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Abstract
Anticipatory governance (AG) is defined as a “system of systems” that employs foresight to create future plans and execute
relevant actions. Recently, various frameworks of AG have been introduced, but there is little practical information available
for newcomers on how to do this. This research conducted a framework-based comparative country analysis to provide
lessons learned for newcomers in the sphere of foresight-linked AG. By evaluating the AG levels of Finland, the UK, the
Netherlands, and Korea, we found that the consequences of foresight-linked AGs were different in each country. At the
same time, we also identified a common denominator, namely, future receptivity, a “human or people” capacity to accept
and understand the value of foresight. Instead of temporary system changes or organizational modifications, future receptivity
is an underlying element for newcomers to overcome lingering short-termism and facilitate the coordination of stakeholders
concerning foresight. In conclusion, we suggest ways to promote future receptivity for newcomers. First, the government
should educate and train the public and government officials to promote future literacy and future proficiency. Second, the
government should provide a process for public participation such as nationwide networking that enables the public to
influence their diverse future images over foresight outcomes.
Keywords: Anticipatory governance, Capacity building, Future receptivity, Newcomer, Public participation

Introduction
concept of anticipatory governance (AG) has grown in academic and practical repute in the “futures” sphere since
Fuerth and Faber suggested it be applied to the US administration in 2012 [1]. For the then US administration, AG
meant anticipating emerging issues and trends and evaluating the implications and impact of government policies
under different circumstances. Besides the USA, various
countries have introduced AG into their government affairs
[2–6]. Moreover, in international organizations, AG stands
out too. UNDP’s Foresight Manual was published in 2018
[7], which outlines “Anticipatory Governance and Strategic
Management” as one of the four major areas where foresight
can make an important contribution to the work of public
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bureaucracies as part of the implementation of the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals. Subsequently in 2019, the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) hosted the 38th Session of the Network of Senior
Officials from the Centres of Government to discuss AG application within the Prime Minister’s Office [8].
Various frameworks have been introduced as practical
tools for developing a foresight-linked AG diagnosing
where and how certain AG approaches may need improvement or refinement [9–11]. The literature review
reveals that there is much information available about
foresight methodologies, processes, and rationales for
AG. However, there is little concerning underlying factors that can lead to the success of AG. Rather, more
focus is on operational factors which appear to merely
determine whether foresight exists or not. Furthermore,
there is little practical information on AG for new foresight practitioners and countries pursuing the use
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thereof, namely, newcomers. The AG framework along
with its delivery and reporting methodologies has been
similar around the world. It has been developed mainly
by AG leading countries [11]. Most papers do not attempt to look at AG through the eyes of newcomers. Indeed, it is necessary to delve deeper into historical and
ongoing efforts (or best practices) of countries that lead
foresight-linked AG. In addition, an analysis of where
and why countries have lost the functioning a foresightlinked AG is also critical for newcomers for benchmarking purposes.
This article attempts to address the following question:
for the continued foresight and sustainable operation of
AG, what kinds of fundamental conditions (capabilities
and systems) are needed for newcomers? The objective
of this article is to explore the concept of knowledge that
initiates and continues AG from the perspective of newcomers. It is natural for some to regard that the implementation of AG should be different for newcomers
especially those that do not have a long-established history of democracy, solid social stability, and a certain degree of welfare. For newcomers who plan to initiate AG,
it is important to identify a fundamental starting point
and sustaining conditions while exploring specific implications in the sphere of AG.
The structure of this article is as follows. First, it presents the theoretical frames and methodology used in
the study. Second, it proposes a new framework designed by integrating the AG criteria found in the key
AG literature with Fuerth and Faber’s frame. On the
basis of this framework, the AG capabilities and systems
of the UK, the Netherlands, Finland, and South Korea
(hereinafter Korea) are evaluated and compared. Lastly,
based on these findings, this article concludes with recommendations for a continued foresight-linked AG for
newcomers.

Theoretical frames and methodology
Futures studies, horizon scanning, foresight, and
anticipatory governance

Futures studies, horizon scanning, foresight, and AG all
explore the realm of “futures,” but their range and purposes are slightly different. Futures studies is the academic domain and theoretical backbone of horizon
scanning, foresight, and AG. It focuses on values and
norms including alternative ideas, systems, and models
rather than policies [12–14]. Many studies in this sphere
entail images, worldviews, behaviors, and advances in
the science and technology of various futures of both society and people in general [12]. Meanwhile, foresight rather intends to influence policies and strategies through
forecasts and estimations while emphasizing forwardlooking outcomes within government policies [15–17].
In short, while futures studies aim to cope with and
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embrace uncertainty, foresight focuses more on eliminating it.
Horizon scanning is the foundation and an essential feedstock of integrated foresight [18]. It is a fundamental approach to most of the “more specific focused” foresight
exercises [19]. At the beginning of any foresight activities,
horizon scanning is implemented as a prerequisite [20]. In
short, horizon scanning is a broad concept consisting of
forward-looking activities [21]. It can sometimes be used as a
foresight tool, a special form of foresight, or a broad scope
foresight [22]. For example, Korea and Finland use horizon
scanning as a specific and indispensable tool for foresight
and AG [23], but the UK and the Netherlands use it similar
to an entire foresight process. In the UK, horizon scanning is
applied as a future developmental plan while improving policy robustness and detecting gaps in the knowledge agenda
of government affairs [19]. In fact, horizon scanning is utilized as to roughly identify future issues “that need our attention in a systemic way to direct the future in a more
desirable direction after a participative process of thinking
and debating” [22]. Figure 1 explains the vertical layers of the
above concepts—futures studies, horizon scanning, foresight,
and AG.
This article narrows down the focus of the research to
AG. It is true that horizon scanning and foresight are
fundamental to AG. Indeed, they are broader domains of
AG [14]. AG becomes one type of various approaches of
foresight, namely, strategic (priorities) foresight or participatory (agora) foresight [24, 25]. For the purpose of
this article, however, the “capacity” and “system” aspects
of government foresight is emphasized, namely, a
foresight-linked AG.
Meaning and development of anticipatory governance

AG comes from a combination of (1) governance—decision-making rules and processes which determine stakeholders’ rights and responsibilities through coordination
[26–28] and (2) anticipatory—organization or individual
capacity “to deal with new situations and realize accepted values, changing the focus from forecasting to being ready for future challenges” [29, 30]. In short, AG
can be defined as a sustainable decision-making process
based on consensus on a desirable future or vision
through the participation of various stakeholders including government, market, the public, and academics.
In terms of government affairs, Fuerth and Faber define AG as a “system of systems” [1]. AG employs foresight to create future plans and execute actions and
utilizes foresight as a tool or process for enabling governments to deal with accelerating and complex forms
of changes [9, 31]. Put differently, foresight-linked AG
seeks to integrate foresight to respond to blunt threats
at the early stages of development while focusing on increasing the capacity to act upon a wide range of
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Fig. 1 Vertical layers of horizon scanning, foresight, and the AG

possible futures with flexibility and adaptability. Therefore, it requires broader knowledge about futureoriented governance, which enables forward-looking decisions within institutions, ensuring stakeholders make
more informed and wiser policymaking decisions [32].
Various man-made political and social institutions
have tried to overcome the notion of complexity and
have made plans looking beyond distant horizons; however, unexpected and hard-to-predict events often limit
our attempts to glimpse into the future. To push
through the above impasse, AG was introduced to government affairs in the 1990s by Osborne [33]. It was
born as a repercussion of traditional predict-and-plan
approaches and newly introduced planning tools including long-term planning and scenario and strategic planning [32, 34]. However, at that time, a concept of AG
was also another form of new public management, connected with neoliberalism (running a government like a
private enterprise) rather than depicting future-oriented
strategies in governance [32]. It took some time for AG
to build and convey the meaning acknowledged above.
Globally, AG has been widely and practically applied
to other academic domains such as e-government and
knowledge management [35, 36]; international development [37, 38]; crisis prevention and violence mitigation
in international conflict [39]; environment studies and
policy, socio-ecology, climate change, and sustainable
development [34]; and anthropology with regard to
using different perspectives, theories, models, and

methods of anthropology in an anticipatory manner [40,
41]. In particular, AG has become a major topic of science and technology (S&T) studies such as emerging
technologies, real-time technology assessment, and energy [32, 42, 43]. These applications to various academic
fields are good examples of how AG is a suitable topic,
concept, and practical method not only for policy and
administrative studies but for other domains as well.
Comparative case analysis based on a newly proposed
framework

This article uses both an exploratory case study [44] and a
framework-based comparative country analysis [45, 46]. First,
the new framework is created based on Fuerth and Faber’s
AG criteria complemented with other AG frameworks found
in the literature. This framework is used as standardized criteria for a more comprehensive comparative case analysis
between countries. Second, countries are compared based on
the framework newly created for a comparative analysis. The
choice of framework results in unique policy outcomes; therefore, comparing frameworks of countries can imply factors
behind a country’s own distinctive success or failure [47, 48].
Particularly, this article selects and compares four different
countries, each of which has distinctive historical and institutional features in AG development. From the results, it can
be seen that foresight (namely, horizon scanning) has been
losing its importance in the UK and the Netherlands since
2012 while Finland has successfully implemented foresight
and achieved AG as an exemplary model for other countries
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to follow since the 1990s. In particular, Korea experienced a
40-year-long foresight deadlock and has only recently reinitiated a national foresight-linked AG. Third, the process
and rationale for the exploratory case study is rather straightforward in this article structure. Taking into account the research questions, “why” and “how,” the exploratory case study
would be more practical in providing detailed but underlying
information and meaningful implications that this article
delves into [49, 50]. This approach tends to focus on some
representative examples of institutional measures, followed by
a summarization of historical differences between countries
[51, 52]. Fourth, to achieve validity and reliability, data are collected mostly by qualitative methods such as literature analysis, meeting materials, and a review of various government
reports (including internal ones). Beside these methods, various sources of information including academic and professional experiences of the authors, experts’ opinions, and
internal and official communications are included to enrich
the case study further.
A few caveats regarding the methodology applied
should be mentioned. It is inevitable that a frameworkbased comparison may be somewhat intuitive and rely
on the viewpoints of experts. First, the assessment of AG
can be rather partial and incomplete. However, all the
topics covered here are too large and complex to fit into
this short article. Assessing the quality of AG is part of
the wider task of judging the overall quality of governments and public institutions. For example, both topics
and elements of “anticipatory” can be attributed to good
governance [11]. Second, assessments of the quality of
AG involve an exercise of judgment that can be potentially biased. The above countries have different
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institutional setups including research infrastructures
and styles of governance. Therefore, this article is not
attempting to question the degree to which the prevailing political-foundational context is supportive. Rather,
we wish to focus on the capacity and conditions of AG
once the basic context has already (or mostly) been assured and is in place.

Results
A new framework as an analytical foundation

This section outlines a new framework based on Fuerth and
Faber’s AG criteria [1]. To begin with, a number of frameworks along with their criteria taken from the key AG literature have been reviewed as seen below in Table 1. The
literature selected is limited to the most relevant spheres in
order to focus on foresight-linked AG in government affairs.
For the new framework, this article combines Fuerth
and Faber’s three criteria with other criteria taken from
the above AG literature [1]. Fuerth was the structural
founder of AG in government affairs. He applied AG to
the Clinton administration in a practical, immediate, and
time- and cost-efficient manner. He made a clear distinction with foresight explaining that AG is “a scalable
system of systems” and “a system of institutions, rules
and norm” [1]. Fuerth and Faber list three core criteria
as the systemic approach to be taken when a government utilizes foresight in policymaking and implementation, namely, (1) foresight system, (2) networked system,
and (3) feedback system [1].
Based on Fuerth’s notion of an “open-minded institutional culture” [9], this article introduces the idea of a
“continuity system” as a new criterion. This concerns

Table 1 Anticipatory governance framework with criteria in key literature
View on literature

AG criteria

Governance transform [53]

(a) Emerging trends oriented from current issues driven,
(b) Long-term and strategic planning from short-term decision-making
(c) Statewide plans with shared vision and goals from individual agency plans and objectives
(d) Holistic approaches to crosscutting issues from piecemeal solution to immediate problems

System for the AG [9]

(a) Foresight system
(b) Networked system for integrating foresight and the policy process,
(c) Feedback system to gauge performance and also to manage “institutional” knowledge,
(d) Open-minded institutional culture

Strategic design [54]

(a) Vision of preferred futures that resonate strongly with people’s values and aspirations,
(b) Intelligence to identify critical emerging issues,
(c) Strategy development to translate aspirations into realities

Assessing the quality of the AG
[10]

(a) Planning processes and foresight,
(b) Policy and regulatory framework,
(c) Policy and regulatory framework,
(d) Representation of future interests,
(e) Performance measure and reporting
(f) Resilience, risk reduction, and emergency management,
(g) Mechanisms for problem solving and consensus building for long-term policy challenge

Science Technology studies [32, 42] (a) Foresight as an anticipation and assessment of new and emerging technologies,
(b) Engagement with the lay public to identify society concerns to R&D processing,
(c) Empowerment and integration for creation of opportunities and further long-term reflective capacity
building
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the meaning of organizational and individual capacitybuilding for continued foresight and the sustained operation of AG. Continuity system is derived from an indepth review of the various AG criteria listed in Table 2.
The original Fuerth and Faber framework attempts to
overcome the inherent vagueness or limitations within
the foresight process. They then introduced an
organizational modification and a readjustment of government systems and decision-making structures. However, this practicability and applicability also reveals
some limitations including the myopic view of the objective of AG and a lack of continuity due to a “onetime” implementation paternal practice. AG needs to be
implemented on a long-term basis for review, evaluation,
and refinement because foresight is about studying
future-oriented perspectives and looking beyond the
present. Rather than focusing on temporary systems or
organizational modifications, a foresight-linked AG
should maintain a sustainable operation by internalizing
forwarding-looking attitudes and future-oriented minds.
Without exaggeration, the continuity system assumes to
be a precondition for initiating and continuing AG.
Table 2 depicts the new framework along with new
criteria including the capabilities and systems for the
further comparative analysis of countries. In the table, a
system denotes a governance tool to achieve or even
reinforce named capabilities. In the next section, based
on this new integrated framework, the AG capabilities
and systems of Finland, the UK, the Netherlands, and
Korea are compared.
Analysis of countries based on the new framework
Finland’s AG: role model

Against the backdrop of the economic crisis in 1990, the
Finnish parliament began drafting new national structures and processes for a foresight-linked AG [55, 56].
Since then, Finland’s foresight capability and futureoriented policies have served as an exemplary model for
other countries [57–62]. Under the umbrella of “visionary politics,” Finland utilizes various foresight programs
to make policies and decisions [61, 63]. It means that
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Finland conducts extensive futures research through AG
for the future of its state affairs. In this regard, Finland
has four networked but rather independent main actors,
namely, (1) administration, (2) parliament, (3) research
institutions, and (4) social and academic societies. Close
coordination between the Prime Minister’s Office
(PMO) foresight functions the Parliamentary Committee
for the Future (PCF), other research and academic institutes, and interest groups utilizes foresight results and
applies them to a policy-making and relevant futureoriented programs. These actors cooperate and sometimes challenge one another over the implementing of
foresight and feedback processes ultimately sustaining
AG. Table 3 below summarizes the analysis of Finland’s
AG under the proposed new framework.
The foresight unit of the PMO issues the Government Report on the Future on a 4-yearly basis (each electoral period)
[64]. The PMO usually defines targets and common themes
and coordinates foresight activities with experts in the country’s ministries. The Prime Minister also leads and appoints a
minister group, namely, the Government Foresight Group,
which is responsible for leading national joint foresight activities with relevant stakeholders and making this operation
visible [60]. They produce 12 sectoral future reviews to
examine issues based on their ministries’ perspectives and
capacities. If this review process proves the applicability and
feasibility of a foresight outcome, the implementation is facilitated, and the project launched [65]. In addition, the PMO
and the ministers’ group together provide spheres for
futures-oriented discussions, but the role concerning the results of the discussions has been rather limited.
The PCF connects private, informal, and nongovernmental societies to take part in foresight projects and review government future reports, and functions as a place
for anticipatory learning (e.g., as an education and training venue). First, the PCF creates networks for Finland’s
forward-looking discussions and systemic crowd sourcing from the public to devise its own foresight projects
(e.g., 2009 Government Foresight Report on Long-term
Climate and Energy Policy [66], the Radical Technology
Inquirer project launched by the PCF in 2012 [67]).

Table 2 New anticipatory governance framework with criteria
Criteria

Capability [C] and System [S]

Foresight
system

[C] Gathering of long-range information; disciplined analysis, predicting future contingencies of interest, backcasting for vision, strategies, and actions, forward engagement
[S] Influential and independent foresight entity to offer a protected space

Networked
system

[C] Leadership with commitment, effective communication, inter-ministerial and regional coordination, integration of foresight and
the policy process
[S] Hub and spoke-based governance with networking integrator, venue for public participation

Feedback
system

[C] Watch and audit, diagnosis with performance evaluation, trial-and-error, indicator checking, recalibration, organizational learning
[S] Feedback mechanism and institutional knowledge management

Continuity
system

[C] Internalization, open-minded institutional culture, anticipatory action learning, foresight receptivity with orientation to action, future fluency of professionals, future literacy for the public
[S] Formal training and re-education process, repetitive and constant practice, academic and research institution
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Table 3 Finland’s AG level under the new framework
Criteria

Finland capability and system

Foresight system

- Periodic government foresight reports by the Prime Minister’s Office
- Government Foresight Group organized by ministers
[But] The government’s role concerning results of the public discussion is rather limited.

Networked system

- National Foresight Network with workshops, events, and expert discussions
- Ministry- and regional-level coordination to facilitate a policy integration
- Open discussion for non-commercial societies and research/academic institutions

Feedback system

- Independent actors including the government, which challenge and overwatch each other
- Review by the Parliamentary Committee of the Future on a foresight report
- Private-side evaluation on foresight process and policy integration

Continuity system

- Implicit consensus on foresight implementation and a future-oriented culture
- Voluntary foresight through a venue for participation
- Repetitive practices with various types of foresight projects
- Foresight training/education from academic institutions

Active futures-oriented PCF members facilitate and impact public discussions concerning various foresight
themes. Second, during the foresight planning stage, the
Committee reviews the first version of the reports on behalf of the entire parliament [63]. Moreover, along with reviews by both the PMO and private expert groups, the
PCF evaluates again the effectiveness of the preparation
processes a year after the approval of the reports [59].
Third, the PCF has been an arena where typically young or
newcomers in politics have orientated their future-oriented
attitudes and learned how to cooperate with other parliament members, especially future-oriented seniors. The
PCF works on a consensus basis, in order to support its
members to develop a common view of future possibilities.
A major strength of Finland’s AG system remains in its
networking actors. In a country of around 5.5 million people,
700 members both from public and private sectors represent
the country’s futures-oriented interest groups. These futureoriented, non-formal, and non-commercial societies and research institutions attempt to impact national decisionmaking. Sometimes, they compete with one another but ultimately discuss the better future of Finland. First, the administration along with the Finnish Innovation Fund (SITRA)
operates the National Foresight Network and conducts
monthly meetings and Foresight Friday gatherings [57]. It
aims at “raising awareness of Finland’s new challenges and
opportunities so they can be discussed, studied, and considered in decision-making” [68]. Second, various research and
academic institutions such as Finland Futures Research
Centre, the Academy of Finland, SITRA, Futures Studies Society of Finland, and the FinnSight network coordinate and
implement various foresight projects in a joint manner [60–
62]. Their repetitive foresight practices provide an opportunity to enhance the future fluency of professionals and future
literacy for the public. Besides, foresight is an important side
activity for many institutes, e.g., Business Finland finances
innovation activities of Finnish firms.

AG of the UK and the Netherlands: lessons learned

Horizon scanning activities of both the UK and the
Netherlands seem to have disappeared with little trace
[69]. The horizon scanning programs in both countries
were established as a core activity for a foresight-linked
AG, but were abandoned by both governments. The academic literature regards both countries as exemplary
models, but in reality, few such activities and applications to policies have been achieved since 2012. In particular, the COVID-19 pandemic has triggered much
criticism toward the UK government which has long
neglected warnings from horizon scanning and insisted
on “conclusive evidence-based” policymaking instead
[70, 71].
In the UK, the Horizon Scanning Centre was established
in 2005. Despite also having founded the Foresight
Programme, they both analyzed the futures domain [69].
The UK then introduced horizon scanning which can be
used by all departments and agencies [72]. At the beginning, horizon scanning activities in the UK focused on a
classical, wide-spectrum analysis of all economic sectors
and promising technologies (Delta Scan) and then evolved
to more focused approaches such as intelligent infrastructures, tackling obesities, and flood and coastal defense
(Sigma Scan) [19, 69]. Unlike a foresight practice that looks
at big issues 20–100 years into the future, the UK horizon
scanning was made available to discrete issues among the
entire spectrum of public policies 10–15 years into the future [73]. To meet the diverse demands of public policies,
UK promoted cross-departmental activities while facing
multi-disciplinary challenges proactively. It also emphasized
the importance of fostering a future-oriented attitude and
culture among government officials. In March 2014, the
Horizon Scanning Programme Team was created after the
Cabinet Office’s Horizon Scanning Secretariat merged with
the Government Office of Science’s Horizon Scanning
Centre [20].
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The distinctive features of the UK’s horizon scanning
were about feeding evidence-based policies into each department and its decision-making [22]. The UK horizon
scanning relied on robust evidence and well-designed,
conclusive studies [71]. It was inevitable that its scanning drew upon the S&T bases because the UK’s scanning function had been under the Office of S&T [72].
These scanned outcomes were used as basic information, indicators, and a scoping device for specific strategic and forward-looking functions such as scenario
building, technology assessment, and strategic foresight.
The outcomes also supported an appraisal of the longterm agenda residing across the government. It was for
the government to test the resilience of the policy drafts
of each department [22]. However, an increasing number
of scientists within the current civil service system jeopardized the transformation of horizon scanning into a
future-oriented process that allows “unasked questions”
to be asked or the “unknown unknown” to be identified.
The UK’s horizon scanning started to have a distance
from systematic and imaginative analysis of trends, risks,
and possibilities around the government.
The UK’s horizon scanning also maintained fairly fragmented project operations. It means that the scanning
authority’s core responsibility was to coordinate the
scanning activities of different departments that would
otherwise implement them in a fragmented way [69].
The fragmented approach somewhat allowed for more
rapid scanning and filled a specific gap in government
officials’ understanding of policies. However, this fragmentation resulted in less in-depth scanning activities
and the duplication of departmental efforts [72]. These
rather narrow and duplicated outcomes did not provide
a reasonably objective foundation for the necessary political process that leads to implementable policies. Often
lengthy and poorly presented scanned output does not
translate well for ministers and senior officials. Decision
makers, usually enduring busy daily lives, often have difficulty in finding time to engage with the output which
might not impact anything for up to 50 years [74]. In
other words, it is easier to ignore.
When implementing horizon scanning activities, there
was weak integration among UK departments, particularly between the decision makers and participating
stakeholders [74]. The UK had an extensive network of
participating actors for horizon scanning. The Horizon
Scanning Centre was the networking venue for the Foresight Directorate, the Research Councils, the Government’s Chief Scientific Adviser, the Prime Minister’s
Strategy Unit, the Future Security and Intelligence Outlook Network, and the Departmental Chief Scientific
Advisers [72]. There were communities of interest such
as the Horizon Scanning Private Sector Network, Global
Futures Groups, and a network of future analysts (FAN
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Club) as well [19, 20]. However, they were not centrally
coordinated and managed by the Horizon Scanning
Centre. (This malfunction triggered the above institutional merges in 2014.) This lack of integration was due
to departmental silos which make scanning unsystematic
[72]. These silos also meant that including outside
sources of information and expertise became difficult.
Despite many foresight activities having been done
through horizon scanning nationwide over the last 20
years, UK horizon scanning is only now evaluated as
having “no comprehensive understanding across government as a whole of the future risks and challenges facing
the UK” ([75] , p.3). The scanning project only lasted for
around 2 years, with an addition year for evaluation [69].
On paper, the UK seems to have good foresight and
horizon scanning functions. However, in reality, the administration does not value sufficiently preparing for the
future while lacking in coherence in planning which ultimately risks misinterpretation for future policymaking
[76]. The analysis of the UK’s AG based on the newly
proposed framework is listed in Table 4 below.
The Netherlands established the Commission for Consultation of Sector Councils (COS) in the 1980s. The
COS was created to connect the government, researchers, and societies while identifying and formulating strategic knowledge relevant to Dutch policy
domains and their departmental policies [19]. In 2007, it
disappeared and changed to the “knowledge chambers,”
whose horizon scanning function was allocated to the
newly formed Knowledge Directorate of the country’s
Ministry of Education, Culture, and Science [19]. Recently, horizon scanning in the Netherlands is largely
implemented as a part of the European Union’s horizon
scanning activities.
In 2004, the COS initiated national horizon scanning
activities which seek to identify future problems, threats,
and opportunities in all policy domains [19]. Similar to
the UK, the role of the horizon scanning body in the
Netherlands was to facilitate cross-departmental scanning activities and overarching studies that include as
many societal domains as possible [19, 20]. The main
objective of the scanning was to make the Netherlands
more sustainable and its policymaking more resilient. Its
horizon scanning supported the framing of policies in a
more future-oriented manner by scanning over the
wider societal dimensions (environment, energy, health,
longevity, welfare, human rights, integration of society,
law-based democratic society, foreign affairs, etc.) [19].
In addition, scanned outputs were utilized as the foundation of the strategic planning and prioritizing of research
by the National Funding Agency [19].
Based on the COS’s focus on participative foresight, a
wide range of participation was encouraged in Dutch
horizon scanning activities such as the Horizon Scan
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Table 4 The UK’s AG level under the new framework
Criteria

UK capability and system

Foresight
system

- Foresight projects by the government’s Foresight Programme
- Horizon Scanning Programme Team to feed the evidence-based policies
[But] The heavy reliance on robust evidence and well-designed jeopardizes transformation of horizon scanning to a future-oriented
process that allows to identify “unknown unknown”.

Networked
system

- Horizon Scanning Programme Team as a central coordinating body
[But] The UK horizon scanning is fairly fragmented, and strong department silos have a scanning not systemic and make difficult
departments to integrate.
- Policy debate, roundtable discussion, workshop with different stakeholders
- Many communities of interest including the Horizon Scanning Private Sector Network
[But] The above silos make difficult to include outside information and external expertise.

Feedback
system

- Evaluation of the reports and policies through extranet, peer review, discussion groups
- Workshops devoted to test departments’ strategies on resilience with the scanned output
[But] The projects only lasted for around 2 years with further 1-year follow-up despite it was four or five to be underway.

Continuity
system

- Many repetitive foresight and horizon scanning projects since the establishment of UK Foresight Programme in 1994
[But] It disappeared with little trace since 2012.
- Foresight academic institutions: Manchester Institute of Innovation Research, the University of Sheffield’s Regional Technology
Foresight, Oxford Martin School

Report 2007 and Horizon Scan 2050. Various networking bodies including an advisory group composed of
government officials from ministries and internal workshop with employees shaped the scanning processes
[20]. All stakeholders including the public had an opportunity to suggest new issues and comment on
government-suggested concerns through an open internet site [19]. For example, the government uploaded the
scanned output at an early stage of the project and then
received the stakeholders’ opinions regarding the plausibility and impacts of the policies. Above all, its unique
issue-based clustering approach for assembling potentially impact-rich interactions of policies was supported
by creative group-thinking exercises.
The Netherlands’s horizon scanning in 2007, namely, the
Horizon Scan Report 2007, revealed various issues. While its
time horizon was very long term, its policy focus was to identify important shorter-term issues that needed to be incorporated in the current policy agenda for a period from 2 to 3
years [77]. It embedded the danger of focusing too much on
near-term issues while neglecting to explore novel and unexpected ones. Moreover, similar to the UK, the decision
makers downgraded the importance of scanned outputs because of their lack of depth which was caused by insufficient
resources to deepen the most alarming issues [77]. Presentday policymaking in the Netherlands tends to rely more on
model-based forecasting, and not on horizon scanning data.
In 2012, the Netherlands Study Centre for Technology
Trends (STT) implemented a foresight project called Horizon Scan 2050 [78]. Unlike in 2007, the STT chose a broad
perspective and a specified long perspective up till the year
2050. It also applied a clustering approach, namely, those of
a thematic nature such as gaming, information technologies,
and labor [78]. The Horizon Scan 2050 used all levels of formal and explicit techniques including workshops, expert
views, and desk research. It attempted to achieve a creative

process of collective sense-making through gathering and
synthesizing observations [21]. However, the Netherlands’s
own national horizon scanning no longer exists alone and
belongs to the European Union’s horizon scanning activities.
Analysis of the level of the Netherlands’s AG based on the
proposed new framework is listed in Table 5.
Korea’s AG: re-starting after a 40-year-long deadlock

The unique feature of Korea’s AG is that its foresight
and AG underwent a period of deadlock for 40 years.
Foresight was first introduced in 1968 by the Year 2000
Committee, while foresight outcomes were used as a
theoretical basis to drive economic and industrial development policies [79]. After the Korean War, the Korean
political and economic situation assumed Westernstyled modernization as the desired “one future” [79–
81]. Building national competitiveness including wealth
and strong military power was set as the nation’s utmost
vision and top policy priority. All economic and political
policies were designed to overcome postwar poverty and
the political and ideological confrontation between
North and South Korea. Therefore, it was inevitable that
a foresight-linked AG would go through an assimilation
process with a “development agenda”. It is understood
as national short-term planning in order to implement
an “economic growth first” agenda.
Despite all the above, Korea intermittently implemented foresight projects. As a form of long-term planning and strategy, research institutes under the strong
leadership of each regime prepared and published foresight reports. For example, after the Asian Financial Crisis in 1997, foresight policy integration started to gain
traction in government affairs and various agendas [79,
82]. The milestone foresight report written by Alvin Toffler in 2001 was prepared and implemented interministerially and region wide under strong leadership
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Table 5 The Netherlands’s AG level under the new framework
Criteria

The Netherlands capability and system

Foresight
system

- Two planning bureaus including the Central Planning Bureau in charge of horizon scanning
[But] The present-day policy-making tends to rely more on evidence-based forecasting for each issue cluster, not the horizon data.
It means scanned outputs tend to be short-sighted while neglecting to explore novel and unexpected issues.

Networked
system

- Internal workshops with experts and advisory group composed of the government officials from ministries
- Citizen and stakeholder’s participation on project through workshops and open internet site
- Issue clusters facilitated by creative group thinking exercises

Feedback
system

- Networked bodies as an evaluator and reviewer during the project implementation
[But] It is hard to find feedback system after a project is finished and the final is released.

Continuity
system

- Two published major reports of horizon scanning.
- [But] Since 2012, no scanning report has been published by the Dutch government alone.
- Now, most of horizon scanning functions of the Netherlands are as a part of the European Union’s horizon scanning activities.

and an orientation to action the presidential office [83].
Toffler’s foresight known as “knowledge-based society”
was fully integrated into the national vision and policies.
Having this initiation, various foresight-linked AG institutions were established [79]. In the administration, the
Long-Term Strategy Bureau in the Ministry of Strategy
and Finance in 2012, the Ministry of Information and
Communication’s Future Strategy Office in 2005, and
the Secretary for the Future in the President Senior Secretary for the National Planning Office in 2008 all conducted foresight activities. Committees including the
Presidential Council for Future and Vision in 2008, the
Research Committee of Future & Fusion in the PMO in
2014, and the Future Preparation Committee in the
Ministry of Science and Technology (S&T) in 2013 were
also assembled for greater policy integration. However, it
was mostly implemented in the middle of each administration’s office period and on needs basis of the government [84]. In short, the feature of foresight policy
integration in Korea could be described as government-

led, unilateral national planning and policymaking. Analysis of the level of Korea’s AG based on the proposed
framework is listed in Table 6.
Amid this lack of vividness in terms of AG, led by a
few futures researchers and futures-oriented key figures,
a significant leap-forward has been identified recently. In
2013, as the first government-approved foresight and futures studies institution based on S&T, Korea Advanced
Institute of Science and Technology (KAIST) opened the
Graduate School of Future Strategy in Korea’s administrative capital Sejong to educate and train professionals
in foresight with advanced academic degrees [79]. Since
2013, foresight has started to gain in social, economic,
and political importance within government affairs especially policymaking. In 2018, as the most comprehensive
foresight-linked AG coordinating body, the National Assembly Futures Institute (NAFI) was finally established
in the Korean National Assembly [79]. Taking the
SITRA and the PCF of Finland as a role model, in 2018,
NAFI was established to be an exclusive, competitive,

Table 6 Korea’s AG level under the new framework
Criteria

Korean capability and system

Foresight
system

- Foresight reports produced from research institutions
[But] They were intermittently published on a needs basis of the government and tainted as a decoration to political agenda and
economic plans.
- A recently established National Assembly Futures Institute (NAFI) in 2013
[But] It is still in infancy so many limitations still exist.

Networked
system

- Strong commitment of leadership and highly centralized structure
[But] Instead of being networked, Korea rather has a government-led unilateral foresight.
- Various high-level foresight entities in various ministries and bureaus
[But] They are fragmented and quickly dis-established by political needs and changes.

Feedback
system

- Expert review and committee’s formal evaluation process on foresight report
[But] It is also standard process for all government reports, not just for foresight tasks.
- Regular parliamentary inspection
[But] There is no parliamentary review based on a future-oriented attitude*.

Continuity
system

- Its early initiation of the AG in 1968
[But] Korea experiences the 40-year-long deadlock of foresight and the AG until 2013
- Government-approved education institutes established in 2012
- Mandatory foresight training for all government officials in 2020
[But] It is still in infancy so many limitations still exist.

*In 2001, the Special Committee for Future Strategy and S&T was established to support evaluations of ministries’ long-term planning and strategy. However, due
to its temporal standing position, the committee did not fully exercise its power on providing feedback and building routine AG process and
quickly disestablished
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permanent, overarching, neutral, and participatory foresight research institute of AG [85, 86]. NAFI is to implement national foresight on a regular basis and then
manage and control research outputs for the whole
country under the AG scheme.

Summary of the comparison

Based on the above comparative analysis, this article
identifies that the consequences of a foresight-linked AG
are different in each country. Finland has continuously
implemented foresight in government affairs. Unlike
Finland, however, the UK and the Netherlands have not
actively utilized their national horizon scanning activities
since 2012. Indeed, Korea is a unique case in this regard.
Despite its early start in foresight in the 1960s, Korea
did not properly implement a foresight-linked AG. However, recently, Korea has re-started its national foresight
to achieve AG through establishing a foresight-dedicated
research institute in 2018, the NAFI.
The AG level of each country reveals distinctive implications. First, Finland values its public’s opinion, and
their participatory input can overwhelm the government’s influence. For example, the PMO cannot influence the results of a public discussion. Moreover, the
PCF works as an education and training venue for young
politicians where they learn the values of a foresightlinked AG and participate in a forward-looking manner
in their early careers as civil servants. Second, UK did
not internalize a forward-looking attitude within the administration where it is rather fragmented while hasty
implementation of horizon scanning inevitably lowered
the quality of scanned outcomes, resulting in a less indepth practice. Due to this, these outcomes did not
properly translate into the “language” of the government’s decision makers. No matter how the public and
various stakeholders insist on scanning outcomes, the
government officials could not place any high value on
the importance of the horizon scanning activities. Therefore, the UK government could not properly apply foresight outcomes in the present policy agenda and
governmental decision-making processes. Third, for the
Netherlands, despite outstanding horizon scanning projects, it is hard to find that the scanned outcomes actually influenced decision makers. The scanned outputs
were short-sighted and neglected to explore novel and
unexpected issues. Fourth, the history of Korea explains
that a foresight-linked AG was treated within the context of a set political agenda with short-term administrative plans and governmental strategies for development.
Moreover, the public and scholars from other traditional
administrative and academic domains were not ready to
accept the values of forward-looking activities and
future-oriented minds.
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Discussion
Future receptivity, a forward-looking capacity of “human
or people”

The framework-based analysis identifies a common denominator on how to achieve a successful AG and to
prevent AG from obsolescent and misinterpretation. It is
critical to determine success or failing factors of AG in
governmental affairs. The results in a sense explain that
all countries appear to meet the basic criteria to some
degree. For example, they have (or had) a foresight system including projects and organizations, a system for
communication and participation, a feedback system for
evaluating and reviewing foresight outcomes, and a certain degree of an education and training system. However, this comparative analysis identifies a very delicate
difference, future receptivity: a forward-looking capacity
of ‘human or people. It may be subtle, but important to
countries seeking to start a foresight-linked AG.
For the UK, the Netherlands, and Korea, systems and
structures came first before receptivity, a “human or
people” capacity to accept and understand the values of
foresight. Due to the lack of forward-looking training or
education in future-oriented attitudes, decision makers
in the government still seek “hard evidence”. Consensus
from the public and insights from experts such as
scholars and researchers are hardly acceptable. Their
lack in future proficiency makes them reluctant to engage in anticipatory learning which then leads to shortsightedness. In addition, the public do not have sufficient knowledge about AG. Their low future literacy
renders them weak when trying to impose their opinions
on the policy agenda. It was hard for the public who do
not know about the meaning of foresight, to argue with
decision makers and reiterate images and view of their
“desired future” to policymaking.
Implications for newcomers

Each country has a different cultural context, social systems, and political as well as organizational structures. It
means that an application of a specific institution or certain system such as a foresight-linked AG which is successfully implemented in one country to other countries
is relatively hard. Therefore, for newcomers, a simple
but comprehensive and fundamental theme should be
suggested in order to achieve AG within an existing system and structure. Taking into account future receptivity
mentioned above, two general proposals to initiate and
continue a foresight-linked AG are suggested to newcomers, specifically how to build future receptivity for
long-term thinking and how to get foresight-linked AG
out of the short-term interest sphere.
Newcomers should first set up a mandatory public
participation process (or venue of networking) while
granting the public power to review and change
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foresight outcomes. The needs-based and public-driven
policymaking grants a government legitimacy to implement foresight outcomes [87, 88]. Governing bodies
should include the public at the initial foresight production stage such as implementing a mandatory survey of
the public for a country’s long-term plans, development
strategies, and even policy-related reports. To facilitate
this inclusion and to make this participation easy, it is
necessary to establish a nationwide foresight network for
the public. This network can build an “anticipatory” culture within societies similar to that of Finland. Increased
societal demands for foresight can then push government officials to think openly and liberally, consider alternative futures and strive for a creative vision. It
means a country’s decision makers including government officials cannot free themselves from the public influence. Public participation in foresight processes allows
policy makers and government officials to understand
demands as well as future needs of the public. Strong
public influence provides continued feedback, and public
participation can be a safeguard against an administration’s unilateral decisions in long-term planning. In
short, it plays a check-and-balance role [89, 90]. In
addition, a participatory network can strengthen the
public ownership of foresight outputs which demands
foresight implementation and pushes the application of
AG into the sphere of government affairs. Therefore,
public participation is at the core of foresight processes
and supports sustainable operations of AG.
Both government officials (including those at the senior level) and the public need to understand the values
of AG and processes of foresight through education and
training. For professionals including government officials, its receptivity is known as future proficiency, a
higher level of future receptivity. Thinking about future
generations and governing a country to them is the responsibility of government actors. It is because the domains of futures are similar to “public goods,” which are
not automatically provided by individual actors in society. It means that as an initiator of a foresight-linked AG
and a facilitator for the public, government officials need
to fully understand the meaning of foresight. Taking into
account the lessons from Finland, repetitive field
practices can foster future proficiency for the professionals. Field practices of foresight and AG, including
government-funded projects, can integrate participants
including decision makers, scholars, and government officials and ultimately increase the practical applicability
of foresight to policymaking. Continued practices shape
a foresight-friendly environment within a government
and its administration and can become a strong foothold
for policy implementation processes. Moreover, the inter- or cross-disciplinary nature of foresight practices
can be a great venue for interdisciplinary research that
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embraces various academic domains under the value of
futures while building a coordinating and learning network. Foresight-linked AG practices and projects can become a catalyst to internalizing a foresight capability for
government officials and to distribute knowledge of foresight to other academic domains. This is especially so by
including all level of stakeholders including private experts and scholars; they can have an opportunity to
practice and apply foresight into real-world cases.
Based on the aforementioned public participation,
trained and educated government officials need to include the public in all future-related practices, projects,
decision-making, and policymaking. It is almost impossible that the public as a whole is being educated and
trained by a certain program or a system directly. It is
more about exposure and experience, namely future literacy. As mentioned above, through various participatory processes such as public hearings, citizen panels,
survey, and participatory foresight methods (e.g., future
cafés, futures workshops), professionals can increase the
level of foresight exposure to the public so they can expand their knowledge horizon. The public can be
empowered with “anticipatory” and forwarding-looking
capacities [29, 32, 89]. If future literacy is well nurtured,
a knowledgeable public can demand from the government long-term policy planning rather than the riskaverse tendency.
Education and training of both government officials
and the public needs to be done together. It is because
the public is the final national policy consumer. Public
participation in foresight-linked AG processes allows
policymakers and government officials to understand the
demands of the public. It means both parties should
communicate effectively on the foresight agenda and
build a consensus in a future-oriented manner. This
forward-looking and participatory process can lead
foresight-linked AG to produce a distinctive, creative,
and qualified long-term outcome [91, 92].

Conclusion
The newly proposed framework is applied as a diagnostic tool for evaluating the AG levels of Finland, the UK,
the Netherlands, and Korea. This framework shows
where and how certain approaches of a country may
need improvement for a successful and continued
foresight-linked AG. Based on the above comparative
case analysis, each analyzed country shows its own modality and consequences of AG while these countries
also share several similarities in implementing foresight
and AG. However, their different levels of future receptivity within the public and government officials determine a continuity of foresight and the sustainable
operation of AG. The individual capacity to understand
and accept the value of foresight needs to be considered
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greater in the development of a foresight-linked AG.
Therefore, it is important for newcomers to foster future
receptivity. First, a government should educate and train
the public and government officials to promote future
literacy and future proficiency. Meanwhile, a government should provide an effective process of public participation while granting them power to influence their
diverse future images on a foresight outcome.
Unlike Fuerth and Farber, this article focuses on a permanent and long-term approach—emphasis is on the
“human or people” ranging from the public to the highest national decision makers. It is because futures studies
is the academic backbone of foresight and AG, which
values various futures within both society and people
and encompasses changing variables [1, 12, 14, 17, 93].
It means the methods, processes, and approaches of a
foresight-linked AG should be open and flexible for
long-term continuity. AG cannot be achieved with any
temporary system or organizational modification. A continued driving force including human capability and
public participation enables foresight to be initiated and
AG to be maintained in a sustainable way. A futureoriented attitude, thinking, and knowledge should be
ready before making any adjustment or systemic upgrade
in a government system.
These days, countries including the UAE, India,
Thailand, Russia, and South Africa have attempted to
introduce AG into their government affairs [1–5]. If
these efforts are based on a relative minimum adjustment of the decision-making structure and small
changes in the governance system, these newcomers’ aspirations to AG cannot be achieved or sustained. Including Korea, these newcomers are now being pushed to
play a role as a creative leader by international societies.
Future uncertainties and rapid societal changes require
them to amend their stances to be more forwardlooking and future-oriented. They now face emerging
needs of their own future model. Promoting future receptivity will be a good starting point for them to build
their “desired” future.
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