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There is still a persistent gap between ‘knowing’ the future and implementing it in policymaking.
South Korea implemented a project in 2019 to proactively manage future conflicts. The project
was initiated to provide foresight-policymaking integration by elevating future conflict issues to
ongoing government institutional agendas. Utilizing an exploratory, single-project case based on
a field-study method, this article presents observations of the project’s applied approaches in
foresight-policy integration along with corresponding implications. The project integrated

agenda-setting strategies such as actor-based strategies (inside-access, mobilization, and outside-
initiation models), an issue-attention strategy, and packaging strategies (analogous to previous
agendas and the utilization of symbols), as well as two-way translation methods of foresight
(forecasting and backcasting). There are two underlying reasons for this integration being suc-
cessful, namely the nature of agenda-setting being conducive to foresight processes and the
project’s key design variables (forward-looking leadership and the designated group’s active
representation of future generations). A future conflict agenda-setting project can serve as a great
entry point through which to increase the anticipatory knowledge and capacity of the actors
involved. To internalize these, however, new anticipatory knowledge- and capacity-based
governance should be introduced through the continued training and education of both gov-
ernment officials and the public.

1. Introduction

Conflict can be understood as a possible disagreement or quarrel between two or more people (Ha, 2008; Office for Government
Policy Coordination, 2009). So, the notion of conflict is always relevant to the stakeholders whether they are directly or indirectly
involved. Relevant stakeholders compete with each other to elevate their conflict-causing issues to agenda level and then policy level
for implementation. Interested groups fight to ensure that their depictions of an issue, or of an agenda, and their preferred solutions are
highly visible. There is fierce competition between groups due to the limited space available in a formal agenda (Baumgartner & Jones,
2010; Hilgartner & Bosk, 1988; Kingdon & Stano, 1984; McCombs & Estrada, 1997). If something needs to be resolved, a third-party or
mediating organization such as a government intervenes and decides upon the issue(s) for consideration (Ha, 2008; Office for Gov-
ernment Policy Coordination, 2009). When a conflict arises and causes a negative impact on a society, a government then treats it as an
agenda in itself (Birkland, 2015; Cobb & Elder, 1971; Cobb, Ross, & Ross, 1976; Howlett & Ramesh, 2003; Peters, 2015).
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As of 2016, South Korea (hereinafter Korea) was ranked third in terms of conflict in society among the 34 member states of the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) (Office for Government Policy Coordination, 2019). Indeed, various
conflicts have arisen and have severely damaged the unity of Korean society. The Korean government has subsequently decided to
manage conflicts in a proactive manner instead of relying on reactive and passive measures. In May 2019, the Korean government
initiated the Foresight and Analysis of Mid- to Long-Term Future Conflicts for Policy Agenda Setting Project (hereinafter the project). It was
implemented through the collaboration of the Office for Government Policy Coordination (hereinafter the OPC) from the Korean Prime
Minister’s Secretariat and foresight researchers (hereinafter the researchers) from the Korea Advanced Institute of Science and
Technology (hereinafter KAIST) Graduate School of Future Strategy. To the best of our knowledge, this project was the world’s first
future conflict agenda-setting project.

This article presents the project’s unique approaches and provides implications of the integration of ‘in-field’ foresight into a
policymaking process, especially that of agenda-setting. In short, the article sets out to address the following research questions
identified from the literature review: (1) how and why was foresight successfully integrated into this future agenda-setting project? (2)
what types of benefit can foresight provide to agenda-setting (further to future-oriented governance)? and (3) are there any recom-
mendations for the effective and sustainable implantation of foresight into a government’s policymaking process?

This article is structured as follows. First, to identify the knowledge gap, the policymaking dilemmas in dealing with future issues
are explained using relevant theoretical backgrounds along with research methodology. Thereafter, the project’s outline is described
and observations are presented of the project’s approaches to the integration of foresight into agenda-setting, specifically the inte-
gration of different agenda-setting strategies and the application of two-way translation methods of foresight. As for findings and
implications, the discussion section answers the research questions by presenting two underlying reasons behind this successful
integration, as well as detailing the main benefits of the project and issuing recommendations to ensure such benefit can be sustained
within the policymaking process.

2. Dilemmas of future agendas and issues in policymaking

This section presents the dilemmas of integrating foresight into contemporary agenda-setting by exploring the two theoretical
backgrounds applied in this project, namely (1) policymaking and governance and (2) the integration of foresight into policymaking,
which provide the logic and criteria that underpin the methodology, as explained later in this section.

2.1. Policymaking and governance

Generally, policies are the mechanisms used by actors to steer their organization(s) and environment(s) to which they belong
(Peters, 2014, 2019). Or, as is more common in contemporary politics, policies are the means of a government to govern a society and a
nation (Peters, 2019). For example, an economic policy, such as monetary and fiscal policies, is applied to govern the economy of a
nation. Therefore, the type of governing forms and approaches (governance) that a country has adopted will eventually influence the
strategies and approaches used and applied in policymaking (Howlett, 1998, 2009; Kern, Rogge, & Howlett, 2019; Peters & Savoie,
1995).

In a policymaking process, the meaning of an agenda comes as “a result from procedural or substantive conflicts between iden-
tifiable groups for either scarce resources or scarce positions” (Birkland, 2015, p.81; Cobb & Elder, 1971; Hilgartner & Bosk, 1988;
Mrogers & Wdearing, 1988). In particular, agenda-setting is the first part of the policy process, which is defined as that “by which
problems and alternative solutions gain or lose public and elite attention” (Birkland, 2015, p.200; Howlett & Ramesh, 2003, p.120;
Peters, 2015, p.66). Agenda-setting, as a pre-political or pre-decision process, plays the most critical role in framing the overall policy
(Howlett, 1997). Generally, agenda-setting requires three different steps (Birkland, 2015; Cobb & Elder, 1971; Peters, 2015). Firstly,
stakeholders raise a conflict issue, which then develops into a systemic agenda. This entails the collection of all possible policy ideas
commonly perceived by all relevant policymaking actors including government officials and the public. A system agenda then reaches
the status of an institutional agenda where a possible policy list is elevated for the active and serious consideration of decision-makers.
These three steps are not sequential; rather they are selected, prioritized, or removed based on the nature of an issue or the agenda itself
(Baumgartner & Jones, 2010; Downs, 1972; Howlett, 1997).

Governance refers to an actor’s capacity to steer and coordinate the economy and society (Howlett, 2009; Peters & Savoie, 1995;
Peters, 2019, p.3). It forms an actor’s framing of their interactions with societies and organizations and further constructs their
knowledge, including histories, attitudes, attentions, and beliefs that work as ideational prisms through which they conceive of societal
issues (Edelman, 1988; Howlett & Ramesh, 2003; Peters, 2015). In a policymaking process, the actors involved are influenced by
governance in their decision-making process including the identification of an effective means of deciding upon collective goals and
reaching those goals (Howlett, 2011, p. 8; Kooiman, 1999; Rhodes, 1996). As such, forms of governance (e.g. hierarchy, market,
network, interactive, etc.) influence actors’ framing and understanding of issues and agendas (Peters, 1996; Pierre, 1999; Powell,
1990; Rhodes, 1996).

Governance forms and their agenda-setting processes have long depended on contemporary political ideology, namely democracy.
They tend to focus on presenting an issue and a present-focused agenda-setting process for the generations of today, rather than those
of the future. As a result, it may be obvious that the most urgent and widely popular issues tend to dominate the policymaking process.
Without governance that supports the futures domain, future issues cannot be elevated to the institutional agenda level, and a strategy
or an approach applied for future agenda-setting (or future-oriented policymaking) can merely be considered an instant or ‘one-time’
patchwork technique. Therefore, a foresight project (or a review of one) should not only explain how to integrate foresight into agenda-
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setting but should also delve into the underlying reasons behind its success and ultimate benefits with respect to boosting capacity and
knowledge that supports governance with a future-oriented and forward-looking attitude.

2.2. Foresight in governance and policymaking

History and academic research has shown that policymaking and foresight are closely related. In the public policy domain, Lasswell
and Lerner (Lasswell, 1951) introduced three policy orientations: ‘problem orientation’; ‘contextuality’; and ‘inter-disciplinary’. They
emphasized the inseparable relationship between policy and foresight, and explained ‘contextuality’ as a linkage between place and
time since the target time of a given policy is some point in the future (Dror, 1996; Glenn, Gordon, & Dator, 2001; Popper, 2008).
Subsequently, Osborne and Gaebler introduced the term ‘anticipatory government’ as a reinventing measure for administrative reform
to transform an existing policy into one that is more proactive and foresight-oriented (Osborne, 1993). Since then, integrating foresight
into policymaking has become a long-discussed topic for researchers in the fields of foresight and future-based policymaking (Calof &
Smith Jack, 2012; Da Costa, Warnke, Cagnin, & Scapolo, 2008; Mermet, Fuller, & van der Helm, 2009; Riedy, 2009; van der Steen &
van Twist, 2013; van Dorsser, Taneja, Walker, & Marchau, 2020; van Dorsser, Walker, Taneja, & Marchau, 2018; Walker, Marchau, &
Swanson, 2010; Walker, Rahman, & Cave, 2001). In particular, there are two actively researched, future-oriented national policy-
making processes, namely anticipatory governance and adaptive policymaking. These focus on the capacity of the foresight system and
the anticipatory knowledge of the actors involved rather than on its administrative processes and organization.

The theoretical and practical development of anticipatory governance has been observed within anticipation studies (Poli, 2017;
Quay, 2010; Ramos, 2014). Anticipation studies developed as the third layer of futures studies, subsequent to forecast (the first layer)
and foresight (the second layer) (Poli, 2017). Tuomi (2013) also mentioned it in the context of next-generation or design-based
foresight, and referred to this as ‘foresight 2.0’ (Miller, Poli, & Rossel, 2018; Poli, 2017). Anticipation is defined as the capacity “to
deal with new situations and realize accepted values, changing the focus from forecasting to being ready for future challenges” (De
Jouvenel, 2017; Poli, 2017, p.61). This capacity is not only limited to the individual level, but it also refers to needs, resources, and
systems at organization or government level (Poli, 2017). Specifically, in policymaking, Fuerth and Faber applied anticipation in
governance, better known as anticipatory governance (Fuerth & Faber, 2012; Fuerth, 2009, 2013). Anticipatory governance not only
possesses the feature of foresight, which challenges the attitudes of decision-makers by exploring possible futures, but it also boasts a
future-oriented decision-making structure and enhances the forward-looking capacity of a government by integrating foresight into
governmental affairs (Miller et al., 2018; Poli, 2017).

Second, adaptive policymaking is about “creating robust policies that respond to changes over time and that make explicit pro-
vision for learning.” Accordingly, it leads to the enhanced uptake of futures in the policy field (Hamarat, Kwakkel, & Pruyt, 2012; van
Dorsser et al., 2020; Walker et al., 2010, 2001, p.283). Contemporary policies built on best-estimate models and static analysis are
fragile against uncertainty. Indeed, uncertainty should be approached in a way that protects against and prepares for unforeseeable
developments. Unlike present-day policymaking, adaptive policymaking embraces changes overtime and keeps these plans attached to
an evolving new knowledge base (McCray, Oye, & Petersen, 2010; Walker, Marchau, & Kwakkel, 2013). In addition, it encourages
actors to continuously learn new ideas and overcome barriers to foresight (or future-thinking), namely finding satisfaction with
existing knowledge (van der Steen & van Twist, 2013; Walker, Haasnoot, & Kwakkel, 2013; Walker, Marchau et al., 2013; Walker
etal., 2010). It attempts to change the subjectivity of underlying values and perspectives of actors embedded in existing knowledge and
to then overcome their limited perceptions of the existing policymaking (van der Steen & van Twist, 2013; Walker et al., 2010). The
continued intakes of anticipatory knowledge and the capacity of the policy’s time horizon, professional background, instrument usage,
procedure, and leadership (Moench, 2010; Riedy, 2009; Swanson et al., 2010; van der Steen & van Twist, 2013) allow actors to expand
their boundaries to adjust to the long-term trends and dynamics of a society (Da Costa et al., 2008; van der Steen & van Twist, 2013).

Despite the two distinguished theoretical concepts mentioned above, there is still “a persistent gap between ‘knowing’ the future
and acting toward it in policymaking” (Riedy, 2009; van der Steen & van Twist, 2013, p.33; van Dorsser et al., 2020). Strategies,
approaches, and methods of this integration are required for a formal future policymaking process empirically. A lack of ‘hard evi-
dence,” a susceptibility to being falsified and its problematic nature as a legitimate source of policy, as well as its speculative nature, all
contribute to disconnecting foresight from policymaking (Riedy, 2009; van der Steen & van Twist, 2013). Understanding how and why
actors conceptualize issues or agendas in policymaking can make the bureaucracies of governments open, sensitive, and receptive to
new insights and concepts of foresight (Riedy, 2009; van der Steen & van Twist, 2013). Therefore, this article intends to strengthen the
link between policy and the futures field by narrowing its focus on the agenda-setting of the policymaking process at the outset of
policy formulation.

2.3. Research design and methodology

In the previous sections, we constructed a theoretical and conceptual lens through which to the linkage of agenda setting with
governance can be explained from a capacity and knowledge perspective, while a persistent gap between foresight and policymaking
was also identified. Based on the theoretical background and identified knowledge gaps, this article utilizes findings from a single-
project exploratory case study to examine the relationship between foresight and agenda-setting, specifically in the Korean future
conflict project which started in June 2019 and ended in December 2019. Considering the nature of the research questions in this
article (i.e., ‘why’ and ‘how’), an exploratory case study would be more practical to provide detailed underlying information and
meaningful implications to the questions (Eisenhardt, 1989; Herriott & Firestone, 1983; Yin, 2017). In particular, a case study of a
single project can answer detailed inquiries so that the researcher either “examines a relevant issue or reveals phenomena through the
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process of examining the entity within its social and cultural context” (Salkind, 2010, p.115). This approach focuses more on gaining
an in-depth understanding of a subject instead of presenting a comprehensive model and analytical generalizations (Rhodes, 1996).
Based on an exploratory case study, this article uses field study research as its main research methodology. Within the category of
non-experimental design, a field study intends to capture the essence of human behavior, namely the temporal or dynamic nature of
behavior in the given environment (Babbie, 2012, pp.312—314; Salkind, 2010, p.949). It includes a case study, natural/general
observation, the observer’s study of participants, and phenomenology (Babbie, 2012; Salkind, 2010). In particular, observations of
participants or non-participants are effectively used to explore the complexity of the project itself and its effects on the participants
(Salkind, 2010). We paid particular attention to the project’s processes of discussion, debate, and persuasion between actors who
participated in policy-foresight integration. Along with observations of discourse rooted in our field experiences, the article also uses
other methods to gather credible and reliable data, including interviews with participants and non-participants, and source documents
such as meeting notes and government documents in the course of the research analysis. This triangulated methodical approach
supports the article in acquiring reliable as well as valid data (Hussein, 2009; Jick, 1979; Olsen, 2004). Most importantly, this approach
allows us to achieve multiple constructions of truth, which derive from each actor’s arguments representing a particular position.

3. Results

This section describes the authors’ observations as to how the team organized this project and integrated foresight into policy-
making while delving into how the above-listed theoretical concepts were applied practically. Notably, this section first provides an
overview of the project such as the background to its initiation, its mandate, its operating bodies, and its implementation framework
along with the reporting output format. Then, it presents the project’s approaches and efforts made toward better foresight-
policymaking integration such as the utilization of different agenda-setting strategies and the application of foresight methods.

3.1. Project overview

This government-funded project was initiated to reflect on the administration’s reactive and passive actions in a series of conflicts
in the past few years including conflicts between car-sharing companies and the taxi industry (2018), on the reduction of official
working hours (2018), and on the increase of the minimum wage (2019), each of which severely damaged the unity of Korean society.
As well as serving the different interests of society, it was also necessary for a government to manage potential and anticipated conflicts
in a proactive manner. Moreover, the outcome of KAIST’s decade-long effort towards foresight-policy integration shaped the foun-
dation and initiation of this project.

The project’s mandate was to identify mid- to long-term future conflict agendas and to provide proactive conflict management
plans to be reported back to the National Cabinet Meeting. Implicitly, the project was also designed to build a foresight-centered
governing capacity within the administrative and decision-making processes. Even if these agendas are not directly attached to a
formal policy, the mandate itself allowed the Korean government to map a society in which the structure and intensity of conflicts are
apparent in order to prepare or adapt for sudden and unexpected changes (Calof & Smith Jack, 2012; Vervoort & Gupta, 2018).

The OPC implemented the project together with KAIST. For the past five years, the OPC had announced the conflict agenda pool on
a yearly basis. However, to deal with the aspects of futures such as identifying and analyzing future conflict issues and agendas, the
OPC decided to collaborate with a dedicated foresight research institute. The OPC, as the highest coordinating and governing body in
the administration, brokered KAIST with other ministries’ strategy and planning offices. The OPC and KAIST provided detailed evi-
dence to ministries and their decision-makers to rationalize the agenda selection and to further increase its acceptability and

Project Framework Analysis of Institutional Future
_Future Trends ' Conflict Agenda
= Conflict Summary
—| Future Conflict Issues l— m Status of Conflict
I. General facts

< Methods : data, statistics, news articles

Il. Relevant institutions and policies

m Analysis & foresight of conflict

I. Anticipated scenario of conflict
Institutional

‘ Agendas qevelopment . _

Institutional Agendas “ Methods : scenario planning .

) . Structural causes of conflict

Among the pool (systemic % Methods : horizontal scanning, causal layered analysis

agendas), 40 institutional ’
future conflictagendas were Ill.Stakeholders’ stance

selected %+ Methods : experts interview, stakeholders’ homepage

m Government’s proactive mgmt. plan

Future Conflict
Agendas

Fig. 1. Project’s Framework (Left) and Reporting Format (Right).
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Table 1
Future Trend, Conflict Issues, and Conflict Agenda (Institutional).

Futures 127 (2021) 102701

A. [FT] Demographic Changes

1) [FCI] Education Reform due to Decreasing School-Age Population

1 [FCA] Adjustment of Size of Newly-Trained Teachers

2 [FCA] Consolidation of Small Schools in Farming and Fishing Villages.

3 [FCA] Local Discontent when Local Public Universities are Merged

2) [FCI] Participation of Senior Citizen in Economic Activities

4 [FCA] Discussion on Reform of Public Sector Wage System

5 [FCA] Improving Work Environment for Physical Conditions of Senior Employee

6 [FCA] Introduction of National Basic Income

3) [FCI] Social Burden Caused by Decreasing Working Age Population

7 [FCA] Discussion of Raising Legal Age of Senior Citizens

8 [FCA] Reform of all Social Protection System

4) [FCI] Expansion of Facilities Related to Senior Citizens

9 [FCA] Location Conflict by Expanding Nursing and Dementia Facilities for Senior Citizens
10 [FCA] Location Conflict by Expanding Facilities due to Shortage of Crematoriums
5) [FCI] Response on Local Population Decrease

11 [FCA] Discussion of Local Administrative Reform (Widening of Jurisdiction)

12 [FCA] Increase of Local Complaints due to Slumming of Small Local Cities

6) [FCI] Reform on Military System due to Reduction of Military Manpower

13 [FCA] Discussion on Reorganization of Military Recruitment System

14 [FCA] Reduction and Merge of Military Units

15 [FCA] Discussions on Installation of Military Bases in Uninhabited Islands and Idle Lands
7) [FCI] Response to Increase of Single-Person Households

16 [FCA] Discussions on Expanding Institutional Support for Single-Person Households
8) [FCI] Response to Increase in Foreigners and Multicultural Population

17 [FCA] Discussion in Accepting Refugee Camp and Continued Increasing

9) [ECI] Introduction of New Institution to Meet Low Birth Rate

18 [FCA] Discussion in Expanding Institutional Support to Common Law Marriage

19 [FCA] Discussion in Legalization of Surrogate Mother and Egg Donation

B. [FT] 4th Industrial Revolution along with Economic and Social Structural Changes

1) [FCI] Industry Restructuring Due to Automation and Robotization

1 [FCA] Employment Conflict due to the Introduction of Self-Driving Cars

2 [FCA] Employment Conflict due to Unmanned Port Operation

2) [FCI] Advancement of Medical and Bio Technology

3 [FCA] Bioethics Conflict due to Emergence of the CRISPR Technology

4 [FCA] Conflict between Doctors and Healthcare Industry about Telemedicine

3) [FCI] Expansion of Sharing and Platform Economies

5 [FCA] Conflict on Change of Employment Legislation due to Employment Diversification
6 [FCA] Conflicts between Industries due to Proliferation of Platform firms (Delivery Apps)
7 [FCA] Conflicts between Old and New Industry due to Spread of Share Economy

4) [FCI] Development of Blockchain Technology

8 [FCA] Controversy over the Regulation on Crypto(virtual) Assets

9 [FCA] Controversy over Reorganization of Voting and Election System using Blockchain
5) [FCI] Emergence of New Industries that Change Lifestyles

10 [FCA] Conflicts due to Commercialization of Drone

11 [FCA] Conflict over Practical Use of Synthetic Meat

12 [FCA] Adult Content Industry Appearance Using Robot and Virtual Reality Technology
6) [FCI] Development of Al

13 [FCA] Copyright Issues on Works Produced by Al

C. [FT] Climate Change & Energy Conversion
1) [FCI] Promoting of Energy Conversion Policy
[FCA] Location Conflict of Offshore Wind Power Plant
[FCA] Discontent of Abolition and Reduction Energy Subsidies (e.g. cargo diesel subsidies)
[FCA] Discussion on Reform of Electricity Rate
[FCA] Conflict in Dealing with Solar Panel Waste
) [FCI] Development of New Technology to Manage Climate Change

N DN wWN =

N O G

[FCA] Conflicts Arising in the Process of Expanding Smart Grids

8 [FCA] Employment Shock due to Proliferation of Electric Vehicles (Engine vs. Electric Motor)

[FCA] Conflict between Government and Fishers due to Expansion of Carbon Capture, Utilization and Storage Facility
[FCA] Location Conflict between Government and the Local in Selection of Solid CO2 Reclamation Facility

*Abbreviation : FT, Future Trend; FCI, Future Conflict Issue; FCA, Future Conflict Agenda.
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actionability. They modified a preliminary future conflict agenda list based on the ministries’ feedback and requests. For instance, the
OPC held several high-level meetings with presidential secretariats, the prime minister, and ministers in order to push forward the
preliminary agenda by adapting it to suit the views of the administration. The OPC successfully imported its foresight capability to the
central government with support from KAIST and effectively coordinated with ministries to reinforce the OPC’s implementation
function.

In Fig. 1 above, the project’s conceptual framework (the left side) and the reporting format (the right side) are clearly depicted. The
project’s framework takes a hierarchical form of agenda development similar to that of Cobb and Elder’s agenda-setting process
(Birkland, 2015; Cobb & Elder, 1971; Peters, 2015). First, the project identified each mega trend that has a rather certain future di-
rection and then analyzed their anticipated primary effect on society. Second, the project explored future conflict issues by
comprehensively reviewing various areas where conflicts may arise depending on certain fluctuating factors. Third, the project came
with a potential pool of future conflict agendas (systemic) and then selected from these the final future conflict agenda (institutional).
The selection criteria for the final institutional agenda were based on the OPC’s guidelines according to which an agenda has (1) a clear
structural cause of conflict with an identifiable stakeholder’s stance, (2) a high probability of conflict occurrence, and (3) a feasible
resolution implementable by relevant ministries. The project lists three future trends, 17 future conflict issues, and 40 future conflict
agendas (institutional) as seen in Table 1 below. Moreover, the reporting format for each future conflict agenda is designed in order to
fluently explain the conflict story. Its structural format was arranged as follows: (1) conflict summary; (2) status of conflict; (3) analysis
and foresight of conflict; and, lastly, (4) the Korean government’s proactive management plan.

3.2. Approaches to integration

For foresight-policy integration, the project used the following two different approaches: (1) the utilization of different agenda-
setting strategies such as actor-based strategies (e.g. inside access, mobilization, and outside initiation models), an issue-attention
strategy, and social and political packaging strategies (analogous to existing public programs and policies and the utilization of
symbols); and (2) the application of two-way translation methods of foresight (forecasting and backcasting). Fig. 2 below explains the
two different approaches in foresight-policymaking integration in the form of a graph. The main differences are that the utilization of
agenda-setting strategies focuses more on reshaping a current conflict to bridge future conflicts and conflict agendas while the
application of foresight reshapes both future conflicts and conflict agendas to fit one another.

3.2.1. Utilization of different agenda-setting strategies

The project utilized different agenda-setting strategies, unlike the ordinary or present agenda-setting process that mainly matches a
certain type of issue (or agenda) with an appropriate strategy (Baumgartner & Jones, 2010; Cobb & Elder, 1971; Cobb et al., 1976;
Dahl, 1958; McClain, 1989). However, it was observed that the historical and present agenda-setting patterns or models are not
applicable when trying to explain a future issue or agenda. Given that a new issue or agenda has inherent vagueness, lacks stakeholders
or interest groups, and lacks actionability, it was inevitable that the project would not be stuck with a rigid agenda-setting approach.

3.2.1.1. Actor-based agenda-setting strategies. Cobb, Ross and Ross focused on policymaking actors (e.g. policymakers, interest groups,
and the public) and their roles in putting ‘pressure’ on a government to expand issues into agendas (Cobb et al., 1976). Three different
basic patterns of actor-based agenda-setting were observed in the project’s implementation, including the inside access model, the
mobilization model, and the outside initiation model. Interestingly, whether intended or not, the project followed these models’
underlying intentions. Certain features of each model were observed in crafting current policy issues or agendas to make them more
future-oriented.

First, the project initially followed the inside access model. This model is based on elite theory and abides by the notion that a few
elites including officials and researchers work to elevate a lower systemic agenda to a higher institutional agenda (Cobb et al., 1976;

Role of Agenda Setting Strategies

Current .
Conflict S

Current
/ Conflict

Future
Conflict

Role of Foresight Strategies and Methods

Re-shaping both future conflict and conflict agenda to fit each other

Future
Conflict

Conflict
Agenda

Future
Conflict

Fig. 2. Project’s Two Different Approaches.
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Mair, 1997; Mills & Wolfe, 2000). The OPC initiated the project and selected the institutional future conflict agendas from the agenda
pool proposed by the foresight researchers and ministries. The OPC is an influential group with special access to decision-makers.
Second, the project also appeared to resemble the mobilization model. This model involves “decision-makers trying to expand an
issue from a formal (institutional) to a public (systemic) agenda” (Howlett & Ramesh, 2003, p.134). Similarly, the project received
support from the public on selected agendas that were raised by ministries after the final report was published. This essentially sought
and gained the public’s understanding of selected agendas, thus giving them more legitimacy (Currie-Alder, 2003; Saritas, Pace, &
Stalpers, 2013; Tonn, 2003; Tonn, Scheb, Fitzgerald, & Stiefel, 2012). Third, applying the outside initiation model, the project utilized
the participating future researchers as a group that represents a future generation for a future issue’s expansion onto the current
agenda level. In this model, a representative outsider defines a problem and sells an agenda to a government by a process in which
contending interests compete with one another. This model attempts to involve the public in the agenda-setting process because it
considers that an elevation of an issue to agenda level can occur only if sufficient pressure is exerted from outside (Birkland, 2015;
Cobb et al., 1976; Howlett & Ramesh, 2003; Peters, 2015). Fig. 3 describes how the three models were applied to the project and its
actors.

3.2.1.2. Issue-attention strategy through media. The project effectively used media coverage to attract government attention to certain
issues. Downs (1972) claimed that an agenda “revolves around issues that momentarily captures public attention, resulting in demands
for government action” (Howlett & Ramesh, 2003, p.129). In particular, the media frames public debate and discussion and influences
public opinion in democratic politics (McCombs & Estrada, 1997). Moreover, this role of the media induces a government to act on a
certain issue (Bosso, 1990, pp.153-174; Nelson & Oxley, 1999).

In the project, the public response and information on mass media were utilized but in different ways. First, as a basic inlet of public
opinion, the media allowed the project issues to gain immediate attention from the OPC and relevant ministries. Among the proposed
future conflict agendas, those considered as a priority were emphasized using insinuating photos taken from the media to make them
appear as an imminent threat to Korean society. Second, the media was a useful source through which to explore public opinion on
certain issues. In drafting the reporting outputs, the positions of conflict stakeholders and the opinions of the public were presented
based on comments made on news items. Fig. 4 explains the structure and illustrates samples of how the media was utilized by the
project.

3.2.1.3. Social and political packaging strategies. When something becomes part of a systemic agenda, it does not automatically open
the door for an issue to be elevated to a formal institutional agenda (Cobb et al., 1976). Agenda-setting usually requires active interest
groups doing the political packaging that can elevate an issue to appear in a proposed agenda pool (Kingdon & Stano, 1984; Peters,
2015; Roberts, 1992). The project used (1) an analogy of existing public programs and policies, and (2) the utilization of symbols as its
social and political packaging strategies.

Using a strategy analogous to other existing public programs and policies, the project crafted a new issue to look much like an old
issue to increase the chances of it being placed on institutional agendas. The project re-refined the old 2019 OPC Conflict Agenda and
anticipated its future developmental trajectory. In other words, the project expanded this 2019 agenda to reach a more future-oriented
level, which was already set for the Korean government’s conflict management efforts. For example, Boosting Share Economnty (in the
2019 Agenda) was projected to B-3-5 (changes of employment legislation), B-3-6 (platform companies), and B-3-7 (old economy’s
dissentient) as shown in Table 1, by considering the new economy’s side-effects and the necessary regulations to ensure healthy
development. The Reform of the National Pension System (in the 2019 Agenda) expanded to Reform of all Social Protection System (A-3-8)
based on the expectation that a financial deficit would soon afflict all other social protection systems, including the national health
insurance service. The location conflict agendas in the 2019 list, such as Airport and Waste Disposal Sites, were re-drafted as the de-
mentia facility (A-4-9), crematorium (A-4-10), military base (A-6-15), and CO2 capture facilities (C-2-5, C-2-6) taking into account
expected future mega trends. The agenda of Solar Generation (in the 2019 Agenda) further touched on issues of wind power (C-1-1) and
solar panel waste (C-1-4). Utilizing the existing agendas increased the familiarity of the OPC and government officials with suggested
future conflict issues and agendas before selecting the final institutional conflict agendas (Seethaler, 2017). Please see Table 2 below
for the summarized results of changes and future agenda development using social and political packaging strategies.

The project proposed issues and agendas attached to important national symbols such as filial duties, bioethics, equality, liberty,
and security. According to Peters (2015, p.75): “the more closely a problem can be linked to important national symbols, the greater is

Foresight Institutions Office for Government Ministries’ Strategy
(e.g. KAIST) Policy Coordination & Planning Offices

@ Accept agenda (forcibly) @ Initiate a project 4 Build agenda pool

W Grant agenda for legitimacy 4 Select final agenda MW Propose agenda

A Push issues W Coordinate with ministries A Grant agenda (after review)

W Convince the public & institutions
A Accept agenda (after ministries)

@ Inside access model M Mobilization model A Outside initiation model

Fig. 3. Actors roles in Three Actor-Based Models.
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Fig. 4. Structure and Samples of Media Application in the Report.

Changes and Future Agenda Development - social & political packaging strategies.

Analogy of Existing Public Programs and Policies

Boosting Share Economy
(pre-existing agenda in
2019 OPC Conflict Agenda
list)

Reform of National Pension
System (pre-existing
agenda in the 2019 list)

Location Conflict about Airport
and Waste Disposal Sites
(pre-existing agenda in the
20109 list)

Solar Generation
(pre-existing agenda in the
2019 list)

Utilization of Symbols

[B-3-5] Conflict on Change of Employment Legislation due to Employment Diversification
[B-3-6] Conflicts between Industries due to Proliferation of Platform firms (Delivery Apps)

[B-3-7] Conflicts between Old and New Industry due to Spread of Share Economy

[A-3-8] Reform of all Social Protection System

[A-4-9] Location Conflict by Expanding Nursing and Dementia Facilities for Senior Citizens

[A-4-10] Location Conflict by Expanding Facilities due to Shortage of Crematoriums

[A-6-15] Discussions on Installation of Military Bases in Uninhabited Islands and Idle Lands

[C-2-5] Conflict between Government and Fishers due to Expansion of Carbon Capture, Utilization and Storage Facility
[C-2-6] Location Conflict between Government and the Local in Selection of Solid CO2 Reclamation Facility

[C-1-1] Location Conflict of Offshore Wind PP

[C-1-4] Conflict in Dealing w/ Solar Panel Waste

(1) human ethics, (2) Korean taboos, (3) traditional filial duty stemmed from Korean Confucianism, (4) universal values such as liberty and equity

1)

[A-9-19] Discussion in Legalization of Surrogate Mother and Egg Donation

[B-2-3] Bioethics Conflict due to Emergence of the CRISPR Technology

(2)

[A-9-18] Discussion in Expanding Institutional Support to Common Law Marriage

[B-5-12] Adult Content Industry Appearance - Robot & Virtual Reality Technology

[A-2-4] Discussion on Reform of Public Sector Wage System

[A-2-5] Improving Work Environment for Physical Conditions of Senior Employee
3) [A-3-7] Discussion of Raising Legal Age of Senior Citizens

[A-4-9] Location Conflict by Expanding Nursing & Dementia Facilities for the Senior

[A-4-10] Location Conflict by Expanding Facilities due to Shortage of Crematoriums

4)

[A-8-17] Discussion in Accepting Refugee Camp and Continued Increasing

[B-5-11] Conflict over Practical Use of Synthetic Meat (animal protection)

its probability of being placed on the agenda.” He added, that a symbol is defined as "anything that stands for something else. Its
meaning depends on how people interpret it, use it, or respond to it" (Peters, 2015; Stone, 2013, p.157). According to this view, an
agenda is created out of certain aspects of symbols such as the histories, traditions, attitudes, and beliefs of a society encapsulated and
codified in its political discourse (Howlett & Ramesh, 2003, p.122). A symbol allows both policymakers and the public to accept their
preferred understanding of causes more easily. The symbols used in the project had to be new enough to be refreshing, but traditional
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enough to yield a consensus among government officials (Birkland, 2015; Cobb et al., 1976). In the project, the OPC accepted issues
attached to symbols more easily and convinced other ministries effectively. Examples of this (as seen in Table 2 above) were the symbol
of human ethics applied in the agendas of CRISPR technology (B-2-3), and surrogate mothers and egg donation (A-9-19). Traditional
but old-fashioned Korean taboos were used to explore agendas such as common law marriage (A-9-18) and sex dolls (B-5-12), while
changing public sentiment on traditional filial duty long stemmed from Korean Confucianism and was applied to senior citizen agendas
such as A-2-4, A-2-5, A-3-7, A-4-9, and A-4-10. Moreover, universal values such as liberty and equity that have been recently
emphasized in Korea were reflected in the refugee camp (A-8-17) and animal protection (B-5-11 of synthetic meat) agendas.

3.2.2. Application of foresight to agenda-setting

Foresight strategies and methods were observed during the project’s implementation. Both present-to-future (forecasting) and
future-to-present (backcasting) were applied concurrently (Riedy, 2009). Historically, these methods have been used separately for
different purposes in foresight processes (Fuerth & Faber, 2012). For example, the present-to-future method has been used when
drawing diverse futures, and this represents the first stage of the foresight process (Bell & Olick, 1989; De Jouvenel, 2017; Miles, 2005,
2008). On the other hand, the future-to-present method has been used to foresee the impact of or provide feedback on the current
policy process, and this represents the last phase of the foresight process (Dreborg, 1996; Riedy, 2009). However, the project, rather
than implementing the methods independently, used them at the same time and back-and-forth. The methods re-shaped future conflict
issues and agendas to make them more realistic and actionable, and re-prioritized present-focused conflict agendas to make them more
future-oriented. In short, they effectively enabled foresight to ‘communicate’ with an ongoing conflict agenda and allowed the present
and future issues to influence one another. By moving the hierarchical structure of the agenda-setting, trends, issues, and agendas that
are described in Fig. 1 were able to co-evolve and co-develop together.

3.2.2.1. Present-to-future (forecasting) approach. With a present-to-future (forecasting) method, the project identified immediate
policy challenges first and then visualized possible futures of issues. During the project, an extensive and in-depth analysis of the
intentions, institutions, and relevant policies of the current government were conducted in order to forecast evidence-based but diverse
and unexpected futures.

First, the project team used big data to understand the nature of the current conflict and to predict future policymaking patterns. A
total of 15,321 pending legislative bills from 2016 to 2019 were crawled and then analyzed in terms of the frequency of specific words
in the bills. The intention was to extract the broadest thematic concepts in the project, specifically those related to the economy,
environment, population, and technology. This categorization into four different themes was later linked to the process of setting up
future mega trends and became an effective tool in structuring the conflict analysis framework.

Second, linking with the previous mobilization model, the project considered the ministries’ needs and their implementing ca-
pabilities, and then selected the future conflict agendas. After reviewing all existing policies, planned national directions, and ongoing

Table 3
Changes and Future Agenda Development - future-to-present (backcasting) approach.

Re-Shaping Conceptual Lens of the Current by Future Trends

(1) expected aging society (population), (2) rapid technology advancement

) [A-3-7] Discussion of Raising Legal Age of Senior Citizens
[B-1-1] Employment Conflict due to the Introduction of Self-Driving Cars
[B-1-2] Employment Conflict due to Unmanned Port Operation

) [B-2-4] Conflict between Doctors and Healthcare Industry about Telemedicine
[B-3-7] Conflicts between Old and New Industry due to Spread of Share Economy
[C-2-8] Employment Shock by Proliferation of Electric Vehicles (Engine vs. Motor)

Re-Prioritization of Early Rejected Issues/Agenda by Backcasting
(1) elevating systemic agendas, (2) specifying unclassified and broad issues
(both (1) and (2) rejected first, but later included in the final future agenda list)
[A-6-13] Discussion on Reorganization of Military Recruitment System

Increasing Demand for Volunteer Military System - [A-6-14] Reduction and Merge of Military Units
(1) - Collapse of Local Cities and Regional Government
- Vanish of Old Industrial City - [A-5-11] Discussion of Local Administrative Reform (merged into this one)
- Increase of Unidentifiable and Wasted Real Estate
Collection and Utilization of Personal Data - [B-6-13] Copyright Issues on Works Produced by Al
Expansion of Medical Practice and Insurance Fee - [B-2-3] Bioethics Conflict due to Emergence of the CRISPR Technology
Increase as Health Insurance Coverage Expands - [B-2-4] Conflict between Doctors and Healthcare Industry about Telemedicine
[C-2-8] Employment Shock due to Proliferation of Electric Vehicles (Engine vs. Electric
Reduction of Employment due to Emergence of 4th . Motor)
Industrial Revolution [B-1-1] Employment Conflict due to the Introduction of Self-Driving Cars
2 [B-1-2] Employment Conflict due to Unmanned Port Operation
[C-1-1] Location Conflict of Offshore Wind PP
[C-1-4] Conflict in Dealing w/ Solar Panel Waste
Site Issue and Civil Appeals for Expansion of Renewable [C-2-5] Conflict between Government and Fishers due to Expansion of Carbon Capture,
Energy ~  Utilization and Storage Facility

[C-2-6] Location Conflict between Government and the Local in Selection of Solid CO2
Reclamation Facility
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conflict management measures, the project team presented preliminary conflict agendas to the ministries for feedback. It was then
necessary for the team to identify the agendas’ plausibility and credibility within Korean society. Limits and blind-spots of the current
system (e.g. law, policy, measures, etc.) were clearly identified through ministry-tailored hearings. In addition, the project offered the
ministries an incentive in order to induce their active participation in the process. For example, the project team convinced ministries
that the project’s output would soon be developed into a high-level policy report and that the implementation of these agendas would
be the responsibility of the relevant ministries. The report titled Plan for Management of Long-term Future Conflicts was submitted to a
president- and prime minister-level National Cabinet Meeting on 24 May 2020.

Third, based on the above results, the project explored evidence-based but unexpected events, namely emerging issues that can
change the whole paradigm of the futures of Korea. Specifically, by putting forward ‘unasked questions,’ the project team could
diverge from the ‘predictable’ trajectory of known events and expand its limited horizon of thinking. For example, the project
anticipated the following: Introduction of the 5th Industrial Revolution, Conflict due to New Appearance of Online Political Party, and
Conflict due to Forming of an Elderly Political Party. Even though these were not actually included on the final future conflict agendas or
trends and issues, this still helped the team to think about futures in a more diverse way. Moreover, this ‘thinking-outside-of-the-box’
approach enabled taboo issues in Korea to become solutions for other agendas when they were met with future trends. For example,
issues such as Mandatory Gender Education and Protest of Religious Groups against Expansion of Homosexual Rights were expanded to A-
9—18 (common law marriage) as a solution to the low birth rate.

3.2.2.2. Future-to-present (backcasting) approach. The project also implemented the future-to-present approach, known as backcasting
(Dreborg, 1996; Riedy, 2009). Backcasting is about understanding a specific and underlying political context based on forecasted
futures works (Dreborg, 1996; Riedy, 2009, pg.13). Unlike forecasting, backcasting allows a project to identify the underlying
structure of a current issue (e.g. culture, values, myths, and worldview) through different angles (Inayatullah, 1990; Ogilvy, 2002;
Polak, 1973; Voros, 2003). Please see Table 3 below how future-to-present (backcasting) approach made such changes.

First, by designating a place for future issues and agendas within a politically-accepted framework, the project drew up the
structural causes of ongoing conflicts. The team identified the implications of long-term issues and then worked backward to re-shape
the conceptual lens through which current issues could be understood. This is because present decisions affect a future society, and
thus a present selection should take into account a long-term view. For example, an expected aging society (population) is a significant
issue in the struggle of public values between the Korean filial duty and the economic burden of the young (such as pensions, taxes,
insurance, etc.) (A-3-7). Furthermore, future technologies, which had long supported economic growth and modernization, were no
longer an effective and efficient tool to win over public opinion. Instead, such technologies are now considered negatively by many
because they will replace human jobs (B-1-1, B-1-2) and may even weaken the standing of licensed professionals such as doctors (B-2-4)
and mechanical engineers (B-3-7, C-2-8). By delving into not only the horizontal but the in-depth dimensions of a present issue based
on future implications, the project came to understand the underlying aspects of an agenda’s present nature.

Second, by using backcasting, the project also minimized the chances of futures being undervalued in the present. Specifically, the
project utilized broader concepts such as trends and future conflict issues to re-prioritize conflict agendas, namely re-organizing the
hierarchical priority of systemic conflict agendas. The project reinstated broader but unspecified conflict agendas (systemic) proposed
at the early stage of the project. Matching with identified and evident trends, systemic agendas were elevated to the level of insti-
tutional future conflict agendas. For example, the expected shortage of human resources due to the demographic changes reinstated
the previously rejected agenda of Increasing Demand for Volunteer Military System to A-6-13 (reorganization of the military recruitment
system) and A-6-14 (merging of military units). Furthermore, anticipated decreases in the local population elevated radical systemic
agendas such as Collapse of Local Cities and Regional Government, Vanish of Old Industrial City and Increase of Unidentifiable and Wasted
Real Estate to the institutional agenda level, albeit these were rather toned down and merged into A-5-11 (local administrative reform).
Elsewhere, some unclassified and broad agendas were changed to more specified versions of institutional agendas when they
converged with future trends and issues such as (1) Collection and Utilization of Personal Data to B-6-13 (Al copyright issues), (2)
Expansion of Medical Practice and Insurance Fee and Increase as Health Insurance Coverage Expands to B-2-3 (CRISPR technology) and B-2-
4 (telemedicine) respectively, (3) Reduction of Employment due to Emergence of 4th Industrial Revolution to C-2-8 (electric vehicles), B-1-1
(self-driving cars), and B-1-2 (unmanned port operation), and (4) Site Issue and Civil Appeals for Expansion of Renewable Energy to C-1-1
(wind power plant), C-1-4 (solar panel waste), and C-2-5 (CO2 storage), and C-2-6 (solid CO2 reclamation).

4. Discussion

The project successfully utilized various agenda-setting strategies along with foresight methods. Without these strategies and
methods, the present and pre-existing issues could not change to new future issues and agendas successfully. The rest of this section will
delineate the implications of the empirical evidence above and then make recommendations to further improve policymaking and
foresight integration.

4.1. Reasons for successful integration and limitations
The success of this foresight-policy integration is attributable to: (1) the nature of agenda-setting itself which is rather analogous to
the foresight process; and (2) the key variables within the project’s design, which rendered the foresight output acceptable to current

policymaking. To say a conclusion first, the way to cover up present and pre-existing issues and agendas to newly changed future
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agendas is not by a ‘specific tactic’. It is rather by a project’s frame and design itself along with its governance structure, namely a
project initiator’s capability such as the OPC’s inherited steering and coordinating power stemmed from its higher hierarchical po-
sition within the administration.

Agenda-setting itself is a relatively conducive to foresight approaches compared to other policymaking steps. First, from the
perspective of government officials, the known barriers of foresight outputs (e.g. ambiguity, subjectivity, being less actionable, etc.)
conceived by actual policymakers are relatively small in agenda-setting. This is because an agenda itself is within a pool of potential
policies, and not at the stage of being an actual policy so the burden of officially selecting agendas borne by government officials is
relatively light. Therefore, various pre-existing issues elicited before, including 2019 OPC Conflict Agendas can turn into new future
conflict agendas without difficulty. Second, agenda-setting naturally values active and open participation, which is also a well-known
principle and a familiar method for foresight researchers. In the project, the actors including policymakers and interest groups
participated in both stages (issue gathering and agenda elevation). Then, the foresight researchers effectively gathered and analyzed
diverse opinions through methods such as brainstorming, futures wheel, interviews and forums, panel discussions, horizon scanning,
causal layered analysis, and a survey of graduate students.

The leadership as well as steering power of the leading body and the designated group’s active representation of a future generation
made such a success of the project. These attributes supported the project to deal with changes of some issues to cover up pre-existing
issues and its tackling of obstacles such as future issues or agendas not having a formal agenda-setting pathway or an organized
stakeholder to support them. First, the Korean government initiated this project by delegating ownership and authority of the project to
one of the country’s highest administrative bodies, the OPC. The OPC coordinated with the responsible ministries through continued
communication and persuasion so the team was able to steer changes of pre-existing issues of a very delicate nature with difficulty.
Based on the ministries’ feedback and requests, the team can modify pre-existing issues and preliminary future conflict agendas.
Particularly, the project’s frame designed by the OPC that its outcome will report back to the National Cabinet Meeting provided an
incentive to ministries to have ownership of this changing and modification process. Furthermore, the OPC’s leadership allowed the
project to deviate from the inertial practices of ex post conflict management and to then encourage foresight activities. The OPC
planned to expand the benefits of foresight in the policymaking process, which have previously been exclusively enjoyed by the
technology and science domain in forms such as technology forecasting and technology impact assessment. By identifying future issues
and agendas in advance, the OPC attempted to reduce policymaking costs and to manage conflicts in a proactive manner. Second, the
KAIST researchers actively represented a future generation. Future issues are generally neglected and less focused on because they are
not urgent to the current generations (Brundtland, 1987; Rawls, 1999). People of futures are a minority or an outside grievance group
(Dahl, 1958; Hamilton, 1981; McClain, 1989). It is inevitable that politicians and government officials prefer to deal with present-day
issues because politicians focus on (re-)election which is largely determined by short-term performance (Heo and Seo, 2019). Due to
this power deficit embedded in future issues, the foresight researchers represented the minority position of future issues and agendas
and convinced all relevant actors including the OPC and ministry officials of sufficient importance. The researchers understood that a
conflict can occur between present and future generations or even between separate future generations. Therefore, they supported the
inclusion of issues likely to arise for a future generation in the final institutional agenda.

This foresight-policy integration, however, also reveals some limitations. The public was not able to directly participate in the early
stage of the project’s development such as brainstorming and creating the potential pool of trend, issue, and agenda. There was no
direct participation of the public and interest groups, but only indirect participation represented by the researchers’ group. It was due
to the OPC’s early intention not to disclose this work to the public. The OPC did not want to create any disturbance trigged from
interest groups by informing conflict issues agendas in advance. The public and interest groups could see the future conflict agendas
only after the final report was published. The project team engaged with the public just for achieving legitimacy of the output instead
of seeking their input of creative and diverse ideas. Therefore, the OPC, as a government agency, inevitably selected rather “safe” and
understandable agendas than that of a creative or debatable ones.

Due to the short timeframe of the project (7 months) and the above OPC’s selection bias, the project team did not fully utilize direct
participation of the public and relevant stakeholders and limited an inclusion of creative and “far-future” conflict issues to the final
agenda list. Based on the identified attributes of success and the limitations, the article proposes cautiously that these designing and
structural obstacles may be overcome by shifting ownership of the project to a different government body close with the public and
superior to an administration, such as a legislature and its subordinate units. For Korea, the National Assembly can the most appro-
priate implementing body of this foresight-policy integration because it is capable of institutionalizing communication, participation,
and networking with the public, eliciting cooperation with various interest groups, and pushing administrations to select a new
initiative such as a future agenda. However, this proposal needs to be developed in each country according to its national and local
context.

4.2. Increase in anticipatory capacity and knowledge

The major benefit of this future conflict agenda project was to increase the anticipatory knowledge and capacity of both the OPC
and foresight researchers. The OPC overcame its limitations of present-focused policymaking while the researchers acknowledged
conflict itself arising from a present generation’s discontent about their future expectations not being met. Not only did the project
successfully integrate foresight into policymaking, it also became a useful entry point through which to expand actors’ horizons and to
steer them towards ways of thinking that are more anticipatory.

Government officials in the OPC had inherited barriers to understanding future issues and agendas. They had different perceptions
as well when it came to intervention, time horizon, and necessary stakeholders. First of all, the OPC’s stance on selecting an agenda,
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namely the approach of intervention, is considered. The OPC wanted to look for a sequential trajectory whereby a specific type of
conflict is paired with a single conflict agenda in order for the government to deal with it efficiently. The OPC chose an agenda that
could be resolved directly and solely by government intervention. Second, the OPC had a rather short-term horizon when it came to
understanding future conflict issues and agendas. Its view on future conflicts that are likely to happen within 3—5 years contrasted with
that of the KAIST researchers who considered that “future” refers to the year 2030 or later. Third, the OPC interpreted a conflict as one
which occurs between a present generation and continues to prevail in futures unlike the researchers who acknowledged the existence
of conflicts across generations. The OPC focused on whether the stakeholders could hold a rally at a public square on a specific conflict
agenda on any given day. However, as the project wore on, the OPC gradually increased its anticipatory capacity and knowledge. The
OPC accepted rather vague and complex future agendas that did not implicate the Korean government in a specific action of conflict
resolution (e.g. A-5-11, B-6-13), with a rather longer time horizon (e.g. A-9-19), and relevant to a future generation (e.g. C-2-5, C-2-8).

The foresight researchers understood a conflict as a capacity-related tension such as the distress, anxiety, or deprivation of both an
individual and society. This tension is normally triggered by the negative disposition of an individual or a society against the prospects
of certain futures (Fuerth, 2009, 2013; Gaspar & Laurén, 2013). Thus, a conflict then occurs when an expected constraint limits both
the capacity of an individual or a society to imagine a desired future and their perceived space of liberty to draw diverse futures (Poli,
2017; Sen, 1993). In the project, the team identified and selected institutional agendas that deal with rather imaginable risks and
dangers, which may negatively affect an individual or society and may further develop into a conflict in the form of distress, anxiety, or
deprivation. For example, the young generation’s discontent with the increasing number of senior citizens and their active social
engagement has moved onto the institutional agenda in A-2-5 (a conflict related to working conditions tailored for senior employees),
and their consciousness of a job crisis has developed into A-8-17 (refugee inflow), B-1-1 (self-driving cars), B-1-2 (unmanned port
operations) and B-3-7 (share economy). In particular, the selected agendas in the Climate Change and Energy Conversion trend mostly
arose from the deprivation of energy and environment anticipated by the young generation.

4.3. Education and training for new governing capacity and knowledge

A future conflict agenda-setting project could increase anticipatory capacity and knowledge; however, the actors’ full internali-
zation of capacity and knowledge is still required, namely the adaptation of new anticipatory capacity and knowledge-based gover-
nance. As mentioned in the theoretical framework section, governance, or specifically the governing capacity and knowledge, of actors
is an underlying determinant of policymaking. This means that without changing fundamental governing aspects within actors and
without new governance being aligned with the futures field, it will be hard to sustain foresight in the policymaking process. Therefore,
continued training and education to internalize anticipatory capacity and knowledge for both government officials and the public
should be conducted to ensure forward-looking governance that complements existing forms of governance. This new anticipatory-
knowledge- and capacity-based governance can change actors’ histories, attitudes, attentions, and beliefs in more future-oriented
ways, which will strongly influence policymaking (Poli, 2017; Sen, 1993).

Continued training and education of policymakers is necessary because they are the main actors in a county’s decision-making
process and in the governing bodies of national policy. Establishing anticipatory-knowledge- and capacity-based governance de-
pends on the mind-set of such actors. Therefore, a mandatory training program for ministry officials at all levels needs to be estab-
lished. Knowledge of anticipatory governance and adaptive policymaking could overcome policymakers’ limitations such as a lack of
future awareness, short-sightedness, as well as a conservative knowledge-set. This learning process should not be a ‘one-time’ event but
rather a continuous and repetitive activity. Moreover, education should not be limited to policymakers or interested experts, but
should be expanded to the public. This is because the public are the final customers of policies so their forward-looking demands and
creative input could reform or reshape governance itself (van der Steen & van Twist, 2013). Government projects or initiatives have to
embrace public participation in order to enhance their forward-looking attitudes and values. Through direct or indirect involvement,
the public can better understand the views of policymakers while monitoring their government’s continued follow-up on its outputs
within policy processes. Through such training and education, the most important actors in agenda-setting, such as the public and
government officials, can possess future literacy (how to read and respond to futures) and future proficiency (how to interpret futures
in policymaking) respectively (Seo et al., 2015; Seo, 2015; Heo and Seo, 2019; Miller et al., 2018; Seo and Yoon, 2021). The public’s
future literacy will enhance demands for future policies and officials’ future proficiency then becomes key to the adequate supply of
future policies. In simple economics terms, demand encourages supply and sometimes supply creates demand.

5. Conclusion

A change of governance is highly necessary to fully integrate foresight into policymaking. Under the current policymaking pro-
cesses and their steering and coordinating capability and knowledge, foresight cannot be supported. Indeed, present policymaking has
inadequately employed foresight. Sometimes, foresight becomes a mere cliché or an excuse to support power politics and thus turns
into a means of deferring urgent and politically arguable decisions and actions. In short, foresight is gradually becoming a sort of
methodological cover-up used to justify a government’s policy.

On 28 May 2020, the project’s future conflict agendas were presented to the National Cabinet Meeting, and all issues and agendas
were assigned to relevant ministries and responsible institutions for their proactive conflict management. The forward-looking
leadership of the Korean government and the designated group’s active representation of a future generation have enabled this
tremendous achievement of integrating foresight into the policymaking realm. These two underlying factors allowed the project to
successfully apply various agenda-setting strategies and foresight methods. Furthermore, foresight-policymaking integration has
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enabled the project team and associated decision-makers to gain an in-depth understanding of actors’ histories, attitudes, attentions,
and beliefs, which further serves to solidify the basis of national governance. Increased anticipatory capacity and knowledge of actors
will act as the foundation of new future-oriented governance in Korea. There is no doubt that such successful integration will continue
to be enhanced and sustained through education and training. The proposed new anticipatory-knowledge- and capacity-based
governance could be another complementary approach to contemporary politics.

In the futures field, it is necessary to establish a solid theoretical background based on credible and acceptable evidence (Mermet
et al., 2009). By analyzing how foresight can be applied to ongoing policy processes, this article can provide meaningful value to an
international audience outside Korea. First, for foresight practitioners, the project’s integrated approaches could be replicated for
better foresight-policy integration. Second, for countries that plan to introduce foresight into their policymaking processes,
agenda-setting is a good entry point through which to conduct foresight practice and build anticipatory capacity and knowledge. Third,
for scholars, this article can serve as empirical evidence of foresight versatility and further contribute to developing theories and
concepts in anticipatory governance and adaptive policymaking.
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