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Summary of the Consultation on  
Developing Foresight Capacity within the Public Service 

Tuesday, 29 April 2014, 9.30 am – 12.15 pm 
UNDP Global Centre for Public Service Excellence 

Overview 
This consultation was convened to engage thinkers and practitioners in discussion to advise UNDP on avenues for 
building government foresight capacity in developing countries.  
 
After brief opening remarks, three short presentations were given by foresight practitioners with experience in 
working with governments. The presentations were followed by a lively 90-minute roundtable discussion. During 
the closing remarks, the three presenters were requested to suggest their two “magic bullets” of insight/advice. 
See Annex 1 for full agenda. 
 
The following is a summary of the discussion that highlights some of the key points raised. 
 
To ensure a wide variety of perspectives, the consultation group consisted of 16 participants including UNDP 
colleagues, consultants with expertise and experience in foresight/futures work, and researchers/academics from 
diverse disciplines such as sociology, education, political economy, systems science and public policy. The broad 
experience in the room brought wide-ranging perspectives and experiences on strategic foresight to the table, 
each emphasising a particular aspect or application.  
See Annex 2 for participant list. 

Introduction and Opening 
Niloy Banerjee, Director a.i., Knowledge, Innovation and Capacity Group, UNDP  

There are several contexts for UNDP’s interest in foresight: 
1. Strategic Plan  

UNDP’s latest Strategic Plan contains a strong underlying theme that encourages looking over the horizon to 
anticipate issues and think of alternative pathways of interaction.  
 

2. ‘The World We Want’ Conversation 
UNDP’s massive online consultation on the post-2015 development goals indicate a general desire to see 
International Organisations be more nimble and flexible in their option, tools and interventions. 

 
3. Traditional UNDP programming adopts strategies based on the results of detailed analysis. The growing 

understanding that UNDP needs to be far more nimble and responsive to change is driving the 
imperative within the organisation to have rapid feedback loops, fast course correction and quick 
adaptation of programmes, which is again driving us to understand what foresight has to offer.  

 
Three imperatives make foresight an area of interest: 

1. Prevention versus post-facto action 
The United Nations are often called on in post-facto situations—after conflict, disaster, governance failures, etc. In 
reality, preventive measures can be implemented at a fraction of the cost of post-facto clean-up or relief. The 
business case for UNDP’s interest in foresight is to demonstrate better ‘value for money’ by intervening on 
preventive aspects of failures (particularly in governance).  
 

2. Changing demand from clients/partners 
UNDP is rethinking the value of what it offers because in view of a shanging landscape of its client typology, and 
with it both the demand for, and type of, assistance and services requested by partner countries. An increasing 
area of demand is futures-based scenarios and pathways of planning and intervention. This drives us to think 
about it, learn more and see how we can apply it within the organisation. 
 

3. “Global public good” value 
As an international organisation, we may be well positioned to offer foresight solutions (technical assistance, 
institutional and capacity development) to countries that do no have the resources to develop foresight capability, 
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possibly as a “global public good”. These futures scenarios could potentially be of value to our partner countries 
particularly on the edge of governance failures. We could, for example, provide Sudan and South Sudan with 
intelligence of what could be over the horizon and what some alternative pathways for intervention are. 

 
 

“The foresight business is part of a continuum—foresight should lead to some insight, then to some action.” 
~Peter van de Pol 

 
 
So what can UNDP really do? Leveraging its significant field presence in over 170 countries and territories, and its 
ability to organise the taxonomy of actors and actions, UNDP could potentially be effective at 1) leading foresight 
institutional development/education/training; 2) adding value at the insight level, and 3) affecting change at the 
action level with policies, programmes, initiatives/advocacy. To this end, UNDP must familiarise itself with the 
taxonomy of actors involved in foresighting—not just UN, NGOs and development actors, but also non-traditional 
partners like universities, the private sector, young leaders and civil society—that could help to intervene or act on 
various scenarios that UNDP puts together.  
 
Foresight offers valuable tools that UNDP could provide to the leadership of any country. The ability to discuss 
scenarios, alternative action plans and pathways, cost-benefits of each, and to put in place rapid feedback loops 
that allow us to adapt and be nimble, is a very valuable conversation with the leadership of our partner countries.  
 
The KICG is tasked to take foresight into a programme format that will become part of UNDP’s mainstream. At this 
point, we are in learning mode, curios to hear from the experts, see what works what doesn’t, what may be 
completely pie in the sky thinking, and what are the pitfalls. 

Key Points from Presentations 

Institutionalising Foresight in Government 
Catarina Tully (Co-founder of the School of International Futures and Director of FromOverHere) 
 
Catarina (“Cat”) has extensive experience as a strategy and foresight consultant working with governments, civil society 
and businesses. She was previously Strategy Project Director at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (UK). 
  
Foresight is becoming an increasingly important skill for civil services and government because we’re in a 21st 
century complex environment. Governance and complexity requires foresight. If we see the role of governments in 
the future as being a systems steward, foresight supports the three capacities required to play that role: 

1. Emergence – being engaged with the public to network and promote genuine and effective citizen 
participation in the co-production of public services;  

2. Coherent national narratives – building national strategic narrative for the country’s role in the world 
and how it brings its full range of assets / ministries / resources to bear in a coherent way;  

3. Future-alertness – making longer-term strategic decisions to: cope with and adapt to environments of 
uncertainty, overcome pressures to crisis manage, respond to 24/7 media, and develop longer-term 
strategies.  

 
When making decisions under complex environments, foresight is vitally important. The role of government will 
need to change in an environment where there are more doers and actors; where the role changes from being at 
the top of the pyramid to being part of a network of actors. But there are some complications and forces working 
against strategic foresight: 

• Volatility – makes it difficult to show and display why foresight is neccessary 
• A history of failed attempts – no one knows what success looks like. 
• Austerity – is the cost of foresight justifiable?  

 
The question is not ‘how do you set up capacity and build foresight, or how do you make the case for it?’ The 
question is very specific—when you do finally get that ‘sweet spot’ of political will and resource allocation, how do 
you get tangible results? How do you hit the ground running? 
 
To get foresight embedded into an organisation or into a country, you need to think at 2 levels: 

• The big picture – how do you build results that show impacts, as well as how do you build processes and 
capacity; and 

• The small picture (on the thematic issue) – how do you breakdown what you do at macro level to the 
institutional and the micro project policy level? 
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Organisations with good foresight capabilities have the following four features: 
1. Tools & Processes – an arsenal of different tools and processes, as well as competent and unbiased 

external expertise. Organisations should be clear about their expectations and desired outcomes, and be 
familiar with the right tools and processes to achieve set goals.  

 
2. Structures & Incentives – Effective foresight is integrated into the annual business planning process, 

risk measurement processes, and the learning and development matrices, etc. Common language, 
training, and expectation are also essential. Moreover, the right structures must exist, for example units to 
take this forward or to champion the initiative.  

 
3. Champions, Leaders & Allies – things will not move forward without the support of senior leadership 

and other allies, including parliament, local government, etc. An important insight is realising that other 
interlocutors—foreign counterparts, The Economist, etc—can probably ‘sell’ the value of foresight better 
than you. 

 
4. Communication – There is value in communicating, and building capacity to communicate, foresight, 

both in terms of communicating throughout the project, but also talking about the success and impact 
previous foresight projects have had. Strategic foresight also needs to help with and support emergent 
conversations with the population around coherent national narratives. 

 
There are various ways in which UNDP can promote foresight, one of which is advocacy. This could include 
pulling together case studies of what has worked in the past and making funds available for research. There is 
also potentially a role as convenor, both bringing together parliamentarians and local governments (for example, 
working with UNHABITAT on cities) but also convening on particular issues (for example, working with the UN 
special envoy on youth about such issues as the future of work and inequality).  
 
In terms of getting organisations and individuals to take “the longer term” into account in view of enhancing the 
outcome of their decisions, there is a community out there that needs to be brought together in an eco-system. 
UNDP could potentially play an important role in an eco-system of activists, civil servants, consultants and 
academics who do not have a centripetal force around which to congregate.  

Strategic Foresight in Government  
Devadas Krishnadas (Founder and Chief Executive Officer of Future-Moves Group) 
 
Devadas formed the Whole-of-Government Strategic Planning unit at Singapore’s Ministry of Finance where he was 
concurrently Deputy Director of Fiscal Policy and the first Lead Foresight Strategist. While he brought extensive 
knowledge and experience in the public service to the table, his presence at this consultation was in his capacity as a 
private consultant. 
 
With or without foresight, the one continuity that runs through decision making and strategy formulation in the 
Singapore government is paranoia. Singapore’s basic strategic premise is “we’re either successful or we’re dead,” 
so emphasis is placed on: 

• Trying to be successful; and 
• Trying to avoid making strategic mistakes from which we cannot recover. 

 
 

“we do need to develop a thicker skin … we see failure with a capital ‘F’ as something we can’t tolerate, but 
failure with a small ‘f’ is something that we should not only tolerate, but embrace it as an opportunity for 

learning and for testing our systems and models.” ~Devadas Krishnadas 
 

 
The key insight into strategy is that it is not necessary to be right all the time on every issue and every dimension 
to be successful; it is about identifying the key things to get right, backing your bets on those and sticking it out. 
The real benefit of foresight is in helping to identify key trends early enough to be able to do something about it, 
and to position one’s organisation to ‘ride the wave’ and be successful. 
 
Singaporean policy and strategy formulation is evolving. Historically, the ability to appreciate and assimilate 
output from foresight processes at the top has not really been a problem. Having been carefully selected, 
groomed, and inserted into the political process, a majority of the cabinet—many former civil servants or military 
officers—have been trained in scenario planning and foresight. They would have engaged with, come across, or 
made use of foresight products during their professional careers prior to becoming politicians.  
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Presently, feedback loops that consider the concerns, fears, hopes and aspirations of the general voting public are 
increasingly incorporated into decision making processes that were previously top-down. There is some sentiment 
that as the country’s democracy normalises, decision making may become more and more short-term in order to 
service that overwhelming political imperative of any political party: the retention power.  
 
Ironically, some of Singapore’s most attractive qualities—safety, security and stability—are also her key 
vulnerabilities because when faced with crisis, there is little real preparedness. Going forward, the country should 
look to embracing small, tolerable shocks as inoculation against large intolerable shocks. This means: 

• Focussing on resilience rather than robustness; 
• Expecting and tolerating some degree of failure; 
• A willingness to deviate from success models, take risks and accept trade-offs; and 
• Picking leaders at the middle levels who can operate this way. 

Building Foresight Capacity 
John Sweeney (Researcher at the Hawaii Research Centre for Futures Studies and Deputy Director of the Centre for 
Postnormal Policy and Futures Studies) 
 
John has facilitated and designed strategic foresight workshops in Myanmar and Hawaii, and in conjunction with 
UNESCO and other international organisations. 
 
When starting to look at a project, there are three ‘S’s to consider: 

1. Scale – How do we think about scale?  
2. Scope – What kind of metrics do we need to understand scope?  
3. Success – How do we develop clear metrics for success, such that we can show the value of foresight?  

 
If we sustain these values, we may possibly create a foresight culture in the organisation. 
 
Foresight has come far, but there’s a long ways to go. In creating cultures of foresight, it is important to work in 
different spaces and develop cross-sector relations. Some key things to think about include:  

• Who’s in the room?  
• Is foresight only for those in the room?  
• How do we find engagement that extends beyond normative spaces?  
• How can we find intuitive, yet insightful, ways of creating foresight capacity in a variety of governance 

spaces?  
• What kind of conversations can we have, and what kind of conversations do we want to have? (Two very 

different things, especially in spaces of radical change.) 
 

 
“collaboration without foresight is dangerous; and foresight without collaboration is pointless.” ~John Sweeney 

 
 
Collaboration is a necessity in foresighting. Developing specific foresight capacity in country is about harnessing 
existing creativity, but collaboration also has to 1) work across scales; 2) be attentive to scope; and 3) have clear 
metrics for success. When talking about collaborative spaces: 

• How do we define those spaces? 
• How do we make sure those spaces achieve the kinds of outputs that we want to see?  
• How can we weave that back into micro feedback loops to do things better, i.e., with more fluidity, agility 

and resilience, and to produce favourable outcomes? 
 
The Myanmar Futures Exchange (MFE) is a project of the East-West Centre that created a space for collaborative 
foresight capacity building. MFE 2013 gathered innovative thinkers from diverse sectors to try to find ways of 
considering Myanmar’s economic development to the year 2020. Some questions and issues facing the country 
included:  

• Governance: the kind of foresight (or lack thereof) in place to make sense of rapid change; 
• Transparency: as the world’s longest military dictatorship, the President’s uniform might have changed 

but the structures are still the same;  
• Uncertainty: Southeast Asia’s third largest nation (by square area) is undergoing radical change; and 
• Potentiality: hurricane Nargis forced government to find different ways of working. 

 
MFE was a way of imagining alternative futures, having conversations about preferred futures, but more 
importantly, discussing preventive futures, i.e., how do we prevent the kinds of futures we don’t want to see? 
How do we find the tools and develop the capacities to make our way through those futures, and hopefully end 
up better off? 
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The ultimate aim of such events is to develop capacity. This is perhaps where organisations like UNDP can 
contribute. Once interest is generated, UNDP could potentially step-in and work with multistakeholders to develop 
internal capacity such that different actors see the value of foresight and take it on themselves. 

Key Points from Roundtable Discussion 

i. Change, criticality and the slow collapse 
 
 
“It’s always better to change when you can, rather than change when you must… Ironically, change is best to do 

when you’re doing well, not when you start to fail.” ~Devadas Krishnadas 
 
 
A profound challenge for those involved in foresight work is getting people to do something different when the 
status quo is working. People are reluctant to give up the certainty of what’s working, for the uncertainty of doing 
something that may not even work. 
 
How do you create conversations to define a shared vision, common narratives and common identities in the absence of 
criticality? Singapore ran a series of conversations as part of the project “Our Singapore Conversation”, which 
utilised a framework precisely for this kind of narrative criticality. Causal Layered Analysis is a foresight technique 
that tiers its way down and gets to the myths and metaphors that drive who we are. One thing to note of “Our 
Singapore Conversation” is that the political opposition was not invited to be part of the process, limiting its value 
as a representative foresight exercise. 
 
On preventive futures, how do you move the conversation from the criticality space to the culture of foresight space, or, 
in other words: how do you institutionalise? Hoping for criticality is a bad way to do strategy. Strategies formulated 
under conditions of criticality are those of survival and made under duress. They are cobbled together to provide 
rapid response and can end up setting entrenched long-term changes that have not been pre-meditated. 
Conversely, it can also be argued that countries under existential threat (Singapore, Finland) are generally better 
at strategy.  
 
On criticality, do you only spot the cliff if you approach it very quickly? Is the speed of change a factor? Is slow collapse 
necessarily bad if policy-makers are exercising adaptability living in crisis and dealing with consistent small shocks?  
 

 
“In countries that find themselves on the edge—that sweet-spot, that moment of criticality—we’re able to make 

the change, make the transition. Where it’s not quite at the precipice, one enters into this (dangerous) space 
having amassed enough conversation to have stirred passion in enough places, but left without the thing one 

needs to take it forward.” ~Michelle Gyles-McDonnough 
 
 

ii. Culture and paranoia 
If you can’t do it well, don’t do it at all. Do these exercises work in the absence of a culture of foresight? People often 
tend to go for the big bang overhaul, but you don’t need to start off implementing changes in culture by working 
long-term and incrementally. Exercises that demonstrate the value of futures and foresight can be conducted at 
the local, community or policy-area level, or to promote cooperation. These exercises should only be conducted 
where conditions of demand and supply are met. The important things is to set a bar and be clear about what 
needs to be in place on: 

1) the demand side: in terms of the top down leadership demand and support, and  
2) the supply side: in terms of the capability to run these projects. 

 
There is a saying that “culture has strategy for breakfast.” Rather than focussing on using foresight to formulate 
strategies, work on building or creating a culture of foresight so that strategic thinking becomes embedded in 
organisational culture.  
 

 
Once culture is created, it is difficult to reverse. 

 
Ijlal: The child policy is a great example from Singapore about this where they introduced a policy about ‘stop at 
two’. So people did. They stopped at two, then they stopped at 1.2, and this is going downwards. You can’t make 
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it go the other way. Endless numbers of people have tried…and it’s so hard to do. It’s hard to do cultural 
transformation, and mostly we don’t succeed. Cultures are stable over long periods of time and you have to work 
within them.  
 
Devadas: This thing about the ‘stop at two’ is really a good example of foresight gone wrong even when there are 
the best intentions. The reason that we (Singapore) took that policy was because we thought we were brilliant at 
foresight. The Club of Rome had come up with this ‘population time bomb’ for the whole world—food stocks were 
not going to keep up, and by 2030 there would be great starving crises around the world. So being brilliant long-
term thinkers, we decided we would change the trajectory of our population to ensure that we could be 
sustainable under future conditions. It’s not often pointed out, but that’s a perfect example of us getting it 
completely wrong. It’s also an example of how dangerous simplistic thinking about decision making can be, in the 
sense that we thought that, “well, if it didn’t go well, we could flip the switch and reverse direction.” But, of course, 
when it comes to people and changes, what worked in one direction doesn’t necessarily work in the other 
direction.  
 

iii. Complexity and consequences 
Simple, two-dimensional pictures are easy to sell politically, because people are busy and want relatively simple 
answers even to a complex question, but it is vitally important not to be seduced by simplicity.  
 
Policies often carry unintended consequences. An initial policy can find itself in combination with non-policy 
trends like wealth-effects, education-effects and rights-effects, etc., which in totality make it a completely 
unrelenting and resistant to change and adjustment. 
 
An important contribution foresight can bring to policymakers (who tend to see things in straight, domino lines) is 
the ability to anticipate how a new policy choice can find itself interacting with other effects at the structural level, 
which they are not necessarily responsible for and that might be intended consequences of other policies.  
 
 

“where the population question is concerned, that’s certainly where we found ourselves…the unintended 
consequences of educating and bringing women into the workforce to create gender equality and boost the 

economy …(have) led us to making very difficult political choices about immigration. Which has come, in a round-
about way, to become the central political question confronting the government. So it’s funny how things come, in 
a loop, back to haunt you, and it may now well decide the future of the country, not just at the policy level, but at 

the political level.” ~Devadas Krishnadas 
 
 
Foresight can also be a leverage point for creating that critical public sphere and for allowing to both attempt to 
manage complexity and to navigate it.  

iv. Politics and politicians 
It has been argued that democracies make bad strategy because of distributed power and short-term cycles of 
political validation, which frustrates the process of thinking long-term. How do you have political turnover and yet 
maintain a consensus among people competing for power, on a few things that really should matter regardless of who is 
in office? Some things must be consistent in a democracy regardless of what the spectrum of change or 
perspective is. It is therefore particularly important for democracies to have structural processes in place.  
 
It was suggested that the right actors to interact with citizenry in distributed democracies are politicians, not 
bureaucrats, and that more focus should be placed on educating grassroots politicians who often emerge from 
diverse backgrounds and are expected to understand government policy overnight. According to this line of 
argument, training should be provided to new politicians on how to engage with citizens and how to cooperate 
with the bureaucracy in order to provide structured and useful feedback. Other participants felt less comfortable 
with, or confident in this bureaucratisation of politics. 

v. Bureaucracies and bureaucrats  
The nature of the political-bureaucratic interface, and the quality of the bureaucratic team that will support 
foresight work, is important and should not be underestimated. The quality of the bureaucracy—combined with 
inspirational leadership—is very important. Navigating a bureaucracy that is politicised or full of sycophantic 
people could be a challenging process and attempts to institutionalise foresight in these contexts might require 
different approaches.  
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Humility and the ability to listen well and empathise with people are important. What qualities should civil servants 
who become involved in collaborative foresight posses? The average civil servant needs to realise that her/his 
education, skills or training does not make her/him uniquely, solely or even best placed to fully understand the 
problem and design possible solutions; at best, s/he offers one piece of the puzzle. The challenge is to find and 
collaborate with others who hold parts of that same puzzle.  

vi. Political incentives to do foresight 
We assume that in these places and spaces, people want to make change. But in some parts of the world, the 
disconnect between citizenry and the leaders is quite vast. How would UNDP support a foresighting exercise that 
was meant to be inclusive and participatory when the whole structure of society—the way the government relates 
(or not) to its citizens—is not particularly positively inclined to this kind of experience?  
 
When we look at public sector driven foresight exercises, it is interesting to reflect on societies with a big gap 
between the citizens and the political elites. It makes such exercises necessary and more important, but also 
potentially quite difficult.  
 
There needs to be a conversation about the balances of benefits and costs, about how policies are negotiated in 
spaces of distributive power, and about how difficult it is to change policies that define entitlements, for example. 
A convinced and committed leadership is essential at both the political level and the administrative level to 
change benefits packages when a cultural value that says aspiration is worth it is non-existent. 

vii. Leadership 
There needs to be a discussion about cultivating the kind of leadership that can not only see the wave and find 
the right big bet, but have the willingness to take the big bet (assuming proper scanning and assessments have 
been done).  
 
The misfortune is that these leaders tend to be very difficult people to get along with or to do things with. They are 
generally not consensus-builders. In most cases, they tend to have powerful visions, powerful sense of self and a 
powerful drive.  
 
In terms of getting leaders on board the foresight boat, we need to ask ‘how do leaders get influenced’? There is 
something to be said about peer-to-peer leadership (e.g., Tony Blair’s influence on President Kagame). This 
suggests that if you want to make the case as UNDP at that level, then consider working with the type of 
institutions where the big thinkers come together (e.g., the Oxford Martin School) to make a platform for why this 
is important. 

viii.Ethics 
Questions around ethics might come up when working with governments. Who are we working with? Can we for 
example help a regime increase their foresight capacity that is at the same time accused of perpetuating 
genocide?  
 
The ethical context within which foresight is done, and the power of these tools and the immediacy of those 
impacts, is something that that must be considered carefully. When there are ethical concerns, political 
comportment: 

• should be transparent,  
• should be articulated, and  
• we should be upfront about what we are doing and why we want to do it.  

ix. Active citizens and participation  
It was suggested that when the opportunity is there to be included, an active citizenry—one that is interested, 
informed, engaged and not self-excluding—has to not only participate but to participate knowledgably. 
Developing citizen capacity to participate in a conversation about the future requires equipping people with the 
right tools, resources, stances, etc. Some participants thought his point of view was top-down and paternalistic.  
 
Conversely, they pointed out that the average person on the street is very capable of understanding complexities 
and trade offs (although perhaps not the jargon). If asked to design a governance structure that balances risks 
appropriately, citizens often do a much better job than governments, bureaucrats, or scientists. The skill set is there 
and the challenge becomes how to harness it. Here, the argument was for citizens to have greater access to the 
discussion table and to better educate bureaucrats about the issues that matter to citizens.  
 
Despite different perspectives amongst participants regarding active citizenship—‘developing an active citizen’ 
(and the time required to do so) versus increasing the existing citizen’s access to the table—there was recognition 
and agreement that citizen input into foresight exercises is important.  
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x. Collaboration 
If foresight is going to be legitimate, it has to be inclusive foresight. Foresight should not just be political leaders 
and the bureaucracy engaging in these activities. It is equally important to have a thriving robust, aggressive, 
non-bureaucratic, strategic contribution to the country’s discussion, for instance from the private sector players / 
public intellectuals, as well as multi-stakeholder inputs including from civil society and academia. 
 
Rather than trying to build a coalition of the good—which is what people in development always tend to aim for—
consider a coalition of the engaged. A community of unusual suspects who are already engaging in foresight 
could potentially be the real catalyst for change. 
 
That said, collaboration must be indigenous and inclusive, and should avoid the dangerous situation where 
resulting actions actually contradict what was discussed. There is a lot of literature about how collaborative 
participation, versus top down approaches, give a semblance of participation but actually are not structured in a 
way that will lead to genuine change.  

Closing Remarks 
Niloy Banerjee 
Where does UNDP go from here? Incentive structures are aligned in a way that many people are almost risk-
averse. When it comes to innovation and new initiatives, sceptics are quick to point out that scaling-up is 
challenging and often times difficult to achieve successfully. How does foresight take flight within the 
organisation, and within a short period of time? What are the tipping points in a bureaucracy of supportive and 
highly intelligent people, who might be path dependent in their behaviour and tend to ask ‘why’ first rather than 
‘why not’?  

The ‘Magic’ Bullets 
The presenters were asked to name their “magic bullets” that could help make foresight take off.  

Catarina Tully 
• Scale: must be integrated into business planning processes. Country plans and thematic plans must also 

be integrated into any proposal. 
• Cooperation: Opportunities become available and synergies emerge when resources are pooled, which 

create better impacts and effects. Foresight can take the ‘heat’ away present conflicts by creating space 
for discussion through conversations about the future. 

Devadas Krishnadas 
• Leadership: it is important to identify the power centres within an organisation and win them over first. 

They are the ones that are going to create the insurmountable resistance should they not believe in what 
you are trying to do. Leaders and heads of organisations also have tremendous amounts of moral 
influence. They can influence HR decisions and help people make choices to accept changes first and 
understand later as results roll in.  

• Accessibility: avoid the temptation to make foresight a ‘voodoo science’ that belongs to a few priests. 
Foresight should be practical and easy to do, and available (as in perhaps a toolkit) for anybody and 
everybody to use. 

• Persistence: Set realistic timelines. Fostering a culture of foresight is a multi-year effort that requires 
persistence and, sometimes, rubbing others the wrong way. Indeed the latter can occasionally be a 
positive KPI that constructive change is underway. 

John Sweeney 
• Create buy-in: Identify a champion, and be willing to wage ‘guerrilla warfare’ by asking: Who do I win 

over today? How do I find ways of having people ‘drink the kool-aid’? How do I create buy-in? How do we 
find ways of creating cultures of experimentation? 

• Take risks: “if you build it, they will come.” Take a chance in creating cultures of experimentation and be 
willing to create a different space. If we are still using 18th century governance models, then think about 
how we can change that. 

 
 



 

  

Annex 1: Agenda of the Consultation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Consultation  

Developing Foresight Capacity 
within the Public Service 
Singapore, 29 April 2014 

 
This consultation will bring together public service thinker-practitioners for a discussion on foresight approaches in Government 
decision-making & planning.  
 
The UNDP Global Centre for Public Service Excellence is looking to debate both the potential and the challenges facing the 
public service when developing internal capacity and institutionalising foresight for better anticipation and appreciation of 
possible, probable, and desirable futures. We will feature the work of some of our participants who have developed methods that 
facilitate foresighting, strategic planning or decision-making.  
 
This consultation immediately precedes our Conference "Development on Small Islands? – What does a complexity approach 
have to offer?" in which we are making the link to complex adaptive systems thinking as a way to approach increasingly 
interconnected and interdependent issues.  
 
We hope that the discussions will provide a platform for thinker-practitioners to share their reflections on the topic and enable us 
to refine our research & evidence on foresight and strategic planning. The findings will also feed into planned events on the topic 
that are meant to scope the utility and the options for developing public service foresight capacities in developing countries. 

 (28/04/2014) 

Agenda  
9:00 am Coffee & Tea 

9.30 am 
Opening  
Arndt Husar, Deputy Director, UNDP Global Centre for Public Service Excellence 
Niloy Banerjee, Director a.i., Knowledge, Innovation and Capacity Group, UNDP BDP 

9.45 am Round of  Introductions 

9.55 am Presentation 1: Institutionalising Foresight in Government 
Cat Tully, Founder, School of International Futures  

10.05 am Presentation 2: Singapore Foresight in Government: How it All Began 
Devadas Krishnadas, Founder, Future-Moves 

10.20 am Presentation 3: Building Foresight Capacity in Myanmar and Hawaii 
John Sweeney, Researcher, Hawaii Research Centre for Future Studies 

10.30 am Roundtable Discussion on Foresight Capacity Development  
led by Peter van de Pol, Policy Advisor, UNDP Capacity Development 

12.00 pm 
Closing 
Niloy Banerjee, Director a.i., Knowledge, Innovation and Capacity Group, UNDP BDP  
Arndt Husar, Deputy Director, UNDP Global Centre for Public Service Excellence  

12.15 pm Lunch 
12.45 pm Transfer to the Venue of the SIDS Complexity Conference (LKYSPP/NUS Bukit Timah Campus) 
Venue: UNDP Global Centre for Public Service Excellence 
#08-01, Block A, 29 Heng Mui Keng Terrace, Singapore 119620   (http://bit.ly/GCPSE-Map) /  T: +65 6908 1063 

 



 

  

Annex 2: In Attendance at the Consultation 
 
 
Name Designation Organisation (background/area of interest) Notes 

Niloy BANERJEE Director a.i. 
Knowledge, Innovation and Capacity 
Development Group, UNDP Bureau of 
Development Policy 

New York / US 

Peter BATCHELOR Regional Manager UNDP Pacific Centre Fiji 

Sam CAMMISS Associate, Service 
Innovation Practice 

Institute of Systems Science, National University of 
Singapore Singapore 

Leah CHAN Knowledge Broker UNDP Global Centre for Public Service Excellence  Singapore 

Niheer DASANDI Research Fellow Developmental Leadership Program / University 
College London (public policy) London / UK 

Michelle GYLES-
McDONNOUGH 

Resident 
Representative & UN 
Resident Coordinator 

UNDP Malaysia, Singapore and Brunei 
Darussalam 

Kuala Lumpur / 
Malasyia 

David HUDSON Deputy Director of 
Research 

Developmental Leadership Program / University 
College of London (political economy) London / UK 

Arndt HUSAR Deputy Director UNDP Global Centre for Public Service Excellence 
(urban planning)  Singapore 

Devadas KRISHNADAS CEO Future Moves (policy, strategy and risk 
consultant) Singapore 

Ijlal NAQVI Assistant Professor, 
Sociology 

SMU, School of Social Sciences (citizens public 
service delivery in Pakistan) Singapore 

Caryn PEIFFER Research Fellow Developmental Leadership Programme (state-
business relations and corruption) UK 

Richard SANDFORD Researcher Northover Research (Education futures) Singapore 

John SWEENEY Researcher; Deputy 
Director 

Hawaii Research Center for Futures Studies; 
Center for Postnormal Policy and Futures Studies Hawaii / US 

K-C TAY Senior Adviser UNDP Global Centre for Public Service Excellence  Singapore 

Catarina TULLY Founder;  
Director School of International Futures; FromOverHere London / UK 

Peter VAN DE POL Policy Adviser UNDP Capacity Development (institutional 
innovation) New York / US 

 


