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Disclaimer

The concepts presented in this report were developed by Leon Fuerth during the period 2001-2011 and refined during a
series of workshops held at the National Defense University from April 2011-July 2011. The workshops convened experts
from in and outside government to vet, validate, and build upon Anticipatory Governance concepts based on strict criteria
for practical implementation. All workshops operated under the Chatham House Rule, meaning participants entered under
agreement from all parties that the discussion would be private, comments would not be attributed to individual persons,
and it would be assumed that participants spoke for themselves personally rather than for any institution. The initiatives
proposed in this document represent a synthesis of the best ideas that emerged from the 2011 working group process. The
concepts have also undergone supplementary scrutiny in a series of individual encounters with very senior officials from
the present and past administrations that took place from September 2011-April 2012. The concepts described herein do
not represent the views or opinions of The George Washington University, National Defense University, Department of
Defense, Federal Government, or any other institutions associated with the Project on Forward Engagement.
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The term Forward Engagement originally appeared as part of Vice President Al Gore’ foreign policy platform

in 2000, and was used in two of the Vice President’s speeches: once at the United Nations Security Council in
the course of its first session of the new millennium,? and once 6 months later at a speech in Boston before an
international conference of newspaper editors.? It became the subject of the Project on Forward Engagement ®
at The George Washington University in 2001.

The term Anticipatory Governance was inspired by an email message from former Student and research assis-
tant Neil Padukone in December 2008, writing about needed changes in the intelligence function in India,
following the deadly Mumbai attacks,” and it also appears in various applications such as Clement Bezold'’s
"Anticipatory Democracy,” and in association with managing nanotechnology.® It is used here as a aescriptor
for proposed modifications to systems in the Executive Branch of the Government of the United States.

T “Al Gore. On The Issues—Foreign Policy,” 4President.Org, n.p., n.d. 2000, available at <www.4president.org/issues/gore2000/gore2000foreign-
policy.htms>.

2 Al Gore, Remarks to the UN Security Council, New York, January 10, 2000, available at <http://clinton3.nara.gov/WH/EQP/OVP/-
speeches/unaid_health.html>.

3 Al Gore, Remarks to the International Press Institute, Boston, April 30, 2000, available at <www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd46/46gore.htms>.

* Neil Padukone, “India’s ‘September 12th,” Observer Research Foundation n.p., December 10, 2008, available at <www.observerin-
dia.com/cms/sites/orfonline/modules/analysis/AnalysisDetail.html?cmaid=15513&mmacmaid=15514>.

5 Daniel Barben et al., “Anticipatory Governance of Nanotechnology: Foresight, Engagement, and Integration,” The Handbook of Science and
Technology Studies, ed. Edward J. Hackett et al., 3rd ed., 979—1000 (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2007), available at <www.futures-stud-
ies.rwth-aachen.de/team/STS %20Handbook-Barben %20et%20al-Anticipatory %20Governance %20Nanotechnology-08.pdf>.
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ﬁxecutive Summaryv

lf we are to remain a well-functioning Republic and a prosperous nation, the U.S. Government cannot rely indefinitely on
crisis management, no matter how adroit. We must get ahead of events or we risk being overtaken by them. That will only
be possible by upgrading our legacy systems of management to meet today’s unique brand of accelerating and complex
challenges. Anticipatory Governance responds to this need by introducing three critical elements to existing Executive
Branch functions: foresight fused to policy analysis; networked governance for mission-based management and budget-
ing; and feedback to monitor and adjust policy relative to initial expectations. This report suggests practical upgrades to
Executive Branch systems that are light on resources, compatible with the existing structures and processes of govern-
ment, and fully executable under customary Presidential authorities (requiring no congressional action).

The Problem. A well-functioning Republic needs time for deliberation, and the U.S. Constitution was designed to make
sure that this time would be protected. On the other hand, challenges presenting themselves today are increasingly fast-
moving and complex: they involve concurrent interactions among events across multiple dimensions of governance; they
have no regard for our customary jurisdictional and bureaucratic boundaries; they cannot be broken apart and solved
piece by piece; and rather than stabilizing into permanent solutions, they morph into new problems that have to be
continually managed. This pattern profoundly challenges the adaptive capacity of our legacy systems of government,
which are essentially modeled on the early industrial period: vertical, hierarchical, segmented, mechanical, and sluggish.
Our 19™-century government is simply not built for the nature of 215-century challenges.

This problem is increasingly manifesting itself in the growing perception at home and abroad that America is in decline.
Decline is not inevitable, but we are at a moment of choice. That choice is not just a choice between this or that policy, but
a choice as to whether we will seize this moment to upgrade government for the challenges and opportunities of this
century, or continue to operate with a system designed for an era gone by. There is a feeling among Americans that we
need to get ahead of the game, and it is imperative to find ways to resolve the tension between the need to accommodate
differing perspectives on major issues and the need to act on them in time to achieve optimal effects for the resources that
are to be expended.

The Proposal. Anticipatory Governance Practical Upgrades seek to address this tension with upgrades to existing systems
in the Executive Branch. It proposes three basic sets of changes: integrating foresight and policy, networking governance,
and using feedback for applied learning. Each section of this report is broken into concrete initiatives, and each initiative
contains subsets of specific options.

Section A [Foresight-Policy Integration] discusses the subject of systematic foresight—defined as the disciplined
analysis of alternative futures—for the policy process, especially in terms of assessing consequences of actions we
take in response to challenges and opportunities. It suggests 4 concrete initiatives broken down into 18 specific
options for organizing foresight as an input into the policy process.

Section B [Networked Governance] approaches the issue of how to organize government for more effective manage-
ment of complex issues. It suggests 8 initiatives broken down into 38 specific proposals for improving the capacity of
existing systems to mesh their activities for coherent effect, especially those at the most senior levels of an adminis-
tration where strategic intent and strategic action must come together. It discusses ways to relate policies, priorities,
and budgetary resources, and it discusses the problem of how to encourage a true strategic dialogue between the
Executive and Congress.

Section C [Feedback for Applied Learning] discusses the need for constant, organized monitoring of policies in
action, and suggests five specific, sequential, initiatives to detect and respond to error and unintended consequences
in mid-stream, before calamities occur. It also addresses how we can relate awareness of what has been done to new
decisions about what needs to be done.



Vetting and Validation. These proposals were developed and intensely vetted by working groups (consisting largely of
current mid- to high-level government officials) who were assembled for this purpose during the summer of 2011,
operating in their personal capacities under the privacy of the Chatham House Rule. Subsequently, drafts of this report
were circulated back to members of the working groups as well as to very senior sitting and former government operators.
Comments have been carefully reviewed, and in many cases incorporated into the text. The list of contributors comprises
only those working group participants and commenters who granted permission to have their names associated with this
effort.

Why Policymakers Should Pay Attention. What is the case for making time to read this paper and for seriously consider-
ing taking action? Readers will already have noticed an unusual feature: a long list of “endorsers” with extraordinary
credentials to pass judgment on what is a practical and necessary for government, as opposed to what would be theoreti-
cally “nice to have.” These endorsements are not casual; collectively, they are making a statement that (1) the Nation has a
problem with its governance systems, with important implications for the its ability to thrive; (2) Anticipatory Governance
identifies and addresses the sources of the problem; and (3) these recommendations are practical and should be the basis
for action. The list of contributors makes a complementary statement: this report represents not only their collective
judgment as to what could be useful, but also as to what is practical. These are measures that can be approached on a
gradual, modular basis; they do not require legislative action and can be carried out under existing laws and Presidential
authorities; they are designed to be carried out without requirements for new “brick and mortar” institutions or large
expenditure of resources; and they intentionally leverage existing personnel and processes under new arrangements in
order to strengthen the Executive Branch. In sum, the message is: don't put this report on the shelf; make time for it on a
flight somewnhere, and if you conclude that these are real answers to real problems then, upon your return, become an
agent of change. Ask yourself: “If not now, when?”

There is no way around the fact that this is the kind of document that often winds up in a stack of “guilt reading” that every
busy person has: an accumulation of documents that look interesting and important, but which also look formidable and
are therefore set aside “temporarily” for careful reading when time permits (but it never does). The same may be said for
the central idea expressed in this paper: our systems of governance—especially at the level of the White House—need to
be upgraded in order to be able to better comprehend and respond to powerful, complex forces that are forcing societal
change at an accelerating rate. Flipping through the paper, hard-pressed readers may actually conclude that it contains
ideas well worth considering and even implementing, but not just yet. Better to wait for calmer times, which are always
due to arrive just after dealing with the current plateful of crises du jour. The calm interval for reflection and new depar-
tures never comes; meanwhile, the need for upgrades is urgent, and the opportunity for beginning it is now, not later. To
delay is to miss—not merely postpone—the chance to better inform short-term decisionmaking about long-range
consequences, and to navigate not only through each storm as it comes, but also toward the defining goals of our
generation.

These upgrades are not a panacea, but they are short-cut approaches for beginning to adapt existing U.S. Government
systems and processes to be more anticipatory, adaptive, and resilient. They cannot alone transform the culture, but the
improvements to mechanism are a real and necessary step. They are not intended to be “swallowed in one gulp,” but they
should at least be tried and tested in various combinations in a handful of policy areas in order to pave the way for broader
implementation. The skills required to take these steps already exist in government, and regardless, they can be taught. At
stake is not only much-needed improvement in conducting the business of government, but also a tremendous potential
for legacy: to improve the government’s ability to think and act strategically in a vastly changed world.



foreword

The Case for Upgrading Systems

The United States is confronted by a new class of complex, fast-moving challenges that are straining the capacity of
national leadership to “win the future.” These challenges are cross-cutting: they simultaneously engage not only tradition-
al national security systems, but also our social, economic, and political systems. “Legacy” methods of organization and
operation cannot meet this kind of challenge, and government has been increasingly confined to dealing with full-blown
crises rather than focusing on shaping events. Meanwhile, the Nation is losing confidence in government, and there is a
widespread perception that America is in decline. Government needs to organize itself to extend warning time, improve
coordination and agility, and learn rapidly from experience.

Time, money, and skilled human capital are the basic raw materials of strategy, and at least the first two of the three are
now in very short supply. As a result, our margin for error has narrowed considerably, and we find ourselves in a crisis
that extends not only to physical counters—such as the stability of the financial system, or systemic unemployment—=but
one that has also acquired a moral dimension in terms of public faith in the future. Government in and of itself must be
part of the solution, but government as we have been practicing it has been a major source of the problem. Other coun-
tries have developed systems in their governments that enable them to plan and execute long-range policy,® but the U.S.
Government continues to operate using institutions designed for an era gone by. The consequences are visible in terms of
an increasing number of collisions with “unforeseeable events” and in terms of economic opportunities lost to rivals who
are consistently pursuing their strategies.

This pattern is feeding an increasing conviction at home and abroad that the United States is in irreversible decline. Such
a conviction feeds upon itself and can become a negative force. Faith in our ability to shape the future has been a constant
factor in the development of the Nation, but if the public concludes that events are outpacing us, it will be increasingly
difficult to find common cause among ourselves. This has a potentially devastating impact not only on our domestic
existence as a state, but also on our behavior within the international system. There could be substitutes for American
primacy in the world, but there is no substitute for American leadership. Our policies assume the desirability of a win-win
approach for all competitors. Any other approach, based on zero-sum thinking, carries the risk of inhibiting rational
international action to preserve the future of our species. The stakes actually are very high.

In chaotic circumstances, small actions can powerfully influence ultimate outcomes. It is clear that we are in such
circumstances, whether we consider ongoing shifts in political dynamics around the world, in economics, or in the
environment. These are not matters where we can rely indefinitely on crisis management, no matter how adroit. We need
to get ahead of events. It is possible to win a series of important tactical victories but still lose the war for the Nation’s
future if we fail to visualize it and shape it from a strategic, long-range perspective.

The case for systems upgrade is not an easy sell, even if there is broad agreement on the basic need. The endless
procession of near-term emergencies always distracts from the longer-term challenges that need to be shaped over an
extended period of time. The question is how to achieve strategic coherence in a system that is continuously driven by
very urgent shorter-term crises. Each administration quickly gets swept up dealing with the urgent problems of the day,
and too much is happening that demands the constant attention of officials who—before taking their posts and often after
leaving them—~Dbemoan the absence of attention to the big picture and the longer range. The case for upgrading systems
is not about this or that policy; the case is that the inherited systems of government for dealing with major issues are
outmoded for today's kind of problems, which are “complex” rather than “complicated.” As new crises continug to gestate
on the horizon, we simply can no longer afford to delay a system upgrade. We urgently need to begin focusing on how to
bring our management processes up to par with the nature of the challenges we face.

6 QOrganized Foresight systems set up in foreign governments are described in the Annex on page 75.
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“Acceleration” and “complexity” have become common catch phrases for describing today’s challenges, but they are
real phenomena that have profound meaning—and technical implications—for the way we understand issues and
organize policy responses.

“COMPLICATED” PROBLEMS “COMPLEX" or “WICKED” PROBLEMS
Originate from isolated §7 VAVA Result from
causes that are clearly concurrent >
identifiable and fall interactions
within distinct bureau- among
cratic categories multiple
Can be dissected into systems of
isolated chunks addressed, and gvents, and they erode the customary boundar-
pieced back together ies that differentiate bureaucratic concepts and
Consequences are generally missions
proportionate to their causes (for Cannot be broken apart and solved
gvery input, there is a proportionate piece-by-piece. They must be understood and
output) addressed as a system
Fixtures can be put in place for Do not automatically stabilize, but intrinsically
permanent solutions. unravel into chaos if not systemically managed

Cannot be permanently solved. Instead, they
morph into new problems as the result of
interventions to deal with them.

Anticipatory Governance offers ways to manage challenges (and opportunities) that are “complex” with adaptations to
existing systems that are presently built for problems that are “complicated.” It involves institutionalizing three basic
management systems into those that already exist at the White House level:

(1) asystem for integrating foresight into the way we create and execute national policies, including anticipation of
upcoming challenges and opportunities as well as disciplined analysis of the long-range consequences of today’s
decisions

(2) anetworked system for orchestrating whole-of-government management and budgeting to mission, including
intensive coordination of our strategies and our assets applied over time

(3) afeedback system to constantly measure consequence against expectations as a way to learn from experience and
refresh policy.

In combination, these new systems should enable the U.S. Government to deal more effectively with today’s class of
high-stakes, high-speed, complex issues on a more systematic basis, where we typically find ourselves acting short term,
even though we are aware of the need to shape events over the long term. It would establish, in the White House, an
enhanced capacity to mobilize and coordinate resources in a way that begins with a concept of managing-to-mission as
the organizing principle for operations. It would also enable the White House to better keep track of the consequences of
its own policies, so as to be more responsive to facts about what is happening, rather than projections of what was
supposed to happen after decisions were made.

As theory, that has great appeal, but the reality is less clear. In order for a President to give this idea serious consideration,
there needs to be clarity regarding: what “anticipatory governance” can do to help the White House develop and sustain a
comprehensive approach; why the proposed new arrangements would be better than existing arrangements; and how this



system would be better at detecting, tracking, and then managing long-range developments as they move from the horizon
line to the top of our agenda. This report attempts to provide the details that can produce that clarity. Anticipatory Gover-
nance is by no means a panacea, but modernizing government can begin with these practical upgrades to the processes
and mechanisms of government.

Vetting and Validation of Concepts against Strict Criteria

The obstacles to our government's ability to act are deeply rooted in its structures: the deliberately designed tension
between the executive and legislative branches, the vertical and functional divisions of departments and agencies, and the
extraordinarily cumbersome processes by which decisions such as budgeting are channeled. Reconfiguring the govern-
ment to handle complex priorities—to be anticipatory, rather than reactionary—uwill ultimately require deep changes
within the executive branch, involving new legislation and a lengthy period of organizational adjustment to new processes.
As we know from experience with the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986, once a new
legal foundation is laid, it will be the work of a generation to integrate it completely into the processes and culture of
government.

Supporters of the status quo can easily hold off any major change efforts until the drivers of that change rotate, leave, or
another election occurs. Meanwhile, the Nation is immersed in multiple, ongoing crises, with more on the horizon.
Something needs to be done in the moment, capitalizing on existing law and precedent, to upgrade system capacity. The
pulse of government cannot be stopped while whole parts of the system are redesigned, and Congress is unlikely to
produce a well-designed, bipartisan, omnibus bill providing for major alterations in the way government operates. The
best chance is to make limited improvements in the operation of executive branch systems at the White House level, and to
leverage these changes to improve the performance of government as a whole and to open the door to broader transforma-
tion of government if and when that becomes possible. This process can be initiated using existing Presidential authorities
to adjust our processes, to make them more efficient and attuned to the long range. It can be accomplished by broadening
government’s aperture rather than linearly adding

additional scaffolding and by redeploying existing Criteria for Implementation

personnel and resources rather than by adding

people or new organizations. To comport with reality, the initiatives contained in this report

. . have been designed, vetted, and validated against the
A series of workshops held at the National Defense following criteria:

convened experts from in and outside government to executable under existing Presidential authorities
Governance concepts based on strict criteria for compatible with existing White House processes
practical implementation. Participants were mostly (adjustable arrangements for existing staff)

from mid- to high-level positions in government, as
well as former senior practitioners and some outside || Additionally, initiatives are designed to be:

experts in subjects such as foresight and network ultimately compatible with longer-range, more profound
theory. Consistent participation throughout the reform involving the executive branch as a whole, if and
process came from individuals working at the when that becomes possible: and

National Security Staff (NSS), Department of State integrated with advanced methodological approaches,
(DOS), Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), including methods potentially important to foresight
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), Department of Homeland generation and to systems operations.

Security (DHS), Office of the Director of National
Intelligence (ODNI), and the Government Account-



ability Office (GAO). All workshops operated under the Chatham House Rule, meaning participants entered under
agreement from all parties that the discussion would be private, comments would not be attributed to individual persons,
and it would be assumed that each participant spoke for themselves personally rather than for any institution. These
conversations did not address specific policies, but focused instead on how to improve systems that enable the executive
branch to formulate and execute policies.

The initiatives proposed in this document represent a synthesis of the best ideas that emerged from the 2011 working
group process on Anticipatory Governance held at NDU. The proposals have also undergone supplementary scrutiny in a
series of individual encounters with very senior officials from the present and past administrations that took place from
September 2011 to May 2012. All of these concepts can be put into place efficiently, quickly, and by means that are
specifically suited to Presidential authority.

Implementing Practical Upgrades

Implementing Anticipatory Governance would not be a matter of one-size-fits-all, and the total set of proposals herein
should not necessarily be applied equally to every subject. Implementing these initiatives should not require expanded
personnel, provided that the White House offices—EQP, OVP, NSC, NEC, DPC, etc.—leverage existing staff seconded
from agencies and instill them with a sense of leadership in effecting common cause. An administration interested in
implementing these initiatives would certainly have to identify priorities for implementation, and tailor new arrangements
to the circumstances, in order to ensure that the new initiatives cumulatively do not place an additional call on resources.
It would be a good idea to review division of labor with an eye toward moving certain day-to-day functions out to the
periphery so as to lighten the load of the NSS, NEC, and DPC at the core. The President does have the authority to create
new groupings immediately, provided they are centered within the White House.” Special attention would need to be paid
to the skill sets needed among people who are drafted into these groupings, but these skill sets do exist in government,
and regardless, they can be taught.

Typically, reports of this nature are long on the problems and short on the solutions; this report is quite the opposite—by
design. Each section provides a brief overview of one element of Anticipatory Governance—[A] Foresight, [B] Networked
Governance, and [C] Feedback—and the majority of each is devoted to concrete initiatives for establishing these
elements as part of the existing processes of government. Each initiative is supplemented by specific options for imple-
mentation, describing discrete ways that the initiative could be operationalized under the existing authorities of a Presi-
dent. This report does not aim to provide a singular roadmap for the transformation of governance; the initiatives and their
specific options are not designed as a package deal, nor are they mutually exclusive. Rather, the report details a compre-
hensive “menu of initiatives” that could be implemented in various combinations in order to adapt existing U.S. Govern-
ment systems and processes to be more anticipatory, adaptive, and resilient. These are suggestions, involving multiple
possible combinations, and they would certainly need to be adjusted as problems are identified. The key is to think big,
start small, fail cheap, and make adaptations along the way.

Policymakers take their cues from the President. If this is prioritized at the top, it will be taken seriously. Transition periods
between administrations can be used to inaugurate systems changes. The time between elections should be used to think
them through and to experiment with new ideas. At stake is not only much-needed improvement in conducting the
business of government, but also a tremendous potential for legacy: to improve the government’s ability to think and act
strategically in a vastly changed world.

7 Congress caps the number of persons who can work at the EOP, based on both EOP direct hire caps and caps on the number of persons who can be
seconded to the EOP at any one time. The initiatives herein do not propose hiring new staff, but they will require competition for the allocation of
existing staff since it is a matter of moving around finite slots. Of course, if Congress does not like something, they could pass a personnel or
appropriations limitation.



Overview of Anticipatory Governance

Anticipatory Governance is a systems-based approach for enabling governance to cope with accelerating, complex forms
of change. Anticipatory Governance is a “systems of systems” comprising a disciplined foresight-policy linkage,
networked management and budgeting to mission, and feedback systems to monitor and adjust. Anticipatory Governance
would register and track events that are just barely visible at the event horizon; it would self-organize to deal with the
unexpected and the discontinuous; and it would adjust rapidly to the interactions between our policies and our problems.

Section [Al: @=—"_

Foresight as a systematized and actionable component of the policy process [A-1] Organiing a Foresight System

Foresight is the disciplined analysis of alternative futures. It is not prediction, it is not

vision, and it is not intelligence; it is a distinct process of monitoring prospective [Sﬁaﬁ}nzsgfn'mﬂng Foresightas a
oncoming events, analyzing potential implications, simulating alternative courses of

action, asking unasked questions, and issuing timely warning to avert a risk or seize an (A-3] Incentivizing Foresight
opportunity. As a disciplined process, organized foresight offers a means to simulate

actions that would otherwise have to be tested against reality, where the consequences of

error are irrevocable. A foresight-generating and horizon-scanning system can help ﬁ
government detect trends and weak signals, visualize alternative futures, and foster better

outcomes. The United States lacks such a system at the national level. There are multiple

concepts for organizing foresight into a specific stream of information available to

policymakers. The central problem is that no mechanism exists for bringing foresight

and policymaking into an effective relationship. This problem is partly political, partly

cultural, and partly a matter of inadequate systems-design. The political and cultural

issues are very difficult to deal with, but mechanisms can be put in place to ensure that

foresight and policy come together by design, rather than by chance. These initiatives

focus on ways to institutionalize an “interface” that can integrate foresight into the policy

process.

[A-4] Training Professionals for Foresight
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Networked Governance to support whole-of-government planning and execution

Complex challenges require organizational innovation, and networks are the organizational
response to complexity. Government is presently organized on the basis of “best practices”
from the age of the vertically integrated American corporation. This system is ill-suited for
the successful management of policies that address complex issues. Flattened, networked
organizational structures can facilitate rapid flow of information and can thus serve as the
basis for a smarter and more prescient bureaucracy. Networks can help to engage the full
resources of government in the form of adjustable groupings, and in arrangements that
encourage a high degree of initiative, although responsive to overall strategic guidance
from the President. Deep integration of the government would be a lengthy process
requiring enabling legislation. Alternative approaches exist that would enable agencies to
plan and operate more strategically based on “management-to-mission” as the organizing
principle of policy formation and execution, and to apply much greater precision in bringing
resources to bear by “budgeting-to-mission” rather than only by jurisdiction. Networked
governance can also enable the President to acquire much greater situational awareness of
the operations of government. These initiatives could be put into place rapidly by altering
operations within the White House and the Cabinet.

r>%@@@¢%

[B-1] Networking the Strategy
/Policy Planning Offices

[B-2] Leveraging the Deputies’ and IPC Process

[B-3] Engaging the Cabinet Strategically

[B-4] Networking Coordinators for
Cross-agency Missions

[B-5] Budgeting for Strategic Impact

[B-6] Synchronizing National Strategy

[B-71 Systematizing Strategic Priorities

[B-8] Reformatting the Dialogue with Congress

Section [C]: ‘%

Feedback Systems to monitor performance and speed up learning from results

Every policy—no matter how impeccable or creative at the time of its creation—eventually
deteriorates as circumstances change. At the national level, there is not a comprehensive
system for monitoring the vitality or tracking the consequences of policies once they are in
the process of execution.® Feedback systems can serve as a basis for ongoing evaluation,
reassessment, and recalibration of policies in order to prevent breakdowns and system
failures that routinely go undetected until it is too late. Applied to policy, feedback can have
at least three basic functions:

3
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[C-1] Identifying Explicit Feedback Precepts to
Track Policy Execution

[C-2] Establishing a Venue for Feedback

[C-3] Continuously Routing Triggered Indicators

|@l’\ [C-4] Diagnostic Reviews of Consequences
(1) Monitoring, evaluation, and adjustment of policy (to measure results against estimates,

and to reassess/recalibrate policy as needed)

(2) Accountability, control, and self-synchronization (to sustain accountability and control
in a networked system)

(3) Learning and promoting rapid self-evolution (to improve the conduct of ongoing
policies and inject feedback into a foresight mechanism to improve the design of
policy in the future).

These initiatives focus on ways to institutionalize these kinds of feedback as a continuous
process.

8 Some major policies (e.g., Afghanistan) are closely tracked, but feedback should be employed on a comprehensive basis.
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Foresight-Policy Integration

Foresight is the disciplined analysis of alternative futures. It is a distinct process of monitoring prospective
oncoming events, analyzing potential implications, simulating alternative courses of action, asking unasked
questions, and issuing timely warning to avert a risk or seize an opportunity. As a disciplined process,
organized foresight offers a means to simulate actions that would otherwise have to be tested against reality,
where the consequences of error are irrevocable. A foresight-generating and horizon-scanning system can
help government detect trends and weak signals, visualize alternative futures, and foster better outcomes.
These initiatives focus on ways to institutionalize an “interface” that can integrate foresight into the policy
process.

[A-1] Organizing a Foresight System

[A-2] Brokering Between Foresight and Policy

[A-3] Incentivizing Foresight

[A-4] Training Professionals for Foresight

BTEe




Discussion on Foresight-Policy Integration

There is nothing radical about “foresight” in concept, but it is not practiced systematically in the formulation of policy. Of
course, policy is naturally about the future, and no policy is deliberated without considering its implications. There is,
however, a definite distinction between common-sense thinking about the future on the one hand, and foresight as a
structured process on the other. The former is innate: it is loosely structured and generally uses no defined procedure, it
relies on intrinsic deductive reasoning by hurried operators often using predictions produced by subject-matter experts,
and it hopes for a serendipitous alignment of the consequences that we were smart enough to predict amid the fury of
decisionmaking, and the actual events that eventually transpire. Foresight, by contrast, is a disciplined and continuous
visualization of alternative outcomes, based on a systems-operations perspective. It can be organized into a structured
sequence, using rigorous methods to systematically ask the “unasked questions” and to test the implications of different
actions and contingencies. Foresight does not offer prophetic prediction, but it can dramatically increase our preparedness
for the inevitable surprises, and significantly reduce our likelihood of being blindsided by events and dilemmas that would
otherwise never be considered. Foresight can also alert decisionmakers to major opportunities—especially at the first
signs that combinations of events are coming together to open a window for action—that may otherwise either go
unnoticed or be recognized only after the window of opportunity for action has closed.

The policymaker's universe is complex, meaning that events are simultaneously interactive, and therefore fraught with
surprise and unintended consequences. Policymakers always want more certainty, not less. For that reason, foresight often
engenders a strong allergic reaction because it deals with uncertainty, complexity, and contingency rather than with
certainty. In a complex universe, however, the only certainty is surprise. Success goes to those who anticipate.

The acceleration of today's events has the effect of compressing the time that policymakers have to respond, and govern-
ment processes that are designed to be deliberate are challenged when the rest of the world is speeding up. Foresight
provides the capacity to extend response time. Foresight can be converted into a unique stream of information to accom-
pany deliberations about policy; it is the long-range component of what should be a complete system for maintaining
awareness of important contingencies at the level of policymakers. It requires the engagement of skill sets that are broader
than those demanded of the Intelligence Community (to produce short-range predictions), and it also requires a mandate
to pursue understanding across all customary boundaries, be they organizational or functional. Inside the government,
foresight is produced in stovepipes from a risk-based, subject-matter perspective. The alternative is to generate foresight
from a structured methodical perspective relating to the direction of the Nation. This requires an institutional system to
deal proactively with issues approaching over the long-range horizon, and with the effects of near-term decisions on the
longer range.

Policymakers who are busy and overworked will have a reason—or at least the option—to prioritize foresight when it is
fed into their inbox.

Forward Engagement and Future Contingencies of Interest. “Forward Engagement” is an analytic process designed
to help policymakers anticipate future contingencies of interest (FCIs) that are still nascent and gestating on the horizon,
so that their risks and opportunities can be assessed in time to take meaningful early action to shape events favorably. An
FCl is a hypothetical (but plausible) trend or event that would have significant implications for U.S. policy. Properly
formulated, an FCl is a hypothetical described in the present tense, and it does not presume certitude of form or timing
(which is why an FCI is not a forecast). FCls almost always give off early hints that they are coming, like tremors before an
earthquake (what futurists refer to as “weak signals”). FCls can be derived as a product of an individual or a group effort,
based on a mix of intelligence, open-source information, and personal imagination.
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“Black Swans” and Mounting Challenges. Often, when

we are badly surprised by a major event, it is because we “Black Swans” that need not have been:
have not picked up weak signals that an FCI is approach- . .
ing, or we have spent too much time disagreeing about - Eggggzmg?%ee ‘lhéavz :ns?/\gtléﬁgpigggt?ngaﬁll:aw

what to do about them. The former category consists of Orleans was inadequate and the efforts to get
those fast-moving and unexpected events termed “black attention paid to it were ignored.

swans.” Black Swans are very rare events, if they are A e
defined as moments that truly emitted no warning signs, - g?ciggta:c:ﬁliﬁgsllgcgfi%qgérgwesrg”?sn?%?
and the term should not be used as a way to avoid respon- warning sig‘?]s that vEent ibnored plemy
sibility for the consequences of bad or outdated policy. . o '

Most calamities are preceded by warnings, even if these ® BP Oil Well Failure: Reports on the causes of
warnings are faint. Most calamities do emit plenty of the Deepwater Horizon spill indicate problems with
VAT 51 T s 1t o e o
government is to have installed systems to scan for icked up by government regulatory systems.
high-impact events—especially those that are not consid- B The Arab Soring: We all bout the vouth
ered likely by the collective wisdom of experts—and to bulee E]emp'g"gém thaes ;rfgvrﬁsiﬁ“ Coﬁ]ﬁg it
ensure serious consideration by policymakers as to what pricgeé but ng myechamsm éxists o cognsider e Y
these possible events can tell us to consider doing, in convergence of such trends and to evaluate

advance, in our own interests. There is another category assumptions and alternative possibilities. The
consisting of familiar slow-moving, inexorable challenges U.S.-Egyptian Partnership for Economic Growth
that are more obvious but also more difficult to act upon and Development (1994-2000) was formed on the
(and which tend to extend over several administrations in explicit premise that failure to reform Egyptian
their development before they come to a head) such as: governance—particularly by fixing inability to
fiscal deficits, deteriorating infrastructure, resource scarcity encourage economic growth in the presence of an
and climate change, and loss of strategic competitiveness impending youth-bulge—would endanger the

in education, technology, and manufacturing. Disciplined stability of that country and its region.

foresight is not a tool for crisis management, but it does at W Fukushima: No one can predict the particulars of
least make it possible to gain early strategic advantage over a tsunami, but the safety systems in the reactors
both the fast-moving and slowly-mounting challenges. skimped on backup, and in effect had failure built

into them under conditions more extreme than

. . . . | llowed for by the design.
Foresight as a Discrete Kind of Information. Foresight Aowed iorby e desian

is a discrete form of information about the future, and it has

distinct characteristics. Foresight relates to—but is not a synonym for—existing methods of prediction, forecasting,
vision, gaming, or intelligence. Here is why foresight is truly distinct from each:

B Prediction is a point statement of what will happen in the future. Life does not behave that way. Foresight wrestles

with the potential consequences of contingencies, but it steers away from attempting predictive certainty. Prediction is

unreliable, and the consequences of taking action on failed predictions can be calamitous.® Foresight is about ranges
of possibilities, not point-predictions. Foresight acknowledges the ambiguity and uncertainty that accompanies all
actions; prediction denies the existence of ambiguity and uncertainty. Prophesy is a form of prediction based on
religion or magical thinking. Foresight should be systematically developed by rigorous methods, to be used as an
input to policymaking; prediction should be excluded from that role whenever possible.

B Forecasting uses trends and statistical models to predict events and their arrival time. Forecasting is based on a
closed set of assumptions, and it is particularly useful for predicting quantifiable outcomes (finance, demographics,
employment levels, and so forth). While forecasting is useful for foresight, foresight considers a much broader

9 Of course, it is also possible that decisions made based on nonpredictive foresight do not pan out well, which is why a feedback process is needed.
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context that includes questioning the assumptions on which forecasts are based and analyzing dynamics that are
difficult to measure and do not lend themselves to quantitative estimates.

Vision is the capacity to see that which is not yet clear to others and to translate it into a (typically singular) path to
the future. Vision is often exclusive in its views about what should happen, and visionaries can be blind or outright
hostile to alternative outcomes. Visionaries seek to knock out the competition. Foresight, to the contrary, is about
openness to multiple futures and alternative possibilities. Vision can respond to alternatives as heresy. That does not
mean vision is not useful as a mobilizing force, but it should be tempered with humility.

Gaming is not the same as foresight, but it is one of many foresight tools that permits a decisionmaker to test in the
mind (at minimal cost) what might otherwise have to be tested in reality (at incalculable cost). Unfortunately, senior
policymakers rarely participate in gaming exercises, and therefore do not benefit from what they can best offer: the
hands-on experience of stress-testing alternatives against a simulated complex environment. Gaming exercises are
typically based on scenarios that can take months to create; they can thus be a vital tool for foresight, but are not
particularly useful in the midst of ongoing crises. However, it is possible to accelerate the development of games and
the scenarios on which they are based. Quicker design and playability on an as-needed basis would make games an
accessible tool for policymakers. Ultimately, online videogames and massive multiplayer games may offer the
potential for a “holodeck” for policy.

Intelligence is concerned with providing policymakers accurate knowledge about real-world events. It focuses on
what is known, and it is generally oriented toward short-range threats that need immediate attention. Intelligence has
strict requirements demanding empirical evidence about things that have already happened in the past, and is
generally more about collection than sense-making. Classification schemes for intelligence are arranged by topics
and regions, which has the effect of jettisoning that which is deemed irrelevant because it is crosscutting. Foresight,
to the contrary, deals with uncertainty, complexity, and contingencies. It is more focused on hypotheticals-based
analysis of alternative possibilities, which need to be grounded in what is realistic, but not necessarily backed up by
proof. Foresight focuses on opportunities as well as risks, and foresight requires openness rather than secrecy. The
Intelligence Community (IC) can certainly generate foresight,’® but foresight is not the same as intelligence, and the
process for developing it is not the same as the process of intelligence analysis. Foresight is @ much broader form of
information, to which intelligence can act as a tributary—not the reverse.

Foresight and Intelligence. The IC has certain characteristics that account for the reasons why foresight—as a function
of the policy process—must include but should not be limited to formal intelligence:

Overreliance on classified information. Intelligence analysis generally relies heavily on information obtained from
classified sources to the point where open-source information is undervalued.™ The result is that critical facts and
patterns can go unnoticed. Foresight, on the other hand, cannot be bound to a certain type of information source.
Foresight is necessarily an open—not a closed—system.

Foreign-Domestic divide. Intelligence analysis is forbidden—for good reason—to deal with domestic U.S. policy.
It cannot, therefore, address the interactivity that exists between domestic events and international events. As a result,
the Intelligence Community’s representation of the world suffers from a form of “macular degeneration”: a blind spot

precisely at what should be the center of the field of vision, especially for policymakers at White House level. System-

10 The National Intelligence Council has published a series of reports since 1997 on “Global Trends,” which study the future in progressive 5-year

increments: 2010, 2015, 2020, 2025, and 2030 (to date). These reports are genuine examples of government foresight. However, as intelligence

documents, they face certain limitations and constraints—such a legal prohibition on domestic analysis—that non-IC based foresight would not.
" Much more serious attention is currently being directed toward open-source data, but it is still a young trend.
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ic foresight, to the contrary, analyzes opportunities and risks as they interact across the domestic-international
divide."

W Burden of proof. Intelligence analysis has also been tightly bound—not necessarily for good reason—to require-
ments for direct evidentiary proof for every conclusion. /ntuition—inexplicable flashes of insight—are essential to
the intelligence process, but by their nature cannot be routinized in the intelligence process. The system, by its own
internal standards, filters out what cannot be quantified or proven. This suppresses the creative, speculative analysis
that is essential to foresight.

® Short-range orientation. The quality of the intelligence that a policymaker receives is a function of the quality of the
questions one asks. It is also a function of the expectations set for the IC itself. Although it is understandable that
policymakers are generally interested in near-term intelligence, they must also send a demand signal for foresight, if
the IC is to adopt a proactive approach to asking the “right questions.” When foresight is not demanded, current
intelligence trumps all other forms of activity inside the IC, to the extent that the IC is systemically distorted, with a
major blind spot for the long-range. This is not necessarily for lack of tools, but rather the result of a lack of demand.
It is possible that if policymakers made it a point to request long-range, deeper analysis, the IC would give greater
weight to the basic skills to conduct foresight.

m QOveremphasis on “risk.” The U.S. Government has offices dedicated to “risk” and “warning” (for example, in the
IC). Skeptics of foresight might conclude that these offices sufficiently serve the government’s foresight function.
However, while foresight is certainly about reducing risk, it is just as much about seizing opportunity. Often we are so
preoccupied with thinking about vulnerability, threat, and warning that we miss timely indicators of oncoming “on
ramps” and “off ramps” that could lead to game-changing opportunities for strategic advantages. The IC is, by law,
focused on external threats to the United States, and the government is much better organized to avert risk than to
seize opportunity. Foresight, however, should support a whole-of-nation approach for shaping the future, and must
factor in threats and opportunities that could originate internally or externally. Therefore, while risk management is
definitely part of foresight, emphasizing risk-avoidance comes at the expense of attention that also needs to be paid
to identifying, tracking, and organizing to seize opportunities. It is not enough to be superior at addressing risks
because we will always inevitably be surprised. We must also be superior at seizing opportunities so that we can
shape the terms of the game.

Actionability." Foresight is not exclusively future-oriented; it is about actionability: the relevance of long-range informa-
tion to today’s decisions. It is concerned with what will happen, but it is used primarily to inflect what we do in the present.
Otherwise, we blunder forward with limited visibility. Foresight is about conceptualizing what may be happening and what
needs to be done, in alternative models, to protect and further our interests. It is not a single statement, a single J-curve,
an ideology or a doctrine; it is the capacity to rapidly formulate alternative constructs and examine the consequences of
different forms of response. Its highest application, therefore, is to enable policymakers to experiment with different kinds
of action in the mind, rather than to proceed immediately to action in the real world. The ability to experiment in a virtual
setting safely, without suffering real-world consequences of trial-and-error, is an invaluable tool. Reality has no “do over”
function.

12 n general, American governance has historically viewed policy and management for external and affairs as separate domains and dealt with them
as such. There are many exceptions to this observation, but they nevertheless prove the rule. America’s geographic isolation from potential
enemies made this a reasonable approach, but that separation has been breached. America’s economic advantages over potential rivals also made
it possible for us to be less mindful than we should have been about the existence of powerful cross-dependencies. That separation, too, has been
breached. Disciplined foresight recognizes domestic and external policy as coequal, interactive, and fundamentally complex.

13 Risk management offices have become “best practice” in the private sector since the 2008 financial crisis. In addition to reporting on how risks
correlate, they typically have a component dedicated to identifying emerging risks and opportunities on the horizon for consideration by senior
management.

' This concept of “Actionability” was explored in a series of expert workshops cosponsored by the National Defense University and State Depart-
ment’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research. Neyla Arnas and Warren Fishbein, Actionable Foresight, NDU workshop series 2010.
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Defining “long-range.” The length of time that constitutes “long-range” is not a set amount of time, but rather a function
of at least three variables: (1) the speed at which the contingency is or may be approaching; (2) its “mass” or perceived
impact (which is difficult to quantify, but can be assigned an index); (3) the amount of time needed to plan a coherent
response; and (4) the resources needed at various levels of response. Foresight can have various “focal lengths,” meaning
that it can be adjusted for clarity at desired points along a timeline, extending from the near present to the distant future.

Linking long-range and current issues. What is the handoff between long-range and current issues? At what point is
an issue no longer prospective in the long term and active in the here and now? What is the boundary between foresight
and operations? Any piece or set of information about the future that provides a basis for a tangible response is actionable
foresight. Once a long-range contingency begins to have tangible or measurable impacts on present events, it has made
the jump from a long-range to a current issue.

Prioritizing Analysis. Plausible future contingencies are too numerous for comprehensive study, and foresight practi-
tioners have developed methods for prioritizing analysis of future contingencies, mostly using indicators related to
probability and impact. “High-probability/high-impact” contingencies get plenty of attention, as do a familiar set of
“low-probability/high-impact” contingencies (e.g., pandemics, physical attacks on the homeland). Foresight is a
discipline, but it is also a craft. That is why—in addition to being responsive to the needs of policymakers—an ideal
foresight operation will be able to set its own agenda and analyze contingencies on the basis of new weak signals detected
by horizon scanning functions.

Future Contingencies of Interest on the Horizon

B Evolutionary Secession Produces Unintended Consequences. Science and technology now permit us to dictate the evolution
of our species and the planet. While regulatory regimes can respond to near-term risks, incremental advances are building in ways
that pose medium- and long-range risks and opportunities for human destiny. Desired and undesired outcomes have direct

relevance to immediate decisions in policy areas such as research and development, trade, regulation, and health care.

B Environmental Disruptions Demand Sudden Adaptation. Climate change poses a threat to the Earth's ability to sustain human
affairs as we have long practiced them. We may be either approaching or have already passed an irreversible threshold, and the
window for preventative or adaptive action required across myriad aspects of governance is closing, while the debate continues
regarding whether or not this even requires attention.

W Labor Force Up-ended by “Disruptive Technologies.” Watson, the Jeopardy/game show winner, changed the question from if
to when automated machines will be able to replace “white collar” jobs previously only doable by humans. Meanwhile, additive (or
“digital”) manufacturing promises cheap, durable, lightweight, custom-made products available instantly. We know from experience
that automation can build (China) or disaggregate (U.S.) labor systems. How do the Watson and manufacturing revolutions impact
U.S. strategy for the future of U.S. labor, commerce, and education?

B Social Media Transform U.S. Governance. Online social networks have catapulted countries into revolution, and the clock may
be ticking on their breakout impact on U.S. governance. Social media give voice to anyone, thereby posing meaningful challenges
to a representative form of democracy not built for direct participation. U.S. policy on information transparency abroad will have
implications for our own domestic politics. Will we shape or be shaped by this technology?

W Demographic Shifts Present New Market Opportunities. Population profiles across the globe are shifting dramatically toward
both old age and urbanization. These trends are more or less locked-in: they will play themselves out over several decades,
impacting the goods and services that these societies will require (and who will supply them), and therefore the economic strategies
of nations. There will be changed mixes of domestically created products and of needs for imports, including imports based on a
combination of increasing disposable income and more sophisticated tastes for everything from food to furniture to health care.
How will these changes bear on our future market opportunities for goods and services and on the robustness of present trade
arrangements in the future?
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Forward Engagement Process

Anticipation has a dual nature: it is possible to anticipate consequences by visualizing alternative ways in which events play out in response
to exogenous events; it is also possible to visualize the consequences of decisions you initiate yourself, including what is desired, accept-
able, and undesirable. Functions of an actionable foresight process can either begin at the present and look outward, or begin from the long
range and work backward.

Now ->Future: The impact of near-term decisions on the long range.
Decisions at the White House level are made with awareness that they may
produce deep historical reverberations, yet the haste with which many
decisions must be made restricts the time available for analysis of their
potential long-range consequences. While it is impossible to imagine and

Future= Now: The implications of long-range issues
on near-term decisions. We have a tendency to discount
the future, which means we postpone making decisions
that are long-range in favor of dealing with what is very
close to us in time. The trouble with that habit is that our

study so many possible outcomes under such time constraint, it is possible
to think rigorously about potentially major consequences of present
decisions before choosing and implementing them. Methods for doing this
include:

[dentification of blind spots by eva