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Executive summary  

Europe’s food systems are under intense pressure. Climate change, biodiversity loss, soil and 

water degradation, persistent diet-related disease and fragile producer livelihoods make clear 

that “business as usual” is no longer viable. At EU level, the Green Deal, Farm to Fork and related 

strategies articulate ambitious directions of travel, yet on the ground change remains uneven, 

often incremental. The central question behind this deliverable is therefore straightforward, but 

demanding: what kind of governance architecture is needed so that European regions can 

organise and sustain transformative food system change? 

Deliverable 2.1 is the first major step towards answering that question within VISION4FOOD. Its 

purpose is twofold. First, it maps and critically analyses the existing governance landscape in 

Europe, looking both inside and beyond the food domain to identify what kinds of governance 

models have been tried, how they work, and where they fall short. Second, it brings in the 

perspectives of governance experts and regional partners to identify the practical preconditions 

for a novel framework that can be used in, and by, our pilot regions. On this basis, the deliverable 

proposes the conceptual structure and design principles of the VISION4FOOD Governance 

Framework, which will guide the set-up and operation of Food Innovation Platforms (FIPs) and 

related activities in later work packages. 

Approach and scope 

The work proceeds in three main empirical steps. 

Conceptual clarification. We began with a targeted review of recent scientific literature on 

governance of and in food systems and on governance frameworks for sustainability transitions. 

This review distils how governance is defined, which dimensions are considered most relevant 

(actors, power, rules, knowledge, scale, etc.), and how existing approaches conceptualise 

transformation and participation. The resulting synthesis provides a shared conceptual 

language for the consortium and ensures that subsequent analyses use “governance” in a precise 

and consistent way. 

Mapping and comparative analysis of EU governance frameworks. We then undertook a 

comprehensive mapping of governance frameworks and models deployed in the EU over roughly 

the last 15 years. To meet and exceed the project KPI “Food governance models analysed: 20”, 

we identified and analysed 27 governance models and frameworks: 
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• four centralised, government-led food governance archetypes (including the evolution 
of the Common Agricultural Policy and recent national programmes in France and 
Denmark); 

• four Quadruple Helix policy archetypes (RIS3, the Entrepreneurial Discovery Process, 
Regional Innovation Valleys and collaborative regional/municipal platforms); 

• and eighteen governance models emerging from Horizon 2020 and Horizon Europe 
projects, grouped into clusters such as strategic vision platforms, regional and cross-
regional place-based initiatives, innovation and acceleration ecosystems, citizen-
democratic models and value-chain or sectoral governance arrangements. 

These models are classified and compared along five analytical dimensions that cut across the 

literature: (1) actor configuration and power dynamics; (2) goals and directionality; (3) rules and 

institutions (formal and informal); (4) scaling and multi-level coordination; and (5) RRI-embedded 

process orchestration and learning. 

Stakeholder and regional perspectives. Finally, we complemented desk-based analysis with 

twelve semi-structured interviews with governance experts and practitioners, alongside 

consultations with the five VISION4FOOD pilot regions. The latter were organised around a “FIP 

Founding Canvas”, which invited pilot partners to articulate their regional priorities, potential 

missions, existing coalitions and perceived governance gaps. These conversations function as 

an initial mapping of interests in local regions and surface the conditions under which a new 

framework would be considered usable and legitimate. 

 

Key findings 

Across the different strands of analysis, several robust patterns emerge. 

First, European governance frameworks have undoubtedly become more sophisticated. Many 

now formally embrace participation, multi-level coordination and reflexivity. Yet a striking 

implementation gap persists. Ambitious national or EU-level strategies coexist with continued 

environmental degradation, entrenched health inequalities and vulnerable producer livelihoods. 

Municipal food policy councils may generate inspiring visions, but struggle to influence national 

or EU priority-setting. Centralised policies, regional innovation ecosystems and local platforms 

frequently operate in parallel rather than as an integrated governance system. 

Second, power asymmetries and representation remain central. Who is invited, who holds a 

seat, whose knowledge counts, and who ultimately decides are recurrent points of tension 

across models. Numerous initiatives broaden participation rhetorically, but civil society actors, 

small producers and marginalised groups often continue to occupy consultative rather than 
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agenda-setting roles. Where frameworks explicitly redesign governance to empower such 

actors, they do so through clear rules about representation, shared mandates and 

intermediaries that actively broker inclusion. 

Third, scale and coordination are a persistent challenge. Many promising initiatives operate 

either at the very local level (community food projects, city-level councils) or at the highly 

strategic level (national pacts, EU partnerships). The “missing middle” – regional and inter-

regional arenas where transformative experimentation and structural change could meet – is 

often weakly governed. This is precisely the level where VISION4FOOD and its FIPs seek to 

intervene. 

Fourth, process orchestration and learning emerge as indispensable enablers. Effective 

frameworks treat governance not as a static design, but as an evolving process: roles and rules 

are periodically revisited, tensions are openly discussed, and indicators are used to learn rather 

than only to control. Responsible Research and Innovation principles play a concrete role here, 

when they are translated into routines for anticipation, reflexivity, inclusion and responsiveness. 

The interviews and pilot consultations largely confirm these patterns but add important 

practical nuance. Pilot partners have emphasised the need for a “minimum viable FIP” – a 

platform that is immediately grounded in one or two concrete missions, rather than an abstract 

committee. They ask for clarity about roles, mandates and the ecology of intermediaries, and 

they are acutely aware of the paradox between predefined project goals and emergent, context-

driven needs. They also insist on having simple, shared indicators of success that can turn early 

experiments into persuasive use-cases for scaling up or out. 

The VISION4FOOD Governance Framework 

Building on this evidence, the deliverable proposes the VISION4FOOD Governance Framework. 

The framework is designed as an adaptable, Quadruple Helix-based architecture that connects 

EU-level ambition, national policy frameworks, regional innovation ecosystems and territorial 

experimentation. It is structured around four core dimensions and one cross-cutting enabler: 

• Actors & Power – specifying who holds seats in FIPs, how different forms of knowledge 
and experience are represented, and which mechanisms are used to address structural 
power imbalances. 

• Rules & Institutions – combining formal mandates, funding rules and legal constraints 
with informal norms, codes of conduct and RRI commitments that shape everyday 
practice. 
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• Scale & Coordination – positioning FIPs as “bridging nodes” that connect local 
experiments with regional strategies (e.g. RIS3) and EU partnerships, thus helping to 
overcome the missing middle. 

• Goals & Directionality – articulating clear missions that provide stability of purpose 
while leaving room for local adaptation and iterative learning. 

The cross-cutting enabler, RRI-embedded process orchestration, ensures that the framework 

remains a living system: governance arrangements are regularly reviewed, stakeholders reflect 

on inclusivity and unintended effects, and evidence from pilots feeds back into strategy. This 

process-oriented view also underpins the project’s contribution to Impact KPI-6 (“Increase 

participatory decision-making for food innovation ≥ 40%”), by specifying how representation, 

participation and perceived influence will be monitored in the FIPs over time.  

Contribution and next steps 

In sum, Deliverable 2.1 provides three key contributions to VISION4FOOD. It offers a clear 

conceptualisation of governance tailored to food system transformation; it delivers a 

systematic and comparative mapping of 27 governance models and frameworks, thereby 

exceeding the relevant project KPI; and it translates this knowledge, together with stakeholder 

insights, into a coherent governance framework that will guide the design and operation of Food 

Innovation Platforms in the five pilot regions. 

Subsequent work packages will operationalise this framework in practice, refine indicators for 

participatory decision-making and other governance outcomes, and test how the proposed 

design principles perform when confronted with the messy realities of regional food systems. 
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1. Introduction 

The European Union (EU) stands at a critical juncture, facing a confluence of interconnected 

crises that demand a fundamental rethinking of its food systems. Climate change, accelerating 

biodiversity loss, resource scarcity, environmental degradation, and persistent public health 

challenges related to malnutrition and diet-related non-communicable diseases underscore the 

unsustainability of current food production and consumption patterns (Donner et al., 2024). 

Compounding these environmental and health pressures are socio-economic concerns 

regarding the livelihoods of food producers, equity within the food chain, and the resilience of 

food supplies, further highlighted by recent geopolitical events and global disruptions like the 

COVID-19 pandemic (Directorate-General for Research and Innovation (European Commission), 

Bizzo, et al., 2023). Recognizing this urgency, the EU has placed sustainability at the heart of its 

political agenda, launching ambitious policy initiatives such as the European Green Deal, the 

Farm to Fork Strategy, and the Bioeconomy Strategy, all aiming to steer the transition towards 

sustainable, healthy, and inclusive food systems that operate within planetary boundaries 

(Directorate-General for Research and Innovation (European Commission) et al., 2023). 

However, translating these high-level ambitions into tangible, systemic change presents 

significant governance challenges. Existing governance structures within the EU and its 

Member States are frequently described as fragmented, operating in silos, and ill-equipped to 

manage the complex, interconnected nature of food systems (Donner et al., 2024). Traditional, 

often hierarchical modes of government, focused on sectoral policies, struggle to address the 

cross-cutting issues inherent in food system transformation, leading to policy incoherence and 

implementation deficits (Donner et al., 2024). This highlights a critical governance gap – a 

mismatch between the scale and complexity of the problem and the capacity of current 

institutions and processes to effectively steer change. Addressing this requires moving beyond 

the notion of 'government' as the sole locus of control towards a broader understanding of 

'governance' as a process involving multiple actors, levels, and mechanisms, including markets, 

networks, and civil society engagement (Fesenfeld et al., 2023; Runhaar, 2025). The confluence 

of crises, while challenging, may also create critical 'windows of opportunity' for initiating such 

profound governance shifts, but seizing these moments requires deliberate design and 

proactive implementation of new approaches (Herrfahrdt-Pähle et al., 2020; Smith et al., 2005). 

The limitations of current approaches necessitate the development and adoption of innovative 

governance frameworks. These frameworks must be adaptive, capable of navigating 
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uncertainty and complexity, and inclusive, integrating the diverse knowledge, perspectives, and 

interests of all relevant stakeholders (Runhaar, 2025). Participatory, collaborative, and 

democratic models are increasingly proposed as essential for achieving sustainable transitions 

(Donner et al., 2024). Among these, Quadruple Helix (QH) approaches, which explicitly seek to 

foster collaboration between academia, industry, government, and civil society, offer significant 

potential (Starkbaum et al., 2024). By bringing these diverse actors together, QH models aim to 

enhance innovation, ensure societal relevance, and build the broad-based legitimacy needed for 

transformative change (Directorate-General for Research and Innovation (European 

Commission), Lüth, et al., 2023). However, the persistent gap between the EU's strategic 

transformation goals and the realities of implementation on the ground underscores that any 

new framework must prioritize mechanisms that effectively bridge strategy and action, 

fostering coherence and enabling tangible progress. 

This report addresses the need for such a novel governance approach by proposing the 

VISION4FOOD framework. Its purpose is twofold: first, to conduct a rigorous analysis of the 

existing governance landscape within the EU, mapping relevant models and frameworks from 

food and other sectors, identifying analytical criteria, and constructing a typology; and second, 

to synthesize stakeholder perspectives on the prerequisites for effective food system 

governance that fills the gap between national and suprational transformative ambitions and 

regional place-based multi-actor transformative efforts. Based on this evidence, the report 

derives core design principles for the VISION4FOOD framework and outlines its conceptual 

structure, key components, and operational logic. Embedded in Responsible Research and 

Innovation (RRI) principles, VISION4FOOD is conceived as an adaptable, multi-level, QH-based 

governance framework specifically designed to facilitate and accelerate sustainable food 

system transformation across the diverse contexts of the European Union.  

This deliverable responds directly to project objective SO2.1, which foresees the identification 

and analysis of successful governance models for regional innovation, with a specific KPI of 

“Food governance models analysed: 20”. In total, we systematically reviewed and comparatively 

analysed 27 governance frameworks and models relevant to food system transformation in the 

EU: four centralised government-led food governance archetypes, four Quadruple Helix policy 

archetypes for regional innovation, and nineteen governance and coordination models from 

Horizon Europe projects (Sections 3.2–3.4). In doing so, D2.1 exceeds the numerical target of this 

KPI and provides the empirical basis for the governance framework developed in Section 5. 
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2. Mapping the Landscape: Insights from the 

Scientific Literature on Governance Frameworks 

for Transformation and Transition 

 

 Method 

To inform the design of the VISION4FOOD framework, an extensive review of existing 

governance models and frameworks deployed within the EU over the past 15 years was 

undertaken. This section focuses in reviewing relevant scientific literature. Although food 

systems is the focus, we deliberately looked beyond the food sector. We based our search in the 

Scopus database with search terms as “governance”, “food system”, “transitions”, “and 

transformation”. Selection was based on relevance and novelty in terms of conceptual and/or 

analytical contribution. The aim was to develop a robust conceptualisation of governance 

models and ensure terminological coherence throughout the project. 

 Framing “governance” in/of food systems 

Deliverable 2.1 establishes a shared conceptual basis for the Vision4Food consortium’s empirical 

and policy-oriented work. A first—and indispensable—step is to clarify how “governance of (the) 

food system” is defined in the scholarly literature. Table 1 therefore compiles one authoritative 

definition per source from fourteen peer-reviewed publications (2016-2025). 

Table 1: Definitions of “governance” in recent “food systems” literature (2016-2025) 

Source Definition (verbatim or near-verbatim) 

Affre et al. (2024) 

“The structures, arrangements and processes through which 
stakeholders - including government bodies, private-sector 
entities and civil society - interact to guide, regulate and 
oversee food systems and achieve objectives of food security, 
equity and sustainability.”   

Donner et al. (2024) 
“The continuous orchestration of policies and (multiple) food 
systems consisting of diverse interacting actors, respecting 
(in)formal rules and striving to provide food for all, in equitable 
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and environmentally friendly ways, at any time and in any 
context.”   

Fesenfeld et al. 
(2023) 

“A new architecture of deliberative, multi-level and adaptive 
processes that can steer and accelerate food-system 
transformation through stakeholder deliberation, science–
policy interfaces, progress monitoring and coherent policy 
design.”   

Janin et al. (2023) 

“The mode of interaction among the public sector, private 
sector, civil society and consumers to identify, implement, 
resource and monitor solutions for achieving healthy, 
sustainable, resilient, just and equitable food systems without 
leaving anyone behind.”   

Kraak & Niewolny 
(2024) 

“The system of rules, institutions and authority that 
collectively coordinate and manage society, including the 
political, organisational and administrative institutions, rules 
and processes used by stakeholders (state and non-state 
actors) to articulate interests, exercise rights, make 
decisions, mediate differences and meet obligations.”   

Leeuwis et al. 
(2021) 

“The set of strategies and principles that anticipate and 
accommodate inherent social tensions and struggles so as to 
influence food-system transformation as a non-linear, long-
term process of competition, negotiation and re-
configuration.”   

Oñederra-
Aramendi et al. 
(2023) 

“The reflexive self-organisation of independent actors 
involved in complex relations of reciprocal interdependence, 
based on continuing dialogue and resource sharing to develop 
mutually beneficial joint projects and to manage the 
contradictions and dilemmas inevitably involved.”   

Ortiz-Valverde & 
Peris-Blanes (2024) 

“The multi-scale coordination of ‘niche’ innovations with 
smallholders that enables recognitional, procedural and 
distributional justice by engaging marginalised groups and 
aligning local and national decision-making.”   
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Runhaar (2025) 
“How farmers, companies in agri-food chains, banks, 
governments, NGOs and other stakeholders interact and try to 
influence each other in order to achieve their objectives.”   

van Bers et al. 
(2019) 

“Processes and actor constellations that shape decision-
making and activities related to the production, distribution 
and consumption of food.”   

Kennedy & 
Liljeblad (2016) 

“The establishment of rules, practices and processes that 
structure the flows of power and control in the food system.”   

Hospes& Brons 
(2016) 

“The interplay among politics, polity and policies - as three 
modes or dimensions of governance - that interact with and 
are part of food systems.”   

Mangnus et al. 
(2019) 

Governance is conceived as the collective, practice-based 
processes through which heterogeneous urban actors design 
and test institutional arrangements- especially food-policy 
councils- to steer transformative pathways toward 
sustainable food futures. 

Pittore & Debons 
(2023) 

A multi-stakeholder process that (1) frames problems 
systemically, (2) creates boundary-spanning structures, (3) 
remains adaptable, (4) ensures inclusion of marginalised 
voices, and (5) enables transitions toward fundamentally new 
food-system outcomes. 

 

Governance is first framed in general terms. Donner et al. (2024) cite the classic dictionary 

definition -  “the act or process of governing or overseeing the control and direction of 

something” - to show its relevance across the political, managerial, economic, social and spatial 

sciences. Kraak & Niewolny (2024) sharpen this view, describing governance as “a system of 

rules, institutions and authority” through which state and non-state actors articulate interests, 

exercise rights and mediate differences. These foundational ideas anchor food-system 

governance within broader governance theory. 

 

Our literature set, drawn from public-policy analysis, sustainability-transition research, food-

system studies and nutrition governance, covers European and global contexts. By selecting a 
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single definition from each source, we retain conceptual diversity without conflating intra-paper 

nuances. Three overlapping emphases emerge: 

• Structural–institutional: rules, authority and institutional architectures (Affre et al.; 
Kraak & Niewolny; Hospes & Brons). 

• Process-oriented: orchestration, deliberation and adaptive steering for transformation 
(Donner et al.; Fesenfeld et al.; Pittore & Debons). 

• Network- and justice-centred: self-organisation, inclusivity and power relations among 
diverse actors (Oñederra-Aramendi et al.; Ortiz-Valverde & Peris-Blanes; Kennedy & 
Liljeblad). 

Reading across the fourteen sources, supplemented by secondary citations captured in Donner 

et al. (2024) and Oñederra-Aramendi et al. (2023), four inter-locking dimensions and two cross-

cutting conditions emerge, as described in Table 2.2 and Table 2.3 below: 

Table 2: Literature-based core Dimensions of Food-System Governance 

Dimension Indicative sources Insight for Vision4Food 

Actor 

Configurations and 

Power Dynamics: 

Who governs, who 

influences, and 

how power and 

voice are 

distributed 

Janin et al. 2023; 
Donner et al. 2024; 
Kennedy & 
Liljeblad 2016; 
Levkoe et al. 
(2023)†; Leeuwis et 
al. 2021 

Governance analysis must go beyond 
formal roles to identify who steers, 
influences, or resists transformation- 
including often-overlooked actors and 
intermediaries. A power-sensitive lens 
reveals inequities in representation and 
influence, supporting justice-oriented 
transformation in line with SDG 10 and 
EU’s multi-actor principles. 

Rule Systems and 

Institutional 

Structures: Formal 

and informal 

norms, rules, and 

institutional path 

dependencies 

Kraak & Niewolny 
2024; Chen et al. 
(2021)†; del Valle et 
al. (2022)† 

Food system transformation hinges not 
only on policy instruments but also on 
underlying norms, routines, and 
practices. Governance frameworks must 
reveal and contest invisible or informal 
institutional constraints that shape 
decision-making and behaviour. 

Process 

Architectures: 
Donner et al. 2024; 
Fesenfeld et al. 

Governing transitions requires flexible, 
inclusive, and iterative processes. 
Adaptive orchestration fosters 
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Coordination and 

Adaptation: 

Deliberation, 

orchestration, and 

iterative feedback 

mechanisms 

2023; Pittore & 
Debons 2023 

coordination across fragmented domains 
and enables collective learning in 
response to emerging tensions, risks, and 
societal expectations. 

Normative 

Anchoring and 

Directionality: 

Sustainability, 

justice, food 

security as 

teleological goals 

Janin et al. 2023; 
Kjaer (2023)†; 
Pereira & 
Ruysenaar (2012)† 

Governance must be evaluated not only 
by process but by its orientation toward 
socially desirable ends. This involves 
articulating shared visions, embedding 
normative values, and aligning actions 
with long-term objectives such as equity, 
planetary health, and food sovereignty. 

Note: Only first-order sources listed in Table 2 are cited directly; †indicates second-order 

citation via Donner et al. (2024) or Oñederra-Aramendi et al. (2023). 

 

Table 3: Literature-based Enabling Conditions of Food-System Governance 

Dimension Indicative sources Insight for Vision4Food 

Knowledge 

Dynamics and 

Reflexive Capacity: 

Knowledge co-

creation, epistemic 

diversity, 

anticipatory 

learning 

Duncan et al. 
(2020); Oñederra-
Aramendi et al. 
2023; Donner et al. 
(2024) 

Reflexive governance must enable the 
integration of diverse forms of 
knowledge-including experiential, 
indigenous, and scientific-and foster 
shared problem framing, anticipatory 
insight, and iterative evaluation. This 
supports mutual learning and adaptive 
strategy-making. 

Scale and 

Coordination: 

Multi-level 

linkages, cross-

Candel & Biesbroek 
(2016, 2018); 
Moragues-Faus et 
al (2017)  

Effective governance depends on 
bridging vertical and horizontal scales. 
Vision4Food must attend to scale 
mismatches, enable coordination across 
governance levels, and strengthen 
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sectoral alignment, 

territorial 

specificity 

territorial embedding of innovation 
strategies, ensuring place-based 
relevance and systemic coherence. 

 

Identifying these strands positions Vision4Food’s analytical lens: we treat food-system 

governance as a multi-actor, multi-level and value-laden process that both shapes-and is 

shaped by-ongoing sustainability transitions. 
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3. Mapping the Landscape: Existing EU Governance 

Frameworks for Transformation and Transition 

 Methods 

This mapping encompassed both scientific literature and grey literature, including reports from 

EU-funded projects, and deliberately looked beyond the food sector to include relevant 

approaches from areas such as climate action, energy transitions, regional innovation, and 

social policy. The aim was to identify a diverse range of models (at least 20) and analyze their 

core objectives, structures, actors, mechanisms, scales, and documented outcomes or 

challenges, thereby extracting broader lessons applicable to food system transformation. In 

relation to EU-funded projects, we started from those mentioned in the Description of Action 

and complemented them by open searches on the internet. Furthermore, we searched in the 

CORDIS platform for projects funded under the destination “Innovative governance, 

environmental observations and digital solutions in support of the Green Deal”. 

The analysis employed a dual analytical strategy. Deductively, all the 27 identified models were 

systematically assessed against the core dimensions and cross-cutting enablers we identified 

in the literature (Section 2). Inductively, pattern recognition across the dataset generated 

additional emergent analytical dimensions that we used to classify the models in this report. This 

combined approach enables both theoretically-grounded evaluation and empirical discovery of 

governance characteristics beyond predetermined frameworks. 

Models were classified using multiple criteria including governance type, level (spatial scale), 

time horizon, decision-making structures, and domain focus. 

 Centralized, Government-Led Food Governance Archetypes (n = 4) 

Centralized, government-led food governance archetypes represent the traditional hierarchical 

approach to public policy—authority vested in elected/appointed officials, with implementation 

through administrative bureaucracy. Unlike participatory governance models emphasizing 

democratization and multi-stakeholder power-sharing, centralized archetypes maintain formal 

authority within state institutions while offering varying degrees of stakeholder consultation and 

civil society engagement. This analysis examines four distinct centralized models: French 

National Food Programme (PNA), French SNANC (2030), Food Waste Regulation Architectures, 

the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), and the Danish Tripartite Agreement. Together, these 



    

 

21 

 

reveal both the strengths of hierarchical policy implementation and persistent tensions between 

centralized control and transformative governance requirements. 

3.2.1. Common Agricultural Policy (CAP): Evolution from Hierarchy to Co-Management 

The Common Agricultural Policy remains the European Union’s most consequential food-

governance instrument—both in budgetary terms (over €55 billion annually) and in its ability to 

steer land use, livelihoods and, increasingly, environmental outcomes (European Comission, 

n.d.-a). Its governance trajectory over the last decade is instructive: a slow turn away from 

classic hierarchy toward co-management, with new capacities demanded of Brussels and the 

Member States alike (Mata & Dos-Santos, 2024). 

For most of its history the CAP operated through a top-down architecture (Feindt et al., 2022; 

Hepping et al., 2025). The European Commission designed the policy, the Council and Parliament 

adopted it, and national administrations implemented what were largely uniform rules across 

highly diverse territories. The logic was input and output support—payments linked to hectares, 

production, or compliance with basic conditions—rather than measured outcomes. 

Accountability, accordingly, centred on checking compliance with common rules. It worked, in a 

fashion: rules were clear, audit trails robust, but the system struggled to reward environmental 

performance or adapt to local contexts. 

Reform for the 2021–2027 period marked a step change. Instead of a single, uniform delivery 

system, the CAP now runs on national (and in some cases regional) CAP Strategic Plans (Feindt 

et al., 2022; Hepping et al., 2025). In practice, the EU sets common objectives-on climate, 

biodiversity, soil, water, viability of farms, among others-while Member States design a tailored 

mix of interventions to meet them (European Comission, n.d.-b). Several shifts follow: 

• Results orientation. The policy moves from paying primarily for activities or 
entitlements to rewarding outcomes, most visibly in eco-schemes. This raises the bar 
on monitoring, evaluation, and learning; a compliance culture alone no longer suffices. 

• Subsidiarity with guardrails. Discretion over how to achieve targets increases, but the 
what remains anchored in EU-level goals and a common performance framework. It is 
neither pure central control nor unbounded decentralisation—rather a form of shared 
management. 

• Stakeholder engagement. Strategic Plan design formally requires consultation and 
partnership, opening spaces-uneven, but tangible-for participation by farmers’ 
organisations, environmental NGOs, regional authorities, and others. Compared to the 
opacity of earlier drafting cycles, this is a governance innovation. 
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Put differently, the post-2021 CAP reframes governance from prescriptive rule-making to a 

contractual regime: the Union sets the ends, Member States design the means, and 

performance is assessed against jointly agreed indicators. However, it is important to stress 

that reforms of this kind often do not eliminate trade-offs. Instead, they often make those trade-

offs more explicit (Hepping et al., 2025). This includes as: 

• Autonomy vs coordination. Greater national discretion can generate policy divergence. 
Innovation is healthy; fragmentation is not. The Commission’s role subtly changes-from 
drafting detailed rules to orchestrating coherence and ensuring comparability across 
27 plans. 

• Convergence vs equity. Flexibility allows ambitious regions to purchase higher 
environmental performance, while poorer or capacity-constrained regions may under-
deliver. Without targeted support and capacity building, the risk is a two-speed green 
transition. 

• Interest group power. Opening consultation does not automatically rebalance 
influence. In many contexts, established farming lobbies retain outsized agenda-
setting power, which can narrow the space for more transformative measures or for 
consumer and public-health perspectives. 

• System boundaries. The CAP remains, fundamentally, an agricultural policy. Even with 
greener instruments, integration with food, health, and environmental governance is 
partial. Aligning CAP levers with, say, school-meal procurement, nutrition policy, or 
climate adaptation still requires deliberate inter-ministerial coordination at national 
level and cross-DG work in Brussels. 

The governance lesson from CAP implies a shift from hierarchy to co-management. However, 

this enlarges discretion while simultaneously elevating capability requirements. Member States 

must pair robust territorial diagnostics with participatory design capacity and credible 

monitoring–evaluation–learning systems (Mata & Dos-Santos, 2024). EU institutions, for their 

part, should hold the line on directionality (shared objectives), invest in comparability and 

transparency across plans, and extend targeted support to lagging regions-lest flexibility harden 

into inequity. 

3.2.2. French National Food Programme (PNA): State-Directed Sectoral Coordination 

France’s Programme National de l’Alimentation (PNA)-now through its third cycle (2019–2023)-is 

the country’s primary national food policy instrument (Ministère de l’Agriculture, 2020). PNA is a 

state-centred device. Itsauthority sits with the Ministry of Agriculture, while the implementation 

cascades through regional administrations and the coordination runs along sectoral lines 

(Verdeau et al., 2024). That choice brings advantages (clarity, resources, continuity) and 
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predictable constraints (limited voice for civil society, path-dependent logics, slower learning) 

(Verdeau et al., 2024). 

The French Ministry of Agriculture leads, supported by inter-ministerial coordination 

committees. Oversight structures include other ministries and public agencies, with limited but 

present expert and civil-society representation. Stakeholders are consulted, often 

substantively, but the decision prerogative remains governmental (Affre et al., 2024). It is a 

consultative model rather than a co-governance model; agendas are framed within mandates 

and procedures set by the state (Affre et al., 2024). 

PNA3 did more than previous cycles to name the right goals-justice, food security, territorial 

embeddedness, circular economy logics (Bergeron et al., 2019; Bodiguel, 2024; Duvernoy et al., 

2025). That normative anchoring matters. Yet the everyday translation into programmes and 

line-items revealed a familiar gap: what is stated as ambition does not always survive the 

constraints of administrative routines, budget conventions, and sectoral silos 

In terms of advantages of its hierarchical governance, four things stand out. First, 

implementation authority: the state can align instruments, attach budgets, and-when needed-

regulate for compliance. Second, sectoral coordination: food-industry actors understand a 

government-led process and often cooperate with clear directives. Third, measurability: 

programmes come with quantified targets and monitoring requirements; evaluation is baked in. 

Fourth, continuity: institutional memory persists across political cycles, protecting medium-

term initiatives from short-term volatility. 

However, it has been argued that its hierarchical architectures are better at incremental 

adaptation than at paradigm change. Civil-society participation remains largely consultative, 

which constrains community agency and the incorporation of lived experience in agenda-

setting. Bureaucratic inertia slows iterative learning-rules and routines are sticky by design 

(Affre et al., 2024).. Finally, the policy gaze skews supply-side: agricultural competitiveness and 

producer support tend to dominate over consumer health or broader public-health prevention, 

even when strategies acknowledge them. 

Recognition of these limits-especially fragmentation across multiple national programmes and 

the difficulty of coordinating food, health, and climate agendas-has prompted France to develop 

the Stratégie Nationale de l’Alimentation, de la Nutrition et du Climat (SNANC 2030). In intent, 

SNANC is a move from sectoral policy logics to a joined-up governance frame, one that treats 

food, nutrition, and climate as interdependent public-value domains rather than separate 

administrative files. 
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3.2.3. French SNANC 2030: Inter-Ministerial Multi-Sectoral Governance 

France’s Stratégie Nationale de l’Alimentation, de la Nutrition et du Climat (SNANC) 2030 marks 

a deliberate shift away from a predominantly agricultural lens toward a multi-sectoral 

understanding of food (Marant, 2025). Where earlier programmes were anchored in farm policy, 

SNANC brings health (via PNNS), climate, environment, education, and food sovereignty into one 

frame.  

SNANC is steered by the Secrétariat Général pour la Planification Écologique (SGPE), which 

reports to the Prime Minister. This high placement signals political intent: a move from 

ministerial “silos” to a whole-of-government approach. Yet we know from comparative public 

administration that inter-ministerial coordination, when layered on hierarchical bureaucracies, 

can default to lowest-common-denominator compromise rather than real integration. 

SNANC’s stated purposes extend beyond competitiveness or supply. It weaves in social justice 

(SDG 10), food waste reduction, food education, climate mitigation, and territorial 

embeddedness (Bodiguel, 2024; Marant, 2025). The language of food democracy and equity 

features explicitly. That normative expansion matters for directionality: it clarifies what counts 

as progress and which trade-offs require justification. 

The strategy’s preparation triggered notable civic engagement: 105 organisations signed open 

letters and 54 submitted proposals. However, although civil society was consulted, final 

decisions remain centralised. This poses the risk of consultation without co-governance. 

Without formal co-decision rights, consultation can become what some call “tokenistic 

participation.” It creates legitimacy on the input side, but not necessarily influence on outputs. 

However, fragmentation persists. SNANC must still coordinate entrenched sectoral regimes-

agriculture, health, waste, education-each with its legal mandates, budget lines, indicators, and 

guardians. True multi-sectoral governance implies power-sharing across ministries and often 

pooled instruments (joint targets, shared funding windows, integrated monitoring). That is 

institutionally demanding inside a hierarchical state. Sustained impact will require stable 

resourcing, political will across electoral cycles, and bureaucratic capacity for adaptive learning 

(feedback loops that change course, not just report progress).  
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3.2.4. The Danish Tripartite Agreement: Centralized Government-Led Food Governance 
Reimagined1 

Denmark's Agreement on a Green Denmark (concluded summer 2024) represents evolution 

within centralized governance toward "state-orchestrated multi-stakeholder coordination" 

(Danish Ministry of Green Transition, 2024). Rather than unilateral policy determination, the state 

negotiated binding agreements with agricultural industry, environmental organizations, trade 

unions, and municipalities before securing parliamentary support - reversing conventional 

sequencing where government sets policy then seeks consultation. 

The model operates through three governance layers. First, the primary agreement negotiated 

between government and key sectoral actors - the Danish Agriculture & Food Council, Danish 

Society for Nature Conservation, Food Workers' Union, Confederation of Danish Industry, and 

Local Government Denmark - creates binding multi-stakeholder commitments (Danish Ministry 

of Green Transition, 2024). Second, the political agreement "Implementation of a Greener 

Denmark" secured cross-party parliamentary backing, transcending electoral cycles. Third, the 

new Ministry of Green Transition provides dedicated implementation infrastructure - an unusual 

institutional response acknowledging that transformative governance requires coordination 

mechanisms beyond conventional sectoral agencies. 

This architecture creates "state-mediated consensus governance" distinct from purely 

hierarchical authority or voluntary partnerships. Government retains regulatory and fiscal power 

while legitimizing authority through prior stakeholder negotiation (Amangku, 2025). 

Substantive Scope: Land Use Transformation 

The agreements contemplate unprecedented land use reorganization. Four hundred twenty 

thousand hectares - roughly one-seventh of Danish agricultural land - face conversion: two 

hundred fifty thousand hectares to forest, one hundred forty thousand hectares to wetlands and 

natural areas (Danish Ministry of Green Transition, 2024). This explicitly addresses the historical 

tension between food production and environmental restoration. 

Environmental ambitions extend beyond land conversion. Twenty-one new national parks, 

marine environment improvements, and enhanced water quality initiatives reposition 

environmental restoration as central rather than peripheral to food governance (Danish Ministry 

 

 

1 This section also draws on insights from the policy session “The Danish Green Tripartite Agreement: 
Collaboration and Coordination”, Transformative Governance for Food Systems and Biodiversity 
Conference, Copenhagen, 3 December 2025 (first author’s notes from the session; any errors remain the 
author’s). 
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of Green Transition, 2024). Simultaneously, agricultural transformation emphasizes 

technological reorientation toward climate-friendly production rather than sectoral 

abandonment. 

The Green Land Fund (5.76 billion EUR) provides risk-sharing compensation, enabling farmland 

acquisition and farmer transition support (Danish Ministry of Green Transition, 2024). This 

internalizes externality costs, addressing a critical governance barrier: land conversion imposes 

concentrated costs on individual farmers while delivering diffuse societal benefits. Without 

compensation mechanisms, governance faces farmer resistance and legitimacy challenges. 

Twenty-three local tripartite groups embed state, municipal, agricultural, and environmental 

representatives in territorial decision-making, distributing implementation authority downward 

while maintaining national-level coherence (Danish Ministry of Green Transition, 2024). 

Institutional Innovation 

The Ministry of Green Transition represents distinctive institutional response to multi-actor 

governance challenges. Rather than creating another sectoral regulator, Denmark established a 

ministry specifically to implement cross-cutting agreements, suggesting recognition that 

transformative governance requires dedicated orchestration infrastructure (Danish Ministry of 

Green Transition, 2024).This ministry functions as coordination body across government 

agencies and non-state stakeholders, managing local tripartite groups. 

This institutional commitment communicates priority equivalent to traditional domains. 

However, whether dedicated infrastructure can overcome entrenched sectoral interests and 

finance fragmentation remains to be demonstrated through implementation. 

Power Dynamics and Inclusion 

The model redistributes formal authority in limited but consequential ways. Agricultural industry 

representatives occupied co-negotiating rather than merely consultative roles, suggesting 

movement beyond hierarchical regulation toward negotiated sectoral policy (Kosiara‐Pedersen, 

2025). Environmental organizations similarly gained negotiating positions within agreement 

formulation and local tripartite groups. 

Trade union inclusion - particularly labor interests - represents incorporation historically 

marginal in agricultural policy, signaling recognition of employment implications warranting 

labor representation (Danish Ministry of Green Transition, 2024). Municipal inclusion reflects 

acknowledgment that implementation capacity resides at territorial levels. 

However, citizen voice remains ambiguous. While organized civil society participates, direct 

citizen participation mechanisms are absent, suggesting governance responsive to institutional 
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actors rather than grassroots constituencies. Whether this constitutes adequate inclusion 

remains debatable from participatory governance perspectives. 

Knowledge Integration 

The agreements reflect integration across knowledge domains. Agricultural biosolutions, 

climate science validating livestock-related emissions, and ecological expertise addressing 

water quality suggest pluralistic epistemic architecture. Local tripartite groups embed 

agricultural practitioners, environmental experts, and municipal officials, facilitating knowledge 

integration across traditional silos (Danish Ministry of Green Transition, 2024; Stagstrup, 2025). 

However, contested knowledge claims regarding plant-based foods and carbon taxation remain 

bracketed through negotiated compromise rather than explicit arbitration. This pragmatic 

approach sacrifices epistemic clarity for political feasibility - a characteristic trade-off in 

consensus governance (Amangku, 2025). 

Normative Anchoring 

The agreement operationalizes environmental restoration, climate mitigation, and competitive 

sustainable agriculture as central normative commitments (Danish Ministry of Green Transition, 

2024). Environmental sustainability and economic competitiveness receive explicit 

prioritization; commitments to nutrition equity or food democracy receive less emphasis. 

The Green Land Fund addresses farmer transition support, yet questions persist about equitable 

benefit distribution, particularly for smaller farmers unable to transition to biosolutions-

intensive production. The emphasis on Denmark's "global leadership in the green transition" 

signals commitment to competitive positioning alongside environmental goals, prioritizing 

market competitiveness over food sovereignty frameworks. 

Implementation Challenges 

Several governance tensions merit attention. First, stakeholder negotiation preceded 

parliamentary deliberation, potentially constraining democratic autonomy and limiting 

alternative perspectives. Citizens without stakeholder representation experienced governance 

as predetermined political settlement rather than open deliberation. 

Second, land conversion imposes concentrated costs on certain populations - particularly 

farmers - while distributing environmental benefits broadly. The Green Land Fund mitigates but 

does not eliminate this distributional asymmetry. Governance consensus may mask these costs, 

potentially generating implementation resistance as agreements transition from political 

settlement to lived experience. 

Third, agricultural transformation prioritizes market-driven sustainability and biosolutions 

rather than alternative food system models such as cooperatives or solidarity economy 
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frameworks. Governance appears constrained by conventional economic logics rather than 

fundamentally contesting them. 

Fourth, local implementation capacity varies substantially. Wealthier, organized municipalities 

will likely navigate processes more effectively, creating risk of uneven territorial implementation 

and reproducing existing development disparities. 

Finally, agreements assume stable future conditions. Rapid climate change, economic 

disruption, or political shifts could render negotiated compromises outdated, generating 

demands for renegotiation the governance architecture may struggle to accommodate flexibly. 

Comparative Assessment 

The Danish model demonstrates that large-scale agricultural land use transformation, 

environmental restoration, and climate mitigation can operationalize through democratic 

institutions adapted for multi-stakeholder coordination (Danish Ministry of Green Transition, 

2024). This offers practical guidance for other European regions contemplating food system 

transformation requiring negotiation among conflicting interests. 

However, the model exemplifies persistent limitations in centralized governance. Democratic 

deliberation is constrained by predetermined stakeholder agreements; citizen participation 

beyond organized constituencies remains marginal; transformative ambition operates within 

conventional economic logics; and implementation challenges - particularly distributional 

questions - may generate resistance as agreements transition from political settlement to lived 

change. 

Whether Denmark's governance proves replicable in regions with weaker consensus traditions, 

more fragmented stakeholder landscapes, or less developed democratic institutions remains an 

open question warranting ongoing comparative study. 

 Regional Quadruple Helix (QH) Policy Archetypes (N=4) 

Quadruple Helix (QH) governance marks a significant shift in how European regions design and 

implement innovation policy. Moving beyond the traditional “triple helix” of government, 

academia and industry, the QH framework explicitly recognises civil society and citizens as co-

equal governance actors. Within this broader paradigm, RIS3 (Research and Innovation 

Strategies for Smart Specialisation) provides the strategic policy architecture, the 

Entrepreneurial Discovery Process (EDP) operationalises participatory governance, and 

Regional Innovation Valleys (RIVs) emerge as a new institutional layer for inter-regional 

collaboration and systemic transformation. 
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Taken together, these three elements form a mature governance architecture: RIS3 anchors 

innovation in place-based regional strategies; EDP embeds participatory, adaptive processes 

throughout the policy cycle; and RIVs connect regions horizontally, allowing them to learn from 

one another while addressing territorial imbalances in innovation performance. 

3.3.1. RIS3: a place-based governance framework for regional innovation 

Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialisation (RIS3) were introduced to do 

something earlier generations of regional policy rarely managed: match how we govern 

innovation to the specific places where it actually happens (Directorate-General for Regional and 

Urban Policy (European Commission), 2012; Foray et al., 2021). Three interlocking pillars give 

RIS3 its distinctive shape- localisation, prioritisation, and participation-and together they 

amount to a different theory of coordination in the EU’s multi-level system. 

First, localisation. RIS3 starts from the territory, not from a generic model (Stefani & Gourgiotis, 

n.d.). Regions are asked to diagnose their own assets and constraints-knowledge bases, 

industrial specialisations, institutional capacity, even social capital-and to build strategy from 

that analysis. Governance legitimacy, in this view, is linked to demonstrating that choices are 

grounded in a robust understanding of regional realities. 

Second, prioritisation. RIS3 requires concentration of effort on a small number of domains 

where a region can plausibly combine current strengths with future opportunity (Directorate-

General for Regional and Urban Policy (European Commission), 2012; Foray et al., 2021; Stefani 

& Gourgiotis, n.d.). That has immediate governance consequences: someone has to arbitrate 

trade-offs, set criteria, and align budgets. In practice this shifts the policy logic from broad 

innovation diffusion to focused portfolio building, where critical mass is intentionally assembled 

in selected areas instead of spreading thinly across many. 

Third, participation-via the quadruple helix and the Entrepreneurial Discovery Process (EDP). 

RIS3 formalises the involvement of government, research and education, business, and civil 

society in strategy formation (Fitjar et al., 2019; Foray et al., 2021). The EDP is the working 

mechanism: a structured process where diverse actors probe opportunities, test assumptions, 

and surface bottlenecks together. It is not consultation bolted on at the end; it is how priorities 

are found and refined. The expectation is that better intelligence and stronger buy-in emerge 

when the people who will have to invest and implement are part of the discovery process from 

the start. 

A final element turns RIS3 from aspiration into practice: governance conditionality. From 2014 

onward, having an approved RIS3 became an ex-ante condition for accessing the European 
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Regional Development Fund (ERDF) (Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Policy 

(European Commission), 2012). Regions without a credible strategy, developed through 

participatory processes, could not draw down funds. The effect was immediate. Public 

administrations invested in diagnostic capacity, convening platforms, and monitoring routines; 

more than €65 billion in structural fund co-financing flowed through RIS3-aligned programmes 

over 2014–2020, embedding the approach as a cornerstone of EU regional governance. Put 

differently, RIS3 did not just change the wording of strategies—it changed how decisions get 

made, who gets a seat at the table, and how money moves. 

Two implications follow for policy practice. First, institutions matter: prioritisation must be 

linked to hard budget choices and accountability for results. Second, process quality matters: 

the EDP is most valuable when it is continuous (learn-and-adjust), not a one-off workshop. 

Regions that treat RIS3 as a living governance system-rather than a compliance document-tend 

to be the ones that turn strategy into coordinated action (Foray et al., 2021). 

3.3.2. Entrepreneurial Discovery Process (EDP): from one-off consultation to continuous 
governance 

Within RIS3, the Entrepreneurial Discovery Process is where place-based strategy becomes 

practice. It is the operational core-the venue where priorities are not only announced but 

discovered, contested, and adjusted with those who will carry them forward. And it has changed 

markedly over the last decade. 

In the first programming cycle (2014–2020), many regions treated EDP as a design-time exercise. 

The timeline was short and front-loaded: officials and experts drafted a strategy, then convened 

workshops to validate proposals. Participants tended to come from the triple helix (government, 

research, business); civil society was invited less often and, where present, rarely shaped 

decisions (Deakin et al., 2018). Authority remained at the centre and consultation often arrived 

after the substantive choices had been made (Cvijanović et al., 2020; Kruczek & Deska, 2018). 

In the current period (since 2021, the leading edge looks different (Laranja et al., 2021; Manioudis 

& Angelakis, 2023). EDP is increasingly designed as a continuous governance function that spans 

the whole policy cycle—design → implementation → monitoring → revision. The actor mix is 

explicitly quadruple helix, with civil society and citizen organisations joining government, 

research, and business. Government’s role shifts from sole designer to facilitator and platform-

provider: convening the process, opening data, and enabling others to shape calls, pilots, and 

course corrections. Authority is more distributed; not everywhere, not perfectly, but often 
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enough to matter. Crucially, EDP continuity is now treated as normal administration rather than 

a one-off project phase. 

At least the three governance innovations are important to mention (Estensoro & Larrea, 2023; 

Ganzaroli, 2024; Laranja, 2022; Laranja et al., 2021).  First, there is a shift from consultation to 

co-decision. Advanced regions use EDP to share real choices—on priority domains, the design 

of instruments, even the timing and scope of calls. The spectrum remains wide (symbolic 

participation still exists), but the direction of travel is toward binding influence, not just voice. 

Second, there is a move from triple to quadruple helix. Including civil society is not window 

dressing. Innovation problems are also societal problems—they involve values, distributional 

effects, and legitimacy. Civil society actors bring those dimensions into priority-setting, 

complementing technical and market intelligence with lived experience and equity concerns. 

Third, there is a focus on a continuous process management (Laranja, 2022; Manioudis & 

Angelakis, 2023). Contemporary EDP builds feedback loops into the calendar. Stakeholders meet 

at regular intervals to review indicators, identify emerging opportunities or bottlenecks, and 

adjust priorities, policy mixes, and instruments. In short, EDP becomes a conduit for reflexive 

governance: learn, revise, repeat—rather than locking a five- to seven-year plan on day one. 

However, transitioning to a continuous EDP is less about frequency of meetings and more about 

adopting a governance modality that imposes material institutional demands. The experience of 

Centre-Val de Loire—running discovery processes across RIS3 and EIP-AGRI—illustrates both 

promise and friction (Canto-Farachala et al., 2022; Estensoro et al., n.d.). Regions must 

anticipate resistance by mapping likely veto points and engaging early; coordinate across 

policies so EDP cycles in innovation, agriculture, environment, and skills do not fragment; build 

capacity so officials and facilitators can convene deliberation, synthesise inputs, and translate 

them into workable instruments; and close the loop so insights from dialogue reorient calls, 

budgets, and priorities in time to matter. When these conditions are met, EDP operates not as 

logistics, but as a mechanism of adaptive stewardship. 

Seen this way, EDP is not merely a participation tool. It functions as a change-management 

technology inside public administration—rewiring routines so strategies can evolve with 

evidence and with stakeholders, not despite them. That is the promise: a move from episodic 

consultation to shared, adaptive stewardship of regional transformation. 

3.3.3. Regional Innovation Valleys: a new scaffold for inter-regional collaboration 

Regional Innovation Valleys (RIVs), launched under Horizon Europe’s European Innovation 

Ecosystems, are Europe’s newest attempt to organise collaboration between regions rather 
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than only within them (European Comission, 2025). In 2025, 147 regions participate (European 

Comission, 2025). The governing idea is that RIVs cultivate cooperative equity—peer learning, 

joint projects, and shared problem-solving that narrow innovation divides while respecting 

territorial specificity (Tomasi et al., 2025). 

RIVs are bottom-up coalitions anchored in existing RIS3 strategies and clustered around 

common themes, such as digital health and circular bioeconomy. They remain place-based, but 

they create channels for knowledge, people, and instruments to move across borders (Boschma 

et al., 2025; MCCANN et al., 2025). The actor constellation follows the quadruple helix: public 

authorities, research and education, firms, and—distinctively—citizens and civil society as co-

creators rather than mere beneficiaries. Governance proceeds through an iterative loop: 

regions compare diagnostics, define shared problems, test solutions together, and reflect on 

what travels and what does not. In effect, RIVs add a horizontal layer of reflexive capacity on top 

of the EU’s multi-level system. 

A flag-bearing application is RIV4BFS-Regional Innovation Valleys for Bioeconomy and Food 

Systems (Directorate-General for Research and Innovation (European Commission), 2023). Food 

system transformation is intrinsically cross-sectoral: production and processing, yes, but also 

public health, environment, logistics, skills, and social innovation. RIV4BFS convenes these 

strands, helping regions with weaker bioeconomy capabilities build institutional and technical 

capacity, while enabling stronger regions to open their toolboxes-metrics, living-lab designs, 

procurement templates-to peers (Rinaldi, 2025). The emphasis, crucially, is not on exporting a 

single model, but on adapting practices to different contexts without losing directionality. 

Within the European innovation policy architecture, Regional Innovation Valleys provide an 

inter-regional coordination mechanism, while RIS3 structures intra-regional innovation 

governance. Recent cases demonstrate that the shared principles of place-based diagnosis, 

prioritisation, and participatory discovery can yield distinct-yet instructive-governance 

configurations. 

Basque Country (Spain) 

Basque Country’s RIS3 prioritises advanced manufacturing, energy, and biosciences, with the 

regional agency acting as a central orchestrator. Entrepreneurial discovery is not a one-off 

workshop but an infrastructure of social labs, cluster-level prioritisation, and continuous 

stakeholder engagement. Municipal strategies (Bilbao among others) align upward to the 

regional plan, which in turn nests within national priorities. The result has been steady gains in 

firm innovation performance and diversified specialisation—upgrading traditional strengths via 
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knowledge-intensive activities (Igoa-Iraola et al., 2025; Shaukat & Stöterau, 2023; Tabarés & 

Boni, n.d.). 

Catalonia (Spain) 

Catalonia’s RIS3CAT operationalises participation through sectoral platforms and territorial 

specialisation projects. The interesting move is explicit integration of Responsible Research and 

Innovation (RRI)-anticipation, reflexivity, inclusion, responsiveness-into governance rather than 

keeping it in ethics annexes (Tabarés & Boni, n.d.). Universities are not only knowledge suppliers 

but governance partners, co-steering roadmaps with firms, administrations, and civil society 

(Gañán de Molina et al., 2022). 

 

East Netherlands 

A long-standing emphasis on platform governance-making the ecosystem legible and 

accessible-anchors the strategy (Boschma et al., 2025; Fonseca & Maguire, 2024). Regional 

infrastructures connect SMEs, larger firms, universities, and intermediaries; cluster maturation 

is supported over years, not months; entry barriers for new actors are lowered intentionally. 

Lesson: platforms are public goods. When the region invests in connective tissue, the system 

becomes more open and navigable, and value creation is less dependent on a handful of 

incumbents. 

East and North Finland 

With forests as a core asset, RIS3 is leveraged for a green transition around the bioeconomy, 

extending into energy, tourism, and advanced materials (Jokelainen & Foray, 2024). Importantly, 

rural communities are not an afterthought: they participate in setting priorities and shaping 

pathways, which helps avoid extractive patterns where resources flow out and benefits fail to 

return (NAUWELAERS et al., 2022). 

3.3.4. Collaborative Multi-Stakeholder Archetypes (Regional & Municipal)  

Across Europe, a family of “hybrid” governance models has taken shape at city and regional level: 

territorial food policy councils (e.g., Ghent), regional food-innovation clusters, sustainable 

landscape governance in the Azores, Leuven’s Innovative Multi-Actor Collaboration (IMAC), 

Nordic–Baltic regional transformation platforms, and the Milan Urban Food Policy Pact (MUFPP). 

What unites them is not a single institutional design but a shared purpose: to create a formal, 

institutionalised space where public authorities, businesses, knowledge actors, and civil society 

can deliberate and co-create-at a territorial scale-on food system challenges (Bassarab et al., 

2019; Candel & Biesbroek, 2018; Directorate-General for Research and Innovation (European 
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Commission), Bizzo, et al., 2023). These are networked structures that seek legitimacy through 

openness and continuity rather than through statutory authority alone (Gupta et al., 2018; Michel 

et al., 2022; Mooney, 2022). 

By design, these models assemble a multi-stakeholder composition. Ghent’s “Gent en Garde” 

council, for instance, convenes representatives from agriculture, associations, research, and 

commerce around a common table (Bauwens & Onzia, 2017; Crivits et al., 2016). Leuven’s IMAC 

goes a step further by treating the collaborative platform itself as a collective actor—a move that 

matters, because it recognises the network’s capacity to address supra-local power imbalances 

rather than acting merely as an advisory forum (Medina-García, Nagarajan, Castillo-Vysokolan, 

et al., 2022; Medina-García, Nagarajan, & Van den Broeck, 2022). The picture is not uniformly 

rosy: participation often relies on voluntary effort, which increases the risk that time-poor or 

resource-constrained groups-social-economy actors, individual citizens—are present in name 

but under-represented in practice (Giesbers et al., 2025).  

These arrangements build hybrid institutional spaces, blending the agility and social reach of 

civic networks with the legitimacy and resourcing of municipal or regional government. Their 

central governance problem is institutionalisation: moving from project logic to durable 

architecture (Giesbers et al., 2025). Leuven’s experience is instructive-clarifying roles and 

responsibilities, stabilising venues for conflict and negotiation, and ensuring administrative 

anchoring proved as important as any specific project outcome (García, 2024; Medina-García, 

Nagarajan, Castillo-Vysokolan, et al., 2022; Medina-García, Nagarajan, & Van den Broeck, 2022). 

At another scale, the MUFPP illustrates how a transnational municipal network can function as 

an institutional innovation of its own-enabling cities to share practice and, where necessary, 

bypass national bottlenecks that slow policy learning (Barbour et al., 2023; Martín & de la Fuente, 

2022). 

These platforms operate through structured deliberation-core teams that iterate strategy, 

councils that review and give feedback, and working groups that translate proposals into 

actions. Ghent’s council acts as a sounding board for city policy, feeding an iterative loop 

between practice and direction (Crivits et al., 2016). Leuven couples governance with 

transdisciplinary action research, and its continuity depends on facilitative leadership-

stewardship, mediation, catalysing-maintained over time rather than ad hoc (Medina-García, 

Nagarajan, & Van den Broeck, 2022). In such models the process is, to a significant extent, the 

product: they manufacture joint visions, negotiated action plans, recommendations, and-most 

critically-institutionalised spaces where trust, peer learning, and perceived legitimacy can 

accumulate. That social infrastructure is what makes subsequent policy moves possible. 
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The orientation is explicitly transformative. Goals are framed around sustainable production and 

consumption, food democracy, food justice, and the reduction of inequities. In the Azores, 

regulatory councils have also served as social anchors, protecting local food cultures while 

steering change-an important reminder that directionality includes preservation where it 

underwrites identity, livelihoods, or ecological integrity (Hernández et al., 2018). 

A defining feature is the commitment to epistemic diversity (Giesbers et al., 2025). These models 

are built to integrate practitioner expertise, scientific knowledge, administrative know-how, and 

lived experience. Leuven’s use of transdisciplinary methods formalises that integration; the 

MUFPP’s global network acts as a channel for knowledge sharing and mutual learning among 

cities. Crucially, many platforms embed feedback loops-periodic reviews where evidence and 

experience are used to adjust priorities and instruments.  

Most of these arrangements are local or regional, which is their strength-and their constraint. 

Vertical coordination remains hard. Food policy has historically not been a core municipal 

competence, and cities often find themselves marginal in EU-level food governance (Polman & 

Bazzan, 2023)l. The recurring governance gap is the link between territorial initiatives and 

national/EU frameworks-funding, regulation, and performance indicators rarely join up neatly. 

Proposals such as a European Food Policy Council seek to create a formal vertical interface—

accelerating alignment across EU, national, and local levels and reducing today’s scale 

mismatches (De Schutter et al., 2020; Kállay, 2023). 

Collaborative territorial platforms can rebalance agenda-setting power, surface neglected 

knowledge, and build the legitimacy required for difficult trade-offs. Their effectiveness, 

however, depends on three design commitments: (i) resourcing participation so inclusion is real, 

not voluntary-only; (ii) institutionalising the space-clear roles, stable venues, and administrative 

anchoring; and (iii) creating multilevel interfaces so local problem-solving can shape, and be 

supported by, national and EU policy. Where those conditions hold, these hybrid structures 

become governance devices capable of steering territorial food system transformation. 

 

 



    

 

36 

 

 Frameworks and Models of (Food System) Governance in Horizon Europe 
Framework Programme  (N=19)2 

3.4.1. Strategic Vision Platforms (N=2) 

Fit4FOOD 2030, FOODPathS 

This archetype operates at EU-wide or pan-European scale with explicitly long-term horizons, 

deploying multi-stakeholder platforms and partnership frameworks that bridge policy, research, 

and practice communities. Governance types include digital knowledge exchange platforms and 

partnership co-creation frameworks designed for systemic coordination across the European 

Research Area (ERA). These models do not execute local projects but rather set the "rules of the 

game" and align the funding streams that make other governance actions possible. 

 

Fit4FOOD2030 

The Fit4FOOD2030 project serves as the progenitor for this archetype, establishing a bifurcated 

governance structure that distinguishes between "City Labs" and "Policy Labs". This structural 

separation is insightful, acknowledging that governance operates at two distinct speeds. City 

Labs, often hosted by informal institutions like science centers or museums, focus on building 

competence and engagement among citizens and local actors. They operate as "safe spaces" for 

experimentation, unencumbered by heavy bureaucratic oversight. In contrast, Policy Labs 

operate at the ministerial or regional level, tasked with the slower, more arduous work of aligning 

Research and Innovation (R&I) agendas with Food 2030 priorities. 

A critical insight from the Fit4FOOD2030 governance model is the role of the Coordinator in 

Policy Labs. Successful implementation required coordinators who could navigate inter-

ministerial silos, effectively bridging the gap between agriculture, health, and education 

ministries. The project introduced "Policy Cards" as a governance tool to map policy gaps and 

coherence issues, facilitating a structured dialogue between these disparate administrative 

bodies. The governance structure here acts as a "connective tissue," attempting to link the 

chaotic innovation of the City Lab with the structural power of the Policy Lab to influence the 

overarching EU research and innovation policy. 

 

FOODPaths: The Prototype Partnership for Sustainable Food Systems 

 

 

2 This section draws on official information available in CORDIS, project webpages and selected 
deliverables. 
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FOODPathS is a governance project par excellence. Its primary objective is to design the 

"Prototype Partnership for Sustainable Food Systems" (SFS Partnership), a massive institutional 

vehicle intended to launch under Horizon Europe. Unlike the experimental labs of Archetype I, 

FOODPathS engages in Meta-Governance—governing the governance itself. 

The project’s deliverables, such as the "Modus Operandi," "Governance Model," and "Sustainability 

Charter", are essentially the constitutional documents for future EU food policy. The core 

mechanism is the "Mirror Group" structure, implied in the partnership design, where national 

governance structures are encouraged to "mirror" the EU-level partnership to ensure policy 

transmission and funding alignment. This structure creates a direct conduit for policy 

synchronization between the European Commission and Member States. 

FOODPathS also works to define the "Strategic Research and Innovation Agenda" (SRIA). By 

defining what research is "fundable," the SRIA acts as a powerful governance tool, steering the 

entire academic and industrial research apparatus of Europe towards specific normative goals 

(sustainability, health, inclusion). The project effectively creates a "funder’s forum" to align the 

diverse and often contradictory funding strategies of national ministries, private foundations, 

and the EC. 

The trajectory from Fit4FOOD2030 to the FOODPathS Prototype Partnership illustrates a 

hardening of EU governance. Fit4FOOD2030 acted as a "linking pin," a soft governance 

instrument designed to facilitate dialogue. The SFS Partnership, however, represents a "harder" 

governance instrument involving co-funding commitments and binding strategic agendas. This 

evolution suggests that the EU is moving from a phase of encouraging systems thinking to a 

phase of mandating it through financial conditionality and institutional lock-in. 

3.4.2. Regional and cross-regional governance for Place-Based Transformation  (N=7) 

Reconfigure, GRRIP, RRI2SCALE, ROBIN, CHERRIES, RIBES, FoodCLIC 

Regional and cross-regional governance explicitly attending to territorial specificity and place-

based development. Some of them, have are focused on embedding Responsible Research and 

Innovation (RRI) principles within innovation ecosystems and R&I policies (e.g., Reconfigure, 

GRRIP, RRI2SCALE, CHERRIES). These models operate at regional scales with medium-to-long-

term horizons, employing quadruple helix configurations and policy-embedded participatory 

mechanisms. Focused on circular bioeconomy, healthcare, food systems and regional 

entrepreneurship with long-term horizons, employing multi-actor adaptive and entrepreneurial 

ecosystem collaborative approaches  
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RiConfigure: The Social Lab and Democratized Innovation 

RiConfigure offers a distinct variation on this archetype by focusing explicitly on the sociology 

of governance through "Social Labs".7 RiConfigure focuses on the "Quadruple Helix" dynamics—

specifically the inclusion of civil society, which it identifies as the "undervalued actor" in 

innovation. The governance methodology detailed in the Social Lab Methodology Manual 

prioritizes "democratizing innovation." It critiques the traditional dominance of industry and 

academia, proposing a governance structure that is agile, iterative, and capable of addressing 

power asymmetries. The "Social Lab Manager" plays a crucial governance role here, not as a 

director but as a facilitator who maintains the "container" for diverse actors to interact.  

 

GRRIP: Institutionalizing RRI in the Marine Sector 

GRRIP (Grounding RRI Practices) takes a deep institutional approach. It works with 5 Marine 

Research Performing Organizations (RPOs) to implement "RRI Action Plans".6 Unlike other 

models that govern external actors, GRRIP governs the internal culture of research institutions. 

It establishes "Quadruple Helix" engagement platforms within these organizations, 

fundamentally changing how marine science is funded, conducted, and disseminated. This is 

governance as "cultural change."  

Rather than treating RRI as an add-on, the project embeds it at both organisational and project 

levels. This is particularly significant in a sector historically dominated by technical expertise 

and STEM professionals, where questions of gender, diversity and community engagement have 

often been marginal. GRRIP explicitly places these dimensions at the centre of marine 

innovation, aiming to reshape who participates in decision-making and whose concerns are 

recognised as legitimate. 

In terms of actor configuration, formal leadership remains largely with universities and research 

organisations, but governance reforms are designed to redistribute influence. The project 

supports “champions” of diversity within these organisations and creates pathways for women, 

under-represented groups and local communities to take on meaningful decision roles. In doing 

so, GRRIP makes visible whose voices have typically been absent or marginalised and begins to 

address these gaps in a structured way. 

Methodologically, GRRIP treats RRI standards as “living tools” that guide ongoing reflection and 

adjustment, rather than as static compliance checklists. Regular internal audits are combined 

with external participatory forums, enabling stakeholders to assess whether research agendas, 

partnerships and innovation trajectories remain aligned with broader societal values. This 

approach is underpinned by a set of core norms: transparency in how decisions are made, a 
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strong sense of responsibility for societal outcomes, and anticipatory thinking that seeks to 

identify and mitigate potential conflicts or negative impacts before they materialise. Together, 

these elements position GRRIP as a governance model that not only supports technical 

excellence in marine research, but also advances a more inclusive and socially responsive blue 

economy. 

 

RRI2SCALE: Regional RRI Ecosystems 

RRI2SCALE focuses on embedding RRI keys (ethics, gender, governance) into regional "Smart 

City" and transport agendas.65 By integrating RRI into regional innovation strategies, it attempts 

to "humanize" the smart city agenda, ensuring that technological development is governed by 

social values.  

By treating “regions” as the primary unit of analysis, it fostered cross-comparative learning 

across several regional “testbeds”-embedding RRI standards in innovation policy, with the aim 

of mainstreaming socially responsible, inclusive decision-making into regional development 

strategies and investments. It also adopted a quadruple helix approach in its actor configuration. 

This means that regional governments, business, academia, and organized public/civic forums 

work through stakeholder councils, creating “formal redistribution” of influence with clear 

mandates for participation and monitoring. The key-process included policy co-design 

workshops, pilot regional projects, shared learning across pilot regions-building capacity not 

just for one-off projects, but for durable institutional reform. Reflexive evaluation (external 

review, learning capture, problem diagnosis) allows policies to be iteratively adapted for 

improved results and inclusivity. 

 

Robin: Multi-Actor Regional Constellations 

ROBIN (Regional Strategies for Circular Bioeconomies) establishes "Multi-Actor Regional 

Constellations (MARCs)" in 5 regions (Ireland, Germany, Spain, Slovakia, Greece). These MARCs 

are governance structures designed to align regional bioeconomy strategies with local needs. 

The project develops "Circular Bioeconomy Governance Profiles", a diagnostic tool to assess a 

region's governance maturity.  

MARCs function as territorial clusters that bring together regional authorities, bioeconomy 

actors, knowledge institutions, social innovators and intermediary organisations. Rather than 

relying on traditional sectoral or administrative silos, the model enables shared agency among 

diverse actors and supports governance arrangements that evolve with regional conditions. 
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A defining feature of MARCs is their actor configuration and approach to power distribution. 

Regional authorities often act as convenors, but the model emphasises power-sharing, 

consensus-seeking and sensitivity to local specificities. Importantly, MARCs broaden 

participation beyond institutional incumbents by actively engaging social innovators and civil 

society in agenda setting and resource allocation. This helps counterbalance entrenched 

interests and supports a more democratic form of regional innovation governance. 

Institutionally, MARCs operate through hybrid rule systems that combine formal structures—

such as memoranda of understanding, regional strategies and cooperative agreements—with 

informal norms grounded in trust, peer recognition and iterative collaboration. These rules are 

intentionally flexible. Membership, priorities and working methods can be renegotiated over 

time, allowing MARCs to adjust to shifting socio-economic circumstances and emerging policy 

needs. 

The model places strong emphasis on coordination and process design. Intermediaries, living 

labs and “boundary workers” play a central role in orchestrating collective problem framing, 

diagnostic assessments and solution prototyping. This facilitative architecture is supported by 

mutual learning workshops, cross-sectoral diagnostics and continuous monitoring to ensure 

that strategies maintain a good “territorial fit” with regional contexts. 

Normatively, MARCs are anchored in principles of circularity, inclusion and territorial justice. The 

goal is not only to stimulate green growth, but to promote fair and participatory development 

aligned with local cultures, institutions and sectoral dynamics. Knowledge integration is 

similarly grounded in place-based expertise, social innovation practices and comparative 

learning through European networks. Reflexive capacity-building is embedded throughout, with 

evolving indicators, stakeholder feedback loops and peer exchanges supporting ongoing 

adaptation. 

Overall, ROBIN’s MARC model offers a distinctive template for systemic, place-based 

governance. It moves away from top-down regional policy frameworks and closed innovation 

clusters towards open, reconfigurable and socially embedded governance architectures. By 

fostering shared ownership over transformation pathways, the model provides a promising 

approach for driving sustainable and equitable regional transitions. 

 

CHERRIES: Responsible Research & Innovation in Health Innovation Ecosystems 

The CHERRIES project introduces Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) principles into 

regional healthcare innovation ecosystems, seeking to reshape how health challenges are 

identified, prioritised and addressed. Implemented in Murcia, Örebro and Cyprus, the project 
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brings together healthcare providers, public authorities, patient groups, researchers and 

entrepreneurs in iterative, needs-driven innovation processes. At its core, CHERRIES aims to 

democratise healthcare innovation by positioning patients and citizens as active contributors to 

governance rather than passive recipients of solutions. 

A key characteristic of the model is its multi-actor configuration and approach to power sharing. 

Hospitals, regional health authorities, patient advocates, SMEs and members of the public 

collectively construct the regional “innovation agenda.” This includes an explicit commitment to 

co-identifying healthcare challenges with patients, who often define the problems to be 

addressed. While healthcare authorities convene and facilitate these efforts, they also 

relinquish a degree of control, allowing participatory processes to guide priority-setting and 

solution development. This shift enables a more balanced distribution of influence across 

institutional and community actors. 

The governance framework is grounded in RRI, which acts as a meta-governance layer guiding 

all activities. RRI principles- such as inclusion, anticipation, openness and responsiveness- are 

institutionalised through codes of conduct, ethical review structures and newly established 

participatory governance bodies. Although each region adapts these structures to its own legal 

and organisational context, they share a common commitment to embedding ethical and socially 

responsive innovation practices. 

Process architecture is organised around a cyclical, challenge-oriented approach. The first 

phase involves co-identification of problems with patients and healthcare professionals. This is 

followed by open calls for solutions, inviting contributions from entrepreneurs, start-ups, the 

public and academic researchers. The third phase - co-selection and co-design - ensures that 

decisions about which innovations to pursue are made inclusively. Finally, reflexive monitoring 

and learning allow stakeholders to evaluate outcomes, adapt solutions and modify governance 

arrangements. Workshops, focus groups and living labs offer continuous opportunities for 

dialogue and adjustment, supporting a highly adaptive innovation ecosystem. 

The CHERRIES model is normatively anchored in equity, ethical care and health justice. It 

democratises both the substance and process of healthcare innovation, deliberately moving 

agenda-setting away from technical or managerial elites and towards broader societal 

participation. Knowledge integration is a central feature: experiential knowledge from patients, 

professional understanding from care providers and technical insights from researchers and 

entrepreneurs are all treated as equally valuable. The project also emphasises double-loop 

learning, meaning that governance structures themselves are open to revision as stakeholders 

learn from each cycle of collaboration. 
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Overall, CHERRIES stands out for translating RRI principles from the science-policy domain into 

the organisational and patient-facing realities of healthcare. By institutionalising the role of 

patients and citizens as co-governors, it advances a model of healthcare innovation that is more 

ethical, inclusive and attentive to the diverse needs of society. 

 

RIBES: Regional Inclusive Bio-based Entrepreneurship Solutions 

RIBES (Regional Inclusive Bio-based Entrepreneurship Solutions) addresses the challenge of 

governing bio-based innovation in rural regions by establishing Multi-Actor Transformative 

Forums (MTFs) across nine European territories. These forums function as regional governance 

bodies that support socially oriented entrepreneurship within the bioeconomy. A central 

contribution of RIBES is its attempt to bridge two worlds that have traditionally operated in 

parallel: social entrepreneurship, which often depends on grants and community mobilisation, 

and the capital-intensive bio-based economy. By providing tailored business and governance 

models, the project seeks to reconcile profit-making with rural development goals and create 

conditions for inclusive, sustainable entrepreneurship. 

The governance architecture of RIBES is grounded in the ambition to develop innovation-driven 

regional bioeconomies that are both socially inclusive and territorially embedded. It operates on 

the premise that sustainable transitions require multi-actor collaboration, openness to social 

diversity, and sensitivity to regional conditions. To this end, the project cultivates 

entrepreneurial “innovation ecosystems” that bring together entrepreneurs, SMEs, 

cooperatives, regional authorities, researchers and social enterprises as equal partners. While 

regional authorities set enabling frameworks and convene actors, agenda-setting is structured 

to be bottom-up through participatory councils, peer networks and regular stakeholder 

consultation. Particular attention is given to engaging marginalised groups- such as start-ups, 

women, youth and rural communities - not only as beneficiaries but as co-designers of new 

business opportunities. 

RIBES combines formal rule systems with informal institutional arrangements. Formal 

structures include entrepreneurship support protocols, regional bioeconomy strategies and 

innovation agreements that create predictable enabling environments. Complementing these 

are informal mechanisms such as mentoring networks, peer coaching, open calls for problem-

solving and intermediary platforms that cultivate trust and reciprocity. This hybrid approach 

allows the governance system to remain both structured and adaptable. 

The project’s process architecture places strong emphasis on capacity building and 

collaborative learning. Training programmes, innovation fairs, policy labs and peer-learning 
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events form the operational backbone of the MTFs. These activities are embedded within a 

multi-level governance context that links regional, national and EU policy frameworks. Despite 

these vertical connections, territorial embeddedness remains a guiding principle: regions 

determine the pace, priorities and modalities of innovation based on local needs and feedback. 

Networking extends across sectoral, geographical and social boundaries, enabling interactions 

between established firms and new entrepreneurs, as well as between rural and urban actors. 

RIBES is normatively anchored in inclusive entrepreneurship, territorial equity and long-term 

sustainability. Its ambition is not only to generate economic growth, but to distribute 

opportunities and benefits more widely across rural populations. Knowledge integration is 

approached through a multi-source strategy that draws on entrepreneurial know-how, business 

expertise, public policy knowledge and place-based insights. The model supports learning-by-

doing and maintains an adaptive feedback culture, with governance structures and support 

mechanisms regularly reviewed and revised in light of participant experiences. 

Several distinctive strengths characterise the RIBES model. Its commitment to social inclusion 

aims to dismantle structural barriers faced by marginalised entrepreneurial groups, making 

participation in governance an avenue for social and economic empowerment. Its focus on 

territorial fit ensures that solutions are prototyped and adapted to regional contexts rather than 

imported as generic best practices. Multi-level coherence connects local initiatives to EU 

priorities while allowing local actors to determine targets and metrics. Finally, mentoring and 

peer-learning networks serve as central operational elements, supporting innovation diffusion, 

strengthening resilience against shocks and building entrepreneurial confidence. 

Taken together, RIBES offers a robust and context-sensitive governance framework for 

advancing inclusive bio-based entrepreneurship in rural regions, demonstrating how social 

innovation and bioeconomy development can be aligned for broader territorial benefit. 

 

FoodCLIC: Food Policy Networds as Governance Innovation for Urban Food System 

Transformation 

FoodCLIC represents a distinctive governance innovation within EU-funded food policy 

research, one that moves beyond conventional research-to-policy translation toward integrated 

governance architecture combining science, policy, and practice. Operating across eight 

European city-regions encompassing 45 towns and cities, FoodCLIC addresses a fundamental 

governance challenge: the persistent fragmentation of food system policy and failure of urban 

food initiatives to reach vulnerable populations. 
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Rather than deploying top-down mandates or purely consultative multi-stakeholder 

approaches, FoodCLIC operationalizes governance through Food Policy Networks (FPNs) and 

Living Labs- institutional structures enabling sustained collaboration among researchers, 

policymakers, business actors, and community members. This creates what might be termed 

“reflexive, integrated governance”-systems capable of learning and adapting as implementation 

reveals emergent challenges and unexpected consequences. 

The governance model’s innovative core lies in the CLIC framework-four interdependent pillars 

(Co-benefits, Linkages, Inclusion, Connectivity) that fundamentally reframe governance 

objectives. Rather than treating sustainability, equity, and economic development as potentially 

conflicting goals, CLIC mandates simultaneous pursuit of synergies across these dimensions. 

This requires governance architectures explicitly designed for cross-sectoral integration, 

urban-rural linkages, meaningful inclusion of marginalized populations, and deliberate 

connectivity among typically siloed policy domains. 

Governance processes in FoodCLIC operationalize participatory deliberation through structured 

visioning and strategic planning workshops, community mapping exercises, and sense-making 

dialogues. These create spaces where diverse actors—researchers, bureaucrats, farmers, 

retailers, community organizations, vulnerable populations—articulate shared visions and 

collaboratively develop implementation pathways. Rather than presuming neutral deliberation, 

processes incorporate mechanisms addressing power asymmetries and protecting 

marginalized voices from dominant actor pressure. 

Distinctive features of FoodCLIC governance include: embedding researchers within 

governance processes rather than positioning research as external analysis; creating 

governance infrastructure (FPNs, Living Labs) rather than time-limited projects; committing 

explicitly to equity and inclusion as foundational principles rather than afterthoughts; 

institutionalizing iterative learning and adaptive strategy adjustment; and addressing food 

system challenges through integrated approaches simultaneously addressing environmental, 

social, and economic dimensions. 

Governance challenges revealed through implementation include: persistent difficulty 

achieving genuine inclusion despite intentional efforts; power asymmetries within participatory 

processes reproducing existing inequities; transformation aspirations constrained by 

institutional limitations and resource scarcity; and sectoral integration proving more difficult to 

operationalize than to conceptualize. These challenges reveal that food system governance 

transformation requires not merely new policies but fundamental architecture innovation 

enabling sustained integration across typically fragmented domains. 
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The FoodCLIC governance model demonstrates that EU-funded research can operationalize 

substantive governance innovation- moving beyond conventional policy research toward 

integrated, reflexive, equity-oriented governance architectures capable of supporting food 

system transformation. Whether these innovations scale beyond specific projects toward 

systemic transformation of European regional governance remains an open question with 

significant implications for food system sustainability and justice. 

3.4.3. Innovation and acceleration ecosystems (N=2) 

FOOD-SCALEUP, FOODSHIFT 2030 

Innovation and acceleration ecosystem models focus on catalyzing change through 

entrepreneurship, research, and technology in the food system. These models create networks 

and supportive environments for startups, SMEs, researchers, and sometimes policymakers to 

collaborate on innovative solutions – from agritech and food tech to social innovation in food. 

Actor configurations and power dynamics: Typically, these ecosystems involve a quadruple helix 

of actors: industry (agrifood companies, startups), academia (universities and research 

centers), government (often as funders or conveners), and civil society or consumers (as test-

users or co-creators).  

 

Food-scalEUp 

Food-scalEUp is a Horizon Europe-funded consortium of 10 organizations across 11 regions, 

aiming to strengthen Europe’s agri-food digital innovation ecosystem . Its approach has been to 

map existing acceleration programs and then create a pan-European network (a directory of key 

players and programs) to foster synergy . The institutional structure here is a network-of-

networks – connecting regional accelerators and clusters under a shared project. Similarly, 

many countries have national or regional food innovation platforms (e.g. a national Food Tech 

Hub, or a regional “Smart Specialisation” cluster for food). These structures are usually 

institutionalized as partnerships or non-profits. For example, a city might have a Food Innovation 

Hub managed by a coalition of the city government, a university, and a business association, 

governed by an MOU and a board. The rule systems emphasize open collaboration: knowledge 

sharing, open calls for proposals, hackathons with defined rules for participation, and 

mentorship programs. Importantly, these models often align with broader policy frameworks 

(like the EU’s Food 2030 R&I policy which advocates open innovation and systemic approaches). 

Instead of traditional command-and-control, they rely on incentives and support mechanisms 

as governance tools – grants, prizes, challenge competitions, accelerator cohorts – these 
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encourage actors to work on sustainability challenges. A feature of this cluster is also the 

creation of physical or virtual innovation spaces (technology parks, shared labs, online 

platforms) that are semi-governed environments fostering cross-pollination of ideas. 

Governance here involves curating these spaces – e.g. deciding focus areas (such as 

“regenerative agriculture innovations” or “urban food logistics solutions”) and ensuring the right 

mix of participants. In summary, the institutional structures are fluid and adaptive, often time-

bound to project cycles but increasingly aiming for permanence by establishing clusters or 

centers of excellence. 

 

FoodSHIFT 2030 

The EU FoodSHIFT 2030 project, for instance, pioneered an approach using living labs as “place-

based community driven spaces to harness citizen empowerment” in the innovation process. 

This means that adaptation and user feedback are built into early stages of developing solutions, 

increasing the relevance and uptake of innovations. Adaptation in these models is very high: they 

operate on agile principles, quickly pivoting if a prototype fails or if a certain approach doesn’t 

gain traction. The governance processes encourage experimentation – “fail fast, learn fast” is 

often the mantra. Because multiple actors are involved, there is continuous knowledge 

exchange: researchers provide insights on viability, businesses bring market knowledge, 

policymakers offer guidance on regulatory fit, and citizens validate usefulness. Reflexive 

capacity is strong, as monitoring and evaluation are core to innovation cycles (each project or 

startup is usually monitored via KPIs, and ecosystems often conduct meta-evaluations of what 

types of innovation yield social and environmental benefits). Moreover, these ecosystems 

facilitate policy learning: by demonstrating new solutions on the ground, they can inform policy 

adjustments (for example, a pilot on digital farm advisory tools might inform a region’s 

agricultural extension policy).  

Coordination beyond the local scale is also key – many innovation models create platforms for 

multi-level coordination by involving EU and national policy representatives in advisory boards, 

thus ensuring that innovations can scale or be mainstreamed. For instance, Food-scalEUp 

explicitly “encourages policy dialogues and mutual learning exercises” alongside business 

support, connecting innovators with policymakers . This integrative process helps adapt not only 

the innovations but potentially the rules (regulations, standards) to better support new 

practices. 

Distributed governance is common, with steering committees representing different 

stakeholder groups. An emerging dynamic in these models is the role of intermediary 
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organizations (like incubators, accelerators, or innovation labs): they often act as power brokers 

by selecting which projects or startups to support, thereby influencing which innovations shape 

the future food system. 

3.4.4. Citizen-Democratic (N=3) 

FOSTER, GREENGAGE, Urban ReLeaf 

Explicitly citizen-centered governance employing (digital) platforms to enable participatory 

democracy and citizen empowerment in knowledge and innovation systems. Operating across 

nested scales (local to EU-wide), these models deploy bottom-up participatory and digital 

democracy mechanisms with long-term transformation horizons. 

 

FOSTER: Governance of knowledge and Innovation Systems 

FOSTER is a Horizon Europe initiative aimed at accelerating transformative change in European 

food systems by strengthening the social, democratic and knowledge foundations of 

governance. Its central premise is that sustainable food system transformation cannot rely 

solely on technical fixes or expert-driven strategies. Instead, it must be informed by diverse 

forms of knowledge, anchored in societal values, and shaped through inclusive processes that 

empower citizens and stakeholders. FOSTER therefore integrates a suite of governance 

innovations designed to make food system change both feasible and legitimate, while 

respecting regional diversity and promoting long-term adaptability. 

A first key innovation lies in the project’s use of foresight and transformative scenario 

processes. FOSTER embeds foresight methodologies across its governance activities to help 

actors jointly envision future pathways and anticipate systemic risks. Researchers, 

policymakers, community groups and businesses participate in participatory foresight 

workshops where they co-develop scenarios, explore critical uncertainties and design long-

term strategies. These workshops enable a pluralistic visioning process, ensuring that different 

values, hopes and regional specificities are not only articulated but woven into governance 

arrangements. The outcome of this work is twofold: shared narratives of desirable futures and 

concrete, time-bound roadmaps that include adaptive governance checkpoints to guide 

implementation. 

A second cornerstone is the project’s commitment to change-driven initiatives (CDI). FOSTER 

deliberately prioritises grassroots innovation, recognising that communities often possess 

unique insights into local food system challenges.  
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The third governance innovation involves policy panels and deliberative governance structures. 

FOSTER convenes multi-actor policy panels that connect government authorities, scientific 

experts, businesses and organised civil society. These panels serve as forums for joint 

deliberation, scenario appraisal and normative goal setting. They also review strategic 

directions, assess ethical and social implications of proposed interventions and provide advice 

on complex or emerging issues. In this sense, the panels serve both advisory and agenda-setting 

functions, acting as a bridge between formal governance systems and broader societal debates. 

Finally, FOSTER constructs a science-policy-society interface as a formal infrastructure for 

integrating diverse knowledge systems. This interface institutionalises platforms where 

scientific evidence, lived experience and policy considerations are collectively analysed and 

synthesised. Dedicated facilitators and knowledge translators support dialogue across 

disciplinary and professional boundaries, ensuring that technical jargon and divergent interests 

do not impede mutual understanding. Cross-sectoral panels focus on themes such as food 

democracy, equity, environmental health, innovation and investment, using methods ranging 

from storytelling and scenario games to digital forums to gather and prioritise input. Through 

these mechanisms, the interface enables reflexive governance: policies and practices are 

periodically revisited and adapted through structured learning cycles. 

Together, these governance innovations position FOSTER as a project that not only supports 

technical progress in food system transformation, but also strengthens the democratic, 

participatory and epistemic foundations required for transitions that are socially robust, 

inclusive and responsive to regional contexts. 

 

GREENGAGE and Urban ReLeaf:  "Citizen-Sensing Governance"  

These projects empower citizens to collect environmental data (air quality, green space usage) 

using sensors and mobile apps. The governance innovation here is the development of validation 

protocols that allow this "informal" citizen data to be accepted by "formal" bureaucratic systems 

(like the Copernicus Urban Atlas). 

In Urban ReLeaf, the governance model includes "Action Plans" for six pilot cities (e.g., Cascais, 

Dundee, Mannheim). The project challenges the "epistemic monopoly" of the state—the idea that 

only government experts can produce valid data for policy. By validating citizen data, these 

models democratize the inputs of governance, forcing city administrations to respond to data 

generated from the bottom up. GREENGAGE further institutionalizes this through "Citizen 

Observatories", which are designed to be permanent fixtures of urban governance. 
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The governance logic here is Quantification and Verification. As food systems become 

increasingly digital, governance is migrating into the code and the data standards. These models 

attempt to impose social and environmental metrics on this digital layer, ensuring that the 

"Smart Food System" remains accountable to public values. 

 

3.4.5. Value Chain & Sectoral Governance (N=4) 

FAIRCHAIN, CO-FRESH, SMARTCHAIN, CODECS 

Sectoral governance focused on specific food value chains (dairy, fruits/vegetables, short food 

supply chains, digital agriculture ecosystems). Operating at sectoral and trans-European scales 

with medium-term horizons, these models employ multi-actor co-creative and network-based 

decision-making. This cluster shifts the focus from political governance to economic 

governance. These models challenge the dominant "long" supply chain paradigm by introducing 

governance structures for "short" and "intermediate" chains. 

 

FAIRCHAIN: Governing the Intermediate Value Chain (IVC) 

FAIRCHAIN introduces a novel governance object: the "Intermediate Value Chain" (IVC). The 

project posits that there is a "missing middle" between the hyper-local, trust-based short supply 

chain and the anonymous, efficiency-driven global commodity chain. Governance of an IVC is 

uniquely challenging because it involves scaling up small producers without losing the "values" 

(fairness, quality) that define them. 

To govern this hybrid space, FAIRCHAIN utilizes a mix of technological mediation and social 

innovation. The project employs blockchain technology to create a governance layer of 

"traceability and integrity", substituting the face-to-face trust of the local market with 

cryptographic trust. Simultaneously, it employs "Innovation Platforms" to standardize business 

models, effectively creating a "franchise-like" governance structure where local autonomy is 

balanced with centralized efficiency. 

FAIRCHAIN is a sector-focused governance innovation platform that seeks to make dairy and 

fruit and vegetable (F&V) value chains fairer, more sustainable and more competitive. Rather 

than treating value chain transformation as a purely technical or efficiency-driven exercise, 

FAIRCHAIN explicitly targets the relationships and power dynamics between actors. Its 

governance approach is built around collaboration, inclusivity and transparency, aiming to 

reshape how benefits, risks and responsibilities are distributed from farm to fork. 
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In terms of actor configuration, FAIRCHAIN brings together stakeholders across the entire value 

chain, including farmers, processors, distributors, retailers, consumers and support 

organisations. A central concern is the historically unequal distribution of power and bargaining 

capacity, particularly the vulnerable position of farmers in many chains. The platform therefore 

prioritises “equitable power distribution,” working to reduce asymmetries in access to 

innovation, information and market opportunities. This involves not only creating spaces where 

farmers can voice concerns and influence decisions but also embedding fairness considerations 

into formal agreements. 

The governance model rests on a combination of formal and voluntary rule systems. Formalised 

value chain agreements and fair-trading protocols define baseline expectations and 

responsibilities. Alongside these, voluntary standards are co-developed by chain actors 

themselves, providing a shared reference for fair practices. Monitoring mechanisms are put in 

place to detect and address unfair behaviour, helping to ensure that high-level principles 

translate into day-to-day conduct. This hybrid structure allows the system to be both robust and 

adaptable as conditions and relationships evolve. 

Process-wise, FAIRCHAIN relies heavily on co-innovation. Actors jointly identify key challenges, 

design experiments and evaluate potential solutions, often within living lab settings that support 

practice-based learning and rapid prototyping. Fairness assessments and feedback loops are 

used to periodically review how well governance arrangements are working in practice and to 

adjust norms, standards or protocols where needed. This iterative approach helps the system 

remain responsive to emerging issues and stakeholder experiences. 

Knowledge integration is another important dimension. FAIRCHAIN combines practitioner 

intelligence—grounded in the everyday realities of farmers, processors and retailers—with 

technical expertise, including quantitative tools for measuring environmental, social and 

economic impacts. Dialogue platforms support structured exchange between these different 

knowledge holders, facilitating joint sense-making and evidence-informed decision-making. 

Taken together, these elements make FAIRCHAIN a distinctive governance model for 

transforming entrenched sectoral structures. By rebalancing relationships, institutionalising 

fairer trading and supporting co-developed innovation, it offers a pathway for scaling fair and 

sustainable practices within European dairy and fruit and vegetable value chains. 

 

CO-FRESH: Co-Creating Sustainable, Competitive F&V Value Chains 

CO-FRESH is a sectoral governance initiative that seeks to transform European fruit and 

vegetable (F&V) value chains through co-creation among diverse actors. Rather than viewing 
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innovation and competitiveness solely through the lens of efficiency, the project frames value 

chain development as a systemic challenge that must simultaneously address sustainability, 

resilience and fairness. Its governance design rests on a multi-stakeholder platform that brings 

together economic actors and civic stakeholders to jointly define priorities, negotiate trade-offs 

and prototype new solutions. 

In terms of actor configuration, CO-FRESH convenes F&V producers, cooperatives, supply chain 

intermediaries, retailers, consumers and supporting institutions—such as research 

organisations, NGOs and public authorities. The explicit aim is to move beyond narrow, business-

to-business arrangements and initiate more balanced engagement between market actors and 

non-profit or civic groups. This broader composition allows concerns related to environmental 

impact, social conditions and consumer expectations to be integrated directly into innovation 

processes. 

The governance framework is built on sectoral innovation agreements and shared sustainability 

protocols, which provide a common reference point for collaboration. Within this framework, 

co-creation protocols specify how actors jointly negotiate objectives, define standards and 

agree on implementation pathways. These protocols help to clarify roles and expectations while 

leaving room for adaptation as learning accumulates. 

CO-FRESH’s process architecture relies heavily on experimental and place-based approaches. 

Living labs, regional innovation hubs and cross-regional knowledge exchanges provide settings 

in which new practices can be designed, tested and refined in real-world conditions. Regular 

“challenge definition” sessions and co-design workshops are used to identify friction points in 

existing value chains and to bring diverse perspectives to bear on problem solving. This iterative, 

practice-oriented mode of working supports both incremental improvements and more 

transformative changes. 

Knowledge integration is central to the model. CO-FRESH promotes multi-actor knowledge 

pooling that values practitioner innovation alongside technical and scientific expertise. Trans-

European peer learning networks connect initiatives across regions, allowing experiences from 

one context to inform governance choices elsewhere. Through these combined mechanisms, 

CO-FRESH advances a governance approach that repositions F&V value chains as sites of 

collaborative, systemic transition rather than mere channels of commodity flow. 

 

SMARTCHAIN: Innovation-Driven Short Food Supply Chain Networks 

SMARTCHAIN is a network-based governance model centred on short food supply chains 

(SFSCs), alternative food networks and local food systems. Its primary aim is to support “smart” 
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innovation that is firmly rooted in local contexts, rather than driven solely by large-scale, 

centralised actors. In doing so, SMARTCHAIN seeks to demonstrate how food systems can be 

organised around proximity, trust and community engagement, while still fostering innovation 

and adaptability. 

The initiative brings together a wide range of actors involved in SFSCs, including producers, 

consumer groups, local authorities, intermediaries, innovation hubs and representatives of 

alternative economies. Particular emphasis is placed on grassroots initiatives and alternative 

economy actors, which strengthens decentralisation and supports a more democratic 

distribution of influence. Instead of reproducing hierarchical value chain structures, 

SMARTCHAIN encourages horizontal collaboration and shared responsibility for shaping the 

direction of local food systems. 

Governance is underpinned by alternative norms and voluntary standards that prioritise trust, 

transparency and local participation. These norms guide how exchanges are organised and how 

benefits are distributed, complementing more formal structures with a strong relational 

dimension. Innovation support is layered onto this foundation through capacity-building 

activities, knowledge-sharing initiatives and mechanisms to help promising practices scale or 

replicate. As a result, governance is not restricted to regulation and coordination, but actively 

nurtures the capabilities of local actors. 

Process-wise, SMARTCHAIN relies on networked collaborative innovation. Peer-learning 

formats, innovation action networks and replication strategies help actors to test new ideas, 

learn from each other and adapt practices to different local contexts. Practitioner-driven 

experimentation is central: farmers, food entrepreneurs and community groups trial new 

models and receive feedback directly from their communities, creating continuous learning 

loops. These processes are supported by knowledge-sharing platforms that capture and 

circulate grassroots experience. 

Normatively, SMARTCHAIN is anchored in the principles of alternative food systems, local 

resilience, sustainability and community embeddedness. It explicitly departs from mainstream 

sectoral logic based on long, complex supply chains and instead explores decentralised, 

territorially grounded models. By doing so, it advances concrete prototypes for governance 

arrangements that enhance local food system resilience, bypass conventional long-chain 

structures and open up space for more just and responsive forms of food provision. 

 

CODECS: Maximising the Co-Benefits of Agricultural Digitalisation 
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CODECS is a digital ecosystem governance platform that seeks to harness digitalisation in the 

agricultural sector for sustainability, inclusivity and value-chain innovation. Rather than treating 

digital tools as neutral technical add-ons, the initiative focuses on how data infrastructures, 

digital services and decision-support systems are governed, and by whom. Its central premise is 

that digital transformation in agriculture should strengthen farmer agency, enable fair 

distribution of benefits and support broader social and environmental goals. 

The platform brings together a diverse constellation of actors, including farmers, agtech 

providers, advisory services, policy-makers and research organisations, to form collaborative 

digital ecosystems. Within these ecosystems, inclusivity is treated as a core design principle: 

farmers are not just end-users of digital tools, but co-shapers of digital solutions and 

governance rules. This multi-actor configuration is intended to ensure that digital innovation 

responds to real needs on the ground, and that smaller or more vulnerable actors are not 

sidelined by technologically and financially stronger players. 

CODECS is underpinned by explicit frameworks for digital ecosystem governance that address 

issues such as data ownership, interoperability and equity in access. These frameworks seek to 

clarify who controls data, under what conditions it can be shared, and how value is created and 

redistributed across the ecosystem. Importantly, the maximisation of co-benefits-economic, 

environmental and social-is built into standard-setting and regulatory design, so that digital 

solutions are assessed not only on efficiency or productivity, but also on their wider 

contributions to sustainability and inclusion. 

The process architecture combines ecosystem capacity building, digital literacy training and 

structured stakeholder alignment with collaborative problem-solving. Actors work together to 

identify opportunities where digitalisation can generate multiple co-benefits, and to adjust 

practices and governance rules as learning accumulates. Knowledge strategies focus on 

strengthening digital skills, generating evidence on co-benefits and circulating knowledge 

across the ecosystem, so that successful practices can diffuse and be adapted to different 

contexts. 

Normatively, CODECS is anchored in multi-dimensional sustainability, inclusive digitalisation 

and farmer-centric design. Its distinctive contribution lies in demonstrating how digitalisation 

can be governed to produce multi-value outcomes for all participants in the agricultural value 

chain. In doing so, it moves beyond a narrow focus on technical improvement to support system-

level transformation that is more equitable, transparent and responsive to the needs of diverse 

agricultural stakeholders. 
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 Comparative synthesis 

The mapping of European governance models reveals not a single template but rather a family 

of distinct configurations, each responding to particular policy problems, territorial scales, and 

institutional contexts. What becomes apparent when comparing across these models is neither 

a linear "best practice" narrative nor a set of isolated experiments. Rather, a series of structuring 

tensions and design choices recur, and how different governance architectures navigate these 

tensions offers concrete guidance for the design of the VISION4FOOD framework. This section 

synthesizes these comparative insights, identifying both the preconditions that enable effective 

governance and the critical gaps that constrain food system transformation despite 

sophisticated policy design. 

When comparing across these five archetypes, several structuring dimensions emerge. These 

are not unique to food governance but recur across all models examined. Recognizing these 

patterns is essential for VISION4FOOD design. 

3.5.1. Actor Configuration and Power Dynamics 

Across all models, there is a consistent move from hierarchical authority to distributed influence 

and co-decision. However, how this redistribution occurs, and whether it is genuine or 

rhetorical, varies markedly. Centralized models may maintain formal authority while shifting to 

outcome-based contracts; QH models institutionalize participatory discovery; RRI-embedded 

approaches explicitly redistribute power toward traditionally marginalized voices (farmers, 

social innovators, women, minorities).  

A recurrent practical insight is the need to distinguish FIP members from FIP beneficiary groups. 

Members invest time in meetings, co-design solutions, and participate in decision-making. 

Beneficiaries are those for whom a platform ultimately works but who may not be represented 

at every interaction. This distinction forces governance design to confront questions of 

representation and legitimacy: who speaks for whom, on what basis, and how can those hard to 

reach be meaningfully included? 

Across all models, intermediaries, brokers, boundary workers, facilitators, prove crucial for 

system functioning. These actors translate languages, broker trust, convene dialogues, and 

curate knowledge. Yet they are often treated as secondary to formal institutional structures. The 

evidence suggests they should be recognized as structural elements requiring clear mandates, 

minimal resourcing, and agreed rules of engagement.  



    

 

55 

 

Civil society integration, where genuine, transforms priority-setting. It is not window dressing. 

Civil society actors bring value dimensions, such as equity concerns, lived experience, 

distributional effects, legitimacy questions, that complement technical and market intelligence. 

3.5.2. Goals and Directionality 

All models examined ground their governance in explicit normative commitments: 

sustainability, justice, equity, food democracy, health equity, circular bioeconomy. These are 

not peripheral but central to governance legitimacy. Directionality, what the governance is trying 

to achieve, shapes actor configurations, process design, indicator selection, and resource 

allocation. 

A sophisticated insight is that directionality includes both transformation and preservation. The 

Azores case demonstrates how governance can protect local food cultures and livelihoods while 

steering change, an important reminder that not all goals point toward innovation or disruption. 

Preservation, where it underwrites identity, livelihoods, or ecological integrity, is equally 

legitimate. 

Values are embedded in process, not only in outcomes. RRI principles (anticipation, reflexivity, 

inclusion, responsiveness) function as governance values structuring how decisions are made, 

not only what is decided. Explicit commitment to inclusion and equity as foundational, not 

afterthought, shapes institutional design from inception. 

3.5.3. Rules and Institutions 

All models, whether centralized, regional, or citizen-driven, employ hybrid institutional 

arrangements combining formal structures with informal mechanisms. Centralized models pair 

binding agreements with administrative infrastructure. QH models formalize participation 

within budgeted programmes while relying on informal networks of trust. RRI-embedded 

approaches institutionalize values through codes of conduct while cultivating peer 

relationships. None rely on structures alone. 

A decisive precondition across all effective governance is institutionalization rather than project 

logic. Platforms sustained beyond their initial funding cycle, councils that persist through 

political transitions, and multi-level coordination mechanisms that outlast individual leader, 

these require administrative anchoring, clear roles, stable venues, and long-term political 

commitment. The distinction between sustained governance and ephemeral projects often 

hinges on whether institutionalization is designed in from the outset or postponed as an 

afterthought. 
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Multi-level interfaces are consistently identified as essential yet often weak. Food policy 

historically fragmented across ministries (agriculture, health, environment, regional 

development) and levels (EU, national, regional, local). Achieving effective food system 

transformation requires explicit interface design linking these scales and sector, not as a 

separate coordination task but as integral to governance architecture. 

3.5.4. Scaling and Multi-Level Coordination  

One of the most persistent gaps identified across all models is scale mismatch: local 

experiments and territorial initiatives struggle to connect with EU and national policy 

frameworks. Horizontal learning (inter-regional) proves as important as vertical coordination, 

yet both are often weak. 

RIS3 and RIVs attempt to address this through formal multi-level coherence: local innovation 

aligned with EU directionality, but with territorial specificity preserved. Yet this requires explicit 

interface design, and not just good intentions. Place-based approaches are irreducible: one-

size-fits-all governance fails to respect territorial contexts. Yet this particularity must be 

reconciled with the need for coordination and coherence across the European Research Area. 

The preconditions for effective scaling include platforms and innovation valleys that facilitate 

knowledge transfer across territories; multi-level coherence mechanisms that enable resource 

braiding (funding streams aligned across levels) without erasing regional diversity; and explicit 

"going to scale" strategies distinguishing between replication (applying a model elsewhere), 

adaptation (adjusting practices to context), and systemic scaling (integrating innovations into 

mainstream policy and practice). 

3.5.5. Key-enabler: RRI-embedded process orchestration that promotes continuous 
learning and adaption 

Perhaps the most consistent pattern across models is a shift from one-off consultation to 

continuous adaptive governance. In first-generation implementations, participatory processes 

were typically design-time exercises: experts drafted strategy, stakeholders validated 

proposals, policy was locked in. In current leading-edge practice, participation is designed as 

continuous: regular stakeholder meetings review indicators, identify emerging challenges, and 

adjust policies in response. 

This shift is not merely about the frequency of meetings; it reflects a deeper recognition that 

iterative cycles enable reflexive learning. Structured deliberation and dialogue mechanisms, 

when designed with attention to power imbalances and protection of marginalized voice, enable 

genuine co-creation. And crucially, co-creation requires both structure and flexibility: pre-
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defined goals necessary to secure engagement and resources, but with explicit permission to 

challenge and reframe those goals as diverse perspectives emerge. 

Feedback loops and reflexive monitoring enable policy adjustment based on evidence. Advanced 

models build this into governance routines, not as optional extras. The precondition is 

organizational capacity: facilitation skills, data systems for monitoring, structured reflection 

processes, and administrative flexibility to adjust priorities based on learning. 

All models engage with the challenge of integrating diverse forms of knowledge: scientific, 

experiential, practitioner, administrative, lived experience. Yet the degree to which this is 

genuine epistemic pluralism versus tokenistic inclusion of non-expert voices varies 

significantly. Strongest models institutionalize diversity, through transdisciplinary methods 

(Leuven's IMAC), through treating patient knowledge as equally valued (CHERRIES), through 

Indigenous and place-based knowledge integration in regional strategies (East and North 

Finland), through embedding researchers within governance processes (FoodCLIC) rather than 

positioning research as external analysis. 

Science-policy-society interfaces function as formal infrastructure for mutual learning. 

Dedicated facilitators and knowledge translators support dialogue across boundaries, ensuring 

that technical jargon and divergent interests do not impede mutual understanding. These are 

not add-on communication tasks but integral to governance design. 

A critical precondition is recognizing that double-loop learning enables governance structures 

themselves to adapt. When stakeholders participate in governance reflection, they can surface 

not only policy problems but governance design flaws, power imbalances, or exclusion 

mechanisms that governance structures themselves generate. 

3.5.6. Critical Gaps and Tensions: What the Models Reveal as Unsolved 

Comparing across these five archetypes reveals not only preconditions but also persistent 

tensions that no current model fully resolves. 

 

The strategy-implementation gap remains pronounced: High-level policy ambitions translate into 

incremental practice. Centralized models set binding targets but struggle with implementation; 

QH models achieve coordination on strategy but face resistance in territorial implementation; 

collaborative platforms generate joint visions but lack enforcement mechanisms. 

 

Democratic deliberation versus stakeholder representation: Democratic deliberation versus 

stakeholder representation creates ongoing tension in centralized models. Participatory 



    

 

58 

 

processes that include predetermined stakeholder agreements may foreclose broader citizen 

voice. Tension persists between inclusive process (involving many voices) and efficient 

decision-making (where many voices slow decisions). 

  

Participation breadth versus depth: Voluntary-only participation creates representation gaps. 

Time-poor or resource-constrained groups (social-economy actors, individual citizens, 

marginalized communities) end up present in name but under-represented in practice. 

Resourcing participation is a precondition, yet creates new inequities if access is unequal. 

  

Autonomy versus coordination: Subsidiarity and place-based approaches enable regional 

innovation, but can fragment coordinated action. How much regional divergence is productive 

innovation, and at what point does it undermine system coherence? 

  

Durability: Short-term project logic versus long-term institutional change: most models cycle on 

3, 5 year funding timelines. Governance and cultural change require 10, 15 year horizons. Bridging 

this gap demands explicit institutional succession planning and long-term political 

commitment. 

  

Persistent power asymmetries: Incumbent interests often dominate governance deliberation 

despite formal equality of voice. Models that address power asymmetries most directly (through 

explicit recognition of whose voices are absent, through diversity champions, through changes 

to internal organizational cultures) tend to be more effective. 

  

Epistemic plurality: Knowledge integration remains challenging. Treating diverse 

epistemologies as genuinely equal, not merely consulting non-experts while privileging 

scientific knowledge, requires structural change in research institutions and policy 

organizations. 

 

Scale mismatch: Despite sophisticated multi-level design, local territorial initiatives and 

national-EU policy rarely align neatly. Funding streams, regulatory frameworks, and 

performance indicators continue to operate in silos. 
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4. Perspectives of stakeholders: prerequisites and 

preconditions for a novel governance framework 

 Methods 

Twelve semi-structured expert interviews were conducted between August and November 

2025. Interviewees were selected for their recognised expertise in food systems governance, 

sustainability transitions and multi-level governance processes, representing a range of 

disciplinary backgrounds and geographic contexts and several of the models discussed in the 

previous section. Each interview lasted between 45 and 75 minutes and was conducted either 

online or in-person. Participants received an information sheet and consent form in advance, 

and all interviews were recorded and subsequently transcribed for analysis. 

The interviews followed a common protocol structured around four central themes (see 

interview guide in Annex A): 

1. Prerequisites for effective food system governance (e.g. transparency, accountability, 

multi-level coordination); 

2. Key governance functions (e.g., visioning); 

3. Roles and interactions of different actor groups within governance processes (e.g., 

private sector and civil society); 

4. Barriers and enabling conditions for transformation at different scales. 

Interview transcripts were analysed thematically to identify common patterns, recurrent 

challenges and cross-cutting insights. The resulting themes form the basis of the interview 

findings presented in Section 4.2. 

In addition to the expert interviews, one-on-one consultations were held with representatives 

from the project’s pilot regions in November 2025. These meetings focused on understanding 

regional governance contexts, reflecting on the emerging governance model, and discussing 

how proposed governance functions and principles might be adapted to territorial specificities. 

Detailed notes from these meetings were incorporated into the thematic analysis to ensure that 

the governance framework is grounded in both expert perspectives and pilot region realities. 

Together, the expert interviews and regional consultations provide a robust empirical 

foundation for the governance model outlined in Section 5. 
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 Insights from stakeholder interviews 

4.2.1. Establishing long-term directionality and multi-level coordination 

Across the interviews, long-term directionality and multi-level coordination emerged as two of 

the most critical governance functions for enabling food system transformation. Interviewees 

continuously noted that when long-term goals are unclear, unstable or inconsistently 

communicated, actors tend to revert to short-term decision-making. This leads to fragmented 

initiatives, shifting priorities and a focus on immediate pressures rather than the development 

of coherent transformation pathways.  

This challenge was described as particularly evident in the European context. While the EU 

formulates ambitious sustainability objectives, interviewees observed that these ambitions are 

often “watered down” or diluted as they move through national ministries, regional authorities 

and sectoral departments. As a result, food system actors receive mixed or even contradictory 

signals: EU strategies call for transformation, while national incentives, advisory systems and 

market structures continue to support conventional pathways. This misalignment generates 

uncertainty and weakens commitment to long-term change. 

Experts emphasised that visioning is the primary mechanism through which long-term 

directionality is created. A shared long-term vision provides clarity on where the system should 

be heading and which transformation pathways align with that direction. As one interviewee 

explained, “I think one of the key things about why visions are important is what they communicate, 

what direction you want to go in... So that you're all talking about the same thing, or at least that 

you have the same kind of objective in mind...I think the second thing, and that links again to 

innovation and transitions, is if you have a set objective, it also means that it already starts singling 

out particular pathways, interventions, innovations and alternatives that match that vision. It also 

means that it rules out certain innovations. So, there's a lot of power in such a vision.” However, 

several interviewees cautioned that if visioning processes are dominated by vested interests, 

they risk reinforcing the status quo. Citizens’ assemblies in France and the Netherlands were 

cited as efforts to broaden participation in such processes, though experts acknowledged that 

inclusive visioning is an inherently lengthy and complex process due to the diversity of 

perspectives involved. 

 

Another central theme emerging from the interviews was that long-term directionality is only 

effective when supported by coherent coordination mechanisms across levels and scales. 
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Interviewees voiced that a shared long-term direction should serve as a stable reference point 

that aligns ministries, implementing agencies, municipal departments and on-the-ground 

initiatives. One interviewee emphasised that effective multi-level governance requires “good 

umbrella (policy) frameworks that set boundaries and conditions for national policymakers, helping 

them organise and coordinate collective action with synergy between levels.”  Without such 

alignment, actors interpret sustainability goals through their own priorities, resulting in a 

patchwork of efforts that do not complement each other. To illustrate this, experts pointed to 

cases where regional food strategies could not be implemented because they conflicted with 

spatial planning frameworks and agricultural subsidy schemes. Such examples illustrate how 

gaps between high-level ambitions and practical implementation can hinder the realisation of 

long-term objectives on the ground. 

4.2.2. Fostering place-based flexibility and territorial embeddedness  

Another critical insight emerging from the interviews was that effective food system 

governance must be anchored in territorial realities and responsive to local contexts. 

Interviewees stressed that food systems operate within highly diverse environmental, socio-

economic and institutional settings, and that governance arrangements therefore need to 

reflect this diversity rather than rely on uniform, “one-size-fits-all” approaches. 

Experts highlighted that environmental conditions—such as soil characteristics, water 

availability, effects of climate change and land-use histories—vary not only between countries 

but also substantially within regions. As a result, strategies that prove effective in one setting 

cannot be assumed to work elsewhere. These territorial differences shape both the challenges 

food system actors encounter and the types of interventions and transformation pathways that 

are feasible or considered legitimate. 

Interviewees also stressed the importance of ensuring that governance approaches are 

sensitive to the institutional cultures that shape interaction and decision-making across 

different contexts. One interviewee illustrated these differences by comparing governance 

processes in the Netherlands and Chile. In the Netherlands, governance is characterised by 

relatively high levels of trust and a well-established deliberation culture, supported by long-

standing collaboration practices. These conditions help sustain continuity in policy instruments, 

even when political priorities shift, and reflect an institutional culture that enables more 

consistent long-term planning. In Chile, by contrast, the interviewee observed a higher risk of 

short-termism, as political changes have traditionally resulted in rapid policy shifts. As the 

interviewee explained, “Chile is a little bit less developed… there are no master plans or master 
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visions; it is more haphazard and fragmented.” This points to a markedly different institutional 

culture, characterised by lower trust, more frequent political turnover and a greater reliance on 

formal procedures as a way of maintaining stability. 

Interviewees further stressed that legitimacy increases when governance reflects territorial 

differences. Arrangements that fail to account for local realities are often perceived as 

unrealistic, externally imposed or unfair. In contrast, governance processes that recognise 

diverse forms of local knowledge, enable territorial experimentation and tailor interventions to 

specific contexts were viewed as more likely to build trust, encourage participation, and sustain 

long-term engagement. Overall, experts emphasised that actors are more willing to engage in 

transformation processes when governance approaches resonate with their landscapes, lived 

realities and cultures. 

4.2.3. Ensuring transparency, accountability and reflexivity  

Across the interviews, experts identified transparency, accountability and reflexivity as 

essential and mutually reinforcing governance functions for effective food system 

transformation. Transparency enables informed participation, accountability ensures that 

commitments are upheld, and reflexivity supports ongoing learning and adaptation in highly 

dynamic and uncertain contexts. 

Interviewees noted that a lack of transparency remains a persistent challenge across many 

governance settings. Decisions are often shaped through informal interactions and long-

standing networks that are not visible to the wider public. Because these processes occur 

outside formal arenas, smaller producers, civil society organisations and community groups 

struggle to understand how priorities are set or how their contributions influence decisions. 

Experts stressed that this lack of clarity undermines trust and weakens the perceived legitimacy 

of governance processes. One interviewee pointed to Denmark’s Climate Science Council as a 

contrasting example, “they make all these propositions or recommendations essentially to the 

Danish Government. Then they keep track of all of these recommendations and show essentially, 

in a traffic light system, which ones are moving on and which ones are not. Where I think in most 

cases, it's much more of a kind of black-box situation. You’ve been there, you've shown up, you've 

participated, you’ve given your ideas, needs and wishes and you have no clue what's going to 

happen. So, this is the kind of the “illusion of inclusion”....I think being transparent about that is 

important. “ 

However, transparency alone was not considered sufficient. Interviewees stressed that clear 

and enforceable accountability mechanisms are needed to ensure that commitments are 
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translated into action. Responsibilities for food system outcomes are often dispersed across 

ministries, agencies and governance levels, making it difficult to determine who is responsible 

for implementation. This fragmentation allows commitments to weaken over time. Experts 

therefore called for clearer allocation of responsibilities, strengthened monitoring systems and 

avenues for stakeholders to contest decisions when expectations are not met. Rights-based 

approaches- such as recognising the right to food- were highlighted as potential mechanisms 

for anchoring accountability more firmly within governance structures. 

Reflexivity was described as equally crucial for navigating uncertainty, value conflicts and fast-

changing conditions. Experts stressed that governance arrangements must be capable of 

learning, adjusting and integrating diverse perspectives. Reflexivity was characterised by two 

core elements: exposure to multiple knowledge systems and the use of adaptive, iterative 

monitoring. Interviewees emphasised that bringing together scientific, experiential, Indigenous 

and practice-based knowledge encourages actors to question assumptions, recognise blind 

spots and revise strategies when needed. Reflexive monitoring was highlighted as a practical 

means for assessing whether governance processes remain aligned with transformation 

objectives and adapting as new challenges emerge.  

A widely discussed practical example was the Committee on World Food Security (CFS). 

Interviewees noted that the CFS provides a notable case of reflexive governance, as it has 

institutionalised mechanisms for integrating diverse forms of knowledge, enabled autonomous 

representation of affected groups (e.g. through the Civil Society and Indigenous Peoples’ 

Mechanism), and adapted its procedures when issues were contested. These features support 

continuous learning and broaden the range of perspectives informing decision-making. At the 

same time, experts acknowledged that highly reflexive processes can be slow, negotiation-

intensive, and politically sensitive. Despite these challenges, the CFS was regarded as a leading 

example of how reflexivity can be effectively embedded in governance structures.  

Several interviewees further emphasised that reflexivity requires governance spaces capable of 

acknowledging and working with disagreement. As one expert explained, a key strength of the 

CFS reform was that “it did not treat consensus as the goal but made disagreement the entry 

point.” Instead of attempting to immediately resolve conflicts, the CFS introduced structured 

moments to surface divergent perspectives and recognise the plurality of values and worldviews 

within the system. According to the interviewee, this capacity to “grapple with spaces of 

disagreement” is central to adaptive and reflexive governance yet remains rare in more formal 

governance settings, which are often less equipped to deal with deliberation, contestation and 

iterative adjustment. 
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4.2.4. Addressing power imbalances and the role of informal processes 

Interviewees also underscored that balancing power dynamics is a fundamental prerequisite for 

effective food system governance. Food systems are shaped not only by formal institutions but 

also by informal interactions and channels of influence that operate outside visible decision-

making spaces. These informal dynamics often determine which issues receive attention, how 

problems are framed and which solutions are considered feasible. When unacknowledged, they 

can generate governance processes that appear inclusive but ultimately reproduce existing 

inequalities. As one expert observed, “these are spaces where powerful actors feel they can have 

more influence and therefore invest more,” adding that transformative food system governance 

must include “attention to relations of power in an effort to disempower actors who do not advance 

just transformations.” 

Experts further highlighted that well-resourced actors-such as large agribusinesses, industry 

associations and major retailers-often have early and informal access to decision-making 

arenas. Through long-standing networks, informal dialogues or advisory relationships, these 

actors can shape the framing of issues before broader participatory processes begin. By 

contrast, smaller producers, civil society organisations, community groups and Indigenous 

actors typically lack equal access, even when formally included. Several experts noted that 

participation, therefore, does not necessarily translate into influence, and certain perspectives 

risk remaining marginal unless power dynamics are explicitly addressed. 

Interviewees offered several examples of how power dynamics play out in practice. Some 

national processes were described as involving early informal consultation with powerful 

industry representatives, narrowing the scope of debate before wider engagement occurred.  

One interviewee described Dutch agenda-setting structures that “slowly pushed out newcomers 

and alternative parties,” noting that incumbents often “knew how to work the system better,” 

making it difficult for new or marginalised actors to introduce alternative ideas or shift priorities. 

To counterbalance these dynamics, interviewees pointed to food policy councils as spaces with 

the potential to mitigate power imbalances, provided they are equipped with a clear mandate 

and formal links to decision-making. Such councils bring together diverse actors-including local 

producers, civil society organisations and marginalised groups-and broaden the knowledge base 

informing governance processes. Experts stressed, however, that their impact depends on 

whether their recommendations are meaningfully integrated into formal decision-making rather 

than remaining purely advisory. 
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Finally, several interviewees again pointed to developments within CFS as a prominent example 

of attempts to redistribute power and influence. Reforms establishing autonomous 

participation mechanisms for civil society, Indigenous peoples and the private sector-alongside 

a more diverse High-Level Panel of Experts-were seen as expanding representation and 

reshaping “whose knowledge counts.” At the same time, experts highlighted that such shifts in 

influence can be politically sensitive and may prompt powerful actors to engage in alternative 

forums where their influence is less restricted. 

Taken together, the expert interviews highlight that effective food system transformation 

depends on governance arrangements that provide a clear long-term direction, enable 

coordination across levels and scales, and adequately reflect on-the-ground realities. They also 

emphasise the need for transparent, accountable and reflexive processes, alongside deliberate 

efforts to address persistent power asymmetries that shape whose perspectives are heard and 

which pathways are pursued.  
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5. Consolidating the VISION4FOOD Governance 

Framework 

The comparative analysis reveals a critical pattern: European governance frameworks have 

become increasingly sophisticated in their design (e.g., more participatory, more attentive to 

multi-level coordination, more reflexive) yet a gap persists between these sophisticated 

frameworks and tangible food system transformation on the ground. The CAP articulates 

ambitious environmental goals, yet agricultural intensification continues. RIS3 enables regional 

innovation priorities, yet implementation remains incremental. Food policy councils generate 

joint visions, yet municipal food policy lacks traction in EU-level priority-setting. Centralized 

strategies, regional innovation ecosystems, and territorial platforms exist in parallel rather than 

as integrated systems. 

VISION4FOOD's distinctive contribution is to design a governance framework that 

simultaneously addresses multiple scales and governance archetypes: making concrete 

connection between EU-level ambition, national policy frameworks, regional innovation 

ecosystems, and territorial experimentation. It must enable Food Innovation Platforms to 

function not as isolated experiments but as nodes within a coherent governance architecture. 

And it must do so while respecting the preconditions identified across the five archetypes: 

maintaining institutional durability, ensuring genuine power-sharing, enabling continuous 

adaptation, integrating diverse knowledge, and managing the inevitable tensions between 

structure and flexibility, ambition and incrementalism, transformation and preservation.  

The framework that emerges, articulated in this section, is built precisely to meet these 

conditions. 

 Overview of the VISION4FOOD Governance Framework 

In this section we translated the findings from literature (section 2), comparative analysis of 

governance models (section 3) the perspective of stakeholders and governance experts (Section 

4) into the specific components of the VISION4FOOD governance framework. We propose 

integrating these lessons into the framework's four core dimensions and its cross-cutting 

enabler, as described in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: The V4F Governance Framework 

5.1.1. Dimension: Actors & Power 

Insight: Addressing power asymmetries is critical. Models like FAIRCHAIN and RIBES explicitly 

design governance to empower marginalized actors (small farmers, rural youth). 

V4F Integration: The framework must go beyond "inviting everyone." It needs explicit 

mechanisms to level the playing field, distinguishing between "FIP Members" (who hold the seats) 

and "FIP Representation" (the wider voices they represent). We must adopt the ROBIN approach 

of "Multi-Actor Regional Constellations" where civil society has agenda-setting power, not just 

consultative rights. 

5.1.2. Dimension: Rules & Institutions 

Insight: Informal rules matter as much as formal ones. CO-FRESH and SMARTCHAIN rely on 

voluntary codes of conduct and trust-based norms alongside formal contracts. 

V4F Integration: The framework should formalize "Rules of the Game" that combine hard 

constraints (funding rules, legal mandates) with soft norms (RRI principles, codes of conduct). 

This aligns with the "hybrid rule systems" observed in RIBES. 

5.1.3. Dimension: Scale & Coordination 

Insight: The "missing middle" is a persistent trap. FAIRCHAIN identifies the difficulty of governing 

"intermediate" value chains that are too big for local trust but too small for global efficiency. 
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V4F Integration: The framework must act as a vertical bridge. It should link local piloting (the FIP) 

with regional strategies (RIS3) and EU-level partnerships (like FOODPathS), ensuring that local 

innovations can scale up and EU regulations can land locally. 

5.1.4. Dimension: Goals & Directionality 

Insight: Directionality provides stability. The Danish Agreement succeeds because it sets a clear, 

non-negotiable destination (green transition) while allowing flexibility in the route. 

V4F Integration: The framework must establish "Directionality" not as a rigid plan, but as a shared 

"Mission".  

5.1.5. Cross-Cutting Enabler: RRI-Embedded Process Orchestration 

Insight: Reflexivity must be operational. CHERRIES and GRRIP treat RRI not as an ethics 

checklist, but as a continuous cycle of "double-loop learning" where the governance structure 

itself is periodically reviewed and adjusted. 

V4F Integration: This confirms the centrality of the "Process Orchestration" enabler in the 

VISION4FOOD model. It is the engine that keeps the governance system "alive," ensuring it 

remains inclusive, anticipatory, and responsive to new evidence.  

 Insights from pilot partners and regions towards the implementation of the 
VISION4FOOD framework 

The comparative analysis of governance models in Section 3 and the perspective of 

stakeholders presented in Section 4 already pointed to a number of structural patterns: the 

centrality of intermediaries, the importance of place‑based anchoring, and the recurrent gaps 

between transformative rhetoric and incremental practice. When these findings are read 

together with the more situated reflections emerging from initial consultations with the 

VISION4FOOD pilot regions-via the FIP Founding Canvas exercises (see Annex B) and one‑to‑one 

discussions with pilot partners-several additional insights become visible. In this sense, the 

consultations also operated as an initial mapping of interests in local regions. Through the FIP 

Founding Canvas exercises and follow-up conversations, pilot teams articulated which 

problems they regard as most urgent, which missions they see as politically and socially feasible, 

and where existing coalitions of actors already have momentum. This regional interest map 

provides a grounded view of what different stakeholders are willing to invest time, legitimacy 

and resources in, and thus forms a crucial starting point for tailoring the VISION4FOOD 

governance framework to each pilot context. These are less about “what works in theory” and 
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more about what pilot actors feel they need in order to make a new governance framework 

usable in their own context. 

What follows distils these practitioner perspectives into a set of preconditions for a novel 

governance framework and shows how they are being consolidated into the evolving 

VISION4FOOD governance architecture. 

5.2.1. A “Minimum Viable FIP”: Making Governance Tangible Through Concrete 
Experiments 

Across pilots there is a striking convergence around the need for what several partners 

intuitively described as a “minimum viable FIP”: a Food Innovation Platform that is not an abstract 

committee, but a concrete space for experimentation, even if initially small in scale. In practical 

terms, this was articulated as the desire to start with one or two clearly bounded missions (e.g. 

school meals procurement reform, a short supply‑chain pilot, a regional branding scheme, or a 

soil‑health initiative) that can be tackled within 6–12 months using existing relationships and 

capacities, while complying to RRI principles and QH requirements.  

From the perspective of the governance framework, the notion of a minimum viable FIP has at 

least three implications. First, it underlines that directionality must be operational, not only 

discursive. Pilots emphasised that co‑creation is easier to mobilise around a specific, 

recognisable use case than around an abstract aspiration to “transform the food system”. A 

concrete mission gives actors something to lean on: it offers a plausible time horizon, a visible 

arena of change, and understandable markers of success. The FIP Canvas already reflects this 

by asking partners to nominate 1–2 “mission candidates” for the first 6–12 months, and to spell 

out why these are timely, where political momentum lies, and what success would look like after 

three years. 

Second, the minimum viable FIP speaks directly to the process architecture of VISION4FOOD. 

Pilots are not asking for another permanent structure whose legitimacy must be justified in the 

abstract; they are asking for a “safe testbed” where they can try out new arrangements (for 

procurement, labelling, advisory services, etc.) with low entry costs and manageable risks. This 

resonates with lessons from experimental labs and regional innovation models reviewed in 

Section 3, where highly adaptive, small‑scale experiments proved critical to building trust and 

generating early proof‑of‑concept before larger institutional reforms were attempted. 

Third, the idea of a minimum viable FIP naturally raises the question of assessment. 

Stakeholders stressed the need for simple but explicit indicators of success: what would make 

this first FIP cycle a “good use case” that is persuasive enough to attract additional actors and 
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justify scaling up or out? The answer here is not a full impact‑evaluation framework, but a small 

set of jointly defined metrics that can be monitored and discussed: for example, the number and 

diversity of actors engaged, the degree to which a pilot changes procurement practice, or the 

uptake of a new regulatory instrument by small producers. 

Taken together, these requests underscore a basic precondition: any governance framework 

that claims to support transformation must allow actors to start small, learn quickly, and 

demonstrate visible value. In VISION4FOOD, this precondition is being embedded into the Goals 

& Directionality dimension of the framework (by treating missions as concrete anchors rather 

than generic objectives) and into the cross‑cutting enabler (by explicitly linking each FIP mission 

to a limited number of learning‑oriented indicators). 

5.2.2. Roles, Mandates, and the Ecology of Intermediaries 

A second cluster of insights concerns the question of who exactly sits in the FIPs, and with what 

mandate. Here, pilot partners consistently pushed beyond generic references to the quadruple 

helix, asking for much sharper distinctions between different types of participation and 

function. 

At least two points stand out from this. First, stakeholders agreed on the need of  distinguishing 

between FIP members and FIP beneficiaries. Members are the people and organisations with a 

“seat at the table”: they invest time in meetings, co‑design solutions, and participate in 

decision‑making. Beneficiaries are those for whom the FIP ultimately works, but who may not be 

represented directly at every interaction: small producers, food‑insecure households, school 

children, frontline workers in canteens, or specific groups such as women farmers or migrant 

entrepreneurs. The FIP Founding Canvas already operationalises this insight by asking pilot 

teams to identify, for each mission, both the concrete member organisations (“the seats”) and 

the broader actor groups they represent (“the voices”). 

This distinction forces governance design to confront questions of representation and 

legitimacy: who speaks for whom, on what basis, and how can those who are hard to reach be 

meaningfully included even if they cannot sit in every meeting? It also aligns closely with the 

Actor Configurations and Power Dynamics dimension of the VISION4FOOD framework, which 

emphasises that governance analysis must go beyond formal roles to capture who actually 

steers, influences, or resists transformations. 

Second, pilot consultations revealed that FIPs are best understood not as single bodies, but as 

“ecologies of intermediaries”. In every pilot, there is already a dense landscape of broker 

organisations: regional development agencies, farmers’ unions, food councils, cluster 
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organisations, chambers of commerce, NGOs, and sometimes informal networks that connect 

producers to consumers. These actors translate languages (between policy and practice), 

broker trust, convene dialogues, and curate knowledge. Stakeholders asked, quite explicitly, 

what roles the pilot partners and existing organisations should play in that ecology: who 

convenes, who mediates, who provides technical expertise, who has the formal power to adjust 

rules or budgets. 

The experience of Horizon projects such as ROBIN (with its Multi‑Actor Regional Constellations), 

FoodCLIC (with Food Policy Networks as intermediaries), and RIS3/EDP processes all echo this 

point: transformation hinges not only on having “the right actors in the room”, but on equipping 

and recognising those intermediaries who can span boundaries between sectors, levels, and 

knowledge systems. For VISION4FOOD, this translates into a design precondition: the 

governance framework must not treat intermediaries as an afterthought, but as structural 

elements that need clear mandates, minimal resourcing, and agreed rules of engagement. 

In the current version of the framework, this insight is being consolidated primarily into two 

areas: the Actor & Power dimension (through the explicit mapping of intermediaries and their 

representative reach) and the Rule Systems & Institutional Structures dimension (by 

encouraging pilots to formalise, where appropriate, the coordinating roles of these 

organisations through memoranda of understanding, steering arrangements, or embedded 

facilitation functions). 

5.2.3. Managing the “Pre‑Defined vs Emergent Goals” Paradox 

A third, more subtle insight raised by pilot partners concerns what might be called the 

“pre‑defined vs emergent goals” paradox. On the one hand, to secure engagement and resources, 

a FIP must be able to formulate a clear and attractive value proposition: a concrete mission that 

answers the very pragmatic question, “Why should I participate?” On the other hand, to be true 

to co‑creation and capable of dealing with complex or “wicked” problems, that same mission 

must remain open to renegotiation as diverse actors bring in their perspectives and knowledge. 

Some pilot partners articulated this tension quite directly: co‑creation only happens in practice 

if there is both a clear starting point and explicit permission to challenge, adapt, or even reframe 

that starting point. Otherwise, participation becomes either aimless (“we are here to talk about 

everything and nothing”) or tokenistic (“the goals have already been decided; we can only tinker 

at the margins”). 

The analysis of governance models in Section 3 points in a similar direction. Continuous 

Entrepreneurial Discovery Processes under RIS3, reflexive RRI‑based innovation models like 



    

 

72 

 

Reconfigure and GRRIP, and experimental social labs such as CHERRIES all work, in different 

ways, by keeping a dynamic balance between structure and openness. They start from a focus 

(e.g. a domain, a territory, a policy problem), but explicitly build in iterative cycles where goals, 

problem framings, and even success criteria are revisited in light of new evidence and 

stakeholder input. 

Rather than trying to resolve this paradox, the VISION4FOOD framework treats it as a design 

principle to be managed. In practical terms, this means: 

• framing FIP missions as anchoring hypotheses rather than fixed targets; 

• signalling from the outset that missions and value propositions are objects of 
co‑creation, not pre‑set constraints; 

• building explicit revision points into FIP processes (e.g. annual reflection sessions 
where missions and indicators can be reconsidered in light of learning and changed 
context). 

This orientation is being woven into the Normative Anchoring & Directionality dimension (by 

presenting missions as directional, but revisable, commitments) and into the cross‑cutting 

reflexive, RRI‑based process enabler (by specifying iterative sense‑making and anticipatory 

reflection as core process requirements, rather than optional add‑ons). 

5.2.4. Additional Preconditions Emerging from Pilot and Model Analysis 

Beyond these three central themes, a number of more operational preconditions emerge when 

combining case analysis with stakeholder interviews and pilot feedback. 

One concerns the need for minimum institutional backing and regulatory “breathing space”. 

Pilots can only engage credibly in innovation if there is at least tacit tolerance-from regional 

authorities, regulators, or funding bodies-for experimentation, including the possibility of partial 

failure. The Danish tripartite agreement and the new CAP delivery model both demonstrate how 

formal frameworks can create room for negotiated, place‑based experimentation (e.g. 

eco‑schemes, local tripartite groups) while still maintaining overall accountability. For 

VISION4FOOD, this translates into a requirement that FIPs be explicitly anchored in, or at least 

linked to, existing policy instruments (RIS3 priorities, CAP Strategic Plans, regional strategies), 

so that pilots do not operate in a regulatory vacuum but as recognised testbeds for policy 

learning. 

A second precondition relates to clarity about time horizons and scaling expectations. 

Stakeholders emphasised that early FIP cycles should be framed as learning‑oriented pilots with 

modest, realistic ambitions, rather than over‑promising systemic change in a very short 



    

 

73 

 

timeframe. At the same time, they want reassurance that successful experiments will not 

remain isolated “islands of excellence”, but can inform wider change—through re-

experimentation in neighbouring regions, incorporation into mainstream programmes, or 

uptake in EU‑level initiatives such as Regional Innovation Valleys. This again speaks to the Scale 

& Coordination dimension of the framework, which is being elaborated to pay equal attention to 

vertical (EU–national–regional–local) and horizontal (cross‑regional, cross-sectoral) pathways 

for scaling. 

It is worth noting that Although D2.1 primarily focuses on governance architectures and actor 

configurations, gender equality and broader social inclusion were treated as cross-cutting 

concerns. During the mapping of governance models and the expert interviews, particular 

attention was paid to whether and how women and gender-diverse actors are represented in 

decision-making arenas, which barriers they face to meaningful participation, and how 

governance arrangements address care responsibilities and time constraints. These first 

insights inform the design principles in Section 5 and will be deepened in subsequent work 

packages, where gender-disaggregated participation and influence will be monitored more 

systematically in the FIPs. 

Finally, there is a cross‑cutting precondition around accessibility of language and tools. Pilots 

welcomed the conceptual clarity of the VISION4FOOD framework but also cautioned against 

overly technical jargon. Tools like the FIP Canvas were appreciated precisely because they 

translate abstract dimensions (“Actors & Power”, “Goals & Directionality”) into concrete 

questions that practitioners can work with (who has a seat, who do they represent, which 

missions are timely, what would success look like?). This points to the importance of treating 

communication and translation not as mere dissemination tasks, but as integral components of 

the governance architecture. 

 How to implement the model in the pilot regions: step-by-step guidance 
for FIPs 

This subsection translates the governance framework into a sequence of concrete steps that 

regional partners can follow when setting up or re-designing a Food Innovation Platform. The 

intention is that a regional team, using this guidance together with the FIP Founding Canvas 

(Annex B), can implement the model without needing continuous support from external experts. 

Figure 2 illustrate a minimum viable FIP that describes the leanest possible version of a Food 

Innovation Platform that can deliver one credible proof-of-concept within 6–12 months. A 
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minimum viable FIP is not a fully developed institution. It combines a small number of essential 

elements: 

• 1–2 focused missions that address a clearly defined problem or opportunity in the 
regional food system; 

• a small but legitimate governance core with clear roles and responsibilities, in which all 
four Quadruple Helix spheres (public sector, industry, academia, civil society/citizens) 
are meaningfully represented or explicitly connected; 

• at least one concrete pilot or experiment, co-designed with relevant stakeholders, that 
can produce visible benefits for identifiable groups (e.g. farmers, schools, low-income 
households) and can plausibly be scaled up, wide or out; 

• simple routines for reflection and adjustment, embedding key RRI principles into how 
missions, actor configurations and rules are periodically revisited. 

 

Figure 2: Minimum viable Food Innovation Platform 

Step 1 – Define the initial mission(s). 

Begin by agreeing on a “minimum viable FIP”: a concrete space for experimentation rather than 

an abstract committee. Using the Canvas, identify one or two focused missions that can be 

tackled within 6–12 months with existing capacities (e.g. reforming a school meals procurement 

scheme, piloting a short supply chain, testing a soil-health initiative). For each mission, clarify 

why it is timely, who cares about it, and what a plausible three-year “success story” would look 

like. This anchors the Goals & Directionality dimension in tangible problems and opportunities. 

 

Step 2 – Map actors, intermediaries and power relations. 

Next, map the actor landscape around the chosen mission(s). Distinguish between: (a) FIP 

members with a formal seat; (b) FIP beneficiaries whose interests must be represented; and (c) 
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intermediaries who broker knowledge, trust and coordination (e.g. development agencies, food 

councils, chambers of commerce, NGOs). For each actor, consider their mandate, resources, 

and potential influence - who can block decisions, who can enable change, and whose voices are 

at risk of being marginalised. This operationalises the Actors & Power dimension and helps avoid 

tokenistic participation.   

 

Step 3 – Agree the “rules of the game”. 

Translate the framework’s Rules & Institutions dimension into a small set of explicit “rules of the 

game” for the FIP. At minimum, this should cover: decision-making procedures (e.g. consensus-

seeking with fallback voting rules), frequency and format of meetings, transparency practices 

(e.g. minutes, public summaries), conflict-of-interest provisions, and basic RRI commitments 

(e.g. anticipation of impacts, openness to critique, inclusivity goals). Some rules will be 

constrained by existing legal and funding frameworks; others can be co-crafted by the FIP 

members. Documenting these rules, even in a light-weight memorandum of understanding, 

helps stabilise expectations and accountability. 

 

Step 4 – Position the FIP within existing governance structures. 

Using the Scale & Coordination dimension, clarify how the FIP connects to existing strategies, 

programmes and bodies. Identify which regional or municipal strategies (RIS3, climate plans, 

health strategies, food policies) the mission contributes to; which higher-level bodies need to 

be informed or involved; and how FIP decisions will feed into formal policy processes. 

Conversely, identify which EU or national initiatives (e.g. partnerships, missions, funding calls) 

could support or be influenced by the FIP’s work. This prevents the FIP from becoming an 

isolated “project island”. 

 

Step 5 – Set up the initial governance structure and working processes. 

On the basis of Steps 1–4, formalise the FIP’s initial governance structure and make roles and 

responsibilities explicit. This typically includes: a convening organisation (or co-convenors) 

recognised by the main stakeholders; a steering or coordination group with clearly defined 

mandates (e.g. agenda-setting, oversight, external representation); thematic or mission-

specific working groups with named leads; and agreed facilitation and secretariat functions. For 

each role, specify who is responsible, what authority they have, and what others can expect from 

them (for instance, through a simple roles-and-responsibilities table). Decide how civil society 

and marginalised groups will be represented (e.g. designated seats, rotating representatives, 
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umbrella organisations). Ensure that intermediaries’ roles and minimal resourcing are explicitly 

recognised rather than assumed. This step gives concrete institutional expression to the Actors 

& Power and Rules & Institutions dimensions and reduces the risk of informal hierarchies or 

hidden vetoes emerging later. 

 

Step 6 – Plan a first learning cycle. 

Finally, design an initial 6–12-month learning cycle in which the FIP will work on its mission(s). 

Specify a small number of activities (e.g. co-design workshops, experiments, policy dialogues), 

alongside a set of simple indicators (see Section 5.3) and planned reflection moments. From the 

outset, communicate that missions, actor configurations and rules may be revisited based on 

what is learned. This embeds RRI-embedded process orchestration as a practical routine rather 

than as an abstract principle. 

 

Taken together, these steps, also described in Figure 3, are not meant to prescribe a single 

model, but to provide a scaffold that each region can adapt to its specific institutional context, 

political dynamics and socio-cultural fabric. 

 

 

Figure 3: A step-by-step guidance for FIPs 

 How to monitor and adjust the model: methods and KPIs 

To be useful in practice, the governance framework must come with a simple, transparent way 

for FIP convenors and stakeholders to assess whether the model is working and to adjust it over 

time. This subsection outlines a light-weight monitoring approach that aligns with the project-

level KPIs, in particular KPI-6 (“Increase participatory decision-making for food innovation ≥ 
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40%”), while keeping the burden on practitioners manageable. The domains and example 

indicators proposed here focus specifically on the functioning and quality of FIP governance. 

They provide the governance-related input that will later be further specified and integrated into 

the project-wide monitoring and evaluation system developed in Task 4.3 – Monitoring and 

assessment of the project’s outcomes, impacts and transformation change (reported in D4.3), 

where the “success of our governance framework (T2.1, T3.1)” is one of the five core evaluation 

aspects. 

We suggest structuring monitoring around four outcome domains. This is describe in Figure 4 

and Table 4 below. 

 

Figure 4: Monitoring the V4F governance framework 
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Table 4: Monitoring and Evaluation Domains, indicators and methods 

Outcome 
domains 

Suggested indicators Suggested methods 

Participatory 
decision-
making and 
inclusiveness 

number and diversity of FIP 
members by sector (Quadruple 
Helix) and by gender/age where 
possible; 

proportion of key FIP decisions in 
which non-governmental and non-
academic actors were actively 
involved; 

stakeholders’ perceived influence 
on agenda-setting and decisions 
(measured through short surveys 
or end-of-meeting feedback). 

attendance lists, simple 
diversity scorecards, annual 
anonymous survey of FIP 
participants focusing on 
perceived voice and influence 

Mission 
progress and 
problem-
solving 
capacity 

progress against mission-specific 
outputs or milestones (e.g. 
adoption of a new procurement 
guideline, launch of a pilot 
scheme, changes in advisory 
services); 

number and quality of 
experiments initiated under the 
FIP; 

evidence that FIP activities have 
informed policy documents, 
investment decisions or 
organisational practices. 

project tracking tables, 
document review, short 
qualitative “change stories” 
collected from key 
stakeholders 

Coordination 
across scales 
and sectors 

number of formal links 
established between the FIP and 
existing strategies or bodies (e.g. 
joint working groups, shared 
agendas, co-signed documents); 

mapping of formal linkages, 
brief annual reflection session 
with core partners, short 
survey questions on perceived 
coordination 
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instances where FIP outputs have 
been taken up in regional, national 
or EU-level fora; 

stakeholders’ assessment of 
whether the FIP helps reduce 
fragmentation and duplication. 

Reflexivity 
and learning 

frequency and quality of 
structured reflection moments 
(e.g. annual reviews where 
missions, rules and actor 
configurations are revisited); 

documented adjustments made 
to FIP governance based on 
feedback or evidence; 

reported improvements in trust 
and mutual understanding among 
FIP members over time. 

minutes of reflection meetings, 
qualitative logs of governance 
changes, periodic focus groups 
with diverse actor groups. 

 

For each domain, regions are encouraged to select a small number of indicators that are feasible 

to collect with available resources and meaningful in their context. Baseline values should be 

established during the initial FIP set-up (Tasks 3.1 and 3.3), with follow-up measurements at least 

once per year. Where appropriate, the same core indicators can be used across regions to allow 

comparison and aggregated reporting at project level. In later stages, these governance 

indicators will be aligned with the broader set of outcome and impact indicators defined in Task 

4.3, so that the evaluation of missions, empowerment activities and acceleration agendas can 

systematically incorporate evidence on how well the FIPs and their governance arrangements 

are functioning. 

Crucially, monitoring is not conceived as an external audit but as part of the governance process 

itself. Indicators are there to support joint reflection, to surface tensions and blind spots, and to 

inform decisions about whether missions, membership or rules should be adjusted. In this way, 

the methods and KPIs proposed here do not sit outside the VISION4FOOD Governance 

Framework; they are one of the main ways in which the framework remains alive, adaptive and 

responsive to the realities of regional food system transformation, while providing the 

necessary input for the project-wide evaluation foreseen in Task 4.3.  
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6. RRI considerations and contribution to T1.4 KPIs in 

Task 2.1 

Task 2.1 contributes to the project-wide Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) framework 

established in Work Package 1, and in particular to the T1.4 KPIs assigned to this task. In line with 

D1.1, this section briefly reports how Deliverable 2.1 responds to each of the relevant KPIs, 

focusing on intersectionality and vulnerable populations (MP-1, MP-2, MFSD-2), open access (CD-

2), and data management and ethics (DME-2, DME-3). 

 Intersectionality, vulnerability and gender (MP-1, MP-2, MFSD-2) 

MP-1 – Intersectional variables considered 

The analytical framework developed in D2.1 pays explicit attention to how actors and power are 

configured in existing and proposed governance models. In mapping the composition and 

representation of Food Innovation Platforms (FIPs) and analogous bodies, we considered 

multiple, overlapping socio-economic, demographic, geographic and environmental factors. 

References to “civil society”, “citizens” or “producers” were therefore not treated as 

homogeneous categories: wherever information was available, we examined whether small-

scale and precarious producers, low-income groups, migrants, women and youth were actually 

present in governance structures, or were only addressed as beneficiaries. This intersectional 

reading informed both the comparative analysis of governance models and the design principles 

proposed for the VISION4FOOD governance framework. 

 

MP-2 – Vulnerable populations and gender considered 

The proposed FIP governance model explicitly requires that FIP composition and representation 

consider vulnerable populations and gender balance. In the “Actors & Power” dimension, we 

highlight the need to distinguish between FIP members, beneficiaries and intermediaries, and 

to ensure that groups facing structural disadvantages (e.g. precarious farmers, low-income 

households, marginalised neighbourhoods) are not only targeted by missions but also have a 

voice—direct or mediated—in decision-making. The “Goals & Directionality” dimension similarly 

asks whether the needs and potential impacts on vulnerable populations are taken into account 

when missions and pilots are defined. In Section 5.3, the monitoring domain on “participatory 

decision-making and inclusiveness” includes gender-disaggregated indicators and encourages 
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regions to track who participates in FIP decisions and whose interests are effectively 

represented. 

 

MFSD-2 – Intersectional variables considered for the model 

The development of the governance model itself drew on methods that considered multiple 

socio-economic, demographic, geographic and environmental dimensions. In the literature 

review and mapping of governance models, we systematically coded how initiatives addressed 

regional disparities, rural–urban divides, socio-economic inequalities and environmental 

vulnerability. The expert interviews and pilot consultations further explored how these 

dimensions play out in specific regional contexts (e.g. smallholders in vulnerable territories, 

ageing farming populations, urban food insecurity). These insights fed directly into the design of 

the “minimum viable FIP” concept and the examples of potential missions and pilots, many of 

which explicitly focus on vulnerable groups. 

 Open access and knowledge sharing (CD-2) 

CD-2 – Number of outputs shared via open access channels 

Task 2.1 contributes to the project’s open-science objectives by ensuring that the main outputs 

are shared via open access channels. This deliverable (D2.1) will be made available through the 

project website and/or institutional repositories in an open-access format. In addition, the 

consortium intends to develop at least one academic publication based on the conceptual and 

empirical work reported here, to be submitted to an international peer-reviewed journal that 

allows open-access dissemination (e.g. via Gold or Green routes). The governance framework 

and workshop materials (such as the FIP Founding Canvas and the step-by-step implementation 

guide) will also be shared with pilot partners and, where appropriate, made publicly accessible 

to support reuse in other regions. 

 Data management, privacy and anonymisation (DME-2, DME-3) 

DME-2 – Privacy policy included when gathering personal data 

All empirical activities conducted under Task 2.1 involving human participants (expert interviews 

and pilot partner consultations) complied with the project’s data management plan and 

applicable data-protection regulations (including GDPR). Participants received an informed 

consent form and information sheet specifying the purpose of the study, the voluntary nature of 

participation, the types of data collected, how data would be stored and used, and their rights 

regarding withdrawal and access. The privacy policy clearly stated that only authorised project 
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members would handle raw data and that results would be reported in aggregated or anonymised 

form. 

 

DME-3 – Enforcement of anonymisation/pseudonymisation protocols 

To protect confidentiality, all interview transcripts and consultation notes used in the analysis 

were fully anonymised or pseudonymised before being shared within the consortium. Identifying 

information (names, specific organisational positions, contact details) was removed or replaced 

by generic descriptors (e.g. “expert”, “case representative”) and, where necessary, minor 

contextual details were generalised to avoid re-identification. Anonymised data are stored on 

secure project servers with restricted access. In this deliverable, quotations and examples 

drawn from interviews are presented in a way that preserves the meaning of participants’ 

contributions without revealing their identity. 

 

Taken together, these measures demonstrate that Task 2.1 not only develops a governance 

framework that embeds RRI principles conceptually, but also meets the concrete T1.4 KPIs 

attached to this task: incorporating intersectional and gender-sensitive perspectives, paying 

attention to vulnerable populations in both analysis and design, ensuring open access to 

outputs, and managing empirical data in a privacy-respecting and fully anonymised manner. 
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7. Concluding remarks 

The analyses presented in this deliverable confirm that there is no single “best” governance 

model for food system transformation in Europe. What we observe instead is a heterogeneous 

landscape of arrangements that combine centralised steering with decentralised 

experimentation in very different ways, and that vary widely in how they address power 

asymmetries, knowledge hierarchies and social justice concerns. By mapping and comparing 27 

governance frameworks and models, and by grounding this mapping in expert interviews and 

regional consultations, D2.1 has clarified which design choices matter most and which recurring 

pitfalls undermine ambitions for transformation. This work therefore does more than meet the 

numerical KPI attached to the deliverable: it offers an empirically informed framework for 

thinking and talking about governance across the consortium. 

At the same time, the VISION4FOOD governance framework developed here should be read as a 

starting point rather than a finished product. It articulates key dimensions - actors and power, 

rules and institutions, scale and coordination, goals and directionality - together with RRI-

embedded orchestration as a cross-cutting enabler, but how these will play out in practice will 

depend on the political dynamics, institutional legacies and social fabrics of each pilot region. 

Several issues flagged in this report, such as gendered patterns of participation, the position of 

precarious farmers, and tensions between expert-driven and community-driven forms of 

knowledge, will require more fine-grained empirical work than D2.1 could undertake. Subsequent 

tasks, particularly in WP3, will therefore need to treat the framework as something to be tested, 

challenged and adapted through cycles of reflection with regional partners. 

Looking ahead, this deliverable will ultimately helps the project - and the pilot regions - organise 

more inclusive, reflexive and directionally coherent governance for food innovation. The 

proposed framework and associated indicators provide the conceptual scaffolding for 

monitoring participatory decision-making in the Food Innovation Platforms and for tracking 

progress towards Impact KPI-6. As FIPs are established, missions are negotiated and 

experiments unfold, governance arrangements will almost certainly need to be revised. D2.1 

offers a common reference point for those revisions, allowing partners to see their local choices 

as part of a larger European conversation about how to govern food system transformation in 

ways that are not only effective, but also fair. 
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ANNEX A – Interview guide: Governance models of 

Sustainability Transitions and Food System 

Transformation 

Purpose: To inform the design of the VISION4FOOD governance framework and contribute to 

research on governance mechanisms, actor dynamics, and institutional change in food systems. 

 

SECTION A – Framing Governance and Transformation 

A1. How do you define or understand “governance” in the context of sustainability transitions 

or food systems? 

Probes: 

• How do you distinguish governance from concepts like management, regulation, or 

public administration? 

• Would you describe governance primarily in terms of structure (e.g. institutions), 

process (e.g. decision-making), or relationships (e.g. networks)? 

• Do you see governance as something that is designed, emerges over time, or something 

that is path-dependent (e.g., maintained through history)?  

 

A2. What role does governance play in enabling or hindering systemic transformation? 

Probes: 

• Are there particular governance functions (e.g. visioning, coordination, regulation) that 

are especially critical for transformation?  

• Have you ever experienced cases where governance can be too flexible (e.g., lacking 

consensus and clarity) or too rigid (e.g. bureaucratic) What were the consequences? 

• Are there examples where governance arrangements have actively blocked or slowed 

down transformation?  

 

A3. In your view, what kinds of outcomes should transformative governance aim to achieve in 

food systems 

Probes: 

• How should governance navigate trade-offs (e.g. between innovation and equity, or 

between efficiency and inclusiveness)? 
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• Which outcomes tend to be prioritized in current governance systems, and which critical 

ones are often overlooked or undervalued?  

• What do you see as signs of both “successful” and "failed" governance in food system 

transformation? 

 

SECTION B – Systemic Roles and Actor Dynamics 

B1. How do different actor groups typically engage in food system or sustainability 

governance? 

Probes: 

• Which actors hold formal authority versus informal influence and what shapes this (e.g., 

legitimacy, access to resources, network position)?  

• Are certain actors systematically marginalized or tokenized in your view? 

• Have you seen shifts in actor roles, influence, or power over time (e.g., civil society or 

underrepresented groups gaining a stronger voice)? What helped make this possible? 

 

B2. What power asymmetries or incentive structures shape actor behavior in governance 

processes? 

Probes: 

• How do funding mechanisms and resources influence participation and agenda-setting? 

• What types of accountability mechanisms exist (or should exist) across actor groups? 

• Are certain actors more prone to pursuing symbolic engagement rather than substantive 

change? 

 

SECTION C – Coalitions, Configurations, and Coordination 

C1. What patterns do you observe in the formation (or absence) of coalitions for 

transformation? 

Probes: 

• What factors enable coalitions to move beyond rhetoric to action? 

• Have you observed durable alliances that cross traditional boundaries (e.g. farmers and 

researchers, civil society, or retailers)? 

• What factors prevent coalitions from forming, even when interests appear aligned? 

 

C2. How do formal and informal governance arrangements interact in these processes? 

Probes: 
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• How influential are informal norms, networks, or values in shaping governance compared 

to formal rules?  

• How do informal dynamics shape inclusion or exclusion in decision-making? 

• Have you seen examples where informal arrangements were institutionalized? 

 

 

SECTION D – Institutional Change and Regime Dynamics 

D1. What forms of resistance to change are most persistent in food system regimes? 

Probes: 

• Are certain forms of knowledge, institutions, or technologies particularly “locked-in” (i.e., 

rigid and deeply embedded/hard to change)? 

• Is resistance usually ideological, economic, bureaucratic—or something else? 

• How visible is this resistance?  

• Have you experienced cases where resistance to change was successfully overcome?  

 

D2. Have you observed governance-driven shifts in dominant regimes? 

Clarification to interviewee: By regimes, we mean the dominant "rules of the game" e.g., ways of 

organizing, thinking, and deciding in the food system including who has power, which voices 

matter, and what practices are seen as legitimate. 

Probes: 

• What actors, mechanisms, or moments enabled this shift? 

• Did the change come through disruption (e.g. crisis), incremental evolution, or 

reconfiguration? 

• Were these changes planned and intentional, emergent, or opportunistic? 

 

SECTION E – Evaluation, Reflexivity, and Transdisciplinarity 

 

E1. How can governance better integrate diverse forms of knowledge? 

Probes: 

• What works (or doesn’t) in practice to elevate local, experiential, or indigenous 

knowledge? 

• How are conflicts between different knowledge systems (e.g. science vs. lived 

experience) handled? 



    

 

100 

 

• Are there institutional tools (e.g. social labs, deliberative forums) that you find effective? 

Conversely, are there any in your experience that simply do not work? 

 

E2. What mechanisms support reflexivity and responsiveness in governance systems? 

Probes: 

• Have you seen examples of real-time learning or feedback loops in governance? 

• What role do evaluation practices (formative, participatory, etc.) play? 

• Are some governance settings more conducive to reflexivity than others? 

 

SECTION F - REGIONAL ADAPTABILITY / CONTEXT SENSITIVITY 

F1. In your view, what makes a governance model adaptable to different regional contexts? 

Probes: 

• Are there certain governance arrangements that tend to work well across diverse 

settings? 

• Which elements need to be tailored to reflect local institutions, capacities or cultural 

norms? 

• Have you seen cases where a governance model succeeded in one region but struggled 

elsewhere? Why was this the case? 

 

SECTION G – Forward-Looking Contributions 

G1. What core principles should guide the design of governance frameworks for regional food 

system transformation? 

Probes: 

• Are there principles beyond the usual calls for inclusion and transparency that are often 

overlooked?  

• How should a framework balance flexibility with clarity of roles and processes? 

• What tensions or trade-offs need to be acknowledged explicitly in the design phase? 

 

G2. How can successful governance innovations be scaled or institutionalized without losing 

their transformative edge? 

Probes: 

• What are the risks of mainstreaming radical or experimental practices? 

• What distinguishes “good enough” governance from ideal models in practice? 

• Are there intermediary structures (e.g. facilitation hubs, accelerators) that help? 
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G3. What do you see as the most urgent conceptual or empirical research gap in food system 

governance today? 

Probes: 

• Are there under-researched contexts, sectors, or actor types you’d highlight? 

• How should scholars better connect with governance practitioners to make research 

relevant and useful? 

• What kind of empirical data or case material do you believe is still missing? 
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ANNEX B: VISION4FOOD | FIP Founding Canvas 

Preparation Tool for Pilot Partners 

Use this to prepare for the 1‑to‑1. The aim is to co‑create a “Minimum Viable FIP”: how can we 

envision a credible collaboration to apply the V4F governance skeleton? Keep notes brief; bullet 

points are fine. 

Use‑case & mission candidates (pick 1–2) 

This directly addresses the 'Goals & Directionality' dimension of our governance framework. A 

specific mission helps actors align toward a shared goal, rather than getting lost in defining the 

"perfect" food system. 

Describe the concrete problem/use‑case the FIP could tackle in the first 6–12 months. Examples: 

school meals procurement; short supply‑chain pilot; food‑waste reduction; healthy canteens; 

local organic uptake. This can be done based on your own experience and knowledge about the 

region. When choosing your 1-2 missions, please consider: 

• Leverage: Which mission has the highest potential to "unlock" other parts of the system? 

• Actor Mix: Does the mission foster collaboration between actors who don't normally talk 

to each other (e.g., established actors (e.g., public authorities; larger companies) and 

niche-level innovators)? 

• Visibility: Is it something that can be communicated easily to build public support? 

Mission candidates 

Why this? Why now? (Is there 

political momentum, societal 

demand, or a recent crisis that 

makes this urgent?) 

Desired Outcome (What 

would success look like 

for this mission in 3 

years?) 

Describe mission 1:   

Describe mission 2:   
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Actor Target Map (Quadruple Helix) 

This directly addresses the “Actors & Power” dimension of our governance framework. To achieve 

this mission, who needs to be involved? A "school meals" mission requires a different actor map 

(e.g., adding public procurement officials, school directors, and parent associations) than a "food 

waste" mission (e.g., adding retailers, logistics, and circular economy startups).  

As you map your actors, please distinguish between: 

• FIP Membership (The 'Seats'): Who will be the formal members with a "seat at the table"? 

These are the individuals who participate in meetings, co-design solutions, and make 

decisions. 

• FIP Representation (The 'Voices'): Who do these members speak for? This is the broader 

"actor target." For example, one FIP member (e.g., the head of a co-op) might represent 

the actor target of 'small-scale farmers'. 

This distinction is vital for a legitimate and effective FIP. The FIP does not need to do everything 

directly. It should act as a hub that connects existing networks. When looking for members, look 

for "multipliers"—organizations or people who already represent or serve a large group. At the 

same time, this distinction ensures we build an inclusive platform that accounts for the entire 

system, not just the few who can attend a meeting. It is the practical application of our RRI-

embedded approach. 

Table 5: Actor mapping Mission 1 

QH Groups Possible FIP Member 

(make it concrete) 

Actors/groups 

represented 

Relevance 

(why are 

they 

important?) 

Public sector 

     

     

     

Industry/SMEs 

     

     

     

Academia/Education 

     

     

     

Civil society      
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When thinking about "actor targets", please also consider: 

• Incumbents: Who has the formal power (e.g., laws, policies, procurement budgets) to 

enable or block the mission?  

• Innovators: Who has the informal power (e.g., local norms, relationships, new 

technology) to disrupt or innovate? 

• Hard to reach: Which actors/groups that you foresee difficulties to involve in the FIP but 

you consider critical to success? 

Table 6: Actor mapping Mission 2 (if applicable) 

QH Groups Possible FIP Member 

(make it concrete) 

Actors/groups 

represented 

Relevance 

(why are 

they 

important?) 

Public sector 

     

     

     

Industry/SMEs 

     

     

     

Academia/Education 

     

     

     

Civil society 

     

     

     

When thinking about "actor targets", please also consider: 

• Incumbents: Who has the formal power (e.g., laws, policies, procurement budgets) to 

enable or block the mission?  

• Innovators: Who has the informal power (e.g., local norms, relationships, new 

technology) to disrupt or innovate? 

• Hard to reach: Which actors/groups that you foresee difficulties to involve in the FIP but 

you consider critical to success? 


