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About the Future Food project 

• PFR/ESR plant and food science and 
social science collaboration 

• Trends in biotech, nanotech, functional 
foods, sustainable agriculture 

• Engagement between scientists, 
industry, government and community, 
including Maori – ‘dialogue’ 

• Risk preferences and implications for 
future investment 

 
 www.esr.cri.nz/futurefoods 

 

(2008) Phase I: design 
and set up relationships 
 
(2009) Phase II: NZ + 
international lit review 
 
(2010-11) Phase III: 
stakeholder dialogue 
 
(2012) Phase IV: 
translating dialogue 
results into strategy 
 
(2013 -) Next steps 
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Aims for today:  

 
 Present our findings on social and market preferences for future food 

technologies. 
 

Bring together stakeholders from industry, science, government and 
the community for discussion* and shared analysis on the results. 

 
Discuss key issues for future investment and innovation. 

 
 Identify future opportunities. 
 
 *Notes from today’s discussion will be summarised in Phase III report. No attribution of comments 

 



Seminar programme: 
9.00am  Mihi – Welcome - Introductions - Overview of the project 
9.40am Exploring risk preferences for future food technologies – interactive discussion  
10.15am Morning tea 
10.30am Research results: stakeholder preferences and dialogue on future food technologies 
12.45pm Lunch – smorgasbord in Whitby’s Restaurant 
1.30pm Future food trends and innovation - panel discussion led by Kathryn Ryan, Radio NZ with:  
  Dieter Adam (NZTE) Kieran Elborough (Plant and Food Research) Alistair Mowat (Zespri) Jim 

 Kebbell (Organic Exporters and Simon Terry(NZ Sustainability Council) 
2.30pm Implications for investment in future food technologies – interactive discussion  
3.00pm Afternoon tea 
3.15pm Science strategy and impact: using stakeholder dialogue in strategy formation. 

 Karen Cronin (LCR) with: Ian Fergusson (Plant and Food Research) Simon Brown (McDiarmid 
 Institute /Uni Canterbury) and Max Kennedy (MSI) 

4.00pm Next steps:  translating Phase II results to investment decision-making in 2 organisations 
4.30pm  Reflections on today’s discussion and future opportunities 
4.55pm  Closing words 
5.00pm End 
 

Housekeeping: participants list, data sheets, exits, lunch venue, toilets, emergency 



 
 
 
 
Stakeholder preferences for future food 
technologies: 
 
Future trends: scanning reports and workshop→ 25 tech examples 
Biotechnology n= 8 
Nanotechnology n= 8 
Functional foods n= 4 
Sustainable agriculture n= 5 

 
Face to face interviews 
1) Risk Acceptance Rankings. 
Completely Unacceptable → Somewhat Acceptable → Neutral → Somewhat Acceptable → Completely Acceptable 
 
 
 

2) What is at the heart of the matter for you? 
10 value statements located on circle template 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Science 

Food Safety 

Human health 

Ethics 

Environment 



Exploring technology preferences: 
short practice 

1 pack of cards per table with 4 colour sets:  

Biotech – Nanotech –  Functional foods – Sustainable agriculture 

Divide into groups of 3-4 people, with one colour set per group.  

 

10 minutes: Read the cards and think about your own personal ranking. 

Discuss in the group how you would each rank them on the scale from least to most acceptable.  

10 Minutes: Swap cards and work with another colour set at your table, as above.  

 

Questions  for whole table [facilitator to record on A3 sheets]:  

1) WHY did you rank the cards the way you did? 

2) What is at the heart of the matter for you personally? 
How did the participants 
in our study rank these 
technologies? Full 
details after the break! 



Morning tea 



Results of stakeholder dialogue field work: 
Issues Mapping Graphs 

1. Risk Acceptance Rankings 

2. ‘Heart of the Matter’ 
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Risk Acceptance 
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Thinking about the issue of developing future food 
technologies, from your personal point of view –  

What is at the heart of the matter for you? 

Prioritise 10 statements – each printed on an arrow card: 
 
Protecting the environment 
Respecting Maori culture and values 
Ensuring that food is safe to eat 
Supporting sustainable agriculture 
Maintaining ethical and spiritual values 
Increasing economic growth for New Zealand 
Making decisions based on scientific facts 
Promoting human health 
Ensuring that food is affordable  
Supporting fair trade and global sustainability 

statement 

statement 

statement 



Looking at the 
innermost circle, 
which statement 
was placed there 
most frequently? 





Where did each 
statement get put? 



Issues Mapping Workshops 

Face to face stakeholder dialogue  n=25/39 

Auckland – Wellington – Christchurch (December 2012) 

Science, industry, government, community participants. 

Anonymity – first names only 

Programme: 

Introductions – personal stories – questions of curiosity 

Presentation of IM graphs and discussion 

Questions  of inquiry science/non science 

What technologies likely to be acceptable for NZ? 

What issues to consider when investing in future food techs? 

Reflections? 



Comments at Auckland workshop 

Acceptable? 
Health and sustainability 
Tangible benefits to community 
Aligns with ‘clean’ ‘green’ ‘fresh’ 
Minimal modification , non invasive 
“Don’t tinker with food unless we have to – look at 
alternatives” 
Enhance nutrition 
New processing techs v. changing food itself 
Benefit NZ – marketable 
Consumer choice 
Safety 
 



 
NZ investment? 

NZ brand image – export markets 

Impact on own NZ cultural identity and reputation 

Safety of environment 

Add value not increase volume – sustainable limits 

Make scientific fact based decisions 

“We need to have a moral compass when making 
decisions about food technology” 

“Science and innovation industries need to market 
issues proactively” 



Dialogic moments 
I am relieved that my views were quite similar to others. 
My views haven’t changed. 
Interesting to see that industry views were closest to the community. 
Scientists have an obligation to put their findings into the context for the general public. 
Hearing the [interview] results was useful. 
The idea that ‘the community thinks differently because it doesn’t understand’ was blown out the window. 
If you are a scientist you might hang around with other  scientists  too much – there is a culture and I forget 
about how others think and feel.  
I valued learning about this area as a representative for industry so I know a bit more about what is going on. 
There is something about the values and emotions of food that is really important in these discussions. 
Discussions about science are usually adversarial. 
A number of my decisions were fuelled by fear created by years of media. 
Misconceptions are created due to the terms used to describe technologies. 
We get embedded and passionate about our own point of view and it is almost a surprise when confronted with 
a negative reaction. 
There were some interesting interactions with the people involved – some of it came out of left field. 
The results were interesting – good to hear the diverse views. The stories were enjoyable. 
Stimulating to have the data and the [mix of] people in the room. A safe environment to talk in. 
Good hearing peoples ‘ thoughts and when the conversations opened up. 
People in the room were able to endorse agreement about what is important  for NZ. 
We need  more dialogue , for CRIs to engage better , so the community is part of the process. 

 



Maori stream of field work 
- sub contract with Te Wahanga 

NZ Council for Educational Research 



Discussion on the results 

Print out for use at table. 

Talk to the person next to you: 

1. What results were most interesting to you – 
why? Did this fit your expectations? 

2. What was surprising or new? 

3. Where do people agree? 

4. What are the most significant areas of 
common ground? 



Lunch  
12.45 – 1.30pm 


