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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

FP7 TRANSMANGO (2014-2018) aims to obtain a comprehensive picture of the effects of drivers on 

the European food system. The research focuses on the vulnerability and resilience of European 

food systems in a context of socio-economic, behavioural, technological, institutional and agro-

ecological and climate change and aims to enhance understanding of the new challenges and 

opportunities that the food sector might face in the future. It also identifies diverse high-potential 

practices that could contribute to transformation. Finally, it brings together the understanding of 

drivers of change and high-potential practices in the explorations, both at the local level with 

initiative leaders and at the European Union (EU) level with policy makers. 

To do this, TRANSMANGO conducted an analysis of how foresight has influenced (or failed to 

influence) policy around food systems - analysing the current use of foresight, in the form of 

scenarios, forecasting, expert knowledge elicitation of any form, for European food systems, and the 

effects foresight may have had in shaping European policies at national and EU levels. 

In this document, we present the combined results of several research approaches aimed at 

understanding how foresight and policy are linked in the context of the European food system, and 

where opportunities exist to improve the effectiveness of this link. We start by defining what we 

mean by food and nutrition security, food systems, and foresight/scenarios, and by providing an 

overview of the literature relevant to the link between foresight and policy. Then, we present the 

methods used in the study, based on a two-pronged approach which investigates foresight-policy 

links ‘foresight-up’ (starting from scenario exercises) and ‘policy maker down’ (starting with policy 

makers). Following this approach, as results, we first present an overview of European food system-

related foresight exercises and evaluate their effectiveness; then, we present a number of interviews 

with EU policy makers to investigate their experiences with foresight methods. We explore two 

national-level case studies – Finland and Ireland. These case studies are again approached from both 

the ‘foresight up’ and ‘policy maker down’ directions.  

 

The literature analysis provided insights into the different functions of foresight, and a number of 

recommendations that emerge for increased impact on policy and increasingly the effectiveness of 

policy – mainly focusing on the integration of foresight and policy processes and actors and a mix of 

methods. 

 

The analysis of foresight exercises across Europe shows that European Food Future studies have 

increased fivefold on average between 2002 and 2014; that presently an average of 5 food related 

foresight studies are conducted or ongoing in the EU per year; that the majority of studies seek to 

engage and are participatory; that the majority of studies concern production and its environmental 

drivers, but production studies are not wholly dominant (around 50-60% are production focussed). 

Foresight exercises are both conducted in consultative fashion (with external partners) and in-house 

by governments. Shorter-term (<10 years) and longer-term (>10 years) foresight process have been 

conducted – but longer-term processes are increasing. Integrated qualitative and quantitative 

exercises are in the minority. 

 

The set of interviews with policy makers and foresight practitioners yields a number of conclusions 

and recommendations. Interviewees from the DGs had experience with foresight as well as with 

policy; many had positive experiences with foresight; when targeted policy formulation is the goal, 

foresight processes should be integrated with policy processes carefully framed; all interviewees 

recognized (social) learning and network-building aspects of foresight processes as being the most 

powerful; and that social learning and network development can be captured. Participants had 
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different notions of whether foresight should be institutionalised – some thought it should be part of 

any policy assessment; others were worried that institutionalization leads to bureaucratization and 

preferred more dynamic, free, externally supported processes. These opinions could be combined in 

the recommendation that for certain specific policy-focused processes, a foresight component could 

be integrated, supported by the stimulation of a ‘foresight culture’ through training, experiences and 

capacity development. Creating a foresight culture might also help deal with a challenge identified in 

the European Commission (EC) – that there is some resistance to novel forms of collaboration and 

knowledge development. Interviews pointed toward methodology that incorporates multiple 

drivers, engaging mixed approaches (games, quantitative and qualitative elements, explorative and 

intervention-focused elements). Participants recommended that foresight processes should draw 

existing foresight exercises rather than reinventing the wheel unnecessarily. 

 

A number of conclusions and recommendations from emerged from the Ireland and Finland case 

studies. Government-supported processes, however broadly focused, have a strong chance of 

influencing policy. Government actors and other actors were included in the processes – and this 

was also an effect of deep knowledge of the relevant networks. In both cases, relative 

disconnectedness of the processes in relation to policy can be seen as a weakness as well as a 

benefit. Both case studies benefitted from the development of a ‘foresight culture’ through the 

foresight exercises, combined with rather small/well-connected networks of policy makers and 

foresight actors. A recommendation from the case studies is to be conscious about the level of 

integration with policy that is needed, and the benefits and drawbacks of various levels of 

integration. A second recommendation from the case studies is that foresight and policy actors 

should work to create a well-connected ‘culture of foresight’. 

From these research sources, a number of general recommendations emerged: 

• A picture emerges of a range of foresight exercises that are further removed from, or more 

closely integrated with and focused on, policy. Designers of foresight processes should be 

conscious about the benefits of different degrees of broadness/focus. The literature, the 

case studies and the interviews all demonstrate that while strong policy integration is 

desirable in some cases, there can be value in a degree of independence – there is a role for 

broad, multi-dimensional processes, focused policy processes and intermediate ‘upstream’ 

processes. 

• If the goal is to have specific policy impacts, processes should be designed close to, and with, 

policy makers and processes, letting go of the idea of delivering recommendations, and 

going for a much more continual, iterative process of designing and testing policy. 

• In general, diverse, relevant actors should be closely involved in foresight processes, 

whatever their objectives – as co-owners and co-designers as well as participants. 

• In more open/multi-dimensional processes that seek to engage with broad strategic 

questions, the case studies and interviews point out that the main value is (social) learning 

and the building of networks. First of all, this benefit should be recognized in this type of 

foresight process; and secondly, this type of benefit can and should be measured and 

researched (Schoemaker 1993a, Glick et al. 2012). 

• The case studies, the interviews as well as the literature point to the value of ‘building a 

foresight culture’, as well as foresight networks, through training, shared experiences and 

other forms of capacity development. This is particularly relevant given the comments by 

interviewers on the reluctance of (EC) policy makers to accept novel forms of collaborative 

knowledge creation. 

• A conscious selection of a mix of foresight methods, focusing on understanding context, on 

priorities and objectives, on experimentation and on both experiential and analytical 
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dimensions are necessary to create engaging, relevant and deep foresight (Vervoort et al. 

2012). This includes the use of both qualitative and quantitative elements, of engaging with 

scenarios experimentally and experientially through games, and of both explorative and 

normative/intervention scenarios.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Though most people in Europe are currently food secure, there are socio-economic groups that 

struggle with poverty and health, making them vulnerable to food insecurity (Riches and Silvasti 

2014, Eurostat 2015). In addition, the current European food system does not adequately provide 

nutritional security for vulnerable groups in Europe; for instance, non-communicable diseases are on 

the rise (WHO Europe 2015a, WHO Europe 2015b). The food system and its drivers are also complex, 

and characterized by high uncertainty. Vulnerabilities to future drivers of change are unclear. 

Sustainability challenges, including climate change, loom large. In the face of all this, there is a 

diversity of current practices with potential to contribute to transformations to a better European 

food system, but these practices are not included in policy dialogues. 

 

Holistic systems thinking that engages with this uncertainty, and includes processes that engage 

effectively with policy, is needed to enable the exploration of transformative futures for the 

European food system. FP7 TRANSMANGO (2014-2018) aims to obtain a comprehensive picture of 

the effects of drivers (such as climate, economic concentration and market structure, financial 

power, resource competition, marginalization, property rules, geo-political shifts, consumer 

preferences, consumption patterns and nutritional transitions, and poverty and marginalization) on 

the European food system. The research focuses on the vulnerability and resilience of European 

food systems in a context of socio-economic, behavioural, technological, institutional and agro-

ecological and climate change and aims to enhance understanding of the new challenges and 

opportunities that the food sector might face in the future. It also identifies diverse high-potential 

practices that could contribute to transformation. Finally, it brings together the understanding of 

drivers of change and high-potential practices in the explorations, both at the local level with 

initiative leaders and at the European Union (EU) level with policy makers. To do this, within 

TRANSMANGO’s Work Package 3 (WP3) and Work Package 5 (WP5), a process is underway to 

develop plausible scenarios for the future of food and nutrition security in Europe in a global 

context, to enable the exploration of European (WP5) and local/sub-national (WP6) policy and 

transition pathways to better food systems in the contexts of these scenarios. 

 

To do this, the TRANSMANGO consortium identified a crucial step in ensuring policy-relevant 

scenario and transition pathway processes – the development of an understanding how foresight 

has influenced (or failed to influence) policy around food systems. Task 1 in Work Package 3 involved 

analysing the current use of foresight, in the form of scenarios, forecasting, expert knowledge 

elicitation of any form, for European food systems, and the effects foresight may have had in 

shaping European policies at national and EU levels. One objective is to inform TRANSMANGO’s 

scenario efforts through learning, to distinguish and enhance TRANSMANGO’s approach, and to 

increase the efficacy and transmissibility of TRANSMANGO products in regards to affecting policy. 

Another objective is to inform the wider body of actors involved in foresight and in policy, to help 

identify where improvements can be made in the links between foresight and policy. This document 

reports on progress made in the study of the foresight-policy link in the context of the European 

food system. 

  

Policy documents, and policy makers in public fora, seldom indicate the policy’s sources of influence, 

nor the degree to which it was influenced. A challenge for this review therefore was to move beyond 

documented evidence of direct links between foresight exercises and policies, but to also find and 

analyse evidence of indirect influence on policy such as evidence of policy drafts being involved in 

foresight processes, evidence of foresight shaping societal debates leading to policy/legislation 

change, or personal testimonies from policy participants in foresight activities as to how foresight 

had influenced them and in turn influenced policy. 
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In this document, we present the combined results of several research approaches aimed at 

understanding how foresight and policy are linked in the context of the European food system, and 

where opportunities exist to improve the effectiveness of this link. We start by defining what we 

mean by food and nutrition security, food systems, and foresight/scenarios, and by providing an 

overview of the literature relevant to the link between foresight and policy. Then, we present the 

methods used in the study, based on a two-pronged approach which investigates foresight-policy 

links ‘foresight-up’ (starting from scenario exercises) and ‘policy maker down’ (starting with policy 

makers). Following this approach, as results, we first present an overview of European food system-

related foresight exercises and evaluate their effectiveness (Section 3); then, we present a number 

of interviews with policy makers to investigate their experiences with foresight methods (Section 4). 

We explore two national-level case studies – Finland and Ireland (Section 5). These case studies are 

again approached from both the ‘foresight up’ and ‘policy maker down’ directions. We end with a 

discussion, conclusions and recommendations for policy makers and foresight practitioners and 

researchers (Section 6). 

 

1.1 Definitions: food and Nutrition Security (FNS) and food system(s) 

 

The World Food Summit in 1996 introduced the use of the term food and nutrition security (FNS) (in 

place of food security) as “sufficient and nutritious food that meets the dietary needs and food 

preferences for an active and healthy life.” Previous definitions of food security had not included the 

nutrition aspect, and this new definition increased emphasis on the nutritional quality of the food in 

addition to the available quantity. TRANSMANGO chose to utilize FNS over ‘food security’ given the 

importance of the nutritional content of food for food security in the EU. This concept includes four 

main dimensions: 

 

● Food availability: The availability of sufficient quantities of food of appropriate quality, 

supplied through domestic production or imports, including food aid (Pinstrup-Adersen 

2009, p. 5) 

● Food access: Access by individuals to adequate resources (entitlements) for acquiring 

appropriate foods for a nutritious diet. Entitlements are defined as the set of all commodity 

bundles that a person can control given the legal, political, economic and social 

arrangements of the community in which s/he lives, including traditional rights such as 

access to common resources (Sen 1983, Radimer 2002). 

● Food utilization: Utilization of food through adequate diet and the availability of clean 

water, sanitation and health care to reach a state of nutritional well-being where all 

physiological needs are met. This dimension highlights the importance of non-food inputs 

for food security (Gross et al. 2000). 

● Food stability: To be food secure, a population, household or individual must have access 

to adequate food at all times. They should not risk losing access to food as a consequence of 

sudden shocks (e.g. an economic or climatic crisis) or cyclical events (e.g. seasonal food 

insecurity). The concept of stability therefore refers to both the availability and the access 

dimension of food security (Gross et al. 2000). 

 

Food and nutrition security can be seen as outcomes of food systems. Food systems involve a 

number of activities, including producing, processing, storing, distributing, retailing, preparing and 

consuming food.  Food systems give rise to outcomes such as food and nutrition security, different 

levels of environmental sustainability, the impact of food waste, and employment International 

trade and governance arrangements shape food systems (Ingram 2011). Therefore, it is valuable to 

take a systems approach to help create a more integrated, multi-dimensional understanding the 

activities and outcomes associated with food.  
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1.2 Definitions: foresight and scenarios 

 

In this paper, ‘foresight’ refers to  any process focused on building medium to long term futures 

aimed at influencing present day decisions and mobilising actions (Gavigan et al. 2001). In our use of 

the word foresight, we include processes that approach futures from diverse epistemic perspectives 

– both those processes that assume that the likelihoods of different futures are, to some degree, 

distinguishable and quantifiable, and processes that do not believe this is possible, and that, instead, 

diverse futures should be explored which should be evaluated for their plausibility, rather than their 

probability. In our view, foresight also includes both processes which use qualitative or quantitative 

approaches to the development of futures, or a mix of both; and desk-studies as well as elaborate 

stakeholder-based processes. Any foresight activity that explores multiple futures produces 

‘scenarios’ – which can be defined as narratives of the future, told in words, numbers, images and 

through other means (Van Notten 2003). 

 

In this broader field of foresight, there are approaches which are considered to be the most 

appropriate both to engage with complex challenges, and to mobilize action.  These processes do 

not take futures as more or less likely, but acknowledge future uncertainty and the need to explore 

diverse, plausible futures (Kok et al. 2006). They also acknowledge the need to involve a wide range 

of stakeholders (Wilkinson and Eidinow 2008). From the perspective of knowledge development, it is 

important to include different types of expertise and experience in the exploration of plausible 

futures. From the perspective of legitimacy, those who stand to be affected by planning choices have 

to be included. From the perspective of effectiveness, decision-makers who are best positioned to 

benefit from the lessons from a foresight process have to be included (Vervoort et al. 2014). 

 

It is important to realise that some types of foresight are more appropriate to complex societal 

challenges than others, because when we analyse foresight-policy links, we might find that some 

forms of foresight are well integrated with policy, but that these foresight practices have strong 

limitations.  

 

1.3 Foresight and policy - an overview of the literature 

 

Before we provide a new analysis of the links between foresight and policy in the context of 

sustainable food and nutrition security, it is important to provide an overview of the literature on 

this topic so far – to understand where the main challenges and knowledge gaps are.  

 

Many academic organizations, including the European Foresight Network, envision that foresight 

must impact decisions. For instance, in a study on foresight critical success factors, (Calof and Smith 

2012) highlighted that foresight must provide actionable recommendations which fit with today’s 

policy environment. Regardless of the foresight’s mission statement, the true importance is 

measured by its actual impact on policy. As stated by (Havas et al. 2010), “It is crucial to prove the 

impact of foresight on decision making” (p. 12). However, foresight can be done for different 

objectives, of which policy development/formulation is only one. The article The state of foresight in 

food and agriculture and the roads toward improvement identified multiple objectives of foresight, 

of which the key categories are knowledge (“foresight for enquiry”) and priority/policy setting 

(“foresight for change”) (Bourgeois 2012, p. 19). It also refers to 9 objectives of foresight which can 

be divided into 3 categories: content (producing new knowledge), process (connecting people, 

changing ideas), and impact (policy development). Despite these differences, it is stated that there is 

a general consensus that foresight “should be policy-informing, but not policy-prescriptive” 

(Bourgeois 2012, p. 8). 
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In ‘the tools of policy formulation: Actors, Capacities, Venues and Effects’ (Jordan and Turnpenny 

2015) a detailed description of policy formulation processes is given – and foresight/scenarios are 

analysed as one of a range of policy formulation tools, particularly suitable for the identification of 

strategic directions and priority setting, in a more transparent and inclusive fashion. Vervoort et al. 

(2014) outline how foresight can be used for the design of concrete and detailed plans and policies 

through multi-stakeholder processes. They argue that foresight can be a strong tool for the 

formulation and testing of policy, but that to be impactful, scenarios should be created or adapted 

to fit closely with the strategic focus of policies or plans, and used in a continuous, co-designed and 

co-owned process of policy formulation between policy makers, those facilitating the foresight, and 

other stakeholders. Rather than creating scenarios and then attempting to have impact through 

recommendations coming out of the foresight, the use of the scenarios should be fully integrated in 

policy formulation processes. Furthermore, the scenarios should be credible, legitimate and salient 

(Chaudhury et al. 2012). 

 

There are two main categories for the sources of foresight: initiatives by the executing organizations 

(for instance, research organizations, civil society), and demand-driven foresight (Gavigan et al. 

2001, Popper 2009). The majority of cases correspond to the first case (individual/organization 

driven). However, the second case has been more prevalent at national level foresight. These 

activities tend to be more qualitative, while the regional level sees mixed/qualitative exercises. 

 

According to Popper’s European Foresight Platform Mapping Report (Popper 2009), a foresight 

exercise can transform: 

 

• Capacities and skills 

• Priorities and strategies 

• Paradigms and current visions 

• Socio-economic and STI systems 

• Behaviour, attitude, and lifestyles 

• Knowledge-based products and services 

 

As (Major et al. 2001) argue, foresight in policy making can be defined as a deliberate attempt to 

broaden the “boundaries of perception” and to expand the awareness of emerging issues and 

situations (p. 93). (Slaughter 1995, Horton 1999, Voros 2003) that foresight aims to support strategic 

thinking and decision-making by developing a range of possible ways of how the future could unfold. 

It tries to capture and anticipate potential future developments and to generate visions of how 

society evolves and what policy options are available to shape a desired future. Foresight exercises 

can contribute to priority setting or recommendation as an input in the policy shaping process 

(Popper 2009, p. 29). 

 

Over the past years, foresight methods have become more widely used in policy making processes in 

some countries. According to Popper and Teichler, “forward-looking elements have been integrated 

in several European policy instruments, such as the ERA-Nets Joint Programming Initiatives (JPIs) and 

Technology Platforms (e.g. in the form of technology roadmaps), and as diverse policy areas as 

agricultural and energy policy have embarked upon initiatives to better coordinate future sectoral 

policy needs and research agendas, at national and European levels” (Popper and Teichler 2011, p. 

22). A detailed investigation on the issue of foresight impact on policy-making has been provided by 

(Da Costa et al. 2008). They have identified six functions of foresight for policy-making: 

 

1. Informing policy by generating new insights 

2. Facilitating policy implementation, i.e. enhancing awareness of challenges to be addressed 

3. Embed participation in policy-making 
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4. Support policy definition i.e. translating outcomes into specific policy options 

5. Reconfiguring policy systems (so that they are more capable of addressing long-term issues) 

6. Having a symbolic function, signalling the need for, for instance, an integrated regional 

approach. 

 

Also, (Havas et al. 2010) have contributed to foresight impact assessment by redefining foresight 

concepts to provide assistance in the decision making process. They have identified three main 

foresight functions: 

 

1. Informing: Generating consolidated findings concerning the dynamics of change, future 

challenges and options 

2. Interpreting: Using the insight of foresight and merging those results with perspective on 

strategic positioning 

3. Facilitating: Fostering implementation by developing shared visions among major 

stakeholders on desirable future developments, and this implicitly coordinating their 

actions. 

 

According to the ESRC report there are six important factors to ensure generating impact on policy 

through foresight. 

 

These are: 

 

1. Established relationships and networks with user communities 

2. Involvement of research users at all stages of the research 

3. Well-planned user-engagement and knowledge exchange strategies 

4. Use portfolios of research activity 

5. Good infrastructure and management support 

6. Where appropriate, the involvement of intermediaries and knowledge brokers as 

translators, amplifiers, network providers. 

 

Another relevant dimension is time – whether foresight has immediate, intermediate or ultimate 

impact. 

 

Finally, we would like to highlight the potential for capacity developing to support the creation of 

policy environments and cultures which are more highly attuned to foresight thinking – an impact 

that though more indirect, diffuse and hard to measure, could be fundamental and long-lasting. This 

interpretation draws on the resources of all three phases and “conceives foresight as a process that 

improves the capabilities of governments for strategic thinking and decision-making, because it 

enables learning, creates linkages, networks, and knowledge flows between people and 

organizations, and generates knowledge, ideas, and visions.” Foresight not only improves policy-

making through concrete products, but also through the participation of stakeholders in the process 

of developing foresight as such. Such engagement is expected to lead to enhanced communication, 

extended networks, better coordinated preferences, and even changes in thinking that raise the 

strategic decision-making capabilities of governments (Könnölä et al. 2011). 

 

From the foresight exercises examined by (Bourgeois 2012) it was concluded that the highest impact 

occurs when the exercise is requested by a “decision-maker.” In Europe specifically, two particularly 

successful examples of exercises cited were Teagasc 2030 (Ireland, 

http://www.teagasc.ie/about/our-organisation/foresight/) and PBL (Netherlands 

http://www.pbl.nl/en/, also used by the European Commission). The approach by Vervoort et al. 

(2014) of close co-design of foresight-guided policy development processes has also led to successful 
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impact of foresight on policy in a number of national processes worldwide (see 

https://ccafs.cgiar.org/blog/future-scenarios-work-informs-climate-and-agriculture-policies-seven-

countries#.VjDcYrerSM8) 

 

1.4 Obstacles to impact 

 

Consistent with the above examples of successful policy-focused foresight, a number of studies see 

the lack of integration between foresight processes and policy formulation in many case studies as a 

key obstacle to impact. (Andersen and Rasmussen 2014) argue that many foresight projects have 

failed to impact policy-making, because they are carried out as stand-alone activities with their 

results not properly integrated into the necessary policy processes. He suggests that foresight be an 

integral part of the policy making process with concepts such as adaptive and systemic exercises that 

encourage foresight to be designed as more tailored for policy. In a review of thirty-eight global, 

regional and national foresight studies on food-related sectors, namely: agriculture, rural 

development, energy, and forestry (Bourgeois 2012) observe that food-related foresight studies are 

increasingly including policy as an endogenous driver. This represents a shift from past foresight 

practices, that only considered policy as an external factor, although they included “policy shifts” as 

recommendations (p. 4-5). Popper, in a review of global foresight exercises, identifies “policy shift” 

as the most common type of recommendation in European foresight studies (p. 92). Recognizing 

policy as an endogenous driver of the food and agricultural sector has implications on whether or 

not policy-makers participate in foresight studies. He finds that typically when policy-makers are 

involved, there are higher chances of foresight having an impact on policy decisions.  

 

(Wangel 2011) states that excluding social structures and agencies or agents, which comprise formal 

institutions like policies, recommendations etc., from scenario exercises obstructs developing socio 

technically consistent and comprehensive scenarios. She also states that by not addressing the 

questions: who to change, how to change and what to change, foresight exercises underrepresent or 

only implicitly represent social structures and agencies. This is particularly important in action 

oriented back-castings that explore how a group of actors can achieve a desired future of some kind 

or avoid an undesired one. (Cariola and Rolfo 2004, Könnölä et al. 2011) share a similar view; they 

identify expectations on the management of foresight processes and final outcomes as important 

determinants of whether foresight will address societal challenges via policy. Similarly, (Cagnin et al. 

2011) on new approaches to Future-Oriented Technology Analyses (FTA) governance for equity, 

stress the importance of ensuring that FTA processes are inclusive if they are to impact policy 

making which aims ultimately at equity and governance. Foresight can only facilitate policy-making 

when there is active societal involvement. However (Könnölä et al. 2011) contradict this view; for 

them, expert involvement is the key to successful impact of foresight on policy. Their involvement 

allows stakeholders to become more aware of signals of change and threats, as well as put in place 

mechanisms that allow for timely action. Also, the intelligence or knowledge from expert 

participation contributes to the knowledge base for policy design. For the authors, exclusive 

participation rather than an extensive societal participation as implied by (Cagnin et al. 2011) is more 

effective in shaping policy. Andersen and Rasmussen (2014) agree that expertise, which they define 

as individual’s skills and knowledge in the particular area of foresight exercise, is often used to 

support top-down decisions, provide advice and make recommendations. 

 

(Könnölä et al. 2011), (Georghiou and Keenan 2006) and (Da Costa et al. 2008) claim that it is more 

difficult to evaluate the impact of foresight focused on long-term developments with emphasis on 

the system level on policy. Könnölä et al. also claim that policymakers do not refer to the sources 

used when decisions are made, which also contributes to the difficulty of tracing foresights’ impact 

on policy. Foresight exercises, according to Könnölä et al., conducted with the aim of generating 

information, will not necessarily lead to actions or identification of policy options. Rather, foresight 
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with instrumental outcomes as the goal are more likely to lead to development of actions and 

therefore useful for supporting policy-making. Interestingly, they state that positioning a foresight 

exercise or project as informative and communicating this objective to stakeholders has the 

tendency to limit the involvement of stakeholders who wish to be closer to decision-making. 

Therefore, similar to Bourgeios’ view, they suggest that alternative forms of participation for 

decision-makers in foresight exercises be given serious consideration. 

 

(Georghiou and Keenan 2006) are of the opinion that for foresight to be effective in shaping policy, 

since policy is influenced by several factors, it needs to be tuned in to the strategic behaviour and 

cycles of policy and economic actors. Foresight does not always consider the needs of recipients, 

making it relatively easy for noise to blight its signal, preventing its adoption by policy makers. It 

becomes important therefore to present foresight in a manner that policy mechanisms can receive 

and easily absorb. Timing becomes of import here as well, and needs to be aligned with policy 

cycles. The results of the UK Technology Foresight Programme is a case-in-point; failing to be 

submitted early enough for the Research Council to implement, its reform capacity was delayed and 

eventually diminished. However, Georghiou and Keenan go on to state that foresight cannot always 

work within the status quo, and on some occasions it is the policy structure that will need to change 

to accommodate foresight’s disruptive information. (Grupp and Linstone 1999) concluded that 

foresight was more valuable as a communication technique for government and industry. 

Considering these various sources of policy influences, such as lobbying, budgetary analyses, historic 

commitments etc., Georghiou and Keenan are of the opinion that there is the problem of attributing 

the source of policy to foresight exercise, but in the same vein, taking a more holistic and systemic 

framework that views foresight as complementary to other policy tools may be advised. 

 

Several lessons come out of these reviews. Firstly, for foresight to be impactful, it should be 

integrated with policy, and co-designed and co-owned to a degree by policy makers. Secondly, it 

should also be understood that it may be difficult to measure some types of policy impact in less 

targeted foresight exercises, which might nonetheless be highly useful. Research on the learning 

effects of scenarios (Schoemaker 1993b, Glick et al. 2012) provides a promising avenue for 

documenting impacts in other ways than through impacts on policy. Finally, the integration of policy 

and foresight is a challenging undertaking which brings up new challenges, including the right timing, 

trust between actors involved, the fragmented and dynamic nature of policy environments, and 

other issues (Vervoort et al. 2014). 
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2. METHODOLOGY 

 

To understand the link between foresight and policy in a food systems context in Europe, we built on 

the notion that it is not sufficient to start only with known foresight activities and study their 

effectiveness. (Bourgeois 2012) already demonstrated that foresight is often most effective when 

directly commissioned by decision-makers. Therefore, examining the effectiveness of foresight from 

the policy maker perspective is key – both to get a better understanding of the foresight needs that 

policy makers have, and to identify lesser-known or internal foresight activities that were conducted 

much closer to, or integrated with, specific policy processes. We have labelled these two research 

starting points as ‘foresight up’ and ‘policy (maker) down’, respectively. These two starting points 

were applied at the European level. We also considered two case studies in greater detail. 

 

‘Foresight up’ started with foresight products, exercises and designers, and examined who were the 

users of the products, who was involved in the exercises, what relationships the designers had. The 

aim was to identify policy end points, whether they be policy makers or their immediate 

departments that used the products, if so in which policies, or whether they were direct policy 

influencing participants and became part of a regular formal or informal information exchange 

network with foresight designers and their products. To identify the start points, a database of 64 EU 

foresight activities concerning food was developed. At the European level, select EU foresight teams 

were interviewed. At the national level, two case studies (Finland and Ireland) were selected and 

interviews with foresight teams were conducted in each country.  

 

‘Policy (maker) down’. Our original intent was to start with specific food systems policies and 

investigate, through interviews, whether and how foresight was used to design them. This proved 

possible in the case studies at the national level (Section 5). However, at the EU level, we chose to 

focus on policy makers rather than policies, due to the fact that makers of policy in EU often swap 

between departments, so that knowledge of indirect influence tends to rest with the people rather 

than the documentation and department.  

 

The review of European foresight processes, and the research in the Finland and Ireland case 

studies, was conducted by a team of SciencesPo CAPSTONE researchers 

(http://www.sciencespo.fr/master-public-affairs/mpa-global-reach/capstone-map-item) among the 

authors, with TRANSMANGO WP3 support. Interviews at the EU level were conducted by the 

TRANSMANGO WP3 team 

 

The following steps were taken:  

 

Step 1: Mapping foresight processes; EU policy processes 

 

The first task was to create an inventory of FNS related foresight activities across Europe. This served 

two purposes; the first was to get a broad picture of FNS foresight in Europe - how common it is, the 

organizations typically involved, etc., and the second was to provide a structured database from 

which to choose case studies for this research project (and potential future projects). 

 

To do this we created a typology utilizing features from prior similar mapping exercises and foresight 

impact analyses discussed in the literature review. We found a total of 64 foresight exercises specific 

to the 9 TRANSMANGO countries or EU focused. Of the 64 exercises a total of 48 had enough 

complete across the typology to be included in a trend analysis. The full list of 48 can be found in 

Appendix A. 
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Additionally, we compiled information on the FNS policies of the TRANSMANGO countries, also in 

order to gain an overview of FNS policies and to guide case study selection. With the exception of 

the United Kingdom, it was established that most countries’ policies were directly reliant upon or 

tied to the European Union policies on these issues. 

 

Step 2: Interviews with EU policy makers 

 

We started with (a selection of) policy makers that are or were involved in policy processes on food 

systems and tracked back what type of future-oriented information was used by them and how (see 

Section 4). The scope of this had to be very broad – it can include scenarios, predictions, official 

expert consultation processes, multi-criteria analysis etc., or something less formal, like on-going 

consulting with trusted foresight experts.  

 

The interviews with policy makers is set up as an on-going process in TRANSMANGO involving a wide 

range of stakeholders. In this report, we present preliminary results, mainly focusing on interviews 

with relevant Directorate-Generals (DGs) and European Commission (EC) platforms. These 

preliminary insights help complement the other results in the report. 

 

The questions that structured these interviews included: 

-What is your position and background? What does your department/group do?  

-What is, and has been, your involvement in food-related policy?  

-What is your experience with foresight techniques used in policy development?  

-Have your received any training in foresight methods? 

-Do you think foresight methods are useful? Which methods are effective for policy development?  

-What aspects made them effective? What could make them more effective? 

 

-What indirect effects have foresight exercises had on your policy related work, or on the work of 

others that you have observed? 

 

-Would you recommend institutionalising foresight? If so, how? 

 

-Who else should we speak to?  

 

Step 3: Case studies 

 

A case study methodology was chosen to investigate several key examples of foresight-policy links 

more deeply. A case study approach is appropriate when searching for a deep understanding of an 

issue and its context, and allows us to explore connections between foresight and policy not possible 

across the many links identified by the mapping. Although a case study does not provide technically 

replicable information, it did allow us to approach the relationship between foresight and policy with 

open minds and dig through all possible connections (Yin 2003). Each case study examined one 

scenario down and one policy up direction in detail. 

 

Due to the above information and practical considerations, we chose a multiple-case study design 

with embedded units of analysis: 2 countries, each with one scenario down and one policy up. To 

gather the information on the case studies we used interviews, while also researching reports from 

the exercises, background papers on policies, and news reports on these issues. 
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Case study selection 

 

The selection of our case studies involved identifying exercises which fit methodological criteria, 

using the pre-created database and further in-depth research. From the literature review, it was 

established that in prior analyses of foresight impact, several factors played an important role. Due 

to the strong influence of these factors on the relationship between foresight and policy, it was 

important to select exercises with similar profiles.  

 

A selection of these key features follows: 

• Sponsoring Institution Type: As discussed in the following section on case study 

selection under ‘context,’ the sponsoring/initiating institution type is a key factor of 

comparability when considering the influence of a foresight exercise. Knowing if the 

sponsor was a government body, academic institution, private company, or NGO 

provides information on the expectations placed on the exercise from its inception. 

• Mission Statement/Purpose: In the same idea of understanding the expectation 

placed on an exercise from its sponsoring institution, noting the mission statements 

made it clear if the exercise was designed to have a policy impact. Unfortunately, it 

was found that many foresight exercises either do not have a clear mission 

statement or do not choose to publish that information. 

• Level of Usage: This was defined as a basic signal of if there are policy documents 

directly citing the study. For example, high usage would be a piece of legislation or 

information that directly cites the study as a reason for creation/passage. Medium 

would be mentions by lawmakers in the news of the importance of the exercise in 

legislation they passed. Low would be a signal that it was sent on and potentially 

used. One of the key purposes of the inclusion of this field was to determine if there 

were any outliers: for example, if an exercise had no signals which would otherwise 

suggest influence (sponsoring institution was academic, a mission statement that did 

not include promotion or policy, low participation levels) but had high usage, then 

that could be an interesting case study. As this first step was to be a superficial 

survey of exercises in order to create a database and collect information for case 

study selection, it was not practical to do in-depth research on the level of usage for 

each study. However, there were certain foresight exercises which publicized their 

usage, or for which a cursory search was able to determine if the exercise had been 

used in a law. 

• Participatory: It was suggested in the literature review that participatory foresight 

methods influence more stakeholders, and thereby have a greater impact on policy. 

Additionally, previous studies have highlighted the importance of the types of 

individuals involved in foresight - policymakers, public, or experts. Therefore, the 

level and type of participation are important pieces of information to consider. 

 

Case studies: scenario up 

 

We looked for two kinds of outcomes from the scenario up process: immediate outputs (example: 

policy options) and other outcomes (new capacities and skills), which then influenced the 

policymaking process further down the road (Popper and Teichler 2011, p. 24). The literature review 

also provided us with the main method by which to verify these impacts: with the audience, and 

how to organize the indicators of impact. We created a list of indicators to use as guides to 

understand the levels of impact which the foresight had, categorized as the following: 
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• Informing: Providing information on food and nutrition security futures to relevant 

stakeholders and actors. 

• Awareness Raising: Increase understanding of FNS scenarios created through foresight and 

other tools and the utility of futures methods in crafting policy and addressing future 

challenges. 

• Enabling: Providing the tools for policy makers and other actors to take action on related 

issues. 

• Influencing: Creating change in FNS policies and strategies in the public and private sectors. 

 

Once indicators were identified for each exercise, we delved further via interviews to find the “why” 

behind each indicator - for example, if someone stated that the foresight had given them the tools 

to engage a policymaker in discussion on FNS, we asked what specifically about the exercise (the 

recommendations? the conversation they had? the network they built?) they felt provided those 

tools. 

 

Case studies: policy down 

 

The policy down process was focused on tracing backwards from a stated policy to find the foresight 

influences on that policy, and placing them in a broader context. This was approached as a narrative-

building exercise, structured within the policy cycle (Easton 1965) as follows: 

 

• Input 

• Process 

• Output 

• Implementation 

• Feedback 

 

The focus was on the input and process stages of policy formation. 
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4. INTERVIEWS WITH EU POLICY MAKERS  

 

TRANSMANGO is conducting interviews with EU policy makers and planners in other sectors related 

to food and nutrition security, in order to ensure the maximum effectiveness of its own foresight 

processes.  A first set of interviews has been conducted in this capacity, which are reported here to 

complement the other research results. Seven individuals were interviewed who are based at DGs 

and/or EC platforms, and have been involved in foresight and policy processes conducted by DG 

AGRI, DG SANTE, SCAR, JRC and DG Research and Innovation. The identities of interviewees, and 

their specific insights, are kept confidential – we mostly focus on general insights.  

Familiarity with foresight and policy 

The participants ranged from identifying primarily as policy makers or advisers to identifying 

primarily as foresight experts, but all participants had been involved in a number of policy processes, 

and a number of foresight processes. In a number of DGs there are dedicated foresight experts, and 

the DGs work together with the Joint Research Centre’s foresight team and topic expert teams. In 

several cases participants had received formal foresight training as part of their team’s development 

plan. 

Usefulness of foresight for policy  

All interviewees thought foresight was very useful in a policy context – one participant called it 

‘necessary’ for policy based on long experience. All identified learning by and between participants, 

the changing of mental models and the generation of shared insights as key benefits of these types 

of processes (sometimes, as with SCAR, with 150 participants), and often as more valuable than the 

resulting scenario products (‘reports say nothing’). Most of the interviewees also identified the 

development of new connections between participants as a valuable effect.  The identification of 

future signals and trends, that cannot be captured by modelling which has been calibrated on the 

past, was also seen as a benefit. Specifically in relation to the food system concept and the 

increasing focus of policies like CAP on the food system, holistic, multidimensional food systems 

approaches were seen as valuable. Finally, participants indicated that formal training in foresight, for 

instance at the University of Oxford’s Saïd Business School, has enhanced their understanding of the 

value and potential of foresight approaches. 

Measuring foresight impacts on policy 

Many participants were of two minds on measuring impacts. Most had been involved in foresight 

processes designed to guide specific plans and policies, and saw these as easiest to measure in terms 

of impact, because the insights from the foresight process could be directly reflected in the resulting 

plans or policies.  This relates to what one participant described as ‘vertical’ (or in-depth and 

narrowly focused) foresight. However, a number of interviewees also had positive experiences with 

foresight practices examining broad, multi-dimensional contexts (or ‘horizontal’). The impacts of 

such processes on policy would be harder to measure, especially since policy makers have so many 

concerns on their minds. However, in such processes, participants saw strong opportunities for 

influence on longer-term planning, and through learning, on the mindsets of policy makers. Multi-

dimensional foresight exercises have also shaped EC design of research calls. Some cautioned 

against attempts to quantify the impacts of such processes, and recommended tracking influence, 

not impact. An intermediate version was also mentioned, where foresight was conducted in a more 

problem/strategy-focused, but ‘upstream’ manner, exploring and envisioning strategic options and 

futures in the face of future challenges, but not yet at the level of detailed plans. In this process, the 
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main focus was on normative visioning/agenda setting, combined with a testing of this visioning 

through a range of challenges, not structured as scenarios. Generally, interviews and testimonials 

were seen as a good approach to document impact or influence.  

Features of foresight processes 

Participants recognized that the use of methods depends on the context. Several participants 

recommended the combined use of qualitative, stakeholder-based approaches, and quantitative 

simulation approaches, as per the Story-And-Simulation approach (Alcamo 2008). One participant 

specified that such approaches should focus on many different drivers and inputs, and that the two-

axes approach could be too limiting; many participants specified that diverse expertise was crucial – 

as was careful orchestration of the process.  One participant mentioned that foresight processes 

should not be framed as such, but framed around the strategic thinking related to a specific topic; or 

individuals might not be interested. Having convening power to bring the right stakeholders around 

the table was seen as crucial, and it was recognized that the EC DGs have a strong position in this 

regard, but mostly toward participants from outside the EC. The use of visible, high-level champions 

for foresight processes was also seen as instrumental. 

To get away from the perceptions and experiences of foresight as providing information in an 

unengaging, analytical fashion, the JRC foresight team has developed a scenario/policy game in 

which scenarios are explored interactively through different actor viewpoints. This type of 

interactive scenario game playing yielded highly useful insights that participants reported as being 

used in planning subsequently. The game was designed in collaboration with game designers and 

benefitted from a great deal of playtesting and prototyping. More generally, scenarios and games 

were seen as instrumental in stimulating imaginations beyond the status quo. Another element 

mentioned was the use of innovative niche projects representing potential future developments as 

eye-openers. 

Institutionalizing foresight 

One participant explained that it is very hard to identify standard practice related to foresight and 

policy, because the use of foresight, or the lack of its use, depends on the individual or team behind 

a piece of legislation, and then on the experience with foresight of those involved in the various 

committees involved in the further development of the legislation. This experience would often 

come from previous exercises at the national level. Greater familiarity among those are task with 

drafting new legislation, and those who review it from national perspectives would help with the 

creation of a foresight culture. 

Participants had different opinions about institutionalization of foresight in the EC. Some thought 

that foresight should be institutionalized to become part of every policy process, just like 

cost/benefit analysis or historic assessments are now. Others thought that foresight was currently 

already institutionalized, with foresight experts in the DGs, the JRC foresight team, and others.  Yet 

others warned against institutionalizing foresight, because they were afraid this would bureaucratize 

an approach which is meant to produce fresh insights, and not to become standardized. Instead, 

they saw great value in bringing in outside organizations in helping with foresight, to keep it fresh. 

One participant mentioned that they held weekly ‘informal’ foresight sessions, discussing trends and 

uncertainties, and that this practice could be made standard and more formal (with more resources 

involved). 

Cultural challenges 
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The challenge of the working culture of the EC was mentioned as a challenge – the notion that 

people are used to a certain type of ‘official’ meeting setup where information was exchanged, and 

that other formats for meeting and collaboration, aimed at deeper learning and interaction, were 

seen as less ‘serious’. This was seen as a bigger problem with the EC than with other societal actors, 

who were seen as more open to new forms of collaborative knowledge generation. 

Misuse of foresight 

Several participants mentioned that they had seen foresight being used to promote a certain point 

of view, rather than for true exploration – multiple scenarios would be created, but only one 

scenario in the set would be presented as desirable.  

Furthermore, poor communication and clarity can lead speculative studies to be taken as 

statements, which get picked up in media - numbers get picked up and then perpetuated as a 

forecast. This communication challenge – converting deep foresight into small sound-bytes, was 

seen as a significant challenge. 

Developing versus using foresight 

While all participants thought foresight to be useful and powerful, several participants mentioned 

that they saw foresight processes reinventing the wheel time and again, creating new scenario sets 

that are all too similar to existing ones. Several interviewees recommend drawing more on existing 

scenario sets, and setting up a repository of scenario sets to draw on; focusing more on using 

scenarios for policy guidance instead.  

 

Key recommendations and opportunities 

A number of key recommendations can be drawn from these interviews, and opportunities 

recognized, for enabling a better link between foresight and policy in the context of EU food and 

nutrition security:  

• When targeted policy formulation is the goal, design foresight processes so that they are 

fully integrated with policy design, and fully co-designed by the policy makers, making them 

co-owners of the process. Perform detailed analyses of policy options using foresight, and 

track how the results of such a process end up in policy and implementation. Foresight 

processes should be carefully framed, and championed by those with convening power 

around certain key issues. 

• To capture the value of broader, less targeted foresight processes, research approaches 

should be used to evaluate (social) learning and the building of new networks - a core 

benefit mentioned anecdotally by all interviewees. 

• In formal policy testing processes where currently, other methods such as cost/benefit and 

impact assessment are used, better institutionalization of foresight could be very valuable. 

However, bureaucratization should be guarded against to avoid the danger of foresight 

processes losing their ability to deliver fresh perspectives. To avoid this, and to overcome a 

culture that appears resistant to unconventional meeting and exchange formats, training 

and capacity development in foresight methods appears to be a promising avenue to 

‘institutionalize’ foresight, stimulating the use of foresight while putting no restrictions on 

how foresight processes are conducted. 

• Foresight in the EU food and nutrition security context should avoid reinventing the wheel 

unnecessarily, and instead critically investigate existing foresight studies and adapt and use 
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them. This way, more time and resources are available for the use of the foresight for impact 

on policy. 

• Multidimensionality in driving factors, methods (qualitative and quantitative, games, 

visioning and explorative scenarios) and stakeholders is recommended – strong and diverse 

outside expertise is as important as co-ownership by decision-makers. 
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5. CASE STUDIES 

 

Finland: background 

 

Finland’s population has been steady at approximately 5,439 million for the past five years (World 

Bank, http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/Population-ranking-table). According to the 

Economist Intelligence Unit, Finland ranked 19th on the global food security index, with 

undernourishment at 5%. Finland is recognized as having good standards of food safety, nutritional 

standards and food safety net programs. According to the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, 

Finnish farming is majority plant production, with some dairy, beef, and other sectors as well. 

Historically, Finland has been considered a food-secure country. However, based on national 

accounts Finland is facing a rise of household food expenditures. In this context, the country has 

developed foresight exercises to gather different FNS related sectors’ viewpoints to address future 

challenges. Foresight in general is extensively used, and the government promotes studies of 

foresight through universities and research centres as well as governmental bodies committees. 

 

Ireland: background 

 

Once a critically food insecure country which faced the Great Famine in the 19th century, today 

Ireland (with a population of approximately 5 million) ranks 7th on the 2014 Economist’s global Food 

Security Index with high nutritional standards, effective food safety net programs and access to 

financing for farmers as its key strengths. With a climate adaptable for productive livestock farming, 

Ireland exports products from beef, sheep and dairy, which make up its key agricultural sectors. 

Given the role that agriculture plays in the Irish economy, farming is considered a respectable 

occupation, as this quote from a farmer suggests - “To be a farmer is not to be a peasant.” It is 

strongly characterised by cross-generational farming, connection to the land, and a generally close-

knit agri-food community (particularly in Dublin where this field research was conducted), which 

makes information easy to diffuse. Although the Irish are usually in the habit of thinking of and 

planning for the future, they have not always used formalized foresight exercises. 

 

Foresight up: Finland Overview 

 

Finnish society is open to exploring varied approaches to address societal problems and threats, and 

finding different solutions based on factual plausible scenarios. In order to understand the 

interaction between the different foresight stakeholders and policy makers (from Parliament to 

food-related Ministries), the following chart summarizes the main stakeholders related to foresight 

in Finland: 

 

Main Foresight Stakeholders 

Funding 

Institutions 

Research Centers Institutionalized Bodies 

• Academy of 

Finland 

• TEKES   

• Future Research 

Center 

• Natural Research 

Center (LUKE) 

• SITRA 

• Finnish Parliament 

• Prime Ministers Office 

• Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 

• Ministry of Social Affairs and Health  

TABLE 1: MAIN FORESIGHT STAKEHOLDERS IN THE FINLAND CASE STUDY 
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Foresight practices in the Finnish food sector 

 

There are many factors which lead to foresight research projects in Finland, particularly guidance by 

national authorities, mandates, government priorities or external factors such as global crisis, 

threats and geopolitical situations. After joining the EU and the CAP in 1995, in 2006, Finland ratified 

the EU constitution. By adopting EU laws, the domestic agricultural and food sector would be 

affected. For this reason, studies were conducted to analyse the future of the food sector to 2030. 

Out of these, MAPTEN and MIRHAMI (https://www.utu.fi/en/units/ffrc/research/project-

archive/foresight-nat/Pages/home.aspx) had the highest impact in raising awareness among food-

related stakeholders. These exercises used different methods (MAPTEN applied Delphi while 

MIRHAMI was a mix of Delphi and Scenario Planning, (MIRHAMI 2030 2007), but both explored 

alternative futures and pathways, coming up with varied scenarios. 

 

MAPTEN: background and overview of process 

 

Finland’s agricultural sector was facing a period of re-adjustment to the Common Agricultural Policy 

(CAP) reform and an impending agreement in the World Trade Organization (WTO). The application 

of the single payment scheme introduced in the context of the CAP reform of 2003 started in Finland 

in 2006. Furthermore, the food trade deficit kept increasing. The value of Finnish food exports in 

2005 totalled 980 million EUR, a little over 4% more than in the previous year. Food imports were 

valued at 2,601 million EUR, a 7% increase over the previous year. Additionally, the food crisis and 

the financial crisis changed perceptions about how the world and the agri-food economy would look 

in 2030. 

 

In this context, the Natural Resource Institute (LUKE) was formed in January 2015, following the 

fusion of several research institutes. (LUKE) developed the agricultural policy environment foresight 

project (MAPTEN), funded by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry. It lasted for 3 years in total, 

cost 100,000 EUR, and was aimed at developing scenarios for agriculture and food leading to 2030. 

 

The MAPTEN Process 

 

- Leading institution: MTT 

- Other institutions: Pellervo Economic Research (PTT), VATT Institute for Economic Research & 

Finland Futures Research Centre 

- Funding: Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 

- 2007-2010 

The essential input for MAPTEN was to identify the factors of change in relation to agriculture and 

food production to the physical and institutional operating environment, production technology, and 

commodities produced on supply and demand. For this, an interactive model was created to provide 

feedback to further defined results. According to the expert from LUKE, in order to make an impact 

on decision making, the foresight process should not rely on only one research method; “the more 

methods you have the richer are the results.” The holistic view from multiple methods will provide 

for better solutions and discussion. 

 

In the case of MAPTEN, the experts from LUKE used modelling tools for national and global 

forecasting in different food markets. As one of the experts stated: “We had the experts view based 

on Delphi methods but also we had different kind of interviews based on a specific question so it 

was a big picture of different methods.” 
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The development of MAPTEN mixed quantitative and qualitative information by mapping the views 

of an expert and quantified impact analysis: 

 

• In the expert-based Delphi method, alternative future possibilities are identified and 

explored by tapping into the expertise of respondents by means of successive iterations of a 

given questionnaire. 

 

• The Delphi principles and procedures are: 1) anonymity, 2) iteration, 3) controlled feedback 

through statistical aggregation of panel members’ responses and arguments. 

 

• Prior to a new round of questionnaires, the experts are informed of the results of the 

previous round to show convergence of opinions and to identify dissent or non-

convergence. 

 

• Typically in the Delphi method, opinions tend to converge and the estimates become more 

consensus-based.  

 

In the first round of MAPTEN project, the following topics and dimensions arose: 

 

• The experts’ view on 86 changes, driving forces and trends in the Finnish food supply chain 

was determined. The respondents were requested to assess four dimensions: 

o The desirable change of a driving force. 

o The probable change of a driving force. 

o The certainty of a probable change. 

o How important the driving force was for the future of Finnish agriculture and food 

economy 

 

• The Likert scale was used in the questionnaire, and the results were assessed within “the 

policy challenge categories (PCC)”. The main interested focus to topics interpreted as 

“important strategic questions.” 

 

• These focused topics have high potential to both generate policy disputes and shape the 

future. 

 

The Delphi method can be very precise. Although the Delphi method is used for anticipating long 

term changes, expert panels tend to give their estimations in a much shorter time frame (5 years 

span). The key was to present proposals for action regarding the challenges presented by the 

changing agricultural policies. 

 

The MIRHAMI Process 

 

MIRHAMI 

- Institutions involved: MTT, Finpro, Finland Futures Research Centre & Consumer Society Research 

Centre 

- Funding: Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 

- 2006-2008 

 

MIRHAMI 2030 tried to understand how new knowledge changes old habits, and if changing 

consumer behaviours are embedded in everyday practices. MIRHAMI 2030 had three stages and 



 

28 

 

used two different types of foresight; Delphi and Scenario Planning. As mentioned before, Delphi 

was used to gather different stakeholders into discussion while Scenario Planning forecasted 

different scenarios and backed them up by sequent events. 

 

In order to design scenarios, MIRHAMI had different sources of data: 

 

• A web-based questionnaire in November 2006 for members of the consumer panel 

maintained by National Consumer Research Centre (NCRC; N=601). The aim was to map 

consumer’s views on CSR and ethical consumption. 

 

• A Delphi questionnaire for experts and consumers (N=177): views on the desirable future 

and the probable future - executed by LUKE 

 

• In autumn 2007, six workshops in four Finnish cities (Helsinki, Turku, Tampere, Jyväskylä). 6-

11 participants in each discussion, in total 53 consumers. The aim was to identify consumers’ 

image of Finnish food consumption in 2030 

 

• In the process of developing MIRHAMI, the important factor was the involvement of the 

food industry sector to conduct this study was well as congregating and using the expertise 

of foresight specialists to organize the foresight methodology. 

 

TEAGASC 2030: background and overview 

 

Teagasc 2030 was a scenario-planning exercise conducted by the Teagasc Authority 

(http://www.teagasc.ie/about/our-organisation/foresight/index.asp), a government sub-agency 

with Ireland’s Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (DAFM) responsible for providing 

research, advisory, and training services to Irish farmers. Conducted between 2006 and 2008, 

Teagasc 2030 was initiated for a number of reasons, namely: 

 

• To re-position Teagasc to deliver its services more effectively and efficiently. There was the 

general sense amongst stakeholders in the sector that Teagasc was no longer living up to its 

responsibility to meet stakeholder needs for research. The government was considering 

shutting down the organisation, as there were competing needs for the limited finances. 

This sense of Teagasc not living up to its responsibilities became even more glaring during 

the celtic years of property booms and innovation technology hype, when agriculture was 

seen to have taken almost a back-seat. A member of Teagasc: “What I’m saying is that this 

national institute that was doing research, advisory, and training services for the sector had 

become irrelevant. The big companies were saying ‘listen, you guys need to change your 

business model, you’re doing nothing that’s of interest to us’.” 

• To situate Ireland’s agricultural sector in the broader European Union agri-space, bearing in 

mind the unique qualities and challenges of Ireland’s agriculture while developing a strategic 

plan to respond to those challenges using a new method - foresight.  

• To restructure Teagasc to meet the needs of the agricultural sector in terms of long-term 

research planning. 

 

In terms of process, Teagasc 2030 was structured and guided by an external consultant and foresight 

expert. It involved three major stages, namely: 

 

1. The divergent thinking phase: This phase which spanned six months gave room for various 

ideas from participants to emerge, however no decisions were made. The purpose was to 

push participants outside their usual frames of thinking while getting their ideas on the 
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themes that were already developed by the foresight panel and steering committee. Ground 

rules were set during this stage to enable quality contributions from participants. For 

example, participants were not allowed to give limitations of ideas that were put forward, 

such as “we can’t do that because…” and discussions on the CAP were prohibited, because it 

would end up in a list of complaints and lead nowhere. It was agreed that the foresight 

exercise must result in a positive message for young farmers and a vision for Teagasc’s 

future, rather than deciding research priorities. 

 

2. Radical Thinkers Workshop: At the end of the divergent thinking phase, subject matter 

experts were invited to the workshop to share their thoughts on activities that were both 

possible and probable in the future. The idea was to challenge participants, especially 

Teagasc researchers, on their ideological framework and personal opinions to consider other 

ways of seeing their responsibilities in the future. 

 

3.  Change Agenda: This stage of the exercise started mid-way in the process and constituted 

mainly of honing in on the message and vision that Teagasc hoped to pass across to its 

stakeholders (that emerged from earlier phases of the foresight exercise). It also consisted 

of action points for Teagasc’s top management based on the ideas that had been put 

forward in the divergent and radical thinking stages for changing Teagasc’s organisational 

structure and culture to enable it perform its services more effectively. 

 

It is important to note that prior to the commencement of the foresight exercise, an evaluation 

study had been conducted on agri-food related foresight exercises to understand what worked and 

did not work. This evaluation revealed that it was not enough to be close to policy-makers and get 

them involved but to also deliver results that will be useful for policy, and led Teagasc to take the 

foresight process very seriously. 

  

Teagasc 2030 was comprised of three groups: the working group and the foresight panel drove (and 

coordinated) the entire process, as well as produced expert background papers and scenarios for the 

exercise. The third group - the steering committee - was involved in the discussions and fleshing out 

of the scenarios that had been developed by the foresight panel. Participants in these groups 

included farmers, researchers, and high-level civil servants from the DAFM. 

 

Foresight up analysis  

 

In order to analyse how foresight has impacted FNS policies in Ireland and Finland, we first map out 

foresight’s impact using the four levels of impact indicators already discussed in the methodology 

section as a framework for our analysis. Following this, we distil the various pathways via which 

these impacts came about. 

 

INFORMING 

FINLAND The results from both MAPTEN and MIRHAMI were disseminated on 

diverse social media platforms. 

Also, the Parliament Committee and Ministry of Agriculture have invited 

experts and used research papers from MIRHAMI and MAPTEN foresight 

exercises to educate policy makers on the subject matters discussed at 

both foresight exercises.  

IRELAND Teagasc 2030 disseminated progress reports to DAFM on a regular basis, to 
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keep the Department abreast of the process and its results. 

Press releases in the Irish Farmers Journal also served to inform farmer 

groups. However, information was not provided to the general public 

beyond these groups. There was the general sense that unless the 

information was a big breakthrough in agriculture, the information would 

not be particularly interesting to the wider public.  

RAISING AWARENESS 

FINLAND We found that one of the scenarios of MAPTEN was discussed in the 

media. For MIRHAMI, themes such as origin of food and food processing 

took the attention of media and industry sector. Also, the topic of local 

farming and organic food got the attention of different stakeholders.  

IRELAND New ideas shared during the divergent stage encouraged participants to 

question their perspectives in an optimistic way creating a swell of passion 

and emotion. The quote from a farmer reveals Teagasc 2030’s ability to 

generate diverse view-points thereby raising new consciousness: “…and a 

process like the foresight when you get really into it, you realize that there 

are many views, but also you have to slow down in your thinking.”  

ENABLING 

FINLAND As a foresight specialist from Future Research Center stated, “the foresight 

exercises enabled public actors make more informed decisions based on 

qualitative and quantitative evidence to support policy initiatives and 

strategies.” 

MAPTEN contributed to the development of a future business strategy for 

Finnish agriculture and food sector via the 2009 Future Forum where its 

main results were presented and discussed with policymakers and other 

agriculture and food production actors. 

IRELAND Mid-way into Teagasc 2030, the Teagasc Authority incorporated a change 

management process that has enabled them to perform their duties more 

effectively, particularly in responding to the impacts of the global financial 

crises. 

Interviewees reported that Teagasc 2030 not only enabled Teagasc to re-

ignite old connections, but also enabled it to understand its clients and 

how to respond to their needs going forward. According to one of the 

policy actors, today Teagasc works with other state agricultural 

departments such as Bord Bia and Enterprise Land. 

INFLUENCING 

FINLAND Participants report that MAPTEN’s impact has also been felt in the 

academic sector. Its findings and recommendations served as a baseline 

for deeper analysis and studies. It has also been mentioned that the 

process helped to include topics such as food exports, local farming, and 

climate change into the national policy agenda. 

Participants reported that MIRHAMI created the national context for 

discussing food quality and analyzing trends in organic consumption. It is 
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also supposed to have helped develop the concept of food culture in 

Finnish society and created the environment for further academic studies 

in Finnish food culture at the University of Helsinki. 

IRELAND We found that participants reported that Teagasc 2030 was successful 

more on agri-food policy than on nutrition policy, for reasons of lack of 

coordination amongst ministries (discussed further in the later policy-

down section). 

Teagasc 2030 was seen as influential at the policy level: (1) it influenced 

the Department’s decision to keep Teagasc in operation, maintaining its 

budget allocation. (2) it introduced the notion of a knowledge-based bio 

economy in the Food Harvest 2020 agenda (3) it encouraged broader 

stakeholder involvement during the creation of Food Harvest 2020 

compared with previous strategy plans. 

At the organizational level, HR policies and operations were revamped. It 

also introduced three new core values that Teagasc strongly upholds 

today: partnership, leadership and accountability. 

Finally, since Teagasc 2030, members of Teagasc have been invited to lead 

other foresight initiatives. 

TABLE 2: FORESIGHT IMPACT INDICATORS FOR THE CASE STUDIES 

 

Below are the pathways we identified via which these foresight processes were seen as impacting 

policy agenda-setting in Finland and Ireland: 

 

Involvement of Policymakers 

 

Popper (2009) recognizes that policy as an endogenous driver of the food and agricultural sector has 

implications on whether or not policy makers participate in foresight studies. He states that usually 

where they are involved in a foresight study, there are higher chances of foresight having an impact 

on policy decisions. Our findings in the field support the literature; the involvement of key policy 

makers in Teagasc2030, MIRHAMI, and MAPTEN during the process was important in facilitating 

their respective impacts on policy. At the organizational level, Teagasc 2030’s involvement of top-

level managers facilitated the endorsement of recommendations on organizational change that 

resulted from Teagasc 2030. This also made it easy to fully implement across Teagasc Authority. 

 

Government-initiated foresight 

 

The actors responsible for initiating a foresight process are also important in explaining its impact on 

policy, whether at the national or organizational level, as the literature suggests. (Bourgeois 2014) in 

his discussion of an examination of several foresight exercises concludes that foresight’s highest 

impact occurs when it is requested by a “decision-maker.” The two successful exercises they cite in 

Europe are Teagasc 2030 and PBL in the Netherlands. 

 

Both MAPTEN and Teagasc 2030 could be said to be initiated by the government, given the status of 

the research bodies that initiated them as government agencies. Also, recall that Teagasc 2030 was a 

response to a threat from a higher government body to stop Teagasc’s operations, requesting that it 

go back to the drawing board. In this regard, government’s direct and indirect initiation of Teagasc 

2030 facilitated Teagasc 2030’s influence on policymaking in DAFM. In the case of MAPTEN, the 

Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry provided guidance about research areas of interests based on 

their priorities. MAPTEN was created within this context.  
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Process and foresight methodologies 

 

Könnölä et al. (2011) and Cariola and Rolfo (2004) identify expectations of the management of 

foresight processes and final outcomes as important determinants of whether foresight will address 

societal challenges via policy. Although foresight exercises that are government-initiated and involve 

policymakers help explain foresight’s impact on policy as the literature suggests, without a well-

managed foresight process – such as using the appropriate foresight methodology tailored to the 

national context - and useful recommendations for policy, the foresight will have little to no effect 

on policy.  

 

According to an interviewee closely involved in managing Teagasc 2030, the Steering Committee 

took failures from past foresight exercises into account when managing the process of Teagasc 2030. 

They involved an external foresight expert who understood the nature of the participants, many of 

whom were researchers (often considered set in their ways and conservative). With this knowledge, 

he gave them enough time (6 months) and applied scenario-planning methods to move them 

beyond their usual thinking frameworks, towards the ‘unusual’ in terms of the what might be the 

potential of Ireland’s agricultural sector, while encouraging Teagasc to think of how it might be 

prepared for this. He also applied and enforced ground rules such as prohibiting any discussion of 

the CAP to ensure that the process remained on track. Similarly, MIRHAMI and MAPTEN used Delphi 

due to its effective process to incorporate both qualitative and quantitative information into the 

analysis process. Delphi encourages active discussion among stakeholders and revises their result 

every each round - it is a continuative process. Also, Delphi is an effective tool to break information 

asymmetries among FNS stakeholders who rarely communicate with each other. Both studies used 

interactive discussions that were seen as a learning exercises targeting the important policy actors. 

As the specialist from the University of Helsinki mentioned, sometimes the social interaction is more 

important. As an interviewee stated, the foresight process is more important that the outcome 

because people got new ideas. 

 

Network of Stakeholders 

 

According to interviewees, the creation of a network of foresight actors helped to increase the 

awareness of foresight in the Finnish FNS sector, as well as promote the studies’ views and 

recommendation as potential choices in decision-making. Through the dissemination of information, 

the network reinforced links among different actors to build inter-sectoral cooperation. As described 

in figure 1, the National Foresight Network aims to coordinate and help the communication channels 

of foresight providers and users (government, secretariat, ministries, civil society, etc). The Ministry 

of Agriculture and Forestry had under its domain a research center, LUKE, to provide background 

(data and analysis) about the food sector in the country. Throughout the development of MAPTEN 

and MIRHAMI, the Ministry had a close relationship with the experts. The interviewees reported that 

the policy-makers are interested in a particular topic, they work together with the researchers to 

build on ideas and strategies. This close working relationship, however, could be said to have already 

existed, given the small number of actors involved in government and in academia, and the 

movement of people between sectors – it could be hypothesized that these strong existing 

connections facilitated the connecting work in MAPTEN and MIRHAMI. 
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FIGURE 6: INTERACTION AND DYNAMICS OF THE NATIONAL FORESIGHT NETWORK (SOURCE: PRIME MINISTER’S 

OFFICE). AT THE TOP, ‘TULEVAISUUSKARTASTO’, MEANS ‘FUTURE ATLAS’. 

 

Although foresight in Ireland is not as embedded in government as it is in Finland, stakeholder 

groups common to both the foresight and policy community facilitated information flow from 

Teagasc 2030 to policy, Food Harvest 2020 specifically. We found participants from farmer groups, 

government and the private sector in Teagasc 2030, who also participated in the Food Harvest 2020 

policy process, two years after. In addition, background papers from Teagasc Authority also served 

as inputs to Food Harvest 2020’s policymaking process. 

 

Windows of Opportunity 

 

(Georghiou and Keenan 2006) are of the opinion that for foresight to be effective in shaping policy, 

since policy is influenced by several factors, it must align with policymaking cycles and the behavior 

of strategic actors. It becomes important therefore to conduct and present foresight processes in a 

manner that policy mechanisms can easily absorb. Timing becomes of import here as well, and 

needs to be aligned with policy cycles. The UK Technology Foresight Program is a case-in-point; 

failing to be submitted early enough for the Research Council to implement, its reform capacity was 

delayed and eventually diminished. Both the global financial crises and the global food crises 

presented windows of opportunities for outputs from Teagasc 2030 and MIRHAMI/MAPTEN 

respectively to feed into the policymaking process. By setting the groundwork between 2006 and 

2008 for a national agri-food policy (Food Harvest 2020 which began in 2010) Teagasc 2030 via 

continuous follow-up with policymakers during the global financial crises not only created the 

appropriate policy response, but also made it possible for the response to involve a broader 

stakeholder engagement process. Similarly, papers from MIRHAMI and MAPTEN served as 

background evidence based information for Food for Tomorrow, Finland’s national policy response 

to the global food crises. 

 

Policy down: Finland Overview 

 

Finland had previously managed the issues in regards to food policy separately, dealing with 

nutrition, health, safety, and security policies, as disconnected fields. According to interviewees, the 
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term food policy has only been used very recently - it emerged as a term during the discussions 

around the formulation of a national food strategy. Now, food policy comprises the fields of food 

production, food and nutrition security (FNS) and food safety. 

 

Food policies are managed by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF). One of their tasks is to 

report to the Finnish Parliament on the status of the food sector. However, the MAF also 

coordinates with other ministries as to cover all issues regarding food policy. For example, questions 

of health, poverty and marginalisation – focal question for FNS - are on the realm of the Ministry of 

Social Affairs and Health. Institutional boundaries between ministries can make collaboration 

difficult. Other relevant ministries are the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Employment and 

Economy, Ministry of the Environment, National Institute for Health and Welfare, National Nutrition 

Council, Finnish Food Safety Authority- EVIRA, Natural Resources Institute Finland MTT/Luke, Finnish 

Funding Agency for Technology and Innovation- TEKES and SITRA. All of them coordinate to bring 

issues of FNS into discussion and to set policy in a holistic way. 

 

FOOD FOR TOMORROW: Background 

 

Food for Tomorrow is a national agriculture and food strategy that was promoted by the Ministry of 

Agriculture and Forestry (Steering group for the preparation of the food strategy 2010). This 

document focuses mainly on international competitiveness of Finnish agriculture and food 

processing on globalising food markets, with a small section on food and nutrition security. The 

Prime Minister's Office appointed a steering group in November 2009 to give guidance during the 

strategy proposal formulation. This group was led by the MAF together with other organization 

representatives, such as University of Helsinki, Food and Drink Industries Federation, Central Union 

of Agricultural producers and Forest Owners, among others. Additionally, a core group was 

appointed to support this process and to give inputs for developing the strategy. This group involved 

experts of the food sector, namely from the Social Insurance Institution of Finland, National 

Emergency Supply Agency, National Board of Education, National Consumer Research Centre, 

Agrifood Research Finland MTT, Pellervo Economic Research PTT, University of Helsinki and Ministry 

of Agriculture and Forestry. 

 

The formulation of Food for Tomorrow was a participatory process, in which the experts in the core 

group gave their inputs regarding the different fields: nutrition, trade and competitiveness, 

environment, security, etc. Accordingly, the steering group guided the discussions, which mainly 

took place during the Food for Tomorrow seminar and included broad participation on all the fields 

of food policy. The process was completed in June 2010, presenting visions on the future of food. 

The strategy’s final aim is that in 2030 Finns will be eating responsibly and sustainably produced 

tasty, wholesome and safe food. 

 

FOOD FOR TOMORROW: Initiation 

 

The increased fluctuations in the global supply and demand of food, as well as other drivers of 

change such as climate change and sustainable use of natural resources, health and nutrition, 

consumer behaviour, social impacts, food prices, and taste and well-being are the issues behind the 

development of Food for Tomorrow. However, a food price crisis and the entrance to the European 

Union (EU) are two of the main factors that pushed Finland to take action and propose a strategy in 

the field of food. Accordingly, in context of Food for Tomorrow, there were challenges happening in 

the commodity markets. As stated by a professor at the Natural Resources Institute Finland, “after 

2008, we reached a peak in the crisis which make people realize the need to react, especially how 

the agricultural sector was going to reach as well as the behaviour of Finnish consumers and of 

course looking at the role of politics.” 
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Regarding the entry to the EU, Food for Tomorrow is a reference. An agri-food researcher at the 

Natural Resources Institute Finland argues that “before being part of the EU, Finland used 

centralized politics, so the Government together with the farmer’s unions were deciding what is 

produced, at which price and how much to produce. Then when we joined the EU this situation 

changed and it became highly controlled due to the establishment of the Common Agricultural 

Policy (CAP). There was a cultural transformation and a dilemma between competitiveness and 

subsidies.” “Food policy” is strongly driven by agricultural forces in Finland, and a principle of self-

sufficiency is claimed to be the core of FNS in Finland.  

 

FOOD FOR TOMORROW: Input 

 

Food for Tomorrow strategy was fed with inputs from different sources and studies. For instance, 

there are various future oriented research projects that influenced this strategy and which were 

being developed in a parallel time basis. Namely MIRHAMI 2030, MAPTEN, Beating unsustainability 

with eating: Four alternative food-consumption scenarios, and Scenarios for future agriculture in 

Finland: A Delphi study among agri-food sector stakeholders. The ‘Beating unsustainability with 

eating: Four alternative food-consumption scenarios’ study was focused on sustainable food 

consumption in everyday life. The methodology used was a scenario process, which produced 

information for strategic use, such as problem solving and policy making, through the formulation of 

better questions. It was conducted between 2006 and 2008 and one of the conclusions of the study 

is that consumers’ ideas of sustainable futures have not gained enough attention in policy 

recommendations. ‘Scenarios for future agriculture in Finland: A Delphi study among agri-food 

sector Stakeholders’ was based on sustainable agriculture. It was conducted in two rounds of Delphi 

and resulted in three main scenarios of the future of agriculture in Finland. Some important factors 

such as the external vulnerability Finland observed once they entered the European Union as well as 

the other drivers of change that were influencing their planning capacities made Finland more prone 

to using future methodologies and stakeholder consultations. In that sense, all these research 

projects using foresight were being promoted by the agriculture research institutions in Finland. In 

addition, researchers participating in them were getting involved in the policy formulation process of 

Food for Tomorrow. 

 

FOOD FOR TOMORROW: Process 

 

During the process of Food for Tomorrow, the comments from experts in the core group were 

collected and the steering group was in charge of assessing and analysing them. As a senior officer 

on food policy of the Ministry of Agriculture stated: “They elaborated a strategy report, which was 

divided in two parts: I. The background material from all the studies aforementioned, which was the 

knowledge base to develop the strategy and II. The framework for action, which included the 

suggestions on how to proceed into the policy development exercise.” 

 

Afterwards, they distributed the information in eight chapters, each of them including objectives and 

measures. As mentioned before, the aim of Food for Tomorrow was to solve the question on how to 

secure a sufficient supply of safe, tasty, wholesome and reasonably priced food which has been 

produced in a responsible manner to all Finnish consumers. For Food for Tomorrow collaborators 

this was a very challenging question. Furthermore the strategy tried to assess the operations for the 

profitability and competitiveness of the whole food chain at the global level. Food for Tomorrow was 

launched in 2010 and developed 50 measures through which the strategy will be implemented. For 

example, doubling food exports of the country to turn the food sector into a growth sector. The 

strategy is willing to act regarding various assumptions: competitiveness responding to consumer 

needs, food performance is based on top expertise and innovation, food systems rest on the 
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environment, good meals and the interest in food, the need for effective agricultural policy for the 

future, food security and emergency supply and new openings and collaboration within the food 

system. 

 

FOOD FOR TOMORROW: Outputs 

 

Food for Tomorrow set up tangible outputs, although Finland has had a slower pace in this process 

compared to other countries in the region. Some of the results of these outputs are to be seen in the 

near future. In regards to trade and competitiveness, before Food for Tomorrow there were no 

discussions about exports. The ministries started to work on it and decided to create an export 

program along with the MAF. A senior advisor from the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry states: 

“This export promotion program is a concrete result of Food for Tomorrow. The program was 

launched last September, which aim is to increase the competitiveness and to double food exports. 

The approach of the program is that Finnish need to take more risky attitudes towards exports.” 

A public catering program in schools was also devised after Food for Tomorrow, whose aim is to 

increase the consumption of organic and local food, due to the fact that public catering plays an 

important role in Finnish nutrition. Therefore, “this program is about how to promote local and 

organic food within public catering and it was done in cooperation with local actors, with 8 

municipalities. The MAF and Ministry of Environment together with the consumer associations that 

decided to initiate it,” stated an agri-food researcher at the Natural Resources Institute Finland. 

Moreover, in 2013 a Food Policy Committee was established, which includes seven ministries as well 

as industry, trade and NGO representatives. According to an agri-food researcher at the Natural 

Resources Institute Finland, “their aim is to bring together food policy issues, as well as promoting 

food and nutrition related actions.” A researcher on food systems at the Natural Resources Institute 

Finland explained, “there is a project going on at schools on how to promote local food within public 

catering, which is being done in cooperation with 8 municipalities. So far the most important criteria 

has been money, which cannot be the only criteria for competition, but the quality of products and its 

impact on food. There is a lot to learn in the municipalities. It is important to involve the local actors, 

especially to involve the local policy makers, if not nobody will take action.” Finally, there is the 

notion of smart food, meaning tasty, healthy and environmentally friendly. “The Finnish society had 

a feeling about the quality of food, but after the publication of Food for Tomorrow, the citizens paid 

more attention about the kind of food they were consuming. Also, about the origin of this food and 

the environmental impact that agriculture might have. For this reason, the term ‘smart food’ 

appeared,” remarked the Research Director of Natural Resources Institute Finland. It should be 

noted that the level of acquaintance of the Finnish public with the report and its associated terms 

had not been confirmed.  

 

Policy down: Ireland overview 

 

FOOD HARVEST 2020: Background 

 

Ireland has three hierarchical layers of policy making in FNS: law, governmental, and directive. 

Ireland’s laws emanate directly from the EU’s General Food Law Regulation (178/2002). It comes 

along with a dominant regulation from related EU FNS policies, such as Common Agricultural Policy 

(Amend 2014), Common Fisheries Policy (Amend 2014), etc. Ireland’s governmental policy on FNS is 

sectoral - the agriculture and food (agri-food) policies are separated from the health and nutrition 

policies
1
. The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (DAFM) leads the development and 

                                                           
1
 The fragmented relationship between the DAFM and DPH are due to their opposing interests and perspectives which are 

difficult to overcome. DPH focuses on health services and preventive medicine, including fighting obesity via an anti-sugar 

and fat message, while DAFM deals with the alcohol and food producers. DPH sees DAFM as spokespeople for the 

problematic food industry that causing them health problems. 
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implementation of the agri-food policies. Under DAFM, Ireland has produced periodic agri-food 

policies in the last 10-15 years. The first was Agri Vision 2010 (2000), continued by the Agri Food 

2015 (2005), then Food Harvest 2020 (2010). In 2015, DAFM is planning to develop a mid-term 

review policy of Food Harvest 2020, which will be Food Harvest 2025. The policies of the agri-food 

sector were driven by related stakeholders, such as Teagasc, Bord Bia, food industry, and farmers 

organisations. As a result of this fragmented relationship, there is no human nutrition accounted for 

in the Food Harvest 2020
2
. The Department of Public Health (DPH) leads the health and nutrition 

policies. Under the DPH, the current health and nutrition policy for Ireland is the Healthy Ireland 

(2013), a framework policy for improving health and wellbeing to 2025. The policies of health and 

nutrition were driven by several key institutions for nutrition, such as the National Nutrition 

Surveillance Centre (NNSC), Safe Food, Health Research Board (HRB), and Food Safety Authority 

(FSA)
3
. These policies usually came from scientific suggestions or policy evidence reports that justify 

the policy’s argument, produced by the institutions mentioned above. 

 

FOOD HARVEST 2020: Initiation 

 

Food Harvest 2020 was initiated due to the Irish government’s agenda to develop a periodic policy in 

the agri-food sector for every 5 years. This 5 year time frame is given based on the ruling cabinet’s 

term to govern, therefore a policy should be implemented around 3, 4, to 5 years to be able to 

achieve its milestone. This time frame impacts the policy development process - DAFM is asked to 

develop a policy in January to deliver to the government by June. Food Harvest 2020 was initiated 

when Ireland was facing the global financial crisis, and the agrifood sector reached its lowest point 

because of the market collapse. Ireland is very much export driven, so when the global market 

collapsed, it had a tremendous financial and psychological effect on the Irish agri-food export 

business. The sentiment towards Ireland’s domestic situation in looking to a recovery was, “When 

the national collapse happen, the construction, information technology and pharmaceutical industry 

collapsed, the agri-food industry was seen as the only sector to be able to withstand the change and 

to create jobs,” according to the economist from DAFM. The attempt for agri-food to be a successful 

sector in the midst of the financial turmoil was a focus for the Minister. This was to be done in the 

form of a policy exploring the potential of agrifood potential as the locomotive of Ireland’s economic 

recovery agenda. Food Harvest 2020 was published in July 2010, and by March 2011 there was a 

new Minister for Agriculture. The DAFM guidelines in developing Food Harvest 2020 as a policy were 

conducted under three sequential processes, including stakeholder participation, over 6 months: 

 

• Preliminary desk work: Background paper write up 

• Mission articulation and aggregation: Committee discussions, breakout groups, public 

submission for comments 

• Report write up: Pulling the recommendation and targets into the Food Harvest 2020 policy 

 

This was solidified under a working methodology to quantify and have an agreement on the targets 

and then trying to identify the actions that should be taken by different groups, state agencies and 

the private sector for meeting those targets. 

 

FOOD HARVEST 2020: Inputs 

 

                                                           
2
 As stated in an interview, “Government departments are stove-piped. It is quite amazing how isolated some of them 

appear to be. So, the agriculture guys are looking at agriculture, the health guys are looking at health, and the environment 

guys at environment.” 
3
 Safe Food is funded by the Government of Republic of Ireland and the Government of Northern Ireland (UK). Their work 

was created as a peace process between Ireland and UK (Northern Ireland), for looking on nutrition things on an all island 

basis. Besides policy evidence reports, Safe Food also conducts research projects, with the specific criteria that their 

research must have partners from both parts of Northern Ireland and Ireland. 
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The objective of the background paper write up was to draw guidelines that could explain the 

opportunities for the agri-food industry and the strategies to exploit those opportunities. The 

background papers were intended to cover topics on agri-food markets, food security, the 

environment, and the agri-food specific sectors such as beef, sheep, lamb, and dairy. Therefore, 

DAFM included state agencies such as Teagasc (agri-food training and research), Bord Bia (food 

marketing), and Enterprise Ireland (economic development) to be involved in the background paper 

write up. “Teagasc was heavily involved in drafting the background papers, Enterprise Ireland on 

projecting the economic development, and Bord Bia in food marketing projection,” according to the 

economist from DAFM. At the end, they were able to produce 4 groups of background papers, which 

cover: (1) growth potential, (2) knowledge based bio-economy (bioenergy), (3) marketing research, 

and (4) commodity papers. The information from each background paper was combined and 

analyzed through a SWOT analysis for a comprehensive outlook of what could be achieved for 

Ireland’s agri-food sector. 

 

FOOD HARVEST 2020: Process 

 

After the background papers were completed, DAFM invited stakeholders from the agri-food 

community to participate in the committee discussions. The committee consisted of 30 people from 

various backgrounds, representing the farm organizations, food industry, marketing, economists, 

etc. The committee was led by a chairman, and their mission was focusing on where Ireland’s agri-

food sector was and where it might be, based on the background paper analysis. Technically, the 

committee had a total of 4 meetings of 2 hours each. The time frame limited the committee 

discussions to a supervisory role of commenting on the background papers that were prepared prior 

to the meeting and, “these big size meetings did not allow the voices of everyone to be heard” 

according to the economist from DAFM. Therefore, it was quite difficult to have a consensus and 

consequently, many participants did not circulate the final report to the experts in other areas. 

 

To encourage effective brainstorming and detailed recommendations, the committee split up into 

breakout groups - small groups with a mission on a topic or issue that they had to discuss. People 

from the committee were assigned to these groups, based on their expertise. There were six 

thematic groups consisting of 4-5 people each: dairy, environmental, pigs, beef, fisheries, and sheep. 

Each group was organized by a chairperson and a rapporteur. In general, the flow of these groups 

was brainstorming ideas, a set of suggestions and providing comments on the background papers. 

The recommendations from the breakout groups were brought back to the committee. To provide 

the committee with additional information on each sector, DAFM, through the Food Harvest 2020 

secretariat, commenced public submissions. It was a web based public consultation with electronic 

submission linked to the DAFM website. DAFM gave guidelines for the public submissions, according 

to the economist from DAFM, “technically, we said to them, here are the 5-6 main documents, at the 

end of this, there are questions that we want you to answer.” The submissions came from many 

different stakeholders; farm organizations, research institutions, academicians, public-individuals to 

broad interest groups. Then, the secretariat read the submissions and ideally based their writing of 

the final policy report on the submissions, bearing in mind what the committee was focused on. All 

of the recommendations, suggestions and targets which came from the committee discussions, 

breakout groups, and public submissions were brought to the Food Harvest 2020 Secretariat, who 

(in addition to the chairman of the committee) was responsible for writing the policy report. The 

secretariat included people from DAFM, Enterprise Ireland, Bord Bia and Teagasc. Besides being 

responsible for the final policy report, during the whole policy development process, the secretariat 

also managed all the distribution of required documents for the participants in the committee. 

 

FOOD HARVEST 2020: Targets 
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The final policy report was agreed within the committee and set up by the secretariat, with the 

approach that the Food Harvest 2020 should be a concise policy report with detailed 

recommendations (203 of them). Each recommendation came with a measurable set of targets, and 

emphasized achievable, smart and sustainable outcomes. It made use of the knowledge and analysis 

to deliver results (milestones) that would reposition the agri-food sector. The recommendations 

covered dairy, environmental, pigs, beef, fisheries, and sheep. Meanwhile, the discussions on the 

targets were about who would drive it and how it would be achieved, and emphasizing the goals of 

value rather than volume. The targets were decided on by accommodating all views, according to 

the Chairman of the committee. “For example the 50% growth on dairy arrived after people said it 

could be 20%. Some other said there will be no growth, or it could be 70%. So at the end, consensus 

was agreed that 50% would work. That was a decision that was accepted in the report.” The 

recommendations and measurable targets were constructed under the impression that, “We wanted 

to have something specific, so the industry could measure back again on what they had achieved” 

according to the economist from DAFM. 

 

Policy down: analysis 

 

The introduction of foresight into policy development 

 

Both cases show that the foresight aspects in policy making were introduced by chance, due to 

contextual issues. In the case of Finland, MAPTEN and MIRHAMI were produced before the Food for 

Tomorrow strategy. Both foresight exercises were taken into account in the policy making, especially 

after the researchers who developed MIRHAMI were invited by the Finnish Ministry of Agriculture to 

participate in the making of Food for Tomorrow. In this sense, the narrative in Finland is that the 

government should provide the guiding principles to initiate a foresight study as well as having a 

closer and broader interaction between policy-makers and foresight academics. 

 

Similarly, in the case of Ireland, the Teagasc 2030 foresight was produced before the 2008 financial 

crisis. As explained in the scenario up section, it had more relevance for revitalizing Teagasc and was 

not planned to connect to Ireland’s policy-making process. However, Teagasc 2030 was able to bring 

a future looking worldview, through foresight recommendations and a foresight stakeholder 

network, which brought up ideas regarding how to overcome the crisis. Therefore, this was taken 

into account for the Food Harvest 2020 policy making. Regardless the influence that Teagasc 2030 

had on Food Harvest 2020, the policy itself couldn't develop its own foresight exercise due to time 

constraints - it had 6 months to be developed. It was seen that by the policy makers from Teagasc 

2030 experience, where they need more than a year to develop, therefore it wasn’t enough time to 

be developed specifically for Food Harvest 2020. The other critique to the foresight method was that 

a policy had to be target specific, whereas the focus of some foresight methods may be rather 

arbitrary. However, these arguments emphasise the value of more general foresight processes that 

policy processes can draw on without policy makers starting their own new work. 

 

Both cases show that after the policy processes had benefited from foresight, foresight became 

regularly used in future FNS policy-making. In the case of Finland, the increased use of foresight 

commenced after Food for Tomorrow as members of the steering group were asked by the Ministry 

of Agriculture to be part of working groups to assess FNS-related topics. As explained by one 

representative from the Natural Resources Institute Finland, “I am also working in the national 

group working for the national nutrition requirements. This is a continuous process. We are also 

preparing complementary recommendations. We are working in the consumption of iodide as there 

is deficit of it in our population.”  
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In the case of Ireland, the state agencies including Teagasc were significantly involved in developing 

Food Harvest 2020 by contributing with guideline documents and recommendations from their area 

of expertise. Their technocratic position was strategic for finding solutions for policies, as stated by 

the economic staff of DAFM; “when they are asked on how to find solutions, they would know with 

looking on their own projects, and they will come with recommendations.” Also, as the state 

agencies’ projects were commercially viable for the industry, it made it easier to get their 

recommendations adopted. 

 

Besides the foresight method from Teagasc 2030 which were used in the development of Food 

Harvest 2020, they have had their significance on Ireland’s agri-food community. As an example, 

Delphi has been used by Animal Health Ireland (AHI)
4
 for trying to decide on the non-production 

diseases they would be focusing on. The specific advantage of using Delphi based on AHI’s 

experience was that AHI’s stakeholders had a number of strong views and strong personalities in the 

committee and AHI need to make sure that all of the participants contributed and get involved 

equally
5
. 

 

Influences of foresight on policy 

 

Any policy development needs evidence to structure its targets. Normatively, this evidence is built 

from modelling, surveys, questionnaires or surveillance system reports. This enables the policy 

makers to explore policy directions.  Evidence-based recommendations by research organizations 

might be brought up to the government for a policy initiative. However, it is up to the government’s 

discretion whether to take results into account or not. These demands for evidence are policy 

making opportunities that MAPTEN, MIRHAMI and Teagasc 2030 as foresight reports filled. 

 

In Ireland, participants reported that the role of Teagasc 2030 as a set of recommendations shaped 

Food Harvest 2020 by influencing the policy makers’ minds to take a broader point of view and have 

more ambitious targets for the policy. The recommendations from Teagasc 2030 were placed as a 

reference for developing the policy targets. Specifically, one of the background documents on agri-

food potential growth for the policy was written by Teagasc. This gave the policy maker to a more 

visionary and future looking-mindset when setting up the targets
6
. In the case of Finland, Food for 

Tomorrow’s vision of the future was nurtured by the previous foresight studies. The consumer-

oriented approach from MIRHAMI’s recommendation, which includes local and organic 

consumption, has remained as a vision of the policy. The exogenous events that Finland faced in the 

past years, e.g. food crisis, entrance to the EU, Russian import ban, etc., urged them to take foresight 

recommendations into account. Hence, a number of recommendations have been referenced in 

reports by the Finnish government. “What also led to this export promotion program are the food 

crisis in 2008 and the global situation in the market. Also, the Russian ban has incremented the 

discussions about the use of foresight,” stated a senior adviser at the Ministry of Agriculture and 

Forestry. However, taking foresight recommendations into account has been a challenge for FNS 

policymakers in Finland, as the ‘what-if’ question has not always been part of their daily 

assessments. The process of using foresight in FNS policy-making has taken a slow pace, and is not 

yet completely implemented in Finland. Additionally, from the perspective of policy-making, FNS 

policy is still searching for its form and field as a horizontal policy making area, due to the fact that as 

a comprehensive term, food policy arose relatively recently in Finland. 

 

                                                           
4
 Animal Health Ireland (AHI) is a Private Public Partnership. The state initiated it at the request of the industry particularly the dairy 

processor, on the basis that there were animal diseases which had an economic impact but didn’t have a societal health impact, so the 

state looks after the diseases that have a societal impact. 
5
 The Delphi method allows that kind of process, which gives broad ownership to the decision. 

6
 Another example: when the committee looked at climate change, Food Harvest 2020 used Teagasc 2030’s recommendations. 
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Interviewees report that the processes used enabled participants of the policy development to drive 

the policy direction. Even though the policy-making rationale had not always been based on popular 

demand, the participatory processes are sufficient for having broad articulation and aggregation of 

issues as well as knowledge transfer between the participants. This opportunity was exercised by the 

foresight stakeholder network of MIRHAMI and Teagasc 2030 to influence FNS policies. In Ireland, 

Teagasc 2030 created a strong foresight network which helped shape Food Harvest 2020. This was 

shown by the DAFM policy makers’ and civil-servants’ influence, who were involved in Teagasc 2030, 

sit on the Board of Teagasc, and were also actively involved in the development of the policy. One of 

the channels for the foresight stakeholder network to influence the policy-making process was the 

breakout group sessions. The dynamics within the breakout groups were described as intense 

discussions between experts and practitioners within the agrifood sector who had strong views on 

what is required from the government. The output from each of the groups was largely determined 

by the knowledge and experiences of those who participated. The exchange of people and ideas that 

had taken place amongst the high-level state agencies made it easier for the Teagasc 2030 

recommendations to be adopted at the policy level, as it was reported to have been effectively 

shared by the foresight stakeholder network. In the case of Finland, some of the experts involved in 

MIRHAMI and Beating Unsustainability projects as well as in other future-oriented projects were 

part of Food for Tomorrow. For instance, their participation introduced the idea of foresight into the 

formulation of this national strategy. Moreover, involving their network of foresight experts meant 

bringing advanced methodologies that helped shape the strategy’s objectives and measures. “We 

had the core group. I was from the research field. It involved different people, most of them from 

food industry or consumer side. It was quite business based and the steering group people, had 

different backgrounds, ones were more institutional people, who were guiding. We organized two or 

three different workshops, each of them with a theme, we discussed, using foresight techniques in a 

workshop,” according to a researcher at the Natural Resources Institute Finland. 

 

The benefits of linking foresight and policy 

 

Food Harvest 2020 was influenced by Teagasc 2030 foresight in the matter of scaling up the agrifood 

output by increasing the value of production for exports through a knowledge based bioeconomy 

strategy, which can be clearly seen in the policy targets. As an added value of this orientation, Food 

Harvest 2020 started to emphasize the bio-energy sector, an issue which had never been seriously 

discussed in any of the previous policies. The idea of bringing in bio-energy was to build credibility 

around the environmental credentials of Irish food products, sending the message that Ireland was 

not only a green island producing food with high quality, but doing so in an environmentally friendly 

way. Not all of the participatory instruments were able to produce quality discussions towards 

determining the policy targets. In the example of the committee discussions in Ireland, attendance 

size was too big to allow everyone to be heard. Meanwhile, the public submission didn’t fulfil their 

mission of bringing quality inputs from other stakeholders, because most of the submissions which 

came from public-individuals and broad interest groups weren’t relevant. Therefore, DAFM couldn't 

call all of the submissions in-depth. “Most of the comments were not factory based. Therefore, the 

public stuff wasn't that relevant,” according to the economic staff from DAFM. 

 

In the case of Finland, attitudes are moving towards support of competitiveness rather than 

subsidies, and in a sense this was reflected in Food for Tomorrow. The overarching target for the 

policy was global competition and increase of food exports, rather than prioritizing a subsidy 

strategy. Even though there has been a strong lobbying process by the largest food industries in the 

country, which may have had an influence on the policy targets, this seems to be a blur distinction 

that can’t be attributed only to this national strategy. Yet foresight was able to provide actionable 

recommendations that fit in the policy environment. 
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In Ireland, before consensus was achieved, each stakeholder persistently pushed their own interests 

and positions: 

 

• The food processors, industry and retailers positioned themselves with business interests in 

support of expansion or increasing output and increasing their sales for higher profit at the 

retail level
7
. 

• The farm organizations were representing the farmers for an increase farmers’ income, but 

faced a principal and agent dilemma
8
. Farm organizations will not necessarily represent the 

farmers on the ground, they have their own interest and agendas. According to an 

economist from DAFM, “They will be working at EU or any level to change the policy and 

maximize output for the whole industry. They wouldn’t be involved in deciding what the 

price will be, and what farmers would get.”
9
 

 

Participants reported that foresight influence the benchmark in setting up overarching targets 

enables consensus building for an agreement on visionary targets for Food Harvest 2020. The 

consensus was built from the future oriented visions as foundations, which were influenced by the 

foresight recommendations and stakeholders network. A shared worldview has been reported to 

have been gained from the whole process, which has been seen as a specific and detailed future 

planning, with a 10 year view of the future, “so hopefully by then people can look up a bit and dream 

a little. You dream and execute the dreams between then and 2020,” according to the Chairman. The 

consensus pathway was built under a view towards market growth and improving farmers’ lives for 

the sake of future Irish agri-food industry. Therefore, a change in the agri-food sector was accepted 

as necessary to respond to the change in the world market
10

. This was also supported by the broker 

role played by the Chairman of the Committee. Persuasively, the chairman pulled the different 

stakeholder interests and positions in the committee towards the common goal. This was done as 

the stakeholders were persistent and hard to break in, by having the Chairman literally saying, 

“Leave your jersey outside your door! We are the Irish people looking at the future.” 

 

In the case of Finland, foresight was reported to have pushed the policy-making process to be more 

participatory, where stakeholders were part of public discussions and workshops in which they 

envision the future. The usefulness of these type of methodologies is that they keep room for 

ordinary people to voice their interests into the policy-making. In the same sense, foresight exercises 

influence the policy process - not everything is about the strategic action resulting from the foresight 

exercise; it is also about the way the process was conducted and done. Connecting the correct 

                                                           
7
 The processors and retailers in the European agri-food supply chain are very strong. They determine the price of a commodity for a 

consumer at the retail market level, while fixing of how much profit they will keep for themselves. As an example, it was said, “The meat 

processors are not paying beef farmers the proper price for our meat. The actual price which the beef farmers get has been sort of static 

for the last 15-20 years. There’s a huge squeeze on them. If the consumer gets reduced price, it’s the farmers who get the bite.” 
8
 The farmer organizations were very satisfied with the output of Food Harvest 2020 and previously Agri Food 2015, in contradiction with 

the farmers themselves, who were not satisfied, because the price they get is determined by the market. 
9
 The farm organizations were divided as a community. Each of the farmers associations had very different agendas, and they wouldn't 

trust the to do a good job: “IFA looks after the big farmers, ICMSA looks after the diary ones, Macra is for the young farmers, and ICSA 

looks after the poor farmers that the IFA doesn't care about.” As a strategy to encourage a policy which maximizes output for the whole 

industry, the farm organizations consolidated themselves. They had a few informal meetings, attempting to influence the process: “Before 

a meeting we might have a chat even though we might not agree on some issues. The farming groups will not undermine each other. They 

wouldn't have formally agreed on something beforehand, but neither will they. At both the professional staffs and the elected level and so 

on from five of the farming representatives, there are disagreements between farm organizations. But in general, when it comes to a 

forum like that, it is a system that works, but not formally.” 
10

 The consensus pathway was built on a strong philosophical belief, that if they increase their export, there is a win-win for all of the 

stakeholders. In this framework, farmers weren’t regarded as an independent entity from the whole supply chain, because it starts from a 

farm and ends in the mouth of the consumers. “The farmers can come to all places to make their voice heard, shout, and rolled outside 

government buildings or block the roads at their wish. But there are three kings in this, I believe if agriculture and food were smart plus 

green equals growth. That was my mantra in the whole project. I didn’t think the taxpayers should put money in the food industries. The 

industry, including farmers, should do at their own resources. Farmers are included in the industry because they own the business, and the 

co-op.” 
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people to meet and discuss, whom otherwise would be disconnected, makes the foresight exercise a 

learning process for the policy-makers. It opens paths for people to work together in the various 

areas of FNS policies. Additionally, there were Councils created to discuss different topics: among 

others, consumption, environment, agriculture. According to a food culture professor and 

researcher at the University of Helsinki, “these were created two years ago as forum for discussion 

and they are going to use future-oriented practices, in their next session. Interestingly, this was not 

usual in Finland before Food for Tomorrow and it became an important part of Finnish food 

policymaking. Thus, after the elections, the future of food policy will be discussed and all the policy 

documents will be updated.” 

 

One of the key gaps foresight is reported to have filled in FNS policy-making is food policy 

stakeholder involvement. For example, the opportunity for consumer voices to be heard in the 

context of a national strategy that resulted from the efforts of MIRHAMI. This research project gave 

relevant ideas for the FNS policy-making; additionally, researchers participating in the core group of 

MIRHAMI were afterwards advising the Food for Tomorrow formulation process. This interrelation 

was a significant contribution for the policy process as it enabled policy-makers to take advantage of 

future-oriented information and recommendations.  

 

Food Harvest 2020 has been reported to have brought significant outcomes to Ireland’s agri-food 

sector. First, it was seen as quite important in framing the debate about how the agri-food industry 

should develop, and as an important document for the ministry, influencing decisions and 

operations. A number of reports commissioned by the government and ministries regularly refer to 

Food Harvest 2020. There were also annual updates of it, and groups who are monitoring the 

progress and looking atrecommendations that had been implemented. Second, it was reported to 

have sent a strong and positive signal to the farmers that they needed to increase production and 

that Ireland was developing markets internationally for these products
11

. An indicator of this was the 

increasing numbers of youththat are attending agricultural education, which had grown dramatically 

in the last 4-5 years. Even though the outcomes of Food Harvest 2020 weren't always a success, 

especially on the bioenergysector, it was due to a lack of infrastructure around bio-energy; “the 

farmers are left with a sector that doesn’t have a downstream, or the value chain is weak.” The 

farmers were encouraged to grow renewable energy crops but there were no promising market, 

solid return, good infrastructure around processing that raw material, marketing, tariffs, subsidies or 

good taxation policy. As a result, “a lot of farmers have ploughed back miscanthus land back into 

grassland.” Meanwhile, in the case of Finland, the involvement of a wider number of stakeholders 

during the policy-making process increased the likelihood of the topics to remain on the public 

agenda. For instance, local and organic consumption and business export orientation were two 

approaches that were kept in the agenda of Food for Tomorrow after the foresight exercises were 

done. This process has also been important to frame the debate in Finland about how to introduce 

cultural issues into public food procurement, such as at schools and universities. For instance, the 

consumption of organic is one of the issues that is thought of as a future possibility. “The organic 

food production has radically changed, it is a more strategic issue,” states a Food Culture Professor 

at University of Helsinki. Consumer orientation is another important perspective derived from Food 

for Tomorrow. It is worth noticing that nowadays food systems are accounted to consumers; this led 

consumer associations to strongly participate in developing Food for Tomorrow. According to the 

Professor, “it has become important to keep room for consumers as ordinary people to voice their 

interests. It is interesting to see this approach is appearing in policy-making, which has also lead 

Finland to use ‘consensus conferences’ witnessed.” 

 

                                                           
11

 A complementary lifeline came from the abolition of milk quotas, because they were constrained with what Ireland 

could produce domestically in terms of dairy, and this Send the message that there are more opportunities for business. 
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A salient detail of the Food for Tomorrow process is that there was a change in vocabulary, which is 

relatively recent, as argues a Food Culture Professor at University of Helsinki: after the strategy, 

“food policy arises for the first time in Finland, embracing different aspects (food safety, nutrition, 

health, agricultural policies, etc.), although the ideas behind the policy maybe didn’t change it 

completely.” Different experts from different organizations created horizontal policies, which were 

relevant for several Ministries. They were also sent to represent the Committees. This Professor 

insisted on the argument that “This wouldn’t have happened without Food For Tomorrow, in my 

interpretation.” 

 

Policy down: conclusions from the case studies 

 

Both the Irish and Finnish case studies provide useful examples for understanding how foresight and 

policy are linked, and where gaps exist.  

 

The foresight processes explored in both countries were neither fully integrated, from the start, with 

policy development, but nor were they disconnected.  They involved key policy makers through 

highly participatory processes, and were initiated with government support. It could be said that 

because these processes focused on learning between societal stakeholders, they created a shared 

understanding that was later used by building on foresight insights in policy development, in 

processes and outputs. Foresight was used to build common visions and recognize contextual 

challenges. Having the benefit of a small group of actors involved in both the foresight exercises and 

policy processes, a conclusion that can be drawn from the reports of interviewees is that the 

foresight exercises helped build towards a ‘foresight culture’ around agriculture and food – later 

leading to more institutionally embedded foresight processes. 

The links between foresight and policies were created ad hoc and after the foresight processes were 

conducted. This means that the foresight processes were not initially designed to deal with the 

specific objectives of the policies. This can be a drawback, because the value and salience of 

foresight processes with regard to policy can be less clear. On the other hand, this lack of a 

connection gave the foresight processes an independent perspective which offered opportunities to 

bring new ideas into policy. 
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

This document reports on multiple approaches through which insight was sought on the links and 

gaps between foresight and policy in a European food and nutrition security context. To do this, we 

conducted a review of the literature; an analysis of European foresight exercises and their links to 

policy; a set of interviews with policy makers and foresight practitioners at the EC level; and two in-

depth case studies (Ireland and Finland).  

 

The literature review brings up the following conclusions and recommendations:   

 

Foresight processes 

 

• Foresight studies are increasingly used in the food domain. 

• General consensus foresight should be policy informing but not policy prescriptive. 

• Diversity is crucial in terms of possible futures, enabling a differentiating analysis, as well as 

diversity in searching for solutions and identifying policy options. 

• foresight helps create a commitment among actors to support future oriented visions 

 

Impact on policy 

 

The literature provides a suggested classification of four policy effects of foresight: 

 

• Informing: Providing information on food and nutrition security futures to relevant 

stakeholders and actors. 

• Awareness Raising: Increase understanding of FNS scenarios created through foresight and 

other tools and the utility of futures methods in crafting policy and addressing future 

challenges. 

• Enabling: Providing the tools for policy makers and other actors to take action on related 

issues. 

• Influencing: Creating change in FNS policies and strategies in the public and private sectors. 

 

The following recommendations emerge for increased impact on policy and increasingly the 

effectiveness of policy:  

 

• Foresight exercises should be aligned with policy cycles. 

• The highest impact is achieved when foresight is initiated by policy processes or policy 

makers. 

• Foresight reports should be institutionalized in policy-making processes. 

• Policy-makers should be flexible in accepting foresight recommendations. 

• Encourage a participatory foresight and policy-making process. 

 

Depending on the goal of the foresight process, it could be improved by:  

 

• Strengthening relationships between policymakers and foresight researchers. 

• Strengthen the relationship between foresight research institutions and policy-making 

institutions. 

• Employing a mix of qualitative and quantitative foresight methods. 

• A clear communication strategy. 

• Capturing the attention of the public by having important topics (controversy or trends) as 

subject of study. 
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• Scenarios offering specific enough information to indicate policy transition pathways. 

 

Even when following all of the above recommendations, linking foresight and policy is still 

challenging, because policy realities are dynamic and pressured by many other concerns and 

interests. 

 

The analysis of foresight exercises across Europe shows that: 

 

• European Food Future studies have increased fivefold on average between 2002 and 2014. 

• Presently an average of 5 food related foresight studies are conducted or ongoing in the EU 

per year. 

• The majority of studies seek to engage and are participatory. 

• The majority of studies concern production and its environmental drivers, but production 

studies are not wholly dominant (around 50-60% are production focussed). 

• Foresight exercises are both conducted in consultative fashion (with external partners) and 

in-house by governments – with UK-based exercises showing an increase in in-house 

processes recently, possibly from a desire to have more process ownership. 

• Shorter-term (<10 years) and longer-term (>10 years) foresight process have been 

conducted – but longer-term processes are increasing, possibly as contextual challenges 

such as climate change become more long-term in scope. 

• There are qualitative and quantitative foresight exercises, but integrated 

qualitative/quantitative exercises are in the minority. This is particularly interesting given 

the emphasis placed on the value of such mixed approached both by policy makers in the 

interviews, and in the literature. 

 

The set of interviews with policy makers and foresight practitioners yields a number of conclusions 

and recommendations:  

 

• Interviewees from the DGs had experience with foresight as well as with policy; several were 

formally trained with foresight methods; they had foresight experts in their DGs or worked 

together with the JRC (foresight team and other experts).  

• Many had had positive experiences with foresight processes, but also a number of 

suggestions for improvement of the foresight/policy link.  

• When targeted policy formulation is the goal, foresight processes should be integrated with 

policy processes carefully framed, and championed by those with convening power around 

certain key issues. 

• All interviewees recognized (social) learning and network-building aspects of foresight 

processes as being the most powerful; and more important than products.  

• Social learning and network development can be captured, to move it beyond anecdotally 

described value – given the right research tools. 

• Participants had different notions of whether foresight should be institutionalised – some 

thought it should be part of any policy assessment; others were worried that 

institutionalization leads to bureaucratization and preferred more dynamic, free, externally 

supported processes. These opinions could be combined in the recommendation that for 

certain specific policy-focused processes, a foresight component could be integrated, 

supported by the stimulation of a ‘foresight culture’ through training, experiences and 

capacity development. 

• Creating a foresight culture might also help deal with a challenge identified in the EC – that 

there is some resistance to novel forms of collaboration and knowledge development. 

• Interviews pointed toward methodology that incorporates multiple drivers, engaging mixed 

approaches (games, quantitative and qualitative elements, explorative and intervention-
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focused elements). Build on existing foresight exercises rather than reinventing the wheel 

unnecessarily. 

 

The case studies in Ireland and Finland represent two unique cases, in that they have had policy 

impact, but were not designed with specific policy design objectives in mind.  Conclusions and 

recommendations from these case studies include:  

• Government-supported processes, however broadly focused, have a strong chance of 

influencing policy. 

• Government actors and other actors were included in the processes – and this was also an 

effect of deep knowledge of the relevant networks. 

• The relative disconnectedness of the processes in relation to policy can be seen as a 

weakness as well as a benefit. Their policy impacts were seen as ad-hoc, and the links might 

not have developed. On the other hand, the processes were seen as benefitting from a 

relatively independent set of objectives – bringing fresh perspectives to policy. 

• Both cases benefitted from the development of a ‘foresight culture’ through the foresight 

exercises, combined with rather small/well-connected networks of policy makers and 

foresight actors. 

• A recommendation from the case studies can therefore be to be very conscious about the 

level of integration with policy that is needed, and the benefits and drawbacks of various 

levels of integration. 

• A second recommendation is that foresight and policy actors should work to create a well-

connected ‘culture of foresight’. 

 

Limitations 

 

There are a number of limitations to each of the research elements in this study:  

 

• The literature study is mostly focused on foresight-policy links,  and does not focus very 

much on the use of other policy development tools - except from the reference to Jordan 

and Turnpenny (2015) which offers more contextual and comparative insight.  

• The database captured by the CAPSTONE report is not representative of EU wide member 

state trends. Use of foresight studies in food are increasing but are still numerically low. The 

UK initiated a program in 2011 of foresight studies, as did Italy in 2013, and outside of these 

countries, Finland, and the Netherlands, most of the other studies in the database are 

conducted at EU level. 

• The interviews were conducted with a first, small set of interviewees, mostly in DGs, with 

some experience with foresight as well as with policy development. Further research will 

engage with a wider range of EU policy makers and foresight practitioners, which will include 

individual who do not have this dual experience. 

• The case studies were selected for being rather high-profile, national case studies, with a 

comparable integration with policy – this was discovered through interviews and 

interactions with case actors. Based on this, other case studies which were either far less 

connected to policy, or more closely aligned with policy, would provide different insights. 

 

Integrated conclusions and recommendations 

 

There are many overlaps between the different analysis tracks in this document, and some 

informative gaps, leading to the following overall conclusions and recommendations:  
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• From the different research sources, a picture emerges of a range of foresight exercises that 

are further removed from or more closely integrated with and focused on policy. A first 

recommendation for designers of foresight processes would be to be conscious about the 

benefits of different degrees of broadness/focus. The literature, the case studies and the 

interviews all demonstrate that while strong policy integration is desirable in some cases, 

there can be value in a degree of independence – there is a role for broad, multi-

dimensional processes, focused policy processes and intermediate ‘upstream’ processes. 

• If the goal is to have specific policy impacts, processes should be designed very close to, and 

with, policy makers and processes, letting go of the idea of delivering recommendations, and 

going for a much more continual, iterative process of designing and testing policy. 

• In general, diverse, relevant actors should be very closely involved in foresight processes, 

whatever their objectives – as co-owners and co-designers as well as participants. 

• In more open/multi-dimensional processes that seek to engage with broad strategic 

questions, the case studies and interviews point out that the main value is (social) learning 

and the building of networks. First of all, this benefit should be recognized in this type of 

foresight process; and secondly, this type of benefit can and should be measured and 

researched (Schoemaker 1993a, Glick et al. 2012). 

• The case studies, the interviews as well as the literature point to the value of ‘building a 

foresight culture’, as well as foresight networks, through training, shared experiences and 

other forms of capacity development. This is particularly relevant given the comments by 

interviewers on the reluctance of (EC) policy makers to accept novel forms of collaborative 

knowledge creation.  

• A conscious selection of a mix of foresight methods, focusing on understanding context, on 

priorities and objectives, on experimentation and on both experiential and analytical 

dimensions are necessary to create engaging, relevant and deep foresight (Vervoort et al. 

2012). This includes the use of both qualitative and quantitative elements, of engaging with 

scenarios experimentally and experientially through games, and of both explorative and 

normative/intervention scenarios.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

To identify the start points of case studies, a database of 64 EU foresight activities concerning food 

was developed by the SciencesPo CAPSTONE researchers. It included a typology of a variety of 

factors. Besides the publication date of the exercise findings, there was the time horizon of the 

foresight exercise (short term (0-10 yrs.), medium term (10-20 yrs.), long term (20 yrs. and above)), 

the method of foresight (divided crudely into qualitative, quantitative, or integrating both), whether 

the exercise was participatory or not (consultative, non-consultative) and the Sponsor-Executor 

arrangement, which was filtered from the database to examine the roles of Government and 

Academia in the arrangement. The standard type in the arrangement is Government as Sponsor of 

the foresight executor and Academia as Executor. Government-Other represents a potentially more 

active participation of Government, where it both sponsored the research and ran it through 

National or EU government research bodies, or invested in Private or Think-Tank type bodies. 

Academia-Academia and Academia-Other represent potentially Academic exercise without the 

strong Government links required to influence policy. Within the database, the 48 entries in Table 3 

below were complete enough to be included in a trend analysis. 

 



 

 

TABLE 3: EXERCISES WITHIN THE CAPSTONE STUDY DATABASE USED 

 

STUDY DATABASE USED FOR THE TREND ANALYSIS IN SECTION 3 
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