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SUMMARY 
 
The ‘Sustainable Decision-making for Future Foods’ (‘Coming to the Table’) project has 
engaged government, science, business and community stakeholders in dialogue about 
sustainable decision-making for future food technologies. The aim of the research is to 
improve New Zealand’s economic and technological development by demonstrating how a 
fuller picture of consumer and societal preferences can assist investments in future food 
science and technology. This report presents the findings of the 4th and final stage of the 
project in 2012, Strategic Development, along with an Evaluation of the project. This 
phase follows stakeholder dialogue about the acceptability of future food technologies and 
is focused on knowledge transfer and evaluation of ‘Coming to the Table’ methodology.   
 
Phase IV was intended to answer the following inter-related questions: 
 
1. To what extent does identifying alternatives, opportunities and barriers early (rather 

than downstream in the innovation cycle when risk perceptions are entrenched leading 
to social conflict and consumer resistance) support sustainable decision-making for 
technology development? 

2. How can information about the potential impacts and options in the social and 
economic context be used to avoid significant downstream social and consumer 
reactions and costs, as previously experienced in New Zealand with some new 
technologies and which raise uncertainties for future R, S & T? 

3. To what extent do innovative stakeholder engagement methods effectively contribute 
to the identification of risk acceptance profiles for a range of future food technologies 
through deliberative dialogue between developers and consumers? 

 
Strategy Development 
 
The Strategic Development phase has adopted a case study approach. Methodologically, 
the aim was to create a knowledge transfer process drawing on system thinking and 
problem structuring approaches given that former’s ability to support bigger picture 
strategic thinking and the latter’s emphasis on the use of models to provide a focus for 
dialogue. The outcome aim was to contribute to end-user deliberations about ‘real world’ 
decision making by translating the dialogue findings about stakeholder preferences and risk 
profiles (Phase III of the research) into strategy and decision-making processes in a science 
and commercial organisation in the food sector (Phase IV). Two key end-user 
organisations were invited to participate in Phase IV, given that they had a direct interest 
and influence on strategic investment decisions for future food technologies, and had 
actively participated in the research activities to date: 
 
•  “Plant & Food Research”. A strategic thinking workshop with a major science 

institute to explore what strategic issues and uncertainties stakeholder preferences 
relating to biotechnology, nanotechnology, functional foods and sustainable 
agriculture and upstream engagement are raised in the context of investment and 
innovation. The scope of the workshop was organisational wide and aimed to equip 
participants to make future contributions to shaping Plant & Food Research’s research 
and commercialisation strategy.  

• “Zespri”. A strategic briefing (presentation) to a major food exporter about the 
relevance of stakeholder preferences relating to biotechnology, nanotechnology, 
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functional foods and sustainable agriculture and the importance of upstream 
engagement to supporting strategic thinking within Zespri and the kiwifruit industry. 
 

A process of co-design was used to tailor a knowledge transfer process which built on the 
layered set of ‘contact points’ the research team had developed within the key end-user 
organisations (including within senior management) as a result of their involvement in 
Phases I, II and III of the ‘Coming to the Table’ project. In this way the workshop/briefing 
objectives, processes, outputs and expected outcomes were adapted to be maximally 
responsive to the needs of end-user organisations. For Plant & Food Research, elements of 
the methodologies of Strategic Assumption Surfacing and Testing1 (to surface and 
prioritise strategic issues and uncertainties) and Strategic Choice2 (to structure thinking 
about strategic issues and uncertainties into domains of action), along with dialogical 
processes, were synthesised to create an approach that would stimulate strategic thinking 
about the issues surrounding how future food technologies might be managed. For Zespri, 
a strategic briefing about key findings from our stakeholder dialogue work was deemed 
appropriate. This briefing aimed to support future international marketing and potentially 
assist in their thinking about the acceptability of various technical solutions for managing 
Psa to growers, consumers and society at large. The strategic briefing aimed to provide 
Zespri with a rapid access to the international and national evidence-base about how 
consumers as citizens are likely to perceive various future food technologies. 
 
Evaluation 
Guided by deliberative dialogue principles (Cronin, 2008), the ‘Coming to the Table’ 
methodology consisted of a number of activities including: (1) recruitment of dialogue 
participants; (2) selection of future food technology examples; (3) Issues Mapping 
interviews; (4) development of Issues Mapping graphics; (5) facilitation of Issues Mapping 
workshops/hui (Auckland, Wellington and Christchurch); (6) discussion and reflection 
through three national symposia (“Food, Markets and Society”) and regular Research 
Advisory Panel meetings; and a strategic development phase to facilitate science thinking 
at science institute and a major food export company. Full details of the ‘Coming to the 
Table’ methodology can be found in Cronin et al. (2012).  
 
The evaluation questions3 are: 
 
1. To determine what ‘Coming to the Table’ participants regarded as the effectiveness of 

the methodology, including intended/unintended outcomes. 
a. How well was the ‘Coming to the Table’ methodology implemented? 
b. What were the benefits and disadvantages for participating stakeholders such as 

industry groups, scientists and government officials? 
c. To what extent might the ‘Coming to the Table’ methodology be considered 

deliberative?  
2. To identify the barriers and enablers4 that may have influenced how the ‘Coming to 

the Table’ participants regarded the effectiveness of the methodology.  

1 Mason, R., and Mitroff, I Challenging strategic planning assumptions, John Wiley and Sons, Chichester, 
1981. 
2 Friend, J., and Hickling, A Planning under pressure: the strategic choice approach (2nd ed), Elsevier 
Butterworth-Heinemann, Oxford, 1997.  
3 These questions were developed from contractual information, discussions within the research team and 
guidelines from Scriven (2003). 
4 Barriers and enablers cover variables related context, methods and purposes.  
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3. To develop recommendations to improve the ‘Coming to the Table’ methodology and 
evaluation of deliberative dialogical methods. 

 
This has been a challenging intervention to evaluate and has required a mixed methods 
design with multiple data sources to attempt to address questions of effectiveness related to 
the project activities and their link with the intended ‘Coming to the Table’ outcomes 
including influencing investment and innovation decisions. Each project activity was 
evaluated using at least two data collection methods and, given that the strategy aspects of 
the evaluand were emergent, we also adopted a participatory action research approach to 
be cognisant to unexpected developments. A limited outcomes evaluation was undertaken 
of the project as a whole, drawing on aspects of the Most Significant Change technique5. 
The logic of the evaluation was directed a framework specifically designed to evaluate 
systemic and participative methods based on a dynamic understanding of the relationships 
between context, purposes, methods and outcomes6. The evaluation does not consider the 
impacts of the literature reviews, international research reports, expert science scans, 
individual briefings to organisations and key individuals, and the national symposia given 
that robust evaluation data was not systematically collected for these communication 
activities, nor would it be straightforward to ascribe attribution or cause and effect for these 
different components and the overall outcomes sought. Nevertheless, they were part of the 
systemic whole that constituted the ‘Coming to the Table’ methodology and methods so 
may have been influential even if these influences could not be tracked.  
 
The Issues Mapping interview7/workshop8 and strategy processes9 were regarded as 
effective by participants, but there were questions about the cultural fit of the Issues 
Mapping methodology with Māori. There is evidence that the ‘Coming to the Table’ 
project supported constructive discussions of relevance to stakeholders and end-users in a 
‘safe and open’ way given the high salience of the technology examples selected and the 
well designed and implemented processes.  
 
• The research team was skilled at recruiting participants and maintaining individuals 

and/or organisational interest over the life of the project, but there were some 
challenges maintaining ongoing participation. Māori participants identified first as 
being Māori and found the stakeholder classifications problematic given the need to 
understand the future foods kaupapa together as Māori.  
 

• The technology examples had high salience and the strategy of trading off 
generalisability for relevance was successful, as evidenced by feedback from the 

5 Dart, J “Most significant change technique”. In: S. Mathison (ed) Encyclopaedia of evaluation, Sage, Lond, 
2005. 
6 Midgley, G., Cavana, B., Brocklesby, J., Foote, J., Wood, D., and Ahuriri-Driscoll, A “Towards a new 
framework for evaluating systemic problem structuring methods”, European Journal of Operational 
Research, 229(2013), 143-154.  
7 This involved in-depth interviews with 39 participants with mixed backgrounds in government, industry, 
science and the community, including Māori, to record risk acceptance rankings of 25 future food 
technologies, and to ‘map out’ the issues around future food technology risk preferences. 
8 This involved three half day dialogue (Issues Mapping) workshops, with the interview participants, to 
present and explore the Issues Mapping graphics, identify common ground and the implications for future 
investment. 
9 This involved the translation of the dialogue results to inform strategy and decision-making in a science and 
commercial organisation in the food sector. 
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Issues Mapping interviewees, high engaged and energised discussions about 
stakeholder risk profiles (at Issues Mapping workshop/hui, national symposia, end-
user briefings and key end-user strategy sessions). 

 
• The Issues Mapping interview process supported most participants in articulating their 

perspectives around the acceptability of future food technologies, but a minority of 
participants (especially Māori) found the methods constraining and not a good fit. 
There was also some confusion over whether participants were expressing personal or 
institutional views and some participants needed stronger encouragement to prepare 
before the interview. 

 
• In the Issues Mapping workshops the graphics of stakeholder preferences10 and values 

and opportunities to build dialogic relationships through personal stories were 
effective in supporting dialogue, but the effectiveness of the Māori hui was mixed 
given questions about the cultural fit of the Issues Mapping methodology. While the 
graphics were intended to stimulate dialogue between participants by disrupting the 
assumptions that participants made about other stakeholders, concern was expressed 
by participants about the statistical robustness of the findings, the difficulties in 
interpreting the findings and the way in which personal views were presented as 
stakeholder findings. For the Auckland and Christchurch workshops, there was mixed 
evidence about whether the Issues Mapping workshop had supported participants to 
express their own viewpoint or focus on what was at the ‘heart of the matter’, but there 
was strong evidence that the discussions were free and open, participants did not feel 
pressured to agree with the group, the issues were not made more complex than they 
actually were, and no significant issues were missed in discussion.  
 

• The Plant & Food Research strategy workshop was seen as useful in equipping 
participants to make future contributions to strategy development. There was good 
evidence that discussions about strategic issues and opportunities were relevant. The 
workshop enabled participants to put forward ideas for discussion about the 
implications of future food technologies, and there was evidence that the purposes of 
the workshop was clear, the issues were not made more complex than they actually 
were, the workshop discussions were free and open, and there was no pressure to agree 
with the group and no significant issues were missed as part of workshop discussions. 
The Zespri participants confirmed the importance of having access to information 
about stakeholders when investing in research and development. 

 
There is strong evidence of a number of short-term benefits: 
 
• A number of participants reported that the interviewing process improved their 

understanding of future foods/food technologies. 

• For Auckland and Wellington Issues Mapping participants, there is good evidence that 
the Issues Mapping workshop supported participants to recognise different points of 
view, gain a better idea about the different kinds of issues, merits and/or 
disadvantages, and better understand their and others’ values about future food 
technologies. Evidence was mixed about whether the participants had challenged their 

10  These ‘issues mapping’ graphics illustrate the risk acceptance rankings and the issues which were at the 
‘heart of the matter’ for participants. 
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own accepted ways of thinking about future foods or to think through how the 
development of future food technologies could be improved.  

• For the Māori participants, the benefits and disadvantages of the ‘Coming to the 
Table’ approach are less clear as evidence for the effectiveness of the Wellington hui 
was mixed.  

• Issues Mapping workshop/hui participants valued the opportunity to network with 
other stakeholders, but it is unclear whether these short-term outcomes were 
maintained over time. 

• The strategy session workshops raised awareness about the strategic issues and 
uncertainties associated with future foods. There was good evidence that participant 
understanding of different points of view, issues and values had increased and that an 
understanding of stakeholder preferences might enhance investment and innovation 
within Plant & Food Research. It is not surprising that there was mixed or no evidence 
that the strategy session supported people in better understanding, reflecting on and/or 
challenging their own values and practices, or thinking more creatively about ways to 
consult stakeholders about their preferences for future food technologies.  

• At this point in time there was no evidence that awareness or understanding about 
strategic issues and/or uncertainties had translated into any investment and/or 
innovation outcomes given that decisions on these were always going to be taken after 
the project had concluded. 

 
The evaluation produced mixed evidence about whether the combination of Issues 
Mapping methodology with and strategy processes was deliberative; that is, influencing the 
way that decisions about innovation and investment were made in the two key end-user 
organisations. Both key end-user organisations faced strategic challenges that could 
potentially benefit from a greater understanding of societal intelligence. While enablers of 
the ‘Coming to the Table’ methodology were noted, there were a number of institutional 
and organisational barriers that limited impact.  
 
• For Plant & Food Research it was unclear whether the majority of the strategy 

workshop participants saw themselves as decision makers given that the workshop was 
not a substitute for the existing strategic planning and resource allocation processes. 
Nevertheless, ambiguity around whether strategy is driven from the top or emerges 
from bottom up decisions of scientists to submit funding proposals means there is a 
space for leadership from workshop participants to influence innovation and 
investment decisions. Given that the focus of the strategy workshop was on strategic 
thinking (rather than strategic decision making) and that the evaluation was not 
designed to measure outcomes beyond the life of the project, there is limited evidence 
at this point in time whether the strategy workshop influenced any organisational 
investment/innovation decisions. Despite the lack of robust data on long term 
outcomes, key end-users are committed to seeing the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach 
widely implemented and had reported that involvement in the project had influenced 
the way they approached discussions about innovation/investment. There was 
recognition that a number of organisational barriers to uptake need to be addressed. 

• For Zespri, the participants were decision makers and they confirmed the value of 
having access to information about stakeholders when investing in research and 
development. However, there was no evidence that the strategic briefing impacted on 
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investment and innovation decisions, but the strategic briefing appeared to confirm 
existing organisational approaches to future food technologies.  

 
Key recommendations from the evaluation related to future application and/or 
development of the ‘Coming to the Table’ include: 
 
• There is a need to develop a Māori specific approach to deliberative dialogue, 

including holding a hui on the marae and embracing Māori processes including 
whakawhānaungatanga (establishing relationships) and whakawhiti whakaaro 
(exchanging thoughts/ideas). 

• Be clearer that the purpose of the stakeholder risk acceptance profiles (indicating how 
various stakeholders viewed the acceptability of future food technologies) is to 
stimulate dialogue by disrupting stakeholder stereotypes, and that the methodology 
relies on a range of perspectives rather than a random sample. 

• Make clear to participants that the invitation to take part in the Issues Mapping 
interview and/or workshop was deliberatively designed to ensure that a range of 
perspectives/experiences are present. Make clear that the rationale for presenting the 
risk acceptance data in terms of groups is to present a ‘map’ of various positions about 
future food technologies rather than provide statistical representative findings. 

• See Sections 4 & 5 for what participants saw as process improvements to Issues 
Mapping interviews/workshops and strategy sessions. 

• There is a need to develop a user-friendly toolkit that end-users11 without expertise in 
stakeholder engagement, systems thinking and dialogue theory can use in practice. 

• Link the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach with ongoing initiatives within key end-user 
organisations related to technology transfer and impact in order to reinforce key 
messages about stakeholder engagement. For example, the Ministry for Business, 
Innovation and Employment funded ‘Primary Innovation’ programme (CONT-30071-
BITR-AGR).  

 
Phase IV conclusions 
 
The combination of dialogue, systems thinking and problem structuring approaches was 
seen to have utility in supporting participants to make future contributions to discussions 
about investment and innovation decisions, but significant uncertainty remains about 
whether these methods have contributed towards supporting sustainable decision-making 
in the end-user organisations that were the focus of the strategy development phase. 
Reasons for this uncertainty include: 
 
• That stakeholder engagement methods, such as those trialled in the research, have yet 

to be ‘mainstreamed’ in organisational strategic planning routines, meaning that our 
attempt to influence sustainable decision making complemented rather than infused 
existing strategy development.   

• The multiple demands on managerial attention, especially in times of crisis that limits 
the ability of decision makers to engage with novel approaches, even though they 

11 End-users are those with a wide interest in future foods research. By key end-users we mean those 
organisations with a direct interest and influence on strategic investment for future food technologies in NZ. 
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understand that they have only a limited perspective on their external operating 
environment.  

• The diffused way that innovation and investment decisions are made and whether these 
are driven from the top or emerge from bottom up decisions by individual scientists 
raises difficulties establishing the role that early identification of alternatives, 
opportunities and barriers lead to particular decisions. 

• The methodological limitations of the project evaluation, which because of resource 
constraints meant it was impossible to attempt to detect any long-term outcomes 
associated with the project.  
 

The evaluation findings point to some insights into how information about societal 
intelligence might be used in practice to avoid significant downstream social and consumer 
reactions and costs. A significant step towards this was helping stakeholders move beyond 
entrenched positions. There was evidence that the findings about stakeholder preferences 
and risk profiles had stimulated dialogue by disrupting stakeholder stereotypes and had 
raised awareness within key end-user organisations about the importance of upstream 
engagement and understanding the underlying reasons behind stakeholder preferences. Key 
end-users who had actively participated in the research noted that they had deepened their 
knowledge and experience in the theory and practice of stakeholder engagement and were 
utilising this information in their day to day work (e.g. raising awareness about the need 
for stakeholder engagement within their organisation). Key end-users saw considerable 
value in the approach, but as the evaluation was not designed to track long-term outcomes 
beyond the life of the project it is not possible to determine whether societal intelligence 
might avoid downstream social and consumer reactions and costs.   
 
There was evidence that the innovative stakeholder engagement methods trialled in the 
research effectively contributed to the identification of risk acceptance profiles, but there 
are there are questions about: 
 
• The capacity of end-user organisations to adopt these methods given the perceived 

need for expertise in stakeholder engagement, systems thinking and dialogue theory 
and practice, and perceptions about the resource intensive nature of the Issues 
Mapping approach. However, a counter-argument is the potential for significant 
investments in future food technologies not to be realised given stakeholder concerns 
about social and environmental impacts.  

• The tendency of some stakeholders to adopt a calculative (instrumental) as opposed to 
a relational style of engagement where there was an expectation that dialogical 
processes might convince other stakeholders to adopt another perspective. 

• The fit of the methodology with Māori worldview and the need to develop a Māori 
specific approach to deliberative dialogue, including a hui on the marae and the use of 
Māori processes such as whakawhānaungatanga and whakawhiti whakaaro.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The New Zealand economy relies heavily on primary production and food exports. For 
investment in future food technologies to be ‘sustainable’, those technologies and products 
need to be successful in meeting global market preferences. Social values around the 
production and consumption of foods are increasingly recognised as an important 
determinant of market outcomes. The ‘Sustainable Decision-making for Future Foods’ 
(‘Coming to the Table’) project has engaged government, science, business and community 
stakeholders in dialogue about sustainable decision-making for future food technologies. 
The aim of the research is to improve New Zealand’s economic and technological 
development by demonstrating how a fuller picture of consumer and societal preferences 
can assist those investment in future food science and technology (Cronin et al., 2012).  
 
This Ministry for Science and Innovation funded project has adopted a participatory action 
research approach, through the active involvement of stakeholders as participants; as both 
the audience for and end-users of the research results. The ‘Coming to the Table’ project 
has multiple aims: 1) to provide enhanced market and social intelligence for science and 
industry organisations on local and international demand trends for future food 
technologies; 2) to apply a novel approach to dialogue (Issues Mapping) that can explain 
the potential conflict between industry, scientist, government, community interest group, 
and Māori/non-Māori viewpoints on novel technologies, and identify common ground 
between diverse stakeholders and values; 3) to map out the underlying attributes of 
particular future food technology applications and values that are likely to lead to 
consumer and social acceptance; and 4) to see how these factors can be incorporated 
upstream12 in the innovation cycle, so that technology investment decisions can be taken 
with greater confidence that they will be sustainable, thus providing long term benefit for 
New Zealand science and industry.  
 
This report presents the findings of the 4th and final stage of the project in 2012, Strategic 
Development, along with an Evaluation of the project. It follows the 2013 Phase III report 
on stakeholder dialogue (http://www.esr.cri.nz/SiteCollectionDocuments/ESR/PDF/ 
SocialScience/FutureFoodsFieldworkReport29082012.pdf). The strategic development and 
evaluation phase was focused on knowledge transfer: the insights and findings from the 
literature reviews, future scoping, and stakeholder dialogue workshop were communicated 
to science, government and industry decision-makers to provide input to their strategic 
planning processes; and an evaluation of the upstream engagement13 method has been 
completed.  
 
The report is divided into five sections. 
 
1. An overview of the project including its rationale, objectives, research questions and 

activities. 
2. A detailed account of Phase IV Strategic Development including rationale, 

methodology, findings and link with Phase III Stakeholder Dialogue Findings. 

12 That is, at an “early stage of the research and development process and in advance of significant 
applications or social controversy” (Rogers-Hayden and Pidgeon, 2007, p. 346).  
13 That is, “Dialogue and deliberation amongst affected parties about a potentially controversial 
technological issue at an early stage of the research and development process and in advance of significant 
applications or social controversy” (Rogers-Hayden and Pidgeon, 2007, p. 346). 
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3. A description of the evaluation of the Phase III stakeholder dialogue and Phase IV 
strategic development activities. 

4. The specific evaluation objectives, design and findings relating to: 
a. Recruitment of participants and selection of technology examples 
b. The Issues Mapping interviews 
c. The Issues Mapping workshops/hui 
d. The Strategy workshops  
e. Insights about the project’s overall impact, including key end-user views on the 

most significant changes associated with the project’s upstream engagement of 
stakeholders and the Research Advisory Panel’s reflections on project boundaries. 

5. A discussion relating to the strengths and weaknesses of the ‘Coming to the Table’ 
project methodology, including the dialogue and strategy methods. 

6. A conclusion that discusses Phase IV findings in relation to key research questions.  
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2 SUSTAINABLE DECISION-MAKING FOR FUTURE 
FOOD TECHNOLOGIES 

 
2.1  Rationale 
 
This social research project is investigating the drivers behind consumer and societal 
responses to a range of emerging future food technologies (in biotechnology, 
nanotechnology, functional foods and technologies for sustainable agriculture) in the New 
Zealand and international context. The project aims to translate this ‘market and social 
intelligence’ into strategy and investment processes for New Zealand’s future science and 
technology development. An innovative dialogue engagement called Issues Mapping has 
been used to identify the risk acceptance profiles for different food technologies, and 
uncover the social, ethical, cultural, economic and environmental issues that are the ‘Heart 
of the Matter’ when stakeholders express their risk preferences. The research focuses on 
how consumer and societal risk aversion can be better predicted and/or avoided through 
early engagement with key stakeholders, leading to better informed and more responsive 
investment decisions by science, industry and government. In particular, the project has 
explored how stakeholder dialogue can be linked to organisational strategy, to enhance 
innovation. 
 
2.2  Issues Mapping: a novel approach to upstream engagement 
 
Issues Mapping is a qualitative approach which seeks to uncover the drivers of risk 
perception and to reduce risk conflict between different groups. It was first trialled in 2003-
4 to reduce conflict between stakeholders (those with an interest or ‘stake’) in the New 
Zealand biotechnology debate (Cronin and Jackson, 2004). Significant disputes about 
science and technology are driven by deeply held values and risk perceptions among 
technology proponents, industry, consumers, the community and policy-makers. As a 
technology risk dispute emerges and becomes a feature in public discourse, people tend to 
adopt fixed positions on the topic which reflect their views on the underlying issues and 
frame their approach to other participants in polarised terms (Krimsky and Golding, 1992). 
 
Stereotyped views held by stakeholders of other stakeholder groups can inhibit effective 
communication and prevent understanding. Public discussions about novel technologies 
can often degenerate into risk disputes, with entrenched positions that are difficult to 
reconcile, and which can seriously inhibit decision-making and future investment. New 
engagement methods developed by social scientists can break through these entrenched 
positions and identify common ground. New formats for discussion are being designed that 
allow people to express their views in a constructive manner (see for example, Nakagawa 
et al. 2010). 
 
Traditional settings for public conversations, such as in the news media or in a town hall 
meeting, tend to amplify polarised debate and entrench preconceived positions. Alternative 
settings, using dialogue communication principles (Anderson et al., 2004), encourage 
people to see other points of view, rather than seeking to defend publicly stated positions 
or impose their opinions and values onto others. Dialogue depends on an open-minded 
approach and a willingness to listen. Through a constructive interpersonal conversation – 
rather than public positioning - dialogue can create mutual insights, identify shared beliefs, 
reduce conflict, open up alternative solutions, and reveal agreed future options. 
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The ‘Coming to the Table’ project has trialled a novel approach to upstream engagement 
known as Issues Mapping, developed in NZ in response to risk conflicts around 
biotechnology (Cronin and Jackson, 2004; Cronin, 2007). The Issues Mapping method 
builds on the idea that issues are framed depending on how different people stand in 
relation to the topic, and adds a new visual dimension for engaging stakeholders in 
dialogue. Briefly, the method works as follows: 
 
• Scoping: From an initial analysis of the technology risk dispute (based on the existing 

literature), the researcher identifies the various technology options that may be 
relevant to the discussion, the range of stakeholder participants, and the key issues and 
value statements. Often risk disputes are framed as ‘either/ or’ debates, which can 
obscure the full range of potential technical or policy solutions available. A spectrum 
of technology options is produced, illustrating the range of alternatives. A mix of 
stakeholders is recruited to ensure a wide representation of viewpoints and interests. 

• Preference ranking: Individual participants are then interviewed in person to 
benchmark their initial views on the issue. They are also presented with illustrated 
summaries of the technology examples and asked to rank them on a scale from ‘least 
to most acceptable’. Drawing on dialogue theory, which emphasises the importance of 
personal narratives (Bohm, 1996; Chasin et al, 1996; Pritchard, 2003), respondents are 
also asked to rank which of a series of value statements about the issue are “At the 
Heart of the Matter” for them. This enables participants to express their personal 
preferences in a private setting, removed from the formal positions that they may have 
adopted in their professional or official roles in the public arena. 

• Graphical representation of the issues: The interview data are then translated into 
graphical form. The graphs are intended as an aide to stimulate discussion in the 
dialogue workshop in the next step. The combined personal rankings create a total 
‘map’ of the issues, representing the views of all stakeholders, but without attributing 
particular preferences to any one individual. 

• Face-to-face dialogue: Next, the respondents are invited to meet together in a 
facilitated dialogue workshop, to look at the graphs resulting from the individual 
interviews, discuss the results and ask mutual inquiry questions. This enables them to 
see the issue as a whole picture, looking at the combined rankings of the group, while 
also understanding how different stakeholder segments may have ranked their 
preferences. The experience with earlier iterations of this method (Cronin and Jackson, 
2004) is that commonly held expectations - that certain stakeholder groups will hold 
certain views - are often broken down. The dialogue discussion creates new insights 
into the risk preferences of other stakeholders, often disrupting long-held stereotypes, 
and thereby allowing participants to transcend the role positions that they may have 
adopted in the public arena. This has the effect of illustrating the total landscape of the 
debate, and supports participants in experiencing the issue from a variety of 
standpoints, i.e. to see it ‘in the round’. 

• Reflection:  Collaborative exploration of the graphs also introduces new framings of 
the risk dispute itself; e.g. how was it that we came to make assumptions about the 
issues and options, and about other participants in this discussion? This reflection can 
reveal preferences and values that participants hold in common, and open up new 
decision options that most would find acceptable. Evaluation after the workshop adds 
a further opportunity for reflection. 
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2.3  ‘Coming to the Table’ objectives, research questions and project activities 
 
‘Coming to the Table’ is a four-year Ministry for Science and Innovation funded social 
science project (2008 – 2012). The aim of the ‘Coming to the Table’ project is to engage 
government, science, business and community stakeholders in dialogue about sustainable 
decision-making for future food technologies, including biotechnology, nanotechnology, 
functional foods and sustainable agriculture. The project sought to enhance future food 
science and technology innovation and investment by applying a novel approach to realise 
the opportunities associated with upstream engagement.  
 
The ‘Coming to the Table’ project involved four phases: set up and communication, 
research and analysis, stakeholder engagement and strategic development. This report 
covers Phase IV Strategic Development. The project comprised the following activities:  
 
Phase I 

(1) Establishing relationships with a wide range of end users in government, industry, 
science and community organisations, including Māori - and securing commitments 
with key end users: a New Zealand science institute and a major food exporting 
company - to explore the social and economic context before committing to science 
investment, and to secure participants for a novel upstream engagement 
methodology (Issues Mapping). This stage also involved establishing a Research 
Advisory Panel compromising New Zealand and international experts and end-
users.  

(2) Three major end user symposia (2008, 2009 and 2012) to consolidate engagement 
in the project, present expert papers, and enable feedback on the findings; plus 
briefing seminars for individual stakeholder organisations and industry conference 
papers. 

Phase II 
(3) A review of the international literature on public engagement and existing New 

Zealand literature on social and consumer responses to new technologies to 
compare the research methods applied in the ‘Coming to the Table’ project to what 
was known about best practice. International research reports were prepared on: the 
psychological determinants of consumer acceptance of food technologies; trends in 
public engagement in issues around future foods; and a meta-analysis of 
international studies on consumer and societal responses to novel technologies. 
Expert science scanning reports were prepared on future trends in food science and 
technology in the four science domains of biotechnology, nanotechnology, 
functional foods and sustainable agriculture. 

(4) A ‘Futures Workshop’ to explore future food technology trends, involving multi 
stakeholder participation, leading to the selection of 25 indicator technologies in the 
four science domains. 

Phase III 
(5) In-depth interviews with 39 participants with mixed backgrounds in government, 

industry, science and the community, including Māori, to record risk acceptance 
rankings of 25 future food technologies, and to ‘map out’ the issues around future 
food technology risk preferences. 

(6) Creation of ‘Issues mapping’ graphics to illustrate the risk acceptance rankings and 
the issues which were at the ‘heart of the matter’ for participants. 
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(7) Three half day dialogue (Issues Mapping) workshops, with the interview 
participants, to present and explore the Issues Mapping graphics, identify common 
ground and the implications for future investment. 

Phase IV  
(8) Translation of the dialogue results to inform strategy and decision-making in a 

science and commercial organisation in the food sector. 
(9) Evaluation by participants and the project team at various points in the project, 

including an end of project evaluation. 
 
Figure 1 describes the steps in the 4 year project. Table 1 sets out the Phase II, III and IV 
project objectives, research questions and methods14. See Appendix 1 for Cronin’s (2008) 
criteria for deliberative dialogue and the ‘Coming to the Table’ programme logic 
developed from contractual information, descriptions of project activities and outputs 
detailed in Cronin et al. (2012). 
 
Figure 1: ‘Coming to the Table’ (adapted from Cronin et al., 2012) 

 
 

 

Investing in  
future food  

technologies 

Underlying risk 
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Report back to  
end users 
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Social aversion 
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NZ social/consumer values 
International social/consumer values 
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25 FF 
Technology  
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Mapping 
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39 

IM workshops 
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Strategy 
 workshops 

Key End 
Users 

New insights 
on social/market  

context 
Organisational  

learning 

 
 

14 Phase I is omitted from Table 1, but included the initial engagement and stakeholder recruitment necessary 
to successfully complete Phases II, III and IV.  
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Table 1: Future Foods key objectives, research questions and project approach 

KEY 
OBJECTIVES 
 

KEY RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 

PROJECT APPROACH 
PHASE II 
(Research and Analysis) 

PHASE III 
(Stakeholder engagement) 

PHASE IV 
(Strategy Development) 

LITERATURE 
REVIEWS 
Investigating 
and scoping 
New Zealand 
and 
international 
social and 
market trends 

MAPPING 
TECHNOLOGIES 
Mapping technologies in the 
innovation cycle (Scientists, 
End User Group, and 
International Collaborators) 

STAKEHOLDER 
ENGAGEMENT 
Issues Mapping with science, 
industry, government, Māori 
and community stakeholders 

KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER 
Findings from research activities applied 
in ‘real world’ situation to transfer 
knowledge 

EVALUATION 

Facilitated 
Futures 
Workshop 
with the 
End Users’ 
Group 
 

Scientists and 
international 
collaborators 
input 

Face to face 
interviews 
with up to 30 
stakeholders 

Three stake-
holder  
workshops 
(two 
general, one 
Māori 

Strategic 
briefing with 
Zespri 
Management 
Team 

Strategy 
work-shop 
with Plant 
& Food 
Research 
scientists 
decision 
makers 
and 
business 
managers 

End user 
briefings 

Research 
Advisory 
Panel 
workshop  
reporting 
evaluation 
findings 

Evaluation 
findings 
presented as 
part of 
Phase IV 
report 
 

To identify a range 
of emerging food 
technologies 
(particularly  
intragenetics, 
nutrigenetics and 
nanotechnology) 

What emerging food technologies 
are likely to raise social, cultural, 
environmental, or regulatory 
issues in the New Zealand context 
or consumer/policy issues in key 
international markets? 

 
√ 

 
 

 
 

       

What are the underlying drivers 
of societal and market responses 
to a range of future food 
technologies? 

√ 
 

         

What do early research, science, 
and technology trends (R, S & T) 
tell us about the potential impacts 
and options in the social and 
economic context? 

 
√ 
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KEY 
OBJECTIVES 
 

KEY RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 

PROJECT APPROACH 
PHASE II 
(Research and Analysis) 

PHASE III 
(Stakeholder engagement) 

PHASE IV 
(Strategy Development) 

LITERATURE 
REVIEWS 
Investigating 
and scoping 
New Zealand 
and 
international 
social and 
market trends 

MAPPING 
TECHNOLOGIES 
Mapping technologies in the 
innovation cycle (Scientists, 
End User Group, and 
International Collaborators) 

STAKEHOLDER 
ENGAGEMENT 
Issues Mapping with science, 
industry, government, Māori 
and community stakeholders 

KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER 
Findings from research activities applied 
in ‘real world’ situation to transfer 
knowledge 

EVALUATION 

Facilitated 
Futures 
Workshop 
with the 
End Users’ 
Group 
 

Scientists and 
international 
collaborators 
input 

Face to face 
interviews 
with up to 30 
stakeholders 

Three stake-
holder  
workshops 
(two 
general, one 
Māori 

Strategic 
briefing with 
Zespri 
Management 
Team 

Strategy 
work-shop 
with Plant 
& Food 
Research 
scientists 
decision 
makers 
and 
business 
managers 

End user 
briefings 

Research 
Advisory 
Panel 
workshop  
reporting 
evaluation 
findings 

Evaluation 
findings 
presented as 
part of 
Phase IV 
report 
 

What supports economic 
transformation and innovation 
while enhancing New Zealand 
values and National identity? 

 
√ 

         

Which future food technologies 
may require policy/regulation 
responses? 

√          

To develop a 
framework to 
understand the 
strategic issues at 
various stages in the 
innovation lifecycle 

What are the strategic issues at 
various stages in the innovation 
lifecycle (from research, 
application, commercialisation, 
and the rollout of new 
technologies) taking account of 
market, social, and regulatory 
contexts? 

  
√ 

 
√ 

       

What are the most effective forms 
of social engagement at different 
points in the innovation cycle, 
including effective mechanisms 
for early upstream engagement? 

  
√ 

 
√ 
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KEY 
OBJECTIVES 
 

KEY RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 

PROJECT APPROACH 
PHASE II 
(Research and Analysis) 

PHASE III 
(Stakeholder engagement) 

PHASE IV 
(Strategy Development) 

LITERATURE 
REVIEWS 
Investigating 
and scoping 
New Zealand 
and 
international 
social and 
market trends 

MAPPING 
TECHNOLOGIES 
Mapping technologies in the 
innovation cycle (Scientists, 
End User Group, and 
International Collaborators) 

STAKEHOLDER 
ENGAGEMENT 
Issues Mapping with science, 
industry, government, Māori 
and community stakeholders 

KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER 
Findings from research activities applied 
in ‘real world’ situation to transfer 
knowledge 

EVALUATION 

Facilitated 
Futures 
Workshop 
with the 
End Users’ 
Group 
 

Scientists and 
international 
collaborators 
input 

Face to face 
interviews 
with up to 30 
stakeholders 

Three stake-
holder  
workshops 
(two 
general, one 
Māori 

Strategic 
briefing with 
Zespri 
Management 
Team 

Strategy 
work-shop 
with Plant 
& Food 
Research 
scientists 
decision 
makers 
and 
business 
managers 

End user 
briefings 

Research 
Advisory 
Panel 
workshop  
reporting 
evaluation 
findings 

Evaluation 
findings 
presented as 
part of 
Phase IV 
report 
 

To explore the 
range of perceptions 
highlighting future 
opportunities and 
preferences 

For each emergent technology, 
what are the range of perceptions, 
including economic, social, 
cultural, and environmental 
issues? – highlighting future 
opportunities and preferences  

   √ √      
 
 

What risk acceptance profiles can 
inform early investment decision-
making for market advantage? 

   √ √      

To demonstrate how 
an understanding of 
responses to a range 
of emerging food 
technologies (and 
innovate 
stakeholder 
engagement 
methods) can be 
used to support 
sustainable 
decision-making for 

To what extent does identifying 
alternatives, opportunities and 
barriers early (rather than 
downstream in the innovation 
cycle when risk perceptions are 
entrenched leading to social 
conflict and consumer resistance) 
support sustainable decision-
making for technology 
development? 

        √ √ 

How can information about the 
potential impacts and options in 

        √ √ 
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KEY 
OBJECTIVES 
 

KEY RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 

PROJECT APPROACH 
PHASE II 
(Research and Analysis) 

PHASE III 
(Stakeholder engagement) 

PHASE IV 
(Strategy Development) 

LITERATURE 
REVIEWS 
Investigating 
and scoping 
New Zealand 
and 
international 
social and 
market trends 

MAPPING 
TECHNOLOGIES 
Mapping technologies in the 
innovation cycle (Scientists, 
End User Group, and 
International Collaborators) 

STAKEHOLDER 
ENGAGEMENT 
Issues Mapping with science, 
industry, government, Māori 
and community stakeholders 

KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER 
Findings from research activities applied 
in ‘real world’ situation to transfer 
knowledge 

EVALUATION 

Facilitated 
Futures 
Workshop 
with the 
End Users’ 
Group 
 

Scientists and 
international 
collaborators 
input 

Face to face 
interviews 
with up to 30 
stakeholders 

Three stake-
holder  
workshops 
(two 
general, one 
Māori 

Strategic 
briefing with 
Zespri 
Management 
Team 

Strategy 
work-shop 
with Plant 
& Food 
Research 
scientists 
decision 
makers 
and 
business 
managers 

End user 
briefings 

Research 
Advisory 
Panel 
workshop  
reporting 
evaluation 
findings 

Evaluation 
findings 
presented as 
part of 
Phase IV 
report 
 

technology 
development by 
2015. 
 

the social and economic context 
be used to avoid  significant 
downstream social and consumer 
reactions and costs, as previously 
experienced in New Zealand with 
some new technologies and which 
raise uncertainties for future R,S, 
&T? 
To what extent do innovative 
stakeholder engagement methods 
(Issues Mapping and Strategic 
Choice) effectively contribute to 
the identification of risk 
acceptance profiles for a range of 
future food technologies through 
deliberative dialogue between 
developers and consumers? 

        √ √ 
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KEY 
OBJECTIVES 
 

KEY RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 

PROJECT APPROACH 
PHASE II 
(Research and Analysis) 

PHASE III 
(Stakeholder engagement) 

PHASE IV 
(Strategy Development) 

LITERATURE 
REVIEWS 
Investigating 
and scoping 
New Zealand 
and 
international 
social and 
market trends 

MAPPING 
TECHNOLOGIES 
Mapping technologies in the 
innovation cycle (Scientists, 
End User Group, and 
International Collaborators) 

STAKEHOLDER 
ENGAGEMENT 
Issues Mapping with science, 
industry, government, Māori 
and community stakeholders 

KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER 
Findings from research activities applied 
in ‘real world’ situation to transfer 
knowledge 

EVALUATION 

Facilitated 
Futures 
Workshop 
with the 
End Users’ 
Group 
 

Scientists and 
international 
collaborators 
input 

Face to face 
interviews 
with up to 30 
stakeholders 

Three stake-
holder  
workshops 
(two 
general, one 
Māori 

Strategic 
briefing with 
Zespri 
Management 
Team 

Strategy 
work-shop 
with Plant 
& Food 
Research 
scientists 
decision 
makers 
and 
business 
managers 

End user 
briefings 

Research 
Advisory 
Panel 
workshop  
reporting 
evaluation 
findings 

Evaluation 
findings 
presented as 
part of 
Phase IV 
report 
 

To facilitate uptake 
by Government, the 
science  sector  and 
industry of two new 
forms of  
knowledge 

What are the emergent food 
technologies (in their social and 
market contexts) that can be 
directly applied in policy and 
commercial decision-making? 

      √ √   

What innovative engagement 
practices can be used in a wide 
range of future settings to 
enhance technology governance? 

      √ √   
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3  PHASE IV: Strategic Development 
 
Phase IV of the ‘Coming to the Table’ project aimed to demonstrate how an understanding 
of responses to a range of emerging food technologies and innovative stakeholder 
engagement methods can be used to support sustainable decision making and to facilitate 
uptake by government, the science sector and industry of knowledge about underlying 
attributes of particular future food technology applications and values that are likely to lead 
to consumer and social acceptance.  
 
3.1  Rationale 
 
Social science can offer new insights about consumer and social preferences to 
complement existing knowledge about stakeholder responses to novel technologies. In 
particular, the field of ‘Science, Technology and Society’ research explores risk perception 
and the socio-political dynamics around science innovation and communication. It is well 
established that perceptions of risk are important in shaping individual behaviour and 
social outcomes, and will influence future technology pathways, as well as willingness to 
purchase products. The social science literature has extensively documented the risk 
perceptions of different groups in response to novel technologies, and the drivers behind 
such perceptions (see for example, Slovic, 2000; Frewer et al., 2009; Slovic, 2010). This 
international social science research informed the design of this New Zealand project on 
future food technologies.  
 
One of the most important tasks identified in the literature has been the need to move 
beyond the description of risk perceptions, to methods for engaging stakeholders with 
diverse views and values. But what is the best way to ‘engage’? Traditional forms of 
engagement have taken a ‘deficit’ approach, which assumes that ‘the problem’ is public 
ignorance, so information from experts should simply be transferred to an uninformed lay 
audience. Best practice science communication has now shifted away from these one-way 
communication methods aimed at ‘convincing’ audiences to adopt new technologies, 
towards two-way communication methods between science and society, aimed at creating 
a dialogue between different viewpoints. The literature on dialogue (e.g. Bohm, 1996; and 
Chasin et al., 1996; Allen et al., 2003; Anderson et al., 2004) stresses the importance of 
listening and mutual understanding, not just transmitting information and opinions. 
Furthermore, engagement not only needs to be dialogic, it also needs to be done early 
enough in the decision-making process for stakeholder feedback to be realistically taken 
into account. In the past, most public engagement has been done downstream in the 
innovation cycle, after the science is developed and products are launched. Among public 
engagement researchers, there is now an expectation that engagement needs to start further 
upstream, i.e. at the point where policy or technology design decisions are being made (see 
for example Wilsdon and Willis, 2004; Rogers-Hayden and Pidgeon, 2007; Cronin, 2008; 
Baker et al., 2009; Frewer et al., 2009b). 
 
3.2  Relationship with Phase III findings 
 
An important aim in Phase III of the research project was to see if a dialogue approach to 
engagement could generate a more constructive conversation among divergent stakeholder 
interests in future food technologies than may have been experienced in the past. The 
assumption was that, in a well facilitated setting, dialogue methods are more likely to 
generate common ground than traditional adversarial settings such as public meetings. 
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Dialogue methods are designed to encourage active listening, foster questions of mutual 
inquiry rather than debate, develop mutual understanding, reduce conflict, stimulate new 
insights, and increase both self-awareness and situational awareness of the debate itself 
(Bohm, 1996; Issacs, 1999; Cronin and Jackson, 2004). Ideally, dialogue can reveal shared 
values and preferences, and open up new decision options. Dialogue does not claim to 
produce total agreement or impose a single view, but it can develop a fuller appreciation of 
the whole issue and act as a ‘circuit breaker’ in a risk dispute (Cronin, 2008). ‘Coming to 
the Table’ has demonstrated that it is possible to move beyond positional statements about 
future food technologies and find common ground (Cronin et al., 2012). Data obtained in 
the individual interviews with people from different backgrounds, were combined to create 
a total picture of risk preferences. This revealed some areas of difference, but significant 
shared values. The facilitated dialogue workshops offered participants a new experience 
for interacting with others, and appreciating other viewpoints. The interview results 
provided a rich picture that enabled all workshop participants to identify where values are 
held in common, and the attributes of future food technologies that are more likely to meet 
with market success. Most participants suggested that consumer and societal values need to 
be taken more fully into account in decision-making. These findings offer valuable 
information for developing strategies for future food investments by science and industry 
organisations. 
 
Sachs and Rühli (2011) call for a new strategy paradigm where a firm’s ability to operate, 
innovate and compete in the knowledge economy depends on understanding how value is 
co-created through stakeholder networks. They understand “superior value as a continuous 
search by the firm and its engaged stakeholders to improve the quality of life of human 
beings and the sustainability of the natural world” (p. 200). Sachs and Rühli (2011) suggest 
various strategic activities to include stakeholder views in strategy formulation, 
implementation and evaluation. For example, a firm can take steps to explore common 
ground where differing perceptions exist. But this begs the question of how firms can 
effectively engage with stakeholders in practice. Here dialogical principles and practices 
hold promise, but dialogue is not necessarily transformative unless it is connected to 
planning and decision making processes (Cronin, 2008; Innes and Booher, 2010; Boyko et 
al., 2012). Even then the ritualistic nature of organisational processes may mean that 
changes in practice may not occur (Scott and Davis, 2007; Johnston et al., 2010).  
 
As the ‘Coming to the Table’ project had no formal mandate to create organisational 
strategy, the strategic development phase aimed to use the research findings to stimulate 
and support strategic thinking15 within a science institute and a major food exporting 
company by testing the extent that the ‘Coming to the Table’ project might be deliberative. 
That is, informing decisions about innovation and investment, but not developing specific 
strategies per se or determining innovation/investment outcomes. The incorporation of the 
strategic development phase in the overall project design was to answer the challenge of 
how dialogue processes might be made more deliberative. That is, infusing management 
decision-making with external stakeholder perspectives. In practice, this meant developing 

15 For Sutherland and Canwell (2004), strategic thinking is characterized by various tasks including 
identifying and prioritizing key issues, understanding context, clarifying assumptions, taking a long-term 
view, weighing alternatives and selecting key information. See Duhaime et al. (2012) for an overview of the 
theories, models and methods associated with strategic thinking. 
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and trialling a process with key end-users16 for transferring data on risk acceptance profiles 
into real world decision-making contexts, and inviting strategy makers to reflect on that 
data and incorporate it into their thinking and strategic processes.  
 
3.3  Case study approach 
 
The strategic development phase has adopted a case study approach (Yin, 1994; Eisenhardt 
and Graebner, 2007). The research team expected that working closely with end-user 
organisations would maximise the opportunities for people to engage, respond and utilise 
Phase III findings. Methodologically, the aim was to create a knowledge transfer process 
drawing on system thinking and problem structuring approaches given that former’s ability 
to support bigger picture strategic thinking and the latter’s emphasis on the use of models 
to provide a focus for dialogue (Rosenhead and Mingers, 2001; Midgley, 2003). The 
outcome/aim was to contribute to end-user deliberations about ‘real world’ decision 
making. Two key end-user organisations were invited to participate in Phase IV, given that 
they had a direct interest in and influence on strategic investment decisions for future food 
technologies, and had actively participated in the research activities to date17. They agreed 
to participate on the condition that the content of any strategy discussions would remain 
confidential, but the research team would be free to describe and evaluate the knowledge 
transfer process.  
 
• Case study 1: “Plant & Food Research”18. A strategic thinking workshop with a major 

science institute to explore the strategic issues and uncertainties that arise from 
stakeholder preferences about future food technologies in the context of investment 
and innovation. The workshop aimed to equip participants to make future 
contributions to shaping Plant & Food Research’s research and commercialisation 
strategy.  

• Case study 2: “Zespri”19. A strategic briefing to a major food exporter about 
stakeholder preferences for future food technologies and the importance of upstream 
engagement in supporting strategic thinking within Zespri and the kiwifruit industry.  

 
Each of these case studies is discussed in more detail below. 
 
3.4  Case study 1: Plant & Food Research 
 
3.4.1 Strategic workshop objectives and activities 
 
The workshop objectives included: 
 
1. To build understanding by sharing with Plant & Food Research decision makers the 

research findings about stakeholder preferences for food technologies in 
biotechnology, nanotechnology, functional foods and sustainable agriculture. 

16 By key end-users we mean those organisations with a direct interest and influence on strategic investment 
for future food technologies in NZ. General end users were those with a wider interest in future foods 
research. 
17 Ideally, the research team would have worked with Government decision makers, including the then 
Ministry of Science and Innovation, as well as science and industry organisations. While some Government 
stakeholders participated in Phase II and III activities, they viewed their direct involvement in Phase IV as 
problematic given that they were also funders of the project.  
18 See www.plantandfood.co.nz  
19 See www.Zespri.com  
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2. To identify the strategic issues and options arising from the greater understanding of 
the social, political and cultural contexts of future food technologies. 

3. To map key inter-relationships and uncertainties associated with (2) and prioritise 
strategic issues. 

4. To determine the implications of strategic issues identified in (3) and how these might 
be managed in a practical way. 

 
The research team worked with key end-users from Plant & Food Research to co-design 
the workshop objectives, processes, outputs and expected outcomes so as to maximize the 
pragmatic value of the workshop to individual participants and Plant & Food Research. 
The process of co-design was key to the project’s participatory action research approach 
and built on the layered set of ‘contact points’ the research team had developed within 
Plant & Food Research (including that within senior management) as a result of their 
involvement in Phases I, II and III.  Initial discussions focused on selecting a real strategic 
investment decision to explore the implications of the Phase III findings about stakeholder 
preferences. An internal champion for the workshop was identified, but there was 
insufficient internal support for the research team to focus on a ‘live issue’ given concerns 
relating to access and confidentiality. However, there was support to explore the 
implications of the Phase III findings for the way in which individuals within Plant & Food 
Research thought about strategic issues associated with future food technologies. In this 
way, the workshop was designed in order to support participants to contribute to ongoing 
strategic discussions within Plant & Food Research about innovation and investment. A 
focusing question was developed: 
 

“If we as a company were to enhance the way we include market and social 
intelligence or consumer and societal stakeholder values in our strategy process, 
what would we pay attention to, what might this mean for the way we make 
decisions, and how might it affect the research proposals we seek funding for?” 

 
Systems thinking and problem structuring methodologies such as Strategic Options 
Development and Analysis (Ackermann and Eden, 2011), the Strategic Choice Approach 
(Friend and Hickling, 1997), Soft Systems Methodology (Checkland, 1981; Checkland and 
Scholes, 1991) and Strategic Assumption Surfacing and Testing (Mason and Mitroff, 
1981) were assessed in terms of their ability to support dialogue - “listening, suspending 
certainties, respecting opposing views and voicing opinion” (Issacs, 1999). See Jackson 
(2000) for a review of each methodology. Following Midgley’s (2000) systemic 
intervention approach, we designed a workshop that drew on methods from Strategic 
Assumption Surfacing and Testing (to surface and prioritise strategic issues and 
uncertainties) and Strategic Choice (to structure thinking about strategic issues and 
uncertainties into domains of action). This particular combination of methods is evaluated 
later in the report.  
 
Strategy is often considered the domain of senior management, but in knowledge intensive 
organisations such as Crown Research Institutes developing and implementing strategy is 
better conceptualized as a “distributed activity… [and] a challenge for top managers, who 
have responsibility for the collective output from the contributions of distributed actors” 
(Jarazbkowski, 2005, p. 29). Recognising the ‘emergent’ nature of strategy, a mix of 
participants in different parts of the institute drawn from research, business support and 
management were selected, including those research leaders with an interest in stakeholder 
and/or end-user engagement. The research team theorized that influencing research leaders 
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and the research they put up to our decision makers would constitute a bottom-up approach 
to integrating ‘Coming to the Table’ findings into Plant & Food Research’s thinking. A 
total of 14 participants attended a six hour workshop which was held on 12 September 
2012.  
 
The workshop was structured into a number of inter-related activities including: 
 
1. Preparatory work, including preparing and sending out workshop invitations and 

organising a suitable venue.  
2. A welcome and overview, including rationale, workshop objectives, focusing question 

and scene setting by a Plant & Food Research Senior Manager. Also provided was an 
explanation of what the research team meant by ‘market and societal intelligence’ and 
its use in strategy. It was explained that the research project was not market research on 
consumers’ preferences, but explored the attributes of various food technologies and 
how they might attract societal risk aversion or risk acceptance. This information could 
enhance the knowledge base of science organisations for selecting and developing 
innovative food products.  

3. A group exercise to introduce the concepts of ‘stakeholders’ and ‘stakeholder 
engagement’ and the value of a stakeholder paradigm in ‘doing science’.  

4. An overview of the ‘Coming to the Table’ project, including its back-story, rationale, 
aims and progress to date. 

5. A presentation of the ‘Coming to the Table’ project research findings to date on risk 
acceptance and stakeholder dialogue. This included the Issues Mapping graphs and 
their use in workshops to stimulate discussion. A plenary discussion was facilitated to 
explore ‘what was most interesting about these results to you’, ‘where do people appear 
to have common ground?’ and ‘which technology attributes appear to create greater 
risk acceptance?’ This process enabled participants to bring their own professional and 
personal experiences to bear to make sense of the findings.  

6. An exploration of the institutional and organisational barriers that limit the effective 
use of market and social intelligence. This was done by encouraging participants to 
reflect on how Plant & Food Research has responded in the past to feedback from its 
external operating environment. 

7. An exploration of what issues the research findings had raised for participants 
regarding future strategy and opportunities for investment. Participants were asked to 
brainstorm what they knew or wanted to know more about in relation to the political, 
social and cultural context. 

8. Group formation. The workshop participants self selected into two groups of 7 people 
to work analytically with the brainstormed issues (activities 8 – 16 below). 

9. Group work to prioritise the issues identified in (6) by categorising the brainstormed 
issues in terms of most important/least important and/or certain/uncertain by locating 
the post-it notes on a modified assumption rating chart (Mason and Mitroff, 1981) 
(Figure 2). Importance was defined in terms of achieving impact for Plant & Food 
Research’s science, and a plenary discussion focused on how ‘impact’ might be 
variously interpreted. Certainty was defined in terms how confident the group was that 
the statement can be supported either through the evidence presented in (4) or 
professional/personal experience. Participants were free to relocate the post-it notes 
until they were satisfied that the issues had been correctly categorized. Where 
agreement could not be reached, participants were encouraged to capture any 
disagreements on the chart by duplicating the post-it note and placing it in more than 
one quadrant.  
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10. Group work to review what issues had been prioritized as most ‘important/uncertain’ 
and most ‘important/certain’ by noting clusters of similar strategic issues. Invitation to 
visit other tables in the room and review the other group’s work by reflecting on ‘what 
is surprising, what is different, what is the same’.  

11. Noting those clusters of strategic issues that were regarded as important/certain, group 
work to identify Decision Areas20 – those opportunities for choice which might exist 
for Plant & Food Research. 

12. Noting those clusters of strategic issues that were regarded as ‘important/uncertain’, 
group work to discuss what are the key uncertainties and how might these be 
addressed. To assist in the identification of Uncertainty Areas,21 participants were 
introduced to three types of decision uncertainty. These were UE (environmental 
uncertainty requiring deeper knowledge), UV (values uncertainty requiring clarification 
of policies/outcomes) and UR (related issues uncertainty requiring a broader 
perspective) (Friend and Hickling, 1997; Friend, 2000). For each Uncertainty Area, 
participants identified which uncertainties (if any) should be investigated further. 
Participants were advised that those political, social and cultural aspects that were 
classified as least important/uncertain should be considered for future scanning because 
the associated uncertainty could make the issue important in the future. Invitation to 
visit the other table and review the other group’s work by reflecting on ‘what is 
surprising, what is different, what is the same’. 

13. Group work to select up to seven Decision and Uncertainty Areas for further 
deliberation by constructing a Decision and Uncertainty Graph – a graphic 
representation of the dependencies between the Decision and Uncertainty Areas.  

14. In reviewing the Decision and Uncertainty Graph, participants were invited to imagine 
they were strategic advisors to Plant & Food Research and consider for each area what 
the options for action were, including ‘do nothing’. 

15. Plenary discussions about what strategic insights participants had developed and what 
participants saw as the strengths and weaknesses of the workshop process. 

16. A further plenary discussion about the workshop’s focusing question, and what further 
strategic questions Plant & Food Research needed to address in order to develop a good 
strategy based on an enhanced understanding of social and market intelligence. 
Examples included, is there value in seeking to identify consumer and societal risk 
preferences at an early stage, before committing to significant investment options?; 
how are our immediate clients and science funders addressing these kinds of issues 
around stakeholder feedback?; what influence does social, political and economic 
context have on funders’ priorities, and on what science they want us to do?; how 
might we encourage industry clients to seek early engagement and use it to guide the 
research and development projects they fund?  

17. Outline of the next steps in the ‘Coming to the Table’ project, closing remarks and 
thank you. 

 
 
 
 
 

20 Friend and Hickling (1997, p. 30) define a Decision Area as “an opportunity for choice in which two or 
more different courses of action can be considered”.  
21 Friend and Hickling (1997, p. 65) define an Uncertainty Area as “a description of any source of uncertainty 
which is causing difficulty in the consideration of a decision problem”. 
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Figure 2: Modified assumption rating chart 
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3.4.2 Strategic workshop outputs 
 
The contents of the workshop discussions are confidential to Plant & Food Research, but 
example workshop outputs below illustrate the knowledge transfer process developed. The 
presentation of the ‘Coming to the Table’ project research findings to date on risk 
acceptance and stakeholder dialogue generated considerable discussion of how language 
and stereotypes influence stakeholder perspectives on future foods, and how future food 
technologies might be developed. Participants identified a number of institutional and 
organisational barriers that potentially limited organisational receptivity to external 
stakeholder perspectives, including balancing the need to ‘address today’s issues [market 
pull] vs. developing the science to develop tomorrow’s products [science push]’. 
Participants brainstormed what aspects of political, cultural and social context they felt 
were necessary to identify strategic opportunities and uncertainties facing Plant & Food 
Research (Figure 3). A variety of issues were raised including: 

• ‘Finite limitation on resources available for our science’ 
• ‘How well in touch is industry with consumer attitudes?’ 
• ‘When and where should Plant & Food Research use this type of intelligence?’ 
• ‘Cost vs. value – what is the real driver?’ 
• ‘How to maximise Māori benefit and New Zealand benefit?’ 
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Figure 3: Brainstormed issues 

 
 
The participants sorted the issues on a modified assumption rating chart in terms of most 
important/least important and/or certain/uncertain (Figure 4). As mentioned earlier, 
importance was defined in terms of impact for Plant & Food Research. A plenary 
discussion explored how impact was interpreted including: ‘freedom to make 
decisions/choices’, ‘revenue’, ‘science quality’ and ‘[potential] for industry relationships’. 
Certainty was defined in terms of how confident the participants were that the issue could 
be supported. Those groups which phrased the issue as a statement found it easier to use 
the modified assumption rating chart than those who phrased the issue as a question. 
Example categorisations (in no particular order) included: 
 

• Most important/certain: ‘how can we influence demand for/purchase of 
products?’; ‘food should be natural and minimally processed but we all love fat, 
sugar and alcohol – why?’; ‘what is really influencing purchasing decisions when 
in the shop/market?’; and ‘food safety is very important to citizens’. 

• Most important/uncertain: ‘is New Zealand representative of international 
stakeholders?’; ‘does industry/government want this research? Who pays?’; ‘what 
will consumer attitudes be in 5, 10, 20 years’ time?’; and ‘what is, and how will 
people react to, the next technology?’ 

• Least important/certain: ‘limited resources, so need to get closer to industry’; 
‘poor understanding of science in public – better methods of education needed’; 
‘balance of pull vs. push [Research and Development]; and ‘plant science is more 
acceptable than animal science’. 

  

‘Coming to the Table’ Strategy & Evaluation 26 7/2/2013 
 



Figure 4: Categorising brainstormed issues on modified assumption rating 

 

 
 
By reviewing those issues that were regarded as important/certain and important/uncertain, 
participants then identified what they saw as the major opportunities for choice (Decision 
Areas) and key uncertainties (Uncertainty Areas). The relationships between the Decision 
and Uncertainty Areas were expressed as a Decision and Uncertainty Graph (Figure 5). 
Participants prioritised which decisions and uncertainties would need to be addressed. In 
Figure 5, there are 11 Decision and Uncertainty Areas ranging from ‘what capabilities 
should we have and where should we direct them?’ to ‘how much investment in consumer 
research compared to other areas should we make?’ but participants noted that two 
Decision Areas were key: how should we understand the target markets?’ and ‘how should 
we maximise value and volume of New Zealand resources?’ For each key area, 
participants deliberated what decision options were available. For the Decision Area ‘how 
should we understand the target markets?’, five options were considered, including ‘do 
nothing’, ‘deploy staff to target markets’, ‘recruit staff from target markets’, ‘use 
knowledge navigators to gather intelligence’ and ‘use third party intelligence’.  
 
Figure 5: Example Decision and Uncertainty Graph and priority Decision and Uncertainty 
 Areas 
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Reflecting analytically on the external stakeholder perspectives about future food 
technologies, participants considered the recommendations they might make to Plant & 
Food Research management in terms of its research and commercialisation strategy. 
Examples included: investing in measures to identify market and societal intelligence; 
directing future science funding to respond to external signals; encouraging industry clients 
to seek early engagement with stakeholders; balancing fundamental and applied science 
investments; and engaging with Māori in a holistic manner.  
 
3.5 Case study 2: Zespri  
 
3.5.1 Strategic briefing objectives and activities  
 
Initially, the research team had envisaged Zespri participating in a strategic issues 
workshop similar to the intervention we designed with Plant & Food Research, which 
combined systems thinking and problem structuring approaches. Obtaining buy in from the 
Zespri management team to attend a six hour workshop was problematic given the 
challenge the organisation was then facing with the management of Pseudomonas syringae 
pv actinidiae (Psa) – a bacterial disease of kiwifruit vines which was a huge challenge for 
Zespri. There was “no greater issue for the New Zealand kiwifruit industry today than the 
risk of Psa” (Zespri, 2011, p.1). The research team instead suggested that a strategic 
briefing would provide insight into the key findings from our stakeholder dialogue work, 
which would support future international marketing by Zespri and potentially assist in their 
thinking about the acceptability of various technical solutions for managing Psa to 
growers, consumers and society at large. The strategic briefing aimed to provide Zespri 
with a rapid access to the international and national evidence-base about how consumers as 
citizens are likely to perceive various future food technologies. Accordingly, in November 
2012, a two hour strategic briefing was held with eight members of the management team, 
including the Innovation Manager who had actively participated in the research from the 
start of the project in 2008, and who had brokered the strategic briefing session with his 
colleagues.    
 
The briefing titled “Citizen and consumer preferences for agri-food technologies – findings 
from social research” covered the following: 
 

• An overview of the ‘Coming to the Table’ project. 
• A description of the findings on social and market preferences for future foods 

from the international/national literature reviews, stakeholder dialogue findings 
including Issues Mapping graphs, summaries of attributes relating to technology 
and risk acceptance, lifestyles of health and sustainability, and stakeholder views 
related to future food investments. 

• Opportunities for the management team to ask clarifying questions. 
• Discussion points about the relevance of the findings to Zespri.  

 
3.5.2 Strategic briefing findings 
 
As with Plant & Food Research, the detailed briefing discussions are confidential to 
Zespri, and the findings presented below are intended to illustrate the way in which the 
Phase III findings stimulated strategic thinking. Topics discussed included:  
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• Whether aversion to genetic modification might phase out over time; whether 
consumers might accept risk if there were demonstrable benefits; how age and 
education backgrounds potentially influence acceptability; the importance of 
framing a technology as one thing but not another, including the importance of 
language (e.g. nanotechnology); and how functional foods might be compared and 
contrasted to genetically modified foods.  

• The importance of understanding the underlying reasons for consumer purchasing 
decisions rather than simple statements of consumer preferences in order to focus 
investment and innovation.  

• Strategies for bio-innovation; Zespri’s unique position as a corporatized 
cooperative; and kiwifruit attributes, and how these relate to production 
technologies.  
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4 EVALUATION STREAM OBJECTIVES 
 
4.1 Evaluation stream objectives  
 
Section 2 of this report introduced the ‘Coming to the Table’ project as a novel approach to 
upstream stakeholder engagement. Guided by deliberative dialogue principles (Cronin, 
2008), the ‘Coming to the Table’ methodology consists of a number of activities including: 
(1) recruitment of dialogue participants; (2) selection of future food technology examples; 
(3) Issues Mapping interviews; (4) development of Issues Mapping graphics; (5) 
facilitation of Issues Mapping workshops; (6) discussion and reflection through three 
national symposia (“Food, Markets and Society”) and regular Research Advisory Panel 
meetings; and a strategic development phase to facilitate science thinking at a science 
institute and a major food export company. Full details of the ‘Coming to the Table’ 
methodology can be found in Cronin et al. (2012). Section 3 then detailed how the 
dialogue results contributed to deliberations about ‘real world’ decision making. A 
knowledge transfer process combing systems thinking and problem structuring approaches 
was trialled with Plant & Food Research and Zespri to support strategic thinking about 
investment and innovation. This section describes the evaluation of the ‘Coming to the 
Table’ project including the evaluation objectives, questions, approach and limitations.  
 
The ‘Coming to the Table’ evaluation questions are: 
 
1. To determine what ‘Coming to the Table’ participants regarded as the effectiveness of 

the project methodology, including intended/unintended outcomes 
a. How well was the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach implemented? 
b. What are the benefits and disadvantages for participating stakeholders such as 

industry groups, scientists and government officials? 
c. To what extent might the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach be considered 

deliberative?  
2. To identify the barriers and enablers that may have influenced how the ‘Coming to the 

Table’ participants regarded the effectiveness (or not) of the ‘Coming to the Table’ 
methodology.  

3. To develop recommendations to improve the ‘Coming to the Table’ processes and 
methods. 

 
4.2  Evaluation stream approach  
 
A mixed methods approach was adopted, which involved “the planned use of two or more 
different kinds of empirical design or data gathering and analysis tools” (Greene, 2005, p. 
255). Given that the strategy aspects of the evaluand were emergent, we also adopted a 
participatory action research approach to “remain open to the emergence of new 
understandings as inquiry deepens” (Midgley et al., 2013, p. 146). The logic of the 
evaluation was directed by Midgley et al’s (2013) framework for evaluating systemic and 
participative methods, based on a dynamic understanding of the relationships between 
context, purposes, methods and outcomes. Midgley et al. (2007, p.6) notes that both the 
context and purposes are critically important in evaluating the utility of methods used in an 
intervention: 
 

When looking at a single case study [of method application], there is no pretence 
that is possible to evaluate a method independently from the purposes it is put to 
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and the context in which it is applied. Nevertheless, we can still inquire about the 
relationships between the method, purposes and context. Inquiry focused on an 
intervention can look at how satisfactorily the method addressed given purposes, 
and what aspects of the context enabled or constrained its application.  

 
In addition to a number of evaluation planning meetings held between the ‘Coming to the 
Table’ project leader and key end-users, a meeting was held with the wider research team 
to develop a shared understanding of the Phase IV evaluation stream, and explore both the 
context and purposes surrounding the implementation of the ‘Coming to the Table’ project. 
A shared understanding was thought to be important given the developmental nature of the 
project, as some aspects of the project methodology were emergent, such as the planned 
strategic workshop and briefing, which had yet to be designed and would need to connect 
deliberative dialogue with strategy.  
 
Table 2 sets out the evaluation design including a description of phases, methods and data 
sources. Description of the methods and how they were applied are detailed below.  
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Table 2: Evaluation design (adapted from Scriven, 2003) 

Evaluation 
question 

Phase Description Method Data source 

1, 2 ‘Coming to the Table’ 
background 

Why did this project come into existence in 
the first place? 

Documentary analysis 
Interviews 
Rich picture 

Contractual information including 
original funding proposal 
Key informants 

1, 1(a), 1(b) ‘Coming to the Table’ 
description 

What is the upstream engagement 
methodology and what does it do? 

Transformations 
Conceptual model  logic 
model 
Participant observation 
Interviews 

Key informants 
Field notes from Issues Mapping & 
strategy workshops 
Debriefs 

1(b), 2 Identification of end-
users 

Who are the actual or potential end-users of 
the upstream engagement methodology? 

Documentary analysis 
Participant observation 

Key informants 
Contractual information 
Project contact list 

1(a) Resourcing What resources were available to develop 
and implement the upstream engagement 
methodology?  

Documentary analysis 
Participant observation 

Contract 
Field notes from Issues Mapping and 
strategy workshops 
Debriefs 

1, 1(a), 1(b), 
2 

Values What criteria will be used to establish the 
effectiveness of the engagement model 
[make explicit purposes and values pursued 
in the intervention] 

Literature review of 
upstream engagement 
Existing evaluation 
frameworks of systemic 
and participative methods 

Evidence base about the strengths and 
weaknesses of dialogical, soft 
operational and systems thinking 
approaches 
 

1, 1(a), 2 Process evaluation How good was the design and 
implementation of the upstream 
engagement methodology 

Participant observation 
Survey 
 

Feedback from participants about 
Issues Mapping interviews 
Field notes from Issues Mapping and 
strategy workshops 
Data from the Issues Mapping and 
strategy evaluation surveys 
Facilitators debriefs 
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1, 1(b) Impact evaluation What were the impacts – both intended and 
unintended 

Participant observation 
Survey 

Feedback from participants about 
Issues Mapping interviews 
Field notes from Issues Mapping and 
strategy workshops 
Data from the Issues Mapping and 
strategy evaluation surveys 
Facilitators debriefs 

 Overall effectiveness What are the strengths and weaknesses of 
the upstream engagement methodology 

Midgley et al’s (2013) 
framework for evaluating 
systemic and participative 
methods 
[Context, purposes, 
methods and outcomes] 
Most significant change 
interviews 
Critical systems heuristics 
to support boundary 
reflection by Research 
Advisory Panel 

Draw on findings from above phases 
Research Advisory Panel meeting to 
review strategy and evaluation streams 

1, 1(a), 1(b), 
2 

Reporting Presenting the evaluation findings and 
recommendations to the Research Advisory 
Panel 

Workshop Research Advisory Panel members’ 
perspectives 
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4.3  Evaluation limitations   
 
The evaluation design had the following limitations: 
 

• The impacts of the literature reviews, international research reports, expert science 
scans, individual briefings to organisations and key individuals, and the national 
symposia22 were not easily able to be considered in the evaluation. Whilst these 
activities have definitely contributed to the body of knowledge, improved access to 
research for end users, and given opportunities for deliberation for the stakeholders 
involved, finite time and resources meant that robust evaluation data was not 
systematically collected for these communication activities, nor would it be 
straightforward to ascribe attribution of cause and effect for these different 
components in relation to the overall outcomes sought. The evaluation focus was 
on the Issues Mapping and strategy methods and less about the wider processes. 
Following Midgley et al. (2013), the evaluation of methods can not be undertaken 
in isolation from the wider process of implementation of the project. For example, 
poor quality of engagement would have impacted on perceptions about the 
effectiveness of the methods.   

• The development of a tailored and non-standard instrument to compliment the 
innovative design means that the relative effectiveness of the ‘Coming to the Table’ 
methodology cannot be easily established in comparison to other problem 
structuring and/or system thinking methodologies which encourage meaningful 
participation, mutual learning and reflection on the boundaries surrounding how 
problems are understood and managed (Midgley, 2000; Rosenhead and Mingers, 
2001). However, even if Midgley’s et al (2013) standardized instrument had been 
used, not enough data about other systemic and participative methods have been 
collected to allow robust quantitative comparisons.  

• Follow up, in-depth interviews with selected Issues Mapping workshop participants 
to better contextualize the quantitative and qualitative feedback from the evaluation 
survey were planned but not undertaken due to concerns of participation fatigue 
and finite evaluation resources.  

• The evaluation was not funded to detect outcomes beyond the life of the project. 
 

22 Participant observation data was collected at the Wellington “Foods, Markets and Society III” symposium 
(29 June 2012) to evaluate to what extent the national symposium enabled end-users to provide feedback on 
research findings. There is evidence that the participants were highly engaged; the discussion between them 
was energised; there was discussion with the research team about the robustness of the Issues Mapping 
interview findings; and the panel discussions demonstrated channels of communication across different 
sectors associated with future food technologies.  
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5 Evaluation of phase iii: stakeholder Dialogue   
 
5.1  Evaluation objectives and design 
 
5.1.1.  Evaluation objectives 
 
The Phase III evaluation focusing on the application of the Issues Mapping methodology had the 
following objectives: 
 
1. To identify any issues with the recruitment of participants and the selection of technology 

examples. 
2. To identify to what extent the Issues Mapping interviews and workshops/hui were effective, 

noting any reported process impacts and short-term outcomes. 
3. To identify recommendations to improve the Issues Mapping interview and workshop/hui 

processes. 
 
5.1.2  Evaluation design (participant recruitment/ technology example selection)  
 
The recruitment of participants and technology example selection began before the 
evaluation phase so the evaluation data was obtained from the research team reflections, 
associated documentation (e.g. emails) about what issues had arisen with these Issues 
Mapping activities and participant comments about specific technology examples. See 
Table 3. 
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Table 3: Evaluation design (participant recruitment/technology example selection) 

EVALUATION 
OBJECTIVES 

EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS 

EVALUATION METHODS 
Participant 
observation of third 
national symposium, 
and Issues Mapping 
and Strategic 
Development 
workshops 

Documentary 
analysis including 
emails  

To identify the extent 
that technology 
examples were 
relevant to end-users 

How effective were the 
technology examples in 
engaging participants in 
Issues Mapping 
interviews, stakeholder 
dialogue and strategy 
workshops?   

√ √ 

To identify the extent 
that  a sufficiently 
wide range of 
stakeholders who 
could be expected to 
influence innovation 
and investment in 
future food 
technologies were 
recruited 

Did the Research 
Advisory Panel, 
stakeholder dialogue 
participants, and 
strategy workshop 
participants include a 
wide range of 
perspectives to support 
dialogue, as well as 
decision makers with 
influence over 
innovation and 
investment decisions? 

 √ 

 
 
5.1.3  Evaluation design (Issues Mapping interviews) 
 
The evaluation aimed to identify the extent to which the Issues Mapping interview process 
effectively gathered data about stakeholder preferences about selected future food 
technologies and to identify recommendations to improve the interviewing process. 
Evaluation questions included what were the benefits and/or disadvantages of Issues 
Mapping interviews, and what improvements to the interviewing process could be made? 
See Table 4.  
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Table 4: Evaluation design (Issues Mapping interviews) 

EVALUATION 
OBJECTIVES 

EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS 

EVALUATION METHODS 
Survey question Semi-structured 

interview 
question 

Research team 
debrief 

To identify the 
extent to which 
the Issues 
Mapping 
interview process 
gathered data 
about stakeholder 
preferences 

How effective 
was the Issues 
Mapping 
interview 
process? 

√ √ √ 

To identify 
improvements to 
the Issues 
Mapping 
interview process 

What 
improvements 
could be made to 
the Issues 
Mapping 
interview 
process? 

 √ √ 

 
All 39 interviewees were given an opportunity to reflect on the interviewing process at the 
end of the interview. Respondents were asked to rate (on a five point scale) whether the 
“interview improved your understanding of future food technologies?”23 and comment “in 
what way?” (survey question). Interviewees were then asked “what was the most 
significant issue (if any) you gained from today’s interview? In what way was it 
significant?” and “how did you find this interview process?” (semi-structured interview 
question). The research team took detailed notes of responses and entered this data into 
SurveyMonkey. The responses were then thematically analysed. A research team debrief 
considered the strengths and weaknesses of the interviewing process and how it might be 
improved.  
 
5.1.4  Evaluation design (Issues Mapping workshop/hui) 
 
Mixed methods (Midgley, 2000; Davidson, 2005) enabled robust evaluation data to be 
collected at the Issues Mapping workshops/hui. Facilitators were asked to take notes 
including any observations about process and invited participant reflections at the end of 
the workshop on what they saw as the strengths and weaknesses of the day. A collective 
debrief with the research team discussed how the workshops went and distilled key 
insights about ‘what worked well, what did not and why’. This debrief was audio recorded 
for later analysis.  
 
An evaluation survey was adapted from a generic questionnaire developed to test the utility 
of systemic and participative methods as part of a long term international project to build 
the evidence base for systems thinking and problem structuring approaches (Midgley et al., 
2013). The questions about process and short term outcomes, and positive and negative 
aspects of systemic and participative methods were developed from a review of the 
systems thinking literature (e.g. Espejo and Harnden, 1989; Ackoff, 1981; Mason and 

23 In the research team reflection, we decided retrospectively that this evaluation question was poorly worded 
and reflected a deficit-based conceptualisation of the participants. 
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Mitroff, 1981; Checkland and Poulter, 2006; Ulrich, 1983; Vennix, 1996), the use of an 
expert advisory panel, and input from the research team’s practice-based reflections.   
 
The evaluation survey was based on a generic questionnaire developed to test the utility of 
systemic and participative methods (Midgley et al., 2013). As the questionnaire is designed 
to yield data for meaningful use in local evaluation and longer term comparisons between 
methods, the instrument was adapted by the research team for the Issues Mapping 
workshop evaluation (Appendix 2). Questions about overall utility and process and short 
term outcomes were tailored so that they better reflected both the language of ‘Coming to 
the Table’ project and the specific purposes associated with the Issues Mapping workshop 
(e.g. a five point scale was included to enable participants to rate the quality of dialogue). 
The number of survey questions was also reduced to achieve brevity and a higher response 
rate. 
 
While the research team was confident that the customized evaluation survey would enable 
the strengths and weaknesses of the Issues Mapping workshop/hui to be robustly 
identified, the extent of modification meant that the evaluation data could not be 
meaningfully compared with other evaluations of systemic and participative methods. “We 
will lose the longer term ability to compare responses from the use of Issues Mapping with 
the responses from other projects using different methods” (GM, email 16 Dec 2011). As 
noted in Section 3.3, a number of soft operational research and systems thinking 
methodologies make similar claims to dialogical approaches, and the development and 
application of a non-standard evaluation instrument means that the relative effectiveness of 
the ‘Coming to the Table’ methodology can only be established through comparison with 
good practices associated with engagement and/or dialogue. This is not the focus of this 
evaluation.  
 
The Issues mapping workshop evaluation survey had the following sections: 
 

• Section 1: two five point scales for the quantitative assessment of usefulness and 
quality of dialogue, plus open questions about what participants liked and disliked, 
and what could have been done differently.  

• Section 2: nine questions with five point scales enabling the quantitative evaluation 
of whether the workshop achieved certain purposes. This section includes both 
process and short term outcome questions based on the characteristics (e.g. helped 
you express your own viewpoint) and expected benefits of deliberative dialogue 
(e.g. helped you gain a better understanding of other people’s values and how they 
impact on the issues surrounding future food technologies).  

• Section 3: a further nine questions with five point scales based on the positive and 
negative attributes of systemic and participative methods, such as those used in the 
Issues Mapping workshop (e.g., workshop discussions were free and open).  

• Section 4: questions gathering basic demographic data originally were intended to 
allow the analysis of evaluation responses by stakeholder group, sex and age, but 
the small sample size made statistical analysis problematic and so were abandoned.  

 
Both the workshop invitation and the facilitators on the day explained that a key 
component of the research was an evaluation of the Issues Mapping workshop. While the 
questionnaire was originally designed for use at the end of the workshop, participants were 
emailed a copy of the evaluation survey after the workshop was completed in order to 
provide them with time to reflect on the experiences of the day. The research team 
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recognised that this would involve a trade-off between getting as many evaluation survey 
forms filled out as possible (making the most of the ‘captive audience’) vs. providing 
participants with an opportunity for mature reflections on the workshop’s strengths and 
weaknesses (making the most of what was judged to be a highly engaged audience). 
Participants were sent reminder emails to encourage them to fill out and return (either by 
email or post) the completed survey forms. A good response rate (see Table 5) was 
obtained despite concerns that the length of the survey would be viewed as an imposition, 
given that participants had already contributed time to both the Issues Mapping interviews 
and workshop. Nearly three quarters of all those who attended the Auckland and 
Christchurch workshops, and half of those who attended the Wellington hui, filled out and 
returned the evaluation survey form. The high response rate was indicative of highly 
engaged participants.  
 
Table 5: Response rate by workshop/hui location 

Issues Mapping Workshop/Hui  Evaluation Survey Response Rate 
Auckland 6/8 (75%) 
Wellington 4/8 (50%) 
Christchurch 5/7 (71%) 
 
The quantitative evaluation data was entered into Excel, checked for accuracy and then 
analysed separately by workshop/hui location (Auckland, Wellington and Christchurch). 
Given that the Auckland and Christchurch workshops were similarly facilitated, and that 
the evaluation data was roughly comparable, the data sets from the Auckland and 
Christchurch workshops were combined to more clearly show the patterns associated with 
respondent views (see Appendix 3). As the Wellington hui, involving Māori participants, 
was implemented differently, the Wellington evaluation data was analysed separately (see 
Appendix 4).  
 
In addition to a research team debrief, in which the Wellington evaluation data was 
examined, it was also jointly interpreted by one of the Māori researchers who facilitated 
the Wellington hui and a member of the research team with expertise in biculturalism.24 
The survey findings (including the open ended responses) were reviewed, and Māori 
specific issues were noted, including differences between kaupapa Māori processes and 
Western models of deliberative dialogue. The graphs of rating are not reported given the 
small sample size (n=4), but qualitative comments from open ended questions about “how 
useful was this workshop for you?” and “how would you rate the quality of the dialogue 
between participants?” is nevertheless instructive.  
 
See Table 6 for a summary of the evaluation objectives, questions and design. 

24 Symonette (2005, p. 252) notes that “evaluative judgments are, by their nature, inextricably bound up with 
culture and context”, making it difficult for the research team without Māori research expertise to fully 
appreciate the issues raised in the Wellington evaluation data. 
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Table 6: Evaluation design (Issues Mapping workshop) 

EVALUATION OBJECTIVES EVALUATION QUESTIONS EVALUATION METHODS 
Evaluation survey Participant reflections Research team debrief based on 

participant observation 
PROCESS    
To determine how the Issues 
Mapping workshop might be 
improved 

What did participants recommend 
could be done differently in future 
workshops? 

√ √  

What did the workshop facilitators 
recommend could be done differently 
in future workshops? 

  √ 

To determine the effectiveness of the 
Issues Mapping workshop 

To what extent did the workshop 
participants rate the quality of the 
dialogue? 

√ √  

What did participants like best or 
least about the workshop? 

√ √  

Was the purpose of the workshop, and 
what was expected from participants 
during the workshop clear? 

√   

Were there instances in the workshop 
where issues raised in the workshop 
made more/less complex than they 
actually are? 

√  √ 

To what extent did the workshop 
support participants to express their 
own point of view? 

   

To what extent did workshop 
participation support increased 
creativity? 

   

To what extent were the workshop 
discussions free and open? 

√  √ 
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EVALUATION OBJECTIVES EVALUATION QUESTIONS EVALUATION METHODS 
Evaluation survey Participant reflections Research team debrief based on 

participant observation 
To what extent did the presentation of 
the Issues Mapping findings 
stimulated effective dialogue amongst 
participants? 

 √ √ 

To what extent were there issues that 
could not be discussed, or significant 
issue(s) were missed in the workshop 
discussion? 

√   

To what extent did sufficiently wide 
range of stakeholders who could be 
expected to influence innovation and 
investment in future food 
technologies participate in the 
workshop discussions? 

√   

How culturally responsive was Issues 
Mapping workshop for Māori 
participants? 

√ √ √ 

    
IMPACTS – SHORT TERM    
To determine the extent to which 
participants benefited in practice  

To what extent did participants rate 
the workshop useful? 

√ √  

 To what extent did common ground 
emerge between participants as a 
result of workshop discussions? 

 √ √ 

 To what extent has workshop 
participation increased awareness of 
different points of view on future 
food technologies? 

√ √  

 To what extent has workshop 
participation lead to an increase in 
participant understanding about 

√ √  

‘Coming to the Table’ Strategy & Evaluation 41 7/2/2013 
 



EVALUATION OBJECTIVES EVALUATION QUESTIONS EVALUATION METHODS 
Evaluation survey Participant reflections Research team debrief based on 

participant observation 
different kinds of issues, and merits 
and/or disadvantages associated with 
future food technologies; other 
people’s values and how the impact 
on the issues surrounding future food 
technologies; and their own values as 
they relate to future food 
technologies? 

 To what extent did workshop 
participation challenge participants’ 
accepted ways of thinking about 
future food technologies?  

√ √ √ 

 To what extent did the workshop 
support participants to focus on what 
was at the heart of the matter? 

√ √ √ 

 To what extent did the workshop 
support participants to think through 
how the development of future food 
technologies could be improved? 

√ √  
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5.2  Issues Mapping activities  
 
Phase III used the Issues Mapping methodology developed by Cronin and Jackson (2004) 
to facilitate stakeholder dialogue about future food technologies. Key activities included: 
 

• Recruitment of participants. 
• Selection of technology examples. 
• Issues Mapping interviews.  
• Issues Mapping workshop/hui drawing on Issues Mapping graphics. 
 

5.2.1  Recruitment of participants 
 
The project aimed to develop “a unique process of researchers, stakeholders and end-users 
‘coming to the table’ to explore an important science issue” (Cronin et al., 2012, p. 15). 
Drawing on existing relationships, a variety of end-user organisations25 were recruited 
along with a number of  stakeholders, including scientists, growers, industry, consumers, 
central government, Māori, health bodies, environment organisations, restaurateurs, 
‘foodies’ and media. A project contact database was developed using a snowball method, 
starting with the sector knowledge and contacts of the research team and the Research 
Advisory Panel, and recruiting participants through industry meetings (e.g. the NZ Food 
Science and Technology Conference); on-line searches in a wide range of sector 
organisations; seeking recommendations from existing contacts for other colleagues and 
groups; and recruiting people who came to project briefings and symposia. Having built up 
a contact database of over 400 potential participants, a representative prospect list of 50 
people was created for the Issues Mapping fieldwork, including men and women, Māori 
and non-Māori, in the four stakeholder segments (scientists, industry, government and 
community groups), from three regions (Christchurch, Wellington and Auckland). The 
invitation sent to this group requested two stages of participation: a 1-2 hour interview in 
October 2011, and a half day workshop in December 2011.  
 
5.2.2  Selection of future food technology examples 
 
In consultation with scientists from Plant & Food Research, ESR and AgResearch, the 25 
future food technology examples used in the interviews (see below) were drawn from four 
science domains: biotechnology, nanotechnology, functional foods and sustainable 
agriculture. The selection of the technology domains evolved early in the project, where a 
Futures Workshop held in Christchurch in 2009 presented science and technology scoping 
reports and invited feedback from a range of workshop participants to identify key 
examples26. These early ideas were added to and refined over the duration of the project.  
A set of selection criteria was developed from the Futures Workshop, and a list of 
examples of technologies that were felt to be salient and met the selection criteria were 
carefully chosen in partnership with Plant & Food. This selection was peer checked by the 
Research Advisory Panel. A succinct plain English description of each example was 
developed with input from a relevant research scientist, and included information on aims, 

25 Plant & Food Research, ESR, Fonterra, Zespri, HortNZ, Baking Industry Research Trust, Sanitarium, PGG 
Wrightson, Organics NZ, Māori Organics, Vege Growers, the Slow Food Movement and central government 
agencies (e.g. Ministry for Primary Industries and New Zealand Trade and Enterprise). 
26 Participants included those with backgrounds in science, industry, community, environmental and Māori 
issues. 
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potential issues and alternatives to the technology.  This text was peer checked and signed 
off with the scientists involved and with Plant & Food Research.  The finalised technology 
examples were then loaded onto the project website to enable access by participants as 
preparation for Issues Mapping interviews, and were printed onto cards to be used for 
sorting during these interviews. 
 
5.2.3  Issues Mapping interviews 
 
The research team conducted 39 in-depth interviews with community, industry, 
government and scientists involving: 
 

• Warm up questions about personal experiences of food, views on food trends and 
societal responses to new foods. 

• Future food technology risk acceptance sorting exercise, using the food technology 
examples. 

• ‘Heart of the matter’ exercise to rank value statements such as ‘protecting the 
environment’, ‘ensuring that food is safe to eat’, and ‘increasing economic growth 
for New Zealand’.  

• Questions about issues related to inquiry, motivation and trust. 
• Interviewee reflections on the Issues Mapping interview process. 

 
5.2.4  Issues Mapping workshops/hui 
 
Three workshops were held in Auckland, Wellington and Christchurch in December 2011. 
The workshops were intended to maximise the opportunities for diverse stakeholder 
participants to engage in face-to-face dialogue about future food technologies. The 
workshop design was structured around a number of dialogical principles. Cronin (2008) 
proposes 25 operational and structural criteria for deliberative dialogue, such as recruiting 
diverse participants; providing ‘neutral’ background information; ensuring that dialogue 
takes place ‘face to face’ and in a safe, accessible and comfortable place; setting clear 
ground rules; holding small group discussions; ensuring independent facilitation; and 
facilitating respectful communication that emphases inquiry (not debate), reciprocity and 
personal experience. As discussed earlier, a strength of the workshop design was that 
participants who had taken part in the Issues Mapping interview, and had reflected on their 
preferences and values around the acceptability of various future food technologies, were 
strongly encouraged to participate in the Issues Mapping workshop. 
 
A detailed Issues Mapping workshop run-sheet was developed, including scripted 
introductions, background information, exercises and tweet cards27 to ensure that the 
workshop processes between locations were comparable. However, it was recognised early 
on that a strict interpretation of the script would not be appropriate at the Wellington 
workshop involving stakeholders who self-identified as Māori. The workshop design was 
adapted by the Māori facilitators so it was better aligned with preferred Māori approaches 
to conversation. Reflections among the research team afterwards identified the 
commonalities and differences between Māori and Western dialogue models (this is 
explored in more detail below); but also that there is potential for hybridisation and cross 
cultural learning.   
 

27 Tweet cards were a mechanism to capture individual reflections throughout the workshop. 
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5.3  Evaluation findings 
 
5.3.1  Recruitment of participants 
 
There was evidence that the team was skilled at recruiting participants and maintaining 
individual and/or organisational interest over the life of the project:  
 

• A national contact data base was created of over 400 potential participants across 
the sectors of government, industry and community, including Māori. This was 
constantly updated via existing networks, through a snowballing technique and via 
the end user briefings. 

• All three national symposia were well attended and seen as having value, as 
evidenced by highly engaged participants, energised discussions, new 
conversations between existing stakeholders, and insights from the panel 
discussions. The level of interest in the national symposia demonstrated that the 
project had facilitated communication across different sectors associated with 
future food technologies, including with stakeholders who would not otherwise 
have met and engaged on these topics (e.g. interest groups, policy analysts and 
scientists).  

• End-users made time available for briefings from the research team about the 
emerging findings, such as the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment, 
NZBio and the McDiarmid Institute. See the ‘Coming to the Table’ website 
(www.esr.cri.nz/futurefoods) for the full range of end user briefings.   

• Two key end-user organisations provided management support and committed to 
co-designing and participating in the strategy phase. In both instances this involved 
a considerable commitment of senior staff time.  

 
Māori involved in the Issue Mapping interviews and hui identified first as being Māori and 
needed to understand the kaupapa together as Māori. This meant that it was not appropriate 
for them to then think about the categorisation of the selection of participants. 
 

“... these categories of community, scientist, government, industry, so although we 
tried to recruit along those lines our people just want to be from, you know, Ngāti 
Pūkenga, you know, Ngāi Tahu.... It didn’t work and we never really stuck with it in 
the end; that wasn’t how our cohort wanted to be identified. Because people came 
together, and we did that whakawhānaungatanga in the workshop. And of course 
everybody you know are saying where they are from and people are making those 
whānaungatanga connections. People aren’t saying ‘I am a scientist’, ‘I’m from 
government’, and if we were to do that whakawhānaungatanga process it was 
really not okay for us to then say, ‘okay then you three scientists over there, okay 
you four community people’. It is a false categorisation really”. 

 
5.3.2  Selection of future food technology examples 
 
The 25 examples were chosen from an extensive list of future food technologies to ensure 
the receptivity of the stakeholders and end-users to the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach. 
There is good evidence that the technology examples had high salience: they were signed 
off by the Research Advisory Panel; feedback was provided by the Issues Mapping 
interview participants; and they stimulated highly engaged and energised discussion about 
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stakeholder risk profiles at the Issues Mapping workshops/hui, national symposia, end-user 
briefings and key end-users strategy sessions.  
 
A number of comments were made on the future foods/food technologies presented to 
participants. The Issues Mapping interviewees reflected on what they saw as the benefits of 
the chosen technology examples:  
 

• “Interesting and challenging to think about technologies”. 
• “I … didn’t know about sustainable agriculture and nanotechnology examples”.  
• “I was a bit unclear about the nano and cisgenic, and I did not know how they were 

different”. 
• “I learnt a few new things from the flash cards, a new way of describing things, 

e.g. agro-ecology”. 
• “The cards gave a nice snap shot of what may come on stream”.  

 
The value of the technology examples was echoed by participants in the Issues Mapping 
workshops, with one respondent noting “[the workshop] was a good opportunity … to 
learn about new technologies and topics” and that “it was stimulating to have the data 
[about stakeholder preferences]”. In the strategy workshops, data about the technology 
examples generated considerable discussion and allowed participants to explore the role 
that language, application purpose and information provision might or might not play in 
shaping stakeholder preferences.  
 
For one key end-user, the decision to include nanotechnology examples had been 
instrumental in increasing interest in, and understanding of, the impacts of nanotechnology 
– an issue that they felt was of strategic importance to their organisation: 
 

 “Before this project there wasn’t a general recognition of the impact that 
nanotechnology could have, or is having, but it is certainly out there now. I’ve been 
called on several times to go and speak to various conferences and people in the 
area, so the message has got out there now that there is new technology on the 
horizon and that people are interested in finding out more [Is that because of your 
involvement in the ‘Coming to the Table’ project?] I think it has been. From my 
own personal view it has given me something new and interesting to look at, and I 
feel that this needs to be sorted from [my organisation’s] point of view whether we 
are going to be working in these areas or not in the future”. 

 
A strength of the selection of the technology examples was the ability of the research team 
to draw on existing relationships with scientists who were active researchers in these areas. 
However, a misunderstanding between the research team and a scientist arose in preparing 
one technology card, and the application was incorrectly labelled as 
‘biotechnology/transgenic’. This error was not identified until after the technology cards 
had been sent to Issues Mapping interviewees. An attempt was made to correct it. 
Feedback was sought from the Issues Mapping workshop participants on the risk 
acceptance of this example without the biotechnology/transgenic label, but participants 
found this difficult and at the workshops the application was wrongly described as ‘GM’. 
The research team apologised in the Phase III report for this unfortunate error.  
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5.3.3  Issues Mapping interviews 
 
The key input into the Issues Mapping interview process was a plain English description of 
the 25 future food technology examples, with information on their aims, potential issues 
and alternatives to the technology. Although some participants’ prior understanding of 
certain future food technology examples enabled them to participate in different ways than 
others in the Issues Mapping interviews, prior knowledge was not a prerequisite. The key 
aim of the technology cards was to illustrate a range of attributes associated with different 
domains of science and technology applications, in order to stimulate responses about risk 
acceptance or aversion, and to reveal how people make social judgements about risk. 
Furthermore, it was not an explicit goal of the research to educate people on future food 
science and technology. Nevertheless, the majority of respondents reported that their 
understanding of future foods/food technologies had improved (Figure 6), noting that 
participation had reinforced or clarified viewpoints, raised awareness about future 
food/technologies and improved understandings about specific food technologies (Table 
7). 
 
Figure 6: Did the interview process improve your understanding of future foods/food 
 technologies?  

 
 
 

Did the interview process improve your 
understanding of future foods/food 

technologies?

0

5

10

15

20

25

Yes No Non-response

‘Coming to the Table’ Strategy & Evaluation 47 7/2/2013 
 



Table 7: In what way did the interview improve your understanding of future foods/food 
technologies? 

In what way did the interview improve your  
understanding of future foods/food technologies? 
Theme Illustrative examples 
Reinforced or clarified viewpoints. “Solidified my own views”. 

“It helped clarify [my] views about 
acceptability” 

Raised awareness about future foods/food 
technologies. 

“I already had a pretty good knowledge apart 
from the photograph one”. 
 
“Didn’t improve my understanding but did 
improve my knowledge of different examples”. 
 
“No, not help clarify my views, but yes – 
extended my breadth of awareness of issues”. 

Improved understanding about specific food 
technologies. 

“… particularly the nano, I didn’t have much of 
an understanding before and I hadn’t heard of 
the Māori organic one so I have become more 
informed”. 

 
While for one participant there were “no major a-ha moments”, a number of participants 
reported having insights into future food technologies, providing evidence that the process 
of risk acceptance sorting captured their thinking around the acceptability of future food 
technologies and supported an internal dialogue  

 
“[I enjoyed the interview, liked sorting the cards even though it was hard, it really 
forces to you think deeply and critically about information that you are not familiar 
with”. 
 
“Smooth and subtle interrogation, really good way of bringing out first thoughts 
and second thoughts”. 
 
“I liked the ‘heart of the matter’ – it made you think because you really have to sort 
them out. So you started to have an inner dialogue”. 

 
While participants saw value in the ‘heart of the matter’ process, one participant 
highlighted concerns about non-systemic nature of the ranking exercise: 
 

“If you subscribe to a holistic worldview, individuals are connected and 
interdependent [so] this exercise had limited information’. 

 
Other participants also reflected on how the interview process was constraining, noting 
“the scale of 5 is not enough” and “the flashcards directed you in particular ways – it didn’t 
give you a lot of options, e.g. the technologies”. For other participants the interview 
mapping exercise was affirming, with one participant noting “that I actually know 
something. It’s a good reminder of the importance of what’s in our kai”. This person 
highlighted the value of doing research in the area: 
 

“I don’t know enough about technologies that possibly could be used…. I think 
there’re broader issues to our research than what we actually see”. 
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“Good that someone has foresight to go out and get comments and seek input – 
seek synergies”. 

 
Respondent experience with being interviewed included comments such as: 
 

• “Process worked well –clear and easy to follow”. 
• “Painless”. 
• “Hard”.  
• “Enjoyable, informative, good cards”. 
•  “Stimulating, challenging and friendly”. 
• “Long but good, feels good to have input into something important”. 
• “Cards take a bit of reading, so suggest you read them first”. 

 
Although the respondents identified a number of strengths associated with the Issues 
Mapping interviews, there are some important qualifications. First, there was some 
confusion over whether the views were personal or institutional, and some people needed 
stronger encouragement to prepare before the interview (despite asking people for their 
personal viewpoints and sending people the full text of the technology cards and 
supporting material one week in advance). One respondent wanted “more encouragement 
to read the examples beforehand, this should have been compulsory” and suggested 
“[maybe] participants could have sorted on a computer and printed out [their] sort to 
discuss in the interview”. Second, the Māori researchers would have preferred to have had 
a hui/wānanga with the participants first in order to bring the participants up to speed on 
the technology, for them to build that knowledge of understanding together instead of 
having the cards with all the text on the back.  
 

“…it is just not a very Māori process. You know, you want to build collective 
knowledge, collective understanding so people can start to have a community of 
people that they can talk with about it”. 

 
“Māori knowledge is collective, it is a collective space of knowledge, so if it is a 
collective space of knowledge then we are wanting to build understanding through 
research, then we want to foster collective ways of coming together to build 
knowledge and understanding, not to focus on the individual”. 

 
The Māori researchers were concerned that, when presented on the day, the cards 
controlled, manipulated and restricted the kōrero from the participants. Had they been able 
to hui/wānanga the technologies more fully, this would not have happened and the data 
would have been put into a broader context. 
 

“So one of the things about kaupapa Māori…it provides space to politicise the 
kōrero, whereas what surprised me with the cards was that some of the people that 
I expected to politicize their answers…were very much working within the 
framework of the cards. So in some ways it kind of constrained the kōrero”. 

 
“So there is just all of those wider issues to take in, and that’s about the research in 
interview design, so if we had of been involved in it we would have just had a 
wānanga and raised the issues and let the kōrero go, but it was really kind of 
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controlled and manipulated and I understand that was the dialogic method, but it 
definitely doesn’t work for our people”. 

 
“… to work with Māori communities on these issues you know the best way to work 
with our communities is to work within a kaupapa Māori and tikanga framework. 
Have wānanga, have hui”. 

 
5.3.4 The Issues Mapping workshops (Auckland and Christchurch) 
 
All but one respondent rated the quality of dialogue between participants as either 
‘somewhat useful’ or ‘very useful’ (Figure 7). The differing judgments about utility and 
the quality of dialogue might be due to a mismatch between participants’ expectations 
about the dialogical nature of the workshop discussions. Those who rated the usefulness of 
the workshop as ‘neutral’ or ‘not very useful’ downplayed the value of dialogue noting: 
 

“Apart from being exposed to a research process that had some interest, the 
workshop was not the type of forum to gain much further new information rather 
than just other peoples’ perspectives”. 

 
“I felt my participation was to represent a position. The topic of the workshop is 
not directly applicable (useful) to my work”. 

 
Those who rated the usefulness of workshop as ‘somewhat useful’ highlighted individual 
benefits related to learning about new technologies and networking: 
 

“[the workshop was somewhat useful in that it was] a good opportunity to network 
and to learn about new technologies and topics”. 
 

Figure 7: How would you rate the quality of the dialogue between participants?  

 
 
While respondents did not appear to equate dialogical benefits with usefulness, at least one 
participant (who rated the quality of dialogue as ‘somewhat useful’) highlighted the “value 
of dialogue … in that the process deepened understanding of those with whom they might 
not normally engage or who they might not normally attempt to understand or might 
pigeon hole or stereotype”. Another participant held a more instrumental view, noting that 
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the “dialogue was interesting but not useful to my role”. Of those respondents who 
assessed the quality of dialogue as ‘very useful’ or ‘somewhat useful’, the importance of 
good facilitation and ground rules was identified, but it was also noted that the attitudes of 
some participants placed limits on the quality of dialogue: 
 

“The facilitators were good at encouraging all participants to speak and interact. 
It was a comfortable environment”. 

 
“A generally good and open discussion, however some participants clearly had an 
agenda and were not interested in viewing issues from another person’s point of 
view”. 

 
Respondents held a range of views on the extent that the purposes of the workshop were 
clear, with nearly two thirds of respondents either ‘strongly agreeing’ or ‘agreeing’ that 
there was clarity, and the remainder of respondents remaining ‘neutral’ or ‘disagreeing’ 
(Figure 8). However, most respondents ‘disagreed’ that it was clear what was expected 
from them as participants (Figure 9), indicating a possible mismatch between the workshop 
rationale and the actual activities. However, another interpretation is that some participants 
are used to adversarial, debating formats and are not experienced with dialogue.  
 
Figure 8: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the purposes of the workshop were 
 clear? 
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Figure 9: To what extent do you agree or disagree that what was expected from me during 
 the workshop was clear? 

 
 
For Cronin (2008), a condition of dialogue is a safe space where issues can be raised and 
discussed. Virtually all respondents ‘agreed’ that the workshop discussions were free and 
open (Figure 10). Respondents were either ‘neutral’ or ‘disagreed’ with the statement that 
there were issues that could not be discussed in the workshop (Figure 11). Most 
respondents held the view that there was no pressure to agree with the group (Figure 12). 
Respondent valued the “non confrontational nature of [the workshop]… [and] the focus on 
dialogue and seeking to understand and draw out what the real issues are”. However, one 
respondent found the workshop discussion “a little uncomfortable as the topics were 
controversial and I wasn’t sure if it was safe to speak about things”. Despite any 
discomfort, the majority of respondents did not believe that any significant issues were 
missed in the workshop discussions (Figure 13), and that the workshop discussions did not 
make the issues more complex than they actually are (Figure 14).  
 
Figure 10: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop discussions were free 
 and open? 
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Figure 11: To what extent do you agree or disagree that there were issues that could not be 
 discussed? 

 
 
 
Figure 12: To what extent do you agree or disagree that I felt pressured to agree with the 
 group? 
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Figure 13: To what extent do you agree or disagree that significant issue(s) were missed in the 
 workshop discussions? 

 

 
 
Figure 14: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the issues were made more complex 
 than they actually are? 

 

 
 
Suggested improvements to the Issues Mapping workshop process were made by Auckland 
and Christchurch participants, including involving a wider group of relevant people; 
having a larger number of people to stimulate more debate; providing a pre-meeting 
outline before the workshop; scheduling the workshop at a different time (not immediately 
prior to Christmas); adopting a firmer approach to facilitation; and rethinking whether 
anonymity is the best policy. A facilitators debrief also identified a number of 
recommendations, including the importance of good time management; clearly 
communicating the dialogical purpose of the stakeholder preferences and values; and 
affirming the value of sharing food. A thematic analysis of the open ended evaluation 
survey responses also identified a number of recommendations (see Table 8). 
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Table 8: Workshop recommendations from the analysis of the qualitative comments 

Cluster Illustrative extracts Analysis  Recommendation 
Participant critique of 
process and materials 

“I am not sure how objective some of the 
previous data collection and analysis was – 
i.e. it was weighted to people with having 
some of extreme position i.e. that’s why they 
were invited”.  
 
“Limited time devoted to this important 
topic”. 
 
“The quality of the presentation of the … that 
we were asked to comment on made it 
difficult to make sense of the results”. 

There is a need to ensure that people’s 
expectations are aligned with workshop 
purposes and processes that aimed to 
facilitate mutual learning and insight into 
the discursive situation that participants 
found themselves in as opposed to 
providing opportunities for participants to 
persuade others or reach consensus around 
future food technologies.  
 
 

Need strong justification for people’s 
participation and clarity around the 
outcomes sought including emphasising the 
rationale of what the workshop processes 
involve.  

Participant assessment 
of the value of 
anonymity  
 

“I wasn’t sure if it was clear that anonymity 
was the best policy. I liked knowing what 
others did but also felt strange not imparting 
to people what I did”. 
 
“Did not know the background of the 
participants and so it was somewhat difficult 
to put their comments into context. This also 
limited the value for networking and the 
possibility of future contact in areas of mutual 
interest”. 
 

Networking was regarded as a benefit but 
the condition of anonymity potentially 
limited this benefit – ‘people appreciate a 
forum to meet people and network’. 
 
Anonymity potentially counter to social 
norms where people introduce themselves 
in meetings and in te ao Māori getting to 
know others first is important to dialogue.  
 
Anonymity limited by dialogical process 
based around personal stories from 
science, industry, community and 
government representatives.  
 
There is some evidence that the value of 
anonymity was unclear to participants. 

The rationale for anonymity is coherent 
(allowing people to say what they want 
without being prejudged and break up 
identify connections to values). Explore 
alternative ways of keeping people safe 
including the use of communication ground 
rules and relaxing the condition of 
anonymity at the end of the workshop by 
inviting people to say who they are and 
provide time for networking.   
 

Who am I?  “I felt my participation was to represent a Some participants may have had Make clear the rationale of the presenting 
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Cluster Illustrative extracts Analysis  Recommendation 
 position. The topic of the workshop is not 

directly applicable (useful) to my work”. 
 
“Concerned that while we were told when 
doing the survey that we were answering as 
individuals, the results are being reported as 
us representing groups (e.g. the government)”. 

expectations that participation involved 
representing particular positions or groups, 
but others may have wanted no role in 
representing a position and/or group. 
Dialogue is based on the premise that 
personal values overalp even if 
superficially people come from different 
interest positions and that a common 
humanity can reduce conflict around 
stakeholder positioning. However, for 
some participants there was a lack of 
clarity about whether people were 
participating as individuals/ citizens or as 
representatives of a stakeholder group. 
That is, 
• Participants were asked to contribute a 

personal rather than group view on the 
acceptability of future food 
technologies.  

But: 
• Presentation of risk ranking data by 

stakeholder group encouraged people 
to think of themselves as 
representatives rather than individuals 
– “immediately when I saw the data I 
asked myself where did I belong”. 

• Personal stories from science, industry, 
community and government 
representatives.  

 
Lack of clarity generated confusion among 
participants and the research team 
• Most people able to claim more than 

risk acceptance data in terms of groups is to 
‘disrupt stereotypes’ rather than present 
findings about stakeholder groups. 
 
Either: 
• Present the risk acceptance data by 

stakeholder group at the end of 
workshop 

• Present the risk acceptance data 
independently of stakeholder group 
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Cluster Illustrative extracts Analysis  Recommendation 
one identity – “we can all claim 
community membership”. 

• A science degree does not make you a 
practicing scientist subject to 
institutional constraints and drivers. 

Workshop experiences 
– ‘good and bad’ 

“The facilitators were good at encouraging all 
participants to speak and interact. It was a 
comfortable environment”. 
 
“At times felt a little uncomfortable as the 
topics were controversial and wasn’t sure if it 
was safe to speak about things”. 
 
“Apart from being exposed to a research 
process that had some interest – the workshop 
was not the type of forum to gain much 
further new information – rather just other 
people’s perspectives”. 

There were both benefits and disbenefits 
reported by participants. In the main, the 
methodology created a comfortable and 
safe environment where participants felt 
comfortable expressing their view but the 
lack of clarity around whether the people 
were providing an individual and/or 
stakeholder view associated with 
presenting the risk acceptability findings 
raised concerns for at least one participant.  

Need to consider cost benefit given that 
participation is costly in terms of time and 
resources.  

Critique on not having 
an adequate ‘sample 
size’ to support 
dialogue  
[Christchurch based 
responses] 

“Possibly have more people there to have a 
greater level of debate. Also would have 
broadened the survey size – I am a little 
worried that the results from this type of 
survey from a small and biased group can be 
very misleading”. 
 
“Although the dialogue was of good quality, 
the small number of participants limited the 
perspectives represented”. 
 

A wide range of participants and 
viewpoints required for meaningful 
discussion. 
• Christchurch Issues Mapping 

workshop dialogue seen as somewhat 
constrained due to last minute 
cancellations by some participants.  

• Facilitators’ decided to continue with 
workshop based on rule of thumb that 
‘good’ dialogue requires 6 – 10 people, 
but mindful of the need for a range of 
views.  

 
Diversity in graphics but questions about 
what can be claimed about stakeholder 

Need to ensure that sufficient range of 
perspectives including having more than 
one ‘representative’ from each group in 
order for people to see beyond the 
idiosyncratic aspects of the person 
providing a group perspective. 
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Cluster Illustrative extracts Analysis  Recommendation 
preferences and values about future food 
technologies given small number of Issues 
Mapping interviews. 

Range of perspectives “Some of the people that I would have picked 
to have similar views had the different 
views”. 
 
“Good to get differing takes on the future of 
our foods and some points which I would not 
have thought of unless others had brought it 
up”. 
 
“The opportunity to discuss and share my 
views on a topic”. 
 
“Good opportunity to network and to learn 
about new technologies and topics”. 

One workshop potentially had less an 
adequate ‘sample size’ to support dialogue. 
 
Relatively uncommon to have safe and 
constructive conversations on contentious 
issues and there is evidence to support the 
claim that the workshop discussions were 
constructive and that the range of views 
present at the workshop were valued.  

No specific recommendation. 

Technical learning and 
learning about future 
food technologies 

“Learning about new technologies and ways 
in which our food can be produced. Meeting 
some good contacts at the workshop”. 
 
“Dialogue and gaining greater understanding 
of research in this area”. 

Breadth of technologies was interesting to 
participants. Strong evidence that learning 
about future food technologies was valued.  

Scope for up skilling stakeholders in the 
science of future food technologies. 

Perception of a clean 
green economy 

“The seeming universal agreement on the 
clean green economic vision as the best way 
forward for NZ”. 
 

A dialogic moment.  
 
No definitive/tidy outcomes as focus on 
workshop was on dialogue and not 
decision making. Value in being open to 
unscripted, unplanned outcomes.  
 
The evaluation data is silent about what the 
overall impact of the Issues Mapping 
workshop.  

There is value in asking participants what 
they learnt, what was surprising. However, 
need to provide people with time to reflect 
as Issues Mapping workshop covered a lot 
of ground.  
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Short term impacts 
What benefits did the participants obtain from the workshop? In addition to asking 
participants about the usefulness of the workshop, key short term impact indicators 
included participant assessments about the extent that the workshop helped them to: 
 

• Recognise that there are many different points of view on future food technologies. 
• Gain a better idea about the different kinds of issues, and merits and/or 

disadvantages associated with future food technologies. 
• Gain a better understanding of people’s values and how they impact on the issues 

surrounding future food technologies.  
• Better understand their own values as they relate to future food technologies. 
• Challenge their accepted ways of thinking about future food technologies. 
• Express their own point of view. 
• Focus on what was the ‘heart of the matter’. 
• Think through how the development of future food technologies could be 

improved.  
 
Each of these, including the usefulness rating, is considered below. 
 
When asked “how useful was the workshop to you”, approximately half the respondents 
considered that the workshop was ‘somewhat useful’, with the remainder regarding the 
workshop as ‘neutral’ or ‘not very useful’ (Figure 15). No respondents viewed the 
workshop as ‘very useful’ which is perhaps not surprising given the need to connect 
dialogue with decision making.  
 
Figure 15: How useful was this workshop for you? 

 
 
Nearly all respondents either ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that the workshop helped them 
to recognise that there were many different points of view on future food technologies. 
Only one respondent was ‘neutral’ (Figure 16). Respondents mostly ‘agreed’ that the 
workshop had helped them gain a better idea about the different kinds of issues, and the 
merits and/or disadvantages associated with future food technologies, but there was a 
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spread of views ranging from those who ‘strongly agreed’ to disagreed’ that the workshop 
had assisted them to understand issues, merits and/or disadvantages of future food 
technologies (Figure 17). 
 
The workshop design included two mechanisms for making different perspectives about 
future food technologies visible and discussable: (1) graphics of stakeholder preferences 
and values, including ‘what was at the heart of the matter’ and (2) opportunities to build 
dialogic relationships through personal stories and strategic questioning. While it was 
likely that participants were aware that different people held different viewpoints about 
future food technologies, the reasons behind these preferences and values were potentially 
opaque and the opportunities to interact with others outside the project were limited. 
Respondents liked the “opportunity to interact with a variety of people”, “hearing 
perspectives from industry and the public” and “meeting and discussing food technology 
issues with a variety of non-scientific people”. While for one respondent the dialogue 
produced no surprises, as they “did not have any preconceptions”, a respondent expressed 
surprise that “some of the people I would have picked to have similar views had different 
views” and another noted that despite the diversity of viewpoints they were surprised at 
“the seeming universal agreement on the clean green economic vision as the best way 
forward for New Zealand”. 
 
While being able to interact with people who held different views was valued, views about 
the effectiveness of the graphics, which categorized the stakeholder preferences and values 
by stakeholder group and ethnicity, was mixed. 
 

“[I was surprised] that the [survey] respondents in the ‘general public’ held such 
different views to the other subsets – they were much less open to food 
technologies”. 
 
“The quality of the presentation of the data… that we were asked to comment on 
made it difficult to make sense of the results”.28 
 
“I am not sure how objective some of the previous data collection and analysis was 
– it was weighted to people having extreme positions; i.e. that’s why they were 
invited [to the workshop]”. 
 

  

28 In the Auckland workshop a handout of the ‘Heart of the Matter’ results was provided to participants to 
address this issue following feedback from the Christchurch participants.  
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Figure 16: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop helped you to 
 recognise that there are many different points of view on future food technologies? 

 
 
 
Figure 17: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop helped you gain a 
 better idea about the different kinds of issues, and the merits and/or disadvantages 
 associated with future food technologies? 

 
 
The interview results were intended by the research team to create a picture of risk 
preferences in order to simulate dialogue between participants (Cronin et al., 2012). The 
purpose was to show the range of perspectives, not quantify their prevalence in the 
population. However, there was an expectation amongst some in the workshops that the 
interviews should have covered a representative sample of the New Zealand public. The 
project team needed to explain in the workshop and in later symposia that this data 
provided a snap shot of the views of selected participants, and that it was valid given the 
depth of the intervention, the careful construction of the participant group and the aim of 
showing the range of views rather than their prevalence. Feedback from the participants 
included: 
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 “In relation to the survey results – there was a near consensus on some of the 
issues – however the sample size was small”. 
 
“[I] would have broadened the survey size – I am a little worried that the results 
from this type of survey from a small and biased group can be very misleading”. 

 
The presentation of the graphics caused confusion for some participants, all of whom knew 
they had been asked to contribute a personal rather than organisational view on future food 
technologies. The researchers had to explain that the recruitment was intended to assemble 
a wide mix of people from the four stakeholder segments: industry, science, government 
and community. After coming into the project, people gave their views as individuals and 
with anonymity. On reflection, the research team could have done better to explain that a 
purpose of the research was to explore the stereotypes that people hold of others, e.g. the 
expectation that a member of a particular group will tend to hold certain beliefs or risk 
preferences. The research aim was to hold up those stereotypes to scrutiny, and for 
participants themselves to see how their labels as ‘scientist’ (for example) might affect how 
they are regarded by others, or how the expectations that others hold of ‘scientists’ may not 
fit with how the scientist saw him or herself as a person. For one participant the blurring of 
personal and professional identities posed no problems - “my personal view is my 
scientific view, I can’t switch it off as they are one in the same”. But for another 
respondent this was problematic: 
 

“I was concerned that while we were told when doing the survey that we were 
answering as individuals, the results are being reported as representing groups. I 
am not authorised to speak on behalf of [stakeholder group], and to report my 
personal comments as such is misleading”. 

 
When asked to “what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop helped you to 
better understand your own values as they relate to future food technologies”, most 
respondents either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’, with the remainder being ‘neutral’ about 
the statement (Figure 18). Respondents evaluated the ability of the workshop to help them 
understand others’ values and how these impact on the issues surrounding future food 
technologies slightly more favourably, with less ‘neutral’ and more ‘strongly agree’ 
assessments (Figure 19).  
 

 “There is something about the values and emotions of food that is really important 
in these discussions”. 
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Figure 18: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop helped you to better 
 understand your own values as they relate to future food technologies? 

 

 
 
Figure 19: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop helped you to gain a 

better understanding of people’s values and how they impact on the issues 
surrounding future food technologies?  

 

 
 
One respondent, reflecting on what they liked best about the workshop, valued the 
“opportunity to discuss and share my views on a topic”. However, almost half of 
respondents were ‘neutral’ or ‘disagreed’ that the workshop helped them to express their 
own viewpoints (Figure 20). It is unclear why this is the case but it may be because 
participants were well aware of their own preferences or held the traditional idea of coming 
along to persuade others (a calculative style of engagement) as opposed to the emphasis in 
the workshop on listening and not persuading. 
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Figure 20: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop helped you to express 
your own viewpoint? 

 

 
 
Respondents were ‘split’ over whether the workshop had helped to challenge their 
accepted ways of thinking about future foods (Figure 21); and there was a spread of views 
about whether the workshop had helped respondents to focus on the ‘heart of the matter’ 
(Figure 22). Half of respondents ‘agreed’ that the workshop had enabled them to think 
through how the development of future food technologies could be improved, but equal 
numbers of respondents were ‘neutral’ or ‘disagreed’ that the Issues Mapping workshop 
had provided them with these insights (Figure 23). Nevertheless, for one participant, the 
dialogue had the effect that “people in the room were able to endorse agreement about 
what is important for NZ”, while another concluded that “we need more dialogue, for 
[Crown Research Institutes] to engage better, so the community is part of the process”.  
 
Figure 21: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop helped you to 

challenge your accepted ways of thinking about future foods?  
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Figure 22: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop helped you to focus on 
what was the ‘heart of the matter’ for you? 

 
 
Figure 23: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop helped you to think 

through how the development of the future food technologies could be improved? 

 
 
5.3.5  Issues Mapping hui (Wellington) 
 
The Wellington based Issues Mapping hui involved participants drawn from Government, 
Science, Industry and Community Groups, all of whom self-identified as Māori. The three 
participants who rated the workshop as29 ‘very useful’ noted that the workshop had 
provided “an appreciation of where trends are moving for kai and how it could affect our 
people”, enabled an “understanding of the necessary sciences and technologies that Māori 
who are farmers and live on the land need to be awaftweetre of, and for Māori overall” and 
that it was interesting to “hear from the outside of the field [of food science] that 
[participants] didn’t have enough information to make informed decisons or to understand 
food research”. The participant who rated the workshop as ‘somewhat useful’ saw value in 

29 As noted in Section 4.1.4 the graphs of ratings are not report here given the small sample size (n=4).  
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the way that it had “affirmed Māori concerns around the environment, food and well 
being”.  
 
When assessing the quality of the dialogue, participants drew attention to the “open and 
frank discussion”, the way in which the hui “helped to brainstorm and meet other Māori ... 
and hear their experiences and share together ways of taking this to Māori 
groups/iwi/whanau/hapū” and the “thoroughly interesting objective [kōrero]”. For one 
participant, ‘really learning first hand the types of technologies, and that all of us as Māori 
had similar viewpoints regarding many of the technologies” was a surprise, but for another 
participant there were no surprises - they “did not need the materials/prompts to facilitate 
discussion”.  
 
Participants valued “the openess of the dialogue”, “getting a better understanding of the 
terminology [used by scientists].... Meeting other participants”, “being able to come 
together and really work alongside each other and really discuss this in a Māori forum 
together as one” and meeting “some very interesting and committed people – fantastic 
kōrero. [I] found the feedback from the previous phase fascinating”. Participants noted a 
number of disadvantages, including “[the hui] was too short”, that there “were only a few 
Māori that had the opportunity to participate and that [it was not] held on a Marae”, “the 
timing ... came at a very busy time of the year” and “the small number of participants”.  
 
For the Māori researchers, one of the key difficulties was that use of the ‘Coming to the 
Table’ methodology was determined before the Māori researchers were subcontracted to 
undertake the research. Had they been there developing the methods from the start, they 
would have done the research differently.30 Despite this, the Māori researchers felt like 
they were able to talk about the complexity of the issues with the wider research team and 
felt listened to. They also felt the Issues Mapping methodology was flexible enough so 
they could change the runsheet to reflect kaupapa Māori methods, such as 
whakawhānaungatanga (establishing relationships) and whakawhiti whakaaro (exchanging 
ideas/thoughts). This provided participants space to kōrero about what they wanted and not 
be constrained by the workshop methods. They felt that they were able to uphold the mana 
of  the participants by being responsive to their needs. 
 

 “... I consider when people are provided a forum in which to speak, the issues that 
they see as relevant are raised. I consider this happened in spite of the 
materials/prompts”. 
 
“ Many workshops I have attended in the past had a lot of focus on filling in forms, 
making diagrams, writing down thoughts and ideas. The main difference with this 
workshop for me was the greater time given to the oral discussion”. 

 
Based on an analysis of the hui evaluation data by the research team’s bicultural researcher 
and one of the hui facilitators, the following recommendations for future research of this 
nature involving Māori were made: 

• Hold the workshop on the marae, as you need a culturally appropriate location to be 
able to have these conversations.  

30 The initial design of the project was developed with Māori social scientists in the project team but after 
these original members left ESR, the Māori fieldwork was subsequently conducted under a subcontract by 
social scientists at Te Wāhanga, the Māori research unit of the New Zealand Council for Educational 
Research. 
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• The tweet cards (a mechanism to capture individual reflections throughout the 
workshop) did not work, as it privileged individualism, whereas the Māori 
participants wanted to work and share kōrero collectively. The participants ended 
up writing their tweets with vivid colours and laying them on the ground so 
everybody could see them. 

• The handover from the first Māori researchers involved in the research to the 
second team could have been better. The latter felt quite disconnected from what 
had gone on before in the Māori work on this project. 

 
5.4  Evaluation findings summary 
 
This evaluation activity has produced evidence that: 

• The research team was skilled at recruiting participants and maintaining the interest 
of both individuals and organisations over the life of the project, but there were 
some challenges in maintaining participant continuity (very few people were able to 
participate right through from beginning to end).  

• Some participants found the stakeholder categories problematic, and the research 
team needed to explain in more detail what the research strategy aimed to achieve 
during the recruitment and dialogue phases respectively.  

• The 25 future food technology examples worked as stimulus materials, as 
evidenced by feedback from the Issues Mapping interview participants and the 
highly engaged and energised discussions about stakeholder risk profiles at the 
Issues Mapping workshops/hui, national symposia, end-user briefings and key end-
user strategy sessions. A strength of the technology selection was the ability of the 
research team to draw on existing relationships with scientists who were active 
researchers in these areas. 

• The Issues Mapping interview process supported most participants in articulating 
their perspectives around the acceptability of future food technologies, but some 
participants (especially Māori) found the methods constraining and not a good fit. 
There was also some confusion over whether participants were expressing personal 
views or officially representing their organisations and/or sectors. An explanation 
of the research aim of disrupting stereotypes to improve dialogue and find common 
ground was given at the Issues Mapping workshop, and this was explained more 
fully at the national end-user symposium and in the Phase III report.  

• For the Auckland and Christchurch Issues Mapping workshops, the graphics of 
stakeholder preferences and values, the telling of personal stories and an exercise of 
asking questions of mutual inquiry were effective to build dialogic communication. 
The process supported participants in recognising different points of view; gaining 
a better idea of the different kinds of issues, merits and/or disadvantages of the 
technologies; and in gaining a better understanding of their own and others’ values. 
While the graphics were intended to stimulate dialogue between participants, 
concern was expressed by a few concerning the statistical robustness of the data 
collected, and how the findings might be erroneously interpreted as representing all 
stakeholder preferences about the acceptability of future food technologies. Some 
participants found interpreting the graphics confusing. Evidence was mixed about 
whether participants had been supported to express their own viewpoints, challenge 
their accepted ways of thinking about future foods, focus on what was at the ‘heart 
of the matter’, and think through how the development of future food technologies 
could be improved. Nevertheless, there was strong evidence that the discussions 
were free and open: participants did not feel pressured to agree with the group, the 
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issues were not made more complex than they actually were, and no significant 
issues were missed in discussion. 

• The second group of Māori researchers who came into the project, after the initial 
design in 2008, were able to adapt the Issues Mapping methodology for hui to some 
extent, but found it cut across expected traditional practices for conversation. They 
facilitated the hui processes so that they reflected kaupapa Māori methods such as 
whakawhānaungatanga and whakawhiti whakaaro. Participants in the hui valued 
the opportunity to understand the ‘Coming to the Table’ kaupapa together as Māori. 
Hui participants noted the ‘open and frank discussion’, the way in which the hui 
‘helped to brainstorm and meet other Māori … and hear their experiences and share 
together ways of taking this to Māori groups/iwi/whanau/hapū’ and ‘the thoroughly 
interesting objective [kōrero]’. The Māori and non-Māori researchers recognised 
where traditional forms of conversation and dialogue models coincide and differ, 
and identified the potential to do further cross cultural research and hybridisation of 
methods.  
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6  EVALUATION OF PHASE IV: STRATEGIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

 
6.1  Evaluation objectives and design 
 
This evaluation activity had the objective of assessing the extent that the knowledge 
transfer approach stimulated and supported strategic thinking within a science provider and 
major food exporter. 
 
6.2  Case study 1: Plant & Food Research 
 
6.2.1  Evaluation objectives and design 
 
The evaluation had the following objectives: 
 

1. To identify the extent that workshop processes stimulated and supported strategic 
thinking about the issues and uncertainties about future food technologies within 
Plant & Food Research.  

2. To identify the benefits and disadvantages associated with linking strategy with 
dialogical processes.  

3. To identify any recommendations to improve workshop design. 
 
A mixed methods design was used to collect evaluation data about the Plant & Food 
Research strategic issues workshop, including a period of reflection at the end of the 
workshop with participants, a workshop evaluation survey for participants to take away, 
and a limited number of follow up interviews with selected participants. The workshop 
evaluation survey was distributed to all participants at the end of the workshop and collated 
by a Plant & Food Research administration staff member who emailed completed survey 
forms to the research team. The strategy workshop evaluation survey was adapted from the 
Issues Mapping workshop evaluation survey and tailored to reflect a focus on determining 
the extent that participants believed that the workshop enhanced their ability to make future 
contributions to the organisation’s research and commercialisation strategy. The survey 
also sought to explore participants’ understanding of the strategic issues and opportunities 
related to future food technologies and how stakeholder preferences might enhance 
investment and innovation. The adapted survey had the following sections (see Appendix 
5): 

• Section 1: two five point scales for the quantitative assessment of usefulness and 
relevance of workshop discussions, plus open questions about what participants 
liked and disliked, and what could have been done differently.  

• Section 2: nine questions with five point scales enabling the quantitative evaluation 
of whether the workshop achieved certain purposes. This section includes both 
process and short term outcome questions based on the characteristics (e.g. helped 
you express your own viewpoint) and expected benefits (e.g. helped you gain a 
better understanding of other people’s values and how they impact on the issues 
surrounding future food technologies) of deliberative dialogue. 

• Section 3: a further nine questions with five point scales based on the positive and 
negative attributes of systemic and participative methods (e.g., workshop 
discussions were free and open), such as those used in the strategic issues 
workshop.  
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• Section 4: questions gathering basic demographic data originally were intended to 
allow the analysis of evaluation responses by stakeholder group, sex and age but 
the small sample size made statistical analysis problematic and so was abandoned. 

 
A limitation of inviting participants to reflect on the effectiveness of the workshop either 
through end of workshop discussions or evaluation surveys is that they do not measure 
outcomes (that is, specific changes in practices). To determine whether the workshop had 
any lasting ‘impact’, a business manager, a scientist and a decision maker (responsible for 
funding allocations) were invited to participate in a semi-structured (individual) interview 
to gain insight into the outcomes associated with the workshop some three months later.  
 
The questions asked included: 
 

1. How effective was the workshop in helping you to consider ways that engaging 
with a wide range of stakeholders could guide the development of Plant & Food 
Research’s strategy? 

2. What have you done differently after attending the workshop? E.g. have you had 
different types of conversations with different people? 

3. What are the next steps if Plant & Food Research is to use the information on 
stakeholder preferences presented at the workshop as well as the strategic insights 
that were developed during workshop discussions in the development of its 
strategy? 

4. What would enable the next steps? What are the barriers to the next steps? And 
how might these barriers (if any) be overcome? 
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Table 9: Evaluation design (Plant & Food Research strategy workshop) 

EVALUATION 
OBJECTIVES 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS EVALUATION METHODS 
Evaluation 
survey 

Participant 
reflections 

Semi-structured follow 
up interviews with 
selected workshop 
participants 

Research team debrief 
based on participant 
observation 

PROCESS     
To determine the extent 
that the workshop set up 
and process was conducive 
to dialogue 

To what extent were the workshop 
discussions free and open? 

√   √ 

To what extent did the presentation of the 
Issues Mapping findings stimulated 
dialogue amongst participants? 

√ √  √ 

To what extent there were issues that 
could not be discussed, or that there were 
significant issue(s) that were missed in the 
workshop discussions? 

√   √ 

To what extent did sufficiently wide range 
of stakeholders who could be expected to 
influence innovation and investment in 
future food technologies participate in the 
workshop discussions? 

   √ 

To determine how the 
workshop might be 
improved 

What did participants recommend could 
be done differently in future workshops? 

√    

What did the workshop facilitators 
recommend could be done differently in 
future workshops? 

   √ 

To determine the 
effectiveness of the 
workshop in supporting 
and stimulating strategic 
thinking about future food 

To what extent did participants rate the 
relevance of workshop discussions about 
the strategic issues and opportunities 
related to future food technologies? 

√  √  

To what extent did participants rate the √  √  
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EVALUATION 
OBJECTIVES 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS EVALUATION METHODS 
Evaluation 
survey 

Participant 
reflections 

Semi-structured follow 
up interviews with 
selected workshop 
participants 

Research team debrief 
based on participant 
observation 

technologies relevance of the workshop discussions 
about how understanding stakeholder 
preferences might enhance investment and 
innovation? 
What did participants like best or least 
about the workshop? 

√  √  

Was the purpose of the workshop, and 
what was expected from participants 
during the workshop clear? 

√    

Were there instances in the workshop 
where issues raised in the workshop made 
more/less complex than they actually are? 

√   √ 

To what extent did the workshop support 
participants to express their own point of 
view? 

    

To what extent did workshop participation 
support increased creativity? 

    

IMPACTS – SHORT TERM     
To determine the extent to 
which participants 
benefited in practice  

To what extent was the workshop useful in 
guiding future contributions to shaping the 
research and commercialisation strategy? 

√  √  

 To what extent did common ground 
emerge between participants as a result of 
workshop discussions? 

   √ 

 To what extent has workshop participation 
increased awareness of different points of 
view on future food technologies? 

√    

 To what extent has workshop participation 
lead to an increase in participant 

√    
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EVALUATION 
OBJECTIVES 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS EVALUATION METHODS 
Evaluation 
survey 

Participant 
reflections 

Semi-structured follow 
up interviews with 
selected workshop 
participants 

Research team debrief 
based on participant 
observation 

understanding about different kinds of 
issues, and merits and/or disadvantages 
associated with future food technologies; 
other people’s values and how the impact 
on the issues surrounding future food 
technologies; and their own values as they 
relate to future food technologies? 

 To what extent did workshop participation 
challenge participants’ accepted ways of 
thinking about future food technologies?  

√  √ √ 

 To what extent did the workshop support 
participants to focus on what was really 
important in relation to stakeholder 
preferences and their relevance to 
strategy? 

√  √ √ 

 To what extent did the workshop enable 
an understanding of the strategic 
uncertainties associated with future food 
technologies and how these might be 
managed? 

√  √  

 To what extent did the workshop help 
open up new ideas about consumer and 
societal values and risk preferences and 
how these might enhance sector 
investment and innovation? 

√    

 To what extent was it clear what actions 
Plant & Food Research might consider to 
enhance investment an innovation?  

√    

 What new behaviours and/or actions have   √  
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EVALUATION 
OBJECTIVES 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS EVALUATION METHODS 
Evaluation 
survey 

Participant 
reflections 

Semi-structured follow 
up interviews with 
selected workshop 
participants 

Research team debrief 
based on participant 
observation 

participants undertaken as a result of 
participating in the workshop? 

 What are the next steps and barriers that 
need to be overcome if the information on 
stakeholder preferences and insights 
obtained from the workshop discussions 
are to contribute to strategy? 

  √  
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6.2.2  Evaluation findings 
 
Survey findings 
Six (out of 14) workshop participants completed the survey (response rate of 43%)31. 
Three self-identified as ‘business support’, two as ‘other’, one as ‘science management’ 
and one as ‘science leadership’32. All but one respondent held the view that the workshop 
had been ‘somewhat useful’ in guiding their future contributions to shaping Plant & Food 
Research’s research and commercialisation strategy (Figure 24).  
 
Those who held the view that the workshop discussions were ‘somewhat useful’ found 
“identifying potential barriers to the uptake of new technology or the acceptability of a 
food product” or “discussion [about] new ways to approach stakeholders” useful but one 
respondent assessment was more measured noting that “we do this already, but [the 
workshop] has enhanced the framework for planning and decision making”. A respondent 
who rated the relevance of the workshop discussion as ‘very useful’ highlighted the 
opportunity for participants to have discussion about issues “that otherwise they would 
never meet or invest time in”.  
 
One respondent was ‘neutral’ about the usefulness of the workshop. Partly this was due to 
the intent of the workshop to support strategic thinking within Plant & Food Research 
rather than develop actual strategy: 
 

 “If I was involved in developing strategy, I believe it would be somewhat useful in 
highlighting the value in getting behind someone’s response and understanding 
attitudes”. 

 
Figure 23: How useful was this workshop in guiding your future contributions to shaping 

Plant & Food Research’s research and commercialisation strategy? 

 

 
 
In relation to the relevance of the workshop discussions about the strategic issues 
opportunities to Plant & Food, one respondent saw value “in identifying key 

31 Workshop participants included scientists, business support personnel and managers.  
32 One respondent self identified with two categories. 
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questions/information required on which to base our strategy”, and another commented 
that “some future food strategies should incorporate some of the thinking that was 
explored”. A further respondent highlighted the importance of creating “an awareness that 
views held beyond [Plant & Food Research] should be accessed to guide our investments 
and research delivery”. One other person was ‘neutral’ and held the view that the workshop 
did not adequately “attack the issues”.  
 
When asked ‘what was the thing you liked most about this workshop’, respondents 
commented on a number of features including “interaction between different people, 
discussion and think in new ways”, “the insights offered by a social science approach as a 
complement to other information that is available” and “forcing us to analyse issues”. 
Respondents were also given an opportunity to comment on ‘things you like least’, and 
these included “perhaps too much information at a time when I was quite tired” and “I 
would have like more scientists there and senior managers”.   
 
All respondents held the view that the workshop helped them put forward ideas for 
discussions about the implications of stakeholder preferences (Figure 25) and also enabled 
them to appreciate the social complexity associated with future food technologies.  
 
Figure 24: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has helped you to put 

forward ideas for discussions about the implications of stakeholder preferences? 

 

 
 
Figures 26 and 27 show that all respondents either ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that the 
workshop enabled participants to recognise that there were many different points of view 
on future food technologies as well as gain a better idea about the different kinds of issues 
that stakeholder preferences raise, and what these mean for the way research programmes 
can deliver impact.  
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Figure 25: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has helped to show 
that there are many different points of view on future food technologies? 

 
Figure 26: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has helped you to gain 

a better idea about the different kinds of issues that stakeholder preferences raise 
and what these might mean for the way research programmes can deliver impact? 

 
 
Indeed, all respondents agreed that the workshop helped them learn more about stakeholder 
preferences for biotechnology, nanotechnology, functional foods and sustainable 
agriculture (Figure 28), gain an understanding of the strategic uncertainties associated with 
future food technologies, and how these might be managed (Figure 29); and focus on what 
was really important in relation to stakeholder preferences and their relevance to Plant & 
Food Research’s strategy (Figure 30). One respondent requested “more information and 
discussion on why people hold views”. Although this respondent had difficulties in 
interacting with summaries of other stakeholder views, Figures 29-30 suggest that, despite 
the fact that other stakeholders were not physically present during the workshop 
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discussions, participants were able to interact with the summaries in a form of ‘proxy 
dialogue’ (Baker and Cronin, 2008).  
 
Figure 28: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has helped you to learn 

more about stakeholder preferences for biotechnology, nanotechnology, functional 
foods and sustainable agriculture?  

 
Figure 29: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has helped you to gain 

an understanding of the strategic uncertainties associated with future food 
technologies, and how these might be managed?  
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Figure 27: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has helped you to focus 
on what was really important in relation to stakeholder preferences and their 
relevance to Plant & Food Research’s strategy? 

 
 
Nearly all respondents had confidence in the data presented at the workshop and its 
relevance to Plant & Food Research (Figure 31), although concerns were raised about the 
statistical robustness of the findings. All respondents agreed that the workshop helped 
them gain a better understanding of other people’s values and how these impact on the 
issues surrounding future food technologies (Figure 32), with one respondent noting “I 
appreciate the insights offered by a social science approach as a complement to other 
information that is available”. Another respondent noted that “the workshop was useful 
because we can’t make assumptions about how people think”, but added that “the way the 
researchers got to that point seemed very convoluted”.  
Figure 28: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop was helped you to have 

confidence in the data presented at the workshop and its relevance to Plant & Food 
Research 
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Figure 29: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has helped you to gain 
a better understanding of other people’s values and how they impact on the issues 
surrounding future food technologies?  

 
 
While there is clear evidence that the respondents gained insight into stakeholder 
preferences and/or issues associated with future food technologies, evidence that the 
workshop enabled participants to reflect on their own values and practices in relation to 
stakeholder engagement was mixed. A third of respondents were ‘neutral’ about whether 
the workshop was effective in opening up new ideas about consumer and societal values 
and risk preferences, and how these might enhance sector investment and innovation 
(Figure 33). The majority of respondents were either ‘neutral’ or ‘disagreed’ that the 
workshop helped them to think more creatively about ways to consult stakeholders about 
their preferences for future food technologies (Figure 34).  
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Figure 30: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has helped you to open 
up new ideas about consumer and societal values and risk preferences and how 
these might enhance sector investment and innovation? 

 
Figure 31: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has helped you to 

think more creatively about ways to consult stakeholders about their preferences 
for future food technologies?  

 

 
 
All respondents ‘disagreed’ or were ‘neutral’ about the extent the workshop helped them to 
better understand their own values as they relate to future food technologies (Figure 35). 
This finding is expected given the workshop aimed to inform strategy rather than clarify 
values. Half of respondents ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that the workshop helped 
participants to challenge their accepted ways of thinking about future food technologies 
(Figure 36). Respondents saw value in the way the workshop “opened new ways of 
thinking about things” and “reinforced the need to gather market intelligence”.  
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Figure 32: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has helped you to 
better understand your own values as they relate to future food technologies? 

 
Figure 33: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has helped you to 

challenge your accepted ways of thinking about future food technologies? 

 
 
For respondents, the purposes of the workshop were clear (Figure 37), and there was an 
appropriate balance between the need to explore (a) the implications of stakeholder 
preferences and issues and (b) to consider actions to enhance investment and innovation 
(Figures 38). While one respondent held the view that the process was somewhat 
“convoluted”, fourth fifths of respondents disagreed that the workshop discussions were 
made more complex than they actually were, indicating an appropriate fit between methods 
used to structure and encourage dialogue and the complexity of the subject matter (Figure 
39). Indeed, the interactive and structured nature of the workshop was valued, with 
respondents noting that they liked the “structure and process of the workshop”, “the 
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interaction between different people, discussion and thinking in new ways”, and the “good 
discussion between all – [Plant & Food Research] staff and facilitators”.  
 

Figure 34: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the purposes of the workshop were 
clear? 

 
Figure 35: To what extent do you agree or disagree that it was clear what actions Plant & 

Food Research might consider to enhance investment and innovation? 
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Figure 36: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the issues were made more complex 
than they actually were? 

 
 
While strongly held viewpoints can lead to the marginalisation of people and/or issues in 
workshop discussions, all respondents held the opinion that the workshop discussions were 
free and open (Figure 40), with one noting that “the workshop was an open and safe 
forum”. Nearly all respondents ‘disagreed’ or ‘strongly disagreed’ that there were issues 
that could not be discussed (Figure 41), that there was pressure to agree with the group 
(Figure 42) and that there were significant issues that were missed as part of workshop 
deliberations (Figure 43). One respondent questioned whether the purpose of the workshop 
was to support strategic thinking within Plant & Food Research (in general, given a focus 
on market and societal intelligence) or to develop strategic thinking around food 
innovation (in particular, given a focus on stakeholder preferences for future food 
technologies): 
 

“If the workshop was intended to guide strategy for all [Plant & Food Research] 
then significant groups were missing – the attendees implied it was focused on 
strategy for our food innovation portfolio”.  
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Figure 40: To what extent do you agree or disagree that workshop discussions were free and 
open? 

 
Figure 41: To what extent do you agree or disagree that there were issues that could not be 

discussed? 
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Figure 42: To what extent do you agree or disagree that I felt pressured to agree with the 
group? 

 

 
Figure 43: To what extent do you agree or disagree that significant issue(s) were missed in 

workshop discussions? 

 
 
Respondents were provided an opportunity in the survey to make recommendations on 
how the workshop design could have been improved. Suggestions included: 
 

• “Written agenda (on the day, not just on invite), questions to be addressed written 
out (not just verbal) …different time of the year and/or earlier in the week”. 

• “Original post-it note ideas controlled all subsequent discussion – need a way to 
quality check them”. 

• “The homework set [designed to provide participants with background reading 
prior to the workshop] of a website with 20 odd documents, and a 120 page 
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document that was subsequently distributed, was too much at this time of the year. 
A 5 – 6 page summary would have been more effective plus a written agenda on 
the day”.  

• “More written instructions to stay on task”. 
• “Secure more buy in from the senior management team”. 

Workshop participant reflections on the day 
Participants were invited to comment on how they had experienced the workshop and what 
they saw as the positives and shortcomings of the day. Comments included: 
 

• “Interesting that there were not many major disputes. We had a few discussions, 
but no one was violently opposed to what was discussed”. 

• “We all have a certain bent – we are clear in our values compared to people off the 
street, no real surprise”. 

• “Struck with the fact that the two different groups came up with the same thing”. 
• “Slight disconnect between brainstorming the post-it notes and then clustering. We 

spent a lot of time restructuring the post-it notes. We could have done this as a 
single exercise”. 

• “I liked the post-it notes. As a group we better defined ideas”. 
“I’d be willing to talk to an arch-greenie”. 

Research team reflections 
• Participant energy levels were high throughout the day, and group and plenary 

conversations were focused and relevant. 
• Some processes, including categorizing the strategic issues in terms of importance 

and certainty, were demanding for some participants “who couldn’t see where the 
[process] was going”. 

• There was evidence of participant reflexivity about their own values and openness 
to dialogue with others who might not necessarily share their views about the 
acceptability of future food technologies. Participant understanding of stakeholder 
issues appeared to be mediated by proximity to the external operating environment 
– “for some people [especially those near the fundamental science end of the 
pipeline] the workshop was a bigger leap as they are not exposed to this type of 
feedback”.  

• It will not be possible to evaluate longer term deliberative outcomes associated with 
the workshop until much later – after the next Ministry of Science and Innovation 
funding round. For example, it will be important to follow up the ways in which the 
dialogue findings permeate decision-making and/or the mental models of decision 
makers who are undertaking strategic planning and allocating funding for scientific 
research.  

Follow up interviews 
In general respondents considered the workshop to be effective in assisting them to think 
about the perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders in order to guide the development of 
Plant & Food Research’s strategy, with everybody noting that the “workshop was helpful”. 
However, respondents held diverse views about what role stakeholder engagement should 
play in developing strategy into the future. They highlighted a number of institutional and 
organisational barriers to including stakeholders in discussions about innovation and 
investment: 
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“The research was more about talking to the public, whereas Plant & Food 
Research seldom talks to the public but talks more to research funders. So it’s 
difficult to judge”. 

 
“Plant & Food Research tends to avoid a lot of these issues. Many times I’ve said 
we should ask anti-GE people in … but others say ‘it’s a waste of time’. We tend to 
share information in an adversarial environment and we are not talking to each 
other but rather defending our position to a third party. We need to engage in an 
environment where people’s reputations are not at stake”. 
 
“In terms of data [about stakeholder preferences], I’m sure the workshop can help 
me think about [stakeholder engagement in developing strategy] but I haven’t had 
time to focus on it since”. 

 
While the workshop had helped to raise awareness about the strategic issues and 
uncertainties associated with future food technologies (see above), respondents were 
invited to reflect on what they had done differently as a result of attending the workshop. 
Responses were mixed. One respondent had “used the process … in [Ministry for 
Business, Innovation and Employment] bid planning, [getting] people into groups, and 
they used yellow [post it notes] to cluster ideas”. But for other respondents nothing had 
changed, and the workshop had “reinforced thinking, but not necessarily changed it”. 
Respondents had a number of suggestions on how Plant & Food Research (as an 
organisation) might capitalise on the information about stakeholder preferences as well as 
the strategic insights developed during the workshop. For one respondent, this would 
involve utilising the organisation’s existing internal risk assessment processes, but for 
another “more engagement” was needed. Yet another respondent considered “introducing a 
key performance indicator to understand the social perspective”, but also noted the 
resourcing implications associated with raising the visibility around stakeholder 
engagement given “how stretched our consumer/sensory team are”.  
 
When asked about barriers to next steps and how these might be overcome, respondents 
noted the “need for scientists to be engaged earlier in risk assessment about the 
technologies having a public profile”, “the need to convince the Senior Management Team 
and the Chief Operating Officer that [stakeholder engagement] is a good idea” and the 
importance of stakeholder engagement being supported by “good regulation” and “public 
awareness and consultation”. One respondent reflected on diffused way that strategy is 
developed which created uncertainty to how the barriers to uptake might be addressed, 
including to what extent the workshop as an example of strategy development might be 
effective: 
 

“There is a question here about where strategy development sits …. Is it at the 
Board or Senior Management Team level? Or is it the result of individual scientists 
securing revenue?” 
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6.3 Case study 2: Zespri strategic briefing  
 
6.3.1 Evaluation objectives and design  
 
The evaluation objective focused on determining whether the research findings on 
consumer and societal risk perceptions, presented in the briefing to Zespri, were relevant 
and might support strategic thinking within the organisation in the future. In addition, the 
evaluation considered to what extent the research findings might support strategic thinking 
about the kiwifruit sector’s use of various types of food and production management 
technologies. An email survey was administered to nine participants soon after the research 
team had presented its findings, and a discussion with participants was facilitated about the 
potential relevance of the research covering three questions: 
 

1. What was the most novel insight for you from the presentation, or a key point 
that was confirmed in your mind?  

2. How important is it for your company to have access to information about 
social and market values when investing in future food science/technologies 
and products?  

3. In what ways might this presentation support strategic thinking about future 
investments in future food technologies?  

 
Four email responses to the evaluation questions were obtained (response rate of 44%). See 
Table 10 for a summary of the evaluation objectives and design. 
 

Table 10: Evaluation design (Zespri strategic briefing) 

EVALUATION 
OBJECTIVES 

EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS 

EVALUATION METHOD 
Email Survey 

To determine to what extent 
the research findings were 
relevant to a major food 
exporter 

How important is it for your 
company to have access to 
information about social and 
market values when investing 
in future food 
science/technologies and 
products?  

√ 

To determine how effective the 
strategic briefing was in 
stimulating strategic thinking 
about future food technologies 

What was the most novel 
insight for you from the 
presentation, or a key point that 
was confirmed in your mind? 

√ 

In what ways might this 
presentation support strategic 
thinking about future 
investments in future food 
technologies?  

√ 
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6.3.3  Evaluation findings 
 
Respondents confirmed the value of the interface between conventional market and 
research and social research, noting the importance of having access to information about 
stakeholder preferences when investing in research and development. For respondents this 
information was seen as “crucial” and “very important because it stops us going down the 
wrong path”, but also “useful [given it] confirms existing views of consumer motivation”. 
The value of an evidence-based approach to supporting good decision making was 
acknowledged, with one respondent noting “it is good to have access to information … 
from several different approaches to ensure there is informed debate at the executive/board 
table when considering investment … rather than being dependent on preconceptions of 
those present at the time of discussion”.  
 
In reflecting on what insights were novel or confirmed their existing thinking, respondents 
drew attention to how consumer attitudes have changed over the years. They also noted the 
potential of the GE debate to “flare up at any time, and we shouldn’t assume that the public 
views are softening”. For one respondent, the results “generally confirmed what we were 
aware of” and another respondent saw the findings about stakeholder preferences as a 
“useful contrast/validation of our normal consumer focus group survey work”.  
 
When asked about how the strategic briefing might have supported strategic thinking about 
future investments in future food technologies, respondents commented on “[the] 
prioritisation of research and developing and marketing spend” and that the research 
“confirms that current investments are in the correct space”. Respondents also held that the 
project had “provided a tool to validate or inform strategic thinking on investment in future 
food technologies” and that findings had highlighted that the “trend towards 
‘natural’/‘pure’/‘grown not manufactured’ are key planks NZ can work from to our 
advantage”.  
 
6.4  Evaluation findings summary33 
 
The evaluation activity in relation to the Plant & Food Research case study has produced 
evidence that: 
 

• The strategy workshop combining systems thinking and problem structuring 
approaches was seen as useful in equipping participants to make future 
contributions to Plant & Food Research’s research and commercialisation strategy. 
There was good evidence that the discussions about strategic issues and 
opportunities were relevant to Plant & Food Research, and that an understanding of 
stakeholder preferences might enhance investment and innovation within the 
organisation. 

• The workshop helped participants put forward ideas for discussion about the 
implications of stakeholder preferences; to recognise that there were many different 
points of view on future food technologies; and to gain a better idea about the 
different kinds of issues that stakeholder preferences raise and what these mean for 
the way research programmes can deliver impact. There was also good evidence 
that the workshop had helped participants to learn more about stakeholder 

33 This section summarises the evaluation findings from the case studies. Conclusions about the extent that 
the incorporation of systems thinking and problem structuring approaches has made the ‘Coming to the 
Table’ project deliberative are detailed in Section 8. 
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preferences for future food technologies; to understand the strategic uncertainties 
associated with future food technologies and how these might be managed; to better 
understand other people’s values and how these impact on issues surrounding 
future food technologies; and to challenge existing ways of thinking about future 
foods.   

• The effectiveness of the workshop was mixed in relation to whether the processes 
supported participants to reflect on their own values and practices and to think more 
creatively about ways to consult stakeholders about their preferences for future 
food technologies. Given the purpose of the workshop was to stimulate strategic 
thinking, it is not surprising that there is little evidence that participants were 
supported in better understanding their own values.  

• The purposes of the workshop were clear; the issues were not made more complex 
than they actually were; the workshop discussions were free and open; there was no 
undue pressure to agree with the group; and respondents said that there were no 
significant issues missed as part of workshop deliberations.  

• The workshop raised awareness about the strategic issues and uncertainties 
associated with future food technologies, but did not translate into any decision 
making outcomes at this point in time. The workshop was framed as a contribution 
to strategic thinking, and was not expected to generate Plant & Food Research 
strategy directly. Therefore, immediate decisions based on the workshop 
deliberations were not anticipated. A number of organisational barriers were 
identified along with actions to address these, and a longer-term follow up of the 
influence of the workshop will be needed to pick up future changes. 

 
The evaluation of the Zespri case study simply produced evidence that the decision makers 
valued having access to information about stakeholders when investing in research and 
development.  
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7  Evaluation of the ‘Coming to the Table’ project’s overall 
impact 

 
7.1  Evaluation objectives and design: insights into intended long term outcomes 
 
The evaluation activity outlined in this section aimed to determine what key end-users 
regarded as the most significant change associated with the ‘Coming to the Table’ project. 
The most significant change technique (Dart, 2005) collects stories about what key end-
users see as long term outcomes (intended and unintended). For the purposes of this 
evaluation, key end-users were defined as those end-users who had been active research 
participants and were in positions where they could influence strategic investment 
decisions about future food technologies.  
 
Four key end-users were identified from the science institute and food exporting company 
that were involved in all phases of the research. Three of these (all from Plant & Food 
Research) agreed to a 30 minute telephone interview to explore what they regarded as the 
most significant changes. The domain of change was left unspecified, but a hypothetical 
example was given if the end-users need help in understanding what might constitute a 
significant change. A key researcher was interviewed in addition to the three key end users 
to allow the evaluators to triangulate the end user perspectives with a researcher viewpoint. 
The interviews were audio recorded (with consent) and then transcribed for later thematic 
analysis. 
 
7.2  Evaluation objectives and design: insights into ‘Coming to the Table’ design 
 
A workshop was planned to involve the Research Advisory Panel (RAP)34 in a 
collaborative and disciplined process to discuss the boundary judgements (defined below) 
underpinning the ‘Coming to the Table’ project. However, a significant number of the 
RAP had withdrawn from the project at this later stage, or were not available to attend the 
workshop. This meant that the workshop participants included the project team and the 
Plant & Food Research representatives who had been actively involved in the research 
activities as both end-users and participant observers.  
 
For Reynolds (2010), an evaluation involves discursive conversation between stakeholders 
about what is at stake, who are the stakeholders and what possibilities exist for improving 
stakeholdings? Reynolds (2010, p.1) draws on Critical Systems Heuristics [CSH] (Ulrich, 
1983) to develop a “systems thinking in practice framework” to support conversations 
about evaluating “complex situations from different stakeholder perspectives”. For Ulrich 
(2001, p. 72), the core methodological idea behind CSH is that: 
 

All problem definitions, proposals for improvement and evaluations of outcomes 
depend on prior judgements about the relevant whole system to be looked at…. 
CSH calls these underpinning judgements ‘boundary judgements’…. Accordingly, 
the methodological core idea of CSH to support systematic processes of boundary 
critique. 

 

34 As noted earlier, the Research Advisory Panel included representatives from universities, Crown Research 
Institutes, industry and government.  
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Boundaries then indicate what information about stakes, stakeholders and stakeholding are 
considered relevant and not superfluous, and are the result of value judgements (Ulrich, 
1983; Midgley, 2000). Boundary critique highlights the need to reflect on and choose 
between different boundaries that shape how improvement is defined and how issues 
(including those addressed in the ‘Coming to the Table’ project) are understood. Ulrich 
(1983) has developed four groups of three critical questions to make boundary judgements 
visible and discussable. Ulrich’s (1983) 12 questions are asked in an “is” and “ought” 
mode to draw out the value judgements, and are detailed in Table 7. 
 
Table 11: Critical Systems Heuristics (adapted from Ulrich and Reynolds, 2010, p. 244) 

Boundary judgements informing a system of interest 
(Note: the system of interest is the ‘Coming to the Table’ methodology) 

Sources of influence Social roles 
(stakeholders) 

Specific concerns 
(stakes) 

Key problems 
(stakeholding) 

Sources of motivation Beneficiary 
Who ought to be/is the 
client of the system? 

Purpose 
What ought to be/is 
the purpose of the 
system? 

Measure of success 
What ought to be/is 
the system’s measure 
of improvement? 

Sources of control Decision maker 
Who ought to be/is in 
command of resources 
necessary to enable the 
system? 

Resources 
What ought to be/are 
necessary relevant 
components (‘capital’) 
to secure 
improvement? 

Decision environment 
What relevant 
conditions ought to 
be/are outside the 
control of the decision 
maker? 

Sources of knowledge Expert 
Who ought to be/is 
providing relevant 
knowledge and skills 
for the system? 

Expertise 
What ought to be/are 
relevant knowledge 
and skills supporting 
the system? 

Guarantor 
What ought to be/are 
regarded as assurances 
of successful 
implementation? 

Sources of legitimacy Witness 
Who ought to be/is 
representing the 
interests of those 
negatively affected by 
but not involved with 
the system? 

Emancipation 
What ought to be/are 
opportunities for the 
interests of those 
negatively affected to 
have expression? 

Worldview 
What space ought to 
be/is available for 
reconciling contrasting 
worldviews regarding 
the system among 
those involved and 
affected? 

 
The workshop discussion was audio recorded (with consent) and then transcribed for latter 
thematic analysis. The workshop participants were invited to reflect on what they saw as 
relevant sources of control, motivation, knowledge and legitimacy, but due to time 
constraints this evaluation activity only focused on understanding control and knowledge. 
These areas were picked as priority foci given that expertise and resourcing were seen as 
critical success factors underpinning the ‘Coming to the Table’ project impacts and 
outcomes. As the ‘Coming to the Table’ project had taken an action research approach, 
participants were asked to consider their responses to Ulrich’s (1983) boundary questions 
in terms of how the ‘Coming to the Table’ project had actually unfolded, and then to reflect 
on how it ought to have done so. Taking critical questions relating to sources of control 
and knowledge in turn, participants individually brainstormed answers (on post-it notes) 
and shared these with the group to develop a shared understanding of the boundaries of the 
project.  
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7.3  Most significant change interview insights 
 
All interviewees recognised the importance of upstream engagement in supporting 
innovation and investment as well as the value of an approach that focused on “assessing 
what people are actually saying” rather than “the old school approach of trying to educate 
people into liking a technology … or using ethical or moral arguments … so you are 
supposed to feel guilty if you don’t [agree]”. For Plant & Food Research, interest in 
upstream engagement and stakeholder preferences had grown over the life of the project. 
Interviewees noted the most significant change had been “the wider involvement of 
scientists and senior people recognizing that research needs to be done around the whole 
area of people’s acceptance of new agri-food technologies”. One person noted the 
recognition now given to the existing and potential impact of nanotechnology, which “has 
given me something new and interesting to look at”. 
 
One interviewee held the view that the ‘Coming to the Table’ project had resulted in “a 
number of advocates at different levels of commitment and awareness [with the ability] to 
spread the word and say ‘oh we haven’t thought about that, did we take that in account, 
shouldn’t we be consulting with this group of people?’”. However, another person was of 
the opinion that the ‘Coming to the Table’ project had not been popularized enough, and 
there was a need for ongoing engagement with those parts of the organisation that would 
benefit from the lessons about “the nature of end-user engagement in terms of response, 
uptake [and] receptivity”. In other words, it had been successful in raising the profile of 
stakeholder engagement, but more could be done, especially to make the impacts 
sustainable. 
 
Interviewees reflected on the reasons why the project had been successful in mobilising 
interest in the implications of stakeholder views for innovation and investment decisions. 
Factors included leadership from “our senior scientist”, the “getting people involved in 
workshops and discussions” and the perception that “all approaches we have had in the 
past haven’t worked, and something new needs to be tried”: 
 

“The reason that scientists … came to us to ask us for help was very much off the 
back of the GE debate and the impact that debate had. It was seen as a difficult 
operating environment in which to do science”. [Researcher] 

 
For the interviewees, the salience of the ‘Coming to the Table’ project increased with 
institutional pressures to “upgrade our end-user engagement”, given devolution of funding 
from the then Ministry for Science and Innovation to Crown Research Institutes to deliver 
“more impactful research”: 
 

“There is quite a big push out of government, the belief that we are not getting the 
tech transfer and research uptake that is necessary so the impacts/outcomes aren’t 
being as great as they should be”. [Key end-user] 

  
A key benefit was that the ‘Coming to the Table’ project provided a way for end-users to 
develop knowledge and experience in the theory and practice of stakeholder engagement. 
One interviewee especially valued having “contact with leading researchers in the area”. 
All interviewees reported that participation in the ‘Coming to the Table’ project had led to 
an increased understanding about both the theory and practice of stakeholder engagement 
and dialogue – not just for themselves but others who had been “touched by the research”: 
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“It has provided me with concepts and thinking which has stabilized what I was 
doing more at a practical level … a theoretical strengthening to this area of what 
you might have once called public participation…. I’ve learnt to see it as a more 
sophisticated process than that and a lot more fundamental”. [Key end-user] 

 
“I’ve been used to seeing that if you ask a person a question they will give you an 
answer, but to me it’s a kind of revelation that if you question what is behind that 
decision, there is a lot more information and that approach has now been taken 
seriously in examining consumer buying behaviour … that has been huge for me”. 
[Key end-user] 
 
“The most significant change for me is the provoking of thinking across a broad 
group of people involved in [Research, Science & Technology] investment and 
delivery around food which is … the legacy of the programme”. [Researcher]  
 
“Picking up trends, I don’t think that is special to the programme or anyone else – 
we all do that. I think it’s more about there is a theoretical approach in terms of 
how you engage or how you use those trends”. [Key end-user] 

 
One interviewee contrasted the project’s ‘social science’ approach with the more pragmatic 
approach adopted by other parts of the organisation “to cope with commercial realities”, 
noting that “[the project] had been a little bit hard certainly for a few of us to get our heads 
around”. While a social science approach was seen to have value in addressing 
troublesome aspects of stakeholder engagement, its “different language, different way of 
looking at things” created barriers to adoption:  
 

“At the Wellington meeting a while ago there was a lot of talk about the sample 
size.… You might remember that the data was broken down into government and so 
on. And the science people said ‘you can’t do anything with those numbers’, and I 
think in the end there was a misunderstanding of what the approach was. The 
approach of the programme was to assess what people are actually saying rather 
than a statistical survey of general preferences out there. That to me is two 
different things and I think a lot of people didn’t pick that up”. [Key end-user] 
 

While all interviewees saw considerable value in the ‘Coming to the Table’ project for 
individuals, they were less certain about the impact of the research at the organisational 
level, with one key end-user noting that “an organisation changes when enough people 
inside it have changed their thinking, and that takes time”.  
 

“But if I’m going to take a step back and say what’s the significant change for Plant & 
Food Research, then I’m less certain about that because what I’ve come to realise is 
that you can’t wave a magic bullet at an organisation and it behaves differently”. [Key 
end-user] 

 
In this way, the strategy phase was seen as “a kind of ultimate moment … because the 
[‘Coming to the Table’] programme went very public”. For this end-user, participation in 
the workshop would lead to change when those “people who attended the workshop … 
suddenly have a consciousness pricked moment; ‘oh, what about future foods?’”.  
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As a way to illustrate how such a bottom up strategy might emerge in practice, one 
interviewee reflected on a recent (and public) conversation that they had around the context 
of doing research: 
 

“Just the other day we had a presentation from [name] in the seafood area about 
where that area of research was going and she asked for questions…. I asked her 
questions such as animal welfare and even people welfare on board fishing vessels… 
and what are you doing to keep a watching brief [on these issues]? And she replied to 
that in her own way”. [Key end-user] 

 
Interviewees reflected on organisational barriers to adoption of the ‘Coming to the Table’ 
thinking. While they were confident that the project had influenced individual thinking 
within Plant & Food Research, they were less certain about the extent that the ‘Coming to 
the Table’ approach would embed itself in everyday decision making about investment and 
innovation given “the focus on wider consultation needs to be sustained and proven to be 
valuable, and ideally at an operational level – people proposing and putting together 
research programmes”. A number of barriers were identified, including a lack of 
organisational capacity and capability to use the ‘Coming to the Table’ methodology (and 
so need for user friendly toolkit), the need to integrate ‘Coming to the Table’ thinking with 
existing organisational practices including technology transfer initiatives (e.g., ‘Primary 
Innovation’ programme [CONT-30071-BITR-AGR]), and questions of cost-effectiveness 
about broadening consultation to wider stakeholders. Examples of barriers include: 
 

“I can’t say I see us doing the full circuit …. You know, Issues Mapping, workshops 
and feeding back. I don’t know if we would ever do it ourselves. I don’t know if we 
are capable of it? [What do you mean by not capable?] I think it takes a certain set 
of skills in sociology, educative processes, in bringing people together and 
facilitating workshops. People [at our organisation] wouldn’t necessarily see 
themselves as doing that. They are here to do science”. [Key end-user] 
 
Some people … [have] difficulty with coming away from the meetings and 
workshops without something tangible in hand, which we understand clearly in 
terms of what we would go out and do… not just saying we have a model of 
dialogue. I want to know what it is, I want to know what it is different from what 
I’m doing”. [Key end-user] 
 
“… we wouldn’t regularly have that level of consultation. Of course we consult 
with our clients – the people who are funding our research to explore what they 
need, what they want, and what we can deliver. We then consult our customers … 
who will use these things or be affected by the things we design… but we would not 
tend to create space, time and resource to consult with wider stakeholders … that 
were identified through the ‘Coming to the Table’ programme”. [Key end-user] 
 
“There was quite a distance between a more social science approach, where this 
programme comes from, and a very pragmatic approach where quite a bit of our 
work has been located”. [Key end-user] 

 
Despite the difficulties foreseen in embedding a ‘Coming to the Table’ approach at an 
organisational level, key end-users held a long-term vision and were committed to 
translating it into every day practice within the organisation: 
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“I’m still very optimistic when I look at this programme. It has changed people’s 
thinking in various subtle ways…. We need to keep looking for opportunities to 
develop the thinking a bit more, and in time the tools will come and it will seem 
more like natural practice – like ‘how come we never did this?’ Long term this 
would be my hope”. [Key end-user] 
 

7.4  Critical System Heuristics insights 
 
Evaluation data about project boundaries was collected through a workshop. 
 
Tables 8 and 9 summarise what the workshop participants collectively understood as the 
key boundary judgements about knowledge and control that underpinned the design and 
implementation of the ‘Coming to the Table’ project. 
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Table 12: Sources of control (adapted from Ulrich and Reynolds, 2010, p. 244) 

Sources of 
Control 

Decision maker 
Who ought to be/is in command of 

resources necessary to enable the system? 

Resources 
What ought to be/are necessary relevant 

components (‘capital’) to secure 
improvement? 

Decision environment 
What relevant conditions ought to be/are 
outside the control of the decision maker? 

“Ought” • Project leaders having sufficient 
autonomy 

• Social science capacity including 
economic evaluation to mobilise new 
practices  

• Continuity within both the research 
team and Research Advisory Panel   

• Partnership between Māori/ non 
government organisations / scientists/ 
industry with Government as an 
intermediary [people in the room rather 
than the actual organisations will make 
success happen] 

• Stronger connections with FINZ and 
with the then Ministry of Research, 
Science and Technology roadmap  

• Greater levels of ownership of project 
outcomes by central government 
agencies 

• More active key end-user management 
support 

• Participant experiences of the project 
given inability to engineer outcomes 

• Stakeholders are well resourced, 
prepared and enabled to engage in the 
‘Coming to the Table’ project 

• Changing the behaviour of stakeholders  

“Is” 
 

• Project leaders 
• Key individuals with vision and ability 

to bring the ‘Coming to the Table’ 
project vision to life with good design 
and implementation of project activities 

• Key individuals with existing networks 
of relationships  

• A collegial ESR and Plant & Food 
Research relationship focused on 
outcomes 

• Post ‘GE’ environment providing a 
supportive political and social 
environment enabling dialogue  

• Knowledge of actual technologies and 
access to scientists 

• Design of events to maintain 
involvement of participants and end-
users (e.g. national symposia)  

• Environmental conditions that limit the 
rationality of organisations  

• Key end-user strategic planning 
processes a ‘black box’ and strategy 
sessions run in parallel to organizational 
strategy development 

• Availability/time pressures on dialogue 
participants to reflect on the process of 
dialogue – limited dialogue on dialogue  

• Stance/attitude of environmental non-
government organisations to dialogue  
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Table 13: Sources of knowledge (adapted from Ulrich and Reynolds, 2010, p. 244) 

Sources of 
knowledge 

Expert 
Who ought to be/is providing relevant 
knowledge and skills for the system? 

Expertise 
What ought to be/are relevant knowledge 

and skills supporting the system? 

Guarantor 
What ought to be/are regarded as assurances 

of successful implementation? 
“Ought” • NZ leaders including those from central 

government and industry with 
knowledge about science innovation 
frameworks contributing to the project 

• Wider biophysical involvement 
including scientists with expertise in 
sustainable and nanotechnology 

• Biophysical scientists ‘attuned’’ to 
social context 

• Research and institutional knowledge 
about global markets 

• Better knowledge about NZ and 
Australia markets  

 

• Support and endorsement from key end-
user organisation management for the 
strategy phase including signalling plans 
to uptake findings and modify decision 
making processes 

• ‘Coming to the Table’ research team 
expertise identified with existing 
biotechnology community rather than 
being ‘outside of the tent’ 

“Is” • Scientists would were willing to  
• Research team with relevant skills 

drawn from social, management and 
biophysical sciences 

• Real world views from end-users e.g., 
co-design of strategy workshops with 
key end-users  

• Knowledge about the theory of 
deliberative engagement 

• Capacity and inclination to work in a 
cross disciplinary way 

• Praxis – ability to put theory into 
practice through good facilitation and 
networking skills 

• Involvement of international experts  

• Successful implementation yet to be 
seen, but this is not a criticism of the 
project 

• Co-learning and co-innovation within 
the team – stimulating, exciting and fun 

• Political environment ensured project 
was relevant to the needs of end-users at 
the time 

• Robust project design 
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7.5  Summary of evaluation findings  
 
A boundary critique exercise has produced evidence about: 
 

• The importance of a ‘post-GE’ environment that was conducive to the ‘Coming to 
the Table’ project, and key individuals within the research team with vision. 

• The way in which the research team mobilised existing networks to access valuable 
information and resources that were required for the implementation of project 
activities, including the involvement of international experts. 

• Key skills within the research team including the ability to put theory into practice 
through good facilitation/networking, being open to co-learning and co-innovation, 
and being able to work as a multidisciplinary team drawing on social, management 
and biophysical sciences.  

 
The evaluation activity in relation to the most significant change interviews has produced 
evidence that: 
 

• The key end-users all recognised the importance of upstream engagement in 
supporting innovation and investment. 

• Interest in upstream engagement had grown in Plant & Food Research over the life 
of the project, especially with institutional pressures on research providers to 
engage more with end-users to deliver “more impactful research”. 

• Within key end-user organisations there were a number of individuals who 
understood the importance of stakeholder engagement and market/societal 
intelligence, but further work is still needed to popularise the approach with others 
who potentially could benefit from a greater understanding of the ‘Coming to the 
Table’ approach. 

• Key success factors underpinning uptake of the findings included end-user 
leadership and recognition that “something new needs to be tried”. 

• The key end-users had benefited by developing knowledge and experience in the 
theory and practice of stakeholder engagement, and valued the close interactions 
they had had with the research team, including the international experts. 

• Thr key end-users were committed to translating the ‘Coming to the Table’ 
methodology into every day practice within the organisation. 

• There were significant organisational barriers that constrained the potential to 
further implement stakeholder engagement, as exemplified in the ‘Coming to the 
Table’ approach, including: lack of capacity and capability to use the methodology, 
the need to integrate the methodology with existing organisational practices, and 
questions about cost-effectiveness when broadening consultation to a wider set of 
stakeholders.  
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8 EVALUATION CONCLUSIONS 
 
8.1  How effective was the ‘Coming to the Table’ methodology and what were the 

reported intended/unintended outcomes?  
 
8.1.1  How well was the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach implemented? 
 
In general the Issues Mapping interview/workshop and strategy processes were regarded as 
effective by participants, but there are questions about the cultural fit of the Issues 
Mapping methodology with Māori. There is evidence that the ‘Coming to the Table’ 
project supported constructive discussions of relevance to stakeholders and end-users in a 
‘safe and open’ way given the high salience of the technology examples selected and the 
well designed and implemented processes.  
 
Key evaluation findings include: 
 

• The research team was skilled at recruiting participants and maintaining the interest 
of individuals and organisations over the life of the project, but there were some 
challenges maintaining continuity of participation in workshops spread across 
several years.  

• Māori participants identified first as being Māori and found the stakeholder 
classifications problematic given the need to understand the future foods kaupapa 
together as Māori.  

• The technology examples had high salience, and the strategy of trading off 
generalisability for relevance was successful, as evidenced by feedback from the 
Issues Mapping interviewees and highly engaged and energised discussions about 
stakeholder risk profiles (at Issues Mapping workshop/hui, national symposia, end-
user briefings and key end-user strategy sessions). 

• The Issues Mapping interview process supported most participants in articulating 
their perspectives around the acceptability of future food technologies, but other 
participants (especially Māori) found the methods constraining and not a good fit. 
There was also some confusion over whether participants were expressing personal 
or institutional views, and some participants needed stronger encouragement to 
prepare before the interview. 

• In the Issues Mapping workshops the graphics of stakeholder preferences and 
values and opportunities to build dialogic relationships through personal stories 
were effective in supporting dialogue, but the effectiveness of the Māori hui was 
mixed given questions about the cultural fit of the Issues Mapping methodology. 
While the graphics were intended to stimulate dialogue between participants by 
disrupting assumptions that participants made about other stakeholders, concern 
was expressed by participants about the statistical robustness of the findings, the 
difficulties in interpreting the findings and the ways in which personal views were 
presented as stakeholder findings. For the Auckland and Christchurch workshops, 
there was mixed evidence about whether the Issues Mapping workshop had 
supported participants to express their own viewpoint or focus on what was at the 
‘heart of the matter’. Nevertheless, there was strong evidence that the discussions 
were free and open, participants did not feel undue pressured to agree with the 
group, the issues were not made more complex than they actually were, and no 
significant issues were missed in discussion.  
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The Plant & Food Research strategy workshop was seen useful in equipping participants to 
make future contributions to strategy development. There was good evidence that 
discussions about strategic issues and opportunities were relevant. The workshop enabled 
participants to put forward ideas for discussion about the implications of future food 
technologies; there was evidence that the purposes of the workshop were clear; the issues 
were not made more complex than they actually were; the workshop discussions were free 
and open; there was no undue pressure to agree with the group; and no significant issues 
were missed as part of workshop discussions. The Zespri participants confirmed the 
importance of having access to information about stakeholders when investing in research 
and development. 
 
8.1.2. What are the benefits and disadvantages for participating stakeholders and end-users? 
 
There is strong evidence of a number of short-term benefits: 
 

• A number of participants reported that the interviewing process improved their 
understanding of future foods/food technologies. 

• For Auckland and Wellington Issues Mapping participants, there is good evidence 
that the Issues Mapping workshop supported participants to recognise different 
points of view; gain a better idea about the different kinds of issues, merits and/or 
disadvantages that are associated with new technologies; and better understand 
their own and others’ values about future food technologies. Evidence was mixed 
about whether the participants had challenged their own accepted ways of thinking 
about future foods or were supported in thinking through how the development of 
future food technologies could be improved.  

• For the Māori participants, the benefits and disadvantages of the ‘Coming to the 
Table’ approach are less clear, as evidence for the effectiveness of the Wellington 
hui was mixed. The main issue was the perceived lack of fit between Western and 
Māori dialogue approaches. 

• The Issues Mapping workshop/hui participants valued the opportunity to network 
with other stakeholders but it is unclear whether these short-term outcomes were 
maintained over time. 

• The strategy workshop raised awareness about the strategic issues and uncertainties 
associated with future foods. There was good evidence that participant 
understandings of different points of view, issues and values had increased, and 
there was recognition that an understanding of stakeholder preferences might 
enhance investment and innovation within Plant & Food Research. As expected 
there was mixed or no evidence that the strategy session supported better 
understanding, reflection on and/or challenges to participants’ own values and 
practices; nor did is seem to support them in thinking more creatively about ways to 
consult stakeholders about their preferences for future food technologies.  

• At this point in time there was no evidence that awareness or understanding about 
strategic issues and/or uncertainties had translated into any investment and/or 
innovation outcomes given that decisions on these were always going to be taken 
after the project had concluded. A longer term follow-up is needed to evaluate 
impact.  
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8.1.3 To what extent might the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach be considered deliberative? 
 
The focus of the strategy works was purposefully deliberative, in that they aimed to 
influence strategic thinking at two key end-user organisations. Both key end-user 
organisations faced strategic challenges that could potentially benefit from a greater 
understanding of societal intelligence (developed from Issues Mapping35).    
 
For Plant & Food Research, it was unclear whether the majority of the strategy workshop 
participants saw themselves as decision makers given that the workshop was not a 
substitute for the existing strategic planning and resource allocation processes. 
Nevertheless, ambiguity around whether strategy is driven from the top or emerges from 
bottom up decisions of scientists (when they submit funding proposals) means that there is 
space for leadership from workshop participants to influence innovation and investment 
decisions. There is limited evidence at this point in time concerning whether the strategy 
workshop has actually influenced any organisational investment/innovation decisions. Key 
end-users are committed to seeing the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach implemented in 
practice, but there is recognition that a number of organisational barriers to uptake need to 
be addressed.  
 
For Zespri, the participants were decision makers and they confirmed the value of having 
access to information about stakeholders when investing in research and development. 
However, there is no evidence at this point in time that the strategic briefing altered 
decision making about investment and innovation but there was some indication that the 
findings confirmed existing strategy.  
 
8.2 What are the barriers and enablers that may influence the effectiveness of the 

‘Coming to the Table’ methodology? 
 
8.2.1 What are the barriers? 
 
Barriers included: 
 

• Intensive resourcing required to undertake the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach, 
including participant time and commitment, and the need for skilled facilitators 
with expertise in social, management and biophysical sciences.   

• Lack of organisational capacity and capability to implement the ‘Coming to the 
Table’ approach, and questions about how the approach fits with existing 
organisational practices in relation to stakeholders.  

• Perceptions that the language of social science is too theoretical and not pragmatic 
even though there was evidence that key end-users had benefited by developing 
knowledge and experience in the theory and practice of stakeholder engagement. 

• Lack of an organisational mandate to develop specific strategies to inform 
investment/innovation.   

35 The focus of the Issues Mapping workshop/hui was dialogical. It is unlikely that the stakeholders who 
attended the Issues Mapping workshop saw themselves as decision makers given that participants were 
invited in a personal rather than organisational capacity. Participants had mixed views over whether the 
workshop was useful, but nevertheless saw value in discussions with others.   
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• The way in which an industry wide crisis (Psa) potentially limits senior 
management interest in novel (and potentially valuable) approaches to societal 
intelligence about strategic issues, uncertainties and options. 

 
8.2.2 What are the enablers? 
 
Enablers included: 
 

• In a post ‘GE’ environment there was an appetite for dialogue about future 
foods/food technologies, although some Māori participants saw little point in 
consulting with Māori again about these issues as their perspectives/preferences 
were well established.  

• Institutional and organisational pressures for science providers to engage more with 
end-users to deliver “more impactful research”, and various organisational 
initiatives to explore what achieving impactful research might mean in practice. 

• Adequate resourcing to undertake stakeholder engagement activities in this 
externally funded project, but respondents raised questions about the cost 
effectiveness of the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach for the routine work of science 
and industry organisations (despite the potential for significant investments in 
future foods to have little likelihood of implementation). 

• Key individuals within the research team and key end-user organisations with a 
vision for doing stakeholder engagement differently. 

• A research team with the ability to put theory into practice through good 
facilitation/networking, being open to co-learning and co-innovation, and being 
able to work as a multidisciplinary team drawing on social, management and 
biophysical sciences. 

 
8.3 What are the recommendations to improve the ‘Coming to the Table’ methods? 
 
Key recommendations include: 
 

• There is a need to develop a Māori specific approach to deliberative dialogue, 
including holding the hui on the marae and embracing Māori processes, including 
whakawhānaungatanga and whakawhiti whakaaro. 

• Be clearer that the purpose of the stakeholder risk acceptance profiles is to 
stimulate dialogue by disrupting stakeholder stereotypes, and the methodology 
relies on representing the range of perspectives rather than the prevalence of these 
perspectives in the population. 

• See Sections 5 & 6 for what participants saw as process improvements to Issues 
Mapping interviews/workshops and strategy sessions. 

• There is a need to collect robust evaluation data on intended outcomes post Phase 
IV, when there has been sufficient time for any impacts to occur. 

• There is a need to develop a user-friendly toolkit that end-users without expertise in 
stakeholder engagement, systems thinking and dialogue theory can use in practice. 

• Link the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach with ongoing initiatives within key end-
user organisations related to technology transfer and impact such as the Ministry 
for Business, Innovation and Employment funded ‘Primary Innovation’ programme 
(CONT-30071-BITR-AGR).  
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9 Phase IV conclusions 
 
Phase IV was intended to answer the following inter-related questions (see Table 1): 
 

1. To what extent does identifying alternatives, opportunities and barriers early 
(rather than downstream in the innovation cycle when risk perceptions are 
entrenched, leading to social conflict and consumer resistance) support 
sustainable decision-making for technology development? 

2. How can information about the potential impacts and options in the social and 
economic context be used to avoid significant downstream social and consumer 
reactions and costs, as previously experienced in New Zealand with some new 
technologies and which raise uncertainties for future Research, Science and 
Technology? 

3. To what extent do innovative stakeholder engagement methods (Issues 
Mapping and Strategic Choice) effectively contribute to the identification of 
risk acceptance profiles for a range of future food technologies through 
deliberative dialogue between developers and consumers? 

 
The project has utilised multiple components, as well as new and innovative methods and 
techniques to achieve the aims sought. It has been ambitious in attempting to move from 
stakeholder dialogue alone to deliberative dialogue that aims to influence policy, strategy 
and decision-making. The evaluation findings demonstrate that this project has indeed 
enabled dialogue, including supporting stakeholders in gaining a better understanding of 
others’ values. The combination of systems thinking and problems structuring approaches 
was seen to have utility in supporting participants in making future contributions to 
discussions about investment and innovation decisions, and in this sense the project was 
deliberative, but significant uncertainty remains about whether these stakeholder 
engagement methods have contributed towards supporting sustainable decision-making in 
the end-user organisations.  
 
Reasons for this uncertainty include: 
 
• Stakeholder engagement methods, such as those trialled in the research, have yet to be 

‘mainstreamed’ in organisational strategic planning routines, meaning that our attempt 
to influence sustainable decision making complemented rather than infused existing 
strategy development. There is a need to link the ‘Coming to the Table’ approach with 
ongoing initiatives related to technology transfer and impact to embed the approach as 
‘business as usual’ within key end-user organisations.   

• Multiple demands on managerial attention, especially in times of crisis, limit the ability 
of decision makers to engage with novel approaches, even though they understand that 
they have only a limited perspective on their external operating environment.  

• The diffused way that innovation and investment decisions are made, and a lack of 
clarity about whether these are driven from the top or emerge from bottom up decisions 
by individual scientists, makes it unclear what kind of strategic intervention would be 
most effective. 

• The methodological limitations of the project evaluation, particularly the fact that it is 
reporting before any possible follow-up of longer term outcomes. 

 
The evaluation findings point to some insights into how information about societal 
intelligence might be used in practice to avoid significant downstream social and consumer 
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reactions and costs. A significant step towards this was helping stakeholders move beyond 
entrenched positions. There was evidence that the findings about stakeholder preferences 
and risk profiles had stimulated dialogue by disrupting stakeholder stereotypes and had 
raised awareness within key end-user organisations about the importance of upstream 
engagement and understanding the underlying reasons behind stakeholder preferences. Key 
end-users who had actively participated in the research noted that they had deepened their 
knowledge and experience in the theory and practice of stakeholder engagement and were 
utilising this information in their day to day work (e.g. raising awareness about the need 
for stakeholder engagement within their organisation). Key end-users saw considerable 
value in the approach, but as the evaluation was not designed to track long-term outcomes 
beyond the life of the project it is not possible to determine whether societal intelligence 
might avoid downstream social and consumer reactions and costs.   
 
The resulting graphs were developed to invite and disrupt previously fixed and entrenched 
stakeholder ascriptions that had characterised New Zealand’s GE debate. The graphic 
representations aimed to illustrate coherent and visible patterns in the data, as well as 
disrupt views on stereotypes.  The graphs were mostly successful in stimulating dialogue 
and shifting some stereotypical views of institutional values and standpoints.  But at times 
they provoked and unintentionally invited disciplinary debates between the qualitative and 
quantitative in questions of validity and sample size.  Mutual understanding was eventually 
achieved, but at times these debates risked being divisive and diverting the more 
fundamental aim of playfully disrupting stereotypes.  
 
There was evidence that the innovative stakeholder engagement methods trialled in the 
research effective contributed to the identification of risk acceptance profiles, but there are 
remaining questions about: 
 

• The capacity of end-user organisations to adopt these methods given the perceived 
need for expertise in stakeholder engagement, systems thinking and dialogue 
theory and practice, and the resource intensive nature of the Issues Mapping 
approach. 

• The tendency of some stakeholders to adopt a calculative (instrumental) as 
opposed to a relational style of engagement, where there was an expectation that 
dialogical processes might convince other stakeholders to adopt another 
perspective. 

• The tension between individual and institutional viewpoints.  Participants were 
invited to contribute to the interviews and workshops as individuals, sharing their 
own personal viewpoints rather than presenting the official views of their 
organisations. These personal viewpoints were then collated and presented in the 
workshops as data expressed by individuals who happened to also belong to one of 
the four different stakeholder groups. The purpose of this approach was multi-
pronged: to give the freedom to express personal viewpoints; to create something 
of a third space where institutional stereotypes could be challenged and the 
boundaries between individual and institutional positions could be playfully 
disrupted; and to surface core values at the ‘heart of the matter’, rather than illicit 
fixed organisational standpoints. A few participants, however, were not happy with 
the suspension and re-ascription of institutional identity and viewpoint.   

• The fit of the methodology with a Māori worldview and the need to develop a 
Māori specific approach to deliberative dialogue, including hui on the marae and 
embracing Māori processes (whakawhānaungatanga and whakawhiti whakaaro).   
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APPENDIX 1 - ‘Coming to the Table’ programme logic  
 
Inputs Activities Enablers   Outputs Impacts – short term Outcomes 
• Commitment by 

science institute 
and major food 
exporter to 
explore the social 
and economic 
context before 
committing to 
science 
investment, and to 
work with an 
upstream 
engagement 
process 

• Ministry for 
Research, Science 
and 
Technology/Minis
try for Science 
and Innovation 
Funding 

• Multidisciplinary 
team of social 
scientists and 
Māori researchers 

 

• Recruitment of 
dialogue participants 

• Selection of future 
food technology 
examples 

• Issues Mapping 
interviews 

• Development of 
Issues Mapping 
graphics 

• Facilitation of Issues 
Mapping workshops 
including Māori hui 

• Discussion and 
reflection including 
feedback from 
participants 

• Recruitment of 
strategic 
development phase 
participants 

• Strategic issues 
workshops with 
science institute and 
major food exporter 

• End-user briefings 
and national 
symposia 

• Report writing  

Operational 
• Diverse participants 
• Background information 
• Face to face communication 
• Safe space 
• Small groups 
• Equality 
• Facilitation 
• Communication ground rules 
• Inquiry not debate 
• Respect 
• Reciprocity 
• Personal experience 
• Strategic questions 
• From personal experience to 

problem recognition 
• From problem recognition to 

possible solutions 
• Deliberation on alternatives 
• Reflection 
Structural 
• Representativeness 
• Timing 
• Resources 
• Influence 
• Decision-makers as 

stakeholders 
• Proactive not reactive 
• Scope 
• Implementation and feedback 
• Supportive of democracy 

• Various publications 
including 
conference and 
workshop papers, 
literature reviews, 
international 
research reports and 
expert science scans 

• Selected list of 
future food 
technology 
examples 

• Risk acceptance 
ranking graphics [by 
stakeholder group 
and ethnicity] 

• Dialogue forum/hui: 
Auckland, 
Wellington and 
Christchurch 

• National symposia 
to discuss and 
receive feedback on 
findings 

• Phase III report on 
Issues Mapping 
findings 

• Individual briefings 
to organisations and 
key individuals 

• Strategic issues 
workshops 

• Dialogical moments of 
understanding between 
stakeholders with diverse 
positions 

• Participants recognise 
and value that there are 
many different points of 
view on future food 
technologies 

• Participants gain a better 
idea about the different 
kinds of issues, and 
merits and/or 
disadvantages associated 
with future food 
technologies 

• Participants are 
supported to articulate 
and reflect on their own 
values as they relate to 
future food technologies 

• Participants’ thinking 
about future food 
technologies is 
challenged 

• Common ground 
between participants 
emerges  

• Participating 
organisations gain 
insights into strategic 
issues, opportunities and 
uncertainties associated 
with future food 
technology investment 
and innovation  

Contribute to 
improved strategic 
decision making by 
government, science 
and industry at key 
points in the food 
technology 
investment cycle 
over the next 5 – 10 
years, based on 
improved 
understandings of 
innovation pathways 
and technology 
options, and 
enhanced 
responsiveness to 
and alignment with 
market and social 
context 
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APPENDIX 2 – Stakeholder dialogue evaluation survey  
 
Feedback Sheet for Future Foods workshop  
 
Answers to this questionnaire will be used to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of 
the methods we have used in the Future Foods workshop.  
 
Thank you for your contribution to this workshop. 
 
Section 1 
 
1) How useful was this workshop for you? Please tick appropriate box. 
 
     □  □            □   □    □  
              Not at all         Not very              Neutral                Somewhat             Very                
                Useful               Useful                                               Useful                   Useful 
 
a. In what ways? 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
2) How would you rate the quality of the dialogue between participants?  
     □  □            □   □    □  
              Not at all         Not very              Neutral              Somewhat               Very                
                Useful              Useful                                                Useful                   Useful 
 
a. In what ways? 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
3) What surprises, if any, were there? 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
4) What is the thing you liked best about this workshop? 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
 
5) What is the thing you liked least?  
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
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_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
6) What could have been done differently? 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
Section 2 
 
Dialogue can achieve a number of different purposes. Please help us to understand what 
purposes were achieved in this workshop by answering the following questions: 
 
To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has:  
Please tick appropriate box. 
 
1. Helped you to recognise that there are many different points of view on future food 
technologies 
□  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree             Strongly           N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                           Disagree 
 
2. Helped you to gain a better idea about different kinds of issues, and merits and/or 
   disadvantages associated with future food technologies 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree            Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                          Disagree 
 
3. Helped you to think more creatively 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree            Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                  Disagree 
 
4. Helped you to gain a better understanding of other people’s values and how they 
    impact on the issues surrounding future food technologies 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree            Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                  Disagree 
 
5. Helped you to better understand your own values as they relate to future food 
technologies 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree            Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                  Disagree 
 
6. Helped you to challenge your accepted ways of thinking about future food technologies 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree           Strongly             N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                          Disagree 
 
7. Helped you to focus on what was the ‘heart of the matter’ for you 
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 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree             Strongly           N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                            Disagree 
 
8. Helped you to think through how the development of future food technologies could be 
improved 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree           Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
9. Helped you to express your own viewpoint   
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree           Strongly             N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
Section 3 
 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements.  
Please tick appropriate box. 
 
1. The purposes of the workshop were clear 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree            Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                  Disagree 
 
2. What was expected from me during the workshop was not clear 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree           Strongly             N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
3. Workshop discussions were free and open 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree           Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
4. The issues were made more complex than they actually are 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree          Strongly              N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                        Disagree 
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5. This workshop was different from my previous experiences with workshops  
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree           Strongly             N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
a) Please explain why if you ticked, “strongly agree” or “agree”: 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
6. If you have already participated in interviews or focus groups relating to this 
   research, attending the workshop was still useful. 
□  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree           Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
7. There were issues that could not be discussed 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree            Strongly           N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                  Disagree 
 
8. I felt pressured to agree with the group  
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree           Strongly             N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
9. Significant issue(s) were missed in workshop discussions 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree           Strongly             N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
a) Please describe the issue(s), if you ticked either “strongly agree” or “agree”: 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________ 
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Section 4 
 
So we can work out whether there are any significant differences between people’s 
answers, please indicate which group(s) you belong to: 
 
Scientist………..    [   ] 
Industry ………..    [   ] 
Community………..    [   ] 
Māori ……….     [   ] 
Government ……….    [   ] 
 
Other – please define: __________________________________________________ 
 
Gender 
Male Female 
 
 

 

 
Age group   
19 or 
under  
 

20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70 and 
over 
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Appendix 3 – Evaluation graphs (Auckland/Christchurch) 
 
 
Section 1 
 

 

 
 

Series1, Not at 
all  useful, 0

Series1, Not 
very useful, 2

Series1, 
Neutral, 3

Series1, 
Somewhat 
useful, 6

Series1, Very 
useful, 0

How useful was this workshop for you?

Series1, Not at 
all  useful, 0

Series1, Not 
very useful, 0

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Somewhat 
useful, 8

Series1, Very 
useful, 2

How would you rate the quality of the 
dialogue between participants?
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Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

1

Series1, Agree, 
6

Series1, 
Neutral, 3

Series1, 
Disagree, 1

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that the workshop help 
you to gain a better idea about 
different kinds of issues, and merits 
and/or disadvantages associated 
with future food technologies?

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

5
Series1, Agree, 

5

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree 
or disagree that the workshop 
help you to recognise that there 
are many different points of view 
on future food technologies?

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

1

Series1, Agree, 
6

Series1, 
Neutral, 3

Series1, 
Disagree, 1

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree 
or disagree that the workshop
help you to think more creatively?
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Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

3

Series1, Agree, 
6

Series1, 
Neutral, 2

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or disagree 
that the workshop help you to gain 
a better understanding of people's 
values and how they impact on the 
issues surrounding future food technologies?

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

1

Series1, Agree, 
7

Series1, 
Neutral, 3

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or disagree 
that the workshop help you to better 
understand your own values as they 
relate to future food technologies?

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

0

Series1, Agree, 
5

Series1, 
Neutral, 5

Series1, 
Disagree, 1

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or disagree 
that the workshop help you to challenge 
your accepted ways of thinking about 
future foods?
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Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

1

Series1, Agree, 
4

Series1, 
Neutral, 4

Series1, 
Disagree, 2

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or disagree 
that the workshop help you to focus 
on what was the 'heart of the matter' 
for you?

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

0

Series1, Agree, 
5

Series1, 
Neutral, 4

Series1, 
Disagree, 2

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or disagree 
that the workshop help you to think 
through how the development of the 
future food technologies could be 
improved?

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

0

Series1, Agree, 
6

Series1, 
Neutral, 4

Series1, 
Disagree, 1

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that the workshop 
help you to express your own 
viewpoint?
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Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

2

Series1, Agree, 
5

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 3

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that the purposes of 
the workshop were clear?

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

0

Series1, Agree, 
3

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 7

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that what was expected 
from me during the workshop was clear?

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

0

Series1, Agree, 
9

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 1

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that workshop discussions 
were free and open?
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Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

0

Series1, Agree, 
1

Series1, 
Neutral, 3

Series1, 
Disagree, 7

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that the issues were 
made more complex than they actually are?

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

0

Series1, Agree, 
5

Series1, 
Neutral, 4

Series1, 
Disagree, 2

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that this workshop 
was different from my previous 
experiences?

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

1

Series1, Agree, 
7

Series1, 
Neutral, 3

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or disagree that 
if you have already participated in interviews 
or focus groups relating to this research, 
attending the workshop was still useful? 
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Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

0

Series1, Agree, 
1

Series1, 
Neutral, 6

Series1, 
Disagree, 4

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree 
or disagree that there were 
issues that could not be discussed? 

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

0
Series1, Agree, 

0

Series1, 
Neutral, 2

Series1, 
Disagree, 8

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 1

To what extent do you agree 
or disagree that I felt pressured 
to agree with the group? 

Series1, 
Strongly agree, 

1
Series1, Agree, 

1

Series1, 
Neutral, 3

Series1, 
Disagree, 6

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree 
or disagree significant issue(s) 
were missed in workshop discussions? 
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Appendix 4 – Evaluation Graphs (Wellington) 
 

 

 

 
 

Series1, Not at 
all  useful, 0

Series1, Not 
very useful, 0

Series1, 
Neutral, 0

Series1, 
Somewhat 
useful, 1

Series1, Very 
useful, 3

How useful was this workshop for you? 
(Māori)

Series1, Not at 
all  useful, 0

Series1, Not 
very useful, 0

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Somewhat 
useful, 0

Series1, Very 
useful, 3

How would you rate the quality of the 
dialogue between participants? (Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 2

Series1, Agree, 
1

Series1, 
Neutral, 0

Series1, 
Disagree, 1

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent did the workshop help you to 
recognise that there are many different points 
of view on future food technologies ? (Māori)
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Series1, Strong 
agree, 2

Series1, Agree, 
1

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent did the workshop help you to 
gain a better idea about different kinds of 
issues, merits and/or disadvantages 
associated with future food technologies? 
(Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 1

Series1, Agree, 
2

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent did the workshop help you to 
think more creatively? (Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 1

Series1, Agree, 
3

Series1, 
Neutral, 0

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent did the workshop help 
you to gain a better understanding 
of other people's values and how they 
impact on issues surronding future food 
technologies? (Māori)
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Series1, Strong 
agree, 1

Series1, Agree, 
1

Series1, 
Neutral, 2

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent did the workshop help you to 
better understand your own values as they 
relate to future food technologies? (Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 1

Series1, Agree, 
1

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 1

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent did the workshop help you to 
challenge your accepted ways of thinking 
about future food technologies? (Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 2

Series1, Agree, 
1

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent did the workshop help you to 
focus on what was the 'heart of the matter' 
for you? (Māori)
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Series1, Strong 
agree, 2

Series1, Agree, 
0

Series1, 
Neutral, 2

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent did the workshop help you 
to think through how the development of 
future food technologies could be 
improved? (Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 1

Series1, Agree, 
2

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent did the workshop help you 
express your own viewpoint? (Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 1

Series1, Agree, 
3

Series1, 
Neutral, 0

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or disagree that 
the purposes of the workshop were clear? 

(Māori)
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Series1, Strong 
agree, 0

Series1, Agree, 
1

Series1, 
Neutral, 0

Series1, 
Disagree, 3

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or disagree that 
what was expected from me during the 
workshop was not clear? (Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 2

Series1, Agree, 
2

Series1, 
Neutral, 0

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that the workshop discussions 
were free and open? (Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 1

Series1, Agree, 
1

Series1, 
Neutral, 0

Series1, 
Disagree, 2

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or disagree that 
the issues were made more complex than 
they actually are? (Māori)

‘Coming to the Table’ Strategy & Evaluation  128 7/2/13 
 



 

 

 

Series1, Strong 
agree, 0

Series1, Agree, 
3

Series1, 
Neutral, 0

Series1, 
Disagree, 1

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or disagree 
that this workshop was different from my 
previous experiences with workshops? 
(Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 0

Series1, Agree, 
2

Series1, 
Neutral, 0

Series1, 
Disagree, 0

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 1

To what extent do you agree or disagree 
that this if you have already participated 
in interviews or focus groups relating to 
this reserach, attending the workshop was 
still useful? (Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 0

Series1, Agree, 
0

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 2

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 1

To what extent do you agree or disagree that 
there were issues that could not be 
discussed? (Māori)
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Series1, Strong 
agree, 0

Series1, Agree, 
0

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 2

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 1

To what extent do you agree or disagree that I 
felt pressured to agree with the group? 

(Māori)

Series1, Strong 
agree, 1

Series1, Agree, 
1

Series1, 
Neutral, 1

Series1, 
Disagree, 1

Series1, Strong 
disagree, 0

To what extent do you agree or disagree that 
there were significant issue(s) were missed in 

workshop discussions? (Māori)
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Appendix 5 – Strategy Workshop Evaluation Survey 
 

 
 
Feedback Sheet for Plant & Food Research strategic issues workshop on 
future food technologies 
 
Answers to this questionnaire will be used to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of 
the methods we have used in the workshop. You have not been asked for your name 
on this form, so if you have a specific question for which you want a personal 
response please ask before leaving today. 
 
 
Thank you for your contribution to this workshop. 
 
Section 1 
 
1) How useful was this workshop in guiding your future contributions to shaping Plant & 
Food Research’s research and commercialisation strategy? Please tick appropriate box. 
 
     □  □            □   □    □  
                 Not            Not Very                Neutral                 Somewhat              Very                
                Useful           Useful                                                   Useful                  Useful 
 
In what ways? 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
2) How would you rate the relevance of discussion about: 
 
2a. the strategic issues and opportunities related to future food technologies for Plant & 
Food Research 
 
     □  □            □   □    □  
                 Not            Not Very                Neutral                 Somewhat              Very                
                Useful           Useful                                                   Useful                  Useful 
 
In what ways? 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
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2b. how an understanding of stakeholder preferences might enhance investment and 
innovation within Plant & Food Research  
 
 
     □  □            □   □    □  
                 Not            Not Very                Neutral                 Somewhat              Very                
                Useful           Useful                                                    Useful                  Useful 
 
In what ways? 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
3) What is the thing you liked best about this workshop? 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
4) What is the thing you liked least?  
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
5) What could have been done differently? 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
Section 2 
 
Workshops can achieve a number of different purposes (although no one workshop can 
achieve all purposes). Please help us to understand what purposes were achieved in this 
workshop by answering the following questions: 
 
To what extent do you agree or disagree that the workshop has:…  
 
Please tick appropriate box. 
 
1. Helped you to put forward ideas for discussion about implications of stakeholder 
preferences  
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                   Neutral               Disagree                Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
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2. Helped show that there are many different points of view on future food technologies 
□  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                 Neutral               Disagree                 Strongly             N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
3. Helped you to gain a better idea about the different kinds of issues that stakeholder 
preferences raise and what these might mean for the way research programmes can deliver 
impact  
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                Neutral               Disagree                  Strongly           N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                          Disagree 
 
4. Helped open up new ideas about consumer and societal values and risk preferences and 
how these might enhance sector investment and innovation 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                  Neutral              Disagree                 Strongly          N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
5. Helped you to think more creatively about ways to consult stakeholders about their 
preferences for future food technologies  
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                Neutral                Disagree                 Strongly           N/A 
         Agree                                                                                                     Disagree 
 
6. Assisted you to gain a better understanding of other people’s values and how they 
 impact on the issues surrounding future food technologies 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                   Neutral               Disagree              Strongly              N/A 
         Agree                                                                                                    Disagree 
 
7. Assisted you to better understand your own values as they relate to future food 
technologies 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                   Neutral               Disagree             Strongly           N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                    Disagree 
 
8. Assisted you to challenge your accepted ways of thinking about future food technologies 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                 Neutral                 Disagree                 Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                            Disagree 
 
9. Helped you to learn more about stakeholder preferences for biotechnology, 
nanotechnology, functional foods and sustainable agriculture  
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                 Neutral                Disagree               Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
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10. Helped you to focus on what was really important in relation to stakeholder preferences 
and their relevance to Plant & Food Research’s strategy  
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                 Neutral                  Disagree               Strongly             N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                          Disagree 
 
11. Helped you gain an understanding of the strategic uncertainities assoicated with future 
food technologies, and how these might be managed 
□  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                  Neutral                Disagree               Strongly             N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree   
 
12. Helped you to have confidence in the data presented at the workshop and its relevance 
to Plant & Food Research 
□  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                  Neutral                Disagree               Strongly             N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree   
 
Section 3 
 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements.  
Please tick appropriate box. 
 
1. The purposes of the workshop were clear 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                 Neutral               Disagree               Strongly           N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                  Disagree 
 
2. There was too much talk  
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                 Neutral               Disagree               Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                          Disagree 
 
3. Workshop discussions were free and open 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                 Neutral               Disagree              Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
4. The issues were made more complex than they actually are 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                  Neutral              Disagree              Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
5. This workshop was different from my previous experiences with workshops  
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                  Neutral               Disagree             Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
a) Please explain why if you ticked, “strongly agree” or “agree”: 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________ 
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6. It was clear what actions Plant & Food Research might consider to enhance investment 
and innovation 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                 Agree                 Neutral             Disagree               Strongly             N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
7. There were issues that could not be discussed 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                Neutral                Disagree               Strongly           N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                  Disagree 
 
8. I felt pressured to agree with the group  
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                 Neutral               Disagree              Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
9. Significant issue(s) were missed in workshop discussions 
 □  □  □  □  □         □ 
        Strongly                Agree                 Neutral               Disagree              Strongly            N/A 
          Agree                                                                                                         Disagree 
 
a) Please describe the issue(s), if you ticked either “strongly agree” or “agree”: 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
Section 4 
 
So we can work out whether there are any significant differences between people’s 
answers, please indicate which group(s) you belong to: 
Science management  [   ] 
Science leadership  [   ] 
Research   [   ] 
Business support  [   ] 
 
Other – please define: __________________________________________________ 
 
Gender 
Male Female 
  
 
Age group   
19 or 
under  
 

20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70 and 
over 
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