not involved in shaping
the project or making
decisions.

Limited value
| feel that interactions
have been time-consum-
ing and only marginally
useful. | could have
achieved similar results
working alone. The
added value from work-
ing with others has been
minimal

No interaction
| have not yet had any
interaction with other
partners in the partner-
ship.

No collaboration
I am not involved in col-
laboration with others in
the project as our work
is most efficiently car-
ried out in parallel.

No value or negative
value
| have not entered any
interaction, or | feel that
the interaction has not
created real value for
my work or the project.
It has caused confusion,
delays, or frustration. |
would have preferred to
work independently.
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5. Ownership and willingness to invest
Now, we would like to know your view on the strategic alignment between your organisation and the mission, and how your organisation invests in

the mission.

Please select the description that best describes your view in relation to:

5.a Strategic alignment

5.b.n Investment of
time and resources
(Only asked those with-
out a project)

5.b.p Investment of
time and resources
(Only asked those with
a project)

Full strategic anchoring
We see the mission as a
core part of our strat-
egy. Achieving our own
goals depends on the
mission’s success, and
we are deeply invested
in making it work.
Proactive and broad
investment
We invest significant
time and resources in
mission activities. We
actively take initiative to
support cross-mission
collaboration, events, or
new activities beyond
what is expected.
Proactive and broad
investment
We invest significant
time and resources not
only in our own project
but also in broader mis-
sion activities. We ac-
tively take initiative to
support collaboration
across mission partners,
events, or new activities
beyond what is ex-
pected.

Strategic alighment
The mission aligns well
with our strategic goals,
and we are committed.
However, we could en-
gage more actively or in-

tegrate it more deeply
into our priorities.

Active engagement

We contribute actively
to shared mission activi-
ties when invited. We
occasionally take initia-
tive but mostly respond
to existing opportuni-
ties.

Active engagement
We invest considerable
time and resources in
our own project and
contribute actively to
shared mission activities
when invited. We occa-
sionally take initiative
but mostly respond to
existing opportunities.

Thematic relevance
The mission is relevant
to our work, but it is not
a strategic priority. Our
involvement is meaning-
ful but not central to our
organisation’s agenda.

Limited investment
We participate in the
mission, but it is not a

priority in our daily

work, and contributions
of time and resources
are only occasional.

Solid project focus
We invest appropriately
in our own project and
occasionally participate
in joint mission activi-
ties, but we do not pri-
oritise engagement be-
yond our project scope.

Formal participation
We are involved mainly
to access knowledge,
networks, or funding.
The mission is not es-
pecially important to
us, but we are curious.

Minimal contribution
We only engage when
required and take no ini-
tiative.

Minimal contribution
We deliver on our own
project, but with limited
time or resources be-
yond what is strictly re-
quired. We rarely en-
gage in broader mission
activities and take no ini-
tiative outside our pro-
ject.

Weak strategic link
At this point in time, the
mission has little or no
connection to our strat-

egy. We participate to not

miss out on possible op-

portunities or out of obli-

gation.
Passive membership
We spend neither time
nor resources on mis-
sion activities.

Passive participation
Our investment in the
mission is minimal. We
allocate just enough re-
sources to meet basic

requirements in our pro-
ject and do not partici-
pate in cross-mission ac-
tivities.
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6. Applied learning

Now, we would like to know your view on how your project or organization work with learning in the mission partnership.

Please select the description that best describes your view in relation to:

6.2 Own learning
within the project
(Only asked those with
a project)

6.b Sharing learning
with mission partner-
ship

6.c Learn from other
mission partners

Systematic and adap-
tive learning
We continuously collect
and share learning
across project partners
and actively use it to ad-
just our goals, methods,
and activities. Learning
is a shared driver of stra-
tegic decisions through-
out the project.

Proactive knowledge
sharing

We continuously share
our learning so others in
the mission can use it.

Systematic learning
We systematically and
actively obtain learning
from other mission part-
ners to adjust our direc-
tion in our project or or-

ganisation.

Intentional learning
We make a conscious ef-
fort to gather and apply
learning during the pro-
ject. We occasionally re-
flect together with other
project partners and ad-
just our work based on
shared insights, but this

is not fully systematic.

Occasion-driven sharing
We take initiative to
share our learning with
mission partners when
there is a clear occasion.
Occasional learning
We occasionally draw in-
spiration and learning
from others mission pro-
jects or partners.

Informal learning

We learn through expe-
riences and adjust activi-
ties in an informal and
unstructured way.
Learning may be shared
across project partners,
but we have no struc-
ture or culture that en-
sures sharing of im-
portant learning.

Invited sharing
We share learning when
it is requested, or if we
are invited to do so.

Limited usefulness
We are aware of other
projects, but they rarely
translate into tangible
value for our own pro-
ject or organisation.

Ad hoc and siloed learn-
ing
We reflect informally
within our own team
and may make adjust-
ments, but learning
tends to stay within our
own organisation rather
than being shared with
project partners.

Limited sharing
We keep learning inter-
nally in the group of pro-
ject partners or in our
organisation.
No visibility
We have no insight into
what happens in mission
projects, though there
may be something of
value for us to learn.

No learning practice
We do not actively re-
flect on learning but ex-
ecute the project as
planned. There is no in-
ternal or external learn-
ing exchange.

Nothing to share
I do not feel we have an-
ything of interest to
share with the mission
partnership.
Irrelevant learning
We cannot learn some-
thing of value from
other mission projects
or partners.
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7. Transparency and inclusion in decision making
Now, we would like to know your view on transparency and inclusion in decision making.

Please select the description that best describes your view in relation to:

7.a: Transparency in
funding decisions

7.b: Inclusion in strate-
gic direction of the mis-
sion

Full transparency and
trust
| clearly understand how
funding decisions are
made, including the cri-
teria, process, and ra-
tionale. | trust that deci-
sions are fair, consistent,
and based on openly
communicated priori-
ties.
Actively shaping the
mission’s direction
I am actively involved in
setting and refining the
strategic direction of the
mission partnership. My
input is valued, and | can
see how it influences
shared priorities,
roadmaps, or focus ar-
eas.

Good transparency with
occasional gaps
| generally understand
how funding is distrib-
uted, and most decisions
appear fair. Some parts
of the process may be
unclear or under-com-
municated.

Regularly consulted on
direction
| am invited to provide
input on the mission
partnership’s strategic
direction at key points.
While I am not co-steer-
ing, my views are taken
seriously.

Partial understanding
I know who makes fund-
ing decisions, but the
criteria and reasoning
are not always clear. It
can be difficult to under-
stand why some projects
are supported and oth-
ers are not.

Informed and occasion-
ally consulted
I am kept informed
about changes in direc-
tion and sometimes
asked for feedback, e.g.
at partnership events.
However, | am not
meaningfully involved in
shaping strategic priori-
ties.

Low transparency
| have limited insight
into how funding is allo-
cated. Decisions feel
top-down, and | don’t
know what guides the
process.

Minimal inclusion

| am rarely consulted
about the mission’s di-
rection, and decisions
are made by the board
and secretariat. My role
is to implement rather

than influence.

Untrusted process
| do not understand how
or why funding decisions
are made. The process
feels closed, and | lack
trust in its fairness or
consistency.

No inclusion in strategic
direction

I have no role in shaping
the mission’s strategic

direction. | am unaware
of how decisions are
made and feel discon-
nected from the strate-

gic direction.
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8. Necessary resources and competences

Now, we would like to know your view on the available resources and competences in the mission secretariat.

Please select the description that best describes your view in relation to:

8.a Support from the
mission secretariat

Strategic support
The secretariat is a stra-
tegic learning centre
that proactively sup-
ports synergy and learn-
ing towards mission
goals.

Operational support
The secretariat is well-
functioning and assists
with coordination and
communication to en-

sure strategic alignment.

Fragmented support
The secretariat handles
administration well and

keeps us updated on

strategic direction but
does not play a major
strategic role.

Minimal support
The secretariat primarily
supports administration,

not strategic alignment
and collaboration.

Absent support
| feel the secretariat
lacks capacity and struc-
ture to administer the
mission.
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About PLUSS

At Pluss, we are committed to building a trust-based society — one where trust reduces the
need for excessive control and documentation. We help organisations create the right condi-
tions for trust by providing clear direction, enabling effective action, and fostering continuous
learning. Our approach is always collaborative: we work closely with clients and partners, often
acting as a critical friend — offering both support and constructive challenge. Since 2001, our
team of 40 consultants, based in Aarhus and Copenhagen, has been dedicated to delivering
trusted advice, practical support, and specialist expertise to a broad range of clients.



