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Sharing knowledge on 
networked foresight



• Analyzing the current state of national and regional 
foresight in Finland: mapping the ecosystem of actors and 
assessing their foresight competence

• Identifying concrete measures for developing and organizing 
foresight activities in the future

• One-year project (2019–2020) funded by the Prime Minister's 
Office

National Foresight 2020 project - What 
are we doing?



Finnish National Foresight System
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• 74 responses from organisations
• Largest respondent groups are central administration (38 %) and regional 

administration (28 %)

• 80 % of respondents are involved in multi-actor foresight processes
• Examples: regional development foresight, sectoral foresight, education foresight

• Foresight roles of respondents (overlapping roles are possible):
• 77 % are users of foresight knowledge

• 53 % are mediators of foresight knowledge

• 41 % are producers of foresight knowledge

• 21 % are facilitators of foresight (e.g. funders)

• 38 % state that the national foresight model has influenced their 
foresight work

Survey results: general overview



Survey results: methods and time horizons
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Survey results: international 
cooperation partners 
(examples)

• OECD

• European Commission 
(including EC Foresight 
Competence Center)

• European Parliament

• European Environment Agency

• Counterparts in other Nordic 
countries

• Higher education institutions

• Nato



• Strengths
• Openness in knowledge sharing and discussions

• Existing networks and structures for cooperation

• Shared recognition of the importance of foresight

• Challenges
• Connecting foresight with decision-making

• Fragmentation of foresight work (different networks, goals 
and interests)

• Connections between national and regional foresight work 
(knowledge sharing, promoting best practices)

• Resources

Survey results: strengths and challenges of 
Finnish foresight system (preliminary 
analysis)



• Bringing foresight knowledge better into political decision-
making (93 % important or very important)

• Communicating better about foresight knowledge (79 % 
important or very important)

• Facilitating sharing of foresight knowledge among network 
actors (75 % important or very important)

• Interestingly, fewer respondents considered building a shared 
digital futures database as important (18 % not important or 
slightly important, 51 % important or very important)

Survey results: development areas for 
national foresight
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