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Abstract

Calls for an integrated food policy to tackle the new fundamentals of the food system have been regularly
made by academics, policymakers, the food industry and civil society for over a decade in many countries
but, despite some changes, much of the old policy framework remains entrenched. This gap raises
questions about why policy innovation has proved so difficult.

This study responded to that research problem through a qualitative, interpretivist comparative study of
how two countries attempted to improve their policy integration, via two specific policy integration
projects: the UK’s Food Matters/Food 2030 process (2008-2010) and Australia’s (2010-2013) National
Food Plan. It applied a conceptual framework fusing historical institutionalism and the public policy
integration literature, focusing on the policy formulation stage. Fieldwork was conducted in both
countries, including interviews with key informants; and publically-available documents about the policy
projects and broader policy systems were analysed.

The findings suggest the two policy projects represent a food policy shift from single-domain ‘policy
taker’, towards multiple domain ‘policy maker’, but both fell short of what might be classed as
‘integration’ in the literature. The research identifies how tensions between domains are sidestepped, and
makes broader propositions around how multiple values and goals co-exist in this contested policy space,
and the need for improved value agreement capacity. It also highlights a general lack of focus on
integration as a process. It explores how the legacy of historical fragmented approaches, plus political
developments and decisions around institutional design, and a more general trend of hollowing out of
national government, impact on how integrated food policy can be formulated in a particular country
setting. It therefore proposes an emerging ‘institutionalist theory of food policy integration’,
conceptualising the dimensions of integration, and multiple institutional influences on integration
attempts.

Keywords: Australia; Food Policy Governance; Integration; Institutions; National Food Policy; UK
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SECTION ONE

This Section presents the inputs to the thesis, by first setting out the research problem: why national food
policy integration projects have not succeeded. Chapter One continues with a justification of the
empirical and conceptual elements of the research design, and introduces the two empirical cases which
represent the focus of the study. Chapter Two presents a wide-ranging review of the literature, divided
into four themes: approaches to national food policy prior to the case study integration projects; the
changing governance of food; policy integration; and the theory of Historical Insitutionalism. Finally, in

Chapter Three, the research methodology is explained and justified.
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Chapter One: Food Policy Integration as a Problem

This chapter is structured in the following way: the problem the research addresses is described, with
particular reference to evolving policy frameworks for food. The rationale for a more structural
theoretical focus on integration is presented, with reference to how theory has been used as a lens for food

policy to date. Then, the empirical focus of the thesis isdescribed.

1.1 The Research Problem

An integrated national approach can be considered something of a philosophers’ stone for modern food
policy; “ever sought but always just beyond reach’, borrowing from Rhodes’ (2000) oft-quoted maxim on

the challenges of public policy integration more generally. In short, this research set out to explore why.

Calls for an integrated strategy, also referred to as a joined-up food policy or whole-of-government or
cross-government approach, have been regularly made for over a decade, and continue to be raised as a
policy solution by stakeholders ranging from academics and civil society groups, the food industry, global
organisations such as the World Health Organisation, to governments themselves (Lang 1998; Barling et
al 2002; Lang and Heasman 2004; 2015; DEFRA 2006; Cabinet Office 2008b; Lang et al 2009; PHAA
2009; Carnell 2009; DAFF 2011; Macrae 2011; AFGC 2012; Government Office for Science 2012;
DAFF 2012; Which? 2013; DAFF 2013; Labour Party 2013; Creagh 2013). It remains a live issue: policy
integration was given new impetus in the past year, with Target 17.14 of the (2015) Sustainable
Development Goals, ‘Enhance Policy Coherence for Sustainable Development’. The aim is ‘to support
sustainable development outcomes by breaking down the silos between policy communities and applying

integrated, whole of government, approaches to common global challenges’ (Hawkes 2015 p7).

The backdrop to calls for greater integration of multiple and sometimes contradictory goals in food
policymaking is challenges presented by the ‘new fundamentals’ of the food system (Barling et al 2008):
climate change; water; biodiversity and eco-systems support; energy and non-renewable fossil fuels;
population growth; land use; soil; labour; and dietary change and public health (p3). More recently,
Morley et al (2016) refer to a ‘deepening set of food vulnerability conditions since 2010°, and the urgent
need for a “clear policy vision and actions for achieving healthy and sustainable diets for all’ (p6). These
challenges are well documented in the food policy literature and will not be covered in any detail here

(for example see Lang et al 2009; Lang and Barling 2012; Lang and Heasmann 2015).

Traditionally, as Lang and Barling (2012) assert, most policy described as ‘food policy’ has focused on
producing food — predominantly on agriculture — and been dealt with by ministries of agriculture, not
food. This arrangement can be traced back to institutional reforms during the Second World War, a period
when ‘the UK had its clearest, most just, and integrated food system’ (Lang 1999a p173), where only one
department, the much-heralded Ministry of Food, was responsible for food and nutrition across the UK.
In 1955 responsibilities for food, diet, nutrition were divided across several agencies/departments, and the
Ministry — which had “‘developed as an outcrop of the Department of Health’ — was subsumed within the

new Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food, so pointedly ‘transferring its centre of gravity from a

17



health perspective to an agro-industrial one’ (Foster and Lunn 2007 p200). However, in recent decades
broader definitions of food policy, encompassing more than agriculture, have developed in recognition of
changes in the food system which have taken place during this period. So, modern food policy is defined
by Lang and Heasman (2004) as:

‘the decision-making that shapes the way the world of food operates and is controlled’ and
‘those policies and the policy making processes that shape the outcome of the food supply chain,
food culture and who eats what, when and how, and with what consequences’ (Lang and
Heasman 2004 p2).

Similarly Caraher, in Thompson and Kaplan (2014 p804), defines food policy as:

“...more than health and more than just agricultural policies or even nutrition policy as
individual strands; it is the interconnectedness and sometimes even the disconnect between these
various areas™.

Such definitions are rooted in a vision of ‘ecological public health’, pioneered by the UK’s Centre for
Food Policy, with goals for food policy including: sufficiency of production on ecological terms;
preventing diet-related ill-health (within a sustainable food supply); harnessing all sciences to address the
nature of production; lowering food’s impact on the environment; international development and social
justice (Lang et al 2009). According to such definitions, then, food issues are relevant for many areas of
government policy beyond simply agriculture: health, environment, rural, trade, industry and innovation,
to name the main ones. The problem is that while relevant to many, such issues remain the direct concern
of relatively few and *‘cross-cutting policy issues [which] too often fall between the institutions of food
governance’ (Lang and Heasmann 2015 p256). The result is that food policy remains fragmented at
national level and attempts to address food issues through national policies, strategies or plans have
historically focused on one or two aspects of food independently; for example either agriculture, food
industry processing, food security, nutrition, or food research and development. This ‘patchwork of
strategies’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p41) is one of several fragmentations which characterise modern food
policy: there are challenges for joining-up vertically with other levels of governance; plus along the food
chain, in terms of the stages of food production and consumption, where sectoral interests tend to remain
in their discrete ‘comfort zones’ (Lang and Barling 2012; Lang and Heasmann 2015 p6). However, it is
the horizontal fragmentation across discrete policy areas; the relationship between policies at the same
levels of governance, or ‘horizontal interplay’ (Young 2002), which this research set out to address. As
Lang and Barling state:

‘Policy-making processes are more used to addressing single issue problems, not the
connections of, for example, the production sphere with its environmental, natural resource and
ecosystem impacts, or the impact of consumption on waste or public health impacts’ (2012
p318).

The challenge of a more coordinated approach to food governance, across a horizontally-fragmented
policy space, is often exacerbated by a New Public Management-inspired (NPM) policy design based on
division of policy responsibilities by specific constituents, a formation which leaves most governments
without an institutional place from which to work on food-related matters, and open to criticism of
working in policy ‘silos’. For example, analysis by the UK Sustainable Development Commission in
2008 identified 19 ministries, agencies and bodies related to food and almost 100 policy
areas/responsibilities (SDC 2008). While, an interviewee for the thesis described 16 Australian Federal
18



government departments with a role in food, plus 54 agencies, replicated across every state (CS-A6). The
same ‘patchwork of regulations and standards’ with agencies working ‘at cross-purposes’ has also been
documented in the USA (UCS 2014).

In more scholarly terms, the existence of ‘organizationally-bound problem perceptions’ naturally results
in ‘turf wars’ (Hustedt and Seyfried 2016 p890). The NPM structure also involves certain rules and
standard operating procedures which work in opposition to integrated policy and longer-term policy
programmes, as will be discussed further in the literature review. All can be considered contributory

“forces that promote continuity in policymaking” addressing food issues (Weir 2006 p172).

1.2 The Tensions

Surprisingly, considering the frequency of calls to address fragmentation in this policy space, there is
little articulation in the literature of the nature of tensions and inconsistencies which result from a lack of
coordination and — despite their rhetorical commitment — policy documents avoid explicitly addressing
them. One reason may be a perceived issue of generalisability when attempting to identify tensions
between the discrete domains of food policy: such analysis depends not only on country-specific
conditions but is also, arguably, a matter of interpretation. For example in using the term food security, as
Lang and Heasmann (2015) note:

‘While few people disagree the world faces a crisis of food (in)security, the term food security
can mean different things. To some it is just a matter of raising production; to others it is a
matter of access, affordability, utilisation and appropriateness too’ (p10).

Nevertheless, with reference to both academic and grey literature, when plotting the research problem it
was possible to attempt an initial sketch of some potential tensions and inconsistencies between policy
domains covering food, as outlined in Table 1.1. The research project, the basis of this thesis, was to

expand understanding of the dynamics entailed and, where possible, to identify additional tensions.

Table 1.1: Tensions between Food Policy Domains

Policy Domain Policy Domain Tension

Nutrition Trade and Investment Incentives for Direct Foreign Investment
(FDI) agricultural ownership and other
support of food industry production may
limit government influence over food
supply (Thow and McGrady 2014) and
may result in:

- Increased availability and greater
promotion of high calorie, nutrient poor
foods

- Increased availability of vegetable
sources of saturated and trans fats

(Hawkes 2015)
Industry/Science/Agriculture | Consumer Protection/Food | Radical new technologies such as genetic
Safety modification and nanotechnology vs

consumer desire for authenticity and
integrity (Lang and Heasman 2015 p5)
Agriculture Nutrition/Food Safety Clash between pesticide levels permitted
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in farming, and nutrition policy
promoting fruit and vegetable
consumption, and food safety policy
around washing and peeling fruit and
vegetables (Barling et al 2002)

Nutrition

Sustainability

Recommendations to eat fish vs
Declining fish stocks (NHMRC 2013;
Lang and Heasman 2015 p185)

Agriculture/Trade Policy

Climate Change

Goals to increase food production vs
mitigation of GHG emissions from
agriculture (Feindt and Flynn 2009;
Nilssen et al 2012)

Food Waste Food Safety Food waste reduction goals vs food safety
advice (FDF 2009 p5; Watson and Meah
2012)

Industry/Trade Nutrition Policies supporting food manufacturing

innovation and growth, particularly of
‘value-added’ foods increase levels of
processed foods, which tend to be
nutrient-poor, energy dense (Monteiro et
al 2011)

Nutrition/Education

Industry/Trade/Agriculture

Policies to address obesity via school
settings may be viewed as damaging to
economy and job generation (Charvel et
al 2015)

Agricultural
Multifunctionality

Trade/Market
Liberalisation

UK Industry Department and Treasury
‘severely apathetic towards the idea of
new forms of state assistance for
multifunctional agriculture’ and
‘successive ministers of agriculture are
reluctant to contradict the flow of policies
from the Department for Business,
Enterprise and Regulatory Reform and,
or especially, from the Treasury’
(Marsden and Sonnino 2008 p429)

Self-Sufficiency

Competition

‘UK competition policy continues to
allow the oligopolistic behaviour of the
downstream retailers and the UK as a
whole becomes significantly less self-
sufficient in food production’ (Marsden
and Sonnino 2008 p429)

Trade/Market Liberalisation

Biosecurity

‘Australia has had very strict quarantine
restrictions and fears remain that the
WTO is promoting downward
harmonisation, thereby increasing the
risk of foodborne diseases entering the
country and potentially compromising
food security (Dibden et al 2011). The
concern is that downward harmonisation
will diminish Australia’s ability to trade
in ‘clean and green’ agricultural
products. In endorsing, and following, the
WTO’s global neoliberal trading regime,
the Australian government is encouraging
the importation of cheaper, but
potentially more risky, foods’ (Lawrence
et al 2013 p14)

Source: Author
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Likewise, potential areas of policy coherence are rarely explicitly articulated. A rare example is in
Hawkes (2015), which identifies potential synergies and conflicts between a nutrition goal that “all people
consume adequate, nutritious and healthy diets’, with trade policies (p21). Work on reconciling
competing food policy tensions is also taking place in the developing area of ‘nutrition sensitive food
systems’, where nutrition objectives are incorporated into agriculture (Nugent 2011; Keding et al 2013;
Pinstrup-Andersen 2013). A further example is work on sustainable diets, including the current Eat:
Lancet Commission; charged with exploring ‘synergies and trade-offs between food-related human and

planetary health’ (Rockstrom et al 2016).

But formulating a cross-government integrated food policy has proved no less difficult than earlier
endeavours addressing cross-cutting issues such as health inequalities and social exclusion. Despite
acknowledged problems of organisational fragmentation; joint meetings between health, agriculture and
environmental ministers or departments, let alone more formalised cross-government mechanisms, are
rare (Macrae 2011), and stakeholders report confusion over which department or tier of government is
responsible for which policy issue (DAFF 2012). This problem was thrown into sharp relief during the
UK ‘horsemeat scandal’ of 2013, for example, where investigations (NAO 2013; Elliott 2014) concluded
that machinery of government changes made in 2010 led to confusion over whether the Department of
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, The Department of Health, or the Food Standards Agency should
be the first port of call for stakeholders; identified weakened intelligence sharing; and recommended a
‘co-ordinated, joined-up approach across many Government departments’ was needed in future (Elliott
2014 p52).

Similarly, attempts at cross-departmental initiatives can be subject to “institutional pressures’ and forum
shopping which hinder their success, as demonstrated by Charvel et al’s (2015) analysis on Mexico’s
2010 multi-sector agreement to prevent obesity. This research aims to add to a nascent body of

knowledge on how tensions play out in “live’ food policymakingattempts.

1.3 Old and New Policy Frameworks

An integrated approach to food policy involves confronting entrenched policy frameworks (Macrae 2011
p428). This fragmented policy space represents one element of a ‘different and complex constellation of
issues’ than was addressed by the old food policy framework (Lang and Barling 2012). Placing new
public health and environment fundamentals in a public policy context, Lang and Barling (2012) refer to
emerging analysis stressing a:
e  Shift from top-down government-driven policy frameworks to more market-driven ones
(Lang et al 2009, cited in Lang and Barling 2012);
e Power and control over food systems now split between government and commercial
interests (Lawrence et al 2009, cited in Lang and Barling 2012);
e Power and influence continuing to move off the land towards retailers and traders, with
farms squeezed by new governance of value chains (Gereffi et al 2005; Burch and
Lawrence 2007, cited in Lang and Barling 2012);

e Food culture changing from traditionally rule-bound to consumer choice-driven
(Schwartz 2004, cited in Lang and Barling 2012).
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Items one and two above are further addressed in the Literature Review section on Government to

Governance (2.3.1).

The above list from Lang and Barling (2012) usefully sets the scene for the focus of this research into
attempts to create an integrated national food policy, by highlighting both the need for (and
considerations involved in) creating a new policy framework for food. It also underscores how
establishing whether integrated food policy at the national level is possible requires documenting how the
current policy framework is organised, and how it structures policymaking opportunities. This research,
therefore, aims to extend policy framework analysis undertaken to date, by applying an institutional
approach to the body of knowledge on public policy integration, to go beyond commonly-made critiques
of government’s ‘silo-working’, and provide more detailed insights into how the dominant regime
fragments and compartmentalises these problems (Marsden 2013), and what calls for integrated national
food policy — with their somewhat rationalist undertones — mean in the ‘messy’ reality of policymaking. It
asks ‘what do we actually mean by integrated food policy?” And — perhaps more importantly still —*what
do policymakers who have attempted whole-of-government policy projects mean by it?” It does so
through an in-depth examination of two of the most significant attempts to create an integrated cross-
government national food policy: the UK’s Food Matters: Towards a Strategy for the 21 Century
(2008b) and Food 2030 (2010) projects (hereafter ‘FM/F2030’); and Australia’s (2013) National Food
Plan (NFP). Both (ultimately unsuccessfully) attempted to overcome the challenges of food’s fragmented

governance.

With the research problem described, attention now turns to further exploring the theoretical focus of the

research.

1.4 Conceptual Framework

As mentioned, the research has been theoretically-guided in its design, creating a conceptual framework
fusing the body of scholarly knowledge on policy integration with historical institutionalist policy theory
to create what is described in the conclusions section as an ‘institutionalist theory of food policy
integration’. A body of scholarly work on public policy integration has been amassed in particular since
the late 1990s and early 2000s, predominantly in the UK but also beyond. By reflecting on this body of
work the research should be well placed to go beyond numerous calls for an integrated food policy, and
rhetoric employed at the outset of attempts to formulate a national food policy, to examine what is
actually meant by the term integration. Because, as mentioned above, while a cross-government approach
is a common policy ask, the details of what this actually means — what exactly needs to be implemented,

and how this might take place — could be more clearly elucidated.

The policy integration issue is viewed through the lens of historical institutionalism, in order to allow
particular focus on applying new integrated governance arrangements to established policy
structures.With policy systems historically divided intellectually, constitutionally, and departmentally,
‘supporting new approaches means extensively confronting many existing and entrenched policy

frameworks and traditions’ (Macrae 2011 p428), making the case for a temporally-sensitive, structural
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examination. The field of food policy is considered ripe for application of a more structural theory such as
institutionalism for two reasons. Firstly, theoretical applications in the academic study of food policy to
date have — on the whole — tended towards idea-, group- or process-based models. For example, the much
cited food policy paradigms approach taken by Lang and Heasman (2004; 2015). Networks and
Advocacy Coalitions have also proved popular explanatory models in analysing the food policy
subsystem, and in particular the role of business interests in determining the policy agenda, as have
process models such as Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Approach (2003) and Walt and Gilson’s (1994)
Policy Analysis Triangle (see for example Thow et al 2014; Hawkes et al 2016).

Of course, food policy analysis to date has paid significant attention to institutions in terms of the
organisations involved in the process. For example, Lang and Heasmann’s Food Wars (2004; 2015)
makes explicit reference to a “crisis of institutions’ and need to design and rework the ‘institutional
architecture of food” (p12). This research attempts to expand such arguments and document more closely
the institutional architecture which impacts on policy integration, adding a deeper understanding of how
this happens. In addition, by broadening the definition of the term institution, the ‘new institutionalist’
approach followed in this thesis attempts to go beyond traditional ‘old institutionalist’ analysis, to
examine not only the organisations themselves, but also the potential influence of rules and practices, the
‘standard operating procedures’ (Hall 1986), plus ideas which become institutionalised, and potentially
have a similarly structuring effect on policy processes. Food can be categorised as a ‘wicked issue’
(Peters and Pierre 2017) — a term associated with the notion of joining-up government, and developed to
describe issues that don’t fit the structure of the policy system in that they cross departmental boundaries
—a “class of problems whose causes are so complex, and whose solutions are so multi-factorial, that they
require a multi-agency response’ (Ling 2002 p622). So — while acknowledging that structural analysis
may not be considered ‘en vogue’ as an approach to food policy analysis, and ‘to propose the case for
structural change used to be seen as politically outlandish’ (Lang and Heasmann 2015 p24) — it is the
contention here that a consideration of the structures which bind actors makes renewed sense in any
attempt to understand the possibilities for new integrated governance arrangements for food policy
(Rayner and Howlett 2009). In doing so the thesis aims to explore Lang and Heasmann’s contention that
‘big structural changes are almost certainly needed due to the consequences of past decisions and
practices’ (2015 p23-24).

Pre-requisite for understanding the dynamic between old and new food policy frameworks, is addressing
the structure of the policy system; how the institutions — both organisational, procedural and ideational;
governmental and non-governmental — influence the formulation process, unearthing potential clues as to
the institutional reforms needed to enable food policy to evolve to meet new challenges. Aside from
Barling’s (2004) examination of ‘Food Agencies as an institutional response to policy failure by the UK
and the European Union’, and Feindt and Flynn’s (2009) paper on food policy change, which looks at
UK food policy development in a broad way by applying new institutionalist ideas about policy layering;
food-related studies taking a historical institutionalist approach have tended towards a focus on a specific
institution, such as Kay’s (2005) examination of the Common Agricultural Policy’s budgetary system, or

Botterill’s (2011) examination of the Australian Wheat Marketing Board. However, as examined in the
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Methodology Chapter Three, the theory has been argued to be equally suitable for addressing broader
empirical applications such as policy (sub)systems, and indeed, beyond food policy, the traditional focus
of new institutionalist case studies has tended towards whole policy systems, in particular welfare

systems.

The second justification of institutionalism theory is its suitability for explaining instances of policy
constraint. It is generally agreed the shadow of past food policy falls heavily over the present. Forces of
institutional inertia are un-doubtable (Marsden 2013), and despite attempts at policy innovation,
accusations of ‘business as usual’ policy outcomes remain commonplace. Failed attempts to challenge the
old policy framework with a new more integrated approach — what Lowndes and Roberts describe as
attempts to ‘square the circle’ of current motivational demands with institutions which contain ‘legacies
of different mixed motivational demands from the past’ (2013 p13) — are testament to the ‘stickiness’ of
food policy. Drawing on paradigm theory, Marsden (2013), for instance, refers to the ‘paradigm lock-in’

of conventional (first-order) governance frameworks (p153).

The particular institutionalist approach applied in this research project incorporates a historical element.
As described in detail in Chapter Two, historical institutionalism is one of several strands of new
institutionalism. A historical focus is deemed appropriate given the legacy of food policy conceived as
agriculture policy, and a state apparatus ‘controlled by the ministries most associated with production:
usually agriculture and not health or environment’ (Lang and Heasmann 2015 p133), which — along with
the institutional fragmentation of the policy space — potentially has an equally significant influence on
attempts to develop a ‘new policy framework’ to respond to modern day challenges. The research
explores how attempts to formulate a new integrated policy approach face organisational, practice-based
and ideational institutional barriers to significant policy change. For example — in organisational terms —
the institutional venues for food policy (the key departments which are responsible for food policy), are
themselves legacies of past policy decisions about how they should be structured and operated.
‘Policymakers work within structures inherited from the past to address problems ahead’ and ‘there is
always a time-lag in capacity’, in the words of Lang and Heasmann (2015). Practice-based and ideational
institutions exist in the form of past decisions on standard operating procedures of departments and rules
— or absence of rules — for cross-departmental communication on food issues; and in definitions of food
policy as agriculture policy, or new ideas about competition and innovation in all policies (Evans and
Cerny 2003) which can ‘act like templates to base political decisions on’ (Steinmo 2008). As discussed in
the Methodology, such notions have links with policy paradigms as overarching frameworks of ideas and
standards specifying ‘not only the goals of policy and kind of instruments that can be used to attain them,
but also the very nature of the problems they are meant to be addressing’ (Hall 1993 p279; Cairney
2011). It is hoped, therefore, that this research will contribute to the theoretical understanding of food

policy provided thus far by paradigmatic explanations.

1.5 The Empirical Focus

The empirical focus of the research is two specific policy attempts to create an integrated national policy,

nested within the broader food policy systems in the UK and Australia. Two of the most significant
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attempts to create an integrated cross-government national food policy have been the UK’s Food Matters
(2008) (FM) and Food 2030 (2010) (F2030), and Australia’s (2013) National Food Plan (NFP). There is
a degree of confluence between the two country cases, both having embarked on these policy processes
with an aim to take a more integrated approach to food policy and produce a new framework (Cabinet
Office 2008b piii; DAFF 2011piii), though with subtle differences, as examined in Section Three. Further

rationale for the selection of these two policy attempts is provided in the Methodology.

While a full historical analysis of the UK and Australian policy systems is beyond the scope of the thesis;
inspired by the historical institutionalist theory, these policy attempts are contextualised by the political,
bureaucratic and ideational structures within the countries, and the approach taken to integration on a
policy system level, for example how food policy is coordinated across government. The specific
institutional structures involved and their historical approach to integration is examined and compared in
Chapter Four. A summary of the two policy attempts is provided below. Details of the formulation
process, catalyst and context, outcomes and reaction to their publication are the focus of the policy
analysis in findings Chapters Five (FM and F2030) and Six (NFP), and are therefore not included in this

introductory chapter.

151 UK

The UK case study includes two embedded units of analysis (Yin 2003): the 2008 FM and 2010 F2030
policies. Each unit is described briefly below. The reason behind the two units within the case study is

elaborated in the Methodology.

Food Matters: Towards a Strategy for the 21st Century

This report, published by the Cabinet Office in 2008, is described in its foreword by Prime Minister
Gordon Brown as ‘an overarching statement of government food policy’ (Cabinet Office 2008b pi, iii).
The ‘towards a strategy’ is said to reflect the intention the report initiates a process, rather than represents
the final policy framework (FEC 2008). The aims of the report are ‘to review the main trends in food
production and consumption in the UK; to analyse the implications of those trends for the economy,
society and the environment; to assess the robustness of the current policy framework for food; and to
determine what the objectives of future food strategy should be and the measures needed to achieve them’
(Cabinet Office 2008b pi, iii). The need for a more joined-up approach to food policy is a strong focus, as
are the social and environmental challenges of the food system. However, as discussed in Section Two, it
does not address food production in any detail, beyond highlighting challenges. The team behind the
report included Cabinet Office Strategy Unit and Department for the Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs (DEFRA) staff plus ‘additional contributions’ from departments including the Food Standards
Agency (FSA) and Department of Health (DH). A departmental advisory board, working group and a
panel of experts supported the formulation of the policy. Outcomes of the project included the report itself
(used as a basis to inform the next stage of the policy process, which shifted in sponsorship from the
Cabinet Office to DEFRA); a Food Policy Taskforce and Cabinet Sub-Committee on Food; and several

specific programmes of work including one to integrate advice to consumers across government; a
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‘Healthy Food Mark’ for the public sector, integrating health and environmental principles; and a cross-

government research group. A full appraisal of the policy is the focus of Chapter Five.

Food 2030

The second unit of analysis for the UK case study is the 2010 Food 2030 report, which can be considered
the subsequent stage of the policy process to FM. The F2030 “Vision” was published in 2010 by DEFRA,
with a foreword by Prime Minister Gordon Brown. It was launched at the Oxford Farming Conference in
January 2010 by Hilary Benn MP, Secretary of State for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. The
report has been described as “the first attempt since the 1950s to bring together cross-government policy
on food into one overarching food policy framework’ (SDC 2011). F2030 combines the FM focus on

health and the environment, with the issue of food security/production. The vision is that by 2030:

1. Consumers are informed, can choose and afford healthy, sustainable food. This demand is met by
profitable, competitive, highly skilled and resilient farming, fishing and food businesses, supported by
first class research and development.

2. Food is produced, processed, and distributed, to feed a growing global population in ways which:

- use global natural resourcessustainably

- enable the continuing provision of the benefits and services a healthy natural environment provides

- promote high standards of animal health and welfare

- protect food safety

- make a significant contribution to rural communities, and

- allow us to show global leadership on food sustainability

3. Our food security is ensured through strong UK agriculture and food sectors and international trade
links with EU and global partners, which support developingeconomies.

4. The UK has a low carbon food system which is efficient with resources — any waste is reused, recycled
or used for energy generation (DEFRA 2010 p7).

An election resulting in a change in government not long after F2030 was published led to the project
being halted.

1.5.2 Australia

The Australia case study involves only one unit of analysis, the 2013 NFP.

National Food Plan
The NFP, led by the Federal agriculture department, stated:

‘The government believes that an overarching approach will help protect and improve
Australia‘s enviable food security status and support population health outcomes, among other
things, and has committed to developing a national food plan to address these needs’ (DAFF
2011 p1)
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The Plan’s aim was to:

‘...better integrate all aspects of food policy by taking a whole-of-food-system approach
covering primary production, transport, storage and distribution, processing, manufacturing,
retailing, international trade, consumers, related service sectors and the wider community’
(DAFF 2012 p20)

It was formulated in three stages — Issues Paper, Green Paper and White Paper — all of which are treated
as part of one NFP unit of analysis (with a particular focus on the White Paper). The NFP White Paper
‘National Food Plan — Our Food Future’ was published in May 2013. The ‘vision to 2025” consists of
goals grouped in four themes: Growing Exports; Sustainable Food; Thriving Industry and People. A new
governmental mechanism was proposed — an ‘Australian Council on Food’. An election in

September 2013 led to a change of political party and subsequent cessation of theproject.

Summary and Chapter Preview

This chapter has provided a justification for the thesis’ focus, by outlining the problem the research is
attempting to address — the challenges of creating an integrated national food policy — and the context to

that problem. The remainder of the thesis is structured as follows:

Chapter Two is a literature review covering four main themes: food policy integration in the UK and
Australia prior to 2008; the wider policymaking context; public policy integration; and Historical

Insitutionalism.

Chapter Three is an examination of the methodology. This includes a description and justification of the
specific research methods used — policy document analysis, interviews and the creation of a Framework
Tool and Policy System Template to compare the two UK and Australian policy attempts — and also
provides an exposition of the methodological decision-making process related to the operationalising

the concept of public policy integration and Historical Institutionalist theory.

Chapter Four is the first of four chapters of findings, and is a comparative analysis of how policy
integration has been dealt with in the UK and Australian policy systems, with particular reference to the

institutional architecture in each country.
Chapter Five applies the Framework Tool to the UK’s FM (2008) and F2030 (2010) policies.
Chapter Six applies the Framework Tool to the Australian NFP (2013).

Chapter Seven triangulates the findings in Chapters Four, Five and Six, to compare and explore how the

two policy projects may have been influenced by the wider policy systems in their respective countries.

Chapter Eight is a discussion of the findings. It outlines tentative conclusions drawing on the theory and
examines the usefulness of HI in analysing the empirical data. It then presents contributions — both
theoretical and practical — a final conclusion, and commentary on the research limitations and possible

future research projects arising from the thesis.

27



Chapter Two: Literature Review

As discussed in the previous chapter, the thesis examines integrated national food policymaking in the
UK and Australia using the concept of policy integration viewed through a historical institutionalist (HI)
lens, in an attempt to better explain the apparent ‘stickiness’ of national food policy which, despite
repeated appeals from across the range of stakeholders, has proved generally resistant to significant

change towards integration.

Following Hart (2001), the literature reviewed includes both that on the topic of study (the challenge of
food policy integration); and how the topic is to be studied (the approach to policy analysis) both of which
contributed to refining the research focus and establishing the conceptual framework. The following
literature review is therefore organised into four main parts. Parts One and Two present the topical
literature: with Part One exploring how attempts to tackle food issues through national policies, strategies
or plans have historically addressed integration, and Part Two providing broader context by outlining
changes in policymaking which have impacted on food policy. Thereafter follows a short section
highlighting some themes from public policy/public administration/political science literature which
are relevant to a study of the influences on integrated policy formulation, to enable assessment of
whether these integrated food policy projects can be deemed policy success or failure, and the role of
institutions in successful policy reform in other sectors beyond food. In Part Three, the literature on policy
integration and its relevance to food policy is examined. The concept of policy integration can assist with
questions such as: what is actually meant by integrated public policy? What can we learn from
attempts to create cross-government integration across a range of established policy sectors? What
are the barriers and enablers of integration? While the main focus of this literature is topical in nature, it
also provides some guidance on the methods of study (for example on how integration might be
recognised and measured), as discussed in the sections on operationalising the literature in Chapter
Three. Finally, Part Four addresses the methods of studying the research problem, by examining
the theory of Historical Insitutionalism (HI) and explores its potential to answer questions such as: to
what extent and how is the status quo maintained in policy terms? To what degree are new pathways and
modes of operation able to be established and by what means? And do political institutions allow

policymakers to adapt andto innovate? (John 2012).

2.1 Literature Review Methodology

The research methodology is examined in detail in Chapter Three. However, at the outset of this literature
review chapter, a few words on the literature review method is required, to provide context. The literature
review consisted of six main search areas:

e Policy Integration

e Historical Institutionalism

e Food Policy Development in the UK

e Food Policy Development in Australia
e Policymaking in UK

e Policymaking in Australia

Searches for journal articles were done on the following databases:
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1. Ebscohost, which incorporates:

*Academic Search Complete
*Business Source Complete
Cinahl

Econlit

*E-Journals

*Greenfile

*Medline

*Regional Business News
*SocINDEX

2. Ovid Online, which incorporates:

*Embase

*Global Health

«Journals from Ovid

*AMED

*Health Management Information Consortium
Social Policy and Practice

3. Google Scholar

Books on Institutionalism and the policy system in general — in the UK and Australia — were also
identified via library searches and reference mining, and public policy handbooks were used to provide
context to institutionalist theory. The below is a record of search parameters used in undertaking the
literature search. Following initial searches, a snowball approach was applied using references identified

in the first phase.
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Table 2.1: Literature Search Parameters

Literature search

Primary Search Terms

Secondary search terms

category added (AND)
Historical Institutionalism Food
Institutionalism Institutions ‘Food Policy’
Historical + Institutionalism UK
Path Dependence Australia
New Institutionalism
Discursive Institutionalism
Critical Juncture
Policy Change
‘Food policy institutions’
‘Food policy change’
‘Policy Layering’
‘Policy Stretching’
Policy Integration ‘Policy Integration’ Food
*Joined-Up Government’ ‘Food Policy’
‘Whole of Government’ UK
‘Policy Coordination’ Australia

‘Policy Silos’
‘Cross-cutting policy’
‘Departmentalism’

UK Food Policy

‘UK food policy’

Australian Food
Policy

‘Australian food policy’

UK Policymaking

‘UK policymaking’

‘UK public policy’

‘UK civil service’

‘Westminster System’

‘UK Electoral Cycle’

‘Hierarchy of UK government
departments’

*Status of UK government departments’
‘Status of Defra’

*Status of Cabinet Office’

Australian
Policymaking

‘Australian policymaking’
‘Australia public policy’

‘Australia public service’
Westminster System’

‘Australia Electoral Cycle’
‘Hierarchy of Australia government
departments’

*Status of Australia government
departments’

‘Status of DAFF’

Source: Author

2.2 Food Policy Integration Prior to 2008: Single Domain Approaches Dominate

2.2.1 Food Policy as Agriculture Policy

The Second World War (WW?2) is often referenced as the period when ‘the UK had its clearest, most just,
and integrated food system” (Lang 1999a p173), and provides a useful starting point to examine how food

policy integration has developed since the Ministry of Food was replaced by the Ministry of Agriculture

Fisheries and Food. Boththe UK and Australia were profoundly impacted by WW2, with dramatic
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increases in agricultural production, in the former (enshrined in the 1947 Agriculture Act) to respond to
chronic food shortages, and in the latter with establishment of the farm sector as ‘a pillar of national
economic and social development’ in response to ‘chronic and increasingly serious balance of payments
problems’ and ‘potential food shortages due to the low productivity and output of the farm sector’
(Argent 2002 p102). The roots of modern food policy can therefore be found in government interventions
stimulated by both World Wars, and the rise of ‘productionism’ as a solution to issues of global food
supply (Lang 1999b; Lang et al 2009). However, it was in the 1970s and 1980s that more formal attempts
to characterise and evaluate food policy emerged, with the first meetings of the World Food Council, the
founding of the International Food Policy Research Institute in 1975, and of the journal Food Policy a
year later, and the publication of Timmer et al’s (1983) book Food Policy Analysis (Maxwell and Slater
2003). The Organisation for Economic Development’s (OECD) 1981 report Food Policy, and John
Tarrant’s (1980) book Food Policies similarly provided some of the earliest examinations of the subject,

and highlighted twin pressures of food and energy shortage.

At this time, food policy tended to focus on agriculture, nutrition, or trade independently, rarely crossing
boundaries beyond a single policy domain (also described in the public policy literature as a
subgovernment or subsystem (Jochim and May 2010)). Food policy was also characterised by ‘top-down’
influence of government, be it in the form of taxes and fiscal measures, advice, education and
information, or regulations and laws (Lang and Heasman 2004; Lang et al 2009). So for Timmer et al,
food policy encompassed ‘the collective efforts of governments to influence the decision-making
environment of food producers, food consumers, and food marketing agents in order to further social
objectives’ (Timmer et al. 1983 chl Online). The OECD’s report defined food policy as reflecting ‘the
dominant priorities and objectives of governments’, priorities that shifted from farming in the post-war
period, through to food security and later food safety (OECD 1981 pl10). Governments had already
invested significantly in increasing food production and distribution. Europe’s Common Agricultural
Policy — discussed further in the UK context below — was in place, as were extensive agricultural
subsidies in the USA (Lang et al 2009). National and international policies had fostered the widespread
adoption of large-scale industrial techniques, focused on monoculture and artificial chemical inputs (Lang
and Heasman 2004).

Tarrant describes how ‘the production and consumption processes are managed by central governments
acting through local organisations, and private initiative in both production and consumption may be
non-existent’ (Tarrant 1980 p45). An exception to the above was Australia, which began pursuing an
aggressive deregulation agenda in the 1970s, along with its neighbour New Zealand. Australia’s historical
context involves a stark shift away from agricultural interventionism via a ‘bewildering array of support
mechanisms’ in the 1970s, towards ‘economic rationality’ (Botterill 2016 p7). An ‘Australian concept of
the state’ (Encel 1962 p5, cited in Ward and Stewart 2009 p16) emphasising public provision and
economic intervention, which in agriculture meant government support such as: price supports; taxation
concessions; subsidisation and rural extension services, along with investments in infrastructure to
support agriculture, including railways and irrigation schemes (Lawrence 1987; Brett 2011, cited in

Dixon and Richards 2016 p196) has been latterly replaced by a ‘market model of governance’ (Beresford
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2000 p78; Ward and Stewart 2009). While the UK was joining the EEC in the 1970s (removing a
valuable export market for Australia and signaling the end of the ‘golden era’ of the ‘supportive
geopolitical environment of British Imperialism’ (Pritchard 2005 p2), and during the OPEC oil crisis, a
new Whitlam Labor Government switched policy stance and cut subsidies, beginning the shift from
‘agricultural exceptionalism’ to ‘economic fundamentalism’ (Argent 2002 p104) (Botterill 2003; Argent
2002; Hattersley 2013). Lawrence et al (2013) note how ‘Australia has been a vocal advocate for the

removal of trade barriers, particularly for agriculture’:

‘as a leading participant in the Cairns Group of some 19 agricultural exporting nations,
Australia has argued for the dismantling of protectionism, pointing to Europe, the US, Korea
and Japan as having distorted trade by providing major barriers to the opening up of
agricultural markets’ (p3).

The Group was named after a meeting in Cairns of agricultural exporter nations’ aiming to solidify a
common bargaining position, one month prior to the commencement of the Uruguay Round of the GATT
— precursor to the World Trade Organisation — in September 1986, and headquartered in the Australian
mission in Geneva (Pritchard 2005 p7). So, in contrast with the UK’s CAP-influenced system,
‘Australian farmers had to produce and export more to stay viable’ (Caraher and Coveney 2004 p4)
and‘the abiding concern of agricultural and manufacturing policies in Australia throughout much of its
history has been one of international competiveness’ (Pritchard 2005; cited in Hattersley 2012 p305).
Australian policy makers have, as a result, been left with ‘few “policy levers’ to assist the domestic farm
sector’ (Pritchard 2005 p2).

2.2.1.2 Agriculture-Environment Links

Following on from the point above, in Australia (cf the UK with its CAP influence, as discussed below) it
has been suggested an absence of mechanisms through which to make linkages between farming and
environmental goals placed limits on the integration of these two policy domains. In contrast, since it
acceded to the CAP in 1973, the UK has been bound to provide market protection ‘through a combination
of guaranteed minimum prices for selected commodities, and tariff protection by taxing imports’ (Lang et
al 2009), and later phases of the European policy have linked agricultural production with new objectives
related to rural development and environmental impacts (Barling et al 2002; Feindt and Flynn 2009),
enabling tentative links between agriculture and environment objectives in the UK.

Drawing a distinction with the European experience, Argent’s analysis of the applicability of the concept
of Post-Productivist Agriculture (PPA) to Australia concludes that, while a rise in environmental
awareness during the 1960s and 1970s has influenced Australia’s farm policy, there is at best mixed
evidence of a shift ‘from a concern with production at all costs to a concern with economic and
environmental sustainability’ (Argent 2002 p111). More recently, Shepherd’s (2011) content analysis of
food policy documents draws distinction between Australia’s focus on free markets, trade,
competitiveness and profitability and European policies around multifunctional agriculture, concluding
that in Australia, ‘the environment is understood as an economic resource’, which ‘requires careful

management to ensure a secure supply of natural resource inputs into agricultural production’, in
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contrast with the European CAP which ‘has been evolving from a sectoral policy of farm commodity
support into an integrated policy for rural development and environmental enhancement’ (p381). While
agri-environment policies do exist in Australia, in particular the Landcare Program of local, voluntary,
self-help groups to address the environmental degradation in farming, according to Lawrence et al’s
(2013) analysis, these hybrid forms of agri-environment governance often fail to address the underlying
causes of environmental problems, and have ‘reinforced, rather than challenged, the system of
productivism’ (p7). Along with an institutionalised approach to agricultural market liberalisation, Botterill
(2016) also draws attention to the influences of Australian agriculture policy’s development ‘in
conjunction with or as an adjunct to policy for the secondary industries since Federation’ (pl); the
‘agrarianism’ or “‘cultural and social sentiments surrounding farming as an activity that impose limits on
what governments can do’ (p2); and agriculture (along with natural resources) being the country’s main

comparative advantage.

2.2.2 Food Industry Policy

While Australia is certainly less interventionist in agriculture compared to many industrialised countries,
a period of policy activity in the late 1990s and 2000s, characterised in this chapter as ‘food industry
policy’, aimed at facilitating agri-food exports. Policy projects included: the Agri-Food Council, Prime
Minister’s Supermarket to Asia Strategy; and the subsequent National Food Industry Strategy; many of
which involved pots of funding for businesses, which Pritchard (2005) arguesskirted:

‘...a fine line in complying with Australia’s WTO commitments (which prohibit subsidies being
made under particular defined headings) and it is understood that various initiatives under these
successive programs have been required to seek detailed legal advice from the Attorney-General
on their WTO compliance’ (p10).

Details of the schemes are provided in the Food Processing Industry Group Report (DIISRTE 2012):

e 1992 Commonwealth Government establishment of an Agri-Food Council (AFC), with
objectives including improving “‘access of Australian agri-food companies to the Asian market’
and with funding of $9.9 million over five years (p16)

e 1996 Prime Minister John Howard’s replacement of the AFC with the Supermarket to Asia
(STA) program, replaced in 2002 with the National Food Industry Initiative.

e 2007 Commonwealth Government ‘revamping of the NFIS to continue its support of the industry
with funding of $75.7 million over four years’, administered by the Department of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF) (p17).

Significance has also been ascribed to a 1988 Industries Assistance Commission report, which:

‘indicated that Australia’s food regulation system was impeding the development of an efficient
and competitive export industry, and constraining the adoption of emerging technologies and
product innovation because of inherent costs and impediments’, and ‘provided an incentive for
government action by numerous federal governments over the subsequent decades’ (DIISRTE
2012 p16).

The Food Processing Industry Group Report of 2012 (DIISRTE 2012) signaled a partial return to some
themes of the 1990s.
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An equivalent stream of policy activity in the UK could not be identified: food export policy remained
closely linked with agriculture, having evolved around a goal to expand the domestic agricultural sector,
captured in the 1970s White Papers Food from our Own Resources and Farming and the Nation. The
focus then shifted to the agency Food from Britain (FFB), a DEFRA-sponsored non-departmental public
body which promoted UK food exports between 1983 and 2009, as the main institutional venue (DEFRA
2013a). FFB closed its operations in March 2009 and no longer functions as a public body, though some
of its advice and support role was assigned to the now Department for International Trade and its
devolved equivalents. This juncture might be identified as a shift closer to the Australian-style industry
policy stream: the food industry has since been the subject of several Export Action Plans, including the
2012 Driving Export Growth in the Farming, Food and Drink Sector: A Plan of Action (DEFRA 2012c),
and a later Food and Drink International Action Plan (DEFRA; DIT 2013), both jointly sponsored by
DEFRA and the Department of Trade and Industry. In neither country has there been significant

crossover between this industry policy domain and others.

2.2.3 UK Nutrition Policy

While a comprehensive examination of health policy related to food is beyond the remit of this thesis, a
brief summary of the main milestones in each country, as identified by reviewing the academic literature,
is required to understand how the health and food policy domains have operated, for the most part, in

isolation from eachother.

Foster and Lunn (2007) trace UK nutrition policy from the post-War ‘remnants of wartime endeavours,
such as fortification” aimed at preventing micronutrient deficiencies, through the emergence of chronic
diseases in the 1960s, and a shift in focus towards pathogenesis and prevention, to publication of the
country’s first dietary guidelines, and the Committee on Medical Aspects of Food Policy (COMA) first
report on heart disease in the 1970s. The 1980s saw the first set of guidelines on amounts of fat, salt,
sugar and fibre for the UK population, by the National Advisory Committee on Nutrition Education, but it
wasn’t until the Conservative government’s Health of the Nation white paper, launched in 1992, that the
diet-health connection was firmly established (Lang 1999a), in a public health policy with specific
nutritional targets, supported by the work of COMA. The same year saw the establishment of the
Nutrition Taskforce — a multisector committee involving food manufacture, retail, catering, health, and
the voluntary sector — to work with government departments® to produce and oversee a broad strategic
and operational programme. Outputs of the two-year task force included published targets, the ‘Eat Well!”’
programme of action, and a mix of leaflets, guidelines and handbooks from the various project teams on:
hospital catering; school food; nutrition training for caterers; product reformulation; and low income
(Foster and Lunn 2007). This was followed by a new focus on health inequalities from the incoming
Labour government in 1997, followed two years later by Saving Lives: Our Healthier Nation, plus the

Policy Action Team report 13, addressing poor food access in low income neighbourhoods, where an

1 Understood to have involved health, education, and the culture, media and sport departments, but links with the
environmental domain were yet to be made.
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attempt at integration of social policy (with regard to inequalities), health policy (particularly non-
communicable diseases), and economic policy (direct financial costs and questions of efficiency) was

made, unsuccessfully (Barling et al 2002).

Along with the initiatives mentioned above, health policy has some tradition in joined-up working,
through attempts to tackle health inequalities. Exworthy and Hunter contrast Health of the Nation’s lack
of cross-departmental commitment and ownership, with the subsequent Our Healthier Nation’s
acknowledgement of how: ‘connected problems require joined-up solutions’ and the considerable energy
devoted to joined-up approaches, including Public Management Foundation seminars (Exworthy and
Hunter 2011 p203). Cabinet Office capability reviews of the Department of Health, in 2006 and 2009,

have since criticised a lack of coordination (Exworthy and Hunter 2011).

By the 2000s the links between food and health were focused on obesity, which had become the primary
‘driving force’ of nutrition policy (Caraher et al 2009); with a period of relatively dense policy activity,
including the launch of the Five-a-Day programme; Hastings Review review of food promotion and
children’s diets; roll-out of the National Fruit and Vegetable scheme in primary schools; Choosing
Health: Making Healthier Choices Easier report, with its six priorities for action including improving diet
and nutrition and reducing the prevalence of obesity; and the 2006 launch of the Healthy Start scheme
and School Food Trust. In 2007 a major Foresight review ‘Tackling Obesities: Future Choices’ was
published. The decade culminated with the 2009 Change4Life programme, launched as the*‘biggest ever
movement against obesity anywhere in the world’. A new focus on public-private partnership emerged
during this period, with the Business4Life industry consortium of food and fithess companies (Caraher et
al 2009), followed two years later by the Public Health Responsibility Deal (PHRD), a set of voluntary
pledges around reducing ingredients like salt and fat; encouraging fruit and veg consumption; and putting
calorie information on menus, and framed as ‘a new way of harnessing the contribution that businesses
can make’ to delivering public health priorities (Department of Health 2011 p3), and attempting to

integrate supply chain practices with state policy goals.

2.2.3.1 Health and Environment Links in UK

While the health and environmental policy domains have remained relatively separate, there have been
tentative steps towards integration, with the Food and Health Action Plan (FHAP) (Department of Health
2005), published in 2005, as a result of recommendation from the Policy Commission report of 2002, and
Healthy Weight; Healthy Lives. The Sustainable Development Commission described this as a ‘major
step towards integrating health within sustainability’, along with other cross-government mechanisms
established through a ministerial steering group, and officials group, leading to improved working
relationships between the Department of Health, DEFRA, the FSA and the Department for Education and
Skills, though ‘the implementation group found delivering a strategy that crosses departmental
boundaries particularly challenging’ (SDC 2011 p25). Similarly, the 2008 Healthy Weight, Healthy Lives
strategy contained some ‘interesting commitments to alter environments’ which promised to better
recognise the links between health and food sustainability, but has since been replaced with a focus

prioritising individual consumer behaviour change (SDC 2011 p34). But Caraher et al’s (2009) review of
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UK nutrition policy raises tensions between attempts to weave sustainability into nutrition policy, arguing
it has ‘muddied the waters’, supported the food industry’s re-emergence as a key player in nutrition

policy, and perhaps diminished the message with this additional policy area (p58;60).

2.2.3.2 Australian Nutrition Policy

Catford (2000) tracks the focus of public health nutrition action in Australia from the 1970s emphasis on
public information and mass media campaigns to community health promotion programmes in the 1980s.
Powles et al (1992) pinpoint the 1985 establishment of the first national effort to shift the direction of
health policy, the Better Health Commission, as an important national juncture. There was significant
State-level activity in Victoria during the 1980s, peaking in 1987 with publication of the Victorian Food
and Nutrition Policy by the Department of Agriculture & Rural Affairs and the report Making Healthy
Choices Easy Choices: Towards a Food and Nutrition Policy for Victoria, and establishment of the
Victorian Health Promotion Foundation (VicHealth); events which are said to have catalysed Federal
efforts in this policy area. A somewhat pioneering national food and nutrition policy was published in
1992 (CDHHCS 1992) which, despite ending up with a much stronger focus on nutrition than food, made
progressive statements about integration, with underlying principles and objectives that ‘still reflect
contemporary best-practice’, and is said to have ‘stimulated the development of complementary nutrition
policies in most State and Territory jurisdictions’ (Lee et al 2013). The policy was influenced by input
from Nancy Milio — author of a pioneering book on Promoting Health through Public Policy (1981) —
and her work on integrated policy in Norway; and Pinstrup Andersen, an economist and former head of
IFPRI, who continues to contribute to understanding of crossing policy boundaries. More details are in
Table A4 in the Appendix. However links to domains beyond health made in the 1992 Food and Nutrition
Policy did not permeate subsequent nutrition policies at the Federal level. Where joining-up has featured
within the Australian nutrition policy domain, it has been more vertically focused: the 1990s saw several
coordinating mechanisms introduced, including the 1996 National Public Health Partnership (NPHP) —
described as ‘a working arrangement between the health departments of the Commonwealth and the
states and territories, to plan and coordinate national public health efforts’ — and the subsequent attempt
at policy coordination via the Strategic Inter-Governmental Nutrition Alliance or ‘SIGNAL’, comprised
of public health nutritionists, experts and ‘representatives from the National Health and Medical
Research Council (NHMRC), Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW), Australia—New Zealand
Food Authority (ANZFA) and a representative of the Ministry of Health in New Zealand as an observer’
(Catford 2000 p67).

Baker et al (2017) identify a shift in political prioritisation during the 2000s, when obesity prevention was
linked to economic productivity in a new ‘preventative health agenda’ with the launch of Australia: The
Healthiest Country by 2020 in September 2009. The Strategy involved a new institutional venue, the
Australian National Preventive Health Agency, launched in 2010 as a ‘key weapon in the Government’s
fight against obesity’, along with a funding of $872.1 mn over six years from 2009-10, to address the
rising prevalence of lifestyle-related chronic disease, supported by social marketing campaigns (Baker et
al 2017; DAFF 2011). A Parliamentary committee inquiry report Weighing it up: Obesity in Australia

(House of Representatives Standing Committee on Health and Ageing 2009) was also published, and a
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Food and Health Dialogue public-private partnership, precursor to the UK’s later PHRD was launched,
signaling the new focus on obesity policy, albeit with mixed results. However, Baker et al’s analysis
describes how ‘norms within the Department of Health and Ageing were seen to have impeded political
priority for regulatory interventions’ (2017 p15), and elites within the department were seen to have

‘cultivated an institutional culture that selected out regulatory interventions from consideration’.

In addition to the National Partnership Agreement on Preventative Health described above, Department of
Health and Ageing policies which ‘interact with the food system’ as identified in the NFP White Paper
include the: National Nutrition Policy (see 6.2.4); the Labelling Logic: Review of Food Labelling Law
and Policy; and the Australian Dietary Guidelines (DAFF 2013). The Blewett Review of Food Labelling
Law and Policy (named after lead author Dr Neil Blewett, a former health minister and member of the
executive board of the World Health Organisation) was set up to provide a comprehensive examination of
food labelling law and policy (DHAA 2011; Blewett et al 2011). The Review’s formulation process
provides an interesting comparison to the NFP, in that it was undertaken by an independent panel, rather

than a government agency, and involved several public healthadvocates.

2.2.3.4 Health and Environment Links in Australia;: ADGs

The revised set of Australian Dietary Guidelines (ADG), produced in February 2013 by the National
Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC), offer an insight into Australia’s tentative attempts to
integrate the health and environmental food domains. The ADG are based on 55,000 pieces of peer-
reviewed scientific research; food modelling; Nutrient Reference Values; and key government reports and
documents provided by the Working Committee and the NHMRC; evidence from material provided by
stakeholders during consultation processes; and the previous dietary guidelines for Australians series and
their supporting documentation. Following consultation submissions, more information and/or
consideration were requested for: considerations of the environmental impact of dietary patterns,
specifically overconsumption and waste management; greater acknowledgment of the complexities of the
food system, including the concept of ‘triple bottom line’ sustainability, and the difficulties in assessing
commodities individually and/or in isolation from the whole food system; and acknowledgement of
initiatives to improve sustainability at both government and non-government levels (NHMRC 2013
p115). However, despite attempts to link the two policy domains, the new ADG have been criticised for
sidelining environmental issues, and labelled a missed opportunity by public health advocates (Crow et al
2013; Selvey and Carey 2013; Australian Science Media Centre 2013). The ADG report states
‘increasingly, people seek advice from health professionals to help guide decisions around sustainable
food’, yet sustainability is only mentioned in a short section in the introduction, which offers some
general tips for making more environmentally-friendly decisions, mainly focused on waste. In the section
on recommended consumption of fish, the classic paradox?between health and environment is raised but
not reconciled. The report states that ‘To meet recommended food group intakes, fish consumption will

need to increase by more than 40%, particularly for men’ but acknowledges straight afterwardsthat:

2 See Table 1.1
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‘the extent to which Australian fish populations are sufficient to meet the guideline advice needs
consideration (NHMRC 2013 p 52).

The appendix on sustainability, which provides a background discussion on sustainable food issues,
reiterates the need for improved data/measurement to facilitate sustainable food choices, and highlights
the NFP as important for:

‘helping Australia’s food system respond to new opportunities and challenges’, and ensuring *
relevant state, territory and national departments are also promoting policies, programs and
regulations that foster and support ecologically sustainable development both broadly and at the
food system level” (NHMRC 2013 p134).

Issues of “duplication and government departments working at cross purposes’ on the ADG, raised by the
National Farmer’s Federation in its consultation submission to the NFP under the heading ‘Frustration
from duplication’, are worth quoting at length given their pertinence to the research focus:

‘Early working papers developed by the Council attempted to incorporate sustainability of
agricultural production into recommendations of daily food intake. In approaching the NHMRC
to discuss this work it was clear that the activities were being undertaken in isolation from
efforts of government departments and industry to understand and improve the environmental
footprint of Australian agricultural systems. The NFF continues to be frustrated by duplication
which occurs within government, the existence of policy silos and an apparent unwillingness of
officials to work across government departments, but also the poor understanding of
agricultural practices by officials who are developing policy in the area. A National Food Plan
needs to promote a consistent approach on agriculture and food issues across government’
(NFF 2011).

2.2.4 Food Safety/Standards Policy

This policy domain has developed somewhat differently in each country. A comparative UK-Australia
study of food safety policy by Hobbs et al (2002) indentifies influences on the UK’s approach including a
food industry primarily driven by the domestic market, and supermarket food retailers which enjoy
considerable market power. The Food Safety Act 1990 was a key event, introducing the due diligence
defence, which shifted legal responsibility downstream in the food supply chain, by requiring buyers to
take ‘all reasonable steps’ to ensure food they receive from upstream suppliers is safe, and upstream
firms to demonstrate to downstream that they are handling food correctly leading to the introduction
of stringent quality assurance programmes (Fearne 1998, cited in Hobbs et al 2002). A shift in perception
of food risk has been suggested, following a series of food crises experienced by the UK in the 1980s
and early 1990s. Prior to this, food safety had been defined as ‘direct microbial contamination of
foods, elevated micro bacterial counts, unhygienic food handling, poor transportation and storage of
foods and improper food preparation’ with food and agricultural production systems regarded as ‘being
safe unless proven otherwise by technical and quantitative analyses’ (Feindt and Flynn 2009 p401). The
1990 Food Safety Act, with its due diligence focus, led to new prioritisation of supply chain safety,
leaving the state ‘to act mainly as auditors rather than standard-setters and enforcers of the mainstream
process’ (Feindt and Flynn 2009 p404; Lang 1999a). The UK’s Food Standards Agency (FSA) — an
independent non-ministerial government department with responsibility for protecting public health
and the interests of consumers in relation to food (Scudamore 2012 p30) — was established after the
BSE crisis, and in response to eroded confidence in the Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and
Forestry (MAFF) and confusion over fragmentation of responsibilities for food between MAFF and
DH (Feindt and Flynn
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2009; Scudamore 2012). The aim of the new arms’ length body — established by the Food Standards Act
(1999) — was to restore public confidence in food safety, and end the ‘climate of confusion and suspicion
about the way that food safety and standards issues have been handled” (Cm3830 1998). Food scares
have featured less prominently in Australia than in the UK, with the ‘Garibaldi Incident’ of 1995 — where
one person died and 24 were hospitalised after consuming contaminated sausage — a notable exception. A
lack of food scares, and less developed consumer and food campaigners compared to the UK experience,
have arguably led Australian consumers to view its food as already ‘clean and green’ (Smith et al 2010),

of which more in Chapter Four.

Hobbs et al (2002) note that because, constitutionally, State governments are responsible for enforcement
of food law, harmonisation of standards has been a focus in Australia. Martin et al (2003) describe how
‘Australia has worked towards uniform food legislation since 1908” (p429):

‘driven by a number of imperatives including: to reduce inconsistencies and inefficiencies with
State and Territory legislation; to reduce the cost of food regulation on the food industry; an
increase in foodborne illness; a concern that existing requirements were ineffective in reducing
the growing burden of foodborne illness; and international developments linking food safety
with trade. However, it was not until the end of 2000 that States and Territories formally agreed
to a national food safety regulatory system’ (p429).
The Australian approach to food standards is also arguably less progressive than in the UK case, where
the FSA is unusual in several respects: one is that the agency’s Board is responsible for policymaking,
and all discussions are held in public, as are meetings of Scientific Advisory bodies. Another is that the
FSA has the power to publish ministerial advice (Scudamore 2012). Yeatman (2008) draws parallels
between the UK and Australian food safety systems, suggesting that public engagement has been missing
from food policy debates in Australia, whereas the BSE outbreak:

‘...led to a major overhaul of the food regulatory agencies in many European countries, clearly
placing public accountability and transparency at the centre of food and nutrition policy. In
Australia, public engagement and transparency in food regulatory policy was curtailed with the
separation of policy from food standards setting with the creation of the Food Standards
Australia New Zealand (FSANZ).” (p108).
The relatively broader remit and raison d’etre of the FSA also have implications for its role in food policy
integration. The FSA’s main statutory objective was to ‘protect public health from risks that may arise in
connection with the consumption of food (including risks caused by the way in which it is produced or
supplied), and otherwise to protect the interests of consumers in all matters connected with food’
(Scudamore 2012 p35). However, for Barling et al (2002), while the ‘scope of the FSA’s remit offers the
potential for joined up policy thinking along the whole food chain’, ‘it has been interpreted in
fairly bounded terms’ (p9).There were initial calls for the Agency to deal with the entire food chain,
but food safety and nutrition were separated from farm and export policy and its remit was definitively
post-farm gate (van Zwanenberg and Millstone 2005; cited by Carey et al 2016; Barling 2007). As
Barling (2004) underscores, the remit of the FSA encompassing ‘issues relating to the compositional
quality of food, the choice of foods available and the information on which choices can be made’ (MAFF
1998 p8, cited by Barling 2004 p115), has ‘allowed it to undertake a range of policy reviews and
consultations in areas such as food authenticity and labelling’ and in this sense it had the
potential to advance policy discussions around food, and examine ‘deeper-rooted links between the

systems of food production,
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manufacture, trade, safety and consumption’. But, while the FSA took over many food safety
responsibilities from MAFF, Feindt and Flynn (2009 p403) argue it ‘gained very few additional powers’,
and its role in nutrition policy could have been stronger had a decision been taken to follow more closely
recommendations the FSA be called the ‘Food and Health Commission’, rather than the dividing of
responsibilities with the Department of Health whereby: ‘the DH retained the public health functions,
such as the links between diet and health, including behavioural and lifestyle issues where nutrition is an
important factor; while the FSA was ascribed functions relating to food information needed by the public’
(Barling 2004 p116). Nevertheless, it has relatively broad scope in comparison to Australia, where the
focus has been vertical dialogue and the enforcement of food standards, linked to “the need of the export-
dependent sector to remain internationally competitive’ (Hobbs et al 2002 p79). Lawrence et al describe
how:

‘the impetus for the modern food regulatory system in Australia and New Zealand was the
publication of the joint Industry Assistance Commission and Business Regulation Review Unit’s
(1988) Report of an Inquiry into Food Regulation in Australia. It stressed the benefits to food
manufacturers and the economic gains to government that would be made from harmonising and
reducing food regulation across Australia’ (Lawrence et al 2013 p164).

2.2.5 Summary

To summarise this section on food policy integration prior to 2008, it is characterised in the literature by
little boundary-crossing between domains, though with tentative links between agriculture and
environment in the UK case, and some attempts to link health with environment in both countries.
Drawing on ideas from the public policy literature, food’s evolution from single domain to more
integrated approaches might be understood as the beginnings of a shift from a *byproduct’ policy to a
‘primary’ policy (Dery 1998; cited in Jordan and Halpin 2006; Lang 1999b), or as a “‘policy maker’, rather
than ‘policy taker’ (Jordan and Halpin 2006).

2.3 The Public Policy Context

The following section places the two national integration projects in the wider policymaking context, by
examining relevant trends in public policy in the previous few decades. Two themes in particular are
important for situating the research: the development of national food policy to date, including the shift
from government to governance; and definitional issues around national food policies. Examining the
shift to governance provides further context on the characteristics of, and tensions between, ‘old’ and
‘new’ food policy frameworks. Likewise, to understand modern food policy integration projects, it is
necessary to better understand what kind of policy lever they are: why are strategies, plans, and visions

the favoured instruments, and are they appropriate?

2.3.1 Government to Governance

Following the primary post-war focus on food policy as agriculture policy, the next phase in the evolution
of food policy was characterised by incredible growth by the food industries of the developed world. As a
result of this growth, expansion and consolidation, food supply chains ended up being controlled by a
handful of powerful companies (Lang 1999b; Lang and Heasman 2004; Morgan et al 2006) as state

involvement waned, with ramifications for how national policy can be made in the present day. The
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changes are part of a wider shift from government to governance, associated with the spread of an
ideological hegemony of neo-liberalism; a term which identifies a transfer of regulatory power from rule
of the state to non-state mechanisms (Rose 1999; Guthman 2007). While a full examination is beyond
scope, the transitions encapsulated in this term include bifurcation of authority away from the nation-
state, ‘upward’ towards transnational organisations and downward towards subnational groups (Rosenau
92 p256, cited in Havinga et al 2015), and horizontal shifts from public towards semi- and private,
creating new levels and arenas of governance (Lang 1999b; Havinga et al 2015). A useful metaphor is
that of ‘hollowing out of the state’ or state ‘roll back’, which Peck and Tickell (2002) identify as a phase
of neoliberalism encompassing: ‘the privatisation of public resources and spaces; the minimisation of
labour costs; the reductions of public expenditures (at least in the area of social welfare); and the
elimination of regulations seen as unfriendly to business, all in the name of ‘letting the market work’’
(Guthman 2007 p464). A further characteristic is a ‘rationality deficit’, with officials’ increasing reliance
on specialist organisations for specialist issue information and advice (Jordan & Richardson 1982;
Cairney 2011; Jordan and Cairney 2013).

Yet, the shift from government to governance does not imply an absence of regulation. Peck and Tickell’s
(2002) concept of ‘roll out’ describes how the state has responded to the ‘massive instabilities,
inequalities and externalities’ resulting from ‘roll back’ with ‘re-regulation: new rules; new rule-making
bodies; and new spheres of rule-making” (Guthman 2007 p465). This shift towards ‘increasingly
voluntarist, neo-corporatist regulatory frameworks involving non-binding standards and rules, public-
private cooperation, self-regulation, and greater participation from citizen coalitions’ (McCarthy and
Prudham 2004, cited in Guthman 2007 p466) is said to have resulted in a reversal of responsibilities,
where ‘public policy increasingly plays the role of facilitator through support schemes and payments
while market forces play a greater role in regulation’ (McCarthy and Prudham 2004 p1080, cited in
Guthman 2007 p467). In the food policy system this has meant an increasingly significant role played by
the food industry as public policy becomes a trilateral bargaining of state(s), corporations and civil
society (Lang and Heasman 2004) and ‘private entities like retailers and food producers’,‘take on key

roles in policy formulation, implementation and delivery’ (Feindt and Flynn 2009p388).

2.3.2 The Policy Instrument Paradigm

Codes of conduct, advice, performance league tables and voluntarist partnerships have become more
fashionable instruments than legislation and sanctions in the food system (Lang and Heasman 2004), and
new alternatives such as self-regulation, co-regulation, management-based regulation, and private systems
of governance have emerged, originating from both industry and third parties such as NGOs (Havinga
2006; Barling 2004) for example the Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HAACP) system of
‘enforced self-regulation’ (Braithwaite 1982, cited in Havinga 2006). At the same time, public health
approaches have tended towards downstream measures focused on individual behaviours and treatment
(Sacks et al 2009), such as ‘behaviour change communication’ (Hawkes et al 2013), and food policy
programmes are increasingly voluntary in nature, such as the UK’s Public Health Responsibility Deal set
of pledges, and the Australian Responsible Children’s Marketing Initiative, run by the peak body for the
food industry (McCarthy and Morling 2015). This policy instrument paradigm provides important context
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to what policy options are deemed appropriate when attempting to create a new policy framework, and

more generally what integrated policy projects can hope to achieve, as is discussed in Chapter Eight.

2.3.2.1 What is a National Food Policy?

Linked to this is how the FM/F2030/NFP policy projects can themselves be understood as particular types
of policy instrument, which rose in popularity during the latest phase in food policy development. For the
sake of clarity going forward in the thesis, at this point a distinction is required between food policy
conceived of as a collection of policies that influence and shape the food system, and the specific output
of a food policy project, such as FM. While both can be described as “food policy’, the former is more
esoteric and may be implicit — agriculture policy as food policy — or explicit, for example energy policy
which impacts on food availability. While a food policy is associated with the various descriptors applied
to reports issued in the name of government food policy. For example, FM (2008) uses the tagline
‘Towards a Strategy for the 21t Century’ and describes itself a report but also an ‘overarching statement
of government policy’ (Cabinet Office 2008b pi). F2030 describes itself as a ‘Strategy setting out the
Government’s vision” (DEFRA 2010 p3); the output of the NFP process is a White Paper, but also
describes itself as a Roadmap and a Framework. Samnakay’s (2016) analysis highlights how
‘governments frequently invest considerable time and resources in developing policies that are strategic
in nature, variously titled as ‘frameworks’, ‘strategies’, ‘plans’, ‘initiatives’, ‘roadmaps’, ‘agreements’
or ‘arrangements’’ (Pittock et al 2015, cited in Samnakay 2016 pl) to address problems such as those
relating to climate change, water reform, national productivity, sustainability, health, regional
development, and disaster management (Samnakay 2016). But such policies are often poorly defined
(Nicklin 2012) and the ways they are developed, framed and implemented is described as variable and
unclear. While such definitional differences may appear to be academic nitpicking, in reality they have
important implications for assessing policy integration projects; in particular whether their rhetorically-
robust aims are realistic, and if such attempts have been successful. By way of further examples to aid
such an analysis, McMahon and Phillimore (2013) differentiate between strategic policies and strategic
plans: strategic plans are tools, which serve a coordination and reporting function across government
agencies and departments, while strategic policies are thematic. Strategic policies arguably share some
attributes with Dror’s conception of ‘metapolicies’: ‘policies on how to make policies’ referring to the
‘characteristics of the policy-making system including structure, processes, patterns, personnel, inputs
and stipulated outputs’ (Dror 1970b p1, cited in Samnakay 2016 p2).

2.3.3 What Would Successful Integrated Food Policy Look Like?

Both the UK and Australian policy projects ultimately failed to be implemented due to a change of
government shortly after publication. However, the public policy literature reveals that evaluating policy
failure, or success, is more nuanced than might be first assumed, and though a policy may appear to have
faltered, there may nevertheless be lasting change from its development. This idea is explored below,
along with some of the fundamentals for success which represent the ‘state of the art’ in policy
development, to provide a yardstick against which to assess FM/F2030 and the NFP. In addition, during
the iterative process of analysing empirical findings from the analysis of food policy attempts, several

other strands of public policy literature — in particular covering the impact of electoral cycles and

42



machinery of government changes in the policy process — were identified as pertinent and are covered in
brief.

2.3.3.1 Defining Policy Success and Failure

As Rutter et al (2012) note, while considerable scholarly attention has more recently been paid to policy
failure, there has been less on policy success. In their work for the Institute for Government on good

policymaking, Rutter et al (2012) draw on Alan McConnell’s three-fold typology of policy success:

Table 2.2: Definitions of Policy Success

Process

Programme

Text

Instruments
Conferring legitimacy

Building a sustainable
coalition

Symbolising innovation
and influence

Preserving policy goals and

Meeting objectives

Producing desired
outcomes

Creating benefit for the
target group

Meeting policy domain
criteria

Enhancing electoral
prospects / reputation of
governments and leaders

Controlling the policy
agenda and easing the
business of governing

Sustaining the broad
values and direction of

government

Source: McConnell (2010, cited in Rutter et al 2012)

Adapting the above, Rutter et al (2012) propose the following definition of success:

“The most successful policies are ones which achieve or exceed their initial goals in such a way
that they become embedded; able to survive a change of government; represent a starting point
for subsequent policy development or remove the issue from the immediate policy agenda’ (p14).

On the other side of the coin, policy failure, McConnell’s work is also useful, particularly his typology of
three forms of failure:

e Process: policymakers unable to fashion the type of policy they had hoped for; being
considered illegitimate in terms of processes used; being unable to build a sustainable
coalition of support; attracting widespread criticism for the processitself.

e Programmes/Policies: failure to be implemented as intended; failure to achieve desired
outcomes; failure to benefit target groups; failure to meet policy criteria highly valued
in that policy domain; attracting opposition to or attracting little or no support for policy
goals or means of achieving them.

e Politics: reputational damage; out of control agendas; damage to core governance
values; opposition to small political benefits that may remain (McConnell2015).

A connected concept is that of ‘placebo policy’: the idea that policies may fail in some respects but
succeed against latent policy goals, such as ‘to manage a difficult issue down or off the policy agenda’,
giving ‘the appearance that an issue is being addressed” while doing little ‘to actually address complex
and ‘wicked causes and symptoms’” (Gustafsson 1983; McConnell 20103, cited in McConnell 2015 p8).
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The Institute for Government (IFG), describes itself as an ‘independent charity and think tank promoting
more effective government’ through working with political parties and senior civil servants, and has
undertaken significant investigations involving senior level policymakers in the UK. Its major research
projects into making policy better analyse interviews with 50 senior civil servants and 20 former ministers
(including seven former Secretaries of State), and the results of a series of “policy reunions’. The 2011
Making Policy Better report identifies a set of ‘policy fundamentals’ for policy development. Factors One,

Three and Six appear particularly relevant for integrated food policy development:

Table 2.3: Policy Development Fundamentals

Factor Measure
Goals Has the issue been adequately defined and properly framed?
Ideas Has the policy process been informed by evidence that is high

quality and up to date? Has account been taken of evaluation
of previous policies?

Design Have policymakers rigorously tested or assessed whether the
policy design is realistic, involving implementers and/or end
users?

External Engagement Have those affected by the policy been engaged in the

process? Have policymakers identified and responded
reasonably to their views?

Appraisal Have the options been robustly assessed?

Roles and Accountabilities Have policy makers judged the appropriate level of central
government involvement? Is it clear who is responsible for
what, who will hold them to account and how?

Feedback and Evaluation Is there a realistic plan for obtaining timely feedback on how
the policy is being realised in practice? Does the policy allow
for effective evaluation?

Source: Hallsworth and Rutter (2011)

While clarity of goals and objectives is a policy fundamental in the IFGs analysis, literature on the role of
ambiguity in policymaking offers an alternative take. For example, Baier et al’s 1986 paper on
implementation and ambiguity makes the point that research on implementation often assumes policies
should, and can, be clear, with any failure in this regard due to the deficiencies of the policy-makers. In
reality, negotiations and coalition forming that take place during policy formulation — involving horse-
trading, persuasion, bribes, threats and management of information — often mean ambiguity is an
important characteristic. According to Baier et al (1986 p206) ‘difficult issues are often ‘settled’ by
leaving them unresolved or specifying them in a form requiring subsequent interpretation’. Indeed, they
argue, calls for policy clarity obscure how:

‘particularly where an issue is closely contested, success in securing support for a program or
policy is likely to be associated with increasing, rather than decreasing, ambiguity’ because
‘policy ambiguity allows different groups and individuals to support the same policy for different
reasons and with different expectations’ (Baier et al 1986 p206).
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But while ambiguity may increase the chances of acceptance, it can also increase administrative
complications. Bajer et al are focusing on implementation, but there are potential lessons here for

analysing food policies which have been criticised for broad assessments but lack of specific actions.

2.3.3.2 Factors Impacting on Successful Policy

The following section touches on several barriers which may impact negatively on a policy process,
including the institutional structure of the civil/public service and electoral change; and one enabler —

institutional reform.

Barrier: Bureaucratic Structure

As will be examined further below, the policy integration literature involves linking wicked problems — of
which food is one — with the structure of the policy system, which may refer to organisational structures,
but also institutionalised practices. The literature review therefore suggested an important role for the
standard operating procedures which characterise the policymaking space, in particular how the
bureaucracy can constrain attempts to construct an integrated policy, including career structures; reward
systems; project-based working; decline in civil service capacity and the increased use of consultants.
This is explored further in Chapter Four on the policy systems, including the bureaucracy, in the UK and
Australia.

Barrier: Electoral Change

A common theme in both UK and Australian cases is the impact of a change of government on a policy
project, in that both the F2030 and NFP integrated food policy attempts were abandoned due to a change
in government shortly after their release. Pollitt’s (2008) examination of the role of time in policymaking
explains that in majoritarian systems such as the UK and Australia:

‘...it is widely recognised that the time in the cycle at which to launch radical and possibly
unpopular new policies is near the beginning of a term of government. At that point there is
plenty of time left for the electorate to get used to the new policy and for the government to shift
the agenda on other, less contentious issues’ (2008 p54).

Pollitt goes on to describe how:

‘...a government’s legitimacy is expected to be high during the early ‘honeymoon period’. At the
other end of the cycle, however, as the next election looms, one may expect controversial
policies to be put away in the store-room, while government leaders search for ‘safe’, populist
measures that will induce marginal voters to support their party’ (2008 p54).

In the IFG report Transitions: Preparing for Changes of Government, Riddell and Haddon (2009) note
how ‘the wider transition covers a much longer period, beginning well before a general election is called,

and continuing well into the first few weeks, months, and years of a new administration’ (p4).
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Figure 2.1: Policymaking and the Electoral Cycle

Source: Harris and Rutter (2014)

Linked to Pollitt’s comments about populist measures is broader discussion of the UK’s adversarial
system by Anthony King (2015), which notes that party-political point scoring is incessant and ‘ministers
for their part evidently feel obliged to blame all the country’s ills, whatever they currently happen to be,
on mistakes perpetrated by the previous administration’ (p284). This system is contrasted by King with

that of the Nordic countries, where government policies are seldom radically changed.

2.3.3.3 Enabler: Potential Institutional Reforms for Food Policy

If, as is suggested by the literature, institutional reform may be necessary to overcome the path dependent
nature of the food policy framework and integrate established sectors, examples in other policy sectors
are instructive. Institutional reform is identified as a key instrument for addressing longer-term policy
problems by Aghion et al (2013), who demonstrate how new institutions can help politics and markets
function more effectively, using examples of institutional solutions such as the Scottish and Welsh
Parliaments, Oftel (followed by Ofgas, Offer, Ofwat and ORR), the London Olympic Delivery Authority,
the Low Pay Commission and others.
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Table 2.4: Examples of Institutional Reform

Institutional Solution Result

Competition Commission and OFT Institutions made more independent and political
lobbying removed from merger decisions,
improving competition policy

Bank of England independence to setinterest | Created more stable macro-economic

rates after 1997 environment

Regulators of privatised services: Ofcom, | Agencies provide framework rules that protect the

Ofgem, Ofwat public interest, drawing heavily on independent
advice

NICE Helped create better informed and less polarised
debate around treatments in NHS

Migration Advisory Committee; Low Pay Expert opinion used within a clearly defined

Commission; Climate Change Committee framework

Source: Aghion et al (2013)

In the IFG policy reunion case study on climate change policy, the poorly performing climate change
programme review, a bottom-up process led by DEFRA which was failing to gain compliance from other
departments, was aided by institutional reform: the Office of Climate Change led to cross-government
analysis of issues and created a ‘safe space’ beyond inter-departmental rivalries, with a new team able to
‘take a fresh look at the issue and was not ‘stuck in the tramlines of old policy (Michael Jacobs, special
advisor to the Chancellor)’ (Rutter et al 2012 p118).

Conceptual Framework

The following section outlines the basis of the conceptual framework, which fuses the concept of policy
integration with the theory of Historical Institutionalism (the reasoning behind combining these two
bodies of literature is provided at 2.5 and 2.6 below). It begins with the results of a literature survey on
policy integration. The reasons for integrating, or joining-up, and conceptual definitions are identified,
along with inhibitors and facilitators, followed by a short history of attempts to integrate policy, including
examples such as environmental policy integration and health inequalities. Finally, at 2.2, links with

Historical Institutionalist theory are highlighted.
2.4 Policy Integration

2.4.1 Why Integrate?

While a governmental institutional structure based on specific policy responsibilities has certain
advantages®, the unforeseen and unintended consequence has been fragmentation — primarily
‘departmentalism’ or ‘verticalism’ — which is considered to have prevented public policy goals being
achieved (Kavanagh and Richards 2001; Ling 2002; Meijers and Stead 2004). Government reforms in

3Such as: promotion of functional specialisation; increased efficiency; and clear accountability (Page 2005, cited in
Russel and Jordan 2009)
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many countries have led to cabinet departments which follow their own business plans and ‘act as if they
were functioning in a competitive marketplace, rather than as cooperative partners in a unified public
sector’, as the ship of state has become a flotilla (Peters 1998 p12).

As discussed, FM (Cabinet Office 2008b) and the NFP (DAFF 2011; 2012) are two of numerous policy
documents in recent years to have called for a more joined-up approach to food policymaking. While
food has not been a focus of the public policy literature on integration, it has clear parallels with the oft-
cited example of social exclusion, in that it can be considered a so-called ‘wicked issue’ or ‘wicked
problem’ for policymakers; cutting across multiple government departments and their individual sectoral
responsibilities, for example agriculture, health and business, innovation and skills (Barling et al 2002;
Russel and Jordan 2009; Peters and Pierre 2017). Macrae (2011) attributes the complexity of food for
policymakers to its location at the intersection of a number of policy systems that historically have been
divided intellectually, constitutionally, and departmentally, meaning ‘supporting new approaches means
extensively confronting many existing and entrenched policy frameworks and traditions’ (p428). In this
sense food is similar to other ‘wicked problems’ which have been the focus of attempts to join up,
including social deprivation, health inequalities and sustainable development. Exworthy et al (2003)
argue tackling the social determinants of health — the causes of and solutions to which are multifaceted —
has been particularly problematic. There are clear parallels with the current crisis of the food system and
the multi-faceted responses required to deal with it (Barling et al 2002). Similarly, environmental policy
is a prominent example featured in the literature, where integration is seen as crucial to sustainable
development to avoid the numerous instances of unexpected, often unwanted environmental externalities
of individual sectoral policies (Meijers and Stead 2004). Russel and Jordan description of sustainable
development as a ‘wicked issue par excellence as it represents a hugely complicated issue necessitating
the integration of economic, social considerations into the policymaking of all sectors’ (Russel and
Jordan 2009 p1) resonates with integrated food policy, both in terms of the policy domains it addresses

and its goals.

Ling (2002 p622) defines ‘wicked issues’ as ‘a class of problems whose causes are so complex, and
whose solutions are so multi-factorial, that they require a multi-agency response’. According to Clarke
and Stewart (1997a; cited in Ling 2002) such issues require: holistic not partial or linear thinking;
capacity to think outside and work across organisational boundaries; involvement of the public in
developing responses; and a willingness to think and work in completely new ways. In addition to
facilitating policy responses to cross-cutting, and often ‘wicked’, issues, added benefits of policy co-
ordination identified in the Wiring it up report of the UK Cabinet Office in 2000, include: helping to
convey the ‘big picture’ for strategic issues; helping to realise synergies and maximise effectiveness of
policy and/or service delivery; exploiting economies of scale; and providing a framework for resolving
potential conflicts and making trade-offs (Meijers and Stead 2004). Alter and Hage (1993; cited in
Meijers and Stead 2004), add other benefits including: opportunities to learn and to adapt, develop
competencies or develop new products; gain of resources — time, money, information, raw material,
legitimacy, status; gain of influence over domain; ability to manage uncertainty; and rapid response to

changing market demands.
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But overcoming departmentalism in favour of policy integration has proved hugely challenging for
governments to achieve, leading commentators to label it the ‘besetting sin’ of British Government
(Kavanagh and Richards 2001). Beale (1995 cited in Hunt 2006) draws parallels between breaching
departmental barriers and breaking down trade barriers, and Wiring it up provides multiple examples of

barriers to integration, as outlined in Chapter Three.

2.4.2 What is Integrated Policy?

There is some conceptual ambiguity in the literature. Meijers and Stead (2004 pl1) identify a range of
nomenclature including: policy integration: policy coherence; cross-cutting policymaking; concerted
decision-making; policy consistency; holistic government; joined-up government; and policy co-
ordination. Offering an Australian perspective, Hunt (2006) adds ‘whole-of-government’. The terms are
used imprecisely, perhaps because, as Ross (2005) suggests, joined-up government, for example, was
popularised by New Labour, but became a fashionable ‘term of art’ rather than a precise or technical
concept. The popularity of the various terms has waxed and waned through the history of public policy
analysis, with earlier concerns around ‘coordination’ and *holistic’ government, giving way to the concept
of joined-up government, and more latterly coherence has arguably become the ‘newspeak equivalent’
allowing ‘renewed appeal to rather well worn practices and ambitions’ (Hood 2005 p24, cited in Jordan

and Halpin 2006 p22), although there are certainly differences in focus:
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Table 2.5: Policy Integration Definitions

Term

Definition

Author

Integration

Aims to adjust sectoral policies in order to make them mutually enforcing and consistent

Meijers and Stead (2004)

Actual execution or implementation of products of coordination through development of common structures and
merged professional practices and interventions

Six (2004)

Policy making in certain policy domains that take policy goals of other — arguably adjacent — policy domains into
account.

Tosun and Lang (2013)

Focused on common, integrated trans-domain policies

Hogl and Nordbeck (2012)

Primarily concerned with upstream policy making processes and the associated institutional arrangements

Nilsson et al (2012)

Integration and
Joined-up
policy

Includes dialogue and information (as in policy co-operation), transparency and avoidance of policy conflicts (as
in policy co-ordination, policy coherence and policy consistency) but also includes joint working, attempts to
create synergies between policies (win—win situations) and the use of the same goals to formulate policy

Geerlings and Stead (2003)

Coordination

Minimising contradictions among policies

Hogl and Nordbeck (2012)

Joint and holistic working, planning, dialogues between agencies and making decisions

Six (2004)

Results in one joint policy for the sectors involved

Meijers and Stead (2004)

Co-ordination,
coherence and
consistency

‘All quite similar’. Imply co-operation plus transparency and some attempt to avoid policy conflicts (but do not
necessarily imply the use of similar goals)

Geerlings and Stead (2004)

different policy areas to achieve the outcomes associated with jointly agreed policy objectives

Used more to analyse outputs

Joined-up Consistency between programs, policies and agencies which allows them to work together Six (2004)
Holistic Starting with clear and mutually-reinforcing sets of objectives, framed in terms of outcomes, and then working Six (2004)
back from that to devise instruments to achieve them
Coherence An attribute of a policy that systematically reduces conflicts and promotes synergies between and within Nilsson et al (2012)

The capacity to produce logically and consistently related policies

Rhodes (1997%)

Cooperation

Dialogue and information sharing

Geerlings and Stead (2003)

Source: Author referencing author’s definitions

4 Rhodes 1997b p222, cited in Di Francesco 2001
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As can be seen from Table 2.5, there are conflicting definitions. For some coordination is creating a
single joint policy for the sectors involved (Meijers and Stead 2004) and integration is ‘about policy
making in certain policy domains that take policy goals of other — arguably adjacent — policy domains
into account’ (Tosun and Lang 2013). While for others integration might be regarded a more ambitious
type, focused on common trans-domain policies, while coordination is about minimising contradictions
(Hogl and Nordbeck 2012). Metcalfe (1994) contrasts voluntary co-operation with the intervention of a
co-ordinator. His ‘Policy Co-Ordination Scale’ lists a series of measures of coordination from more down

to less:

. Government Strategy

. Establishing Central Priorities

. Setting Limits on Ministerial Action

. Arbitration of Policy Differences

. Search for Agreement among Ministries

. Avoiding Divergences among Ministries

. Consultation with other Ministries (Feedback)

. Communication to other Ministeries (Information Exchange)

. Independent Decision-Making by Ministries (Metcalfe 1994 p281).

P N W A~ OO N 00 ©

Also useful is Hustedt and Seyfried’s (2016) examination of coordination’s role in managing turf wars,
where ‘co-ordination seeks to reconcile contestation’ between departments (or DGs in this instance in
their European Commission study) ‘to arrive at one consistent policy’:

“This ‘reconciliation’ thus refers to the resolution of conflicts or disputes on problem definitions,
policy goals and instruments. Defending problem perceptions, along with preferred goals and
instruments, by seeking to protect their own competences from the interference of others are
crucial elements of co-ordination’ (p891).

These authors draw on Scharpf’s early work conceptualising coordination, which distinguishes between

the ideal types of ‘negative’ and ‘positive’ coordination:
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Table 2.6: Types of Coordination

Type of

Coordination Characteristics Result

Negative e ‘Formal responsible organisational unit Output represents the
initiates the co-ordination process by providing | lowest common
a draft, which is sent to the other affected units | denominator
for comments and amendments (Scharpf 1973:
87-9). Those affected units check the draft
exclusively for the negative effects on their own
area of competence’

e Transaction costs in negative considerably
lower

e  Problem perception of organisational unit
(department) dominates

(Hustedt and Seyfried 2016 p891)

Positive e “All affected units are involved from the very Encompassing Policies
beginning by discussing all policy alternatives
jointly across all actors, and the effects of all
alternatives are simultaneously checked for all
affected units (Scharpf 1973: 91)’

e  Transaction cost intensive

e Joint problem perception: less variancein
problem and salience perceptions

(Hustedt and Seyfried 2016 p891)

Source: Author using Hustedt and Seyfried (2016)

Coffey and Marston’s (2013) review of sustainable development policy in Australia offers another take,
proposing a distinction between ‘integration’ and ‘balancing’. The authors argue the approach taken has
important implications, with relevance to the prospect of integrating economic goals around food

production with other domains such as environment and health.

Table 2.7: Integration or Balancing

Approach Details Implications

Balanced Focuses on need to balance economic, Lead to continuation of existing practices
social and environmental objectives, and dispositions — environmental objectives
which are in conflict and often traded off against economic

Encourages decision-makers to consider | objectives
‘trade-offs’ that arise between three

objectives

Integration | Emphasise need for ecological Require decisions made in economic realm
objectives to be fully integrated into to fully consider the environmental and
other arenas of decision making More social consequences
than merely seeking to identify ‘win win | Economic objectives may need to be re-
win’ outcomes of triple bottom line assessed
approaches

Source: Coffey and Marston (2013)
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The following figure from Meijers and Stead (2004) also includes policy ‘co-operation’:

Figure 2.2: Levels of Policy Integration

Interaction 2

Interdependence Joint New Policy

Formality

Resources Neadad *Adjusted and more
efficient sectoral
policies

Loss of Autonomy

Comprehensiveness
*More efficient
sectoral policies

Accessibility

Compatibility (between

sectors)
Source: Adapted from Mejers and Stead (2004)

2.4.3 From Integration to Coherence

More recently, the term ‘policy coherence’ has gained popularity in public policy analysis, adding one
more ‘companion C-word’ (Lawson 2002, in Keast et al 2007 pl11) to cooperation, coordination and
collaboration. Tosun and Lang’s systematic review of integration notes that ‘coherence’ rose to attention
in the 1990s, promoted by the OECD and EU Commission due to the need for more coordinated and
integrated policies by member states regarding development policy. The concept has since been used
variously in the context of EU policy, in environmental policy (mainly related to environmental policy
integration) (Nilsson et al 2012) and also as part of the development agenda, particularly in relation to
nutrition policy (Hawkes 2015), to refer to ‘an attribute of a policy that systematically reduces conflicts
and promotes synergies between and within different policy areas to achieve the outcomes associated
with jointly agreed policy objectives’ (Nilsson et al 2012). In their 2012 paper on understanding policy
coherence, Nilsson et al make the distinction between policy coherence and integration analysis, noting
that integration ‘is primarily concerned with upstream policy making processes and the associated
institutional arrangements’ (p396). Policy coherence is used more to analyse outputs. Nilsson et al also
highlight the difference between internal policy coherence (within a particular policy domain) and
external coherence, whereby a “sectoral policy can be effective in achieving its specific objectives without

being coherent in relation to the objectives of other policy areas’ (p396). In a report for the UN Standing
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Committee on Nutrition, Hawkes (2015) points to an early definition used by the OECD of ‘the
promotion of mutually reinforcing policy actions across government departments and agencies creating
synergies towards achieving the agreed objectives’ (OECD 2003, in Hawkes 2015), which has more
recently been extended to ‘policy coherence for sustainable development’ (OECD 2014, in Hawkes
2015). As noted in Chapter One, ‘Enhance Policy Coherence for Sustainable Development’ is Target
17.14 of the (2015) Sustainable Development Goals. According to Hawkes(2015):

‘The OECD has begun to develop methodologies to analyse policy coherence for sustainable
development more broadly.....They propose that a way forward is to map out the theory of what
the outcomes of policies might be through a ‘results chain’ in the specific context in which they
are implemented (OECD 2010)....There are also existing tools to draw on such as health impact
assessments, multi-criteria mapping, problem solution trees and value chain analysis’ (p26).

However, governments require capacity to apply such analytical tools, and yet ‘according to a report on
policy coherence between EU policies for development ‘the current global system lacks the basic capacity
to prevent, detect or redress incoherent policies’ (Concord 2013)’ (Hawkes 2015 p28) and there is a need
for ‘stronger institutional capacities to enable analysis, implementation and greater coordination and
cooperation’ (p30). Capacity here refers to smaller and poorer states. But the same arguably holds true for
national governments. This more recent work on policy coherence ties well with Page’s (2005 cited in
Russel and Jordan 2009) proposal for the kind of research needed in public policy integration, on the

types of silo that exist, examining whether they are characterised by high or low levels of conflict.

While joining-up across government departments is a focus of much of the literature, and the focus of the
thesis at the outset, distinction can be made between horizontal integration, which refers to joining-up
between different sectors or departments, and vertical integration, which refers to coordination between
the tiers of government (Meijers and Stead 2004; Hogl and Nordbeck 2012). Young’s (2002) work on
institutional fit contrasts:

e Horizontal interplay: the relationship between policies at the same level of governance
o Vertical interplay: relationships across different (spatial) scales ofgovernance.

Ling (2002) underlines how organisational boundaries can also be interdepartmental, central-local and
sectoral (corporate, public, voluntary, community). Similarly, Dixon (2001, cited in Hunt 2006)
highlights three levels of joint ways of working: cross-departmental; cross-governmental; and cross-
sectoral, to which Hunt (2006) adds ‘intradepartmental’. In an examination of the translation and re-
circulation of ideas about health inequalities within policy, for example, Smith (2013 p89) describes the

English Department of Health as itself operating *as a collection of silos focused on individualactivities’.

The literature also features several attempts to classify activities which might be classed as ‘joined-up’.
Ling’s (2002) fourfold typology divides these into dimensions concerning:

e The internal life of each organisation (culture and values, information management,training);

e Inter-organisational life (shared leadership, pooled budgets, merged structures, joint teams);

o Delivery of services (joint consultation with clients, developing a shared client focus, providing
a ‘one stop shop’ for service users);

e Accountabilities ‘upwards’ and target setting from above (Public Service Agreements and other
shared outcome targets, performance measures, shared regulation).
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In the Wiring it Up report (Cabinet Office 2000), activities that can be subject to joining-up include:
organisational change; merged structures and budgets; joint teams (virtual or real); shared budgets; joint
customer inter-face arrangements; shared objectives and policy indicators; consultation to enhance
synergies and manage trade-offs; and sharing information to increase mutual awareness (Ling 2002). In
response to the 1999 Modernising Government white paper (with its message that government must make
better policy and improve its translation into action), the Professional Policymaking for the Twenty-First
Century framework was created (Cabinet Office 1999), specifying nine features of modern policymaking:
forward looking; outward looking; innovative, flexible, creative; evidence-based; inclusive; joined-up;
review; evaluation; learns lessons (Bullock et al 2001). While Russel and Jordan (2009 p1203) provide
their own review of centralised instruments, referencing a list devised by Peters (1997). These can be

found in the Methodology section 3.4.1 on operationalising policy integration.

While the focus of public policy literature is on joining-up policy domains, an alternative approach to
tackling irrational sectoral boundaries is integrating a particular issue — such as health, or sustainability —
into other policies. An example is the concept of ‘Health in all Policies’, coined by the Finnish presidency
of the European Untion in recognition of the need for health arguments to be ‘made compelling for much
more influential sectors with their own distinct mandates and obligations” and utilising methods such as
Health Impact Assessment (Leppo et al 2009). Similar approaches have been used in environmental

policy, as discussed below.

2.4.4 Policy Integration and Governance

Recent work by Kay and Ackrill (2012) on policy capacity is informative for assessing the potential for
integrated food policy within the current institutional framework. They build on the Parsons (2004)
proposal that a dimension of a government’s policy capacity is its ‘ability to weave together the
multiplicity of organisations and interests to form a coherent policy fabric, which is robust enough to
survive the politics of policy implementation’ (Kay and Ackrill p4). Kay and Ackrill suggest five types of

government policy capacity including:

Table 2.8: Types of Government Policy Capacity

Type of Capacity Details
Value Agreement Capacity Ability of governments to facilitate agreement
about values motivating policy
Selection Capacity Ability to forge authoritative choices which

commit governmental societal actors, which
leaves governments with ‘the challenge of
coherent, joined-up policymaking in a context
where power may be diffuse, political consensus
difficult to achieve and implementation requires
strong coordination between multiple policy and
market activities’

Source: Kay and Ackrill (2012 p4-6)
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A 2007 policy paper on handling wicked problems by the Australian Public Service Commission supports
a focus on Value Capacity, noting the need to ‘create a shared understanding of the wicked problem’, and
recommending ‘this needs to be commenced in the pre-project stage to avoid the danger of dealing with
the wicked problem too narrowly” (APS 2007). The issue of skills and capacity deficit are also raised in a
briefing paper from the Northern Ireland Assembly Ensuring Delivery of Cross Cutting Themes in the

Programme for Government (Campbell 2010), which highlights good practice from other jurisdictions.

Table 2.9: Examples of Good Practice in Cross-cutting Working

Jurisdiction Example

Scotland e Attempted to arrange ministerial
portfolios and departmental structures
around cross cutting-objectives rather
than simple sectoral functions e.g.;
Minister for Enterprise and Lifelong
Learning; Minister for Rural Affairs.

e  Uses Outcome Agreements for delivery
at a national and local level

Sweden e  Set objectives which cut across
ministerial and budget boundaries

e Budget system allocates money to policy
areas rather than organisations

New Zealand e Broad objectives articulated through
Strategic Results Areas (SRAS) —
Ministers and Public Service Chief
Executives (PSCEs) must identify main
contribution of own department to the
SRAs using Key Results Areas, which
are included in performance agreements
between the PSCEs and Ministers.

Republic of Ireland o Department of Taoiseach has a policy
coordination role

Source: Campbell (2010)

Rayner and Howlett (2009b p170, cited in Vince 2015 Online) add the concept of ‘integrative capacity’,
referring to ‘where governance or institutional arrangements exist that can develop and implement
integrated policies on a large scale’ (Vince 2015 Online) and note that new institutions are often a key

tool.

2.4.5 History of Policy Integration Attempts

FM and the NFP were the first attempts to produce an integrated national cross-government approach to
food in each country. However, in other policy areas, integration has been a policy goal for many years.
The following section provides a brief history of how policy integration has been tackled in the two case

study countries, and includes reference to the role of institutions.
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2451 UK

Six (2004) traces examples of government attempts to coordinate back as far as the 1830s, to the
Chadwickian public health reforms of British local governance, and other historial milestones are
identified as: coordination of urban public health in Victorian times (Six 2004); creation of many central
institutions of modern government — including the cabinet, civil service and local authority — to overcome
problems of coordination (Bogdanor 2005); the Haldane Committee of 1918, which supported vertical
departments over horizontally cross-cutting units (Kavanagh and Richards 2001); Churchill’s system of
using ‘overlords’, drawn from the House of Lords, to oversee and coordinate different government
departments (Kavanagh and Richards 2001 p5); and the newly-elected Heath government’s 1970 White
Paper The Reorganisation of Central Government, described as ‘the most effective blueprint for
combating departmentalism’ (Kavanagh and Richards 2001 p5), and followed by establishment of the
Central Policy Review Staff (CPRS), and introduction of Programme Analysis Review (PAR), aimed at

evaluating departmental programmes (Kavanagh and Richards2001).

However, most of the literature focuses on the period from the start of the 1980s, when Conservative
government measures to break-up the ‘monolithic inward-looking public sector’ — such as the creation of
agencies, internal markets, privatisation, market testing, and compulsory competitive tendering —
exacerbated challenges of coordinating multi-agency responses to complex problems with each individual
organisation incentivised to achieve its own aims at the cost of system-wide objectives (Ling 2002 p618).
Richards (NAO 2001 p62) conceptualises these changes in joining-up of public policy as occurring in two
clear paradigms. The first, peaking in war-time and post-war was characterised by a large bureaucratic
organisational form, and ‘planning and co-ordination at the top combined with a pluralist distribution of
power between central and local government’. Change was slow and required consensus among key
actors, and ‘no-one talked about JUG because they were actually doing it’. The paradigm that replaced it
was characterised by fiscal crisis, individualism, and global competitiveness, resulting in ‘massively
increased attention to unit costs and their reduction’. “The flaw in this efficiency paradigm’ according to
the NAO ‘was that power was centralised into a Whitehall structure and a culture built on silo
principles” (NAO 2001 p62). Richards argues ‘wicked problems’ were a product of silo structures.
Rational efficient behaviour in individual departments created issues for other silos and led to overall
irrationality and inefficiency.

The point of departure for this research — the 2008 FM policy project — followed a long period of focus in
the UK government on integration under Prime Minister Tony Blair, with his modernisation agenda. In
1999, Blair referred to the ‘scars on my back’ from attempts to get departments to work together;
accusing civil servants of operating in ‘policy chimneys’ (Kavanagh and Richards 2001). Structural
reforms to tackle this included task forces, a Policy Innovation Unit with project teams led by a sponsor
or minister from a department with no interest in that policy area, and a role for the Treasury via Public
Service Agreements (Kavanagh and Richards 2001).
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2.4.5.2 Australia

Australia has also placed ‘considerable emphasis on a more joined-up approach’ (O’Flynn et al 2011
p245). Hunt (2006) highlights milestones such as the 1996-2007 Howard government’s focus on
intergovernmental coordination via the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) process, with its
remit is to debate and co-ordinate government activities across the various levels (see 4.5.1 for more on
COAG). Hunt also notes the Howard government’s creation of ‘Centrelink’, a programme to coordinate
service delivery in 25 government agencies. At the State level, Keast (2011) tracks the ebbs and flows of
joined-up government in the State of Queensland, concluding there is no single path to joined-up
working, and successful change is needed both in the ways people and organisations think, behave and

work and use language, and in the systems and processes (Keast 2011 p229).

The 2004 Connecting Government report, and attempts to coordinate policy addressing indigenous affairs
more generally (O’Flynn et al 2011), provide important historical context to the NFP. Connecting
Government tried to instil a whole-of-government approach at the centre of the Australian public service;
focusing on joining-up via structures, systems, skills and cultures, and acknowledging barriers such as
accountability, budgetary mechanisms and technology for information and communication (O’Flynn et al
2011 p245). There was undoubtedly commitment at the political and senior administration level: cabinet
processes were amended, new inter-departmental taskforces were created and the COAG was
reinvigorated. These processes included many of the ‘classic enablers’ of JUG: new coordinating units
within the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet to build linkages between strategic policy
making and implementation; the canvassing of new approaches to integrated service delivery; and the
creation of a lead-agency model established to assign responsibility to single departments for JUG
projects (O’Flynn et al 2011 p246). But inhibitors included: lack of a JUG-supportive architecture; a
programmatic focus and a centralised decision-making system. However, although there were ‘seemingly
insurmountable barriers’ there were some success stories identified in the case study, which were
ascribed to two key facilitators: ‘a craftsmanship approach to leadership; and the cultivation and
leveraging of rich, networked relationships within government and across communities’ (O’Flynn et al
2011 p250). Policy statements and Prime Ministerial speeches in 2009 — the period prior to the
announcement of the NFP policy project — focusing on improved service delivery through whole-of-
government approaches, signalled a return of integration to the Australian policymaking agenda (Keast
2011).

2.4.6 How Can We Judge Policy Integration?

Underdal (1980, cited in Hogl and Nordbeck 2012) is often attributed with ‘the first scholarly conception
of policy integration’ (Hogl and Nordbeck 2012 p113). He proposed a three-fold assessment of the basic
requirements for a policy to be classed as integrated; comprehensiveness, aggregation, and consistency
(examined further at 3.4.1.4). While Lafferty and Hovden’s (2003) list of indicators for horizontal EPI
includes: existence of a long term sustainable development strategy; existence of a central authority
specifically entrusted with the supervision, coordination and implementation of the integration process;
relatively clear designations as to sectoral responsibility for overarching goals; timetables and targets for

environmental policy; periodic reporting of progress with respect to targets; an active and monitored
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usage of Environmental Impact Assessment and Strategic Environmental Assessment for all government
policies. Pollitt’s (2003) survey of the JUG literature examines measuring ‘joined-up-ness’ by: reviewing

the policy in terms of best practice; asking the stakeholders; or reviewing the outcomes (see 3.4.1.4).

2.4.7 Examples of Policy Integration Attempts

This research aims to contribute to understanding of integrated (food) policy through empirical
investigation of two attempts. In doing so it utilises case studies already in existence; though for Russell
and Jordan (2009) there is a dearth of detailed empirical accounts of joined-up government, with research
too often focused on implementation at ground level rather than departmentalism at the policymaking
stage. However Ling (2002) does examine examples of joined-up policymaking in other countries,
including New Zealand’s “Strengthening Families’ programme to improve family wellbeing, and
collaboration across US Federal and State government, and public and private sector in the series of
programmes for delivering childcare, training and community safety (Ling 2002). An example of
successful integration in the UK offered by Kavanagh and Richards (2001) is policy towards the EC/EU.
The Cabinet Office established a European Unit to coordinate departmental responses during Britain’s
entry negotiations in 1970, which led to a European Secretariat being created within the Cabinet Office.
Underdal (1980, cited in Lafferty and Hovden 2003) examines the successful policy prioritisation of
economic policy, which is argued to demonstrate how the principles of a policy sector can indeed be

given ‘principles priority” across other sectors.

2.4.7.1 EPI/Sustainable Development

Economic policy can be viewed as in the competing mode to environmental policy according to Lafferty
and Hovden (2003). Hogl and Nordbeck (2012) describe how the concept of EPI — the ‘inclusion of
environmental concerns in decision-making processes and outputs as well as the implementation of
public policy-making in environmentally-relevant policy domains’ — has found currency with
policymakers and scholars, addressing as it does the ‘environmental problems in functional and
territorially-fragmented governance contexts’ (Hogl and Nordbeck 2012 p113). Jordan and Lenschow
identify three categories of tools or instruments that have been used to promote institutional change in
relation to EPI: communicative; organisational; and procedural. Communicative tools include national
environmental plans and sustainable development strategies, and are aimed at ‘increased awareness,
longer-term visions and objectives, guidance to addressees and flexibility in the development of
operational steps’. Less popular organisational tools include task forces, liaison officers, or the
amalgamation of departments, and ‘tend to directly alter decision-making contexts’. Procedural
instruments include green budgeting, policy appraisal, strategic environmental assessments and changes
to administrative standard procedures, and ‘aim to directly intervene in decision-making processes’
(Jordan and Lenschow 2008b, cited in Hogl and Nordbeck 2012 p119). They conclude that while most
OECD countries have instruments in place, the majority are of the softer communicative type. Harder
organisational or procedural tools are less popular and, even when procedural instruments are used they
are often weakly interpreted in the implementation phase, meaning they may ultimately revert to being
communicative tools. As a result ‘the core planning activities in driving force sectors such as industry,

transport and agriculture remain mostly immune’ (Jordan and Lenschow 2010, cited in Hogl and
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Nordbeck 2012 p120). While political commitment to EPI is considered to be widespread, deep
disagreement surrounds its actual application. There are few best practices that could be shared between
countries, and knowledge about policy outcomes is extremely sparse (Jordan and Lenschow 2010).
Barling et al’s (2002) paper on joined-up food policy highlights challenges faced by Labour’s ‘greening
of government’ initiative, noting that Labour ‘inherited a range of institutional devices and forums from
the previous Conservative Government including a cabinet committee on the environment, a committee of
green ministers and cross-departmental Sustainable Development Unit’, to which it added a tougher
remit for the House of Commons select committees (p5). However, prioritisation of environmental
concerns was somewhat unsuccessful, with sustainable development later *hived-off into the new Defra in
June 2001° (Barling et al 2002 p5). Ross (2005) explains that it was initially proposed to be part of the
Cabinet Office, but placed in DETR and then subsequently DEFRA, an institutional switch criticised by
the Environmental Audit Committee of the House of Commons, for leading to lack of status; a failure to
mainstream sustainable development; and to the environmental strand becoming too much of a focus. In
related research, Russel and Jordan (2009) provide a detailed examination of the Labour government’s
attempts to join-up Whitehall policymaking on sustainable development through the application of

Environmental Policy Appraisal (EPA) to individual sectoral policies, finding poor outcomes.

2.4.7.2 Health Inequalities

In their examination of policies to tackle health inequalities following the Acheson Report (Acheson
1998), Exworthy et al (2003) flag up a departmental culture that discourages JUG, arguing inhibiting
factors such as departmental competition for resources and defending of departmental territory apply
strongly to the area of health inequalities (Exworthy et al 2003 p1915). They conclude:‘though many
departments’ policies affect health inequalities, few mechanisms exist to leverage over their activities’,
leaving the government’s approach ‘rhetorically powerful but politically very cautious’ (Evans 2002 p79,
cited in Exworthy et al 2003 p1915). Later work by Exworthy and Hunter (2011) highlights how lessons
learned from the 1975 initiative ‘Joint Approach to Social Policy’ (JASP) were ignored in subsequent
attempts to join up. These lessons included the need for: sufficient time to be allowed for a joint approach
to be embedded (possibly up to ten years); full engagement from the outset of ministers to secure political
ownership of the process; and independent resources under the control of those doing the coordinating to
incentivise joint working. According to Exworthy and Hunter ‘none of these lessons has been learned as
subsequent attempts at JUG have proved’ (Exworthy and Hunter 2011 p203). Jochim and May’s (2010)
work on ‘boundary-spanning policy regimes’ in the USA categorises integration projects according to the
different subsystems or domains and primary supporters, and the institutions which were utilised.
Examples include the 1960s Urban Empowerment movement; the Welfare Responsibility focus of the
1990s, and the Homeland Security regime in place post-September 2001. In their assessment, ‘the
perception of a crisis is perhaps the most powerful trigger for the emergence of a policy regime’, though
they do acknowledge regimes can emerge from ‘the more endogenous forces of coalition building’

(p316). Their ideas resonate with the conceptions of policy change under HI theory discussed below.
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2.4.8 Facilitators and Inhibitors of Policy Integration

While there have been some attempts to classify the facilitators of integration, which include interpretive
factors like: perceived need; consensus between administrators and staff; good historical relations; and
maintenance of prestige or power, and contextual factors like: standardisation; professionalism;
geographic proximity and boundary permeability (Ling 2002); the majority of the literature focuses
on inhibitors. Ling’s (2002 p616) definition of joining-up as aligning organisations with ‘different
cultures, incentives, management systems, and aims’ classifies some inhibitors, while Karre et al’s
(2013) division of inhibitors into strategic (political) and operational (administrative) dilemmas is
also useful. Strategic include: accountability and risk management; political mandate and
leadership; and political value conflicts. Operational challenges include: resource and time
consuming; turf wars and culture clashes; performance measurement; budgeting and staff turnover.
The disconnect between long-term policies needed to address ‘wicked problems’, and relatively short-
term activities of government (associated with electoral cycles and ministerial tenure), is linked to this
(Exworthy and Hunter 2011). Bullock et al’s (2001) survey of civil servants in all ministerial
departments identified barriers including: inadequate time, as joined-up approaches take more time,
and make heavier demands on resources; inflexibility of hierarchical organisational structures; risk-

averse culture; and securing and maintaining buy-in from otherdepartments.

Pollitt’s (2003) study of JUG in Whitehall focuses on the obstacle of fragmented ministerial
accountability, and also underlines how cross-cutting policies can be more fragile than single domain,
citing Wiring it Up’s analysis that ‘by their nature cross-cutting policies tend to have more stakeholders;
be harder to monitor and evaluate; and run greater risks of failure and communications breakdown’
(Cabinet Office 2000 p2.8, cited in Pollitt 2003). Often drawing on Weberian analyses of bureaucracy and
rationalisation, and the ways policy divisions shape activity, the literature highlights how civil servants
are ‘compelled to focus on small, specific areas of policy activity, making it extremely difficult for them to
engage with ideas beyond their immediate area of responsibility” (Smith 2013 p87). Richards (2000, cited
in Hunt 2006) utilises public choice theory to demonstrate the ways that departmental managers act as
self-interested utility-maximisers. Any integration may conflict with pre-established positions, which

have been entrenched in the policies and routines of the status quo (Hogl and Nordbeck 2012).

2.4.9 Some Conclusions on Public Policy Integration

The consensus is that attempts at horizontal policy integration have been rather fruitless. Lessons learned
as long ago as the 1975 “Joint Approach to Social Policy’ initiative have been overlooked in subsequent
attempts to join up (Exworthy and Hunter 2011). Analysis in 2011 by the IFG on policymaking in the real
world, noted that despite ten years of efforts since the Cabinet Office Wiring it Up report ‘obvious
weaknesses in policymaking [which] are widely acknowledged and yet still endure’ (Hallsworth et al 2011
p7). Likewise Russel and Jordan’s (2009) findings on sustainable development contradict ‘the idea that
UK’s approach to better coordination has successfully permeated into the culture of Whitehall’ (2009
p1213), and policy on the environment remains highly departmentalised. Karre et al’s (2013) recent
examination of experiences of integration supports this reading, concluding that, though JUG experiments

were ubiquitous, and despite the rhetoric, their impact may have been small, and — in the English case at
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least — many developments have been dismantled following the change of government in 2010. For this
reason, O’Flynn (2011) talks of ‘insurmountable barriers’ and Flinders (2002) proposes Parliamentary
Reform as the necessary response to enable policy integration. Rayner and Howlett (2009a) also warn of
the ‘remarkable resilience of pre-existing policy elements’, warning:

‘while it is currently fashionable to argue that ‘policy silos’ should be replaced by policy
integration, such efforts are fraught with risks; notably the very real possibility of creating
ineffective instrument mixes or incomplete reform efforts with resulting poor outcomes at the
macro, meso or micro-level” (p100).

Howlett and Rayner’s work on New Governance Arrangements (NGAS) suggests strong links between
policy integration and institutionalism. For example, they emphasise the main practical challenge with
integrated NGA designs is that they are not applied to a clean slate, as policy development “is usually
constrained by previous policy choices which have become institutionalised” (2007 p8), with layering
cited as the ‘worst possible way to create an NGA, adding new goals and instruments without abandoning
previous ones, most often leading to incoherence amongst goals and inconsistency with respect to
instruments’ (2007 p8). They offer the example of designing Integrated Coastal Zone Management while
maintaining unsustainable fishing quotas as part of the design; an example of how NGAs often fail
because ‘powerful interests accept new arrangements only if they can keep favourable goals, instruments
and settings’ (2007 p8). The literature review now builds on this analysis of NGAs, to discuss more fully

how Historical Institutionalism can provide a lens through which to view policy integration.

2.5 Augmenting the Policy Integration Literature with Historical Institutionalism

As discussed in Chapter One, the issue of integration of food policy has an important historical
component, due to an institutional configuration which lags behind modern definitions of food policy.
Historical Institutionalism (HI) was therefore identified as a suitable lens through which to analyse the
policy integration projects, which have been rhetorically-committed to a cross-government approach, but
thwarted in practice. In choosing to take a historical-structural perspective, the aim is to go beyond
agency-centred explanations of departmentalism, focused on ministers pursuing their own agenda, which,
as Kavanagh and Richards (2001) note, are partial, by taking account of the structures within which they
operate, and providing historical context to those structures, rather than assuming they are merely neutral,
functional creations (Thelen 2002). The review revealed synergies between the integration and
institutionalist literature, perhaps the clearest link being Bell’s (2002) assertion that one of the raison
d’étre of new institutionalism’s quest to ‘bring institutionalism back in’ (following a shift of emphasis in
policy analysis away from the state to behaviourism), was institutional restructuring which took place
since the 1970s within governments which led to silo-working (see also Howlett and Rayner 2009). The
synergies will be returned to at the end of the chapter, but first, an outline of Historical Institutionalism is

provided.

2.5.1 Origins of Historical Institutionalism

The HI approach to policy analysis is one of several strands of the so-called ‘New Institutionalism’,
which rose to prominence in the 1980s as a reaction to the post-World War Il behavouralist focus on

individuals and direct observation. It is ‘new’ in the sense that, previously, political science had focused
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on mapping and describing the formal institutions of government — legislature, legal system, state,
economic institutions — rather than institutions in a wider sense, and had done so using description rather
than explanation or theory building (Bell 2002; March and Olsen 1984; Rast 2012). The new wave of
institutionalist scholars loosened the definition of institutions, to include less formal phenomena such as,
for example, ideology, of which more below under “definitions’. While the study of food policy to date
could hardly be charged with being reductionist or individualistic (given the scholarly focus on a systems
approach which heeds the interplay between institutions, actors and interests (Lang et al 2009, as
described in Chapter One), taking an expanded definition of an institution, and combining this with the
policy integration literature to produce a more detailed empirical analysis of the way institutions
influenced two particular policy attempts, is considered to present a novel contribution to the theoretical-

empirical body of knowledge in food policy.

In the case of HI, a ‘historic turn’ introduced a new way of exploring the relationships between structure
and agency and the interplay between individuals, institutions and their policy environment, recognising
that “history matters’ in social scientific investigation (McDonald 1996; Bates et al 1998, cited in Rast
2012; Cairney 2011).

2.5.2 What is an Institution?

The new institutionalism broadened the notion of an institution, leading to considerable divergence in its
definition, and the term is applied in both a narrow or broad sense. Steinmo (2008) is brief, stating that
the most common definition is ‘rules’. But there are variations between, for example, Streeck and
Thelen’s ‘both formal organisations and informal rules and procedures that structure conduct’ (1992 p2,
cited in Peters et al 2005) and Hall’s assertion that institutions are: ‘the formal rules, compliance
procedures, and standard operating practices that structure the relationship between individuals in
various units of policy and economy. As such, they have a more formal status than do cultural norms but
one that does not necessarily derive from legal, as opposed to conventional, standing’ (Hall 1986 p19,
cited in Steinmo 2008). More recently, Hall has described institutions succinctly as ‘sets of regularised
practices with a rule-like quality’ (Hall 2010). For Kay (2005) the category can be widely drawn, as in
the definition offered by Hall and Taylor (1996 p938, cited by Kay 2005):

‘the formal or informal procedures, routines, norms and conventions embedded in the
organisational structure of the polity or political economy. They can range from the rules of a
constitutional order to the conventions governing trade union behaviour or bank—firm relations.
In general, historical institutionalists associate institutions with organizations and the rules or
conventions promulgated by formal organisation’.

The ambiguity has led to critiques. John (2012) contends that by incorporating norms and values, too
many aspects of political life are being considered under one category, and Peters et al (2005) accuse HI
scholars of failing to define the concept; with too wide a range of phenomena captured by a single term.
They highlight how the term can be used to refer to ‘deliberately created institutions charged with the
implementation of public policy’, and likewise to ‘formal administrative institutions within the state such
as civil service departments or legislatures, as well as informal rules, agreements, and customs within the
state and between the state and society’. They argue the term institution should be delimited to either:

‘deliberately created agents or administrative units which may assume a durable character, or informal
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but clearly identified rules and legacies associated with particular institutions or institutional
arrangements’. For Kay (2005), the policy system contains various structures at different scales which act
as institutions in shaping agents’ decision making, which ‘are not reducible either to individual level
agents or elements in the policy process’, examples being budget rules, policy networks® and standard
operating procedures in government departments and agencies. Other definitions make more specific
reference to the role of history, with Thelen classing institutions as the legacy of concrete historical
processes, which ‘reflect, and also reproduce and magnify, particular patterns of power distribution in
politics” (Thelen 1999 p394).

Though debates over the definition of institutional boundaries exist, Bell (2002) concludes that the one
certainty is it is best ‘not to think of an institution as a “thing’ but as a process or set of processes which
shape behaviour’. And, as Steinmo adds, whichever definition is applied, institutions are to be viewed as
‘important for politics because they shape who participates in a given decision and, simultaneously, their
strategic behaviour’ (Steimno 2008). Unless institutions are circumvented by networks of interests, or
power relations, they create the ‘musts, mays and must nots of policy development’, affecting whether,
and how quickly, politicians address public problems, and how policies attract certain ‘rent seekers’
(Steinmo et al 1992; Strom, Muller, & Bergman 2003, cited in John2003).

2.5.3 History and Timing Matter

There are fewer definitional issues around the historical element of the HI lexicon (Katznelson 1998):
‘institutions are the legacy of concrete historical processes’ (Thelen 1999 p382), which ‘reflect, and also
reproduce and magnify, particular patterns of power distribution in politics’ (Thelen 1999 p394).
Therefore history must not be regarded as simply a chain of independent events (Steinmo 2008), or as a
necessarily efficient process, as HI also emphasises historical inefficiencies and how inefficient
institutions and policies are maintained. Thelen (2002) describes this as an important corrective to more
functionalist perspectives, which can spuriously explain institutional arrangements simply on the basis of
the functions they currently perform (Pierson 2000b; Thelen 1999, 2001, cited in Thelen 2002). By
ignoring history and analysing contemporary policies as a standalone, other approaches are viewed as
dismissing the impact of earlier policy choices (Peters et al 2005). This idea is encapsulated by the
concept of ‘path dependency’ (see 2.5.4). Writing on the role of time in policy analysis, Pollitt (2008)
cites Paul Pierson’s (2004) contention that ‘political science in particular, but social sciences more
generally, have become increasingly decontextualised’. The temporal dimension has been somewhat lost,
with knowledge of how things were done in the past treated as increasingly irrelevant (Pollitt 2008 p9).
Pollitt’s own work examining the impact of NPM reforms proposes a loss of institutional memory; ‘a
dwindling of the influence of the past’ (Pollitt 2001, cited in Pollitt 2008 p25), notingthat:

‘Downsizing, contracting out, repeated organisational restructurings and a shift, first from
paper to electronic data storage and then from one type of software to another have combined to
reduce that which public sector organisations remember of their own pasts — even their very
recent pasts in some cases. The consequences are that mistakes are repeated and the tacit craft
skills and networking knowhow of long serving staff are lost” (2008 p25).

5Though for Bell (2002) networks are not institutions but are shaped by them
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In the study of food policy to date, the temporal dimension has figured significantly, in particular in
analyses of the long shadow of the UK post-war productionist strategy for food, which — as discussed in
Chapter One — is argued to have subsequently prevailed as the dominant policy paradigm (Lang and

Heasman 2004; 2015). The thesis aims to augment this approach, with reference to policy integration.

2.5.4 Path Dependence

HI is based on the premise of ‘path dependence’ (PD). The term conceptualises the way political choices
— made at the time an institution is being formed or when a policy is being implemented — have
a deterministic impact on policy in the future (Kay 2005; Peters et al 2005). It also highlights how
ideas present at the time of formulation of an organisation or policy are reified. Put simply, ‘early
policy decisions ‘lock-in’ a policy onto a particular path’, even if those decisions turn out to be bad ones.
Once a system starts in one direction rather than another, it is unlikely to reverse itself and start down
a path previously foregone (Gomez 2013 p3; Kingdon 2003). Indeed, past policy decisions themselves
become institutions and these act as structures that limit or shape current policy options (Kay 2005).
Pierson (2000b) concludes that path dependent processes are, then, inherently historical, because they can
only be identified through historical analysis. For Peters et al (2005), what appear to be small
choices in institutional arrangements — often taken unthinkingly or unwittingly - can, later down the
line, have remarkable consequences, and may prove irreversible. By way of example they cite
employment services in Britain and the United States, which remained as benefit providers rather than

agencies of placement, in the face of numerous attempts to reform them toward the latter.

But PD is more than a “story of inevitability in which the past neatly predicts the future’ (Kay 2005). Kay
(2005) cites Nobel Laureate Douglass North’s (1990 p98-9) definition of path dependency as a process
that constrains future choices: ‘at every step along the way there are choices — political and economic —
that provide...real alternatives. Path dependence is a way to narrow conceptually the choice set and link
decision-making through time’. Kay (2005) points out how references to choice and decision-making are
indicative of PD’s economic origins®. PD policy studies emphasise the persistence of institutions and
policies, and shine a light on the institutional foundations of persistent political projects like the welfare
state, or Keynesianism, as the:

‘institutionalisation of a set of persuasive ideas about social and political reality that have been
successful in describing reality over long periods of time, as well as prescribing means of
solving problems within that reality’ (Peters et al 2005 p3).

There is obvious potential therefore, for examining a food policy framework constrained by a single-issue

approach; with its historical definition as either agriculture policy, or nutrition policy.

6The concept borrows from the toolkit economists utilise when analysing how technologies develop, the classic
example being Paul David’s (1985) work on the dominance of the QWERTY keyboard (Thelen 1999; Capoccia and
Kelemen 2007)
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2.5.4.1 Mechanisms of Path Dependency

Several mechanisms have been identified by HI scholars as sustaining the PD trajectory.

Table 2.10: Mechanisms of Path Dependency

Mechanism

Details

Increasing

Returns/Positive
Feedback

Probability that, once on a particular path, further steps down that path increase with
each step, because benefits for policy makers, interest groups, and other players of
current activity increase over time compared with other possible options, as do costs of
shifting to another alternative (Pierson 2000a; Schneider 2006). At each decision point
(or critical juncture), multiple pathways are possible. But once a solution, or path, is
chosen, positive feedback processes reproduce new arrangements and prevent reversal
of the initial choice. Each step renders the occurrence of the next more likely until,
finally, ‘lock in” occurs, a term borrowed from economics, where it has been used to
explain how inferior technologies become locked-in to specific economic trajectories
(Arthur 1988, 1989, David 1985, 1986, Liebowitz and Margolis 1990, 1995, cited in
Howlett and Rayner 2006).

Distributional Effects

Political arrangements and policy feedback empower certain groups while marginalising
others, and these distributional biases increase over time so that some policy becomes
partially or fully blocked (Ikenberry 1994 and Weir 1992, cited in Thelen 1999). An
example is Skocpol’s pioneering work ‘Protecting Soldiers and Mothers’ (1992), which
tracked how institutional arrangements affect the capabilities of various groups to
achieve self-consciousness, organise, and make alliances (Thelen 1999). With food
policy formulation critiqued as subject to strong influence from food industry lobbyists,
this mechanism may shed further light on how those power arrangements play out.

Learning

Associated with the work of Richard Rose (1990) on ‘inheritance before choice’.
Institutions become locked in because people invest significant time understanding and
applying the rules of policymaking. New policies are avoided because of up-front costs
of retraining, or because staff resist change to a policy they believe to be the most
effective (Steinmo 2008, Pierson 2000a, Gomez 2013). Hood (1996, cited in James and
Lodge 2003) highlighted how this occurs with the British practice of rotating civil
servants across departments, which is said to promote internal learning within the state.
March and Olsen (1984) also refer to ‘experiential learning’, whereby the ‘results and
inferences of past experiences are stored in standard operating procedures,
professional rules and the elementary rules of thumb for a practical person’. It is
important to recognise though, that learning is not necessarily internal — it can also take
place through the process of ‘lesson-drawing’ (Howlett and Rayner 2006).

Source: Author

At this point it is necessary to raise a potential tension between the institutionalist and integration

literatures: between criticisms in the policy integration literature of poor instituitional memory in modern

policymaking — for example Pollitt’s work on the trend towards loss of institutional memory, or ‘a
dwindling of the influence of the past’ (Pollitt 2001; cited in Pollitt 2008 p25) as outlined above — and the

idea of inheritance before choice, or path dependence more generally. The two perspectives might be

classified as *hollowing out’ of departments (in the case of policy integration), vs “filled in” (Amin and

Thrift 1995) in institutionalism. Yet Pollitt has applied the PD concept to a case study of hospitals in

Brighton (2008), arguing for clear evidence of the role of administrative mechanisms such as planning

and budgeting routines in path maintenance. Pollitt found the field of mechanisms that can produce PD is

very open-ended as they may be:
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‘...utilitarian/functional, political or cultural in character. They may be material or ideational
or a mixture of the two. They range from fairly crude calculations of short-term profit to ‘softer’
longer run processes of socialization into a particular institutional environment’ (p44).

This tension around institutional memory will be revisited in Chapter Eight.

2.5.4.2 Critical Change

Criticisms of the concept of PD are examined below, but now is an appropriate point to explore the
charge that HI’s focus on policy constraint comes at the cost of explaining change. Thelen and Steinmo
(1992 p16), for example, argue that a:

‘critical inadequacy of institutionalist analysis has been a tendency towards mechanical,
accounts that largely bracket the issue of change and sometimes lapse inadvertently into
institutional determinism’.

For Peters et al (2005), that which makes PD so appealing — prediction of institutional persistence and
explaining the embeddedness of those institutions — diminishes its ability to understand structural change.
For HI scholars, change is most often defined as a divergence from the status quo, which, paradoxically,
undermines the possibility of institutional explanations for change. Normal restraints are seen to have
been lifted and new unexpected policy directions become possible (Weir 2006). Any acknowledgement
of change therefore raises the question of whether institutions can be considered determinants of
behaviour when they are themselves the objects of strategic action. In response, HI has borrowed
biology’s theory of punctuated equilibrium?: long periods of institutional persistence can be interspersed
with short bursts of change, brought on by an external/exogenous shock or shift (Krasner 1988, cited in
Thelen 2002; Capoccia and Kelemen 2007). In a more specific definition, Capoccia and Kelemen (2007)
characterise instances of institutional flux as when structural (economic, cultural, ideological,
organisational) influences relax for a short period. Unlike the subsequent stages of a path-dependent
sequence, where agency is narrowed, at a critical juncture both the freedom of political actors and the

impact of their decisions are heightened.

These formative periods are referred to as “critical junctures’ and, along with PD, can be considered a key
building block of the HI approach to analysing policy change (Capoccia and Kelemen 2007). For Pierson
(2000 p135, cited in Capoccia and Kelemen 2007) ‘junctures are critical because they place institutional
arrangements on paths or trajectories, which are then very difficult to alter’. Choices made during
critical junctures in history close off the possibility of alternative options and create institutions that
generate self-reinforcing path-dependent processes. Later work in the theoretical tradition has moved
away from CJs, and the view of change as major, abrupt and discontinuous, with Thelen (2004, cited in
Weir 2006) for one, arguing explanations that utilise CJs tend to overestimate crisis periods and
underestimate ongoing changes during non-crisis periods. While incremental change is often situated as
the opposite of punctuated change, it is in fact a mistake to conflate incremental with small in magnitude,
says Mahoney (2010). For example, Howlett and Cashore (2009) point to Coleman et al’s (1996) study
of agricultural changes in the EU, Canada and Australia, which demonstrates how, over twenty years,

7 Associated with Stephen J Gould, which challenged Darwin’s model of gradual evolution
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cumulative incremental changes in policy settings and instruments led to large scale ‘paradigmatic’

change.

HI’s reliance on exogenous shocks as explanations for institutional destabilisation has also been criticised
for assigning actors no agency, leading its scholars to look more closely at the dynamics of the processes
involved, and the role of ideas (Steinmo 2008; Howlett and Cashore 2009). The choice of approach —
exogenous or endogenous — can be considered a result of the theorist’s attitude towards institutionalism
(Rayner 2009). Meadwell (2005) distinguishes between ‘strict’ and ‘loose’ versions of PD:

Table 2.11: Strict and Loose Path Dependence

Exogenous explanations tend to be favoured by ‘strong” institutionalists, who regard
structure as trumping agency (Rayner 2009).
é § Meadwell (2005) argues strict path dependence involves three phases:
g g 1. CJ (in which events trigger a move toward a particular path out of at leasttwo
= S possibilities);
£ oy 2. period of reproduction (positive feedback mechanisms...reinforce the movement
2 2 along one path);
re 3. path comes to an end when new events dislodge the long lasting-equilibrium. So
= % every path begins and ends with a critical juncture. Change cannot be explained
o £ endogenously — it is “associated with the specification of some exogenous variable or
»h & event, that is, a variable or event that is uncaused by those variables and events that
are associated with reproduction’ (Meadwell 2005 p16). Change comes from outside
the system of variables that cause the process of reproduction.
e An ‘internal contradiction’ or ‘dynamic conservatism’ explanation is associated with
2 % & | weaker versions of institutionalism (Rayner 2009)
s &L S
§ § 2 2 | With ‘loose’ path dependence “institutional change, up to and including a change of
=2 § %’. paths, can occur without an exogenous shock so that both reproduction and change are
g Z O | builtinto the logic of institutions’ (Meadwell 2005 p16).

Source: Author from Meadwell (2005)

This links to Thelen’s proposition that institutions can be structured by both mechanisms of reproduction
such as increasing returns, and mechanisms of change such as institutional layering. In their much-
referenced book Beyond Continuity (2005), Streeck and Thelen identified five patterns of institutional

change:
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Table 2.12: Patterns of Institutional Change

Displacement

One institution displaces another, through what Mahoney (2010 p18) describes as the “active destruction of prior arrangements and the active
creation of new alternatives in their place’.

Layering

An established institution is made to serve new purposes, creating an explanation which encompasses both the idea of increasing returns and some
form of institutional innovation (Thelen 2002; Weir 2006). Reformers must work around existing structures, but yet can bolt on new elements and
influence the trajectory of policy. The new institutional layers which are added might be rules, policy processes or actors (Van der Heijden 2011).
For Howlett and Rayner (2009), drawing on Beland (2007), layering can refer to the ‘process whereby new goals and instruments are added to an
existing regime without abandoning previous ones, typically leading to both incoherence amongst goals and inconsistency with respect to
instruments used’ (p100). More below.

Conversion

Institutions become directed towards new goals or functions (Thelen 2002), e.g. when new groups become involved, who alter the trajectory rather
than simply adapting to the current system, as occurred with works councils in Germany. Thelen (1991, cited in Thelen 2002) describes how these
were converted from ‘instruments of employer paternalism to an institution that reflected but also substantially shored up labor strength’.

Drift

Failure to adapt policies to take into account socioeconomic changes (Weir 2006). Howlett and Rayner highlight how the goals of a policy may
change without a change in instruments used to implement them (2009). Echoing Weir’s (2006) observation that drift is not necessarily a neutral
process, as it can be a political tool where policies are deliberately not adapted to be more responsive, Rayner and Howlett suggest mechanisms of
policy change may be consciously employed by policymakers: ‘Where powerful political coalitions are capable of blocking change, allowing
policy to drift, or layering new policies on top of old ones may both be attractive options and may also achieve at least some of the policymakers
new goals’ (Howlett and Rayner 2009a p103).

Exhaustion

Institutional breakdown and failure (Steinmo 2008). Howlett and Rayner refer to the example of traditional renewable resource policy in
explaining how exhaustion can occur when a policy regime becomes undermining over time (2009a p103).

Bricolage

Additional pattern to Streeck and Thelen’s five, identified by Van der Heijden (2011). ‘The rearrangement or recombination of institutional
principles and practices in new and creative ways’, and translation — the ‘blending of new elements into already existing institutional
arrangements’ (Campbell 2009 p99, in Van der Heijden 2011 p11). Lowndes and Roberts (2013) note that bricolage — a concept taken from
anthropologist Levi-Strauss meaning ‘patching together of disparate materials at hand’ — ‘may be the only route to institutional innovation in the
face of path dependency, resource constraint, risk aversion, and a generalized lack of trust (Lanzara 1998 p27)’ (p155).

Source: Author
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2.4.5.3 More on Layering

In applying Schickler’s (2001) concept of layering to food policy, Feindt and Flynn (2009) point to the
way the ‘multiple orders’ created by institutional layering can lead to friction between the actors
involved, thus providing an endogenous ‘ideational tension’ explanation of why policy change occurs.
The authors trace the history of food policy back to ‘humble beginnings in the 19" century’, when food
safety was the focus, through to policies addressing food security, to more recent concerns with quality,
environmental impacts, links with nutrition and health and climate change:
“The ideational basis of food policy, the underlying assumptions about important problems and
suitable solutions with regard to the population’s food consumption have undergone far-
reaching change. But the ‘old” aims and ideas have never entirely disappeared’ (Feindt and
Flynn 2009 p387).
Instead new ideas have been layered on top of old. This idea of a continuous incremental layering of ideas
is contrasted with — and arguably contradicted by — certain sweeping institutional reforms such as the
creation and subsequent abandonment of a Ministry of Food in the early 20" century, and again in 1939-
1954 (when it was merged into the Ministry of Agriculture); and the post-food scare absorption of the
Ministry of Fisheries and Food into a new Department for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs in
2001. Feindt and Flynn (2009) explain this apparent contradiction by arguing that, rather than resulting
from exogenous shocks, crises should be understood as when tensions and contradictions within a
political system become more visible, as multiple, competing and often contradictory ideas and
institutions are heightened, creating ‘choice opportunities’ in Kingdonian terms (Kingdon 2003). Crisis
and the perception of policy failure are not important as drivers of change but as ‘events that have
triggered competing interpretations in the context of multiple orders’, thereby ‘opening a political space

that can be filled by ideational and institutional innovations’ (p409).

However, citing too ridged-a focus on the political system as a conceptual issue when applied to the
multi-level realm of food governance, they propose that layering of multiple policies and institutions, and
conversion of existing policies are better analysed with reference to the idea of policy stretching,
developing Hall’s (1993) concept of the stretching of a policy paradigm. They propose the ‘productionist
food paradigm’ is stretched as new issues (environment; food quality; obesity and health; climate change)
arise and are ‘solved” with new institutional ideational layers, allowing full institutional paradigm change
to be avoided. Examples proposed include the attempt to re-interpret GM plants from a threat to the
environment to a solution to climate change; or the contradiction between policies to maintain rural
landscapes and small farms and the health and environmental impact of dairy products. Finally, Feindt
and Flynn raise the prospect of whether policy stretching can be viewed as a kind of policy integration, if
a policy ‘stretches out by integrating principles or goals from other policy areas without being

institutionally linked to that area’ (p411).

Layering is linked to the concept of ‘Institutional Dissonance’, which has also been employed in
attempting to explain change in stable policy path. Orren & Skowronek (1994 p320-321, cited in Weir
2006) use this term to highlight how ‘at any given time, institutions, both individual and collectively,

juxtapose different logics of political order, each with their own temporal underpinnings’. This theme is
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picked up again below at 2.5.5.1 in the discussion of value conflict. Institutional dissonance describes a
disorderly politics where institutions abrading against each other create space for agents to promote
change, for example changes to the previously ‘politically untouchable’ US social security policy through

new policy proposals and constituencies (Weir 2006).

In conclusion, in the conceptual approach to institutional change, Rayner (2009) concludes that — while
not inviting them to ‘let 100 methodological flowers bloom’— scholars need not choose between path

dependency, punctuated equilibrium and adaption, but must be prepared to use all (Rayner 2009 p94).

2.5.5 The Role of Ideas

One of the distinguishing factors of the new institutionalism — and one of its key defences to criticisms of
being structurally determinist — is its encompassing of institutions beyond organisations, for example
rules and ideas. In general HI scholars have been divided on how much weight to give the role of ideas
(Schmidt 2010).The main theoretical tools employed by HI scholars in addressing ideas have been
‘learning’ — as described at 2.10 — and ‘policy paradigms’. Dissatisfied with explanations around social
learning, Peter Hall developed his now famous concept of ideas as ‘policy paradigms’ — overarching
frameworks of ideas and standards specifying ‘not only the goals of policy and kind of instruments that
can be used to attain them, but also the very nature of the problems they are meant to be addressing’
(Hall 1993 p279; Cairney 2011). Paradigmatic views, once institutionally embedded, have framing effects
which act like templates to base political decisions on (Steinmo 2008), and change can be of three
different orders:

e First Order: Incremental. Current policy based on lessons learned from previous policy
decisions. Policy instruments remain unchanged.

e Second Order: Also characterised by policymakers adapting to past experiences while
maintaining overall goals, but accompanied by significant changes to policy instruments.
Outside interests likely to be more involved in the process of policy change, but their views are
used by officials to promote changes sanctioned from within.

e Third Order: A ‘paradigm shift’ in Kuhnian terms — ideational change, and a change in the
overall policy discourse, for example, in the case of Hall’s own work, the switch from Keynesian
to Monetarist ideas (Hall 1993; Lieberman 2002; Cox 2004; Cairney2011).

Hall’s theory of policy paradigms has been extremely influential, though its applicability to policy change
other than the macroeconomic has been questioned, in particular in terms of the role of policy
feedback processes (for example Coleman et al (1996) on agricultural policy paradigm shift
through gradual accumulation of first and second order changes, where the rise of neo-liberal
discourse led to the shift away from the widespread state-assistance paradigm which was prevalent in
multiple countries since WW2). Steinmo (2008) says the most interesting current work is from scholars
attempting to understand how ‘ideas, values and beliefs affect history and politics and who are
specifically applying these insights to understanding institutional change more broadly’ (Steinmo 2008
p170). Institutional change should be viewed as a result of the will and ability of powerful actors to
introduce new ideas, or new solutions to social action problems. For example, Feindt and Flynn’s (2009)
work on food policy change as layering. Criticisms of Streeck and Thelen’s typology have led them
to more recent work around the role of ‘change agents’ (Mahoney and Thelen 2010 p22) or

‘institutional entrepreneurs’ (Rao et al 2000 p240;
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Levy and Scully 2007, cited in Cini 2013): whom Pierson (2004 p137) describes as “‘skilled social
actors’ who have an interest in developing or changing the institution by leveraging resources,
identifying political opportunities, framing issues and mobilizing constituencies’ (Cini 2013 p4). ‘They
are also able to make ideas actionable within an institutional setting by means of the discourses they use
(Schmidt 2010 p15)’ (Cini 2013 p4).

2.5.5.1 Value Conflict

Value conflict is the focus of complimentary literature to that on the role of ideas in HI: along with the
ideas of policy layering or stretching, it can potentially help explain how contested values in food policy
co-exist institutionally; and the implications for integration attempts. Thacher and Rein’s (2004) study of
‘Managing Value Conflict in Public Policy’ established this stream of work with a typology of how
governments deal with value conflict around a policy issue. They propose three strategies: Cycling;
Separation (using firewalls) or ‘Casuistry’ (case-by-case attention to conflicts). Cycling and Firewalling

appear particularly relevant for food policy:

Table 2.13: Managing Value Conflict in Public Policy

Strategy for [
Value Conflict Characteristics

Cycling Segregates values temporally
Temporarily limiting goals considered to be relevant
Attention shifts over time, sub-ordinating one-half of a dilemma and then the
other

Firewalls Segregates values institutionally
Pursue one set of values in one institutional structure and a different set of values
in another

Keeps pathologies of value conflict at bay

Each institution faces a simpler task — not to resolve conflicts among values but
only to determine the best way to pursue each value in isolation

Casuistry When values cannot be firewalled, must be considered simultaneously within the
same institution

Conflicts worked out case-by-case by making situated judgments

Source: Author from Thacher and Rein (2004)

Stewart (2006) draws on Thacher and Rein’s work to consider ways in which ‘“institutionalist accounts of
change can be modified to include bureaucratic and political processes for separating, concentrating and
routinising values choice’ (p184). While firewalls can separate values, this can cause tensions elsewhere
in the system, through displacement of the conflict. Stewart argues structural separation can be best used
when there are “clearly defined jobs to be done, and stable professional paradigms to accompany them’
(p188), but are less suitable for when ‘governments need to act consistently across a broad range of
functions” (p188), concluding that calls for ‘whole-of-government’ responses to problems reflect
unresolved conflicts. This suggests potential complimentarity to critiques of food policy silos outlined in
Chapter One. Voss et al’s (2009) research into designing long term policy points to how ‘long-range
policy is fundamentally characterized by problem-framing procedures’ (p281), which require consensual

social learning to succeed. They highlight the critical issue of the “fit’ of new policy designs with existing
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governance patterns ‘in prevailing contexts of positivist policymaking, New Public Management, or
market liberalism’ (p287), arguing that ‘these paradigms are deeply ingrained in policy discourse,
institutions and practices’ (p287) which ‘deform’ the concept of Transition Management (their focus of

study).

While the idea of institutional change may be more obviously understood in terms of transformations of
existing formal institutions, or indeed actual organisations, Ison et al (2015) examine the role of
institutionalised understandings; for example the neologisms ‘tame’ and ‘wicked’ problems to highlight
how policymakers ‘live in language’ and how ‘institutions act as a form of ‘understandascope’ on the
world we experience because institutions tend to contain (reify) understandings that were prevalent when
the institutions were first invented’ (p106). The implication being that any institutional innovation which
may be central to transforming complex issues will also necessitate innovation in understanding. Their
definition of institutional change as ‘the deliberate, or purposeful, replacement of existing formal and
informal institutions or the creation of new institutions in a socially desired way’ (p106), leads to them
regarding changing institutions as ‘crafting’:

... transformation towards governance regimes that are more systemic and adaptive is more
than crafting the new; crafting also requires innovations in understandings and practice of those
who do the crafting. Crafting may also involve clearing the situation of old, constraining
institutions and appreciating extant institutional complexity (Wallis and I1son 2011)’ (p106).

These comments are relevant to literature around what constitutes policy success and failure, as discussed
at 2.3.3.1. Broader definitions of policy success/change may, for example, consider a policy to have
changed if it successfully transforms the definition of or discourse around the issues in question, for
example introducing a consumption focus in a policy area previously dominated by production-focused

policies, as could be argued took place with FM (see Chapter Eight).

Carolyn Tuohy has analysed how health care systems have evolved quite differently as a result of choices
made at critical historical points. She compares how common external pressures were dealt with by the
different policy systems, noting that ‘the working out of a common logic of a given policy arena is
mediated by the particular logics of the national systems’, which are ‘accidents of history’ (Tuohy 1999
pviii). Each logic is the product of both:

e Institutional Mix: varying proportions of hierarchical, collegial and market mechanisms
e Structural Balance: between state actors, professional and private financial interests.

Applying this formula, the UK — with its hierarchical and collegial system, where private interests were
dwarfed by the accommodation between the state and professions — is contrasted with strong role of

financial interests and market-collegial institutional mix in the USA, with a much smaller state role.

2.6 Combining HI with Policy Integration

The issue of policy integration can be considered through both an old and new institutionalist lens: there
are a set of fragmented organisational structures which need to be integrated for food to be considered
from a systems perspective, but — in new institutionalist terms — the architecture also has a structuring

effect by fragmenting practices, ideas and norms. For Smith (2013), divisions in policy responsibility
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established in the 1970s structure the routes down which research ideas can travel. Policy silos and
hierarchies are seen to work as “filters’, ‘encouraging those ideas that support existing institutionalised
ideas (or ‘policy paradigms’), while blocking or significantly transforming more challenging ideas’
(Smith 2013 p81). And Davies (2009) notes that the challenges of generating consensus are often
overlooked, highlighting how value pluralism results in contrasting conceptions of partnership and
utilising ‘social defence theory’ to propose that, ‘because political contention is taboo, ‘silo’ practices
remain unchallenged within the partnerships, which were thus dysfunctional for joined-up government’
(Davies 2009 p3).

Like explanations with an ideational focus, cultural explanations regard integration as more than simply
the implementation of rational structures and procedures (Hogl and Nordbeck 2012). The cultural
challenges are summed up by Bardach (1998 p232, cited in Ling 2002), for whom the difficulties in
achieving joined-up government are unsurprising given that ‘almost nothing about the bureaucratic ethos
makes it hospitable to interagency collaboration. The collaborative ethos values equality, adaptability,
discretion and results; the bureaucratic ethos venerates hierarchy, stability, obedience, and procedures’.
Following interviews with senior public executives in Canada and Great Britain, Peters (1998) similarly
concludes that structural changes are only a partial solution — changes in behaviour are also needed for
successful coordination. Taking a cultural/organisation perspective on Whitehall departments, Flinders
(2002) argues it is often underestimated that beneath a general Whitehall culture, departments have
distinct cultures, ‘which combine grounded philosophical beliefs with established policy frameworks and
are heavily influenced by organisational structures’ (Flinders 2002 p64). He quotes Smith, Marsh and
Richards (2001, cited in Flinders 2002 p64), who state ‘department cultures are structured patterns that
provide the framework within which officials and ministers act’, leading Flinders to conclude that ‘any
attempts to alter the culture of officials, and the incentive structures which are designed to achieve this,
must accommodate or at least take into account these distinct departmental cultures’. This is linked, by
Flinders, to historical institutionalist approaches to explaining the policy process, which highlight the
ways governing is path dependent (Flinders 2002), and by Kavanagh and Richards (2001), who propose
that departments have created a path dependency ‘out of which departmentalism has grown to be the
‘shadow over the future’ as, to the frustration of more change-oriented ministers, civil servants in a

department will educate the new Minister to ‘ongoing reality’.

Links between policy integration and institutionalist conceptions of policymaking are picked up by Smith
(2013), who draws on the emerging analytical framework of discursive institutionalism in an examination
of the role of policy-making institutions in shaping the relationship between health inequalities research
and policy. Similarly, Exworthy and Hunter’s (2011) review of attempts to tackle health inequalities
regard JUG as a perfect example of path dependency because a combination of previous decisions and

existing institutions — which are dominated by vested interests — lead to suboptimal outcomes and inertia.
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2.7 Summary of Chapter Two

This chapter examined four strands of literature with relevance to the research objectives; that on food
policy and integration prior to 2008; the wider public policy context for that food policy, including a shift
from government to governance and some ideas around policy success and failure; the concept of policy
integration; and the Historical Institutionalist model of public policy analysis. In doing so it has
highlighted some fruitful crossover in literatures, in particular how HI can consolidate understanding of
integration, by highlighting how departmentalism can be understood as path dependent, but also raised a

potential tension around institutional memory, to be revisited in the Discussion.

The literature on food policy prior to 2008 characterises food as a ‘policy taker’, dominated by single
domain approaches, with a separate policy stream on agriculture dominating the field in both countries,
though with different models of state support. In Australia, a separate industry policy stream around food
was identified, though less conspicuous in the UK case. More recently the domain of nutrition policy has
developed, heavily focused on obesity in recent years. The literature also highlights tentative but limited
boundary crossing between domains, for example in the UK’s linking of agriculture and environmental
policy, and the synergies being explored between health and environmental goals in both cases. The
literature is directly linked to the research objective to track the historical approach to food policy
integration in national food policy in the UK and Australia; prior to FM/F2030 and the NFP. It therefore
provides important temporal context to the policy projects, and informs both the first findings chapter on
the UK and Australian policy systems, and the discussion of the two projects in Chapters Seven and
Eight.

Next, the public policy literature was explored, in terms of both the wider policy context for food and the
concept of integration, revealing a changing government role to that of facilitator, and an accompanying
policy instrument paradigm focused on alternatives to mandatory rules and regulation, suggesting
important realities for how national policy can be made in the present day. Ideas around what constitutes
policy success and failure were examined, along with barriers and facilitators of success, including what is
known about the role of institutional reform. Subsequently, the literature on public policy integration
revealed a long history of governments attempting to tackle policy fragmentation, and food’s parallels
with several other ‘wicked problems’ including social deprivation, health inequalities and sustainable
development. Significant conceptual ambiguity was uncovered in the literature, around how to
define integration, though more clarity was found on the enablers and barriers to integration and

how the integrated-ness of a policy might be judged.

Finally, the HI literature highlighted the importance of including a temporal dimension in policy analysis,
and introduced the concept of path dependence to characterise instances of policy constraint, as well as
proposing a range of definitions of ‘institutions’, ranging from actual organisations, to ideas, values or
‘understandings’ which can become institutionalised. This literature also links directly with the research
objective to investigate and compare the challenges of constructing a national food policy across a range
of policy sectors and departmental responsibilities. The next stage of the research process involved

synthesising the findings of the literature review and exploring how these might be applied in the
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empirical phase of the project. The public policy context, integration and HI findings were
operationalised into specific variables to be identified in the two policy projects, and brought together to
create a Framework Tool with which to analyse the empirical data. For example, the HI theory on how
early decisions can lock policies in to a particular path (e.g. Kay 2005), was translated to categories on the
Terms of Reference set for each policy project, and also which department led the development. Table

3.4.3.1 in the Methodology Chapter provides a full exposition on how the literature was drawn on.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

This chapter explains how the research project was designed and implemented. First the research
questions and design — a comparative study of two cases — are outlined. Secondly, the choice of a
qualitative, interpretivist approach is justified, followed by an examination of further theoretical
underpinnings of the research: the public policy theory of historical institutionalism as a lens for
understanding integration. This section includes a description of how the literature and the empirical
focus were bridged, through a process of operationalisation, including the design of two templates to
organise the comparative analysis. The various methods used to collect data are then discussed, followed

by the approach to coding and analysis, and ethics.

3.1 Research Objectives and Questions

As discussed in Chapter One, food policy currently suffers from a fragmented policy design which has
hindered attempts to raise food policy up the political agenda, and led to repeated calls for a more
integrated approach. Chapter Two described how the approach to food policy prior to 2008 was, in
general, characterised by dis-integrated policy streams for agriculture, nutrition and so on, with only
limited boundary crossing between domains. Two policy integration projects — envisaged as an innovative
step forward, cross-cutting food’s various policy sectors — were initiated in response, one in the UK in
2008-2010, and another in Australia from 2010-2013. The research set out to: explore these two cases of
integrated policy innovation; to understand them in the context of historical food policy development; and
to examine how they were developed, and what policy learning might be useful for future attempts. Table

3.1 presents the research questions, along with the research objectives they respond to.

Table 3.1: Research Objectives and Questions

Research Objective Research Question

Track historical approach to integration in national food policy in | 1. How has food policy

the UK and Australia; both prior to FM/F2030 and the NFP, and integration been addressed by
the approach to integration in these projects national governments in the UK
and Australia?

Examine FM/F2030 and NFP policy projects to explore how they | 2. What factors explain the
ended up with their particular content/form/status framing and trajectories of the
food policies arrived at?

Investigate and compare challenges of constructing a national 3. Can an integrated food policy
food policy across a range of policy sectors and departmental be constructed across a range of
responsibilities, drawing on literature on previous attemptsat established policy sectors?

policy integration.

Highlight lessons for national food policy formulation. 3. Can an integrated food policy
be constructed across a range of
established policy sectors?

Source: Author
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3.2 Research Design

The following section explains two dimensions of the research design; it being a comparative

examination of two cases.

3.2.1 Comparative Study

The research takes a comparative approach, continuing a tradition popular in public policy since the
1970s of comparing ‘policies, inputs, outputs, and outcomes across institutional settings’ (Cyr & deLeon
1975; Feldman 1978; Leichter 1977; Rose 1991, cited in Gupta 2012 p11). The aim of comparing two
policy integration cases is twofold: it enables the depth of qualitative investigation and description
needed to understand policy processes which tend to take place behind closed doors (more of which
below) and addresses the lack of detailed accounts of the development (as opposed to agenda setting or
implementation stage of the policy process) (Russell and Jordan 2009). While moving beyond the
individual case introduces the possibility of some predictive value for the research. As Ragin and Becker
note (1992; cited in Rihoux 2006 p679):

‘the choice of such a strategy often reflects the intention of scholars to meet two apparently
contradictory goals. On the one hand, one seeks to gather in-depth insight in the different cases
and capture the complexity of the cases — to gain intimacy with the cases (Ragin and Becker,
1992). On the other hand, one still wishes to produce some level of generalization (Ragin,
1987).
Furthermore, cross-national comparative analysis is a common method used in Historical Institutionalism
(the theoretical model of public policy underpinning this thesis). As John (2012) attests, the
institutionalist approach works best when comparing policymaking between nation states as it highlights

the unique character of each country’s formal rules and stresses the values shaping a state tradition.

Hantrais (1999) underscores the multiple definitions of cross-national comparative research, and lack of
clear guide to follow due to this diversity (cf large-scale political science comparative projects undertaken
in the USA during the post-war period with culturalist perspectives which argue against generalisability
or universality (Hantrais 1999)). An attempt to reconcile the two extremes in perspective was therefore
attempted: context is considered to have important explanatory value for the examination of the case
studies, but not to the extent it acts as a barrier to comparison (Hantrais 1999). In light of the dearth of
guidance, literature on comparative study across nation states (e.g. Hantrais 1999) and comparative policy
analysis (e.g. Schneider and Ingram 1998) was drawn upon. Two tools for assisting the comparative

approach were developed (3.4.3).

3.2.2 Case Study Method

A theoretical sampling approach (Mason 1996, cited in Silverman 2016 p62) to selecting the cases to be
compared was used. The possibilities were limited by a relatively ‘small N’ population from which to
select (Rihoux 2006 p680). There have only been a limited number of attempts to advance a cross-
government approach to food policy to date, and the UK and Australia arguably represent the most
explicitly integrative ambitions, with both policy projects espousing similar commitments to cross-

government food policy. While the UK example had halted by the point this research project was
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initiated®, the Australian attempt was in formulation stage, offering the potential for an interesting
comparison. The decision to select these cases was facilitated by connections between the UK’s City,
University of London, and the Australian organisation the Commonwealth Scientific and Industry
Research Organisation (CSIRQ), discussed further below. The case study method is deemed particularly
appropriate for the thesis, given this research tool’s aim to “illuminate a decision or set of decisions: why
they were taken, how they were implemented and with what result’ (Schramm 1971, cited in Yin 2015
p15).

3.2.2.1 Unit of Analysis — Defining and Bounding the Cases

One of Yin’s (2015) critical methodological questions when undertaking case study research is how to
define the case to be studied. At the outset it was considered the two cases would be the specific policy
attempts/documents FM/F2030 and the NFP. During the course of attempting to operationalise the
literature it became clear that in order to utilise HI ideas about institutions, path dependence, and policy
change when examining these policy integration projects, the object of study would need to be stretched
to encompass the wider policy systems within which the projects were formulated. The following quote
from the Welsh Public Policy Institute, critiquing Welsh food policy projects, supports such an analysis:
‘In this sense the ‘gaps’ are not just about substantive policy aims and objectives, but also the
modus operandi of food governance itself. This is thus an important element of the eventual
delivery of policies. Indeed, it can affect the very success or otherwise of the actual delivery of
strategies’ (Marsden et al 2016 p7)
Secondly, to put those specific integration attempts in historical context and identify potential
legacies/influences constraining their formulation — for example, previous policy attempts, the favouring
of particular policy levers or particular types of advisory groups — it was necessary to identify how food
policy integration has been addressed by national governments in the past. In taking such decisions, the
research drew on Kay’s (2005) work on the importance of clarity of case definition, as there is ‘no unique
policy level or scale but rather several levels that may be examined as ‘policy’” (Kay 2005 p556).
According to Pollitt (2008), while the concept of PD was traditionally applied at the level of whole
systems — e.g. to understand the trajectories of economies or welfare systems — it has also been
increasingly used for meso-level subjects — for example budgetary systems — or even for specific policies.
Kay cites Heclo’s (1972) classic work on policy analysis which notes that policy is a middle-range
concept: something ‘bigger’ than particular decisions but ‘smaller’ than general social movements (cited

in Kay 2005). Kay divides this middle range into a number of scales:

1. The policy system: policy as a system, ‘health policy’

2. The policy subsystem: an element within the policy system, with its ‘own set of actors,
organisations, goals and instruments’ (Baumgartner and Jones 2002, cited in Kay 2005
p557).e.g. the primary care policy system; the public health policysystem

3. The policy programme: ‘a specific combination of laws, commitments, appropriations,
organizations and personnel directed towards a more or less clearly defined set of

8 By the time the field work was underway a change of government had halted work on implementation
of the project.
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goals’ (Kay 2005 p557). This could also be defined, says Kay, as a policy instrument;

‘an identifiable tool or resource of government used for a specific set of purposes’ (Kay

2005 p557).
Howlett and Ramesh (2003 p53) add a further scale, distinguishing between a “policy universe’, which
they define as ‘a fundamental unit containing all possible international, state and social actors and
institutions directly or indirectly affecting a specific policy area’, and a ‘policy subsystem’, which they
argue is a subset of the policy universe where ‘relevant actors discuss policy issues and persuade and
bargain in pursuit of their interests’. For the purposes of this research, a further scale below the policy
programme is conceptualised — the policy project — to capture the idea of a distinct assignment within the
whole policy programme for food, for example a food vision or plan, which may or may not attempt to
unify a number of activities taking place within the policy programme, or may propose new actions to be
taken. In summary, and after applying the above policy studies typology, this research took an initial
focus on two specific integrated food policy projects (one of many projects/activities within the policy
programme for food), but was necessarily stretched to encompass the modus operandi of the policy
system, resulting in comparison at two levels, but with a primary focus on theformer:

e Specific (integrated) national food Policy Projects — FM/F2030 in the UK and NFP in
Australia.
e The food Policy System within which those projects took place (encompassing the
various subsystems of agriculture; health; environment, etc).
In bounding the case (Yin 2015) decisions have been taken on what not to include in the research. In the
interests of pragmatism, the following areas were deemed beyond scope: international and European food
policy; regional and local food policy development; national food policy development in countries other
than the UK and Australia; government institutions (departments) with a secondary role in the
formulation of food policy. In reality, the boundary of the cases became blurred, due to the appearance of
vertical integration as a theme, and the influence of regional levels of government on the capacity for
national government to create new integrated policy frameworks. The research remained, however,
bounded below the policy universe level, in that international food policy governance was not a focus.
While the reasons for the decision to formulate national food policy case studies are analysed, agenda
setting was considered to be a significant topic in itself and beyond the scope of the project to address in
depth.

3.2.3 Literature Review

The primary literature review methods were outlined in Chapter Two. However, two additional searches
on FM/F2030 and the NFP were also undertaken and used to supplement the document and interview data

in the findings chapters:

80



Table 3.2: Additional Literature Search

Literature Search
Category

Primary Search Terms

Secondary Search Terms
Added (AND)

Food Matters

‘Food Matters’

Policy
‘Food Policy’

Food 2030

‘Food 2030’

Policy
‘Food Policy’

National Food Plan

‘National Food Plan’

‘White Paper’
‘Green Paper’
‘Issues Paper’

Source: Author

The below diagram provides a representation of the research process.

Figure 3.1: Research Process Diagram
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3.3 Choice of Approach

As described above, there is a need for more detailed empirical accounts (of joined-up government),
because research too often focuses on implementation at ground level rather than departmentalism at the
policymaking stage (Russell and Jordan 2009). As such, a focus on the pre-publication stage of a policy
project — in addition to the outputs — meant a qualititative approach was most appropriate. Because much
of the policy process takes place behind closed doors, in depth interviews with participants were the most
suitable method; the level of detail required from the participants meant a survey was not considered. One
alternative was to conduct some Institute for Government-style *policy reunions’ (Hallsworth and Rutter
2011): stakeholder focus-groups to discuss how particular policies had been developed and decisions
made, and explore interactions between the main participants; including between  government
departments. However, the difficulty of tracking down participants for one-to-one interviews, and lack of
IFG-level clout undermined this option. A further option might have been participant observation of
stakeholder meetings — alleviating some of the weaknesses involved in relying on post-hoc recollection
from interviewees. However, this was limited by the timing of the field work. The UK project was
completed several years prior to the start of the PhD in 2012, and by the Australian field work stage NFP

development had concluded.

Policy documents were also an important data set, and at one stage a more quantitative content analysis
approach to these was explored; calculating the number and types of reference to ‘integration’ in the
policy project reports, as a way of tracking focus on this theme through the development process.
However, it quickly became evident that such content analysis is best suited to larger amounts of
information, in order to identify clear trends and patterns (Gbrich 2007), and would omit context, for
example the way integration was being defined. As Braun and Clark (2006) express, ‘the “keyness' of a
theme is not necessarily dependent on quantifiable measures — but in terms of whether it captures
something important in relation to the overall research question’ (p10). There was some use of
quantitative secondary data, though, in the comparison of the two policy systems, and specifically the role
of food in their respective economies. The research was coded using a thematic style of analysis, as
discussed below at 3.8. Further, the policy project reports can be considered “the public face of public
policies”, borrowing a term McConnell (2010) uses in a different contexts. Therefore they reveal limited
insights and are a snapshot of the end result of the development process, and neglect how ‘in every
government department there are ‘deep structures of policy’ — the implicit collection of beliefs about the
aims and intentions of the departments and about the relevant actors who influence or benefit from the
policy’ (Gordon et al 1993 p9). These are of particular relevance when assessing the influence of
particular institutionalised practices and beliefs which may impact on integration attempts. In the context
of understanding how food policy integration projects are framed and their trajectory, there is a need ‘to
construct an authentic account of the policymaking process that captures its nuances and complexity over
the long term’ (Exworthy 2008 p325). As Exworthy (2008) further asserts, ‘the opaqueness of
policymaking (and especially non-decisions) is problematic for researchers’ (p325), and the challenge of

°To describe the ‘stages’ model of public policy and other similar heuristics for simplifying the policy

process
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securing suitable interviewees is discussed further at 3.6. Linked to this is a further reason for choosing a
qualitiative rather than quantitative approach: the contested nature of concepts such as food policy and
integration, and the requirement to explore different perspectives. This leads the discussion to ontological

and epistemological underpinnings.

3.3.1 Ontological and Epistemological Assumptions

The research is built on constructivist (anti-objectivist) foundations and therefore takes an interpretivist
perspective (Yanow 1996), rejecting a positivistic assumption of the objectivity and universality of
scientific knowledge in favour of a belief that social reality and knowledge are constructed (Angen 2000;
Benton and Craib 2001; Pouliot 2007). In plain language it recognises the role of both researcher
interpretation, and of the interpretation, values and meaning employed by actors in the policy process. As
explored at section 3.3 above, it acknowledges the need to go beyond the outputs of policy projects to
examine what takes place behind closed doors in the policy process — the role of values (as opposed to
simply instrumental knowledge), and agents’ construction of definitions, for example, regarding what
food policy is, what elements of it need to be integrated, and why. Such definitions are by no means
universal, given food policy’s contested nature. While literature and models focused on policy learning
and failure tend to presume a shared conception of policy goals — for example in terms of growth and
employment as key targets for economic policy — in the special case of food policy, goals are not as
consensual. As Feindt and Flynn (2009) explain, there is disagreement over the contemporary food
system, with: ‘competing constructions of food that have become politically relevant, for example the
notion of ‘cheap, abundant and safe’ to ‘local’, ‘organic’, ‘healthy’ or ‘GM-free’” and ‘various actors
might feel differently about the occurrence of policy failure, depending on which characteristics of food
they consider relevant’ (p391). Similarly, Morgan (2015) refers to the ‘kaleidoscopic character of the
food system and the multiple prisms — social, economic, ecological, cultural, political, psychological,

sexual — through which food is viewed, valued and used in society’ (p2).

Therefore, the analysis was informed by the literature on the role of framing in policy processes (e.g.
Schon and Rein 1996; Hajer and Laws 2006; Mooney and Hunt 2009; Tomlinson 2013) and discourse
(Feindt and Oels 2005; Hajer and Laws 2006; Keller 2011). Recognising the constructed nature of policy
projects, the approach taken in the thesis draws particularly on Carol Bacchi’s (2009) method of policy
analysis, which examines how policies ‘constitute, or give shape to problems’, making it ‘critically
important to interrogate the problem representations that lodge within public policies in order to see
what they include and what they leave out’ (pxii).

Alongside a recognition of the role of meaning in policy formulation, central to an interpretivist approach
is the requirement to reflect on the meanings associated with the researcher’s own position — “family
background, personality, education, training, and other experience’ (Yanow 1996 p408) — and how they
may impact on how reality is constructed both by the researcher and between the researcher and
interviewees, and analysis of the data. In relation to the researcher’s own interpretation, it acknowledges
that, as Birkland highlights:
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‘the actual act of identifying a problem is as much a normative judgment as it is an objective

statement of fact...then one cannot say that any subsequent analysis is strictly neutral’ (Birkland

2005 p15, cited in Owen 2014 p6)
This involves recognition of the way the researchers’ values have played a role throughout the research
process, from choosing the topic of study; through the framing of the research proposal; more normative
judgements about the need for a new kind of food policy; the choice of theoretical framework; the choice
of interviewees and choice of questions; and the analysis of the findings (Pouliot 2007). In reflecting on
how this researcher’s own experiences may have shaped their approach, they have been mindful of a
previous career in the food civil society sector, where they were involved in attempts to address issues
resulting from the current food crisis, and to challenge government on the absence of political attention
paid to food. An attempt was made therefore — particularly when analysing findings — to maintain an
awareness of instances of researcher bias, and challenge any assumptions about the role of government in
the policy formulation attempts in question. The researcher has also worked as a journalist in this field,
which may have influenced both how the interviews and analysis were conducted, and participants’

perceptions (in terms of assurances given about anonymity of quotes, for instance).

3.3.2 Balancing Interpretivism and Institutionalism

An interesting meta-theoretical issue raised in determining the methodology was the relationship between
interpretivism and an institutionalist (more structuralist-leaning) approach to policy analysis — given that
they might be considered less than compatible on first assessment (see e.g. Blyth’s critique of HI not
providing a causal role to ideas, in Marsh 2009). Exploring this dynamic led to a perspective taken in this
thesis that, while an institutionalist lens suggests a focus on structures, an expanded definition of
institutions lends itself to a more interpretivist approach to policy analysis, by highlighting the role of
‘intentions, reasons, traditions, stories, discourses and systems of signs’ in institutional influence
(Wagenaar 2006 p429), thus allowing for a role for agency in, for example, designing and interpreting
institutions, but with a primary focus on institutions as the dominant force (what Marsh 2009 might label
‘thin constructivism®). It borrows from Yanow’s interpretive policy analysis style — as outlined in her
book How does a policy mean? (1996), which urges policy analysts to ‘become sensitive to the
expressive, symbolic aspect of policy. Not as an add-on to the ‘real’ — read instrumental, material, power-
related — aspects of policy making, but as an intrinsic aspect of each and every act of policymaking’
(Wagenaar 1996 p433). While utilising the institutionalist lens responds somewhat to critiques of
Yanow’s version of interpretive analysis that settings are characterised by ‘interaction, power play,
structural inequality, deep complexity, indeterminacy, dispersed decision making, lack of trust among
actors, value pluralism and a fundamental orientation to practice’ (Bohman 1996; Dryzek 1982, 1990;
Forester 1999; Hajer and Wagenaar 2003b; Stone 1997; Wagenaar and Cook 2003; cited in Wagenaar
2006 p435).

The thesis navigates issues around allowing a role for interpretive agents within institutions, mindful of
Bevir’s critique of the positivist tendencies of institutionalist analysis - that institutions are ‘often
presented in an ‘unacceptably reified” form in which established ‘laws, rules, norms, govern and explain
action’ (Bevir 2005 p16), limiting the agency of individuals (McAnulla 2007 p319). McAnulla’s defence
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is that the new institutionalist approach is more nuanced: while institutions may constrain or enable
certain beliefs or actions, these are not fixed, and likewise, any conception of path dependency is based
on ‘inertial tendency’ rather than completely deterministic (2007 p320). This research aimed to straddle
such debates by arguing for a strong role for ideas, meaning and discourses of actors — for example
highlighting the role of actors’ differing interpretations of the nature of the policy exercises in question —
but situating these ideas and discourses within a historical institutional context, akin to Colin Hay’s

(2011) concept of “situated agency’.

3.3.3 Inductive or Deductive?

The assertion that induction — “a research strategy that moves from the local to the general’ (Pouliot 2007
p364) — is a key methodological implication of taking an interpretivist approach, further complicated the
methodological picture, given dissensus in the literature over HI as an inductive or deductive approach.
For example, Pouliot (2007 quoting Adler 2005 p11) argues that, ‘the constructivist style of reasoning is
inherently historical for it sees the world as a project under construction, as becoming rather than being’,
but also adds that ‘theorisation destroys meanings as they exist for social agents’ (p364), which
contradicts institutionalist authors who argue that HI can be conceived of as both inductive and deductive.
Overall there is no clear position — HI is utilised both for theory building but also as ‘a framework to be
used heuristically to facilitate case-study research’ (Cini 2013 p4). For some, HI’s strength is its
inductive methodology: it derives its research agenda by identification of empirical puzzles through
careful observations, as opposed to abstract deductive first principles (Thelen 2002, Thelen and Steinmo
1992 p10 and Hay and Wincott 1997 p955, cited in Bell 2002). This is contrasted by Thelen (2002 p93)
with the tendency of rational choice scholars to derive their puzzles from ‘situations in which observed
behavior appears to deviate from what the general theory would predict’. Green & Shapiro (1994, cited
in Thelen 1999) highlight how rational choice has produced elegant theories with little empirical
evidence, whereas those favouring HI are theoretically weak, and merely stringing details together or
telling stories. However, more recent authors characterise HI as taking both an inductive and deductive
approach — suggesting making such a binary choice is not necessary for the researcher. For instance,
Botterill (2011), in her case study of the Australian Wheat Marketing Board, argues HI’s detailed case
studies serve both to inform and develop the theoretical approach, noting how ‘theory provides a lens
through which to view a case study and understand particular elements of the story more clearly’ but also
that ‘empirical examples can sharpen our theories by testing the hypotheses they offer and suggesting
further lines of enquiry’ (Botterill 2011 p630). Similarly, Lowndes and Roberts (2013) highlight how
institutionalists have been notable for seeking to escape the inductive/deductive dichotomy, producing
work that is both theoretically and empirically informed, and allowing institutionalism to escape from the
fixed poles of theory and empirical, as it ‘worries backwards and forwards between theory and empirical
exploration in an iterative fashion’ (Lowndes and Roberts 2013 p20), requiring the researcher to ‘reflect
at regular intervals on the relationship between the two and respond sensitively to what they are finding
in any particular context’ (Lowndes and Roberts 2013 p20). In summary, the research utilised a strategy
of being ‘theory-informed in a manner which is common to historical institutionalist research; that is,
rather than testing key propositions, it uses theory as a guide to empirical exploration and as a means of

reflecting on complex processes of change (Hay 2002, 47)’ (Cini 2013p3).
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3.4 Underpinning the Research with a Institutionalist Theory of Integration -
Operationalising

The research is a policy analysis of two specific food policy integration projects, and — while there are
certainly practical implications for the policymaking community and beyond — it should be understood as
an analysis or study of policy rather than for policy (Gordon et al 1993; Howlett and Ramesh 2003). In
that sense it is descriptive rather than prescriptive. While there is little explicit guidance in the literature
on how to undertake an analysis of policy (cf guides to analysis for policy), one clear strategy is to apply
a particular model of the policy process. Such models, or concepts, enable the analyst to simplify what
might otherwise be overwhelming in its scope given the ‘staggering complexity of the policy process’
(Sabatier 2007 p4). As described in Chapters One and Two, the Historical Institutionalist model/theory of
public policy was chosen as appropriate for this project, given that: a.) integration can be understood
primarily as a structural problem and observations in the food policy literature propose the need for new
structures (Macrae 2011; Lang and Heasman 2015); and b.) HI has strong explanatory value in situations
of policy constraint, or inertia, as is suggested with food policy integration. Drawing on Thissen and
Walker (2013), institutionalist accounts can be broadly contrasted with four alternative views of the
policy process (p12):

1. Asarational decision-making process
2. Asapolitical game

3. Asdiscourse

4. As agarbage can

Underpinning the research with HI theory assumed it had the strongest explanatory value in examining
the empirical cases. However, in this particular case, the gap between theoretical and empirical
dimensions was calculated to be particularly large in comparison to alternative models (cf Advocacy
Coalition Framework, where there has been considerable work done on how to put the theory into
practice; or more popular process-based models such as Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Approach). As a
result there was considerable work done to develop HI theory to the point of practical application. This
was necessary not least because of myriad approaches under the HI umbrella, involving different
definitions of institutions, how to conceptualise change, and so on. Similar work was also undertaken on
the concept of public policy integration, the literature covering which involves multiple definitions,
enablers and barriers, and measurements. Given the flexibility in applying the literature in this particular
case, it was therefore considered important to explicitly outline the decisions taken in the course of
bridging the theoretical and empirical gap. The following section provides an explanation of how the
literature was operationalised; or how more ‘abstract concepts’ were translated ‘into observable and

measurable quantities’ (Cairney 2011 p51).

3.4.1 Operationalising the Policy Integration Literature

Operationalising the policy integration literature involved constructing a typology of four dimensions
from the literature review, and using these to identify empirical examples in the data:

1. What aspects of policy can be integrated/joined and how
2. What mechanisms are available to do so
3. What are the barriers to integration
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4. How integrated-ness can be measured

In order to examine the approach taken to integration in FM/F2030 and the NFP, several categories were

developed within the Framework Tool explained at 3.7.6 below, based on the dimensions of public policy

integration , which are detailed further now.

34.1.1 What Aspects of Policy can be Integrated and How

According to the policy integration literature, the following are activities which may be subject to joining

up:

Table 3.3: Activities that may be subject to Joining Up

Activity

Source

Defining new types of organisation (culture and values, information management,
training)

Defining new accountabilities and incentives (shared outcome targets and
performance measures)

Defining new ways of delivering services (joint consultation with clients, developing
a shared client focus, providing a ‘one stop shop’ for service users)

Defining new ways of working across organisations (e.g. shared leadership, pooled
budgets, merged structures and joint teams)

Ling (2002)

Organisational change

Merged structures and budgets

Joint teams (virtual or real)

Shared budgets

Joint customer inter-face arrangements

Shared objectives and policy indicators

Consultation to enhance synergies and manage trade-offs

Sharing information to increase mutual awareness

Cabinet Office
(2000)

Source: Ling 2002; Cabinet Office 2000

34.1.2 Mechanisms aiding Integration

Russel and Jordan (2009), referencing a list devised by Peters (1997), identify the following specific

centralised instruments:
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Table 3.4: Examples of Centralised Instruments

Centralised Instrument

Example

Leadership by the Prime Minister and/or senior
ministers to initiate and provide sustained political
support for cross-cutting initiatives

None provided

Assignment of responsibility for coordination
initiatives to central departments to compel line
departments to comply with cross-cutting policy
goals

None provided

Allocation of crosscutting issues to particular
ministers to ensure they are embedded at a high
political level

None provided

Creation of central agencies or integration units to
support ministers and departments

The Sustainable Development Unit in DEFRA

Use of the Cabinet and Cabinet Committees to set
strategic crosscutting goals and to mediate and/or
resolve interdepartmental conflicts

The Cabinet Committee on Energy and the
Environment

Creation of super ministries which bring related
policy areas under one roof

DEFRA formed when the Ministry of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food was merged with
part of the Department of Environment, Transport and
the Regions

Establishment of inter-ministerial committees to
set common objectives and share best practice

The Committee of Ministers for Sustainable
Development

Source: Adapted from Russel and Jordan (2009 p1203 referencing a list devised by Peters 1997)

In their analysis of how attempts to achieve environmental policy integration have tackled the challenge

of ‘functional and territorially-fragmented governance’, Jordan and Lenschow (2008b, cited in Hogl and

Nordbeck 2012) identify three categories of tools or instruments that have been used to promote

institutional change. In this typology, the food plans, or strategies, which are the subject of this thesis fall

into the “Communicative’ category, and are considered a softmeasure.

Table 3.5: Types of Instrument for Environmental Policy Integration

Type of Style of
Instrument | Instrument Example Usage
Communicative | Soft o National plans/strategies Common
Organisational | Hard e Taskforce Less common
e Liaison Officer
e  Amalgamation of Departments
Procedural Hard e  Budgeting Less common
e Policy Appraisal
e Changes to administrative
standard procedures

Source: Jordan and Lenschow (2008b, cited in Hogl and Nordbeck 2012)




3.4.1.3 ldentified Barriers to Integration

As outlined in the literature review, the following barriers to integration are identified.

Table 3.6: Barriers to Integration

Source Barrier to Integration

Cabinet Failure of policy-makers to consider overall goals of the organisation

Office

(2000) Departments over-prescriptive when specifying means of delivery which may conflict
with other departments
High-profile initiatives often receive more recognition than lower key contributions to
corporate goals
Incentive structures encourage more interest in what an individual department
contributes to corporate goal than overall contribution
Little or no reward for helping someone else achieve their objectives
Reluctance to support inter-sectoral working because it complicates relationships and
lines of accountability
Inter-sectoral working can mean significant costs fall on one budget while benefits
accrue to another
Skills needed to manage inter-sectoral working are different from fulfilling a
departmental brief but not encouraged
Mechanisms for addressing inconsistencies and conflicts between different departmental
approaches are sometimes not effective enough to stop conflicting messages being
passed to end users
Mechanisms to reconcile conflicting priorities between sections can be weak
Departments tend to defend their budgets which tend to be allocated on a departmental
or sectional basis rather than to policies or functions
Departmental objectives often take priority over corporate goals

Bullock et | Inadequate time —as joined up approaches take more time, make heavier demands on

al (2001) resources,

Inflexibility of hierarchical organisational structures

Risk-averse culture

Securing and maintaining buy-in from other departments.

Sources: Cabinet Office 2000; Bullock et al 2001

3.4.1.4 How Integrated-ness can be Measured

It is also necessary to operationalise ‘integrated-ness’ in order to judge if FM, F2030 and the NFP can be

considered integrated policies. The most straightforward measure is to assess the policy projects against

the various definitions of integration which have been proposed in the literature, for example integration

vs coordination vs balancing, as discussed in the previous chapter. Options for assessing whether a policy

is indeed integrated have been summarised by Pollitt (2003) in a three-fold typology, which was

expanded on by Russel and Jordan (2009) in a paper on the use of appraisal to coordinate policymaking

for sustainable development:
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Table 3.7: How to Measure Integrated-ness

Measure

How

Advantages

Disadvantages

Review
policy against
best practice

Benchmark against
prescriptions from
literature: e.g.” ‘lodging
strategic leadership with
one or more senior
politicians’; ‘creating top-
level coordination device’

Relatively simple
and resource-
efficient

Prescriptions can be
highly context-dependent
Limited to looking at
inputs and processes like
staff skills/organisational
arrangements

Canvass Surveys supplemented with | Context-specific Timing issues: initial
Stakeholders | interviews/focus groups, bursts of enthusiasm may
ideally by independent dissipate

body Does not include
evaluation of final
outcomes/impacts
Review Assessment/Evaluation Covers end of More complex, time
Outcomes the policy consuming, expensive
process Timing issues — time

lapse before outcomes can
be measured

Pecking order of
objectives may be unclear

Source: Pollitt (2003)

In terms of assessing integrated-ness, Underdal (1980; cited in Meijers and Stead 2004) provides this

three-fold assessment of the basic requirements for a policy to be classed as integrated.

Table 3.8: Measures of Policy Integration

Requirement

Measure

Comprehensiveness

Recognition of a broader scope of policy consequences in terms of: time;
space; actors; issues

Aggregation

Policy alternatives evaluated from an overall perspective

Consistency

Policy penetrates all policy levels and government agencies

Source: Underdal (1980; cited in Meijers and Stead 2004)

The literature also includes a set of broad recommendations by the OECD in 1996, which were developed
to manage coherent policymaking:

1. Commitment by the political leadership is a necessary precondition to coherence, and a
tool to enhance it

2. Establishing a strategic policy framework helps to ensure that individual policies are
consistent with the government’s goals and priorities

3. The existence of a central overview and co-ordination capacity is essential to ensure
horizontal consistency among policies

4. Decision-makers need advice based on a clear definition and good analysis of issues,
with explicit indication of possible inconsistencies

5. Mechanisms to anticipate, detect and resolve policy conflicts early in the process help
identify inconsistencies and reduce incoherence
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6. The decision-making process must be organised to achieve an effective reconciliation
between policy priorities and budgetary imperatives

7. Implementation procedures and monitoring mechanisms must be designed to ensure
that policies can be adjusted in the light of progress, new information and changing
circumstances

8. An administrative culture that promotes cross-sectoral co-operation and a systematic
dialogue between policy communities contributes to the strengthening of policy
coherence (OECD 1996, cited in Meijers and Stead 2004 p11).

Elements of this DEFRA best practice list and OECD recommendations informed the Framework Tool

(3.4.2). While survey data was not available, interviewees were asked about the approach to policy

integration taken in formulating FM/F2030 and the NFP, and in the policy system more generally.

3.4.2 Operationalising the Historical Institutionalist Lens

Applying an institutionalist lens to the issue of food policy integration involved transforming a broad and
conceptually-ambiguous theory into something measurable. As such a series of methodological flags have
been placed, in terms of how explanations based on institutional constrain can be supported through
empirical investigation. The main one is around the issue of definitions of institutions: with so many
competing ‘things’ defined as institutions in the literature, some clarity was needed. For example,
expanding on the discussion of definitions in the previous chapter, whereas some authors treat institutions
and organisations as having little difference between them (Hollingsworth 2000), Douglas North argues
institutions are the ‘rules of the game’ and organisations ‘the players’ (North 1990 p4). In its practitioners
guide to institutional and organisational analysis, the International Fund for Agricultural Development
(IFAD) notes that confusion over the distinction is due to overlap on a conceptual level, in that ‘some
organisations — such as governments — embody and represent the rules of the game, as well as having the
properties of organisations’ ( 2014 p17). In fact, the development literature is a source of some of the
most pragmatic guidance on operationalising institutional analysis, although the focus is also on capacity
assessment and strengthening. According to IFAD a distinction should be made between:

e Institutional Assessment: Assessing the formal and informal ‘rules of the game’ that
influence society, organisations and individuals’;and

e Organisational Assessment: Focused on the nuts and bolts of how organisations are
structured and organised, their values and culture, their capacity and performanceetc.

In light of these differing definitions, Table 3.10 provides some tentative examples of what might be

considered institutions in this research.
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Table 3.9: Example of Definitions of Institutions

Definition of institution

Possible Examples

Organisation

Departments with role in food policy

Formal rules (compliance procedures,
standard operating procedures,
conventions)

Constitutional structure - Length of electoral cycles
Adversarial Westminster system

Departmental fragmentation/New Public Management
Policy instrument approach (e.g. approach to regulation)

Procedures, routines, norms and
conventions embedded in the political
economy

Neoliberalism
Competition State (an institutionalised discourse?)

Informal rules, agreements, and customs
within the state and between the state and
society

Productionist food system and cheap food
Consumers cultural preferences
Neoliberalism

Food/food industry self-governance

Source: Author

Such definitional disagreements are linked to a range of approaches to institutional analysis, as

Hollingsworth points out in the following table, mapping the multiple levels of institutional analysis,

along with some practitioners of thatapproach:

Table 3.10: Components of Institutional Analysis

Institutions Norms North 1990
Rules Burns and Flam 1987
Conventions
Habits
Values
Institutional Markets Hollingsworth and Lindberg 1985
arrangements States Campbell et al 1991
Corporate hierarchies Hollingsworth et al 1994
Networks Hollingsworth and Boyer 1997
Associations
Communities
Institutional Financial System Hollingsworth 1997

Sectors System of Education
Business System

System of Research

Organisations

Powell and DiMaggio 1991

Statutes

Administrative decisions

The nature quantity and quality of
industrial products

Sectoral and societal performance

Outputs and
Performance

Hollingsworth 1991

Hollingsworth 1997

Hollingsworth and Streeck 1994
Hollingsworth et al 1990
Hollingsworth and Hanneman 1982

Source: Hollingsworth (2000 p601)

The research also drew of the below Diagram from IIED and Wageningen (Vermeulen et al 2008), which

presents their framework for institutional analysis of agrifood value chains.
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Figure 3.2: IIED and Wageningen Framework for Institutional Analysis of Agrifood Chains

Figure 3.1 Institufions involved in the functioning of agrifood markets
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IFAD provides a more detailed guide to conducting an institutional analysis. While targeted to

development-based analysis, several steps in their process are insightful for this research project.

Certainly this research, drawing on IFAD (Table 3.11) and following the example of Barling’s (2007)

work on food agencies as an institutional response to policy failure, involves a focus on the role of the

organisations with a role to play in food policy integration: the state departments with a role in this policy

area, but also aims to go beyond the institutions as organisations definition, to explore formal and

informal operating procedures between, as well as withinthese.
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Table 3.11: IFAD Guide to Institutional Analysis

STEPS Institutional Context

ACTIONS
Identify formal institutional elements:
Major policies, strategies and plans (regional, national etc.)
Regulatory environment, markets, livelihoods and drivers of change
Supporting and opposing forces
Strategic opportunities for leveraging wider change

Identify informal institutional elements:
Traditional or customary institutions, roles, expectations and interests
Relationships between formal and informal institutions/organisations
Informal modes of association or livelihoods
Societally-embedded rules, norms, customs, traditions, values

Identify overall capacity at the institutional level
Overall institutional strengths and weaknesses
Past performance
Relationships
Overall quality/quantity of human resources

OUTPUTS | SWOT Table
Force Field Analysis
Source: IFAD (2014)

3.4.2.1 Bringing in the History: What Period will be Covered?

Along with the institutional emphasis of this theory, is its historical focus. Like Pollitt and Pierson, and
their critique of de-contextualised policy analysis, Baumgartner and Jones have argued ‘one of the truly
great failings of the policy sciences has been the inability to produce longditudinal studies’ (Baumgartner
and Jones 2002 p6; cited in Pollitt p9). While this thesis is by no means a longditudinal study, it aims to
shine a light on how past decisions in the food policy system have impacted on the framing and
trajectories of the policy projects. But how far back into the past does the research need to go? In practical
terms the UK project took place between 2008-2010 at the end of a period of relatively dense policy
activity which ramped up at the end of the 1990s due to several food scares. It is at this point that
machinery of government changes led to the establishment of the Department of Environment Food &
Rural Affairs, and the Food Standards Agency, and when electronic departmental records in the form of
annual reports on activity can be accessed. For this reason the analysis of food policy attempts prior to
FM/F2030 begins with the Policy Commission on the Future of Food and Farming (Curry Commission)
in 2002, and analysis of the main departmental institutions with a role in national food policymaking —
DEFRA, FSA, DH and BIS - starts from the early 2000s. However, clearly there are significant
developments in national food policy prior to this, as illustrated in the chronology at Appendix Table A3,
including the aforementioned food scares, the 1947 post-war Agriculture Act, and the 1956 machinery of
government changes which led to MAFF taking over responsibilities from the previous Ministry of Food
and Agriculture Ministry, plus some 1970s policies such as Food from our Own Resources and Farming
and the Nation, which will factor in any analysis of historical influences. It is also recognised that, in HI
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terms, a fifteen-year period might be considered relatively short. In the Australian case, although not as
dense as in the UK in the 2000s, there was significant policy activity around food industry export,
including the Supermarket to Asia and National Food Industry strategies, both of which can be viewed as
precursors to the NFP, occurred in the early decade. However, the first document analysed in the
Australian case was published in 1992 — the Food and Nutrition Policy. This was considered important
for inclusion given it stands out from the country’s other food policies for its attempt to create a cross-

domain approach and forward-thinking ideas around integration of nutrition, agriculture and so on.

3.4.2.2 What Definition of Policy Change will be Applied?
Before theoretical questions about the extent to which FM and F2030 and the NFP could be considered

policy change towards integration, within a previously constrained system, can be answered, a definition
of policy change is required. Because — given HI’s qualitative research focus — any question of whether
there has been a change in the dependent variable — policy — is based less on measurement and more on
judgment. One researcher may judge a pattern as persistence, another as change, resulting in
‘intersubjective transmissibility of the findings’ (Peters et al 2005 p1287). Different conceptions of
change further increase the likelihood of disagreement over how much change is significant enough to be
judged a deviation from the path (Peters et al 2005). Capano notes how the practitioner must define how
policy change is to be defined, highlighting the Hogwood and Peters (1983 p25, cited in Capano 2009
pl14) quote that “all policy is policy change’, and noting the difference between defining change in terms
of:

Transformation of the definition of the issues inquestion;
Structure and content of the policy agenda;

Content of the policy programme;

Outcome of implementation (Capano 2009 p14).

In simpler terms, policy change can take place in terms of:

The Process

The Policy Actors’ Relationships

The Basic Policy Values and Goals

Policy Strategies

Policy Instruments

Policy Definitions

The Institutional Arrangements (Capano 2009 p26).

Clearly there are implications for analysis of the food policy system, and whether FM/F2030 and the NFP
can be considered representative of policy change or stability. Explanations using PD ‘include an
undeniable element of judgement concerning what counts as a major punctuation and what, by contrast,
qualifies as only ‘within-path’ change’” (Pollitt 2008 p103).Can it be argued that these national food
policy attempts are change, given that they were not implemented and therefore did not change the policy
programme significantly, meaning a return to the status quo? Chapter Eight at 8.5 considers these

questions further.

As guided by the theory, the following data will be needed to respond to the research questions. The task

is split into two levels, allowing a comparison of the Food Policy System and two specific policy projects.
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Table 3.12: Data Required

Level of Comparative Analysis Data Required for Comparison

Policy Project (FM/F2030/NFP) e  FM/F2030/NFP coded by Framework
(reports and secondary materials)

e FM/F2030/NFP coded by generic themes
not featured in Framework (e.g. “What is a
national food policy’) in NVivo

e Interview data coded by Framework
themes in NVivo

Food Policy System (UK/Australia) e Chronology of National Food Policy
Developments

e National Political Timeline (electoral
changes, leadership changes)

e How Food Policy is made: mapping the
institutions involved

e Details on main government departments
involved in national food policy over 15
years

e Interview data coded by generic themes in
NVivo

Source: Author

3.4.3 Tools to Organise the Data

During the process of operationalising the literature, and with the addition of some of the policy context
literature (see Chapter 2.3), two tools, or templates, were created. This was considered important in lieu
of formal guidance on undertaking a comparative study of this nature, as described at 3.2.1, and in
recognition of the pitfalls of comparative approaches whereby ‘when it comes to comparing, in many
instances the comparison of the case study material is rather loose or not formalised — hence the
scientificity of case studies is often questioned (Ragin and Becker, 1992; Gerring, 2004)’ (Rihoux 2006
p681). These templates would more rigorously order the data into themes to aid comparison of the cases
with particular reference to policy integration and institutions. The rationale for this approach is supported
by Exworthy’s (2008) acknowledgement that ‘capturing the views of multiple stakeholders and tracing
the influence of each organisation’s practices and culture upon the policy process are complex tasks and

time consuming’ (p325), and in light of the multiple levels and variables beingconsidered.

3.4.3.1 Policy Project Framework Tool

The template for comparing FM/F2030/NFP — hereafter the Framework Tool — is the most complex,
reflecting the primary focus of the research. A method of simplifying and categorising ‘factors which
explain the framing and trajectory of the food policies arrived at’ (RQ2) was devised, due to the
multitude of factors to be considered; drawing on policy integration, historical institutionalist and broader
policymaking literature. Drawing on previous work on analysing policy undertaken by the Institute of

Government!® and the NOURISHING framework of food policies to promote healthy diets (Hawkes et al

E.g. “The S Factors’ (Rutter, Marshall and Sims 2012) framework for analysing policy
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2013), the FT categorises factors identified in the literature review which have a potential to impact on
the policymaking process. Inevitably, some categories were initially identified from preconceptions of the
nature of food policy making, although every attempt was made to support preconceived ideas about
influential factors with reference to the literature, to ensure a suitably robust justification for inclusion
(Malterud 2001). Factors are grouped into five categories of variables: OUTSET; INPUT; CONTENT;
BUDGET; OUTCOMES. The FT was applied to the coding design in NVivo, and also forms the skeleton

for findings Chapters Five and Six. The following diagram summarises the categories of variables.

Figure 3.3: Framework Tool Diagram

* Input from
«  Main Themes Departments
* Problem Definition *  Mechanism for
*  Objectives Coordination
+  Framing + Institutional Reform
+  Omissions * Lead Personnel
* Degree of Change *  Advisory
* Integration Groups/Stakeholder
Involvement
+ Consultation

*  Consultants

*  Originating Actor

¢ Timeline

* Terms of
Reference

= Political
Party/Stage in
Electoral Cycle

National Food Policy
* Lead Department u

+  For Policy

+ For Policy

« Plans for
Implementation
and Evaluation

*  Instruments

* Indicators

* Final Status

Source: Author

Table 3.13 outlines how the variables in the Framework Tool were justified for inclusion.
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Table 3.13: Framework Tool Justification

Category Variable To Determine Literature How To Operationalise
Originating Actor Did an originating actor HI theory on how early decisions can lock Documentary analysis:
(individual or group) policies in to a particular path (e.g. Kay 2005; e Policy documents
influence how policy was Peters et al 2005) e  Press releases
formulated Extensive subset of public policy literature on e Media reports (hereafter
agenda setting ‘Documentary Analysis’
The role of “political will’ Institute for Government’s (IFG) research on _
importance of ministers in policy success Interview Data:
(Hallsworth and Rutter 2011). Qs on catalyst for policy and main influences
Policy Integration literature on leadership by the | On the policy
Prime Minister and/or senior ministers to initiate
and provide sustained political support for cross-
cutting initiatives (Russel and Jordan (2009)
OECD (1996) on commitment by political
- leadership as a necessary precondition to
] coherence, and a tool to enhance it
4
o)
O

Timeline (for policy
formulation and
implementation)

What timeline set for
policy

Actual time taken for
policy formulation

Policy Integration literature notes that joined-up
approaches take more time (Bullock et al 2001)

IFG research on principles of good policymaking

and how perceived urgency of a policy project
can influence its success (Rutter, Marshall and
Sims 2010).

Sjoblom (2009) on the impact of administrative
short-termism and the friction between project-
based approaches and long-term policy issues.

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:
Qs on catalyst for policy and main influences
on the policy

Terms of Reference
(ToR)

If ToR set influenced
policy content (incl.
looking at how they were

HI literature (Kay 2005; Peters et al 2005) on
how early decisions can lock in a policy toa

Interview Data:
Qs on ToR and on main influences
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formulated, and by who)

particular path

Policy integration literature on shared goals asan
important factor in establishing a joined-up
policymaking approach (Ling 2002)

Political Party and
Stage in Electoral
Cycle

Impact of party in power at
the time of origination and
stage of the electoral cycle
when policy formulated

Pollit’s (2008) and IFG work on role of timing in
policy cycle and government legitimacy

Policy integration literature on disconnect
between long-term policies needed to address
‘wicked problems’, and relatively short-term
activities of government (associated with
electoral cycles and ministerial tenure) (Bullock
et al 2001; Exworthy and Hunter 2011)

Little identifiable literature of relevance on
impact of political parties on policy, but was
nonetheless considered important to assess how
parties influence framing and trajectory of food
policy (given that both the UK and Australian
policy projects were published by Labour/Labor
governments and abandoned by Conservative
governments).

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:
Qs on catalyst for policy and main influences
on the policy

Government
Sponsor/Lead
Department

Which department took the
lead role and how this
influenced the policy.
What are the
characteristics of the lead
department? Internal
structure, history, focus,
size and status. Was any
responsibility for
coordination been assigned
to central departments?

HI literature on how where a policy is situated
institutionally will have important implications
for its future path (e.g. Kay 2005; Peters et al
2005).

IFG research on the principles of good
policymaking, including on: how main owner
must be ‘strong and long term’ (Rutter et al
2012); implications of centralisation vs
decentralisation of policymaking, e.g. tendency to
place ‘smart thinkers’ at centre which can lead to
radical proposals out of context with departmental
agendas (Hallsworth and Rutter 2011)

WHO’s (2001) manual for decision-makers on
food and nutrition policies on importance of

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:
Qs on main influences on the policy;
DAFF/DEFRA lead on the policy
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having an influential ‘parent’ ministry to lead the
process and for a high-profile advocate were also
featured in the

e Policy integration literature on assignment of
responsibility for coordination initiatives to
central departments to compel line departments to
comply with cross-cutting policy goals (Russel
and Jordan 2009) and barriers to integration
including departments being over-prescriptive
when specifying means of delivery which may
conflict with other departments and on how
departmental involvement can be dependent on
how responsibility for a policy is shared (Cabinet

Office 2000)
Category Variable To Determine Literature How To Operationalise
Main Themes What does the policy N/A — this category is not based on literature Documentary Analysis
cover?
Problem Definition | What problem is the policy e Hl literature on how early decisions — in this case | Documentary Analysis
purporting to respond to? what problems are to be addressed — can lock
Is the problem the policy is policy to a particular path (e.g. Kay 2005). Along | Interview data: Qs on main influences on the
trying to solve clear? Is with explicit objectives and aims, policies can be | policy
- there a common framed according to particular ideas of ideational
= understanding of the issues institutions present at the time of formulation.
E that is shared across Such frames are not likely to be explicit in the
z government? policy goals and objectives, but can nevertheless
8 ‘act like templates to base political decisions on’

(Steinmo 2008), by suggesting appropriate policy
instruments, and more indirect goals (Hall 1993
p279; Cairney 2011).

e Framing literature on “problematisation’ (Bacchi
2009), and the critical importance of interrogating
what problem representations include and leave
out
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Obijectives

What is the policy aiming
to do?

Are objectives shared
across the various
departments and agencies
involved or individual?

HI literature on how early decisions — in this case
on what the specific goals and objectives should
be — can lock policy to a particular path (e.g. Kay
2005)

IFG research on principles of good policymaking
- adequate definition and proper framing of goals
is one of seven ‘policy fundamentals’ for policy
development (Hallsworth and Rutter 2011).
Public Policy literature on role of ambiguity in
policymaking ( Baier et al (1986)

Policy integration literature on barriers to
integration including: failure of policymakersto
consider the overall goals of the organisation,
departmental objectives taking priority over
corporate goals, and departments being over-
prescriptive when specifying means of delivery
which conflict with other departments (Cabinet
Office 2000).

OECD work on policy coherence which identified
setting common goals and shared priorities across
sectors as the first core step (OECD 2014; cited
by Hawkes 2015).

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:
Qs on main themes

Framing

To explore if there were
ideas embedded in the
policy which influenced
the outcome of the
formulation process

HI and discursive institutionalist literature on
how, along with explicit objectives and aims,
policies can be framed according to particular
ideas of ideational institutions present at the time
of formulation. Such frames are not likely to be
explicit in the policy goals and objectives, butcan
nevertheless “act like templates to base political
decisions on’ (Steinmo 2008), by suggesting
appropriate policy instruments, and more indirect
goals (Hall 1993 p279; Cairney 2011).

The work of Feindt and Flynn (2009) examining

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:
Qs on the policy content; lessons from the
process; main influences on
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food policy as a contested space

Policy Omissions

What is not featured in the
policy and why?

Framing literature on problematisation and policy
silences is relevant (Bacchi 2009)

HI discussions of policy constraint and problem
definition (e.g. Steinmo 2008) as above

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:
Qs on omissions; main influences; lessons
from the process

Degree of Change

What degree of change is
the policy purporting to
make?How much proposed
activity is already
happening?

How much is ongoing
commitments repackaged?

HI literature on how to evaluate policy change
(e.g. Capano 2009)

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:
Qs on policy content, process and lessons

Policy Integration

What approach to policy
integration is taken?

Policy integration literature on the multiple
facilitators and inhibitors to creating integrated

policy

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:

Qs on how dealt with integration; how
compared to other policy attempts; lessons
from the process

Category Variable To Determine Literature How To Operationalise
Input from What type of internal Literature on policy integration underlining importance of | Documentary Analysis
Departments dependencies were merged structures and.bl_Jdgets; joint teams (virtual or
involved with the policy? real); shared budgets; joint customer inter-face Interview Data:
Were they devised jointly ggr::u%‘f;:i%rr]\tstg?:r:gﬂcc;bg?]telz\r/;segr;?]gzlqlgalgned;f:égrz;ffs- Qs on what other departments were involved
or bolted t'ogether? Are and sharing information, in order to facilitate integration and how; how was integration addressed
thc_are any joint teams (Ling 2002).
(virtual or real)? Russel and Jordan’s (2009) review of the use of
centralised instruments, such as agencies, super-ministries,
committees etc.
'5 Kay and Ackrill’s (2012) work on policy capacity — in
% particular selection capacity: government’s ability to forge

authoritative choices which commit societal actors.
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Mechanism for
Coordination
during formulation
process

How communication
between
departments/levels of
government was carried
out during the formulation
process

Policy integration literature on importance of
merged structures and budgets;joint teams (virtual
or real); shared budgets; joint customer inter-face
arrangements; shared objectives and policy
indicators; consultation to enhance synergies and
manage trade-offs; and sharing information, to
facilitate integration (Ling 2002).

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:

Qs on what other departments were involved
and how; how was integration addressed

Institutional
Reform

Modification/creation of
new institutions resulting
from the project

IFG research on the use of new institutions to
break through policy inertia (Rutter et al 2012)
Policy Integration literature on organisational
tools such as taskforces or liaison officers, and
centralised instruments, such as agencies, super-
ministries, committees etc (e.g. Russel and Jordan
2009; Hogl and Nordbeck 2012)

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:

Qs on what other departments were involved
and how; how was integration addressed

Lead Personnel

Were particular individuals
instrumental in the policy
formulation process? Any
evidence of policy
entrepreneurs?

IFG research on the importance of individual
leadership and strong personal relationships
(Hallsworth and Rutter 2011)

Studies by Mintrom and Norman (2009) and
Goldfinch and t’Hart (2003) on characteristics of
policy entrepreneurs

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:
Qs on main influences; lessons

Advisory
Groups/Stakeholder
Involvement

Composition/creation of
advisory groups, and level
and type of non-
governmental stakeholder
involvement

Consultation

What kind of consultation,
how was it done, what was
the result, level of
transparency?

To identify influencers of

IFG research on stakeholder power and
importance of building wide constituency of
support to lay foundation for political consensus
and opening up the policy process with a more
inclusive approach, particularly when it was
necessary to de-politicise a policy area (Rutter et
al 2012)

Public policy literature on features of modern
policymaking and need for inclusivity (Bullock et
al 2011)

Policy Integration literature on consultation to
enhance synergies and manage trade offs (Cabinet

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:
Qs on main influences; lessons

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:

Qs on consultation; main influences; lessons
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the policy

Office 2000)

e HI literature on networks, for example Bell’s
(2002) observations on how networks are
influenced by institutional factors, for example
the Australian system characterised by pressure
pluralist networks, which he attributes to the
fragmented state and non-state sector with weak
leadership and organisational capacity, which
results in ad hoc reactive policymaking.

e Tuohy’s (1999) work on ‘Structural Balance’
between state actors, professional and private
financial interests

Consultants

Were external consultants
used in any part of the

e Public Policy literature on “the invisible public
service’ and the market for policy advice (Craft and

Documentary Analysis

policy formulation process Howlett 2012) Interview Data:
and what did they do and Qs on main influences; lessons
why?

Category Variable To Determine Literature How To Operationalise
For Policy Amount and type — new or o Policy integration literature on how departmental )
Development existing, shared or budgets can dis-incentivise joint working (Cabinet Documentary Analysis

centralised, in kind or Office 2000); merged structures and budgets can .
additional facilitate integration (Ling 2002; Pollitt 2003), the Interview Data:
need for independent resources under the control of | @S on budget; main influences; lessons
— To determine if there was a those doing the coordinating to incentivise joint
w political commitment to working (Exworthy and Hunter 2011) and the use of
8 the project; and whether procedural instruments such as green budgeting
2 the way the budget was (Hogl and Nordbeck 2012).

organised — e.g. was it
from one department or
several, whether it was
new funds or in-kind
resources — had an impact
on the content and process
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For Policy
Implementation

Amount and type — new or
existing, shared or
centralised, in kind or
additional

Category Variable To Determine Literature How To Operationalise
Plans for What plans for e IFG research on the principles of good Documentary Analysis
Implementation and | implementing and policymaking - incl. ‘policy fundamentals’ such
Evaluation evaluating the policy were as clarity on who will be held to account; realistic | Interview Data:
discussed/put in place, and plan for obtaining timely feedback on how the Qs on implementation and evaluation; lessons
why was this approach policy is being realised (Hallsworth and Rutter
chosen? Is it clear what 2011).
would constitute success e Public policy literature on features of modern
and how it would be policymaking (Bullock et al 2011)
measured? Is there e Policy integration literature on integration at
evidence of integration at implementation stage (e.g. Ling 2002; Lafferty
implementation stage? and Hovden 2003)
w Policy Instruments | What kind of policy e Hl literature on policy constraint and problem Documentary Analysis
% instruments were definition (e.g. Steinmo 2008) and how policy can )
O discussed/put in place, and be constrained by uncoordinated instruments that | Interview Data:
5 why was this approach characterise an existing set of policies, by Qs on lessons; omissions; outcomes
O chosen? Have all the

different policy levers and
actions that could be
relevant to the desired
outcome been considered?

layering, drift and conversion (Howlett and
Rayner 2007); and how policy instrument change
is one indicator of policy change (Capano 2009)
Framing literature on problematisation and policy
silences (Bacchi 2009)

Indicators

What indicators for
measuring the
implementation were
discussed/put in place, and
why was this approach
chosen? To determine
what measures of
implementation were

Policy integration literature on shared objectives and
policy to facilitate integration (Ling 2002).

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:
Qs on lessons; omissions;
outcomes;implementation and evaluation
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included in the policy
formulation process, and
why they were chosen

Final Status

What happened to the
policy and why?

Public Policy literature on defining policy success or
failure e.g. Rutter and Hallsworth (2011); McConnell

(2015)

Documentary Analysis

Interview Data:
Qs on is national food policy possible;
outcomes

Source: Author
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3.4.3.2 Policy System Template

As explained above, the initial unit of analysis — two policy projects FM/F2030 and NFP — was
supplemented with the additional level of the policy system, when it transpired during the iterative
process of operationalising the theory that a historical institutionalist analysis would necessitate a wider
scope than the projects themselves. The Template for Policy System Comparison is, therefore, a relatively
simple list of elements within the policy system. As such, they do not require lengthy explanation, beyond

the below Table.
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Table 3.14: Policy System Template Justification

Element of the Policy System

Reason for Inclusion

History of National Food Policies

To explore theory that food policy integration is constrained by history (path dependent), earlier food policy projects must
be documented. Pierson (2000b) concludes that path dependent processes are inherently historical, because they can only
be identified through historical analysis. Past policy decisions — including on how to address food policy — can themselves
become institutions, which act as structures that limit or shape current policy options (Kay 2005)

State Institutions

Policy choices made at the time an institution is being formed can have a deterministic impact on policy in the future
(Kay 2005; Peters et al 2005). What appear to be small choices in institutional arrangements — often taken unthinkingly
or unwittingly — can, later down the line, have remarkable consequences, and may prove irreversible (Peters et al 2005).
Relevant for how institutional design of key departments with role in food policy influence development

Horizontal/Cross-departmental Integration

Institutional arrangements can have a determining factor on the horizontal integration between departments. In addition,
the policy integration literature identifies numerous mechanisms for cross-departmental working which might be utilised
in the two country cases

Non-State institutions
e Food Industry
o  Civil Society

The food industry and civil society sector can influence framing and trajectory of policy projects.Networks are also
themselves influenced by institutional factors, for example the Australian system characterised by pressure pluralist
networks, is attributed by Bell (2002) to fragmented state and non-state sector with weak leadership and organisational
capacity, which results in ad hoc reactive policymaking

Multi-Level Food Governance

As in categories above, governance arrangements, or lack of, to address food policy play a role in the scope for
integration

Political Institutions
e Bureaucracy
e Electoral Cycle

HI study has traditionally been aimed at assessing the trajectories of economies or welfare systems (Pollitt 2008), making
this a natural category for comparison. More specifically, the literature on the policy process highlights the role of
bureaucratic practices, and electoral cycles in determining public policy outcomes

Source: Author




3.5 UK and Australian Field Work, and links with CSIRO

The PhD was joint-sponsored by City, University of London, and Australia’s Commonwealth Scientific
and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO), the Federal government agency for scientific research in
Australia. CSIRO’s interest in national food policy processes, and in particular the NFP, stems from its
regular involvement in policy consultation on Federal and State government policies. The research
proposal was devised by an academic from City, University of London, and supervisor on the PhD,
Professor David Barling (now at University of Hertfordshire), and CSIRO’s Agriculture and Food
Division. The Australian fieldwork took place between November-December 2013, in Sydney, Canberra
and Melbourne, and by telephone. The UK fieldwork took place in London, and by telephone, during the
early part of 2014. By utilising the contacts of both the PhD supervisors at the UK Centre for Food
Policy, and the main contact at CSIRO, Dr Ingrid Appelgvist, and the researcher’s own contacts within
the civil society sector, supported by a snowball sampling method, access to a high level of participants —
in particular policymakers — was achieved, providing the research with a privileged inside track
(particularly challenging to secure given the busy schedules of civil/public servants, and reservations
about discussing policy process matters — including tensions with departmental colleagues — while still in
post).

3.6 Interviews

The policy analysis was supported by semi-structured interviews (SSI) with key stakeholders in the policy
projects. These were designated according to Lang et al’s (2009) categorisation of primary actors in the
food system: Policymakers; Food Industry and Civil Society. There were, however, several interviewees
that did not comfortably fit this categorisation (the ‘Other’ column in Table 3.15). In total n-35 interviews
were conducted, most on a face-to-face basis, to capitalise on the potential for an emotional bond to be
created with the participant, and allow deep probing into their reflections on the policy processes (Irvine
et al 2010), but where necessary over the phone. A set of core questions were used, plus supplemental
questions targeted to the interviewee. The Interview Schedule is available in the Appendix. Interviews
were recorded, transcribed in full and then coded in NVivo for the key themes. During transcription,
Braun and Clarke’s (2006) recommendations on the importance of ensuring transcripts present a ‘true’
representation of the original nature of the verbal account was heeded, in particular in the way
punctuation added can alter the meaning of data (p17).
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Table 3.15: Interviewees

Country | Policymakers Further Details Industry Further Details C'\.”I Furth_er Other Further Total
Society Details Details
UK CS-UK Civil servants from: FI-UK Representatives of two of main trade NGO- Representative | FPPT Two 16
CS-UK2 e Departmentof | FI-UK2 associations UK from food FPPT2 former
CS-UK3 Health FI-UK3 NGO- campaigning (Food members of
CS-UK4 e DEFRA FI-UK4 Two former executives of large food UK2 organisation Policy Food
CS-UK5 companies NGO- Project Policy
CS-UK®6 UK3 Representative | Team) Project
CS-UK7 Three civil servants from from organic Teams
Cabinet Office organisation other than
FM/2030
Two civil servants from Representative
Food Standards Agency from
consumer
organisation
Australia | CS-A e Civil servants FI-A Representatives from two trade NGO-A | Three A-A Academic 19
CS-A2 from: FI-A2 associations NGO-A2 | representatives | (Academic) | focused on
CS-A3 e Federal FI-A3 NGO-A3 | from public FPPT-A food and
CS-A4 Department of FI-A4 A food industry consultant and former NGO-A4 | health (Food health
CS-A5 Agriculture executive NGO-A5 | organisations Policy policy
CS-A6 e Federal Project
CS-AT7 Department of An executive from large food company Representative | Team) Former
Health from food ST-A member of
e Federal organisation (Science Food
Department of _ and Pol!cy
Industry Representative | Technology) | Project
e FSANZ of private- Team
sector backed
* SDt:[t)Zrtment of think tank Mgmber of
Primary Science
Industry and
Technology
Community
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Former civil servants
from State Department
of Primary Industry

Former civil servant
with experience in both
Federal and State
Departments of Health
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3.7 Documents

Along with academic literature and interview data, a range of policy documents were collated and
analysed, as listed below. A methodological disclaimer is that when analysing policy documents a
researcher cannot assume they represent an accurate and truthful record of the policy formulation process,
plus only certain documents are made public, archives prove difficult to navigate and partial (Yin 2009).

Interviews were therefore used to supplement the findings from the policy document analysis.
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Table 3.16: Policy Documents

Policy Document

Research Use

Primary Policy Reports - FM; F2030; National Food Plan Issues Paper/Green Paper/White Paper

Analysis of content of case study policies in response to RQ1 on how
integrated food policy has been addressed and RQ2 on framing and
trajectory of food policies

Secondary material related to FM; F2030; National Food Plan Issues Paper/Green Paper/White

Paper:

Academic material addressing the policies
Consultation submissions

Press releases and briefing papers

Media coverage

Further analysis of case study policies, providing context

Non-case study food policy reports prior to and following FM; F2030; National Food Plan Issues
Paper/Green Paper/White Paper:

UK

Policy Commission on the Future of Food and Farming

Strategy for Sustainable Farming and Food: Facing the Future inEngland
Food Industry Sustainability Strategy

Public Health Responsibility Deal

Foresight: The Future of Food and Farming

Green Food Project

Agri-Tech Strategy

Green Food Project Sustainable Consumption Report

Australia

Food and Nutrition Strategy

Prime Minister’s Supermarket to Asia Strategy

National Food Industry Strategy

Agricultural Competitiveness White Paper

Creating Our Future: Agriculture and Food Policy for the NextGeneration
Food and Health Dialogue

Analysis of content of non-case study policies in response to RQ1 on how
integrated food policy has been addressed and RQ2 on framing and
trajectory of food policies
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e Australia and Food Security in a Changing World
e National Primary Industries Research Development and Extension Framework

Reports and other literature assessing the policy systems including key government departments
with responsibility for food policy, such as:

e National Audit Office assessments of Departments

e  Civil Service Capability Reviews of Departments

e  Select Committee reports on departmental performance

Analysis of factors explaining trajectory and framing of food policies (RQZ2)
- particularly in terms of institutional strengths and weaknesses

Source: Author
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3.8 Coding Approach and Analysis

A thematic approach to analysis was applied, as identified by Braun and Clarke (2006), whereby the
researcher searches ‘across a data set — be that a number of interviews or focus groups, or a range of
texts — to find repeated patterns of meaning’ (p15). This method is ‘poorly demarcated and claimed, yet
widely used’ (p28), and therefore reference to Braun and Clarke’s guide allowed a more rigorous
approach to be followed, akin to the more defined discourse and content analysis methods. Thematic
Analysis was, though, deemed suitable given its flexible nature; in that it can apply to different types of
data, from policy documents to interviews. Specifically, the research utilised a more explicitly analyst-
driven ‘theoretical’ thematic analysis, in recognition of its theoretically-guided nature (Braun and Clarke
2006 p12). As can be seen in the research process diagram, themes were identified from the literature on:
food policy prior to 2008; policy integration, public policy context, and historical institutionalism. These
were used to create the interview topic guide, and the templates for organising the data (see 3.4.3). The
policy reports — FM; F2030; NFP — were imported to NVivo and coded according to the Framework Tool,
along with any policy system or general themes they addressed (for example references to multi-level
governance of food), and any specific references to integration. The interview transcripts were then
coded with the same nodes. Examples of how the themes were organised into either Policy System;

Policy Project; or General themes can be found in the three tables below.
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Table 3.17: Examples of Policy SystemThemes and Sub-themes

Level One Themes

Level Two Themes (where existed)

Level Three Themes (where existed)

How is Food Policy made UK

DEFRA

BIS

FSA

DH

Cross-departmental communication
Institutional Tensions

DEFRA expertise

DEFRA sponsors food and farming
DEFRA status

History of DEFRA

DEFRA vs BIS

DEFRA vs DH

DH vs FSA

Fragmented Policy Space UK
Mechanisms for cross communication
Cabinet Sub Committee

Council of Food Policy Advisors
Institutional Reform

Mechanisms for cross-communication
Secondments

How is Food Policy made Australia

DAFF

DH

Industry

FSANZ

Dept of Environment
Cross-Departmental Communication
Institutional Tensions

Fragmented Policy Space Australia
DAFF sponsors Agriculture

DAFF vs DH

Mechanisms for cross-communication
Secondments

Other UK National Policies

Policy Commission

SSFF

FISS

Green Food

Foresight Food and Farming
Public Health Responsibility Deal

Other Australian National Policies

Supermarket to Asia

National Food Industry Strategy
PMSEIC

Food and Drink Dialogue
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Non-State Actors UK

BRC

FDF

NFU

NGOs

Role of consumers

Food industry compared to other industries
Fragmented civil society

Non-State Actors Australia

AFGC

NFF

NGOs

Role of consumers

Food industry compared to other industries
Fragmented civil society

Multi-level Governance

MLG UK

MLG Australia

UK Regional Policies
Australia Federal System
Australia State Food Policies

Electoral Change

Source: Author

Table 3.18: Examples of Policy Project Themes and Sub-themes: FM

Level One Themes

Level Two Themes (where existed)

Catalyst

Terms of Reference

Project Team

Departmental Sponsor

Cabinet Office lead

Main Themes

Input from Departments

Policy Instruments

Mechanisms
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Machinery of Government Changes

Cross Departmental Communication

Implementation

Evaluation

FM Outputs

Integrated Advice to Consumers
Healthy Food Mark

GM work

Cross-government research

FM becomes F2030

Keeping it in the Cabinet Office

Source: Author

Table 3.19: Examples of Generic Themes and Sub-Themes

Level One Themes

Level Two Themes (where existed)

Level Three Themes (where existed)

What is a National Food Policy

Why do food policies happen
Other country national food policies

Political will
Food low on political agenda

Is an Integrated Food Policy Achievable

Is an Integrated Food Policy Desirable

Influences on National Food Policy Development

Food Industry
Evidence-based policy
Policy Entrepreneurs

Lessons

Independent from government
Long term approach needed
Placebo policy

Assessment of NFP

Assessment of FM

Assessment of F2030

Source: Author
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The themes focused primarily at a semantic/explicit level, although there are some instances where the
latent themes are discussed, for example in how particular underlying frames are used in the policy
documents, for example on the appropriate role of government, and on such occasions the method edged
closer to a discourse analysis. Care was taken, as discussed in Braun and Clarke (2006), in acknowledging
the prevalence of themes — for example phrases like ‘many participants’— when writing up the analysis, to

ensure descriptors fairly represented the weight given to particular themes across the data set.

3.9 Ethics

Ethical approval for the research was submitted and approval granted. Examples of the participant
information sheet provided to all interviewees, and consent form, can be found in the Appendix. The most
significant ethical consideration was deemed to be preserving the anonymity of interviewees, given many
government stakeholders remained in post in government, and therefore did not want to be seen to be
breaching employee confidentiality, or criticising their colleagues, and those outside government were
mindful of relationships with the state institutions and future access to policymaking projects. Participants
were assured of the anonymity of their comments, and were given the opportunity to check the

anonymised title assigned to them, to ensure they were not going to be identified.

3.10 Summary of Methodology Chapter

This chapter has outlined the design of the research project: a qualitative, interpretivist comparative study
of two case cases, based on a conceptual framework fusing the public policy literature on integration with
the HI model of public policy analysis. It explained how the methods of interviewing, document analysis
and coding and thematic analysis, were used to collect and treat the data, and how the Framework Tool
and Policy System Templates were created, to provide a bridge between the literature and the empirical
focus, and assist in analysing the large amounts of data collected. That data is now summarised in the four

Findings chapters which comprise Section Two.
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SECTION TWO: FINDINGS

The following four chapters present the findings. The intention was to order these findings according to
the Research Questions, though due to the interconnected nature of the three questions, and the facets of

the problem they address, they are clearly nested.

Chapter Four examines the food policy systems in the UK and Australia and responds to RQ1; it explores
how policy integration has been addressed by national governments. However, the two policy projects
are themselves manifestations of how policy integration has been dealt with, and therefore chapters Five —
on the UK’s FM/F2030 project, and Six — on the Australian NFP, also respond to RQ1. Chapters Four
and Five respond primarily to RQ2, as they analyse a range of factors which may have influenced the

framing and trajectory of the policies.

Finally, Chapter Seven — along with the Discussion Chapter Eight — triangulates the three prior chapters,

to examine whether an integrated policy can be constructed across a range of established policy sectors.
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Chapter 4. How has Food Policy Integration been addressed by National

Governments in the UK and Australia?

The following is a comparative analysis of the food policy systems of the UK and Australia: how they
have historically approached food policy integration in policy projects and the institutional structures
which have played a role, to enable an analysis of macro and meso-level determinants of the policy
projects FM/F2030 and the NFP.

4.1 History of National ‘Food Policies’

The case study policies FM/2030 and NFP can be understood as the first attempts to create an ‘overtly’
integrated cross-government food policy in the UK and Australia. Part One of the Literature Review
involved tracing the historical approach to food policy integration prior to FM/F2030 and the NFP. This
next section picks up that narrative with reference to projects prior to the case studies. As addressed in
Chapter One, historically the tendency has been to address food issues through national policies,
strategies or plans focusing on one or occasionally two aspects concerning food independently; for
example either production, manufacturing, food security, or nutrition. But there are notable differences —
and some parallels — between the UK and Australia in the focus of these discrete policy projects. Table
4.1 illustrates how the UK has taken a relatively more integrated approach, while Australia has favoured a
single-domain policy design, with the exception of its 1992 Food and Nutrition policy (CDHHCS 1992),
and PMSEIC report on food security (PMSEIC 2010). While prior policies do not claim to be as
comprehensive as the case study policy projects, they are nevertheless important ‘relics of earlier policy
initiatives” (Rayner and Howlett 2009a p99), and an influence on the content and trajectory of the case

studies.
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Table 4.1: History of Food Policies in the UK and Australia

Country

Food Policy

Date

Domains Covered

Approach to Policy Integration

Type of Integration
Addressed

UK

Policy Commission
on Food and Farming

2002

Primary focus on agriculture, but also makes
links with environment and health. Less focus
on manufacturing sector. Links between
farming outputs — other than fruit and
vegetables — and nutrition avoided

Highlighted need to reorient food and farming
‘with more emphasis on environmental
protection and greater engagement with the
needs of the consumer’ (SDC 2011 p24) and
to ‘reconnect’ the food supply chain (Lang
and Rayner 2003)

Notes nutritional problems looming ‘because
people are eating too much of the wrong
things and too little of the right ones’, but
links this with more processed and pre-
packaged foods - ‘much of which is
unhealthily high in saturated fats, salt, sugar
and additives’ (p96-7), at the same time as
farmer’s share of the retail price has steadily
fallen as they have become ‘simply a raw
material supplier for the food processing
industry’ (p97)

However recommendations do not address
tensions - for example between red meat/dairy
and health. Focuses on better labelling, the
need for a proper strategy on nutrition,
reducing HFSS processed foods, procurement,
increased fruit and veg consumption

No explicit mentions of policy integration as a goal, but
remit incorporates economic, environmental and health
objectives. Recommends bodies responsible for health
promotion make effective links to food production and
preparation, and suggests overarching link from farm to
nutrition policy need to be better understood with better
links between consumers and producers

e  Supply Chain
e Horizontal

Strategy for

2002

As above, primary focus on farming, but does

As above, no explicit mention but links farming with

e  Supply Chain




Sustainable Farming
and Food: Facing the
Future in England

include health and environmental issues in key
principles (developed with the Sustainable
Development Commission). Highlights Food
and Health Action Plan role in influencing
production of healthier food. Includes
indicators on environmental outcomes e.g.
reduced GHG emissions, soil and water
quality, and nutrition indicator on
consumption of fruit and vegetables

environmental and health impacts and discusses
importance of all three elements of sustainability

e Horizontal

Food Industry 2006 | Focuses on sustainable production but also No explicit mention but notes sustainability should not be e Horizontal
Sustainability includes chapter on social considerations, and | considered in environmental, social or economic ‘silos’, e Vertical
Strategy stresses contribution of industry to improving | nor should domestic position be considered separately e Supply Chain
nation’s health. Focuses beyond farm gate from international; or production in isolation from
patterns of consumption as ‘all are inter-linked and need
to be positively influenced to improve the food industry’s
sustainability’ (DEFRA 2006 p11)
Public Health 2011 | Public Health focus, no links made with Not a focus None
Responsibility Deal environment. Post-farm gate only
Foresight: The Future | 2011 | Key challenges focus more on food supply Makes several specific references to integrated Horizontal
of Food and Farming and environmental challenges, and hunger, but | policymaking but no actions proposed in response. The
does make specific references to need to critical importance of interconnected policy-making is a
change consumption patterns and only policy | ‘major conclusion’ of the report. Argues policies outside
where issue of meat production and food system must be developed in much closer
consumption is addressed directly. Makes conjunction with that for food, and degree to which silos
direct links between economic and break down will be a major determinant of whether and
environmental domains. However, no policy how multiple challenges facing food system can be
recommendations/actions are attached addressed coherently
Green Food Project 2013 | Focus is on production and how this links Focus is on opportunities and tensions in concept of Horizontal
with environmental challenges. Consumption | ‘sustainable intensification” ie — between production and
- and health - not a focus, and dealt with sustainability. No specific references made to integration
separately in a later phase of the project (see
below)
A UK Strategy for 2013 | Focus on agriculture and productivity, and Not a focus None
AgriculturalTechnolo environment in the context of technology and
gies (Agri-Tech innovation. Health not addressed. Focus is
Strategy) mainly pre-farm-gate
Sustainable 2013 | Focus on consumption, including health and Notes need for a joined-up overarching vision of what e Horizontal
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Consumption Report:

Follow-up to the
Green Food Project

environmental challenges through analysing
healthy and sustainable diets. Production not a
focus as dealt with in earlier phase of project
(see above), but does highlight need for
addressing trade-offs between different
aspects of sustainability and notes synergies
between health and environmental domains
are potentially strong but less obvious synergy
with economic goals

‘good’ looks like across social, environmental and
economic interests, and a mechanism for identifying
potential trade-offs between different aspects of
sustainability

Concludes Government leadership is needed and must be
integrated (i.e. key government departments for food
such as DEFRA and DH working together more
effectively

e  Supply Chain

Australia

Food and Nutrition 1992 | Primary focus on health, but some links made | Discusses links between ‘food’ and nutrition policy. e Horizontal
Policy with environment, and also economy (to a States the policy requires coordinated effort between: e Vertical

lesser extent). Production not strong focus, e Health, education, transport, primary industry, e  Supply Chain

although there are links made between policy and manufacturing industry sectors

domains and activities e.g. research and e Public, private and non-government agencies

consultation with meat supply chain about e Different spheres of government

supply of lean red meat in retail sector. Also e The Australian consumer

highlights need for food producers to improve

skills and knowledge on dietary issues and Makes some links between domains in implementation

more links between food policy and nutrition program.

policy
Prime Minister’s 1997 | Focus on productivity with no links made with | No explicit reference but Pritchard (1999) notes that one e  Supply Chain
Supermarket to Asia environment or health priority of the Strategy was it ‘should embody a ‘whole- e Horizontal (in
Strategy (STAS) of-Government’ perspective, where traditionally, various context of

government agencies had competed for policy relevance’ economic
(p293) goals only)

National Food 2002 | Strategy has four “integrated themes’ of which | Not a focus None
Industry Strategy three are primarily economic and one is

environmental sustainability. Defines

sustainability as resource-use efficiency and

positions environmental management as

supporting sustainability of food industry by

reducing costs, ensuring resources in future

and becoming more internationally

competitive (p29). Health not a focus
Creating Our Future: | 2006 | Focus on agriculture and productivity, with no | One of identified foundations for success in agricultural Vertical
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Agriculture and Food
Policy for the Next
Generation

mention of health and only minor references
to post-farm gate supply chain

and food industries is ‘genuinely cooperative and
consistent approach by governments — Australian, State,
and Territory is essential for policies and programs
affecting the sector’ (DAFF 2006a)

Food and Health 2009 | Public Health focus, no links made with Not a priority, although one primary foci was to provide | State/non-state
Dialogue environment and focus is on post-farm gate ‘a framework for government, public health groups and
only industry to work collaboratively’
Australia and Food 2010 | Primary focus on agriculture andenvironment, | No explicit reference but states that Horizontal
Security ina and touches on health in a minor way. Does ‘Food production and processing is a fundamental part Supply Chain
Changing World not focus on consumption. Does acknowledge | of Australia’s economy and the health and wellbeing of
need for more integrated approach to food its citizens. Food, however, is not currently dealt with in
policy to achieve food security, support a way which brings together food related policy,
growth in food sector and address diet-related | regulatory agencies and research organisations.
health issues Different policy, regulatory and program areas related to
food should be brought together to ensure that
government takes a consistent approach to food and food
security. A national approach would bring a high level of
coordination, build a strategy for a resilient food value
chain and emphasise the link between food and
population health’. (p2)
Recommends establishment of a National Food Security
Agency to address the problem of ‘lack of a nationally-
coordinated approach to food’: ‘At present, the diversity
of issues related to food production, food trade and the
role of food in community health are dealt with by
several separate agencies. An integrated approach to
food policy is required to achieve food security, support
growth in the food sector and address diet-related health
issues’ (p63)
National Primary 2009 | Focus on productivity and innovation. Reference was made in the evaluation consultation to Vertical (and

Industries Research
Development and
Extension
Framework

Nutrition and sustainability issues dealt with
in separate cross-sectoral policies. Research
and Technology Dairy Strategy makes no
links with health or environmental domains
for example. Food and Nutrition RD&TT
Strategy discusses food-related diseases in the

how ‘In some jurisdictions primary industries issues are
spread across a number of Ministers and it can therefore
be difficult to engage all Ministers and ensure they are
aware of and engaged in the RD&E Framework’ (Allen
Consulting Group 2012 p20)

Horizontal between
States)
Supply Chain
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context of producing and manufacturing
healthier foods, and need to understand why
consumers request but do not always choose
healthier foods. Discusses environment in
terms of need to use natural resources more
effectively, including reduction of food waste
as a potential saving for all stages of supply
chain, and energy intensive nature of
manufacturing to add value

process because only a comprehensive approach to all of
the policies that impact Australian agriculture can help
the sector be prepared for the opportunities and
challenges that lie ahead” (Commonwealth of Australia
2015 pl1).

Highlights importance of intergovernmental cooperation
as critical to improving competitiveness: ‘Many of the
policy ideas raised in the Green Paper would require the
Government to work with the States and Territories to
deliver improved outcomes for Australian agriculture,
and the community more generally’ (Commonwealth of
Australia 2015 p18).

Food Processing 2012 | Productivity focus. No links made with Notes that ‘Each State and Territory, and in some cases, | Vertical
Industry Group environment. Health domain mentioned in discrete areas within a State (e.g. the Gippsland Food
Report relation to market opportunity of healthy Plan) deliver programs, initiatives and assistance
foods tailored to region-specific needs’ with ‘a lack of
integration, coordination and integrated design between
the different levels of government in some cases’ (p20)
Agricultural 2015 | Focus on agriculture. Environmental driver - States *Unsurprisingly, many areas of policy affect e Horizontal (in
Competiveness primarily drought management - positioned as | agriculture, including tax, education and training, terms of
White Paper constraint on production. No links made with | foreign investment, environmental law and industrial impacts on
health apart from as market opportunity. relations among others. The Government is taking a agriculture)
whole of-government approach to this White Paper e Vertical

Source: Author
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4.2 The State Institutions Compared

An institutional analysis of food policy integration requires addressing how responsibility for food governance is shared
between organisations in the policy field. The following section provides a comparative discussion of key departments

involved, and non-state institutions in each country.

In the UK, policy relating to food is the responsibility of several government departments, most prominently the
Department of the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) and the Department of Health (DH), though there
are many additional departments with a role in food policy: a study in 2008 identified 19 ministries, agencies and
bodies and almost 100 policy areas/responsibilities (SDC 2008). Similarly, Australian food policy has primarily been
the remit of the departments of agriculture and health, although more recently the Department of Industry has taken a
more formal role as sponsor of the food manufacturing industry, and — as highlighted in Chapter One — there are 16
Australian Federal government departments with a role in food, plus 54 agencies, replicated across every State (CS-A6)

(see Appendix A).

4.2.1 Department of Agriculture

In the UK, DEFRA is the main department involved in the formation of national food policy, and was responsible for
the F2030 Report, the second unit of analysis in the UK case study. The department was formed in 2003 when the
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF) merged with part of the Department of Environment,
Transport and the Regions (DETR) and with a small part of the Home Office, in response to a shake-up of food policy
following several food scares. These scares undermined the reputation of MAFF, and highlighted tensions
between its dual role as champion of agriculture and responsibilities for food (Carmichael 2006). It had gained a
reputation as a‘clientelist ministry overly preoccupied with the well-being of its producer groups, to the neglect of
consumers and the wider public good” and was at the ‘bottom of the pile in terms of Whitehall reputation’ (Ward and
Lowe 2007 p413). NGO-UKS3 describes how “the legacy of previously being MAFF carries through culturally”, and it
is “quite agriculturally-focused for a department that has food in the name”, although *“they are tedious
advocates of agri-environment schemes” and “also do highly progressive stuff on sustainable consumption in some
sectors, but really struggle with food and the politics around that”, flagging up the issue of eating less meat. The
department is an important player in attempts to integrate UK food policy, in that it has responsibility for the domains of
farming and the environment, and with an overall remit for food:

‘For the first time, one department has brought together the interests of farmers and the countryside, the
environment and the rural economy; the food we eat, the air we breathe, and the water we drink. We do all this
by integrating environmental, social, and economic objectives — putting sustainable development into practice
every day — and by championing sustainable development as the way forward for government’ (DEFRA 2001
Mission Statement, cited by Shepherd 2011 p386).

Barling (2004) describes this institutional design linking environment with agriculture and rural affairs as an affirmation
of the European Commission’s policy direction on CAP reform towards multifunctional agriculture. However there are
tensions, typified by the issue of eating less meat, in that:

““on the one hand they know they ought to do it from an environmental point of view, and that is part of their
remit, and yet equally they know they can’t do it because they will get a hammering. So | think the sponsor
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department of that sector, the idea that they are an economic department, is always lurking in the
background” (NGO-UK3)

While the inclusion of ‘food’ in DEFRA’s title is believed to have been a last minute decision (Barling et al 2002), and
“people just call it DEFRA, and often think the F stands for farming anyway” (CS-UK3), it did send a “powerful
signal” (CS-UK3) and its focus on food advanced in subsequent years: machinery of government changes in October
2008 led to the department taking on ‘an enhanced role on food’ (DEFRA 2009), with DEFRA’s Secretary of State
chairing a new cabinet sub committee, which resulted in ‘much more dialogue between Government departments on
food-related policies’ (DEFRA 2009), and the subsequent F2030 report described DEFRA as coordinating ‘all UK
Government policies on food’ (DEFRA 2010 p5). At the same time, a new Departmental Strategic Objective (DSO)
was introduced ‘to ensure a sustainable, secure and healthy food supply’, joining existing objectives for sustainable
production and consumption, and a thriving farming and food sector (DEFRA 2009). Yet, the environment-
food/farming link was somewhat weakened when the department lost its responsibility for climate change policy in
2010, and the climate team at DEFRA was merged with the energy team from the Department for Business Enterprise
and Regulatory Reform (BERR) to create the Department of Energy and Climate Change. The potential for food policy
integration offered by the institutional design of DEFRA is also mediated by potential for intra-departmental
fragmentation. According to FI-UK3:

“...you get that internal struggle there. At times it feels like two departments. And the way the ministerial
remits are laid out, effectively what you get is a food minister, or a food and farming minister, an environment
minister, who tends to do fish as well, and one other — it is never quite clear what they do — and then the
Secretary of State...”

A 2012 Civil Service Capability Review highlighted the challenge of DEFRA’s diverse and complex strategic portfolio,
urging the department to ‘provide an authoritative voice in Whitehall and beyond on the economic importance of
environmental goods and services’ (Civil Service 2012). It is also interesting to note that, while the combination of
food, farming and environment in one ‘super ministry’ makes sense in policy integration terms, the design appears to
have been accidental rather than inspired (White and Dunleavy 2010; Ward and Lowe 2007). Indeed, for Ward and
Lowe (2007), this ‘accident of history’ had the negative consequence of marginalising rural affairs in favour of
‘stronger policy areas around climate change and sustainable development’ (p417). As mentioned above, removal of
the climate change remit arguably weakened links between farming and environmental objectives, as FI-UK describes,
resulting in a dis-joint between DEFRA and DECC because:

“DECC tend just to look at energy and climate change in isolation, they are very target driven, driven by
carbon budgets, by keeping the lights on and so on, and they are too busy delivering against those agendas to
worry too much about the land, food, water, energy nexus, which is essential™.

In contrast to the long history of (and the more extensive literature on) the UK’s department, in Australia the agriculture
portfolio became a separate department only relatively recently, in 1998, and there are fewer documents to analyse.
Prior to the creation of the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF; now Department of Agriculture
and Water Resources), agriculture was within other departments, for example, Trade and Customs, Markets and
Migration, or Commerce, and later Primary Industry (DAFF 2010). A further distinction is Australia’s separate
ministries for agriculture and environment. Food is not a significant focus for the environment department: according to

a Department of Environment website search for “food’, and private correspondence with the Department via email, any
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food-related work is focused on waste. FI-A2 highlights predictable tensions between the agriculture/industry portfolios
and environment “because their objectives are not necessarily completely aligned™:

“The overall principles you’d think they would support — that we want to create an environment for business to
grow and flourish, but they would add on the end at minimal environmental cost, or at least at an
environmental cost we are prepared to tolerate. Then it becomes almost a matter of opinion about what you
are prepared to tolerate” (FI-A2)

Linked to this, sustainability policy is relatively less developed in Australia, with most activity focused on quality
assurance/food safety. Smith et al (2010) trace this back to the 1996 establishment of Food Standards Australia and
New Zealand (FSANZ), which significantly influenced how food regulation developed. Several industry-led
programmes were designed to meet FSANZ requirements, including: horticulture code of practice Freshcare; Safe
Quality Foods 2000; and Great Grains (Baines et al 2000, cited in Smith et al 2010), resulting in a focus on “clean’ food
supply chains, at the expense of ‘green’. This has been compounded by the challenges of harmonising the various

quality assurance schemes, and reluctance from retailers to address environmental standards (Smith et al 2010).

4.2.2 Department of Health

Food related public-health activities represent a relatively small part of both UK and Australian departmental remits. In
a 2003 review of food and health strategy in the UK, Lang and Rayner state the frequently observed truth ‘that the DH
is the ministry of the NHS, not of health’ (p68). A later 2007 Capability Review supports this view, noting that the
Department ‘too often operates as a collection of silos’ with “a high proportion of staff drawn from the NHS and other
non-civil service backgrounds combined with a number of restructuring exercises’ having ‘contributed to a sense that
the Department lacks its own culture distinct from that of the NHS...”” (Civil Service 2007 p18). NGO-UK and FI-UK4
confirm the analysis from a food sector perspective, with NGO-UK describing the department as “obsessed with the
NHS” and FI-UK4 noting:

“The Department of Health primarily sees its responsibility of making sick people well, rather than
preventative medicine. So their priority for the nutrition end of health is lower than for the pharmaceutical end
of treatment. And they don’t talk to BIS, except via the research councils, because all the research councils
report into BIS. The DH does social welfare of health and nutrition, but it doesn’t fund any research into food
and health. So this is the problem.”

However, interviewees did point out the contrast between food’s profile at the time of FM where CS-UKG6 describes the
DH as not really having an approach to food policy, “it was all about the NHS, | don’t think they even had an approach
particularly to health, to wider health”, compared with “better understanding now” (CS-UK?7, speaking in 2017), with
CS-UKG® highlighting recent cross-government work on the 2016 Childhood Obesity: A Plan for Action, and “more of
the join-up across the prevention agenda, and the join-up with the NHS, with central government departments around
the costs of ill health, of unhealthy lifestyles, often due to diets”. CS-UK6 adds that “it has taken quite a number of
years to have that kind of [cross-government] approach embedded more, which is effectively what the food report [Food

Matters] was trying to do back then, but through the back door on limited resource™.
Similar characteristics to the UK at the time of FM are found in the Australian case. Interviewees described the

implications of the Department of Health’s broad responsibility and how food can get lost as a result, with NGO-A

saying “nutrition is really seen to be a lower order priority”, and CS-A4:
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“The trouble is though, with food, you’d think chronic disease and food would be a really high priority for
public health, but in fact it’s not. When you put the acid test on them to put a whole lot of money into some of
these areas they say ‘oh well, no actually public hospitals and this other thing and this other thing’, and it is
not the high priority that you think it might be. Even though we know the long term costs for the health sector,
dealing with food-related issues and diet-related issues is pretty low down on the priority list for public
health.”(CS-A4)

NGO-A3 describes the DH as “not at the table” on Australian food policy, citing the example of state-level front of
pack labelling where:
“It is coming out of the Department of Primary Industry, that is, the representative. Health isn't there. And
they are the lead agency, but health is a lesser element....And this is about labelling on helping consumers
make healthier decisions. It is completely unbelieveable™.
A review of the Department’s annual reports 2000-15 reveals a focus on food safety, with food policy generally defined
in relation to food regulation. For example the reports consistently refer to giving ‘food policy advice’ to FSANZ.
Linked to this, NGO-A points to silos at work within the department, with public health nutrition of a lower, status, with
more junior staff!!:

““...the more public health nutrition things in the healthy living branch, in one section of the department, and
then in a completely different section of the department what they call food policy unit, which is actually a food
regulation policy unit, and so you’ve got quite a separation there. And then, the food regs people are more
likely to talk to the agriculture people than the healthy living people are. | think the healthy living people are
fairly junior and a bit closeted in terms of their perspectives. At least the food reg policy people are broader,
they understand the trade implications, and the commercial implications, and so on, because they are at the
table of the food regulatory standing committee and so on. So they are much more tuned in to those
imperatives than the healthy people” (NGO-A)

Both countries’ health departments have attempted to ‘agencify’ public health, possibly as a response to tensions
highlighted above. Public Health England was established in 2013, with a staff of 500 scientists, researchers and public
health professionals, and the aim ‘to bring together public health specialists from more than 70 organisations into a
single public health service’ (https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/public-health-england/about). The
Australian National Preventive Health Agency (ANPHA) was established in 2010 ‘with the capacity to lead, facilitate,
coordinate and be a catalyst for the ‘ramping up’ of prevention and health promotion efforts’ (ANPHA 2011). But
while a dedicated agency may be viewed as a positive step in prioritising public health, this type of reform has also
faced criticism in both countries, for fragmenting responsibilities (Parliament of Australia 2014; Siddique 2014).
ANPHA was abolished as part of Federal budget cuts in 2014, ‘with all essential ongoing functions and employees
transferred to the Department of Health’ to streamline and ‘better coordinate preventive health efforts within the

Commonwealth health portfolio’ (Department of Health 2014).

4.2.3 Department of Industry

In both the UK and Australia, there has been ongoing tension over the agriculture department’s suitability as sponsor of

the food industry, culminating in Australia in the 2010 re-allocation of policy responsibility for the food processing

1 Although according to NGO-A, changes were afoot to possibly merge the healthy living branch, and the food regulations branches

at the time of the interviews.

130


https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/public-health-england/about

sector to the Innovation, Industry, Science and Research portfolio. This shift took place during the NFP formulation
process, and was followed shortly by the 2012 Food Processing Industry Strategy (FPIS), as outlined at Table 4.1. FI-
A3 draws attention to the implications for food policy integration of multiple strategies being developed, with:

““...everyone working on the same problem independently, and if you read this [FPIS]...and the National Food
Plan, you'll see a lot of overlap...so it is a good illustration of where we work divergently”” (FI-A3).

UK food industry representatives also spoke of the Department of Industry as more closely aligned to their needs, and
the department has taken a more active role in food policy in recent years. NGO-UK3 describes its role as having been
“evolving”, and with a similar policy focus to Australia, but covering different parts of the food supply chain: in 2013
an Agricultural Technologies Strategy (ATS) was published by the UK department (see Table 4.1 and Appendix Table
Al). NGO-UKaS says the relatively close work with DEFRA on the ATS “wasn’t really on the cards five years ago” and
is an interesting development. In a more recent development, the Food and Drink Trade and Investment sector team
from the Industry Department were ‘integrated with DEFRA’s Food Policy Unit to create the Great British Food Unit’
which:

‘supports the growth of the food and drink industry — the UK’s largest manufacturing sector — both in the UK
and through boosting exports. It brings together teams from DEFRA and DIT and with wide support from UK
businesses’ (DEFRA; DIT 2016 p24).

4.2.4 Food Standards

The literature review described how both countries deal with food standards policy via agencies, but with quite different
approaches, due to the different rationales behind each agency’s creation. CS-A describes the Food Standards Agency’s
(FSA) design as a non-ministerial department as “really, really important”, because “previously with MAFF...it was
really about what the minister wanted, what the government’s policy of the day was...so it was a radical departure to
have a consumer-led department basically”. CS-UK notes one of the challenges was it was originally intended to be
food safety only, but “just towards the end the nutrition side of it was also deemed to be part of the FSA’s remit...but
there were some shared responsibilities with DH. And that did make for some tensions.”” An example given is around
joining-up policy objectives in the Healthy Weight, Healthy Lives policy, where the two departments had differing
approaches to non-milk extrinsic sugars. CS-UK?7 describes tensions over obesity policy, with DH’s level of ambition
conflicting with an FSA approach tending to view things as “pretty technical, like levels of reformulation, or portion
size”, and pointing to the FSA’s non-ministerial ““neither here nor there” design, “so it couldn’t take part in some of the
discussions and move policies forward in ways a department would be able to”. CS-UK3 describes the tension between
the FSA and DH remits, noting the FSA’s ““...primary focus is protection of consumers around safety, and safe food,
and authenticity and secure food, and there is a real danger it wanders too much into the guardianship of what a good
diet looks like”. FI-UK3 also points out that the FSA ““reports to the the DH but in fact most of its work is with
DEFRA”. Whereas the Australian equivalent is quite different, says NGO-A2 contrasting the two agencies, explaining
the FSA:

““...was really unique in that the agency was able to publish its advice to ministers, which really held ministers
extremely accountable for their actions because it obvious to the public if they weren't following the advice of
an agency that they had set up themselves to advise them, and that was really novel. FSANZ is not equivalent
at all - similar mandates but it is not set up in the same way and the culture isn't adequate to fulfil that remit -
people just see themselves as a regulatory agency”.
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Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) is described on its website as ‘an independent statutory agency
established by the Food Standards Australia New Zealand Act 1991 (FSANZ Act)’ and is part of the Australian
Government’s Health portfolio. Its vision is of ‘A safe food supply protecting and supporting the health of people in
Australia and New Zealand’ (FSANZ n.d. Accessed December 2016). As discussed in the literature review, because
constitutionally the State governments are responsible for enforcement of food law, harmonisation of standards has
been a focus in Australia (Hobbs et al 2002). ST-A describes how “it took us many decades to get in place a single food
standards framework here in Australia. Before the NFA, which evolved into FSANZ, it really was a fiasco”. This has led
to stronger vertical dialogue on food standards, and the enforcement of food standards, and at the primary industry end
of the food chain, but very little on manufacturing policy for example (ST-A) although more recently “the PISC is
trying to engage the health guys in a bit of dialogue”, so there are “some attempts being made at the moment to improve
communication between the primary industry and health interface, but it is pretty small” (ST-A). The character of
FSANZ has also been shaped by its predecessor the Australia New Zealand Food Authority, which was seen as “being a
bit uppity, having its own agenda” according to CS-A5.

4.2.5 Cabinet Department

The UK Cabinet Office (CO), and its Australian equivalent the Department of Prime Minister & Cabinet (PM&C), are
not traditionally involved in food policy, but are addressed here due to the role of the CO’s Strategy Unit in FM.
Known as ‘the corporate centre’ for government the CO is led by the Cabinet Secretary, who the NAO describes as the
Prime Minister’s most senior policy advisor, and has historically encompassed the most senior positions in the civil
service (NAO 2015). Several central government functions are housed within it, including the Prime Minister’s Strategy
Unity (PMSU) at the time of FM. The PMSU had been operating since 2002, one of several machinery of government
changes at the centre (plus introduction of the Spending Review) since the end of the 1990s/early 2000s, as part of the
‘Modernising Government’ agenda and a general desire to overcome barriers to long-term thinking created by the
electoral cycle. The PMSU’s remit was: ‘to carry out strategy reviews and provide policy advice in accordance with the
Prime Minister's policy priorities; to support government departments in developing effective strategies and policies -
including helping them to build their strategic capability; and, to identify and effectively disseminate thinking on
emerging issues and challenges for the UK Government e.g. through occasional strategic audits’ (PASC 2007 p9). It
was akin to a think-tank - standing ‘close enough to the issues, politics and personalities in government to understand
the contexts and challenges, but distant enough from everyday matters and from those closely associated with existing
policy to provide new thinking’ (PASC 2007 p10). Another notable characteristic was the Unit’s staff: drawn not just
from the civil service but also the private, wider public and voluntary sectors, with the aim of bringing varied skills and
experience and a ‘fresh perspective’ (PASC 2007 p10).

The Public Administration Select Committee has described the unit as ‘widely praised’, a pertinent example to this
research project (given DEFRA’s sponsorship of F2030) being former DEFRA Director of Strategic and Sustainable
Development Jill Rutter’s comments about its work on the future of the fishing industry:

‘where PMSU, working with DEFRA, spent a year throwing quite a lot of people at quite an intractable
problem and came up with interesting and different solutions which DEFRA on its own would not have
generated’ (PASC 2007 p10).
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The PMSU was closed in 2010. Rutter'? highlighted the long-term policy implications of losing the unit, with its focus
on issues not immediately on the political radar and not sitting neatly within departmental boundaries, and ability to

challenge departments, when government lacks the capacity to develop forward looking policies (Rutter 2010).

Australia’s PM&C has many parallels to the CO. It describes its role as ‘to provide fresh thinking and sound advice to
government’; it has a coordination role ‘across the Government in economic, domestic and international issues’ and
also develops policy (DPM&C n.d. accessed January 2017). Hamburger et al’s (2012) analysis describes how the
department serves ‘as an incubator for new government activities that a prime minister wanted to have promoted’, with
‘education, arts policy, indigenous affairs, environment policy’ all having entered public service as units within it
(p384). Much like the UK CO, “activists for particular policy areas have long sought the cachet of attaching their issue
to PM&C, believing that political visibility and potential power would inevitably follow” (Hamburger and Weller 2012
p384). The Australian food industry is a pertinent example: the chair of its peak body — herself a former Liberal Party
politician — raised the proposition prior to the NFP:

‘...one of the things | learnt in government was that unless you ended up with a central driver to pull different
departments together, it was really hard to do it, because departments tended to grab or hold on to their little
silo bits of a particular approach. So we really want a national food and grocery agenda for this country
which includes food safety and obesity, but also industry and carbon costs and how we better handle things
like food waste and packaging. To pull all those things together will only happen in my experience, if PM and
C really take control, as it took the Cabinet office in the UK to do exactly the same issue. In terms of the
implementation of the policy, obviously that will be back in the departments where it is most appropriate: the
health issues back in health, the agricultural issues back in agriculture. But to pull a policy together it won't
happen if it's not done centrally, in my experience’ (Carnell 2009).

Like the Cabinet Office, the mechanism of the task force has been associated with the PM&C, and was a notable feature
of John Howard’s term in office. The PM&C introduced several units inspired by the British example, including a
Strategy and Delivery Division (SDD) to conduct ‘projects commissioned by the Prime Minister, by Cabinet or by the
department’s executive that focus on creating achievable plans for high-level goals’ (Truswell and Atkinson 2011 p16)
and a Cabinet Implementation Unit, akin to the Delivery Unit in the Cabinet Office, focused on roll-out of policies not

initiation (Hamburger and Weller 2012). It is not clear whether either of these entities continue to function?2.

4.3 Horizontal/Cross-Departmental Governance

The above characterisations of the key departments involved in food policymaking in both countries provide part of the
context for the cross-government food policy projects. They point to a stronger capacity for food policy integration in
the UK, with its history of institutional innovation (Barling et al 2002), plus DEFRA’s role in the greening of policies
and broader remit for food, allowing it focus to move beyond farm gate, resulting in‘a much greater emphasis on food
supply chains and on understanding the links between production and consumption’ (Feindt and Flynn 2009 p403).
However, it can also be argued the creation of the FSA led to fragmentation, as will be examined in the following
section on the horizontal interplay between departments. How the departments interact, and the tensions between

particular portfolios, are analysed, to provide flesh on the bones of broader critiques of silo-working. The findings

12 By then Programme Director of the Institute for Government think tank
B They are not listed on PM&C’s website as of 2017
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highlight two problems: first, confusion over policy responsibility for food, with ‘the most pressing food and nutrition
challenges falling between the cracks’ (Lawrence 2010). ST-A describes the potential disconnect between the elements
of the supply chain, with involvement from both the industry and agriculture departments, “because neither department
tends to take a through-chain approach to things™ as “their area of focus and the culture of departments is quite
different”.

Secondly, specific tensions exist between policy domains. Many of the more generic critiques of fragmentation come
from the food industry, which is faced with multiple entry points to policymakers and feels acutely impacted by
departmentalism. The point is reiterated by peak body the AFGC*:

‘Broadly speaking, the Department of Agriculture administers a number of the technical requirements for food
production, transport and export, the Department of Industry has general policy responsibility for the sector,
and the Department of Health maintains critical engagement on the impact and contribution of food on health.
There are a number of government agencies, including Food Standards Australia and New Zealand, which
provide technical and policy support for the food industry. While other sectors face operational requirements
from multiple government departments (such as mining companies meeting environmental requirements
administered by the Department of Environment) one is hard pressed to find a sector other than food where
core business is the responsibility of so many government departments’ (AFGC 2014a p36).

The same issues are expressed several times by Australia’s peak body for farmers, the National Farmers Federation in

its consultation submission to the NFP Issues Paper:

‘The breadth of the policy areas covered in the issues paper illustrates the complexity of dealing with policy
and regulation related to food and agriculture. It serves to highlight that food and agriculture cannot be seen
as the responsibility of a single government agency, but requires a whole of government approach. Over the
past decade it has been NFF’s experience that we have knocked on the doors of different government
departments and met with officials only to find they are unaware of work being undertaken by other
government departments or engaged in work that duplicates or is at odds with other areas of government
policy. The NFF sees the National Food Plan as an opportunity to address this issue and develop a whole of
government approach to food and agriculture” (NFF 2011).

The AFGC'’s solution for institutional reform involves a new public servant with a food remit:

‘Acknowledging the role of food in everyday lives it may be unrealistic to propose that a single minister and
department be responsible for all food sector issues, however a much more reasonable proposition is that a
single individual in the Government Executive champions food industry policy. The AFGC has previously
advocated for a Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister to have responsibility for co-ordination of food
sector policy’ (AFGC 2014b p36).

4.3.1 lllustration of Fragmented Policy Responsibility: The Horsemeat Incident

Issues around departmental responsibility for food were thrown into sharp relief in the UK in 2013, during the
horsemeat scandal, where processed beef products were found to be contaminated with horse meat, with stakeholders
reporting confusion over which government department or agency — DEFRA, FSA, DH, Public Health England -
should be their point of contact (Abbots and Coles 2013; NAO 2013). A Table outlining the policy responsibility split
is in the Appendix Section B. In reality, while responsibilities for food safety, composition and authenticity issues are
divided institutionally, they intertwine, as ‘the horsemeat incident turned out to be primarily authenticity (substitution

14 During consultation for the Agricultural Competitiveness White Paper, developed in the aftermath of the failed NFP
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of beef with horse) but the possibility of phenylbutazone (bute) contamination meant it could have been a safety issue’
(NAO 2013 p7). Staff and local authorities reported confusion about which department was taking the lead, and:

‘local authorities said they continue to be unclear on whom to contact, or get information from, in certain
areas of food policy. They find that each department has a different approach and way of working which
requires duplication of effort on their part’ (NAO 2013 p7).

The Final Report of the Elliott Review into the Integrity and Assurance of Food Supply Networks underlined the
importance of clarity around government responsibilities and the need for a ‘co-ordinated, joined-up approach across
many Government departments’, stating that:

“There needs to be stronger partnership working between Government departments which have a role in
protecting the consumer from criminal activity in food systems. Responsibilities need to be clearly identified,
clearly communicated, executed quickly and effectively and widely understood within and outside Government’
(Elliott 2014 p52).

Elliot also laments a lack of arrangements ‘for regular high-level round table meetings between the FSA Chair and both

the Secretaries of State for Health” (p53).

In addition to confusion over the division of policy responsibilities, food policy also involves departmental rivalries,
with particularly prominent tensions between the portfolios responsible for production — mainly agriculture, but latterly
industry departments too — and health. UK interviewees flagged up tensions between DEFRA and the Department of
Health and FSA, around:

“some of the primary producers here which DEFRA would be supporting and some of the problems DH and
FSA run into in terms of saturated fat, so dairy produce is a classic example. Where DEFRA tends to be quite
heavily lobbied by the agricultural sector, whereas DH has a different constituency, there has definitely been
some tensions.” (FI-UK)

The FSA itself is also described as a ‘huge’ source of tension between the two departments, because:

“it is the Food Standards Agency, not the food safety agency. So labelling and nutritional composition, and the
designing of the dietary standards, that is really an area where there is a huge amount of tension. Between the

farmers, the manufacturers, the retailers and the health lobby. You see it at the moment with sugar, but before

with fat, salt” (FI-UK3)

Other tensions in the UK data include between DEFRA’s domestic vs Department for International
Development’s overseas food production goals (FI-UK3), and the Department of Communities and Local Government
and DEFRA on “things like farming and water policy (FI-UK3) (see Chapter Eight Table 8.2 for more details on
tensions). The views of Australian policymakers in State governments on obesity measures (Shill et al 2011) also
indicate conflicts between policies and departmental — and other agency — agendas, with economic considerations
perceived to take precedence over health. One of Shill et al’s research participants from a health department specifically
referenced the potential for a State/Territory and national food strategy, describing:

‘. . . tensions [between departments]. . . because [it is the role of industry portfolios] . . . to argue for
innovation of industry and increased sales of [State] produced food. And that can happen even if there is
potentially a public health detriment” (Shill et al 2011 p168).

Similarly, Mannan (2004 p196) reports ‘tensions and jealousies between agriculture and health, particularly over

funding issues’, and for Powles et al (1992) Australia’s less extensive public sector provision of welfare services
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compared, for example, to the UK or Scandinavia, help to explain how agricultural or economic priorities continue to
take precedence over nutrition. The fragmentation is exacerbated by Health and Primary Industry both having their
own food policy units/groups, with a clear inconsistency between the Health’s responsibility to ‘promote public health
and safety through leadership in Commonwealth food policy issues’ and Agriculture’s ‘food industry policy agenda,
which aims to build a globally competitive food industry’ (Yeatman 2008). CS-A2 confirms this analysis, remarking
that “agency to agency you wind up with huge differences of opinion between an agricultural primary industries agency
and a health department” and describing how “the health people often think we should legislate about fat people”. UK
interviewees highlighted similar gaps between departments. NGO-UK2 describes how “it is really depressing how
siloed the approach is”, and at meetings their organisation has held they have heard civil servants from one department
commenting on how useful it is “‘as | get to meet my colleagues in BIS”, for instance. And there are similar tensions
between food production and health, what FI-UK4 labels a “fight at ministerial level, DH and BIS and DEFRA”, which
they ascribe to an underlying:

“bogus conflict of it is all industry’s fault vs it is the people who choose to eat it’s fault. That is where the

tension is — that is real tension. There is scarcely an open discussion at all — it is really difficult to have one.”

(FI-UK4)
However, relative to Australia, UK relations between food business and civil society appear less adversarial, potentially
due to a longer history of working on government food policy projects together. In the Australian case, tensions play out
particularly voraciously between non-state actors:

“...Particularly in the food system, more so than in the other policy areas I’ve worked in, you get people with
strong personal views and passions, and things they have decided they want to achieve, and very much siloed
behaviour and bloody mindedness. So you get on one side, health and the Ag department fighting viscously
over small petty things, and it is extremely tiring and it slows the system down hugely.” (CS-A5)

4.4 Non-State Institutions Compared

The findings now move beyond the government realm, to non-state actors. The following section discusses the two
countries, with reference to their food industry and civil society sectors. Much like in the above section on state
institutions, policy integration barriers are apparent, in relation both to fragmentation of the food supply chain, and
between the commercial and civil society sectors. With policymakers likely to be less cogniscent of the specifics of the
food sector, due to an overall trend towards limited subject expertise within the bureaucracy, as discussed below, this
fractured and often contradictory vision of what a food policy should address is problematic for integration efforts.

The main split of food industry representatives in both countries is between the pre- and post-farm gate stages of food
production. Three key bodies represent the UK food industry: the Food and Drink Federation (FDF) and British Retail
Consortium (BRC) covering post-farm gate, and the National Farmers Union (NFU); while Australia’s main peak
bodies are the Australian Food and Grocery Council (AFGC) — which includes both retail and manufacturing — and the
National Farmers Federation (NFF). In the UK case, Feindt and Flynn describe how ‘a number of industry bodies
became influential without formal institutionalisation by a government or legislative body’, for example the BRC, with
its key role in developing supplier certification for the food industry (2009 p392). The following table contains any food
industry stakeholder that appears multiple times as a listed advisor on an Australian national food policy (as listed in
Appendix Table Ab).
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Table 4.2: Australian Food Industry Stakeholders

Organisation Policies?®
AFGC F&NP; STA; NFIS; F&HD; NFP
NFF STA; NFIS; PMSEIC
Simplot FPIS; NFP
Woolworths F&HD; NFP

Source: Author

Other Australian food industry stakeholders mentioned by interviewees include:

e Cattleman’s Association (NGO-A)
e  Cattle Council of Australia(NGO-A)
e Crop Life (NGO-A)
The Global Foundation, which describes itself as a charity but has strong links with the Australian food industry, is

identified by Carey et al (2016) as a significant actor in the NFP process.

Both UK and Australian peak bodies have been criticised for under-representing food businesses below the big players,
for example in the UK where:

““you’ve got a few big players 20-30 big players, who will be really active and put people on the committees of
the FDF, go on government working parties etc then you’ve got the rest, a huge number of small companies
just like you’ve got a huge number of farmers™ (FI-UK3).

Similarly, the NFP Green Paper submission of the State Government of Victoria highlights ineffective engagement with
small to medium enterprises (SMES) on national issues, noting ‘much of the stakeholder engagement that occurs at the
Commonwealth Government level focuses on major national peak bodies’ (State Government of Victoria 2012). These
peak bodies play an influential role in food policy formulation according to interviewees. However there are also
distinctions between the two cases. The UK retail sector, represented by the BRC since 1992, is characterised as
viewing itself as independent (FI-UK4) from the manufacturing sector, as represented by the FDF (established 1913),
while the AFGC covers both groups in Australia. Of the farm peak bodies, the UK’s NFU — established 1908 — has a

much longer history, and has had a close relationship with the Ministry of Agriculture, links between farmers and the

5 Key:
e F&NP: Food and Nutrition Policy (1992)
e  STA: Prime Minister’s Supermarket to Asia Strategy
e  NFIS: National Food Industry Strategy
e PMSEIC: Australia and Food Security in a Changing World
e F&HD: Food and Health Dialogue
e  FPIS: Food Processing Industry Strategy
e  NFP: National Food Plan
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state having been enshrined in the 1947 Agriculture Act, setting the tone for food policy (Feindt and Flynn 2009),
though this relationship has undoubtedly been impacted by machinery of government changes which led to MAFF
being replaced by DEFRA. Australia’s NFF was established relatively recently, in 1979, following a period of
significant pluralism within the farm sector. Yet arguably, ties between policymakers and the food industry have overall
been closer than in the UK, judging by the period of policy activity around agri-food industry strategy in the late 1990s
to mid-2000s, with the Agri-Food Council, Prime Minister’s Supermarket to Asia Strategy and National Food Industry
Strategy. These projects have been developed closely with industry, and the 2006 Caring for our Country report, was
written by the ex-head of the NFF for DAFF.

Organisations which appear as listed stakeholders on multiple food policies in the UK (see Appendix Table A2), or

whose involvement has been mentioned in interviews are:

Table 4.3: UK Food Industry Stakeholders

Organisation Food Policiest®
ADHB FF&F; GFP; GFPSC; ATS
BRC FISS; F2030Y7; GFP; GFPSC
British Hospitality Association FISS; GFP
Cargill FF&F; ATS
Dairy UK FISS; GFPSC
FDF FISS; F2030'¢; GFP; GFPSC; FF&F; ATS
National Farmers Union FISS; GFP; GFPSC; FF&F; ATS
Sainsbury’s PC; ATS
Syngenta FF&F; ATS
Unilever PC; FF&F

Source: Author

16 Key:
e  PC: Policy Commission on the Future of Farming and Food
e  FISS: Food Industry Sustainability Strategy
e FM: Food Matters
e F2030: Food 2030
e FF&F: Foresight Future of Food and Farming
e  GFP: Green Food Project
e  GFPSC: Green Food Project Sustainable Consumption
e  ATS: Agritech Strategy
7(FI-UK?2)
18(FI-UK)
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Much like departmentalism between state institutions, the split in responsibility between trade bodies along the supply
chain contributes to fragmentation of food policy. For example in its 2013 consultation submission to the Agricultural
Competitiveness White Paper, the AFCG makes the following remarks, echoed by the UK experience as reported by
CS-UK4:

“The future of agricultural production cannot be considered in isolation from the agri-food processing sector
as revenue, costs and profits are determined by the actions of the entire agri-food supply chain. As has been
seen recently, factory closures in the food processing sector have a negative impact on farm returns. The
Government’s aim of increasing farm profitability and strengthening rural and regional communities therefore
fundamentally relies on a strong domestic agri-food processing sector’ (AFGC2013).

‘Defining sustainable common interest across a group that broad is not straightforward. They might all stand
up and vote for the fact the government should spend more time thinking about food, but then after that they
are going to start partitioning into different groups’ (CS-UK4).

F1-A3 argues that for successful food policy projects, industry must start “talking as one™:

““...because once that happens people will start to recognise it as an industry. Currently, even the food industry
doesn't represent itself as a coherent group anyway ...it is very divided.”

4.4.1 Economic Context and Role of Food Industry in Economy

The next section compares the broader food industry picture in both countries, by examining the economic context in

terms of value to the national economy, and approach to trade.

Table 4.4: UK-Australia Food Economics Compared

Measure UK Australia
Value of The entire agri-food sector!® from farm to According to statistics from the NFP White Paper, in
Agri-food sale to the consumer, contributed £109 2011-12 primary production generated annual
Sector billion to the UK economy in 2014 and earnings of $42.6 billion, food and beverage
supports approximately 4 million jobs manufacturing earned $91.2 billion (2010-11) and

(13.5% of national employment) (Food and | retail $135.8 billion. (DAFF 2013)
Drink Export Action Plan 2016).
Equivalent in sterling = £166.1 billion.

Gross Value | The agri-food sector contributed £96.1 Australian Industry GVA by the food and beverage
Added® billion or 7.3% to national GVA in 2012 manufacturing sector was $24.4 billion in 2012-13.
(DEFRA 2012d) (Department of Agriculture 2014). No figure could be

identified for the entire agri-food sector.

Retailing Food and Drink represents £177.5 bn in The value of food and liquor retailing in Australia
retail sales (51% of UK total) (IGD 2017) grew by 4 per cent in 2012-13 to $141.4 billion

19 The UK food sector is defined by DEFRA as food manufacturing, food wholesaling, food retailing and non-residential catering.
The agri-food sector is the food sector plus agriculture and fishing. .DAFF’s definition of the Australian food industry encompasses
production of raw materials used in food (the farm and fishing sectors), the export, import and processing sectors and domesticsales
to consumers, but not non-residential catering as in the UK definition.

20 Gross Value Added: The difference between the value of goods and services produced and the cost of raw materials and other
inputs used up in production.
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(Department of Agriculture 2014)

where there is a trade surplus largely due to
exports of Scotch Whisky.

‘Fruit and vegetables’ has the largest trade
deficit. In 2013 imports cost £9.0 billion
while exports were worth £1.0 billion,

Food In GB [n.b. not UK] 3.6 million or 13% of | The food industry employed 1.64 million Australians
industry national employment in Q3 2013 in 2011-12 (around 15 per cent of total national
employment employment) (DAFF 2013)
Percentage No figure identified Over 60 per cent of total production - mainly bulk
exported commodities - is sold abroad, feeding an estimated 40
million people (PMSEIC 2010 p1,15; DAFF 2010,
cited in Lawrence et al 2012)
Value of £18.9 billion of which: Australian food exports 2012-13 = $31.8 billion.
Exports Highly processed — £11.1 billion Lightly A high proportion (an average of 31 per cent 2007-
processed — £6.4 billion Unprocessed — £1.4 | 2010) of exports are unprocessed (Department of
billion (DEFRA 2012d) Agriculture 2014)
Top export Drink is the largest export category by far, Primary exports: Livestock; seafood and horticulture;
products followed by cereals, and meat and fish and grain (Spencer and Kneebone 2012).
categories, while fruit and vegetables have
the largest trade deficit (DEFRA 2012d). The largest food categories in processed exports are
meat (39 per cent), dominated by beef and lamb;
dairy (14 per cent) and drinks (17 per cent; mostly
wine) (Spencer and Kneebone 2012).
Top export Top export markets are Republic of Ireland; | ‘Japan was the largest destination for Australian food
markets France; USA; Germany; Spain; exports in 2012-13, accounting for $4.4 billion or
Netherlands; Italy; Belgium; Singapore; 13.7 per cent of total shipments. Although still
Hong Kong (Source: Food and Drink Australia’s single largest destination for food, Japan’s
Action Plan 2012) share is significantly lower than a decade ago (Figure
22). China, the second-largest destination, accounted
for $3.1 billion or 9.9 per cent. In contrast to Japan,
China’s share of Australia’s food exports has trebled
in the past 10 years’ (Department of Agriculture 2014
p24)
Value of £40.2bn of which: $11.3 billion (DAFF 2013)
Imports Highly processed — £14.4billion Lightly
processed — £17.8billion Unprocessed —
£8.0billion (DEFRA 2012d)
Trade The Food Production to Supply Ratio® in Australia’s net exports of food, the difference
Balance 2011 was 63% for all food and 78% for between the value of food exports and food imports,
indigenous type food (DEFRA 2012d) increased by 5.3 per cent to $20.2 billion in 2012-13
(Department of Agriculture 2014)
Top Import | Value of imports is greater than the value of | Although the farm sector is estimated to produce 93%
Products exports in food and feed, but not in drink, of foods consumed domestically, it imports 19% and

34% of vegetables and fruit — and significant amounts
of processed food (PMSEIC 2010 p1,15, cited in
Lawrence et al 2012; Spencer and Kneebone 2012).
Australia’s trade deficit in fruit, nuts and vegetables is
notable for its recent increase (to $701 million in
2010-11, 29 per cent higher than in 2009-10). This

2lFood Production to Supply Ratio = farmgate value of raw food production (including for export) divided by the value of raw food
for human consumption. It provides a broad indicator of the ability of UK agriculture to meet consumer demand.
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giving a trade gap of £8.0 billion. The has been explained as due to the strength of the
second largest groups in terms of imports in | Australian dollar and adverse weather effects on
2013 were meat and beverages with imports | export (DAFF 2011).

of £5.9 and £5.2 billion respectively.

(DEFRA 2012d)

Top import | Twenty four countries accounted for 90% ‘New Zealand remains the major source of

markets of UK food supply in 2012. The UK Australia’s food imports, accounting for $2.1 billion
supplied over half (53%). The leading or 17.8 per cent of the total value of Australian food
foreign suppliers were the Netherlands imports in 2012-13, followed by the USA, China and

(5.9%), Spain (5.0%), France (3.5%), Irish | Singapore’. (Department of Agriculture 2014 p27)
Republic and Germany (2.9% each).
(DEFRA 2012d)

Source: Author from various as cited

4.4.2 Food Trade

Each country has a quite different approach to trade. As presented above, and examined at the start of the Chapter,
Australia has a long history of food exports, rooted in its role as a settler state and supplier to Britain. It is a net
exporter, with neighbouring Asian markets an important focus. According to DAFF Statistics 2012-13 the combined
share of North Asian countries in the total value of Australian food exports was 35 per cent ($11.2 billion). This focus
has been ramped up in recent years, as highlighted by the NFP White Paper statement that by 2050 world food
consumption is expected to be 75 per cent higher than in 2007, with almost half of this increased demand coming from
China, offering an important opportunity for Australia’s food industry (DAFF 2013). The NFP also highlights an
intention to re-focus exports more toward processed foods overcommodities:

‘While we will continue to be a reliable and trusted supplier of quality staple foods there is is also an
opportunity to supply growing markets with high-value food products that meet increasing preferences for
safe, premium goods’ (DAFF 2013 p6).

Australia branded the 21st century the ‘Asian Century’, in recognition of the importance of Asian markets to its
economy, and a White Paper was published in October 2012 outlining ‘Australia’s vision and plan for how Australia
will be a more prosperous and resilient nation and become fully part of the region’ (DAFF 2013 p17). One of 25
national objectives of the Asian Century White Paper was for Australia’s agriculture and food production system to be
globally competitive, with productive and sustainable agriculture and food businesses, and Australian food producers
and processors recognised globally as innovative and reliable producers of more and higher-quality food and
agricultural products, services and technology to Asia. As of the end of September 2013, the ‘Australia in the Asian
Century’ website, which housed the Asian Century White Paper, had been archived (www.asiancentury.dpmc.gov.au),
but interviewees described the ideas behind it as still alive. This focus on Asia is not new; Beeson and Jayasuriya situate
Australia’s ‘turn to Asia’ (2009 p360) within the 1980s focus on the region in diplomatic initiatives of the Hawke and
Keating governments. Food industry interviewees also highlighted the late-1990s Prime Minister’s Supermarket to Asia

Strategy.

While remaining a net exporter, pressures on the sector have intensified of late. Botterill (2016) describes a general

trend of agricultural productivity growth for decades, with volume and value of production increasing, yet representing

141


http://www.asiancentury.dpmc.gov.au/

a declining percentage of national income and exports due to declining terms of trade and pressures on income,

providing the following comparison (drawn from Miller and Stoeckel 1982 and Commonwealth of Australia 2015):

Table 4.5: Agricultural Productivity in Australia

Year Percentage of GDP Percentage of Exports

1951 29 90
2014 2 15
Source: Botterill (2016)

Similarly, Dixon and Richards (2016) report that ‘on a range of indicators — other than yields of bulk commodities such
as wheat, sugar and beef — Australia’s once vibrant (in terms of technological adaption) and economically significant
agricultural sector looks less than robust’ (p194), due to factors including:

[0 Weather variability

Decrease in commodity process
Increase in farm indebtedness
Higher farm costs

Erosion of farm equity

U
a
U
0
In contrast with Australia’s export focus, the UK’s strategy of colonial food imports represents its historical legacy, and
it remains a net importer. Marsden (2013) describes UK agriculture as having been ‘on a slow slide away from self-
sufficiency since the 1980s, so that we have become dependent on more food importation at a time when resource
shortfalls may mean that its delivery is not guaranteed’ (p127). The ‘UK as suffers a huge food trade gap of £21bn’
and ‘is reliant on the rest of Europe for food’, representing a ‘drain on the national balance of payments’ (Lang and
Schoen 2016 pl). Its food security vulnerabilities rose up the political agenda during FM/F2030, with the 2007-8 food

price spike (see Chapter Five).

4.4.3 Civil Society

Here, again, there are notable differences between the cases. The UK, for example, can be considered to have a
relatively mature civil society sector within the food policy sub-system. NGOs were active throughout the 1980s and
1990s, forming an ‘extraordinarily effective lobby” (Lang 1999a p175). This is certainly the impression of civil society
interviewees from Australia, who made contrast with Australia’s nascent NGOs. Lang (1999a) describes how ‘a food
movement’ of public health professionals, specialists and a new generation of NGOs developed which;

‘systematically, through crises in 1982-97, [it] promoted its arguments and achieved legislative and
institutional reform on three key fronts: the new food adulteration, the public health, and the reform of state
institutions’ (p175).

These later joined forces with environmental organisations, aided by a twenty-year old alliance, which today brings
together around 100 diverse NGOs in the sector: Sustain: the alliance for better food and farming (Lang and Heasmann

2015; Morgan 2015 ). According to Lang and Heasmann’s analysis:
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‘...such alliances have become important for food democracy, because they reflect a political realism that
NGOs have to be better organised, less single-issue dominated, and more active in both appealing to the
public and trying to influence policy processes’ (2015 p260).

However, while more unified than Australia, FPPT-UK says fragmentation remains an issue:

““I think the problem with the discourse of food in civil society is that it has got canelised down almost political
channels. | joke that when we talk about food in the UK we talk about GM or make your own ciabatta. It’s very
important that we regulate GM appropriately, and I’m a foodie as well, but these are second order issues
compared to the macro food policy issues of lifestyle and obesity” (FPPT-UK)

Morgan (2010) discusses tensions in the “alternative food sector’ between the ‘local and green’ and ‘global and fair’

communities, illustrating these via their fragmented perspectives on carbon labelling.
A 2011 Food Issues Census report by think tank The Food Ethics Council (FEC 2011) identified 322 food and farming

organisations? representing a diverse range of organisations covering diverse issues. The main players in the food and

farming civil society space that have been listed stakeholders in multiple food policies are:

Table 4.6: UK Civil Society Groups Active in Food Policy

Organisation Food Policies?®
Food Ethics Council FM; GFPSC
National Consumer Council PC; FISS; FM;
National Trust PC; GFPSC
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds PC; FISS; GFP; GFPSC
Soil Association PC; FF&F

Source: Author

Other groups which came up as actively involved, via the literature review, policy analysis or interviews included:

(1 Sustain (NGO-UK; Lang and Heasman 2015; Morgan 2015)
0 Soil Association (NGO-UK3; Morgan 2015)

[ Friends of the Earth (FOE 2010)

1 Which? (NGO-UK?2)

[0 WWHF (Farmers Guardian 15 January 2010)

22 Which responded to its survey

B Key:

PC: Policy Commission on the Future of Farming and Food
FISS: Food Industry Sustainability Strategy

FM: Food Matters

F2030: Food 2030

FF&F: Foresight Future of Food and Farming

GFP: Green Food Project

GFPSC: Green Food Project Sustainable Consumption

ATS: Agritech Strategy

g oOoooooo
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In Australia, many civil society groups play a similarly active role in food policy, but the connections between them are
less well established. The main groups include the Public Health Association Australia (PHAA) (FI-A2; CS-A3; NGO-
A2); Sustain Australia (Caraher et al 2013 p79); Obesity Coalition (CS-A3; NGO-A; NGO-A3) and National Heart
Foundation (CS-A3; FI-A2; NGO-A2). A more recent version of the UK’s 20-year old alliance, Sustain Australia
(formerly The Food Alliance) was established in 2009 to ‘promote food policy that integrates ecological, public health,

social justice and economic objectives’ (Caraher et al 2013 p79).

Carey et al (2016), in their analysis of the NFP, identify the PHAA — the national peak body for public health — as
having ‘played a significant role in advocating for the development of an integrated national food policy’ (p4), with its
2009 report calling for an overhaul of food policy, recommending the government establish an integrated national food
policy, across all areas of government, specifically incorporating agriculture and fisheries, health, education, social
exclusion, treasury, innovation and the environment (PHAA 2009). The Australian Food Sovereignty Alliance was
actually founded in response to the NFP, as a network involving over 100 community groups (Caraher et al 2013). It
developed a ‘People’s Food Plan’ to increase inclusivity in food policy and bring attention to ‘the contradictions of a
food system based on a cheap food supply and diminishing farmer income streams’ (Dixon and Richards 2016 p199).
Other groups highlighted by interviewees include: Australian Division of World Action on Salt Health (AWASH)
(FPPT-A; NGO-A2); consumer group Choice (A-A; NGO-A2; CS-A4); Slow Food (Swinburn and Wood 2013; A-A);
FoodBank Australia (A-A); Greenpeace (FPPT-A); Madge (A-A); and Friends of the Earth (A-A). Interviewees
pointed to the lack of unity between NGOs, with groups tending to work in isolation, for example NGO-A2’s comment
“it is so different from the UK where people are working together, compared to here”. This is echoed by A-A, who
draws on experience in both jurisdictions:

“I’ve been on panels here in the UK with the RSPB, Friends of the Earth representing animal welfare,
consumer groups, all seem to agree you could establish food systems which are biosensitive, and nutrition
sensitive. The RSPB want to work with the agriculturalist and so on. So the strength of civil society in this
country blows me away. The willingness via years of the Sustain project among others, to share platforms, to
work together on policy projects to imagine futures where co-existence is possible.”

This is contrasted with Australia where, because of the Federated system “...so much of the civil society sector is state
based, but you don’t have those boundaries in the UK. In Australia, for example, Friends of the Earth is Federated and
needs to have representatives of three state bodies on the governing body. This Federated structure adds complexity,
and can be tedious™ (A-A). This sentiment is again echoed closely by NGO-A4, with specific reference to food policy
integration:

“I mean we talk about government policy being siloed but even at the civil society level we are siloed, we don’t
have the same level of integration between the public health groups and the environmental and community and
social equity groups — we’re not integrated ourselves, so the idea we would form a group that would then form
more of a platform for the food sector feels like quite a big stretch and a long way off. | think we’ve got a lot
more work to do here in our civil society groups, just even talking to each other and getting on the same page
about what an integrated food policy might look like. We might need to get our own act in order first, before
we can reasonably expect government.” (NGO-A4)

Similar conclusions over the need for cohesion among experts and advocates were reached by Baker et al in their 2017

examination of obesity policy processes in Australia.
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Perhaps less surprisingly, fragmentation also characterises relations between the two key non-state institutions: food
industry and civil society, though to differing degrees. That both have called for more government attention on food
policy but with different agendas was raised by civil society representative NGO-A and a civil servant:

“Australians have not been smart enough at getting a broader range of public health and industry and
consumer people together. So it comes back to a few people in the public health space like the Chronic Disease
Prevention Alliance, or PHAA or the Obesity Coalition group, so small number of players against the AFGC.
Neither side has been embracing of ‘well we’re talking about a whole system here, so how about we talk to the
small farmers, how about we talk to the logistics guys’. ... In Australia, maybe it is because we are smaller,
there is the AFGC vs the public health nutrition groups, and a small number of public health nutrition groups,
and AFGC have got more resources and an entrée to government which we don’t often have, so it is a them vs
us rather than a much broader constituency come to the table”” (NGO-A).

CS-Ab refers to the relationship as ‘the great debate’:

““...s0 at one end you have the public health groups, very concerned about the tidal wave of obesity, and they
feel it is the food industry’s fault, and the industry needs to be constrained to protect consumers against their
evil machinations, to do with deliberately some feel putting high levels of high salt, fat, sugar in foods to get
people addicted — the big tobacco argument....Then at the other end you have the rabid free-marketer food
industry types....the standard lines | hear again and again that they should be able to make what claims they
want as long as they are roughly true, and let’s get rid of this nanny state, no such thing as bad foods its bad
diet, and people just need to exercise to compensate for what they eat and it is all about self-management.”
(CS-Ab).

Linked to this tension is the strength of influence of various groups. For example contrasting FPPT-A and NGO-A:

“the diabetes group, the Low GI symbol team, the National Heart Foundation, Greenpeace, AWASH... and
they are very passionate and so have spent a lot of time contributing to policy and they also comment on policy
once published — and you will see in the newspapers and magazines, they will critique it and those get
published, and so | believe they have a lot of influence” (FPPT-A).

“The industry groups are much more in-house with government than the public health people, absolutely. |
think in part it is because with the Department of Agriculture there has always been a strong link between
industry and agriculture. With health, the food regulatory policy area, there has been some strong links with
industry but | think that is changing a bit. It surprised me, shocked me, that when the food policy unit was first
established, about 2002, | rang them up one day and the person | wanted to see wasn’t there and so the
receptionist said ‘and what food industry are you from’ — that was her immediate assumption. And to me that
was quite indicative” (NGO-A).

In an attempt to provide evidence of the often ‘assumed truth’ of food industry power and influence in Australia,
Cullerton et al (2016) undertook a social network analysis to examine the food industry capacity to influence decision-
making in comparison to nutrition professionals. The study concluded that an advantage was present both in terms of
strategic overall network position and also in terms of range of access points to decision makers. Nutrition professionals
were densely clustered together with limited links to decision makers, mainly based around other nutrition

professionals.

Appendix Table A5 illustrates the above, by providing a list of stakeholders/advisors to a number of (national) food

policies, coded by stakeholder type; State, Industry or Civil Society.
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4.5 Multi-level Food Governance

While the focus of the research is horizontal integration, the theme of vertical interplay — the relations between Federal
and State food policy — comes through strongly in Australian data, necessitating a consideration of the multi-level
context of national governing. Food governance in Australia takes place in a complex multi-tiered policymaking
system involving the Australian Government, States and Territory governments, and the New Zealand Government
(Powles et al 1992; Shill et al 2011). Shill et al (2011) identify over 560 local councils, eight State/Territory
parliaments, the Federal Parliament, and links to international systems. The Constitution and Commonwealth legislation
define State/Territory powers, while local government powers are defined under State/Territory legislation. The NFP
Issues Paper (DAFF 2011) notes that ‘Section 51 of the Australian Constitution defines 40 specific areas over which the
Commonwealth has power to make laws’ (p80). Powers of relevance to the food industry are listed as including:

e  Fisheries
e Quarantine
e Patents of Invention (including plant breeder’srights)

e Broader provisions for trade, external affairs, taxation, railways, industrial relations and corporations
(DAFF 2011 p80).

Therefore State governments are responsible for any issue not identified under section 51, including the following
matters identified as relevant to the food industry in the NFP Issues Paper:

e Food safety

e Transport

e Education

e Health

e Environment

e Land Management (DAFF 2011 p80).

Appendix Table A9 lists the division of Federal and State regulations affecting food supply and consumption as
presented in the NFP White Paper. However, different elements of food policy have different governance dynamics, for
example in an analysis on obesity policymaking, Baker et al (2017) identify how:

‘Parliament legislates exclusively in the areas of advertising standards with implementing regulation
established by the Australian Communications and Media Authority, and general taxation with tax policy the
responsibility of the Commonwealth Treasury. Other areas are governed jointly with state governments
through the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) and various interministerial councils. For example,
food standards (including labelling) policy is made by the Australia and New Zealand Ministerial Forum on
Food Regulation, standards are set by the statutory authority Food Standards Australia New Zealand, and
State and Territory governments enact the standards into legislation’ (p142).

As in many other areas of public policy, the Federal division of powers creates tensions in the policy process (Fenna
2004) and represents a potential barrier to aims to integrate national food policy. Coleman and Skogstad’s comparative
study of Australian and Canadian agricultural policy, highlights how under the Federal model, ‘policy coordination
behind a strategy of action must occur across the two levels of government since the national and sub-national
governments share jurisdiction in agriculture’ (1995 p247), noting that further complication arises when ‘the political
economy of agriculture differs significantly across regions’, with some States focused more heavily on food production

than others, and differing commodity foci. This analysis is updated by a civil servant interviewee:
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“Some jurisdictions which have the large industry areas are very pro industry and others are less so because
they don’t have the industry base and often it can depend on personalities too, in those roles, if they are more
public health-focused or more industry-focused it can actually shape the opinions that come through in the
various communities and what policy comes forward™ (CS-A3).

Such issues are particularly relevant to the NFP, given the State role in health and environmental policy. Also notable
was the number of Australian interviewees referring to vertical issues when asked about policy integration of food in
the country, for example FI-A’s comment that “they are all working in their own little universesfrankly’:

“You’ve got Victoria doing some very good stuff, but off their own bat, and very little collaboration or
interaction with the other States and Federal.... In South Australia they’ve got a very independent research
and industry assistance programme which is very good, but it is a home-built version, and in West Australia
they are in the process of building their own now. Queensland of course do everything their way, being
Queensland, and in New South Wales we don't bother” (FI-A)

Indeed there is a noticeable sense of animosity when those working at a Federal level refer to State food policy
activities and vice versa:

“...we have States that can enact their own legislation in contradiction to Federal legislation. So even in the
National Food Plan you will find State legislation - stuff that’s in contradiction to the national intent and
regulations. So the way the States operate is just contrary to the concept of a National Food Plan...” (FI-A3)

This view is echoed by comments from CS-A5 and FI-A4:

“The Commonwealth- States thing is boring beyond belief and a real impediment, and petty jealousies between
jurisdictions, and the State’s rights — it is almost a little bit like Americans are so passionate about small
government and the right to bear arms, it comes from our founding here, when our constitution was drafted it
was deliberately done so States retained a lot of power and independence, but begrudgingly needed something
at the Federal level to make things tick, and now States have all the power apart from a few things been given
to the Commonwealth, and the Commonwealth shouldn’t overstep, and so the State bureaucrats are imbued
with this...so the silo mentalities is quite real and it is very difficult to get the State and Commonwealth to
work cooperatively together — on the Commonwealth side as well”” (CS-Ab).

FI1-A4 refers to specific instance of inter-government clashes over particular food policies:

“Federal government needs greater control...there should be less opportunity for veto. We often find even
some of the smaller States, if they band together they can get together for example on dietary guidelines or
front-of-pack labelling” (FI-A4)

Specifically regarding the NFP, CS-A2 says “the relationship between Commonwealth and the States was not always a
good one, it was a bit fraught”. This issue of disconnect between Federal and State policy approaches was exacerbated
by the issue of differing partisanship says CS-A4:

“When the NFP was under discussion, remember it was a Labor government in power, and a Liberal-National
Coalition in Victoria...it was very clear that the States wanted to ensure there was no encroachment of what
the Federal government was going to do within the State government’s responsibilities and boundaries” (CS-
Ad).

In contrast, discussion of vertical integration by UK interviewees was far less common, and no government-produced
source on national-regional food policy responsibilities could be identified?*, with the following section compiled

mainly from academic and other grey literature. There are both global and — in particular — Europeanregional

24 Despite requests to DEFRA
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influences and constraints on the national food policymaking system (Barling et al 2002), along with devolved powers
on food-related policy domains. UK ministries ‘sometimes issue policy statements that relate to the entire UK, and at
others, statements that apply only to England’ (MacMillan and Dowler 2011 p3). Appendix Tables A10; 11 and 12
provide a brief summary on government food policy responsibilities in Scotland, Wales and Ireland, from the only
identified source. Power was devolved to Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland in 1999, including for agriculture,
forestry and fishing in Scotland and Wales, and for agriculture in Northern Ireland (SDC 2010; Marsden and Sonnino
2008). “‘Roles and responsibilities differ somewhat between these three, reflecting their different histories and economic
circumstances’, say MacMillan and Dowler, explaining that:

‘some aspects which fall under a ‘food policy’ remit are the responsibility of the UK government with
negotiated response from devolved administrations (such as the Waste and Resources Action Programme
[WRAP]; UK biodiversity support programme; animal vaccination strategies, etc), whereas others are
devolved to the administrations of Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.” (2011 p3)

By way of example of the sometimes confusing approach, key actions in FM are positioned as England only, whereas
F2030 is labelled a ‘UK Government strategy’. FM describes the split as follows:

‘Within the UK, responsibility for many policies that impact on food, such as agriculture, economic
development, health, enforcement of food standards and public sector food, is devolved — to the Scottish
Executive, the Welsh Assembly Government, and the Northern Ireland Assembly. Westminster is responsible
for these policy areas in England, as well as having UK-wide reserved power on issues such as fiscal matters,
competition and advertising, and negotiating at EU level. In this complex system of controls and influence,
there are relatively few areas where the national government has a direct regulatory role. But it continues to
have an important role in the food system — representing society’s interests and concerns, tackling market
failures and establishing stable frameworks with clear goals, within which investments can be made with
confidence’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p27).

As a result some proposals in the report are:

‘..focused on England alone; others have a pan-UK, European or even global relevance. The key actions in the
report are reserved issues or apply to England only; however, the Government will continue to work closely
with the Devolved Administrations on topics of common interest as the policy framework set out here is
developed’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p28).

FM (2008b pxiii) refers specifically to two areas of devolved responsibility — waste; and budgetary autonomy and
decision-making on public procurement — and notes that for example, the Government will consult with Devolved
Administrations about Courtauld Commitment-type agreements on food waste and their possible extension beyond
England. F2030 is less clear, noting that:

“This is a UK Government strategy. Many aspects of food policy are devolved. There are separate food policy
arrangements® in Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland. We are working with the Devolved Administrations
to ensure that as the UK, we share a common understanding of the future of food policy and can collaborate
whenever it makes sense to do so’ (DEFRA 2010 p6).

The devolved countries have also pursued food policy projects, with varying attention to integration. Though a
comprehensive examination is beyond scope; Scotland has introduced several food-related national policies, including:
the 1996 Scottish Diet Action Plan; 1999 Scottish Food and Drink Strategy and Recipe for Success, the country’s first

% Footnotes in the document refer to food policy projects undertaken by each country e.g. Scotland’s Recipe for Success’ rather than
any details of the food policy arrangements themselves
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formally-titled national food and drink policy (2009). It is currently?® formulating a new ‘Good Food Nation’ policy. In
Wales, previous food-related national policies have included the One Wales: One Planet sustainable development
strategy in 2009; the Local Sourcing Action Plan of 2010; and Food for Wales, Food from Wales 2010:2020 — Food
Strategy for Wales, and the 2014 Towards Sustainable Growth - an Action Plan for the Food and Drink Industry 2014-
2020. Northern Ireland’s policies have included: Foresight Leadership group’s Vision Twenty/Twenty report (Investni
2006), focused on creating a competitive agri-food sector through integrating food, diet and health, and the 2013 Going
for Growth — A Strategic Action Plan in Support of the Northern Ireland Agri-Food Industry (SDC 2011).

4.5.1 Mechanisms for Multi-level Governance

An important facilitator of policy integration is mechanisms to cross horizontal or vertical boundaries. The UK’s focus
on horizontal mechanisms — of which Australia has had very little — is discussed in Chapter Five. Conversely, a number
of formal vertical mechanisms are in place in Australia, whereas in the UK none could be identified. Figure 4.1 - an

overview of Australia’s Food Regulatory System - is followed by a description of bodies with a role in food policy.

%6 July 2017
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Figure 4.1: Australia’s Food Regulatory System
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4.5.1.1 COAG

The Council of Australian Governments (COAG), established 1992, includes the Federal government, the governments
of the six States and two mainland Territories and the Australian Local Government Association, and is chaired by the
Prime Minister. Its remit is to debate and co-ordinate government activities across the various levels (DAFF 2011). One
interviewee describes the role of COAG in food policy terms:

**So you’ve got your COAG Ministerial councils, which I think are really quite important in terms of Federal
policy development - obviously they include representatives from all the States in relation to agriculture”
(NGO-A4)
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However, there are question marks over COAG’s capacity to integrate successfully: in a 2013 article Menzies examines
the ‘under-institutionalised’ management of inter-governmental relations, describing how ‘there are no mandated
institutions to develop or drive a longer-term intergovernmental agenda’. For Menzies COAG is a ‘reflection of
Commonwealth expansionism since the 1970s’, and highlights defects in its structure and operation including:

‘lack of collaboration with States and coercive practices, ad hoc practices, unsuitability for responding to the
complexity of the global economy, lack of strategic agenda, lack of respect of State and Territory contribution,
lack of transparency, and the centralising impact of decisions, closed and anti-democratic decision-making
and poor meeting procedures and practices’ (Menzies 2013p383).

Historically, several other ministerial bodies have a link to food, including the: Standing Council on Primary Industries

(SCoPI); Legislative and Governance Forum on Food Regulation (FOFR).

4.5.1.2 SCoPI

SCoPI was the peak forum to pursue and monitor priority issues of national significance affecting Australia’s primary
production sectors. Priority issues are: reform of the national biosecurity system; promoting the ongoing productivity
and sustainability of the agriculture, fisheries and forestry industries; and undertaking coordinated action across
jurisdictions to strengthen long-term food security. However it appears this forum is no longer operating (ABC.net
2013).

4.5.1.3 FoFR

The Legislative and Governance Forum on Food Regulation (formally the Australia and New Zealand Food Regulation
Ministerial Council) is chaired by the Parliamentary Secretary for Health and Ageing, and includes a minister from New
Zealand and the health ministers from Australian States and Territories, as well as other ministers from related
departments (such as Primary Industries, Consumer Affairs) as have been nominated by their jurisdictions. The Forum
is primarily responsible for the development of domestic food regulatory policy and the development of policy

guidelines for setting domestic food standards. It can also adopt, amend or reject standards (www.health.gov.au). The

Food Regulation Standing Committee supports the Forum on Food Regulation, and is responsible for coordinating
policy advice to the Forum and ensuring a nationally consistent approach to the implementation and enforcement of

food standards (www.health.gov.au).

The State Government of Victoria’s NFP Green Paper submission critiques the current approach to Commonwealth
food policy engagement with State and Territory governments through COAG and FoFR, and requests ‘further
discussion amongst all jurisdictions on how to improve intergovernmental engagement on food policy, both within and
beyond these ministerial bodies’ (State Government of Victoria 2012 p4). The submission also outlines the impact of
the Food Regulation Agreement (which appears to have been enacted in 2008) which ‘was designed to ensure a
balanced approach to food policy by enabling ministers responsible for primary industries to be members of the FOFR
along with health ministers’, but has led to an imbalance due to jurisdictions with a marginal food industry having equal
voting power (State Government of Victoria 2012 p5).The bodies are also criticised for lack of transparency (Lawrence
et al 2013). The NFP Green Paper describes the current approach to food policy by the Australian Government as using

the following mechanisms to coordinate policydevelopment, implementation and review:
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e Administrative Arrangements Order (AAO): made by Governor General, and defining responsibilities
of Commonwealth ministers and portfolios

e Rigorous cabinet decision-making process

e Interdepartmental committees

o Intergovernmental forums — including bi-national food regulation system with New Zealand

o Variety of stakeholder liaison forums (DAFF 2012 p44).

CS-A6 explains there were lower level mechanisms operating at the time of the NFP, including a Secretaries Committee

on Food a group of their deputies, meeting every six weeks, and a couple of different reference groups.

In the UK, nothing akin to COAG’s SCoPI or FoFR could be identified. According to a 2015 House of Lords
Constitutional Select Committee report, ‘formal structures underpinning inter-governmental relations are set out in a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the four administrations’ which also establishes a ‘core quadrilateral
forum, the Joint Ministerial Committee’ (JMC) (HOL Constitution Committee 2015). The select committee findings
provide some insights into the JMC — with its role to facilitate joint policy-making and coordination — and its potential
role in food governance. The UK’s arrangements are said to be far less formal than most other countries, with Professor
Nicola McEwen, in evidence to the Select Committee, describing the UK’s inter-governmental relations as “weakly
institutionalised and focused more on communication than coordination”. Most inter-governmental relations are
‘conducted informally and bilaterally, at both official and ministerial level’ and the JMC is described as ‘not well
regarded’. The report of the Smith Commission, set up in 2014 following the Scottish referendum, recommended new

sub-committees be set up, in policy areas including rural policy, and agriculture & fisheries.

4.6 Political Institutions Compared

As demonstrated by the section on food governance above, and the differences between the UK and Australian
structures, any examination of institutional influences on food policy integration, must examine macro-institutional
variables. The following section therefore extends the food governance discussion to the political and bureaucratic

institutions in both countries.

Table 4.7: UK-Australia Political Structures Compared

UK Australia
Bi-Constitutional (consensual devolved regimes and a ‘Washminster’ System — Mix of North American Federal
majoritarian UK central government) (Flinders 2010) and Westminster (Ward and Stewart 2009)
Westminster System — (parliamentary sovereignty; Majoritarian (governing process dominated by a single
strong cabinet government; accountability through party)

elections; adversarial style of politics)
Majoritarian (governing process dominated by a single

party)

Constitutional Monarchy Form of Constitutional Monarchy
Parliamentary (Executive as part of Legislature) Parliamentary (Executive as part of Legislature)
No written constitution (uncodified) Written Constitution (since 1900)
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Bicameral — House of Commons; House of Lords Bicameral — Upper House (The Senate) and Lower House
(House of Representatives)

Fixed Term Parliaments — Five Years Fixed Term Parliaments — Three Years

Source: Author

Table 4.7 warrants qualification with discussion of two major changes in political institutions in the two countries,
which provide context on their capacity to produce national integrated food policy. The first is the shift from
government to governance, discussed in Chapter One. The second: the rise of what has been characterised as the
‘Competiton State’ (CS), a term developed to encapsulate restructuring of the welfare state from rapid expansion of its
social and economic role around the time of WW?2, leading to high public sector costs; through to attempts by
governments to make social policy more efficient, and the so called ‘marketisation’ of welfare (Evans and Cerny 2003).
While a full examination of the CS thesis is beyond scope, similar trends can be identified in the UK (Cerny and Evans
2004; Horsfall 2013), and Australia (Radcliffe 2010), and of particular relevance is their enthusiastic embrace of the
international trend towards New Public Management (NPM), characterised by ‘enhanced competition and the

disaggregation of public service functions’ (Dunleavy 1994, cited in Beeson and Firth 1998).

4.6.1 Elections

The electoral cycle, a related macro-institutional variable, was raised by numerous interviewees as a significant
influence on food policy integration. The two countries have different cycles. In the UK, the Fixed-term Parliaments
Act 2011 set the interval between general elections at five years. Prior to this elections could be called at any time

(http://www.parliament.uk/about/how/elections-and-voting/general/). While in Australia, national elections are held at

least every three years, as specified in the Constitution (www.aec.gov.au). Between 1945-2015 there were 18 UK
general elections, giving an average period of government between elections of 3.3 years, compared to the Australian
2.48 years. But during this sixty years there were only seven changes in UK government, while in Australia
between1945-2007 the government changed only five times over the 25 Federal elections held (Ward and
Stewart 2009). Both countries are therefore characterised by a relatively short political cycle, with significant
implications for longer-term policy issues, with reasonable infrequency of changes of government which might
somewhat mitigate the issue. Menzies (2013) nevertheless argues that Australia’s short political cycle, due to its
system of ‘dual democracy’ where rarely a year goes by without a State or Federal election, results in the ‘constant
churn of leaders and agendas’. This, says Menzies, is particularly damaging in terms of inter-government relations,
because ‘the shifting array of partisan make-up and personalities’ inhibit momentum in intergovernmental agreement
(p385).

In the UK, the focus of many interviewees echoed comments made by the President of the National Farmers’ Union in
evidence to an Environment Food and Rural Affairs Select Committee: who lamented ‘I am on my third Secretary of
State and third minister’ (Peter Kendall, NFU; EFRA 2009 - Securing Food Supplies Oral Evidence 2008-9).
Interviewees noted that food policy, obesity, sustainability, “don’t suit the political cycle” (FI-UK3) because “whenever
we get a change of government they assume everything the previous government did was a load of rubbish so they put it
in the bin” (FPPT-UKZ2) or “throw the baby out with the bathwater” (NGO-UK), and ministers “all want answers within

four years and they want a policy they can deliver within a shorter period” (FI-UK3). “New governments want a fresh
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start, turn the page, everything is rejected that happened before, and then two years into a new term there is a
recognition these things are important so we better have another study” (FPPT-UK2). In reality, this reading of the

situation may be coloured by experiences post-2008. Prior to this a Labour government held power for ten years.

4.6.2 The Bureaucracy

Like many other countries, as described in the literature review on policy integration, both the UK and Australia
embraced an NPM-based form of bureaucracy in the 1980s, with private business principles applied to the public sector,
such as privatisation and the introduction of quasi-markets and including increased use of Quangos, to reform of civil
service, and this organisational — or even institutional — structural legacy persists (Cairney 2011). This institutional
design has important implications for capacity to integrate food policy, both organisationally, and ideationally, due to a
trend towards lack of sector expertise in the civil service to see beyond the silo. For example, in a UK Demos 2004
report The Dead Generalist, Ed Straw argues the structure, and rules around moving civil servants regularly from post
to post, results in poor project management knowledge, lack of institutional memory and isolation from professional
networks, which spread good practice (Straw 2004). More recently, Hallsworth and Rutter (2011) raised the need to
better value civil service expertise, because current structures limit the career progression of subject experts apart from
to management, leading to the loss of knowledge management. This issue of internal sector-specific knowledge is said
to be institutionalised through current bureaucratic reward systems based on tangible outputs like briefings, white
papers, consultation documents, which marginalises those longer-term approaches to problems which are not associated
with such ‘badges of success’ outputs. This analysis is echoed in Anthony King’s (2015) book on Whitehall, Who
Governs?, which emphasises lack of ‘institutional memory’ (subject-specific knowledge and expertise), and the drastic
reduction in senior officials and rapid rate of turnover of both ministers and officials. One of the striking findings of the
IFG’s policy reunions work was how — contrary to common practice where civil servants rotate on a frequent basis — in
the successful policy examples, civil servants remained in a specialised subject post for many years. Hallsworth et al
highlight several further ‘systemic barriers’ to good policymaking generally, and working across departments
specifically, based on interviews with policymakers, including the tendency to place ‘smart thinkers’ with the ability to
provide fresh perspectives in the centre of government, which can result in the centre ‘coming up with sort of radical
proposals that were out of context with the rest of [departmental] agenda’ (Hallsworth et al 2012 p66). A further
problem identified was the balancing act between using flexible pools, to overcome institutional inertia, with the lack of
long-term thinking that comes with a project-based approach to policymaking:

‘That’s often the hardest bit: it’s not the technical thing...it’s knowing why people are saying that this needs to
be done this way, or that way, from where they’re coming from as a farming organisation, or as an
environmental organisation, or as an industry sector. You can’t get that instantly; you need to get to know
your stakeholders’ (Senior Civil Servant, cited in Hallsworth et al 2012 p72).

Hallsworth et al also cite an NAO report (2001) which identified a lack of: *authoritative subject experts, who really
understand their subject areas and are able to build up networks across departments and with other subject specialists

outside central government’ (p31, cited in Hallsworth et al 2012 p73).

The Government’s administrative arm is referred to as the ‘public service’ in Australia. It ‘administers Australian

Federal government policy with responsibilities for making, monitoring, and enforcing regulation (Parkin, Summers,
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&Woodward, 2002)’ (Baker et al 2017), and like the UK is made up of ‘core’ agencies such as Treasury and Prime
Minister and Cabinet; and line departments responsible for particular policy areas (Ward and Stewart 2009). Several
reforms over the past three decades have restructured the bureaucracy, adding new rules and operating procedures. For
example, Thompson describes reforms undertaken in 1986 as the ‘most radical changes in the history of the Australian
public service’: an amendment of the Public Service Act which gave departmental secretaries increased power on
staffing. There followed a restructuring in 1987 involving creation of 16 super-ministries and abolition of the Public

Service Board; moving closer still towards a ‘managerialist model of governing’ (Thompson 1991 p134).

In Australia, as elsewhere, the subsequent Hawke-Keating government’s public service reforms around NPM led to a
focus on ‘results, outcomes and performance’ (Keating 1993b pl, cited in Beeson and Firth 1998). However, as
discussed in the literature review on policy integration, the paradigm of ‘performance management’ and application of
the private sector concept of ‘corporate governance’ to the public service has significant consequences for integration
projects (Halligan 2005). According to Ward and Stewart (2009), reforms to the public service since the 1980s have led
to a service characterised by more short-term contracts, often linked to a performance bonus, and more involvement of
the Cabinet in appointing senior public servants, leading to criticisms of loss of independence. Radcliffe (2010)
describes similar issues to the UK, with a crisis of capacity for state actors: a brain drain in the public sector; cost-
cutting and higher staff turnover has meant a decline in internal policy capacity, and a more general ‘hollowing out’
(Rhodes 1994, cited in Radcliffe 2010 p 124). A paper ‘Dumbing down in Canberra’ in 2001 (McAuley 2001)
concluded that ‘the assets of specialisation, continuity and experience have been lost’; and speaking in 1998, a former
civil servant quoted by Bell (2004) vocalises the trend:

‘there is a serious danger that public service departments will become short term in their focus and that
serious policy-related research and advice will be left to lobby groups, private consultants and think tanks —
which are seldom sources of disinterested advice and whose perspectives tend to be narrow’ (p24).

Interviewees in both countries (from the food industry in particular), suggested a lack of policymaker subject
knowledge was problematic and hindering more coherent approaches to food policy, for example FI-UK’s comments:
“DEFRA still struggles to understand food, it understands agriculture a bit, but not as much as it used to....they don’t
have enough of the right kind of people and they certainly don’t have enough people going out....literally going around
factories, looking at how things work, understanding the processes”. Similarly, ST-A in Australia says “quite frankly
there are people in the department responsible for manufacturing, who are responsible for food policy, who only have a
limited knowledge of the food industry for starters, because they are manufacturing generalists and career public
servants. But those people only have the scantest knowledge of agriculture, and a lot of the guys in primary industries
don’t have much understanding of manufacturing”, the latter point highlighting the disconnect in supply chain
oversight. CS-A2 links this to the current bureaucratic practice of “fast-cycling” generalists, and a tendency towards
“window dressing™ rather than “high quality debate and resolution”, which is a pity because “you need to be able to
hammer these things out™.

With the policy systems context now provided, the findings section moves to analysis of the two integration projects
FM/F2030 and the NFP.
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Chapter Five: Policy Analysis of Food Matters and Food 2030 Projects

The following is an analysis of the FM and F2030 policy formulation processes, using the Framework Tool (FT). As
outlined in the Methodology, the FT comprises five categories of variables which can impact on, or help explain, the
outcomes of an integrated policy project: what happens at the OUTSET of the policy process; the CONTENT of the
policy itself; the INPUT into the policy process; the budget assigned to the policy process; and the OUTCOMES of the
policy process. The chapter examines each category of variables in turn, with reference to the data from interviews and
documentary analysis. FM and F2030 are treated as two stages of a single policy formulation project, as outlined in the
Methodology. Findings for both stages are included under each variable to allow the relationship between the two sets

of data to be discussed.
5.1 OUTSET

5.1.1 Originating Actor

FM was published in 2008 by the Cabinet Office. According to interviewees, Nick Pearce, at the time head of the Prime
Minister’s Policy Unit, came up with the idea of looking into food as one of several options for policy projects. The role
of the Prime Minister’s Special Advisors (SpAds) is therefore significant:

[It was] ““one of first set of projects Strategy Unit asked to take forward by Number Ten when Brown came in.
It was really an idea from Nick Pearce, who subsequently ended up leading the policy unit and the Strategy”
(CS-UKa4).

How much chance entered into the decision to go ahead with food over other possible topics under consideration is not
clear:

“Nick’s interest wasn’t just about global food prices, his perspective on food was much much broader. One of
the other topics he talked about doing a project on...and wait for this...you may not believe it but it is
true...was a project on beauty. [laughs...um] I think he was thinking particularly of the built environment, the
pleasantness of the places in which we live, but I don’t think, knowing Nick it was exclusively the built
environment, but anything that was considered beautiful. So there was this interest alongside the big heavy
duty political topics in some of these other issues that wouldn’t normally catch the attention of perhaps
politicians or policymakers. So | guess Nick was interested in things like the quality of food that people were
eating, was it healthy”” (CS-UK2).

The SpAds are said to have been interested in several aspects of food at the outset, from mandatory food standards to
land use, food waste, and fruit and veg stalls (CS-UK5). Two influences were identified as prompting food as a topic: 1.
An interest in the “Westminster Village” of exploring ideas of “new politics”; and 2. a general perception that food was
“everywhere” at that time:

“There was this idea of a disconnect between the political class and the population. So that was floating
around. And then it was at a time there was food stuff everywhere...you couldn’t open a newspaper or turn on
the TV without somebody pushing a food story at you — chefs, food as a popular culture thing, a lot of
commentary about some of the environmental and other aspects, but generally a sense the nation had become
interested in food, of food as aspirational” (CS-UK4).

Jamie Oliver’s School dinners TV series and ‘Feed me Better’ campaign in 2005 are one example: a high profile chef
taking unprecedented interest in a food policy issue. CS-UK3 adds that “obesity was a growing issue, and the

government could see that was going to be a very big challenge, and how we eat and how it is produced”. NGO-UK3
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suggests a recognition “there was stuff going on that the government was behind the curve on” as important in
empowering the policy. The influence of this cultural shift is supported by FM’s foreword by Prime Minister Gordon
Brown:

“The rise of popular interest in food policy issues, and growing public awareness that what we choose to eat
impacts on everything from animal welfare to our health and the protection of the environment, has led to
massive transformation in Britain’s food culture over the past 10 years. This cultural change, along with more
recent events in global food markets, has brought new and urgent policy challenges to the fore, which
governments must act to meet’ (Cabinet Office 2008b pi).

A point of disagreement in the findings is the role of the UK Prime Minister in catalysing the policy project, with some
interviewees proposing an active role for political and personal reasons (CS-UK5; NGO-UK; CS-UK), including
“looking for an issue to make his own having been in Blair’s shadow for all those years” (CS-UK), and others more
dismissive of Brown’s role, for example CS-UK, saying “if I’m brutally honest with you I’m not sure how much it came
to his attention” (CS-UK2). One of the apparent common misconceptions by interviewees — and highlighting the
methodological challenges of post-hoc policy analysis — was that the food price spike of 2007-8 was the catalyst for the
policy, possibly an example of Baumgartner and Jones’ (2009 p256) ‘Silent Spring phenomenon’, where ‘in
remembering we often revise chronology to let a single symbolic event carry the meaning of a complex process (Popkin
1991 p112, cited in Baumgartner and Jones 2009 p256). In fact “the project was commissioned way before the food
price spike happened” (CS-UK4) and “food prices became an issue about a third of the way through the project, at
which time another group — led by Treasury and Cabinet Office — was set up to specifically look at food prices” (CS-

UKS5).

5.1.2 Food 2030

The project was a response to the earlier FM report from the Cabinet Office, as stated in the introduction to F2030:

“This new strategy for food has been drawn up following the publication of the Cabinet Office Strategy Unit’s
report in July 2008. Food Matters called for better integration of food policy across government and
highlighted two challenges: climate change and obesity. 2008 also saw food prices rise sharply for the first
time in a generation, provoking riots in some parts of the world. In August 2009 we published our assessment
of UK food security and set out what we need to do to maintain it. This document brings all of the challenges
together for the first time’ (DEFRA 2010 pl).

5.1.2 Timeline and Time Taken

There is no specific timeline in the FM report. The perceived urgency of the project is not clear from the data, although
it is noteworthy that there was not considered to be enough time for an extensive public consultation (CS-UK4), and a
member of the working group describes ““a very tight deadline”, with “ a massive amount of work that was done in a
very short space of time” (CS-UK). The process took in total 10 months from start to finish.The Strategy Unit was
commissioned to undertake the food policy project in September 2007. The next two months were spent pulling a
project team together, and on background research, which led to the publication of a paper: Food: An Analysis of the
Issues. This was a discussion paper — explicitly not a statement of government policy — presenting ‘an analysis of a
number of the key issues pertaining to food and food policy in the UK’ (Cabinet Office 2008a). It examines trends
shaping food consumption and production and their implications for society, the economy and the environment, based

on desk research and analysis and discussions within and outside Government. With chapters on: Consumer Demand;
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The UK Food Chain; Global Markets; Food Security; Food and the Environment; Diet and Health; and Food Safety, the
paper ‘maps the key trends in the food system, the drivers behind them and the issues arising’, noting that ‘the
sustenance, enjoyment, wealth and employment provided by our diet are accompanied by large environmental and
health costs’ and that there are ‘a number of areas where the current debate on food may need to be refocused or
refined’ (Cabinet Office 2008a p13;14,15). This issues analysis — the first in the three-phase FM formulation process —
was followed by an analysis of how well current policy fitted the issues identified, and finally, policy recommendations

were published in the final report (Food Ethics Council 200b).

5.1.2.1 Food 2030

The Vision, published in January 2010 (15 months after FM was published in July 200b), utilises a 20-year timeline.
For Marsden (2010), while the 2030 timeline ‘is appealing and legitimate... it can also be used as a ‘long grass tactic’’,
meaning challenges ‘can be raised but not faced” because ‘if the frame of reference is global and the time horizon
flexible and extendable...real traction and delivery mechanisms can be put off for another day’ (p444). A farming trade
press editorial responding to F2030 makes a similar assessment, noting that‘those producers struggling to make money

today will look at the Food 2030 strategy and ask ‘How does it help me right now?’ (Farmers Weekly 2010).

5.1.3 Terms of Reference

It appears that no formal Terms of Reference (ToR) in a traditional sense were issued for the FM project. The report
itself states the Strategy Unit was commissioned*...to examine our approach to food policy right across the board’,
outlining actions needed ‘to ensure our long-term food security, the sustainability of food production and consumption,
and the promotion of public health” (Cabinet Office 2008b pi).The request from Number Ten to do something on food
was not specific, and a scoping exercise in response to the request “became the terms of reference”. However, one of
the priorities set out in scoping the project take a “consumer come citizen focus — starting post-farm gate” and looking

at a consumer perspective “to distinguish it from other things that had been done like Curry etc” (CS-UK4).

5.1.3.1 Food 2030

No specific ToR could be identified for F2030. However, it was a response to FM, which potentially represented the
ToR. DEFRA work around the time on food security was also influential. In response to the 2007-8 food price spikes,
DEFRA published several reports, including the 2009 Ensuring the UK’s Food Security in a changing World (Defra
2009b), and 2010 UK Food Security Assessment (Defra 2010b), featuring a suite of food security indicators focused on
the themes of food availability, access, affordability, safety and resilience, with the aim of creating a more structured
evidence base. Each of the themes featured headline and supporting indicators (EFRA 2014), and were developed
‘through stakeholder engagement, and with input from the Council of Food Policy Advisers’ (DEFRA 2010 p4). It is
interesting to note integration raised as an issue again in 2014, with the EFRA report on Food Security noting:

‘...it is not entirely clear to us which department has the primary responsibility for leading on UK food
security and its delivery, nor what priority these issues are given in other departmental strategies, and
therefore how this may affect their specific contributions in relation to resourcing and delivery of the
Government's food security strategy. The Food and Drink Federation pointed to the Environmental Audit
Committee report of 2012 which concluded that the Government did not have a strategy which unified policy
areas which impact on production, supply and demand which could drive the whole system towards greater
sustainability” (EFRA 2014).
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5.1.4 Political Party and Stage in Electoral Cycle

At the time FM was formulated, the Labour government had been in power for over ten years (since 1997). The party
had already taken quite a strong policy lead on food, having made significant machinery of government changes in the
early 2000s, reforming the department of agriculture and creating a new organisation, the Food Standards Agency.
The changes were in response to a series of food scares in the UK, as discussed in Chapter Four. A period of fairly

dense policy activity followed, culminating in FM in 2000.

FM was initiated towards the middle of the electoral cycle (2005-2010). The Prime Minister had, however, recently
changed, from Tony Blair (in post since 1997) to Gordon Brown (previously Chancellor of the Exchequer for ten

years).

5.1.4.1 Food 2030

The Labour government remained in power during the F2030 formulation process. However, the stage in the electoral
cycle was contrasted by interviews with FM, where:

*“...there was a lot of optimism around the 1999-2001 period. We’d come out of Mrs Thatcher’s rule for 18
years, then we had the Blair start off, and they were very fresh and new and consultative, they had a huge
majority and they could get things done” (FI-UK3).

Whereas with F2030:

“One of the biggest problems is the timing of this report, it came out just towards the end of the Labour
administration. Had it come in at the beginning of it | think it would have made real difference” (CS-UK).

The comments echo NGO Fife Diet’s description of F2030 as a ‘policy at the fag-end of a Brown
Government” (www.thefifediet.co.uk — accessed April 2016). The issue was also raised (somewhat naively?) in a F2030
briefing by an IGD economist, shortly after its release, asking:

‘How will the imminent General Election affect governmental approach? It is possible that the next
government will take an entirely different view of the issues in Food 2030 but, at present, this seems unlikely.
The food challenges will remain the same whichever party is in charge and, in any case, much of the thinking
behind Food 2030 will have come from Defra civil servants rather than political heads of department. What
may change however, is departmental budgets — the ability and willingness of the government to pay for the
necessary activities’ (IGD 2010).

5.1.5 Government Sponsor/ Lead Department

The FM policy project was led by the Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit, which was housed in the Cabinet Office (CO), an
arrangement which featured strongly in interviews. The particular role, image, status and modus operandi of the CO as
the lead department of the policy project — and more specifically the PMSU — was discussed at length, in terms of the
positive impact of the department’s gravitas, the ability to co-opt other departments to the policy project, the ability to
work on cross-cutting issues, the ability to work nimbly, swiftly and so on. FI-UK3 likened the CO to the Treasury,
noting that ““an endorsement from them it is worth having”; while for NGO-UK3 the CO role*“made the other
departments a bit more constructive in their involvement than they might otherwise have been if it had been led out of
another department.” CS-UK stressed it was important FM was “taken out of any individual department’s leadership™ ,

and““when the Cabinet Office says something needs to be done, they bring in any relevant input that is required, so they
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set aside individual and department approaches if you like.”” This is echoed by CS-UK7’s recollection the CO team
were “quite forceful in what they wanted us to do”. NGO-UK2 says the project team ““had the authority as it was
something the PM commissioned, which is different to DEFRA commissioning it or whatever”, and CS-UK4 underlines
how “the point was that the initiative did not come out of DEFRA or the farming environment, but came from centre
and nothing like it attempted before™.The strong connection between the CO and joined-up policy work was also raised
by CS-UK 2:

“It is important to understand that the Strategy Unit in the Cabinet Office, like its predecessors, was very well
placed to work on cross-cutting issues and sometimes issues that might not be on the front row of policy
priorities like schools, health, crime; the really big political issues”.

It is interesting to note the insinuation from this civil servant that food would not be considered a front row policy issue
or political priority. CS-UK?7 adds that “clearly the fact that it was pulled together by the Cabinet Office must reflect
the fact they didn’t think the departments were working well enough together, or that there was an obvious lead

department™.

5.1.5.1 Food 2030

While there was widespread praise for the centralised sponsorship of FM, the challenges of taking forward a policy
which is devised centrally but progressed via a specific department, in this case DEFRA, were raised. CS-UK4 for
example says:

““As soon as you put things in a department, rather than running them effectively from Number Ten, you are at
an immediate disadvantage in trying to make this cross-Whitehall narrative a reality, with the Department of
Health, for example, and the gravity effect of being pulled on to DEFRA type issues inevitably takes hold.”

Similarly, FI-UK4 says:

“The Cabinet Office can write great stuff, but unless it can get senior ministers and ministries to adopt a
strategy it can’t do any more, and it is not its job either. The guy who wrote Food Matters....said ‘well we’ve
done our job, that’s it. It is up to ministries to pick it up’. Well of course there isn’t a ministry to pick it up,
there are several ministries, all of which find this a bit embarrassing because it means they would have to talk
to each other. Now strictly speaking DEFRA is still responsible, but the DEFRA minister can’t go around
bullying BIS and Department of Health or Treasury, essentially DEFRA is a minor ministry, so it is infernally
complicated” (FI-UK4).

NGO-UK3 concurs that at the time of F2030, DEFRA was “catastrophically weak in terms of its relationships with any
other bit of government, so effectively it was on a hiding to nothing”. The remarks raise a fundamental issue for
integrated food policy: policies may be formulated centrally, utilising innovation thinking and better cross-government
oversight, but implementation might take place by a decentralised department. This is raised by CS-UK4, and expanded
on by Professor Tim Lang during an EFRA Select Committee hearing on UK food security:

“So it is not necessarily entirely fair, if what followed didn’t quite deliver on some things, not necessarily a
surprise. It is difficult to keep those kind of things going from a single department and without the glue, not
enough concrete common interest between Department of Health and DEFRA and so forth to bind them all
together” (CS-UK4).

‘At the civil servant level that process also needs to happen. It must happen across Whitehall, it cannot just be
left to DEFRA—back again to the Chair’s question. Even though | personally would like DEFRA to be the
lead and it is seen by the Cabinet, | understand, as taking that lead, it cannot deliver a coherent food
security sustainability policy—call it whatever we will— unless it is also dealing with the Department of
Health, the
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Food Standards Agency, DFID, the Treasury. It must be cross-sectoral or else it will not resolve the problems
that we have’ (Professor Tim Lang; EFRA 2009; Securing Food Supplies Oral Evidence 2008-9)

Could the FM work have remained within the Cabinet Office, and not being passed to DEFRA? Probably not,
according to CS-UK2, unless “it had been considered really, really important” because of pressure towards new
projects. This would have been more likely in the early years of the Blair/Brown government than in the later years,
when certain Strategy Unit projects would be picked up and overseen by the Delivery Unit. Dedicated units were set up
in the CO, for example, following work on social exclusion. And “if food or any other issue was sufficiently important
there is nothing to stop anyone using a mechanism such as that to push it through” (CS-UK2), but in general PMSU
worked with departments through the course of a project to “get them to buy in” (CS-UK?2) so they could take over the
work subsequently. FPPT-UK2 says “with hindsight, what probably should have happened was retaining responsibility
within the Cabinet Office for oversight. So to throw the ball to DEFRA without retaining accountability within the

Cabinet Office was probably a weakness”.

5.2 CONTENT

As outlined in Chapter One, the report is positioned as ‘an overarching statement of government food policy’ (Cabinet
Office 2008b pi,iii), which aims ‘to review the main trends in food production and consumption in the UK; to analyse
the implications of those trends for the economy, society and the environment; to assess the robustness of the current
policy framework for food; and to determine what the objectives of future food strategy should be and the measures
needed to achieve them’ (Cabinet Office 2008b pi, iii). FM consists of seven chapters, the first of which covers an
introduction and overview of the main trends and challenges in the food system, including poor diet and environmental
impacts, and ‘raising output to feed a larger, wealthier human population’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p35). Subsequent
chapters discuss ‘future food policy’: noting several future strategic policy objectives, as listed below at 5.2.2;
‘Supporting the consumer’ — focused on what government can do to accelerate cultural change around food; ‘Engaging
the Supply Chain’ — noting issues around food business competition, public trust and confidence and food safety, and
public health consumption issues, proposing salt reduction policy as a template for future action, plus the need to work
on Five-a-Day and tackling waste and climate change. Chapter Six on ‘Leadership, food and the public sector’ focuses
mainly on procurement and introduces a new Healthier Food Mark instrument, while the final chapter is on ‘Delivering
the Government’s Vision’, and outlines a series of new governance arrangements plus a list of actions (see Appendix

Table B1 for a longer summary of FM content).

Food 2030

The strategy is structured around six core issues. For each issue chapter, context is provided, goals are listed, and
actions — for government, industry, consumers — are specified. The context is similar in content to FM. Government’s
role in creating a sustainable and secure food system is positioned as: encouraging change through voluntary, regulatory
or economic approaches; leading by example; enabling change; building evidence and providing policy leadership
(DEFRA 2010 p8). A final ‘Delivering Food 2030’ chapter highlights the importance of working together, as
underlined in the EFRA report Securing food supplies up to 2050, and states principles for engaging with partners to

deliver F2030: mutual trust, openness and transparency; early engagement on issues; working collaboratively;
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constructive challenge; acknowledging disagreement; and basing discussions on evidence. The goals and the actions for
or involving government are summarised under Outcomes: Final Status. A summary of the content of F2030 can be
found in Appendix Table B2.

5.2.1 Definition of the Problem

FM defines the problem it is addressing in two ways: 1. Social and environmental challenges of the current system and
2. The more integrated approach needed for food policymaking (Cabinet Office 2008b p55). The report positions the

food system as a:

‘...stage on which some of the major societal challenges of our time are being played out — most obviously
lifestyle-induced health issues (such as obesity), the collective response to the threat of climate change (both
mitigation and adaptation) and the wider search for environmentally sustainable economic growth’ (Cabinet
Office 2008b p52).

Environmental and public health challenges are outlined at length, with a focus on poor diets, food’s environmental
impacts, food industry consolidation, lack of skills, and the challenge of food security. The policy integration problem is
defined as the need for a clearer policy framework that:

*...fits the different elements together more effectively and ensures that all are pursued with increased vigour
and coherence’ because ‘UK food policy today is somewhat less than the sum of its parts’ (Cabinet Office
2008b p41).

It notes that:

‘...the UK has not had a comprehensive and formal statement of ‘food policy’ since the Second World War.
Today, a patchwork of strategies addresses different aspects of the food system and the market failures in each
discrete area’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p41).

Many specific references are made throughout on the implications of this policy fragmentation, for example that ‘the
relationship between different elements is not always clearly spelled out and the relative importance of objectives in
different areas is not always clear’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p41) (though the report itself does not outline relationships or
rank objectives). This approach to defining the problem was broadly appreciated by interviewees, with particular
reference made to its attempt to encompass the whole food chain. FI-UK4, for example, appreciated that “it didn’t
regard food as the stuff you buy in shops, or the stuff farmers grew, it recognised it was all of those things™ and also its
recognition that*“our farming needed a boost, which it did, it said private sector industry is strong in the UK, it also
recognised quite rightly that we had some red-hot retailers that were in danger of screwing down the chain so hard that
they would put some farmers out of business”. Although in reality, the policy did not address food production

significantly.

5.2.1.1 Food 2030

Similarly, F2030 describes a multi-faceted problem, encompassing considerable environmental and health pressures, for
example:

‘But we face big challenges today which mean we need to think differently about food. We can’t just carry on
as we are. We need to produce more food without damaging the natural resources — air, water, soil and
marine resources, biodiversity and climate — that we all depend on. We need to feed more people globally,
many of whom want or need to eat a better diet. We need to tackle increasing obesity and encourage healthier
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diets. And we need to do all these things in light of the increasing challenge of climate change and while
delivering continuous improvement in food safety’ (DEFRA 2010 p3).

Like FM it makes some links between domains, noting:

‘Diet will have a huge impact not only on our health and our economy, but most importantly on sustainability’
(p4).

Food security becomes a more prominent theme in F2030: the report describes itself as ‘bringing together for the first
time’ the challenges identified in FM (integration, climate change and obesity), with those identified in the August 2009
assessment of UK food security (p4). The strategy is described as ‘a response both to the big food challenges —
sustainability, security and health — and to the call for more joined up food policy’ (p4). While production issues were
largely absent from FM, they are reintroduced by 2030, leading Marsden to describe the report as:

‘quite unique in both its policy scope and spatial scale, re-introducing national and international food
security — defined as having enough food, in the right place, at the right time — as a key concern both
nationally and internationally. Not since the late 1970s, when successive governments produced policy
documents entitles Food from our own Resources (1974) and Farming and the Nation (1974) have national
food security and production concerns been so much on the policy agenda’ (2010 p443).

UK food security is a key part of the vision to 2030: “‘Our food security is ensured through strong UK agriculture and
food sectors and international trade links with EU and global partners, which support developing economies’ (p7). The
F2030 launch press release also focuses on the importance of food security, and challenges facing the country to
maintain a secure food supply at time of rapid population growth and climate change (DEFRA 2010), a theme picked
up in opinion pieces following the launch, forexample:

‘Government’s U-turn on food security, for example, is a significant step. Two years ago Mr Benn [Hilary
Benn the Agriculture Minister] would not entertain the idea of a food security crisis. This week he says food
security is as important to the country’s future wellbeing-and that of the world’s — as energy security’
(Farmers’ Weekly 2010).

5.2.2 Goals and Objectives

The aims of FM were:
‘...to review the main trends in food production and consumption in the UK; to analyse the implications of
those trends for the economy, society and the environment; to assess the robustness of the current policy
framework for food; and to determine what the objectives of future food strategy should be and the measures
needed to achieve them’ (Cabinet Office 2008b piii).

It is notable that the aim is to determine what the objectives of future food strategy should be, a sentiment reinforced by

the interviewees involved in the policy project that this was seen to be the first step in a process, rather than the food

policy itself: the report also identifies four main strategic policy objectives for government, stating that these should be

to secure:

« Fair prices, choice, access to food and food security through open and competitive markets;

« Continuous improvement in the safety of food;

* The changes needed to deliver a further transition to healthier diets; and

« A more environmentally sustainable food chain (Cabinet Office 2008b p43).

A further objective is the better integration of food policy.
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5.2.2.1 Food 2030

The report states it ‘sets out the priorities for the UK government on food” (p4) and ‘the steps we can take to get there’
(p3). No specific objectives are laid out, aside from the generic ‘vision for a sustainable and secure food system for

2030’ (p7) and six core issues for the food system (p9) (see Appendix Table B2 for details) are explicitly referenced.

5.2.3 Framing

Along with the explicit content, two frames identified in the FM report relate to the role of government and the
importance of productivity, competition and innovation. The Government’s core role in the UK food system is framed
as being to:

...correct market failures where they arise (the food economy may be distorted by market failures caused by
poor information, imperfect competition, the failure to price externalities and the under-provision of public
goods); and to ensure that social equity is safeguarded (Cabinet Office 2008b p36).

It notes that “generally, this will be achieved through the tax and benefit system, but special measures may be needed in
some cases to ensure that the more vulnerable in society have adequate access to nutritious food’ (Cabinet Office
2008b p38). A potential contradiction appears between some of the more interventionist language used in the four
main strategic policy objectives (see above) and more cautious tone used when discussing the government’s role, and
the importance of goals not interfering with ‘individuals’ freedom of choice about what to eat’ (Cabinet Office 2008b
p36). The language used is again more circumspect when stating that:

‘Editing food choices can be a complex and contentious issue. It can attract charges of ‘nannying’ and can

seem to contradict the agenda of informed consumer choice’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p61)

The following statement on public sector food is bolder:

‘There is reliance on advice, voluntary guidelines and reform of the procurement system, but their impact is
inevitably limited while demand drivers remain unchanged’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p105).

While another passage hints at a less interventionist ambitions:
‘A host of social, economic and environmental issues that we face as a society, from poverty to climate change,
are manifest in the food system, but these are rarely food-specific problems. Tackling these issues through
interventions in the food system is unlikely to be the best solution — it is generally better to target the source of
the problem’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p40).
Although the framing in the latter quote does not mitigate against intervention — indeed one reading could assume even
further intervention into deeper structural issues impacting on society — there is a suggestion that the problems are in a
sense ‘bigger than food’ and therefore not the remit of a government ‘food policy’. The pivotal role of consumers
features in statements about how the new framework for food policy ‘is intended to ensure that the Government is
equipped to play its part in the continuing transformation of the UK’s food system. But it is the decisions of consumers
and industry, and the values and preferences of society at large, that will determine how fast and how far that process
moves’ (pxiv). Later, it identifies how Government can‘support consumers in the choices they make’ (p5), but later still
acknowledges ‘the transition to a truly sustainable food system requires the collective support and cooperation of
business, consumers and government’ (p42). Chapter Four focuses on how government can support consumers, through

providing information and advice, but notes:
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‘There are, however, likely to be limits to the extent to which better information and advice can change
behaviour, particularly where consumers face complex trade-offs between difficult ethical or environmental
outcomes. In these cases there is evidence that consumers expect food retailers and others to help ‘edit’ food
choices on their behalf’ (p49)
A narrative of productivity, competition and innovation, appears several times within the document, with framing
around how ‘well-functioning, open and competitive markets are the best means of securing fair prices for consumers
and fair dealing along the supply chain’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p37), and also in Chapter Three’s vision of future food
policy, where it is envisioned the UK food supply chain will ‘continue to be a major source of wealth creation and
employment, competitive internationally and continually developing the skills and capability of its workforce’ (Cabinet
Office 2008b p37); ‘be populated by diverse, successful, innovative food businesses — small businesses and large, high-
tech and traditional production, niche and universal’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p37) and where ‘competition along and
across each part of the food chain will encourage innovation, a focus on the consumer and the best use of resources’
(Cabinet Office 2008b p37).

5.2.3.1 Food 2030

Government’s role in food policy/choices is repeated verbatim from FM (see 5.2.3). F2030 also reiterates appropriate
policy levers:

‘To play our part in delivering 2030 we will: encourage change through voluntary, regulatory or economic
approaches. Government will favour voluntary industry-led and owned measures wherever possible, but we
recognise that regulation may be required in some instances’ (p8)

The role of consumers is more strongly emphasised than in FM. Those with a role to play in food policy, and in
delivering the strategy, are listed in the following order: consumers; food producers; food businesses; food
manufacturers, retailers and caterers; and Goverment, noting Government can ‘help to lead the change’ (p3). The role

of consumers is highlighted in actions to take the strategy forwardsincluding:

‘Consumers can support healthy and sustainable food, and can try to throw less food away’ (p3).

‘Consumers adopt healthy, sustainable diets’, whereby: ‘People make use of the opportunities available to
learn more about food, creating a greater demand for healthy, sustainable food” (p18).

‘Consumers can help develop a lower-carbon food system by creating demand for food with a smaller
environmental footprint” (p47).

The title of the F2030 launch press release also focuses on the role of non-government stakeholders: ‘Consumers can
help secure Britain’s Food Future’ (DEFRA 2010), says ‘people power can help bring about a revolution in the way
food is produced and sold’ and food businesses ‘would follow consumer demand for food that is local, healthy and has
been produced with a smaller environmental footprint’. It states ‘government and food businesses needed to support

consumers by providing more accurate information about the origin and nutritional content of the food they buy’.

‘Ensuring a resilient, profitable and competitive food system’ is one of six core issues of F2030 and a key action under

this is for the food and farming sectors to ‘improve competitiveness and efficiency’, through sharing best practice and

165



skills, technology etc (p29). This framing is also employed when discussing food’s contribution to the economy, stating
that ‘looking forward we will work to help ensure it can thrive as an innovative, competitive and resilient sector, and a
sustainable source of growth and jobs’ (p3). It also appears in the chapter on Increasing Food Production Sustainably,
which emphasises how ‘sustainable increases in food production can be achieved through improving productivity and
competitiveness, while conserving and enhancing the natural environment’ (p35); ‘production must become
increasingly competitive and responsive to demands from the market and consumers while allowing food businesses to
be profitable’” (p35); and ‘by focusing on productivity and resource efficiency, the food sector will be able to compete

effectively in an increasingly global economy’ (p35).

5.2.4 Policy Omissions

Three main policy omissions were identified in the policy analysis: Labour Issues; Meat; and GM. The latter two in
particular were raised by interviewees as deliberately downplayed in the published report. More generally, certain types
of policy intervention were side-lined, it having been difficult to mandate or regulate “whether it be of the food industry,
public sector standards™ (CS-UKD5). The production end of the food chain was also viewed to be lacking from the final
document; though, in fact, this was not in scope from the outset. On labour and low wages, NGO-UK 3 expressed
frustration FM ‘ducked the labour issues, and questions of low pay in the food sector’ which resulted in a ‘very
consumption focused’ report:

| think they partly were thinking, yes that’s interesting...but equally that’s probably the classic area, even
more than the health impacts or diet, where it is too big a thing for a food policy to bite off and chew - the idea
of low wages, because it is a completely cross-sector issue, even if it is one felt particularly acutely and also
caused particularly acutely by what goes on in the food sector, it has got no unique claim to fame about it, but
if you are looking for explanations of food poverty, low wages and crap benefits are pretty significant. And it
felt like in lots of areas of complexity the FM team was quite brave in acknowledging them, whereas on that
they basically didn’t even put it on the map, and that was a bit of a pity” (NGO-UK 3).

The report specifically acknowledges that meat and GM are “difficult issues’:

‘In the same way as technological innovation helps to expand the realm of what is practically feasible, cultural
change and open discussion of ‘difficult issues’ can help expand the scope of current understanding,
unpacking controversial food-related issues ‘ahead of the curve’. The role for the Government is to facilitate
these debates rather than necessarily to lead them. Current issues that would be useful to explore include the
health and environmental aspects of meat and dairy consumption, and the use of technology in food and food
production’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p64).

It returns to the topic of meat, in a cautiously-worded paragraph:

‘Some meat and dairy products can be high in fat, particularly saturated fat. High levels of saturated fat in the
diet can raise cholesterol levels and increase the risk of heart disease. Some studies have also linked higher
consumption of red and processed meat to an increased risk of developing certain types of cancer. But meat
and dairy products are important sources of dietary iron, calcium, zinc and other vitamins and minerals. Iron
deficiency anaemia is one of the most common nutritional deficiencies in the UK, particularly in young
children and women of child-bearing age’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p16).

The carefully chosen words were a tactic for issues which were “going to get into sticky areas”, according to CS-UK4
and CS-UKZ2, who describes meat as “scaring the horses” at one moment during the project:

‘... in the last general election didn’t the greens propose that meat eating should be banned in public places
one day a week , and obviously that did them a great deal of harm during the elections, especially in Germany
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which doesn’t surprise me in the least. But | know with this project, there was a moment that the political fear
in their eyes...because that’s political suicide” (CS-UK 2).

Links to public policy literature on the role of ambiguity in policymaking are discussed in Chapter Eight.

5.2.4.1 Food 2030

The FM omissions of labour issues, GM, and in particular meat continue through this stage, reverting to an argument
about lack of evidence on the latter:

‘Livestock production is a major contributor to greenhouse gas emissions globally, and there are some groups
that advocate a diet with less meat as a way for consumers to reduce the environmental footprint of their diet.
But the evidence to inform appropriate consumer choices and policy responses is currently unclear’ (p47)

This approach was the focus of several critiques in the media, for example an opinion piece by a Guardian newspaper
journalist stating “the Strategy also fudges the issue of emissions from our high meat consumption, noting it but saying
there is not enough evidence for the government to act further’, contradicting the conclusions of the Sustainable
Development Commission that “the UK should cut its consumption of meat and dairy from intensive grain-fed systems’
(Lawrence 2010). This criticism is extended to GHG emissions more broadly in the aftermath of publication, with a

WWEF/FCRN report “How low can we go’, accompanied by comments from WWF’s Mark Driscoll in the farming press:

"In terms of cutting emissions, the Government has, once again, focused much of its efforts on production
systems and resource efficiency with little recognition of the need to address consumption - the issue of
livestock consumption is mentioned but neatly side-stepped under the guise of “lack of information' (Farmers
Guardian 15 January 2010)

CS-UKaS provides a civil servant’s perspective, on how cautious wording allows buy-in from different sides, noting that:

““...a positive agenda, like your five-a-day, something positive you can do...great. Telling people to eat less red
meat or cut down on fat is much harder, even though we all sort of know...and all the evidence points that

way”.

The debates over GM are also ‘sidestepped’:

‘GM, like nanotechnology, is not a technological panacea for meeting the varied and complex challenges of
food security, but could have some potential to help meet future challenges. Safety must remain our top
priority and the Government will continue to be led by science when assessing the safety of GM technologies’

(p61)

The role of multi-level governance in UK food policy was also under-represented according to Marsden (2010), who
highlights a lack of attention to the role of EU policy, and supply chain relations. The strategy is described as ‘at best
chaotic and at worst idealistic about eliding the different strategic UK versus global strategic foci’:

‘Not least, what is remarkable about the strategy is its lack of reference to the (potentially resilient) EU policy
and internal market infrastructure, or, for that matter, the realisation that the UK, in most agri-food policy
areas (like trade, CAP, food regulation, environmental policy) is managed and negotiated in Brussels’ (p444-
5).

And on the missing discussion of fragmentation in the food chain:
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‘Nowhere in the strategy does this critical issue enter the logic. Whilst there are many references to ‘working
in partnership’ with all stakeholders in the food chain, none of the stark competitive realities of working in
these asymmetrical chains are confronted’ (p445).

5.2.5 Degree of Change

CS-UK4 describes how “nothing like it had been done before”, underlining how “the point was that the initiative did
not come out of DEFRA or the farming environment, but from the centre”. Certainly the focus was innovative. The
question of what degree of change from previous policy in this area FM represented is difficult to assess though, in
large part due to its characterisation as a ‘policy framework’. The ‘towards a strategy’ tagline has been suggested to
reflect an intention the report initiates a process, rather than represents the final policy framework (Food Ethics Council
2008). This lack of clarity came through from interviewees, and even Project Team Leader Andrew Jarvis in oral
evidence to the EFRA investigation ‘Securing Food Supplies up to 2050’, who states of FM (2008): ‘under this report
DEFRA is tasked with developing a vision and strategy, which I understand they are hard at work on and it is due later
this year’ (EFRA 2009 p48). FI-UK4 notes: ‘it is a Cabinet Office document, it was a sort of introduction identifying
the strategic issues, but it is not the strategy document for the government of the time’. NGO-UK2 distinguishes
between ‘Food Matters, which was the analysis of the whole issue, and Food 2030, which was the policy really wasn’t
it, or strategy’. CS-UK4 says the proposal was not a joint interdepartmental programme, but was attempting to say
“there’s all these things happening and they are holistically interconnected and it would be good if you at least

recognised that in the way you are making decisions™.

The ambitiousness of the policy is also unclear due to somewhat contradictory statements; for example the contrast
between ‘Many of the elements required for a comprehensive food policy are already in place’ (Cabinet Office 2008b
piii) and ‘The evidence suggests that there is much more to be done to address the public health and environmental
issues arising from food consumption, and a need to do so in a joined-up way’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p4). The rather
less ambitious aims of the report itself to review; analyse; assess and determine the objectives of a future food strategy
(Cabinet Office 2008b piii) can also be contrasted with the bolder description in the foreword of an ‘overarching
statement of government food policy that sets a benchmark for the action we must take — both in the UK and globally —
to ensure our long-term food security, the sustainability of food production and consumption, and the promotion of
public health’ (Cabinet Office 2008b pi), and also with the four main strategic policy objectives identified for
government — fair prices; continuous improvement in food safety, transition to a healthier diet and more
environmentally-sustainable food chain — which potentially represent a significant degree of policy change from the
status quo. The explicit focus on consumption-related issues, rather than food production, is also a significant change
from previous food policy, as is the unprecedented attention given to the need for a more integrated approach (see
below). CS-UK4 makes the observation that new thinking can represent significant policy change, remarking:

“There are particular decisions made where you can make sure there is integration, but if you have got people
in DEFRA thinking ok I’ve got a problem, there’s a health angle, and what is it, that is an outcome as that
wouldn’t necessarily have happened before. Securing that is a challenge because there is such a turnover of
staff in the civil service, even more so in recent years than previously. So you can have somebody thinking in a
new way and then they are off to another policy area and you have to start again.”
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5.2.5.1 Food 2030

Echoing FM, F2030 states:

‘Many of the things we need to do to move towards a sustainable, secure and healthy food system are already
in place, for example the Change4Life campaign, the UK Low Carbon Transition Plan, and our approach to
ensuring the UK’s continued food security’ (p4).

However, there is a feeling the F2030 report under-delivered, particularly in terms of concrete actions, and fell back on
a description of established activities, for example:

‘Our assessment is that the strategy is a hotchpotch of existing measures like the Change4Life health and
WRAP campaigns, and reiterates the UK’s current position on European farm policy, world trade and others.
It is disappointing to see how far the government has backpedalled from the relatively interventionist agenda
of the Food Matters report 18 months ago’ (FEC 2010).

Similarly, civil society groups criticise the strategy’s reach, with Fife Diet stating  it’s good at stating the problem
[but] its very poor at addressing any of the thorny difficult issues we need to face up to’, labelling it ‘policy retread’ and
‘inertia dressed up as change’, and FOE remarking that:‘Hilary Benn rightly recognises the need to fix the way we

farm, but yet again has failed to choose the right path to fair and planet-friendly food” (FOE 2010).

5.2.6 Policy Integration

As discussed above, policy integration is a strong theme throughout FM. It describes how a ‘patchwork of strategies
addresses different aspects of the food system and the market failures in each discrete area’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p41)
and the ‘need to make sure that the multiple, and sometimes competing, cross-cutting issues facing food policy are
managed appropriately’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p111), arguing ‘new arrangements are needed to ensure the successful
delivery of a more integrated approach’ (Cabinet Office 2008b pxiv). A number of its proposals ‘are intended to get
different parts of government working together more effectively (Cabinet Office 2008b p7). The importance of
integration is even given the Prime Ministerial seal of approval in the foreword: ‘I particularly welcome its proposals
for ensuring that the Government’s food policies are developed in a more coordinated way in future’ (Cabinet Office
2008b pi). Interviewees were generally positive about this focus on the need for a joined-up policy approach. For
example CS-UK describes it as a “milestone”,*“because it did make people think about food as a whole system” and
identified potential for integrated work to be done, and “where tensions were”, plus the gaps and where there was
overlap:

“So from that point of view it shone a light on what might be a really innovative way forward in terms of
thinking of FM as a framework under which you could influence...where the decisions made had to take
account of food, of nutrition, of food safety, agriculture, all of that had to be considered at the same time
rather than separately. And that was very innovative” (CS-UK)

Yet, according to CS-UKA4, this approach brought its frustrations, given the implicit nature of much of what is described
as food policy, and the fact there is “not much which is food policy and nothing else”, and there’s a food angle to all
sorts of policy debates, which means “you get a number of people in a room trying to have a conversation about food
policy but you are actually discussing poverty, welfare, nutrition or productivity”, raising questions about “what is the

kernel of food policy, that isn’t another type of policy visited in the food aspect”.
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5.2.6.1 Food 2030

Integration is less of a focus, and references to it mainly relate to specific activities stemming from FM, for example
integrating advice for consumers or government research on food, although it does raise the issue of tensions, noting
that the government’s role is ‘providing policy leadership by finding ways to reconcile the big choices and tensions
between achieving our vision for food and other major challenges’ (p8). In contrast with the positive reception to how
FM addressed integration, interviewee FI-UK2 remarks that F2030 didn’t do as well,because:

“DEFRA is not necessarily the best department to be leading food policy because it is so wedded in the
agricultural production end of that, it wasn’t necessarily seen as an honest broker in those discussions....so it
didn’t really ever overcome that, it was seen as a DEFRA policy rather than a government policy” (FI-UK2)

However, for CS-UK3, F2030 was “more ambitious in some ways” than FM, “because it tried to set out what is a long

term strategy covering all of the issues associated with food, across the economic, environmental and social sphere”.

5.3 INPUT

The INPUT factors influencing the framing and trajectory of the policy are: Input from other government departments
in the policy formulation; Mechanisms for Coordination; Institutional Reform; Lead Personnel; constitution and role of
advisory groups and other stakeholders; form of the consultation and use of consultants; approach to evidence; and

political input.

5.3.1 Input from Departments

The FM Departmental Working Group is listed below.

Table 5.1: Food Matters Departmental Working Group

Name Department
Nick Pearce 10 Downing Street
Brian Harding DEFRA
Will Cavendish Department of Health
Gill Fine Food Standards Agency
Rebecca Lawrence HM Treasury
David Mattes BERR
Clive Fleming Better Regulation Executive
Bronwen Jones DEFRA
Lesley Forsdike Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR)
Noreen Graham Department for Children, Schools and Families
Terri Sarch Department for International Development
Alison Ross Department of Health
Clara Swinson Department of Health
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Geoff Dessent Department of Health

Rosemary Hignett Food Standards Agency

Brendan Bayley HM Treasury

Source: Cabinet Office (2008b)

The report also lists in its appendix ‘Additional Contributions From’ a number of government personnel from the DH,
three from the FSA, three from the Strategy Unit, and one from WRAP (Cabinet Office 2008b).

According to interviewees, there were two levels of involvement; a smaller working group of DEFRA, FSA and DH,
and a wider circle of DTI, BERR and DFE on school food (CS-UKS5), with DEFRA and the FSA taking the most active
roles, and less input from the DH. Chair of the FSA, Deidre Hutton, with her consumer affairs background, took an
active interest, and much of the statistical material came from the FSA. Engagement from the DH was reportedly not as
good, with interviewees describing the department as “particularly problematic in terms of engagement” (NGO-UK3),
and “harder work™ as ““they had a bit of form in terms of engaging with initiatives like this and then dropping out as
soon as they could. And they subsequently did”” (CS-UK4), so involvement was “very limited compared to DEFRA and
the FSA” (CS-UK). CS-UK gives the example of the Healthier Food Mark initiative (see 5.5.4.3), arguing the DH
“were never going to push it”. NGO-UK3 characterises the DH at the time as “seen as prehistoric in their lack of
attention to food™.

Several individuals were seconded from departments to the Cabinet Office project team for the project.

5.3.1.1 Food 2030

Interview data suggests departmental input may have declined by this phase. For example FI-UK2 comments:

“l did go to meetings where there were representatives of certainly DfID, DECC and DH, but | know the DH
public health section very well from our work with them and it was not a priority for them....so other
departments outside DEFRA were not treating it with the same kind of importance as it was there and | think
partly that might have been the Secretary of State. Obviously Hilary Benn was quite interested in the subject,
and was driving it through DEFRA, | don’t think it was picked up by other Secretaries of State outside
DEFRA”.

5.3.2 Mechanism for Coordination

While it is clear that several innovative mechanisms were set up due to the recommendations in FM, the primary
mechanism during the process was a Cross Departmental Working Group (Table 5.1).

5.3.2.1 Food 2030

It is not clear what mechanisms were used at this phase of development, although the Food Policy Task Force; Cabinet

Sub-Committee on Food, and Council of Food Policy Advisors were in place (see 5.3.3).
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5.3.3 Institutional Reform

FM led to establishment of several significant mechanisms for coordinating food policy across government including a
Food Strategy Task Force (FSTF), the first Cabinet Sub-Committee on Food since WW?2, a joint research group for
food and, later, a Council of Food Policy Advisors (CFPA) and Food Policy Unit was also set up in DEFRA (DEFRA
2009d). Under Action 7.1: A Food Strategy Task Force the report notes the Prime Minister asked the Cabinet Office to
establish a cross-government Food Strategy Task Force ‘to ensure that different parts of government work effectively
together to address the challenges raised by trends in global food markets and the issues raised by this report (Cabinet
Office 2008b p112). The FSTF was to be chaired and supported by the CO, and involve ‘senior officials’ from DEFRA,
BERR, HM Treasury, DH, DfID, Department for Children, Schools and Families, and FSA, with other departments
represented as needed. Its role:

» oversee and coordinate work on food issues across government, including the Government’s
medium-term response to the developments in international food markets;

» drive forward delivery of the measures announced in thisreport;

» join up food policy through improved coordination and communication of relevant activities
in different government departments; and

» ensure that common positions are reached on issues relevant to supporting delivery of low-
impact, healthy, safe food and that those positions are properly disseminated (Cabinet Office
2008b p112).

The report also notes:

‘The work of the Task Force will be transparent, and updates and reports on its work and impact will be
published on an annual basis. Task Force sub-groups, also constituted on a cross-Whitehall basis, will be
tasked with taking forward individual key actions from this Strategy Unit report (and other issues if required).
These sub-groups will be chaired by the department that has the lead responsibility on that proposition, and
progress will be reported through the Task Force’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p112).

No updates or reports could be identified however. According to other documentary sources, the FSTF, meeting on a
quarterly basis, comprised CO civil servants plus a number of other departments?. Sub groups were set up on: Global
food markets; Food communications; Developing a vision for a sustainable and secure food system; Joint Food
Research Strategy; Healthier Food Mark; and Integrated Advice to Consumers (DEFRA 2009). However, according to a
participant, there were issues, including inconsistency of chair and also membership, and it would have worked more
effectively had there been named individuals “that sit on a group that remain sitting on that group and don’t send
deputies — they need to have the time, commitment and permission to make time to attend those meetings, or you don’t
get the consistency” (CS-UK). The FSTF was proposed as a short- to medium-term mechanism for coordination, with a
recommendation for the longer term that the government “‘consider the arrangements needed to incentivise the effective
delivery of its food policy objectives within the performance management framework covering the next Spending Review
period (2011-14)" (Cabinet Office 2008b p112). Action 7.2 is listed as ‘Improving food policy outcomes through the

2The Department for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, the Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills,
the Department for Health, the Chief Scientific Adviser, the Department for International Development, the Treasury,
the Food Standards Agency, the Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, the Department for
Energy and Climate Change, and the Devolved Administrations (HC Deb (10 Dec 2009) Column 596W).
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performance management framework’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p112). In an EFRA investigation into F2030, DEFRA
Secretary of State (SoS) Hilary Benn and Permanent Secretary Bronwyn Jones were questioned on the FSTF, and it is
established that the FSTF operated for a year, after which it became a DEFRA-led committee. Activities included
production of the F2030 document, plus ‘doing a bit of horizon scanning, what is coming up, and making sure that we
are more joined-up than we have been in the past’ (Jones; EFRA investigation of DEFRA’s Food Strategy, Oral
Evidence January 2010). It is described as answerable to the Cabinet Committee ‘through Hilary’ [Benn, DEFRA
Minister]. Under Action 7.3, a Joint Research Strategy for Food is proposed as an additional mechanism. The report
states:

‘...closer coordination of the food-related research supported by different parts of government would help to
ensure that policy is supported by the best evidence’, and therefore ‘the Government will put in place a cross-
departmental strategy to ensure the coordination of departmental research and development relating to safe,
low-impact food and a healthier diet” (Cabinet Office 2008b p113).

5.3.3.1 Cabinet Sub-Committee on Food

The Cabinet Sub-Committee on Food (DAF) was established to provide secretaries and ministers of state from all the
departments a ‘dedicated opportunity to discuss and take decisions on food policy across the piece’ (DEFRA 2009). No
details of membership, meetings or attendance could be identified, and members of the FM project team were not party
to DAF meetings, and therefore it is not possible to establish how significantly the issue of food was taken by the new
committee. In a 2009 House of Commons debate Michael Jack MP made reference to this lack of information,
commenting:

‘...apart from the Council of Food Policy Advisers, nobody has a clue what the rest of these good people have
been doing. Nobody knows how many times the ministerial Sub-Committee on Food (DA(F)) has met, let alone
what it has been discussing’ (HC Deb (18 Jun 2009) Column 513).

Similarly, in its 2009 Securing Food Supplies up to 2050 report, EFRA cautiously welcomed the new groups working
on food policy, but argued ‘the Task Force and the Sub-Committee must be used as a way of facilitating action, rather
than a substitute for it”, calling for ‘as much information as possible about the groups’ decisions and the work resulting
from’ to be published on the internet (EFRA 2009 p37). In accordance with the literature on barriers to institutional
reform, DAF was not easy to set up and*there was quite a lot of scepticism” (CS-UK4) because the Cabinet Office
doesn’t like setting things up and taking on additional obligations:

*“...a lot of Cabinet Office exists to make the machinery of government work, and their view is that if you give
departments half a chance they will have the Cabinet Office running millions of different projects, and their
job isn’t to run the government so much as to facilitate them. So there is general resistance about setting up
new things, but Number Ten backing | suppose meant it was agreed to.” (CS-UK4)

Summarising the influence of the FSTF and DAF, CS-UK3 describes how:

“we met and there was coordination between the departments and quite a lot of alignment of the government
of the day’s agendas on health and on consumption and production. But it was quite early days, so it was
tentative rather than ‘here is an agenda that really binds us together’. It was where was there a happy overlap
rather than how do we force everyone to point in the samedirection™.
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5.3.3.2 Council of Food Policy Advisors

A CFPA was established in 2008 by Hilary Benn MP, to ‘provide independent advice on a wide range of food policy
issues’ (DEFRA 2009d); an idea that had previously been mooted by the Centre for Food Policy (Lang et al 2005). It
was chaired by Dame Suzi Leather and supported by 15 members, with priorities to be: Sustainability metrics for a low
impact, healthy diet; Public sector food procurement; Increasing consumption of 5-a-day; and Sustainable meat and
dairy consumption (DEFRA 2009c). The activities of the CFPA are more transparent than the other mechanisms
discussed above, with minutes of meetings and reports made available online. In Select Committee oral evidence on
DEFRA’s F2030 strategy, Hilary Benn provides some highlights of the group’s work, including initiating the Fruit and
Vegetable Task Force, and refining the Healthier Food Mark (EFRA 2020; investigation of DEFRA’s Food Strategy,
Oral Evidence January 2010). However, civil servant interviewees questioned the efficacy of the group, arguing “the
way it was set up was never really going to work because they were only ever advisory”, and therefore ““a bit toothless™
(CS-UK); “a terrific group of people, but it never really had a clear mandate or scope and quite frankly wandered
around all over the place having interesting conversations, and never really to my mind fulfilled its potential”, partly
because “it tried to boil the ocean” and “partly ministers lost interest” and the group “couldn’t narrow down their scope
to things that government could actually do something about” (CS-UK3). This is linked to how the CFPA was set up,
supported as it was by DEFRA, because*if you don’t have an infrastructure with your own secretariat there is a limit to
what the council can do™, and also the establishment of the Food Environment Research Agency, which started getting
involved with sustainability and “slightly confused matters as to what their responsibility was, and what DEFRA’s
was” (CS-UK).

5.3.3.3 Food 2030

By the time of F2030, DAF was still in place, as was the CFPA:

‘The Secretary of State for EFRA chairs a dedicated Cabinet Sub-Committee on Food, formed in October
2008. And to make sure the Government gets the best advice on food policy, a Council of Food Policy Advisers
was established at the same time, for a duration of two years’ (DEFRA 2010p5).

In oral evidence to EFRA, it was confirmed that F2030 had been approved by DAF, and that the committee had met
overall four times (EFRA, DEFRA’s Food Strategy, Oral Evidence January 2010). The CFPA was disbanded in 2010,

and it appears that all three groups were wound up, although no official notice on DAF or the FSTF could be identified.

5.3.4 Lead Personnel

FM (2008) was led by a small project team which utilised advisory groups from relevant departments (see below).

Table 5.2: Food Matters Project Team

Name Department
Elen Watkin DEFRA
Jonathan Eddy DEFRA
Andrew Jarvis Strategy Unit
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Louise Horner Strategy Unit
Stephen Aldridge Strategy Unit

Source: Author

Several interviewees emphasised the role of project leader Andrew Jarvis“should not be underestimated” (CS-UK).
Jarvis was described as “a big push on this; he made it happen’, and “the hours he worked, all hours of the day was just
incredible” (CS-UK). He was brought in from outside government, which was flagged as beneficial as “he didn’t have
to think what is this going to do to my civil service career” (NGO-UK). He was also admired for being “very good at
getting people on board, good at discussing but also at knowing when to stop discussing and just get on and get things
happening” (CS-UK2).

5.3.4.1 Food 2030

No details of the project team were identified. There are no details in the strategy document itself and nothing on the
archived web pages, and interviewees could not recall.

5.3.5 Advisory Groups

The FM ‘Expert Advisory Group’ is described as ‘acting as a sounding board to the project team’ (Cabinet Office
2008b p7). It is notable that, while on other food policies, advisory groups tend to include representatives of the food
industry and NGOS, in this case no food industry representatives are listed; aside from a farmer, with the expert

advisors being drawn from academia, a think tank and the Consumer Councils.

Table 5.3: Food Matters Expert Advisory Group

Name Institution Role
Dr David Barling City University Senior Lecturer
Professor Tim Lang City University Professor of Food Policy
Dr Tom MacMillan Food Ethics Council think tank | Executive Director
Sir Donald Curry Government advisor on food Chairman of the Sustainable Farming and
and farming policy Food Strategy Delivery Group
Dr Susan Jebb Medical Research Council Head of Nutrition and Health Research
Ed Mayo National Consumer Council Chief Executive
Martyn Evans Scottish Consumer Council. Director
Chris Pomfret University of Cambridge Senior Associate

Source: Cabinet Office (2008b)

According to interview data, the advisory group were invited to seminars and lunchtime talks, which would be followed
by a closed meeting of the departmental representatives (NGO-UK3).

175



5.3.5.1 Food 2030

No details of advisors could be identified, either from the report or on archived web pages. However two interviewees
flagged the role played by the Government’s Chief Scientist Sir John Beddington, describing him as “very influential”’,
because he “clearly got it in the Foresight report” (FI-UK) and was“excellent at seeing food as being a really
important part of the big picture in terms of climate change, water, carbon footprint, and food and within that nutrition
and health” (CS-UK). However, his influence was limited because “his role as a scientific adviser is not a delivery
role, not a political role, it is simply giving the advice” (FI-UK). A number of civil servants underlined the important
role Foresight: Future of Food and Farming played in raising the profile of food issues within government: “really
getting different parts of government to begin to take this seriously” because of the realisation food issues were “going
to have a big impact on public services, finance, and so on” (CS-UK7). CS-UK3 described it as a “hugely impressive”
and “wildly ambitious” piece of work, “a case study in really excellent policymaking”, noting that “it has been hugely
influential” and changed the “nature of the discourse”, as it “is pretty much unchallengeable” on the big five areas it
flags up as challenges and “creates a line in the sand that is quite difficult to rub out”. CS-UK3 argues the fact it was

globally focused also helpfully “de-polticised it a bit™.

5.3.6 Stakeholder Involvement

A list of 120 stakeholders are thanked in the report. These include representatives from the food industry and farming,

civil society groups, government offices, and academia (Cabinet Office 2008b p124).

5.3.6.1 Food 2030

No details are included. See 5.3.7 for stakeholder involvement in the consultation.

5.3.7 Consultation

The consultation for FM was characterised by those involved as informal, short and not particularly consultative in
policymaking terms, due in part to the nature of Strategy Unit projects — the policy ideas had to be developed quickly.
“The team that worked on the report went out and talked to lots of people, so it was an informal consultation” (FPPT-
UK2) but they were ““not under any obligation to talk to anyone outside government really”” and“‘there was no budget
for a massive public consultation and there wasn’t really time” (CS-UK4). The project team were somewhat able to
‘make it up as they went along’, because it was a Strategy Unit project, rather than a formal government review. The
consultation involved stakeholders being invited to discuss food policy issues on a one-to-one basis, plus some
“innovative” and “quite creative sessions with external facilitators”, plus regular stakeholder meetings and
presentations to departments (CS-UKD5). Consultees commented on the unusual approach, remembering it as being
“terribly informal” and ““brusque and no nonsense™:

“It didn’t feel like the normal civil service consultation where people witter on for ages about nothing in
particular. If you said something he [Andrew Jarvis] thought didn’t stand up he challenged you, or the
researchers would challenge you, and you’d have to justify it...l think they just hauled people in, tell us
everything, give us your best shot, right out, next” (NGO-UK)

This approach offered the opportunity to speak more frankly than in traditional consultations because:
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“They can ask you questions, they can press you, you can ask them questions, you could go off the record if
you wanted to. So stuff you would never write down you could say. Don’t tell anyone I said this but it would be
useful for you to know x and y. Which is vital information, but stuff you wouldn’t write down. So as a process
as well as an end product it was great” (NGO-UK)

However, the need for a more comprehensive consultation following FM was specified in the report itself, which notes:

“This report has laid the foundations of such a vision and a strategy. But the new framework for food outlined
here needs to be tested in an open and collaborative process involving the public and stakeholders. The
Government therefore plans to launch a process of consultation about the future policy framework for food
that is detailed in this report’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p48)

5.3.7.1 Food 2030

No details of the consultation are provided in the report itself or on archived DEFRA web pages on F2030, aside from
references to an ‘eConsultation process’, no listing of consultation submissions. However, ad hoc submissions were
found via Google searching, and consultation questions were ascertained from these. These were fairly generic and did
not explicitly follow up actions or recommendations from FM. There was a general feeling from inteviewees that the
consultation was repetitive and somewhat unnecessary, “tediously” consultative, as NGO-UKS3 encapsulates: “everyone
was thinking get on with it, we’ve been asked these questions twenty times already. Whereas with FM they did just get

on with it basically.”

5.3.8 Political input

The role of the key political actors — in particular Prime Minister Gordon Brown — was discussed at 5.1.1. The role of
the CO in mobilising support and managing opposition (see 5.1.5) is also pertinent, given the central department’s
relative clout in bringing the other departments on board and theoretical ability to negotiate turf wars. However, as
discussed under OUTCOMES: Final Status, the need to manage opposition was lessened by the broad brush content of

the FM report, it being the first stage in a process culminating in F2030 being published two years later.

5.3.8.1 Food 2030

The Foreword to the report is written by Prime Minister Gordon Brown, leading the IGD (2010) to conclude ‘the report
clearly has backing at the highest level, with the preface being provided by the Prime Minister himself’. However it is
not clear how engaged the Prime Minister was by this point, given the policy was no longer CO-led. More prominent in
interview data was discussion of Secretary of State for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs, Hilary Benn. For
example FI-UK’s remark that “his heart was in the right place” and:

““... coming from a DfID background he understood the sustainable development context as well. And had he
been given time to follow it...he had made a good start, but then the election happened and it wasn’t followed
through. So | think he probably was the sort of person who could have, had he had another three to four years
at it maybe begun to get somewhere”.

CS-UKA4 also made reference to Benn’s “Town Hall background” and vegetarianism, which meant he “engaged with the

proposition in a different way than David Miliband would, or Owen Patterson™.
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5.4 BUDGET

5.4.1 Budget for Policy Development

The budget for the policy was provided out of existing resources. The Strategy Unit-based FM project team was funded
out of existing departmental budgets, as were secondees and other work undertaken by departments involved. As such
the “Treasury did not have a great deal of involvement™ as the project was not “really looking at spending money”,
because the recommendations — with the possible exception of the public food activities — “didn’t involve spending
money directly” and “the coordination, the systems approach, isn’t hugely expensive, if you actually then have to
develop policy instruments, if you have to recreate an agricultural advisory service, or something, that would come with
a price tag, but that is a little way down the line” (CS-UK4).

5.4.1.1 Food 2030

No budget for the policy could be identified, but CS-UK3 noted “most of the budgets you needed for Food 2030 was
admin, people”, adding that “the Food Policy Unit [in DEFRA] was extremely well resourced at that time because it
was a big political priority for our ministers”. When asked if money would have been useful to encourage involvement
from other departments, CS-UK3 said: “maybe, but you’d have to have a hell of a lot of money, because the sort of

money DEFRA spends is tiny compared to DH or DCLG”.

5.4.2 Budget for Policy Implementation

While it has been not been possible to definitively confirm, it appears there was no budget for implementation of FM.
The actions were able to be undertaken within existing departmental budgets. This may have been due to FM being
viewed as a first stage in a process which would lead to F2030, where the need for additional resources would have

been greater.

5.4.2.1 Food 2030

No budget details for the policy could be identified.

5.5 OUTCOMES

Outcome-related factors influencing the framing and trajectory of the policy include: plans for implementation and

evaluation; approach to policy instruments; use of indicators and the end status of the policy project.

5.5.1 Plans for Implementation and Evaluation

The report notes ‘The Prime Minister has asked the Cabinet Office to establish and support a Food Strategy Task Force
to monitor ongoing developments in the food system and food markets, to drive forward implementation of all the
measures and to publish regular reports on progress’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p111). The Food Matters: One year on
report (FMOYO), published by DEFRA in August 2009, provided an update on progress over the previous year and
identified priorities for the forthcoming 12 months. Noted progress includes:

e Establishment of Council of Food Policy advisors
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e Change4Life campaign

e Roundtable on skills in farming

e Funding for Anaerobic Digestion Demonstration Programme

e  Calorie information on menus scheme

e Global Partnership for Agriculture, Food Security and Nutrition

e DEFRA promotion of sustainable food and farming via variouscampaigns

¢ Roundtable on ways to increase production and consumption of fruit and veg

o DEFRA assessment of food security

e Pilots of the Healthier Food Mark to be launched later in the year (DEFRA 2009d).

Work still to do identified in the report includes addressing the following issues:

e Feeding the global population and the combined pressures of increasing demand and decreasing
resources

e The burden of diets on the economy and society
e The challenges for the food and drink industry of the economicclimate.

The report explains that a ‘Food 2030’ vision for a sustainable and secure food system was being developed, with the
objectives of:

e Defining what is meant by sustainable and secure food
e  Setting a roadmap to achieving the goal; and
e Building buy-in with stakeholders.

The report also notes the launch of the Foresight project to examine the challenges of feeding a growing world
population.

In assessing progress on government leadership on food, the report notes how, following machinery of government
changes in October 2008, DEFRA took an enhanced role on food and that its Secretary of State is chair of the new
Cabinet Sub-Committee on Food. It highlights:

‘...there is now much more dialogue between government departments on food-related policies which means
that opportunities to link policy initiatives are identified earlier, giving greater coherence to our work’
(DEFRA 2009d p12).

The report also notes the Food Strategy Taskforce ‘provides a mechanism to discuss and take decisions at the most
senior level within government’, with six sub-groups in place and immediate priorities as outlined above at 5.3.3.2
(DEFRA 2009 p12). General priorities for the next twelve months identified in the report include: further improvements
in food safety; tackling obesity, improving dietary health and reducing food waste through clearer and accessible
information; developing a better understanding of what a healthy, sustainable diet looks like; determining the food
industry’s potential to reduce GHG emissions; developing a more thorough understanding of the links between low
income, diet and social exclusion; and responding to the Competition Commission’s groceries inquiry (DEFRA 2009d).
A second update was due to be published in Summer 2010 but no record could be found.

5.5.1.1 Food 2030

In its final ‘Delivering Food 2030’ chapter, F2030 highlights the importance of working together (p71). As discussed in

Chapter Eight, it is not clear how much constructive challenge and acknowledging disagreement actually took place.
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DEFRA is described as ‘accountable, on behalf of HM Government, for the delivery of this strategy’ (p71), and a series
of actions are listed, but while “for each priority the document offers a detailed vision of what ‘success’ will look like,
[although] in most cases this is expressed in aspirational terms rather than being measurable’ (IGD 2010). No details

relating to evaluation could be identified.

5.5.2 Policy Instruments

The FM narrative around role of government in food policy was examined at 5.2.3 above. This framing gives some
clues as to the approach to policy instruments taken in the policy process. Interviewees revealed that mandatory
instruments were favoured by the project team — for example in the introduction of a mandatory Healthy Food Mark —
but were ultimately not deemed politically acceptable, because the DH “can't tell NHS chief executives what to do”
(NGO-UK), leading CS-UK4 to conclude “in food policy the power doesn't lie in the obvious place” and Whitehall

actually has few powers (CS-UK4). Available instruments mentioned in the report itself include:

Information, publicity campaigns, advice and product labelling

e  Product reformulation

e Restrictions on advertising foods high in fat, salt and added sugar — and bans on vending such foods
in schools

e  Choice editing

¢ Community activities, such as volunteering at community allotments or manning fruit and vegetable
stalls

e Children learning about healthy eating and cookery atschool

e  Standards applied to food served in the public sector

However, the focus in FM is on information provision as the primary instrument. This is discussed further under
OUTCOMES: Final Status, in relation to the Integrated Advice to Consumers proposal. The choice of policy
instruments in the report is discussed more broadly by CS-UK4, who attempts to explain the reasons behind the
approach, arguing it is part of a wider debate on what Whitehall is institutionally set up to “fix”:

“...because when you take out what is dealt with by the market, what’s regulated at EU level and what
happens in the home and is probably going to stay in the home, there’s not a huge amount left and that was
the problem that administration faced on all sorts of issues — they started talking about influencing consumers
and behaviour change etc...but they had a pretty small toolkit, all the food safety stuff set in Brussels, Common
Agricultural Policy set in Brussels, most trade stuff in Brussels or multinationals, supermarkets decisions.
Whitehall’s power to change these things on its own in most of the spaces is really limited, which is why you
end up with initiatives sponsoring productivity etc”” (CS-UK4).

5.5.2.1 Food 2030

As discussed under Framing, government’s role in creating a sustainable and secure food system is seen as: encouraging
change through voluntary, regulatory or economic approaches; leading by example; enabling change; building evidence
and providing policy leadership (DEFRA 2010 p8). For Marsden (2010), the strategy ‘fails to promote the design of
new innovative tools of government intervention to drive the strategy forward’, relying on “‘business as usual’ models of
policy delivery, employing largely voluntaristic notions of partnership and encouragement’ (446). The focus on

information-based levers is reiterated post-F2030 in Select Committee discussions, where Hilary Benn describes how he
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does ‘not envisage the Government saying, ‘You should eat this much of that on a Monday and this much of that on a
Tuesday, if that is what one is defining as a sustainable diet’. He is:

‘a great believer in information because, ultimately, when it comes to what we eat we are responsible; we are
responsible as parents and we are responsible as individuals for what it is we choose to eat. The evidence is
very clear about the link between a good diet and good health. | think government's role in those
circumstances is to make sure that we have the information, the guidance and the encouragement’ (EFRA,
Oral Evidence on DEFRA Food 2030, January 2010).

CS-UKaS points to the:

“real lack of comfort around the state telling people what to do, and it might lead you to some policy choices
that are unpalatable...so you get into some moral and ethical questions about the role of government and role
of the individual very quickly, which politicians of every side feel very very uncomfortable about”.

5.5.3 Indicators

Indicators are mentioned in FM in reference to the Government’s announcement of new performance management
framework at the Comprehensive Spending Review in 2007:

‘“This includes 30 Public Service Agreements (PSAs), which set out the key priority outcomes that the
Government wants to achieve for the Spending Review period from 2008 to 2011, each supported by a handful
of outcome-focused indicators. Many of these new PSAs and indicators are cross-governmental, requiring
departments to work together towards an agreed outcome’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p112).

No specific indicators are mentioned for the actions and recommendations made in the report.

5.5.3.1 Food 2030

The last section of the document describes key indicators for measuring success, although some are described as ‘under

development’.

5.5.4 Final Status

Appendix Table B6 lists actions proposed in FM, along with progress on those actions as far as could be determined
during the policy analysis. However the main outputs are discussed below. Much of the content of Table C6 is taken
from FMOYO, which includes an Annexe with details of the actions specified in FM and progress over the past 15
months. FM actions specify the lead department responsible and a clear timetable for delivery, which CS-A
describes as “quite novel”. It is interesting to note that, of the actions listed in FM, many are the responsibility of lead
departments other than DEFRA, the home of F2030. It is not clear at which point between the publication of FM in May
2008 and FMOYO in August 2009, the CO handed over the lead to DEFRA, and what the details of this handover
were. However, because of the existence of FMOYO, evaluating progress is quite straightforward. The following

section provides more details on what might be considered the main outputs of FM.

5.5.4.1 Food Matters GM report

In August 2009, DEFRA and the FSA published ‘GM Crops and Foods: Follow-up to the Food Matters Report’
(DEFRA; FSA 2009), outlining work undertaken in response to two parallel FM action points on GM crops and foods,

to publish: ‘an analysis of the potential impacts on the livestock sector arising from global trends in GM production
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and the current operation of the GM approval system in the EU’; and ‘an analysis of the extent to which changes in the
market are putting a strain on the regulatory system for GM products (including animal feed) and the implications for
UK consumers’. CS-UK describes how the joint DEFRA-FSA work was “an area of potential conflict” but they
were able to “get some movement”, which was “really important because it fostered very good relationships

between DEFRA and FSA on that particular issue, and it helped to clear the decks in terms of what needed to be done.”

5.5.4.2 Cross-Government Research Strategy

Further details of the Strategy can be found in the Hilary Benn’s oral evidence on ‘DEFRA’s Food Strategy’, which
notes the document came out the day after F2030 and ‘was a truly integrated effort across government and the research
councils, and so on’ (EFRA 2010).

5.5.4.3 Healthier Food Mark

FMOYO reports this voluntary scheme is to be defined and ready for piloting by Autumn 2009; draft criteria for
nutrition and sustainability have been developed and discussed at a stakeholder event; the Office of Government
Commerce will ensure through the Collaborative Food Procurement Programme that full consideration be given to
commercial implications of HFM; and evaluation will run alongside pilots until Summer 2010, followed by a full
consultation with aim of going live in 2011. The report also notes the DH will seek to align the mark with other
initiatives including: nutritional standards in schools; DH Improving Nutrition Standards — Joint Action Plan; Food for
Life; and the sustainability agendas. Archived web pages — updated December 2009 — from the DH website explain the
team is testing the revised Mark with organisations in Phase 2 of the pre-consultation pilot. This is the last update made
on the HFM web page. Two interviewees remarked on the difficulties of maintaining this action in FM, and the failure
to make the mark mandatory as was initially envisaged, noting a hard fight around keeping it in FM, and while
“Number Ten were pushing for mandatory food standards™, it became voluntary; in NGO-UK’s words shifting from
“legally binding standards for hospital food” to a “‘crappy voluntary thing” because‘‘between the industry, the
Department of Health and the NHS that was too difficult to agree upon” (CS-UK4; CS-UKS5), which NGO-UK ascribes
to “the internal politics about what the NHS machinery could or couldn’t do””. CS-UK4 goes further, remarking that
“Department of Health hated it from the beginning. They spent an unbelieveable amount of money on consultants doing
trials, Deloitte or somebody, and then they killed it off”. CS-UK7 adds, more pragmatically, that these sorts of things
“were quite easy to agree at a senior level, at a ministerial level, about it being a good idea” but often the “devil was in
the detail”.

5.5.4.4 Integrated Advice to Consumers

One of the key actions was to create a system of Integrated Advice to Consumers — on food safety, nutrition and
sustainability — crossing all government sources. CS-UK explains this process of creating a one-stop-shop for
information uncovered contradictions, differences in nuance, and was “going in the right direction” and “really
motoring” in addressing these, even in the thornier areas of adding a sustainability dimension to the advice, and work

was being done on creating a shared definition and approach to measurement:

182



“...we spent a lot of time talking about sustainability — and the impact of sustainability, and what it actually
meant, and how could it be measured, and it moved it from being a quick fix of sustainability and the three
pillars, into being a low impact, healthier diet.”
It is not exactly clear what happened to the stream of work following the change of government in 2010 but CS-UK4
suggests “the plug was pulled” and FI-UK2 says “we had just started to talk to them about the criteria that we would

use...and we had two discussions with the FSA, but of course that all stopped under the new government™.

5.5.4.5 Food 2030

Appendix Table B7 presents the actions to be taken following F2030, and any outcomes related to these which could be
identified. Unlike FM, neither the lead department responsible for the action or timetable are specified. Progress on the
actions to be taken is harder to assess in this case, for two reasons: many of the actions proposed are vague, and it is not
clear whether they refer to ongoing existing activities in the government’s policy programme for food, or are new
developments, though most seem to be the former. This links with CS-UK3’s comments around Labour being “guilty of
wanting strategies that boiled the ocean and not having enough practical specifics that they would be held to account
for driving that delivery forward”. CS-UK3 adds that: “some of the business cases in Food 2030 frankly weren’t very
well developed, they were ideas, strategies, they were based around principles as much as evidence and analysis”. The
second reason is there are no follow up documents available akin to FMOYQ. The change in government not long after

F2030 was published meant no implementation or evaluation documents were made public.

5.5.5 General Discussion of FM and F2030 Project Outputs

Along with comments on the specific actions listed above, interviewees spoke more broadly about the different outputs
of FM and F2030. These comments tended to focus on the particular nature of the FM report — a precursor to a Strategy
— which enabled it to skirt around some of the institutional tensions which are present when attempting to reconcile a
cross-government approach to food. One participant described FM as “pulling a trick” (CS-UK4) as it presented “a
story about what was going on and what the challenges were, and set out some core policy objectives one might have for
the food chain, and then some structures through which it might seek to pursue those” but didn’t ““crack the problem of
how to deliver on a day-in day-out basis this joined-up approach and establish an ongoing commitment from
government about what it wanted to do™. This reading is supported by FI-UK2, discussing how inherent tensions were
yet to be addressed during the F2030 stage of the formulationprocess:

““...we had started to raise them, because | remember we had a meeting with the FSA, and we raised all those
issues and we had the usual interesting discussion around that, but we didn’t get to how you would judge
which was the most important factors within that criteria. But there was the will to discuss it if the government
had wanted to carry on doing it” (FI-UK2)

FI-UK concurs that F2030:

“didn’t really get past the analytical phase...so it identified issues and problems, but had not got round to the
point of agreeing actions and responsibilities and governance for those, and that was the point when the
shutters came down”.
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Similarly, NGO-UK2 comments that “the actual document that came out was good” because the “overarching

objectives brought together the different issues™, “but then our concern was about how do you actually deliver on
that”:

“The challenge was still then the relative priority given to those, and with DEFRA the concern was always that
you are talking about farmers interests versus public health, is the weight going to be on economic
development. But it didn’t quite get to that stage, that was the next stage” (NGO-UK?2).

Charged with the task of “cracking the problem™ of delivering FM, F2030 is characterised as limited by Whitehall’s
small toolkit, and CS-UK4 acknowledges ““it would have been...it is...easier to produce a paper like that than to change
the ways the system is working” and argues the DEFRA team “would have needed a huge amount of
entrepreneurialism and luck in order not to just get bogged down in the process.” This is linked to comments by FI-
UKZ2, about “cynicism around food policies™, which*“‘come around about every five or six years” but “don’t actually go
very far, they sit on the shelf and then somebody dusts them down and does them again”. CS-UK3 raises the issue of the
partisan nature of the project, noting that:

“the harsh reality is the Labour party is associated with Food 2030 and overly ambitious strategies that never
got you anywhere, and it is not surprising that the incoming government wanted to be known as a no nonsense
party that sorted out the economy wanted to distance themselves from it, even though privately most of them
read it and said ‘yeah that looks about right’....So in a way you had the worst of both world’s from both
political parties™.
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Chapter Six: Policy Analysis of National Food Plan Project

The following is an analysis of the NFP policy formulation process, using the Framework Tool (FT) categories of
variables: OUTSET; CONTENT; INPUT; BUDGET and OUTCOMES. The NFP policy formulation actually consisted
of three separate phases — and three policy reports: Issues Paper (2011); Green Paper (2012) and White Paper (2013).
These three reports are considered using a single application of the FT (rather than a separate application for each phase

as was the case with FM and F2030), because not all factors are relevant for all phases.

6.1 OUTSET

The OUTSET factors influencing the framing and trajectory of the food policy are: the role of the originating actor;
political party in power; timeline set; the government sponsor; and the Terms of Reference set.

6.1.1 Originating Actor

The NFP was an election commitment by the incumbent Gillard Government in 2010. The Campaign Media Statement
from Minister of Agriculture Tony Burke states a NFP will be devised:

‘We will look at how we can continue to grow more food, more sustainably and will consider domestic and
international food security; food safety and nutrition; issues which affect food affordability; and the
sustainability of our food systems, from producers on the land, through to food businesses, manufacturers and
retailers’ (Australian Labor 2010).

While the genesis of the policy is, as described by one interviewee, a bit murky, in general the catalyst for the election
commitment is widely assumed to have been lobbying from the food industry, including farmers but predominantly the
post-farm gate sector. CS-A5 describes how “it came out of pressure particularly from the farms around the way they
were treated by supermarkets, the deep loathing of imported food and their strong desire to export their food”. CS-A5
adds: “The food industry had also been calling for a national food plan, and also a national nutrition policy,
because they saw this great debate issue as being quite intractable, and they felt if there was a high-level strategic
direction at the top it would help settle down some of those arguments and take some of the tensions out of the system””.
Peak body the Australian Food and Grocery (AFGC) was strongly indicated in interviews: it had been “pushing very
hard, under the previous chief executive, for a holistic approach to food policy””, and also for “a department
with responsibility, holistically, for food” (S&T-A). FI-A2 points to a National Press Club address by its CEO in 2009,
which called for a national food and grocery agenda and proposed a shift in sponsorship of the food industry out
of the agriculture department and into the department for industry:

‘But even though we are the largest manufacturing industry in Australia, we are not actually in the industry
portfolio; we are not the responsibility of Minister Carr. Why? Who knows, but we're not and we think we
should be’ (Carnell 2009).

The speech is said to have caught the attention of government because “whenever you suggest changing portfolio
responsibility it gets the politicians attention. Because somebody is going to win and somebody is going to lose” (FI-
A2). It did later switch department.

The historical context to the food industry’s position, as touched on in the Literature Review and in Chapter Four, is of

a period of sustained policy activity and government support from the end of the 1990s, to something of a fall from
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grace by the end of the 2000s. Interviewee FI-A2 describes how the industry benefitted from:*...the national
competition policy, which was developed under the previous government, started to come into full swing in the 1990’s™
and ““essentially identified regulation as a cost upon industry”. But government support for industry innovation
subsequently decreased, a shift which FI-A2 attributes to emerging tensions between economic and health policy goals,

involving consumer advocates, and accompanied by unwanted media coverage:

“We had a complete revamping of the food standards code in late 1990s, which resulted in a lot of debate,
particularly between food industry and consumer advocacy organisations, about what appropriate food
regulations were. So there were a lot of headlines, even at the same time as the food industry being recognised
as being able to provide this enormous potential growth, we had a lot of criticism. And then of course as we
went into the 2000s the obesity debate kicked off in a big way. And | think the industry almost ran into a brick
wall. We had the government running summits in 2002/3 about what to do to fix obesity, and essentially the
food manufacturing sector was held up as the major contributor” (FI-A2)

In February 2009, civil society group Public Health Association Australia (PHAA) also called for an overhaul of food
policy, recommending the government establish an integrated national food policy across all areas, incorporating
agriculture and fisheries, health, education, social exclusion, treasury, innovation and the environment (PHAA 2009). A
number of public servants interviewed understood the election commitment to be aimed at appeasing groups in the
country that questioned its food security, along with additional factors negatively impacting on the pre- and post-
farmgate food stages of the supply chain (CS-A5; CS-A). CS-A and FI-A3 also highlight the influence of research
taking place at the time around societal changes: “feedback from CSIRO, AFGC, from companies, even the universities,
that things weren’t working properly” (FI-A3). A theme which will be returned to later is how stakeholder groups
including farmers, industry and publich health were pushing for government action, but there were differing
conceptions of what the NFP represented in policy terms, “all three of them had utterly different things in mind,
different views of what it should look like” (CS-A5). Policy transfer from the UK was also mooted as a driver by several
interviewees, for instance FI-A2 describes how when FM came out in the UK:

*“...we thought this is potentially a good idea. And the thing that impressed us the most about that was that it
came out of the department of Cabinet. It suggested a very comprehensive document, it also gave the rationale
for it very well. Which was that food manufacturing is not only a significant part of the economy but integral to
lives of everyone in Britain, contributes to health and wealth of the nation. And that is how | described it when
| was advocating for a national food policy” (FI-A2).

According to Caraher et al’s (2015) analysis of stakeholder involvement in NFP formulation, the Global Foundation
(GF) was also an important influence. GF describes itself as ‘a not-for-profit organisation focused on serving the
longer-term public good and backed by private sector and philanthropic sponsors and a diverse membership base’
(www.globalfoundation.org.au). One of the main strands of work highlighted on its website is around food -

specifically linking Australia with Asia ‘for future food security’. It describes how ‘for more than 10 years, the
Foundation has been the leading contributor to the development of an Australian national food plan, to better organise
efforts for Australia to become a global food superpower’. Carey et al note that The Foundation:

‘established a Food Security Working Group in 2009 that included representatives of Woolworths (one of
Australia’s two main retailers), the Australian Food and Grocery Council (the national peak body
representing food manufacturers)(31), the National Farmers’ Federation (the national peak body representing
farmers) and the CSIRO (Australia’s national science agency)’ (2016p5).
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6.1.2 Timeline and Time Taken

The Timeline for the NFP to be implemented is suggested in its ‘Vision for the year 2025’.

Table 6.1 Timetable of National Food Plan Formulation

Date Event
August 17 2010 Election Commitment by Gillard Labor Government
August 21 2010 Incumbent wins Election

Change of Agriculture Minister
Autumn 2010 National Food Policy Working Group (2010-2012)
June 2011 National Food Plan Issues Paper published
Summer 2011 National Food Plan Issues Paper Consultation

48 written consultation questions — 279 submissions
19 Roundtable Meetings
Departmental Secondments to DAFF end

July 2012 National Food Plan Green Paper Published (states White Paper due to be finalised later in
2012)

17 July to 30 Sept | National Food Plan Green Paper Consultation

2012 23 written consultation questions - 401 written submissions = more than 5000 pages
28 public meetings across Australia - held in every State and Territory - attended by more than
700 people

Eight CEO-level roundtable meetings, attended by more than 120 people

Public webcast panel discussion, with guestions and comments submitted by stakeholders
May 2013 National Food Plan White Paper published
September 2013 Election — Labor loses to Coalition

Source: Author

The NFP Green Paper, published in July 2012, says it is intended to inform discussion on the development of the White
Paper, due to be finalised later in 2012. In reality the White Paper was not published until May 2013. Interview data
reveals a lack of resources allocated to formulation, plus a somewhat unusual three-stage process and double
consultation. Lack of resources were particularly problematic with the Issues Paper, which took a long time to put
together as “they didn’t put any resources into it”” (CS-A6), followed by a consultation, and then a lengthy three months
of Green Paper public consultation resulting in 5,000 pages of documents (CS-A6). In fact, the Green Paper was
described as “an Issues Paper all over again”, in that it did not present a developed set of options to select from but

rather laid out the issues again, often expanding on these, and raised some possible responses (CS-A6).

6.1.3 Terms of Reference

The lack of “official” ToR, were considered “one of the failings of the process” (CS-A6), in that “...people wanted a
food plan, [but] no one knew what they wanted the food plan to do. No one had thought about what is the scope — what
is in scope what is not in scope” (CS-A6). The Issues Paper acted as a de facto ToR, but its breadth — along with
changing staff, and a changing minister, each one bringing “different expectations about what they thought the job was™
(CS-AB) — compounded the problem of scoping the policy. These differing expectations are crystallised in the remark of
one public servant involved that “it wasn’t necessarily health policy it was food policy” and “the NFP was really there
for the agricultural industry and the food industry, and the food industry wasn’t necessarily there as a determinant of
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all health issues, and health, any nutritional health reporting or papers or white papers or whatever they might want to
do”, adding:

““...s0 it was around the production of food, given that we can produce, and making sure we’ve got enough, we
can export and those sorts of things, it wasn’t around what we should be eating, you know. That was not what
the question was about. It wasn’t about nutrition, it wasn’t about health, it was a food plan” (CS-A).

When pushed about the health aims of the plan this understanding was reiterated:

“Well I think when we talk about health we talk about the soils, making sure you have good soils because you
don’t want mineral depleted soils, | think that is what you mean when you say that. The question wasn’t
around what should we be eating, what should we be making. These are choice things...what we should be
eating is a choice thing” (CS-A)

6.1.4 Political Party and Stage in Electoral Cycle

The NFP was an election commitment by the Labor government. This is mentioned in both the Issues Paper and the
While Paper. Interviewees remarked on the political circumstances of the Labor party at the time the NFP reached
White Paper stage, which impacted the final version of the policy and its influence when published. For FPPT-A,
“politics started to play a bigger role in terms of already beginning to look ahead to see what was going to be the
change in government, what their policies were going to be, how would they react to something like this”, meaning the
policy “got sanitised”, “to try and make it fit with whichever government happened to come in””. FI-A2 describes how
during the final months of policy development*“the government was in strife”, where a bizarre political atmosphere
made it “very difficult for the government to get airplay for good things”, leading to the release being “a bit of a
fizzle”. This is echoed by NGO-A5, describing the NFP as becoming “a political victim” and getting “buried” —
launched on a Sunday at Brisbane Farmers’ Market. For (S&T-A):

““...the minister was in political survival mode by the time it came along and it clearly wasn’t going to win the
government too many votes. So at that point all they were focused on was what was actually going to win them
an extra vote, and the National Food Plan wasn’t.”

This is also said to have impacted on the way implementation was addressed in the formulation process, because by the
time the plan was released““people could see the national government was a dead duck, and thought we don’t want to
waste our effort developing implementation plans the incoming government might simply throw out” (S&T-A).This
issue of electoral change figured heavily in the interviewees’ analysis of the NFP’s trajectory, with one drawing
parallels with an State-level attempt to create an integrated plan which “never saw the light of day” because the

government of Victoria changed (NGO-A4). The issue of impact of electoral cycles is returned to in Chapter Eight.

6.1.5 Government Sponsor/ Lead Department

The NFP was sponsored by the Department of Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF). A civil servant involved
pointed to the influence of administrative orders?, which assigned the issue of food security to DAFF as of 2010, and a
change in the approach to White Paper policy formulation:

““So that means the only other place that this National Food Plan would have gone would have been to Prime
Minister and Cabinet itself. And that used to be the model for a lot of White Papers, but under the previous

28 Updated with each new government and providing the scope of portfolio responsibilities
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government it changed where those White Papers were decentralised to the responsible portfolio agencies”
(CS-A6).

Several interviewees were clear on the impact that agriculture department sponsorship had on the formulation process
and content.
*“...having the policy led by DAFF [which] signalled from the very start this was what was important, and

everything else was clearly going to take a back seat” (NGO-A4).

“My view was this would be a plan for industry, and it was a plan for industry. It was tokenistic. But it was
worse than | expected” (NGO-A3).

A number of interviewees specifically raised tensions between sponsorship by DAFF and the initial aim to create an
integrated approach encompassing health/nutrition:

““...there was tensions between departments, because they can’t take the lead, so the lead was DAFF and that
caused a great deal of angst for the Federal Department of Health.” (CS-A4).

“It was an interesting process. It started pretty firmly in the agriculture sector. So that was the original
discussion. The amount of feedback that received, they did pick up on a lot of the health people’s comments
and profiled the food and nutrition components much more prominently in the Green Paper, then that basically
fell away for the White Paper... | certainly heard that the fallout of the food and nutrition components was
really a fall out between public servants. So the health people | don’t think they were comfortable with
nutrition and public health stuff being within a policy platform being advanced by the agriculture sector”
(NGO-A).

“...it is heavily focused on agriculture because they had the control, and there were perhaps elements where
there was push back from health and saying ‘that’s us not you’, so it was less of a joint effort in the end and
more an Ag paper” (CS-A3).

The negative impact of a focus on agriculture at the expense of manufacturing and retail was expressed by a food
industry interviewee:

“...there was a larger Ag focus, so it missed the balance between the agriculture and manufacturing industry.
We said over and over again that people don’t eat wheat they eat bread, they don’t eat cows they eat meat.
And almost everything we eat is processed to some extent, there are very few food products that don’t go
through some kind of quality assurance, some kind of handling or storage mechanism” (FI-A2).

While CS-A2 was more sanguine about the influence of the lead department:

“I just think it was a fairly lame attempt — and not having money behind really gave the impression that is was
a bit of window dressing. And | don’t think it’s the agency’s issue” (CS-A2)

Interviewees from the civil service, food industry and civil society stated a preference for sponsorship by Prime
Minister and Cabinet:

“If you are in a department and something comes from the Prime Minister’s office, departments feel obliged to
respond, albeit begrudgingly because they have other work to do” (CS-A7).

“For the policy to have been led within the department of Premier and Cabinet would have been a good
start... and then having a clear mechanism for what the integration would be between those departments, how
would they be involved in the development of the policy, how would the different goals be brought together”
(NGO-A4).
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The AFGC had previously made clear its preference for a central department to develop a national food policy, because
while “everyone said it's a great idea”, departments are not set up to work on cross-domain projects:

““...when you talk to health they say but we can't do it because it that's got all that environment stuff in it. We
can do the health bit, we can't do the environment or the industry bit. So right across the people I've spoken to,
that's been the outcome and that's the reason we're calling for PM and C to take a leadership role here. In
Health, and really we work really closely with Health on things like obesity and advertising, a great
relationship. But they're not in the business of ETSes or environment or food waste or any of those areas,
similarly with DAFF, SIM...and the list goes on” (Carnell 2009).

The food industry provided specific recommendations for centralised sponsorship in consultation submissions:

“We suggested in our submissions that the whole national food plan actually be domiciled within the
department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, and we suggested a parliamentary secretary to run the whole
thing, and suggested it didn’t mean more money because you could just second people from the other
departments, and run the nutrition part, the environment, the trade, the industry part, just run the damn thing
and let’s get this thing up and running.” (FI-A2).

However one civil servant notes that though the policy lead was DAFF “it didn’t mean we didn’t have Prime Minister
and Cabinet all over the paper in the end”” (CS-A). And another, CS-A7, describes how — although departments do feel
an obligation to respond to the PM’s office — centralised sponsorship proved problematic in their previous experience
working in Canberra when deputy PM Julia Gillard championed the social inclusion agenda from PM&C but: ‘it didn’t
change much at all. It is like turning around a tanker....the institutional imperatives. Departments are caught up with

the metrics of history, stakeholder demands, elections, all so often trump big picture ideas about integrated policy.”

6.2 CONTENT

The CONTENT factors influencing the framing and trajectory of the policy are: Definition of the problem; Goals and

Objectives; Framing; Policy Omissions; Degree of Change; and Policy Integration.

The NFP was formulated through a Green-White Paper process. In a sense this suggests more political weight than
previous plans, policies and strategies. Though according to CS-A7:

“A White Paper means that other departments are consulted, that there are opportunities for comment, it
heralds the government saying ‘we are serious about this’, but it doesn’t necessarily translate into real
change, law or financial support.”

The document consists of eight chapters, the first covering the vision to 2025 — which includes the goals in Figure 6.1.
Chapter Two covers ‘Trends, Opportunities and Challenges’, and describes the rising world population, in particular in
Asia, ‘potential constraints on growth’, strengths in food production, and features a section on consumers, and poor
diet. Chapter Three is about ‘Growing Exports’, stats on the food industry, plus how the goals to 2025 will be achieved,
including through new activities such as research funds to better understand consumer market opportunities in Asia, and
to facilitate exports. Chapter Four on “Thriving Industry’ has a similar format, with goals and actions to support these.
As discussed at 6.5.4, it is often not clear which activities are new and which are ongoing. Chapter Five covers
‘Families and Communities’, and focuses on food security issues, along with listing many of the ongoing activities
targeting healthy and nutritious food. There is also a focus on ‘informing our community’, covering consumer

information including labelling. Chapter Six looks at Global Food Security, outling how Australia contributes, and
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Seven is about ‘Sustainable Food’, with a focus on sustainability to support productivity , on land use, soils, water,
native vegetation and pollinating insects, pests and weeds. There is also a section on food waste. Appendix Table C1
more fully summarises the White Paper contents. Finally, Chapter Seven is about ‘Delivering the National Food Plan’,
and features a table of goals and ‘pathways’ to achieve the goals. Appendix Table C3 provides this list of actions along

with any progress on them that could be identified.

6.2.1 Definition of the problem

The problem the NFP is aimed at addressing is not made explicit in the policy documents. However, based on the plan’s
aim (as stated in the Issues Paper) to ‘better explain and better integrate Australia‘s approach to food policy’ and the
government’s stated recognition that ‘improvements could be made to its current approach to food policy, for example
by addressing any gaps, overlaps or inconsistencies, or explaining its policies in a single framework’ (DAFF 2011 pvi),
it can be assumed the current policy approach is deemed problematic. However, this sentiment is not carried through to
the end of the process. By White Paper stage the government’s policy approach is presented as less problematic:

‘While food can be an important element in many issues, the role of the National Food Plan is not to solve
every challenge with some connection to food. Its role is limited to ensuring that Australia has a sustainable,
globally competitive and resilient food supply that supports access to nutritious and affordable food. The
government deals with the broader issues through a range of policies’ (DAFF 2013 p14).

While food security and food industry productivity are a focus, these are not really presented as problems per se, which
is considered by CS-A6 as “where the plan is weakest”. Rather, goals are expressed as ‘protecting and maintaining’
food security, and the food industry is characterised as thriving and able to cope with challenges such as those related to
the environment, although the Issues Paper does concede food security is not simply a matter of quantity, but also
affordability and quality (DAFF 2011 pvii). Several consultation submissions, including that of the State Government of
Victoria, argue the definition of food security should be expanded to emphasise ‘individual and community food
security in urban and regional communities’ and ‘more emphasis should also be given to the importance of the

nutritional quality of food, as well as food quantity and safety” (State Government of Victoria 2012 p9).

Similarly, environmental issues are played down: the Issues Paper notes how climatic factors ‘may pose a challenge to
agricultural productivity growth’. The framing of environmental issues as potential barriers to productivity is a running
theme, but the industry’s ‘environmental performance credentials to meet national and international obligations and
consumer preferences for food including how it is produced, transported and sold’ are proposed as responding to the
problem (DAFF 2011 pxii). The Green Paper describes environmental problems associated with food more fully,
acknowledging the fragility of Australia’s natural resources, but also linking to constraint of productivity specifically,
noting for example ‘Australia does face some long-term challenges to food production from climate change and limits
to our natural resources including land, energy and water’ (DAFF 2012 p6) and ‘ongoing efforts are needed to ensure
production growth is not limited by natural resource constraints’ (DAFF 2012 p196). The White Paper presents
environmental issues as a constraint on growth (rather than issues in their own right) even more strongly, and positions
challenges as in the past, for example stating ‘historically, using natural resources for food production in Australia has
had environmental costs such as soil erosion and degradation of inland waterways’ but ‘more recently we have been
working to improve the condition of our natural resources” (DAFF 2013 p74). Or in the future: ‘in the years ahead

Australia’s food system will face challenges, such as climate change, population growth, changing economic
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conditions, competition for resources and diet-related health issues’ (DAFF 2013 p6). Although two of the most
significant environmental issues for the country — soil quality and water availability — are raised (DAFF 2013 p75; 77).
Health is highlighted as a problem to be addressed by the NFP in the Issues Paper, which states ‘the burden of disease
due to poor nutrition is related primarily to the excessive intake of energy-dense, nutrient-poor foods’ (DAFF 2011
p21). However, by the Green Paper health has been separated into a stand-alone policy of its own, as discussed further
below, under CONTENT: Policy Omissions (6.2.4).

6.2.2 Goals and Objectives

One key aim was to create a whole-of-government food policy, outlining the government’s vision to 2030. This is
explicitly referenced in the 2011 Issues Paper:

‘Australian governments have an extensive range of general economic policy measures and programs,
regulations and other initiatives that respond to these forces and affect the food supply and demand. The
Australian Government has not, however, defined an overarching approach to food policy. The government
believes that an overarching approach will help protect and improve Australia‘s enviable food security status
and support population health outcomes, among other things, and has committed to developing a national food
plan to address these needs’ (DAFF 2011 p1l).

However, a shift of emphasis on integration took place (see 6.2.6). The Issues Paper also features some general
objectives around food industry productivity and food security, stating that ‘one key objective of a national food plan
would be to improve productivity’ (DAFF 2011 p2) and that ‘our nation’s food supply is secure, and we need to remain
vigilant in protecting that food security in the years to come. At the same time we want to ensure our food industry can
make the most of the rapidly developing market opportunities for food industry goods and services, especially in Asia’
(DAFF 2011 piii). By Green Paper stage, a specific ‘proposed outcome’ for the NFP is stated as: ‘A sustainable,
globally competitive, resilient food supply, supporting access to nutritious and affordable food’ (DAFF 212 p48). To

achieve this, seven ‘high-level objectives’ are listed:

1. Identify and mitigate potential risks to Australia’s food security

2. Reduce barriers to a safe and nutritious food supply that responds to the evolving preferences and needs of all
Australians and supports population health

3. Support the global competitiveness and productivity growth of the food supply chain, including through research,
science and innovation

4. Maintain and improve the natural resource base underpinning food production in Australia

5. Reduce barriers food businesses face in accessing international and domesticmarkets

6. Contribute to global food security

7. Contribute to economic prosperity, employment and community wellbeing in regional Australia.

These objectives have evolved by White Paper stage to a set of goals to 2025, under four headings of ‘Growing

Exports’; ‘Thriving Communities’; ‘People’ and ‘Sustainable Food’:
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Figure 6.1: Goals of the National Food Plan White Paper

[1.3 Vision to 2025

Our vision for Australia’s food system is a sustainable, globally competitive, resilient foed supply supporting access to
nutritious and affordable food. To achieve our vision we have set goals for the nation for 2025. Some of these goals
are new and ambiticus, while others aim to maintain our current high standards.

W The value of Australia's agriculture and food-related
exports will have increased by 45 per cent (in real terms),
contributing to an increase in our gross domestic product.

W Australia’s agricultural productivity will have increased by 30 per cent, helping farmers
grow more food using fewer inputs.

W Innovation in Australia’s food manufacturing industry will have increased, building scale
and capability through collaborations to make the most of emerging oppertunities in the
Asian region.

W Australia’s agriculture and fisheries workforce will have built its skills base, increasing the
proportion with post-schoal qualifications.

W Australia will have stronger food trade and investment
relationships with countries across the region and the
capabilities to promote Australian interests.

m Australia will have a globally recognised food brand that
is synonymous with high-quality, innovative, safe and

sustainable food, services and technology. m Australia's infrastructure and biosecurity systems will support a

growing food industry, moving food cost-effectively and efficiently
10 markets and supporting new export opportunities.

m Participation by Australian food businesses In the digital economy
will have increased, driving productivity gains and innovation and
creating connections with global markets.
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m Australia will be among the top five most efficiently regulated
countries in the world, reducing business costs.

m Australia will have built on its high level of food security by
continuing to improve access to safe and nutritious food for those
living in remote communities or struggling with disadvantage.

m Australia will be considered to be in the top three countries
in the world for food safety, increasing the reputation of
Australia’s exports.

m Australians will have the information they need to help them make
decisions about food.

m Australian children will have a better understanding of how food is produced.

m Australia will have contributed to global food security by helping farmers in developing
countries gain access to new agricultural technologies.

m Australia will produce food sustainably and will have
adopted innovative practices to improve productive and
environmental outcomes.

m Australia will have reduced per capita food waste.

Source: DAFF 2013

The goals in Figure 6.1 can also be found listed at Appendix Table C.3.

The below table compares the goals and objectives stated at each stage of the NFP formulation process, tracing the
themes of integration, food security, productivity, health and sustainability, highlighting how a more mixed focus at the
outset shifts to a production focus:

KEY
Policy Integration
Food Security
Productivity
Health
Sustainability

(1 12| g%
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Table 6.2: Changing
NFP Objectives

In its 2010 election commitmentthe Australian Government
indicated that the key aims for a national food plan were to
integrate food policy by looking at the whole food supply
chain, to protect Australia‘s food security, and to develop a
strategy to maximise food production epportunities. DAFF
2011 pl

1. Identify and mitigate potential risks to Australia’s food
security

A national food plan, when finalised, would seek to better
explain and better integrate Australia’s approach to foed
policy, from production through to consumption, and be
consistentwith the government’s market-based policy
approach and commitment to fiscal discipline DAFF2011 p2

]

2. Reduce barriers to a safe and nutritious foed supply that
responds to the evolving preferences and needs of all
Australians and supports population health

1. The value of Australia’s agriculture and food-related
exports will have increased by 45 per cent (in real terms),
contributing to an increase in our gross domestic product.

2. Australia will have stronger food trade and investment
relationships with countries across the region and the
capabilities to promote Australian interests.

3. Australia will have a globally recognised food brand thatis
synenymous with high-quality, innovative, safe and
sustainable food, services and technology.

The governmentbelieves that an overarching appreach

would help protectand impreove Australia’s enviable feod

security status, and support pepulation health out es,
among other things, and has itted to developing
national food plan to address these needs. DAFF 2011 px

l.

3. Supportthe global competitiveness and proeductivity
growth of the food supply chain, incduding through research,
science and innovation

The governmentr thatimpr ts could be

made to its current appreach te food pelicy, for example by

addressing any gaps, overlaps or inconsistencies, or
explaining its policies in a single framework. DAFF2011 p2

4. Maintain and improve the natural resource base
underpinning food production in Australia

Our nation’s feod supply is secure, and we need to remain
vigilant in protecting that food security in the years to come.
At the same time we want to ensure our food industry can
make the most of the rapidly developing market

opportunities for food i
in Asia. DAFF 2011 piii

y goods and services, especially

5. Reduce barriers food busi facein ing
international and domestic markets

4. Australia’s agricultural productivity will have increased by
30 per cent, helping farmers grow more food using fewer
inputs,

5. Innovation in Australia’s food manufacturing industry will
have increased, building scale and capability through
collaborations to make the most of emerging opportunities in
the Asian region.

6. Australia’s agriculture and fisheries workforce will have
built its skills base, increasing the proportion with post-
scheol qualifications.

7. Australia’s infrastructure and biosecurity systems will
support a growing food industry, moving food cost-
effectively and efficiently to markets and supporting new
export opportunities.

8. Participation by Australian food businesses in the digital
economy will have increased, driving productivity gains and
innovation and creating connections with global markets.

9. Australia will be among the top five most efficiently
regulated countries in the world, reducing business costs.

One key objective of a national food plan would be to
improve productivity by identifying potential policy and
regulatory reforms across the food chain, consistent with
Australia‘s high levels of food safety. DAFF 2011 p2

6. Contribute to global food security

In articulating a whole-of-chain approach government hopes
to identify:

Domestic and international food security threats and
opportunities

lssues that affect food affordability

Hew to suppertthe nutritional requirements of the Australian
population and help address burden of cbesity and diet-
related disease

Sustainability of Australia’s food systems, at all points aleng
food supply chain

How to ensure appropriate economic, taxation, labour market
and education policy settings for a robustfood supply chain.

L DAFF 2011 p2

7. Contribute to economic prosperity, employment and
community wellbeing in regional Australia
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10. Australia will have built on its high level of food security
by continuing to improve access to safe and nutritious food
for those living in remote communities or struggling with
disadvantage.

11. Australia will be considered to be in the top three
countries in the world for food safety, increasing the
reputation of Australia’s exports.

12. Australians will have the information they need to help
them make decisions abeut foed.

13. Australian children will have a better understanding of
how food Is produced.

14. Australia will have contributed to global feod security by
helping farmers in developing countries gain access to new
agricultural technologies.

15. Australia will produce food sustainably and will have
adopted innovative practices to improve productive and
environmental outcomes.

16. Australia will have reduced per capita food waste




6.2.3 Framing

Along with explicit goals and objectives, certain “frames’ which underpin the policy can be identified in
the NFP policy documents: Food Security; Innovation, Competition and Efficiency; and Appropriate Role

of Government. A full list of examples is in Appendix Table C4.

6.2.3.1 Food Security

One NFP frame is “abundance’. This is a theme which was picked up by interviewees, particularly those
in civil society, but also civil servants. As discussed at 6.2.1, Australia is portrayed as food secure in all
three iterations of the NFP.

6.2.3.2 Innovation, Competition and Efficiency

Innovation, competition and efficiency feature strongly in all NFP iterations. The Issues Paper states ‘it is
important that Australia fosters an innovative, efficient, competitive and sustainable customer-focused
food industry to ensure Australia‘s food security and contribution to global food security’. ‘Potential
benefits’ of such an approach are ‘a more affordable and nutritious food supply with a
reduced environmental footprint and opportunities for growth in regional economies’ (DAFF 2011
p2). The connection between benefits to consumers is repeated, linking a competitive food sector
with ‘greater benefits for all Australians, including improvements in food quality, greater consumer
choice, competitive grocery pricing, and sufficient growth in food supplies to meet expanding
demand’ (DAFF 2011 p31). Similar links are made in the Green Paper around government support
for ‘maintaining a sustainable, globally competitive, resilient food supply that supports access to
nutritious and affordable food’ (DAFF 2012 p61) and feature strongly again in the White Paper,
including as the first and second of the NFP’s priorities laid out in the Executive Summary:

‘First, Australia must compete strongly to capture a share of these new global opportunities. We
need to build on our strengths and capitalise on our advantages, growing our exports and
building market share against strong competition from others. Second, Australia must have a
competitive and productive food industry. The industry brings food to our tables, provides one-
in-six Australian jobs and is the lifeblood of many regional towns’ (DAFF 2013 p6).

It is interesting to note that the results of the stakeholder consultation are dismissed, with clear links here

to the competition frame:

‘While some stakeholders have called for further regulation of the major supermarkets, we need
to be careful to ensure regulation does not stifle competition or impose unnecessary red tape and
costs on businesses that may lead to higher food prices for consumers. We will continue to work
to improve the competitiveness of our food industry in partnership with industry and the
community. Businesses and individuals with concerns about potential anti-competitive or
unconscionable conduct can contact the ACCC. Consumers can also use their purchasing power
as a significant driver for change’ (DAFF 2013 p50).

By White Paper, the competition frame is explicitly linked several times to the Asian Century, noting for
example that ‘Food businesses must continue to innovate to meet the growing need for food in the Asian
century’ (DAFF 2013 p34).
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6.2.3.3 Appropriate Role of Government

Framing can also focus on particular policy instruments, evident in the NFP Green and White Papers in
particular, where references to ‘freedom’ and the power of consumers are combined with preferences for
minimal regulation. The Green Paper positions government as ‘not seeking to tell industry and consumers
what to do’ but rather providing policy direction so food businesses and interest groups can
‘address challenges and opportunities’ (DAFF 2012 p21). It is later reiterated ‘the major participants in
the food system are individuals and businesses’ (DAFF 2012 p30), although elsewhere there is a
recognition there are issues for government to solve, with the roundabout statement that ‘some issues are
for industry and others to solve, not government’ (DAFF 2012 p123). The White Paper also focuses
heavily on freedom to choose: ‘Australians are free to make their own choices about food: Farmers
decide the food they produce and people decide what to eat’” (DAFF 2013 pl8), with the
government only intervening ‘to prevent harm or meet our international obligations’ (DAFF 2013 p18).
The importance of ‘free and open markets’ is emphasised, although there is recognition that this
should be balanced with government intervention ‘where appropriate to address market
failures’ (DAFF 2013 p18).

6.2.4 Policy Omissions

The key omission in the final NFP White Paper is health policy. While the Issues Paper states an aim to
‘support population health outcomes’ (DAFF 2011 p2) and an objective to identify ‘how to support the
nutritional requirements of the Australian population and help address the burden of obesity and diet-
related disease’ (DAFF 2011 p2), and the Green Paper notes how protecting and promoting public health
and nutrition outcomes was seen as extremely important by consultees, by White Paper stage the decision

had been taken to remove health from the NFP:
‘The issue of health and nutrition is significant and therefore requires a specific, strong and
multifaceted focus separate from, but complementary to, the National Food Plan. To guide
programs and health and nutrition policies, we are developing a National Nutrition Policy’
(DAFF 2013 p14).

As a result, “there is virtually nothing of health left in the White Paper” (NGO-A4). Focus shifted from
the Green Paper’s seven principles, where“health came into one of those™ to the White Paper “where
health became relegated to one of the 16 different themes...under People” (NGO-A4). This ‘hiving off’
as it was often referred to was viewed as “the big disappointment” (NGO-A3), resulting from integration
challenges where “health and environment were the two most difficult - health was the most difficult one”
(CS-AB), which NGO-A had heard “was really a fall out between public servants”, because “the health
people | don’t think they were comfortable with nutrition and public health stuff being within a policy
platform being advanced by the agriculture sector.” CS-A2 supports this reading, stating that the hiving
off of nutrition was a ““pragmatic solution but not ideal outcome”, reflecting ““how far apart they are™.

NGO-A3 goes further, arguing “that is part of the tactic, so they split it, and thendelay”.

Progress on the National Nutrition Policy appears to have halted. The Department of Health website
states: ‘“The Department of Health and Ageing is leading the Development of the Nutrition Policy with

input from States and Territories’ with a National Nutrition Committee made up of ‘senior level
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representatives from the State and Territory health departments and the Department of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry’ providing advice on the policy development process (Department of Health 2013,
accessed October 2016). It describes how ‘the Policy is anticipated to provide an overarching framework
to identify, prioritise, drive and monitor nutrition initiatives’, and will be finalised in 2014 (Department
of Health 2013, accessed October 2016). However, the page was last updated in April 2013. The page
also notes that a ‘scoping study” is underway. In fact the scoping study — acquired and disseminated by
an academic via a lengthy freedom of information request — provides interesting insights, particularly in
terms of drivers to link the health and environmental domains in Australian food policy, and strongly
supports whole-of-government approaches. The 784-page study, by Queensland University of
Technology’s School of Public Health and Social Work and School of Exercise and Nutrition Sciences
(Lock 2015), the result of reviewing over 15,700 abstracts and 389 full reports (QUT 2013 p4), concludes
‘a new comprehensive nutrition policy is required urgently’ (QUT p7-8) and recommends key principles
should encompass food, nutrition and health, but also social equity and environmental sustainability. It
states ‘environmental sustainability is critical to ensure the supply of healthy foods both now and into the
future’ (QUT pl12). The study also addresses policy integration®, recommending ‘Development,
implementation and evaluation...should be underpinned by strong whole-of-government governance
mechanisms with cross-sectoral and expert representation’ (QUT pl4), because ‘the evidence is that
whole-of-government approaches are the most sustained internationally’ and highlights the barrier of

electoral cycles, so ‘a bi-partisan approach could enhance sustainability’ (QUT p14).

6.2.5 Degree of Change

The degree of policy change shifts over the formulation process. As discussed under 6.2.2, the Issues
Paper proposes ‘an overarching approach will help protect and improve Australia‘s enviable food
security status and support population health outcomes, among other things’ and states the government
has ‘committed to developing a national food plan to address these needs’ (DAFF 2011 pl). However,
the framing of the policy problems — in particular the downplaying of food security, environmental
challenges and hiving off of health — suggests significant policy change is not necessary (see 6.2.3).

Further evidence is the change in prominence given to integration through the process.

6.2.6 Policy Integration

As stated in the Issues Paper “in its 2010 election commitment the Australian Government indicated that

the key aims for a national food plan were to integrate food policy by looking at the whole food supply

chain, to protect Australia‘s food security, and to develop a strategy to maximise food production
opportunities’ (DAFF 2011pl). Table 6.3 presents quotes from the policy documents referring to policy
integration, and related themes. In summary, the early stages of the NFP present the difficulty of working
without an overarching framework; the need to better integrate food policy along the supply chain; and
between production to consumption; and the beneficial impacts of doing so — namely to ‘protect and

improve Australia‘s enviable food security status, and support population health outcomes” (DAFF 2011

pvi).

2 Recommendation Four
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Table 6.3: References to Integration in in NFP

Issues Paper

Green Paper

White Paper

There are currently many government policies, programs and
regulations to address food-related policy issues, as outlined in
this paper. There is, however, no overarching food policy
framework. The development of a national food plan will
address this need by better integrating food policy along the
whole food supply chain—from paddock to plate. (piii)

Australian governments also have an extensive range of
policies, programs and regulations that respond to these forces
and affect food supply and demand. The Australian Government
has not, however, defined an overarching approach to food
policy. The government believes that an overarching approach
would help protect and improve Australia‘s enviable food
security status, and support population health outcomes,
among other things, and has committed to developing a national
food plan to address these needs. (pvi)

The government recognises that improvements could be made to
its current approach to food policy, for example by addressing
any gaps, overlaps or inconsistencies, or explaining its
policies in a single framework. (pvi)

And while Australian governments have many policies and
programs that affect food supply and demand these can
sometimes work against each other. Greater coordination
and clarity of goals will help Australia maintain its enviable
food security status, improve the quality of its food, support
population health outcomes and build a competitive and vibrant
industry. (pl)

A national food plan, when finalised, would seek to better
explain and better integrate Australia‘s approach to food
policy, from production through to consumption, and be
consistent with the government‘s market-based policy approach
and commitment to fiscal discipline. (p2)

The National Food Plan will better integrate all aspects of food policy by
taking a whole-of-food-system approach covering primary production,
transport, storage and distribution, processing, manufacturing, retailing,
international trade, consumers, related service sectors and the wider
community. (p20)

The plan will provide a framework for continual improvement and response
to emerging issues as well as management of policy trade-offs and
allocation of public resourcing. (p21)

This is the first time a whole-of-food-system approach to policy has been
undertaken by the Australian Government, and it is expected the discussion
between all levels of government, industry and the community on food issues
will continue to evolve. (p21)

Government policies often interact and this is particularly so in the area
of food, where agriculture, fisheries, trade, regional, environmental,
health and broader economic policy are all closely associated. In
developing the National Food Plan, the Australian Government wants to
clearly articulate the direction of policies affecting the food system, thereby
increasing transparency and providing policy certainty to industry and
the wider community. (p25)

Effective cooperation between different tiers of government in Australia
is of utmost importance to ensure the best policy results. State and
Territory governments can legislate to address many aspects of food policy,
particularly where regulation is required. (p44)

Key policy approaches (and related programs and regulations) are managed
by a number of Australian Government portfolios as depicted in Figure 3.3.
While these arrangements are considered to be effective and deliver a
good mix of economic, environmental and social benefits for the
Australian community, there are some challenges. For example, there is
complex interaction between government bodies when formulating
policy, making operational decisions or regulating the food system — with a
large number of bodies directly or indirectly involved as policy or

While food can be an important element in many
issues, the role of the National Food Plan is not to
solve every challenge with some connection to food.
Its role is limited to ensuring that Australia has a
sustainable, globally competitive and resilient food
supply that supports access to nutritious and
affordable food. The government deals with the
broader issues through a range of policies. (p14)

Australia’s food system has many elements and
players, and interactions between them can be
complex. Positive actions in one area can have
unintended negative effects in another. In such a
complex system there is often no ideal solution to a
problem, so it is important that we carefully weigh
up the benefits and costs of our decisions and
decide on the compromises we might need to
make. (p18)

State, Territory and local governments play important
roles within the food system. To ensure that food
policy is integrated and coordinated across all
levels of government we are committed to working
with the States and Territories on food-related policy
through the Council of Australian Governments
Legislative and Governance Forum on Food
Regulation, the Standing Council on Primary
Industries and other relevant forums. We will also
encourage strong links between the Australian
Council on Food and these Council of Australian
Governments forums. (p19)

We will encourage collaboration and the
integration of food into regional plans by providing
opportunities for regions with an interest in food to
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One stakeholder concern about food policy is that it is not
sufficiently coordinated or consistent, and some have
suggested formal mechanisms should be instigated to address
this. One example cited is the United Kingdom which
established a Cabinet sub-committee dedicated to food policy.

(p8)

operational agencies, or as regulators. (p46)

The Australian Government does not propose to change these
arrangements but rather to become smarter at coordinating across
agencies to ensure its policies continue to help the Australian food system
adapt to changing economic, environmental and social pressures. (p48)

The government proposes to establish the National Food Plan as a
framework to shape ongoing activities within the food system. The intent of
the framework would be to establish an integrated approach to food-
related policies and programs to benefit food businesses and consumers.

(p48)

Leadership, stakeholder engagement, and monitoring and evaluation have
been identified as possible high-level focus points to improve food-related
policy integration. Within these areas the government believes improving
consultation mechanisms and fostering whole-of-food-system dialogue is
paramount. (p52)

There was general recognition of the value of efficient and effective
government regulation in certain areas, such as food safety, but common
concern about the lack of integration and coherence of food-related
policy and regulation across the supply chain. Stakeholders emphasised
the need for more efficient and effective regulation. (p122)

come together and discuss best practice and regional
branding. (p54)

Source: Author from DAFF (2011); (2012); (2013)
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The Issues and Green Papers highlight the issue of gaps, overlaps and inconsistencies which can occur in
food policy (DAFF 2011 pvi); policy trade-offs (DAFF 2012 p21), and how policies and programs that
affect food supply and demand are numerous and can sometimes work against each other (DAFF 2011
pl), specifically mentioning how ‘government policies often interact and this is particularly so in the
area of food, where agriculture, fisheries, trade, regional, environmental, health and broader economic
policy are all closely associated’ (DAFF 2012 p25). However, despite a claim of increasing transparency
and providing policy certainty, there is no analysis available of policy overlaps, conflicts or trade-offs in
any of the documents, and interviewees were not aware of one. Interviewees spoke of the policy’s shifting
ambitions through the process, in relation to its attempt to integrate the different aspects of health,
agriculture, environment and so on, with CS-A2 concluding: “it set out to do that, and ended up not being
able to”, and highlighting a lack of ““buy in from the other departments”. NGO-A describes the approach
to integration as falling apart through the course of the process, noting while the Green Paper had given
stakeholders some optimism:

“...if we’d been realistic along the way we probably would have realised it’s not going to work
that way. | don’t there is enough history within Australia of having that cross-government
department more systems-based approaches to things. And we need to be smarter at breaking
down some of those barriers™.

NGO-A4 makes the distinction between what the public policy literature might classify as ‘policy
integration’ and ‘policy coordination’, arguing it “still purported to be a whole-of-government policy at
the end” and ““with the release of policy two [Green Paper] it still seemed to talk about a whole-of-
government policy” but:

“...what it ended up as was not a whole-of-government policy in terms of a policy that tries to
resolve any conflicts or integrate policy tensions and deal with them. It was a whole-of-
government policy in terms of coordinating different aspects of policy into a document without
any attempt to resolve the tensions between those different aspects of policy. So whole-of-
government coordinated policy, as opposed to whole-of-government integrated policy.”

The imprecise use of terms such as policy integration, whole-of-government and ‘over-arching’, without

clear reference to what is going to be integrated or how it will be achieved, is discussed in Chapter Eight.

6.3 INPUT

INPUT factors are: Input from government departments in the policy formulation; Mechanism for
Coordination; Institutional Reform as a result of the policy; Lead Personnel; Advisory Groups and other

stakeholders; the form of the Consultation and use of Consultants; and Political Input.

6.3.1 Input from Departments

The Issues Paper makes specific mention of input from other departments, listing collaboration with 12

portfolios®. Interview data reveals the reality of the contributions made by departments outside

30Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency
Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations

Department of Finance and Deregulation
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agriculture, with an enlightening comment from one civil servant of their department’s role as “just
contributing to the agriculture department’s National Food Plan in all its development, including
discussion paper, issues paper and then all of the cabinet submissions that went forward. And the
department was on a secretaries steering committee” (CS-A), suggesting the plan is viewed as an
agriculture department policy, rather than a jointly-owned policy. The departments are described as
having met: “on a regular basis, the secretaries of the department, initially, and then they devolved that
down to the deputy secretaries, who would meet on a fairly regular basis especially in the last twelve
months” (CS-A). Along with meetings, secondments were made from several departments prior to the
Green Paper being published, including someone from the Department of Health for eight to nine months,
which was ““really useful”” until *“they just pulled the pin” (CS-A6), plus a shorter secondment from the
Department of Industry (CS-A6; CS-A).

There was close collaboration between the departments of Agriculture and Industry (CS-A), but weaker
links with other departments, with the Department of Environment “disinterested” due to the contact
person assigned by that department, and Department of Health ““like a fortress™ due to their concerns “not
to have anything that was being done by another department intruding on their autonomy or patch™ (CS-
A6) leading the department to “almost dismiss” the NFP “to put in bluntly” (CS-A4), because in any such
cross-departmental initiative there is an issue of “who takes the glory”, and many of the other agencies
involved were not engaged other than to “repel all borders” (CS-A6). CS-A3 describes the health
department’s input as not having a direct role in drafting it, but just being on the working group, as “it
was very much agriculture focused™. Similar dynamics were present in the State of Victoria’s project to
integrate its various food policy domains, says CS-A7, whose attempts to instigate an informal food and
nutrition group were constrained because “the nutrition team and the food safety team were at war” and
the agriculture representatives were even “more free market focused than the Treasury”. CS-A2 supports
this view, remarking from an agriculture perspective that:

“we had an attempt at a food strategy in Victoria, and | sat down with the health people, and
they believe things that are simply is not true...so they would stay things like ‘educating people
doesn’t work we’ve got to stop them eating this stuff” and ‘we need to force the food industry to
stop putting salt, fat, sugar into food’, which are there for a few reasons, often for food safety,
and for flavour and the like...so my response is ‘we shouldn’t peddle beliefs here, we should

peddle or use evidence’”.

As a result efforts to engage the department of primary industries on levers to improve public health,

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade

Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs
Department of Health and Ageing

Department of Infrastructure and Transport

Department of Innovation, Industry, Science and Research

Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet

Department of Regional Australia, Regional Development and Local Government
Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities
The Treasury (DAFF 2011)
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including for example growing more fruit and vegetables, or less meat, did not progress.

6.3.2 Mechanism for Coordination

As at 6.3.1, input from departments is mentioned in the 2011 Issues Paper, but it is not clear if any official
mechanisms were put in place for the development process. NGO-A4 suggests not, noting their own
advocacy for mechanisms during the formulation of the policy itself, “not waiting until after the policy
had been developed to then decide how to coordinate amongst government”. However, official
Mechanisms for Coordination referred to in the Issues Paper include the Cabinet, informal arrangements

between portfolio departments and between governments via the COAG standing arrangements.

6.3.3 Institutional Reform

The Issues Paper notes stakeholder concern that food policy ‘“is not sufficiently coordinated or consistent,
and some have suggested formal mechanisms should be instigated to address this’, with the UK’s Cabinet
Sub-Committee on Food cited as an example (DAFF 2011 p8). The Green Paper presents
several potential new governmental mechanisms to improve food-related policy integration,
stating ‘the government believes improving consultation mechanisms and fostering whole-of-food-system
dialogue is paramount’ (DAFF 2012 p52).

Table 6.4: Options for a Mechanism to Improve Leadership and Stakeholder
Engagement

Type of Mechanism Details Decision-making powers?

Ministerial Food Forum Relevant Australian Government YES
ministers, including the ministers for
agriculture, fisheries and forestry, health,
industry and innovation, environment
and trade, and the Treasurer

To improve the integration and
coordination of food policy issues and
ensure regulatory decision-making
delivers better tailored outcomes for the
food system

Ministerial Food Forum (as Stakeholder Committee to include MFF YES
noted above) plus a agriculture, fisheries and food business SCF NO
Stakeholder Committee on representatives, with participation by

Food health, community and consumer

representatives, to provide advice to the
government on food policy issues,
Australian Food Council Comprising relevant Australian NO
Government ministers and
representatives of agriculture, fisheries
and food businesses together with health,
community and consumer representatives
to consider long-term strategic
challenges and opportunities for
Awustralia’s food system

Source: Author from DAFF (2012) p53
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While some consultees had been lobbying for a more innovative Minister of Food, or a single food
agency mechanism, this was ““strongly pushed away™ (CS-A6), and by White Paper stage an ‘Australian
Council on Food’ is presented as the preferred option (DAFF 2013 p19). This option was preferred by
S&T-A because of their prior experience of such arrangements in the National Food Industry Strategy and
Prime Minister’s Supermarket to Asia Council developmentprocesses:

““...the forums that were provided there got some real dialogue going between industries and
government, and | think that made a difference because the ministers could actually get a better
understanding of where the industries were coming from...”

In its Green Paper submission, the State Government of Victoria is critical of all three options, arguing
they “‘do not provide the opportunity for states and territories to engage on national food policy matters’
(State Government of Victoria 2012). When asked to compare to the UK case, when a Cabinet Sub-
Committee on Food was established, CS-A remarks: “...effectively we have a sub committee of cabinet
anyway”, including “the agriculture, industry and transport minister etc”, which “looked at the various

versions before it went to cabinet, so that was the economic sub committee”.

6.3.4 Lead Personnel

The background of lead civil servant Trysh Stone was not in food policy, but natural resource
management, specifically international fisheries. Stone was brought in to the formulation process mid-
way, the previous lead having left just before the Green Paper was released. The team on the project —
known as the NFP TaskForce — was small, with initially 4-5 staff but at its peak ten (CS-A6).

6.3.5 Advisory Groups

The following Group was set up in 2010 to advise government on NFP development:

Table 6.5: NFP Food Policy Working Group

Name Organisation
Michael Luscombe Woolworths
Jock Laurie NFF
Malcolm Jackman Elders
Michael Byrne Linfox Logistics
Dr Alastair Robertson CSIRO
Terry O’Brien Simplot Australia
Simone Tully OBE Organics
Janine Allis Boost Juice
Kate Carnell AFGC
Nick Stace Choice
Alison Watkins Graincorp
Jeff Lawrence ACTU
Dr Peter Williams. University of Wollongong

Source: Sweet (2010)
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The group was criticised by the public health advocates, for example in a December 2010 article ‘How
government silos are scrambling food policy” on the Croakey Blog, Associate Professor Mark Lawrence
writes about ‘an extraordinary disconnect in Australian food policy development’, whereby the Prime
Minister’s Science, Engineering and Innovation Council highlights the need for an integrated health,
social, economic and environmental response to food and nutrition challenges, yet ‘the Department of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF) hosted the first meeting of a food policy committee that will
lack the capacity to address three of these four critical policy considerations identified in the PMSEIC
report’. The PHAA described the group as ‘stacked with industry, manufacturing and sales’, due to there
being no voice of public health, and contrasted it with the UK’s FM report:

‘The PHAA calls on Senator Ludwig to immediately redress this imbalance and take an holistic
view of food as was done in the United Kingdom when they released their national food policy,
Food Matters. Food has such a significant impact on the health of all Australians that the food
policy working group must include the public health perspective’ (Sweet 2010).

In the Green Paper the National Food Policy Working Group is described as having been ‘established by
the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry as a source of high-level strategic advice on the food
industry across the food supply chain’ (DAFF 2012 p22). Along with the official advisory group, Carey
et al’s (2016) examination of the influences on the NFP finds that charity the Global Foundation (see
6.1.1) ‘used its ‘unique, bipartisan model of public—private cooperation on policy development to enable
key food industry stakeholders to collaborate with each other, and with government’, noting the
Foundation describes itself as the ‘architect of Australia’s first national food plan’ and concluding the
GF:

‘...operated beyond the formal submission and lobbying processes and was successful in gaining
the confidence of politicians and civil servants. As a result, the Food Security Working Group
established by the Global Foundation played an important role in shaping the Plan’ (Carey et al
2016 p9).

6.3.6 Stakeholder Involvement

There are several references to involving stakeholders in the formulation process throughout the NFP
iterations, for example the Issues Paper statement:‘in developing a national food plan the Australian
Government will bring farmers, manufacturers and processors, distribution and logistics companies,
retail and food service companies, consumers, public health professionals, and agricultural and food
scientists together to develop a common understanding of the strategies needed to maximise Australia‘s
food production opportunities while minimising risks’ (DAFF 2011 p2).While the Green Paper describes
the government as ‘developing the National Food Plan, working with industry, peak bodies, consumers
and other State and Territory governments’ (DAFF 2012 piv) and lists ‘consultation mechanisms’ used to
gain feedback on the NFP including:

National Food Policy Working Group

Food Processing Industry Strategy Group

Ministerial Advisory Council on Regional Australia

Other government jurisdictions through the Council of Australian Governments (COAG)
Standing Council on Primary Industries (SCoPI) (formerly known as the Primary Industries
Ministerial Council) and the COAG Legislative and Governance Forum on Food Regulation
(FoFR) and their subsidiary committees

o Dedicated collaborative arrangements between relevant Australian Government portfolios (15 in
total), to ensure development of the NFP is a whole-of-governmentinitiative.
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There is also mention in the Green Paper of FOFR arrangements, under which:

‘...a framework for stakeholder engagement is being developed with industry. This stakeholder
framework seeks to articulate and recognise key stakeholders, and present a systematic,
consistent process for the FoFR and its subordinate committees’ (DAFF 2012 p53).
A further consultation group was established in September 2012, according to a communique issued by
DAFF (undated and no longer available). The Communique announces Agriculture Minister Joe Ludwig
and Assistant Treasurer, the Hon David Bradbury have convened a forum on Food Sector Relationships:

‘...bringing together representatives from along the food supply chain. Representatives of the
major supermarket chains, farmers, food producers and manufacturers came together in Sydney
to talk about how to improve relationships as part of consultation on Australia’s first National
Food Plan’ (Australian Government undated).

Participants of the Forum on Food Sector Relationships are all food industry representatives. No further
details of its activities could be identified.

6.3.7 Consultation

The Green Paper describes ‘a highly consultative policy development process involving circulation of an
issues paper, followed by this green paper for stakeholder comment, concluding with the release of a
National Food Plan white paper that articulates its policy position’ (DAFF 2012 p21). The following
breakdown of the consultation process is based on information in the Green Paper, and a Green Paper

Consultation Summary Report.
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Table 6.6: The NFP Consultation Process

Stage of
Formulation

Details of
Consultation

Consultation Period

Submissions

Issues Paper

48 written consultation
questions

19 Roundtable Meetings
between 9 August and 2
September 2011.
Attended by around 180
stakeholders from across
supply chain and other
sectors to provide
feedback on Issues
Paper. Roundtable
meetings held in every
capital city and a
number of regional
locations, including
Geraldton,
BarossaValley,
Armidale, Kununurra,
Townsville,
Toowoomba, Devonport
and Bendigo.

10 weeks

279 submissions from
broad range of
stakeholders including
individuals,
businesses, peak
industry and
community groups,
public health
advocates, non-
government
organisations and
governments

Green Paper

23 written consultation
questions

28 public meetings
across Australia - held
in every state and
Territory - from 30 July
to 14 September

2012. Attended by over
700 people

28 locations selected to
represent urban, peri-
urban, rural and remote
communities, and
covering different types
and ideas of food
production.

Eight CEO-level
roundtable

Meetings, attended by
more than 120 people

Public webcast panel
discussion, with
questions and comments
submitted by
stakeholders’

17 July to 30 September
2012 (10.5 weeks)

401 written
submissions, over
5000 pages

Source: Author from DAFF (2012); DAFF (2013b)

A page on the DAFF website — now archived — provided the following breakdown of attendees at the first

tranche of 19 public meetings, attended by 80 stakeholders.
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Table 6.7: Attendees of Public Meetings

Farming and fishing sector including individual 39

farmers, grower associations, corporatised

farming groups and peak bodies

Food and beverage processing sector 21 (8 of which were small to medium businesses -
SME’s)

Various advocacy, community and consumer 16

groups

Research and development providers 15

Regional development associations 11

Education and training sector 14

Major health and nutrition groups 13

Various other parts of supply chain including, 50

resource management, distribution, logistics,

packaging, retail, business, among others

Source: http://lwww.daff.gov.au/nationalfoodplan/development/issues-paper/face-to-face-meetings.html
(accessed July 2013).

According to Carey et al’s (2016) analysis of the NFP process, there was the following approximate
breakdown of written submissions, based on cross-checked categorisation by the researchers into the

tripartite approach of civil society; private sector and government.

Table 6.8: Written Submissions to the National Food Plan

Industry and agricultural 30%
stakeholders

Individuals 20 %
Local, regional and state governments 7%
Public health sector 5%
Academic institutions 3%
Civil society groups across a wide range of sectors, including groups focused on social Remaind
justice, animal welfare, consumer rights and environmental issues. er

Source: Carey et al (2016)

The public consultation process was criticised as inadequate by civil society groups because ‘public
meetings were over-subscribed and some people were excluded from the process’ (Carey et al 2016 p6).
A press release issued by the Australia Food Sovereignty Alliance on 10 August 2012 describes “full
house’ signs being up and argues this is not ‘representative of genuine consultation’ (AFSA 2012). NGO-
A4 picks up this critique, noting a lack of transparency, and describing a two-tier consultation process,
with “the open public ones that were had and then the invitee only process that it always felt like was the
one that mattered — the closed door one. And we never got invitations to the closed door one, despite
trying to get them several times”. While ST-A considered ‘the consultation process was actually pretty
good’, in general the feeling from interviewees was that the extent of consultation impacted negatively on
the policy content, causing a dilution, with FPPT-A concluding all of the “reiterations, all of the
dialogues they had and feedback and input they had from the stakeholders, | think it ended up getting

further and further diluted””. CS-A3 points to how a real divergence in views from stakeholders, either
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between Commonwealth and ground level or between industry and NGOS, lead policy leaders to try for a
middle ground:

*“...and when looking for that middle ground you actually lose a lot of the context and a lot of
the reason why you might be doing it. So you shift away from what you originally thought would
be this grand plan, this grand policy, to playing somewhere in the middle where you have tried
to work with your stakeholders to work out what they want, which is often different, depending
on who you are talking to, and you end up with something in the middle. And often unfortunately
it is a very weak policy because of that™.

ST-A echoes the point, drawing on previous experience with consultations on other projects when

remarking that trying to accommaodate everybody is a flawed approach, and the NFP process:

“probably leaned too far towards give everybody what they want rather than ultimately the
minister, the ministers, showing leadership, deciding what was really important and focusing on
those things.”

6.3.8 Consultants

The firm Cox Inall was hired to assist with the public consultation part of the NFP, but consultants were

not involved in the analysis.

6.3.9 Political input

The Agriculture Minister at the time the NFP was announced was Tony Burke, having been in the
department for several years before the NFP was formally adopted as a policy aim for the Gillard
Government. However, following the 21 August 2010 election, Burke moved to become Minister for
Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities, with Joe Ludwig taking the Minister of
Agriculture post, having previously been Cabinet Secretary and Special Minister of State. So, while it was
Tony Burke that announced the NFP, it was Joe Ludwig who fronted the Issues Paper and was in post
through the formulation process. When asked how much the NFP was supported politically, CS-A
comments “as far as | know quite heavily”, adding “it didn’t reach Prime Minister for us, but every
agriculture minister we had — and the previous one, Ludwig was very much pro-industry, pro looking at
these things”. But adds:

“there was a lot of change towards the end of the development of the paper in terms of
ownership politically. So it was owned very much by the agriculture minister but then the PM’s
department took it over and it changed in terms of its ownership politically within Canberra.”
(CS-A).
However, several interviewees pointed to the timing of the launch of the plan, coinciding with the run up
to another election, as having an impact on the political will behind the NFP (CS-A6; NGO-A5; S&T-A),
with NGO-Ab5 stating “there was a lot going on at that time, so it was a bit of a victim [laughs] of our

political goings on at the time”, and S&T-A describing a minister in “political survival mode”.
6.4 BUDGET

6.4.1 Budget for Policy Development

Aside from people costs, which were absorbed by the departments responsible for those member of

project team staff (DAFF) and secondees (other departments), the ““$1.5 mn over four years™ budget for

developing the NFP came from within the Department of Agriculture, to be used on “consultants,
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analysis, printing, communications, that sort of thing” but in reality was not fully utilised (CS-A®6).
Several interviewees pointed to the lack of financial contribution from other departments outside
agriculture as a barrier to successful formulation and implementation, with CS-A3 speaking from
experience on other projects that shared budgets engender “joint ownership if you are contributing
resources” and ““gives you an element of responsibility”, whereas “participating in a working group
doesn’t give you that ownership”. Also speaking from experience of running policy projects, FPPT-A
argues:

““...there needs to be resources, and | mean money. There needs to be a decision made there will
be money put aside from each of these departments which will be put into a kitty, and that kitty
will be used not just to develop the strategy but mostly identified for implementation — so that
means there will be real people with real time dedicated to implementing the national food
policy”.

6.4.2 Budget for Policy Implementation

The White Paper lists the following sums which will be invested by government.

Table 6.9: NFP White Paper Implementation Budget

Sum Activity
$28.5 million Asian Food Markets Research Fund
$5.6 million Build on relationships with trading partners in key and

emerging markets by

— expanding the network of specialists that support
agricultural trade in Asia

— having market access liaison officers for key food
sectors

$2 million Develop a brand identity for Australian food and related
technology.

$2.2 million (part of $28.5 listed above) | Research and analysis of food industry trends to help
business and governments plan infrastructure to support a
growing industry to 2025.

$1.5 million Develop resources and provide professional development
to support teaching about food and agriculture though the
Australian Curriculum

$1.5 million Support community food initiatives by providing grants to
community groups to support the establishment and
development of initiatives like community gardens and
farmers’ markets

TOTAL$39.1 million
Source: Author from DAFF (2013)

A number of other investments are listed in the White Paper but these appear to be ongoing spend not
new budget as a result of the NFP. The listed investments specific to the Food Plan amount to $39.1 mn.
FI-A2 and CS-A2 argue the sums involved were not substantial enough to make any significant impact,
with FI-A2 describing the NFP as “hamstrung by the fact it became clear there was no additional
money”, and CS-A2 describing the document as “pretty predictable” and *““not having money behind

really gave the impression that is was a bit of window dressing™. FI-A2 and CS-A6 point to the timing of
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the plan and the political situation whereby “budgets started to get tight”” whereas when NFP discussions
first started “even though we had the global financial crisis it seemed that Australia sailed through it
without any real impact™ (FI-A2), and “one of the lines of attack of the then opposition” to the minority

government was ““around the ability to manage the budget™ (CS-A6).

The budget for implementing the NFP came from the agriculture department, despite attempts to get other
departments to contribute (CS-A6). CS-A6 and CS-A4 describe the reality of departmental involvement
with no budget, when “one thing that does drive the civil service, the public service, to actually put
forward new policies, is money” (CS-A6) and “nobody is going to drop something and put it into new
area, unless there is some kind of incentive to do it” (CS-A4). If a department is asked to change what
they are doing and pay for it out of existing budgets: ““the answer is no, we are doing the best we can,
with the money that we have. To do more on dietary related illness is to take money from breast cancer
kind of thing” (CS-AG6), and without political drive to manage those kind of trade-offs, inertia occurs. CS-
A2 extends the point to the food industry, arguing “the only way to get real attention from the industry is
to hang some big dollars out there”, arguing for any government spending to be matched by the private
sector. CS-A4 raises an alternative approach based on joint investment, which was explored in the attempt
to create an integrated food plan in the State of Victoria, utilising a single bid under the Budget and

Expenditure Review Committee (BERC) system.

6.5 OUTCOMES

Outcome-related factors influencing the framing and trajectory of the policy include: Plans for
Implementation and Evaluation; approach to Policy Instruments; use of Indicators and, finally, the End

Status of the policy project.

6.5.1 Plans for Implementation and Evaluation

The White Paper notes the NFP will keep on track via guides to progress including: the Australian
Council on Food; the five-yearly publication of a State of the Food System report to highlight key
information about the food system and analyse trends; and a five-yearly review (DAFF 2012 pl11). A
decision was taken not to produce a public implementation plan with indicators of success, due to a pre-
election political climate where measuring success became less important than actually “getting a grants
programme out, rolling out money and handing out small amounts of money to people in local
communities™ (CS-A6) and people didn’t want to waste the effort developing an implementation plan the
next government might abandon (S&T-A). Appendix Table C2 outlines progress made on the NFP White

Paper goals.

6.5.2 Policy Instruments

The approach to policy instruments in the three NFP iterations is based on allowing ‘businesses to meet

consumer preferences, provided food is safe and product claims comply with Australian consumer laws’

(DAFF 2011 piii), and there is a preference for ‘non-regulatory measures to improve information

available about food, including voluntary labelling, industry codes of practice, voluntary Australian

standards and self-regulation” (DAFF 2012 p114). This ‘market-based approach—facilitating well-
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functioning markets’ is said to have ‘replaced past approaches that were characterised by more direct
interventions, involving measures such as price controls and import tariffs, which were shown to
generally have higher costs than benefits to the industry and Australian consumers’ (DAFF 2012 p124).
Responding to calls for stronger levers, the position is that, for example, ‘the Australian Government does
not plan to enforce a mandatory scheme regarding general sustainability outcomes’ and — in response to
calls for further regulation of the major supermarkets: ‘we need to be careful to ensure regulation does
not stifle competition or impose unnecessary red tape and costs on businesses that may lead to higher

food prices for consumers’ (DAFF 2013 p50).

6.5.3 Indicators

As discussed above, a decision was taken not to create a public implementation plan with specific
indicators. However, the White Paper does mention developing — with industry — sustainability indicators
for agriculture (DAFF 2013 p83) and reporting on fish stocks, which is done via the ‘Fisheries Status
Reports for fisheries managed by the Commonwealth’ (DAFF 2013 p83). Distinction is made between the
need to create a set of bespoke sustainability indicators for agriculture and existing Sustainability
Indicators for Australia used ‘to monitor key stocks of social and human, nature and economic capital’
(DAFF 2013 p83). It is not clear what work was done on these prior to the change of government, but it is

likely to have been limited given the comments around the political climate above.

6.5.4 Final Status

By White Paper stage a large amount of feedback and potential content had amassed. The final document
was therefore the result of significant refining, which led to certain themes becoming a focus and others
not so. CS-A6 provides an insight, stating there were actually three whole White Papers written, all very
different, as part of a refinement process which also involved considerable deliberation over the four key
themes and “how to cut the cake” because “the food system is so interlinked”. The Asian Century White
Paper (see 4.4.1) was also influential: CS-A6 explains the NFP goals had to relate to ACWP goals.
Because health and environment did not figure in the ACWP, these themes were difficult to work in and

ended up being linked to the ‘Productive and Resilient Economy” ACWP goal.

The Final Report featured a table of actions. Despite being in caretaker mode during this period, some
elements of the plan were starting to be implemented prior to publication, and continued for the short
period before the Federal election and subsequent change in government. Appendix Table C3 provides
an analysis of which actions could be identified as being implemented. The main activities appear to have
been pieces of research into infrastructure and the Asian market, and a grants programme. It proved
difficult to assess progress on most actions however, as many of them were existing activities, and there
was also a general lack of follow up documents, in large part because the White Paper was archived

following the election.
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Chapter Seven: Comparing Integration in the Two Policy Projects

The following chapter synthesises the findings in Chapters Four, Five and Six. Firstly, a summary of the
results of applying the Framework Tool (FT) to the two policy projects is provided. Table 7.1 represents a
snapshot summary of the application of the FT to FM/F2030 and the NFP. The Table is grouped into
variables regarding the elements of the policy process which were analysed and compared: OUTSET,
INPUT, CONTENT, BUDGET, and OUTCOMES. These represent the findings outlined in Chapter
Five (FM/F2030) and Chapter Six (NFP). The remainder of the chapter is a narrative analysis, placing
these findings in the context of the Chapter Four findings on the policy system factors which also
impacted the framing and trajectory of the policy projects, for example how the different approaches to
integration can be understood with reference to how integration was tackled in previous food policies in

each country; and how input from inside and outside government is influenced by the wider policy

system.
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Table 7.1: Summary of Framework Tool Application

OUTSET VARIABLE

Food Matters

Food 2030

National Food Plan

Catalyst

Seemingly random, food as part of the
zeitgeist (but not as a serious policy
issue?)

Food Matters

Lobbying by stakeholders, mainly food industry and
rising number of food-related calls on government
e.g. challenges for manufacturing; food security
campaigning

Timeline for Formulation

10 months

15 months

33 months

Timeline for
Implementation

Immediate

2030

2025

Terms of Reference

Informal — Project team asked to
particularly focus on consumption to
avoid crossover with Policy Commission
on Food and Farming

Respond to conclusions of Food Matters report

Poor definition, scope continued to broaden through
process. Lack of shared goals, mixed interpretations
and expectations

Political Party/Electoral
Cycle

Labour government (11 years in power)
Initiated following change in party leader
Published towards end of electoral cycle

See FM

Labor government (six years in power)
Initiated following change of party leader
Published at end of electoral cycle

Lead Department

Cabinet Office (Strategy Unit)

Department of Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
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CONTENT

VARIABLE Food Matters Food 2030 National Food Plan
Type of Policy ‘Report’ ‘Strategy’ White Paper
“Towards a Strategy’ “Vision’

Definition of Strong Analysis Strong Analysis, drawing on FM Changes through policy formulation process. Less focus

Problem on environmental and health challenges, more on
productivity.

Goals and Focus on consumption-related objectives, No specific objectives, in favour of generic Change through policy process — scope narrows to

Objectives apart from need for a sustainable food chain. | vision for a sustainable and secure food system productivity by White Paper stage

Also goal of policy integration.

for 2030. Tensions between goals are not
addressed e.g. between increasing food

production and health and sustainability

Policy Omissions

Meat

Labour Issues
GM
Production

Meat
Labour Issues
GM

Health

Degree of change
they represent

Significant change due to focus on demand
side

Significant as a cross-government approach,
supply side issues are reintroduced, becomes less
interventionist

Changes through process, appears as new approach at
outset but reverts to historical production focus by final
iteration

Policy Integration

Demonstrates strong understanding of
importance of policy integration
Introduces several mechanisms - see below
Centralised departmental sponsorship in
Strategy Unit with its legacy of joined-up
government policy work

Some references to policy integration but less of a

focus than FM
Mechanisms from FM remain in place — see
below

Starts process relatively strong on need for a whole of
government approach, but by White Paper stage the
ambitions have been reduced significantly
Mechanism is less robust than in UK case — see below
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INPUT VARIABLE

Food Matters

Food 2030

National Food Plan

Input from
Departments

Able to engender strong input from some
departments due to Cabinet Office status

Not clear what input took place

Gaining input from departments was challenging

Mechanism for
Coordination (of
formulation process)

Cross-Departmental Working Group,
involving secondees

Not clear — no details of team provided

Secondments used at initial stages (up to Green
Paper)

Institutional Reform

Cross-Government Food Policy Taskforce
Cabinet Sub Committee on Food

Cross-Government Food Policy Taskforce
Cabinet Sub Committee on Food
Council of Food Policy Advisors

Australian Food Council comprising relevant
Australian Government ministers and representatives
of agriculture, fisheries and food businesses together
with health, community and consumer representatives
Push back against Ministerial Food Forum (with
decision-making powers) option

Lead Personnel

Project team had understanding of food
policy as a cross-domain issue/could take an
overview

Not clear

Lead civil servant with no background in food policy

Advisory Groups

Range of experts
Involved informal but deep discussion

Based on eConsultation

Broad traditional consultation on issues Paper and
Green Paper

Consultants

None Used

None Used

Used to manage consultation

Political Input

Not clear how much Prime Minister
Gordon Brown was involved

DEFRA SoS Hilary Benn had background
in DfID

Not clear what Prime Ministerial interest level
was
Hilary Benn still involved

No evidence of Prime Ministerial interest
Minister changed during process
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BUDGET VARIABLE

Food Matters

Food 2030

National Food Plan

For Formulation

Appears all were financed out of existing departmental budgets (but NFP had a specific assigned budget for the project)

For Implementation

None identified

Budget for marketing and research on Asian
markets, and food industry innovation grants

Very small budget for local food projects which was
later dropped.

OUTCOME VARIABLE

Food Matters

Food 2030

National Food Plan

Implementation

Specific actions assigned to departments
with timetable for completion

Vague goals and no assignment of responsibility
beyond ‘government’; “food industry’ etc.

Does not specify lead or timetable for individual
goals

Policy Instruments

Mandatory proposals for food standards
were made voluntary; main focus on
information provision

Focus on information and continuing ongoing
policy programme

Focus on role of non-state actors and provision of
information, plus reformulation via Food and
Health Dialogue

Indicators

No specific indicators for actions and
recommendations made in the report

Some indicators to measure success are
included, others are ‘under development’

No indicators linked to the outputs of the report but
mentions sustainability indicators for Australia and
need for complimentary set of indicators for
agriculture specifically

216




Evaluation One Year On update report gives good No equivalent update report Plans were to measure progress using five-yearly
detail of progress to date State of the Food System report
Final Status Several concrete outcomes incl: GM Several FM outcomes progressed during F2030 | Several activities underway including grants
Report, Cross-government Research Additional concrete outcomes of F2030 included | programmes, research into Asian markets, funding
Strategy, Healthier Food Mark, Integrated | food growing in schools taskforce, and an of five new agricultural counsellors in strategic
Advice for Consumers Anaerobic Digestion Strategy and Action Plan. | markets and research into ‘Infrastructure and
Vague nature of goals means difficult to Australia’s food industry: Preliminary economic
determine which activities already in operation | assessment’ .
and which new Vague nature of goals means difficult to determine
which activities already in operation and which new

Source: Author
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Both the UK’s FM/F2030 and Australia’s NFP originated with similar visions of integration, based

around the need for an overarching approach to food policy (Cabinet Office 2008b pi; DAFF 2011 pvi;

pl):

Table 7.2 References to Integration at Outset of FM and NFP

UK

Australia

Many of the elements required for a
comprehensive food policy are already in place.
But central government needs to better integrate
them and to work with the public, food chain
businesses and other stakeholders, and in
consultation with other tiers of government, to
put a new policy framework in place’ (2008b

piii).

The UK needs a stronger and more integrated
approach to food policy. Many of the issues we
face as a society — poverty, public health, climate
change and others — have a food dimension. But
direct interventions focused on the food system
will often not be the solution because the root of
the problem often lies elsewhere. Nonetheless,
food cuts across many aspects of public policy
and managing the multiple challenges in a
consistent, joined-up manner is far from
straightforward. The UK needs a clearer public
policy framework for food and the machinery
in government to help deliver it. The key
elements of that framework should be a new
shared vision for the food system of the future, a
set of core strategic objectives that respond to
central aspects of that vision, and an integrated
statement of strategy that sets out how to move
forward (px, xi).

The UK has not had a comprehensive and
formal statement of ‘food policy’ since the
Second World War. Today, a patchwork of
strategies addresses different aspects of the food
system and the market failures in each discrete
area (p41).

There are currently many government policies,
programs and regulations to address food-related
policy issues, as outlined in this paper. There is,
however, no overarching food policy
framework. The development of a national food
plan will address this need by better integrating
food policy along the whole food supply chain—
from paddock to plate (piii).

Australian governments also have an extensive
range of policies, programs and regulations that
respond to these forces and affect food supply and
demand. The Australian Government has not,
however, defined an overarching approach to
food policy. The government believes that an
overarching approach would help protect and
improve Australia‘s enviable food security
status, and support population health
outcomes, among other things, and has committed
to developing a national food plan to address these
needs (pvi).

The government recognises that improvements
could be made to its current approach to food
policy, for example by addressing any gaps,
overlaps or inconsistencies, or explaining its
policies in a single framework (pvi).

And while Australian governments have many
policies and programs that affect food supply and
demand these can sometimes work against each
other. Greater coordination and clarity of goals
will help Australia maintain its enviable food
security status, improve the quality of its food,
support population health outcomes and build a
competitive and vibrant industry (p1).

Source: Author from Cabinet Office (2008b); DAFF (2011)

Closer examination of the different references in the documents reveals neither policy project is explicit
about what is meant by integration. The reports refer to integrating several different aspects — from goals,
to budgets, to links in the supply chain — and utilise a range of related concepts including joined-up
government; whole-of-government; coordination; and coherence, with no reference to their different

meanings and level of ambition.
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7.1 Differing Definitions of Integration

Connected to this is differing conceptions of the policy projects, uncovered by analysis of interview data
and policy documents including consultation submissions. In the Australian case in particular, a failure to
specify the scope of the project through clear Terms of Reference seemed to exacerbate conflicting
expectations, held by both the departments feeding in to the NFP, and by stakeholders: the food industry
for example, having a clear agenda in calling for a national policy, around a ‘holistic approach’
rationalising its points of entry to government and raising the profile of food as an economic (and to a
lesser extent a health and environmental) issue. This is quite separate from why the public health lobby
had been pushing for a ‘whole-of-government’ approach. In contrast, it is possible the use of informal
Terms of Reference for FM, its task being to examine “food policy across the board”, was helpful in
allowing the freedom for a broad focus to be taken in the UK case. However, there is a contradiction in this
priority to take a consumer focus, starting post-farm gate, and the project’s capacity to go beyond
integration of social and environmental goals and address economic drivers®:, as discussed below. In some
respects this means FM could be judged less integrative than earlier policies such as the 2002 Policy
Commission, which attempted to make tentative links between agriculture, environment and health, and
F2030.

Likewise, a failure to specify the target of integration means it is not clear what is in scope, making it
challenging to assess whether integration is actually being addressed in the way it was conceived of, or is
conceived of in the literature. So, for example, certain references chime with a traditional joined-up
government focus on multiple policy domains, with FM noting ‘food cuts across many aspects of public
policy and managing the multiple challenges in a consistent, joined-up manner is far from
straightforward’ (Cabinet Office 2008b px, xi) and the NFP Green Paper stating the ‘need to become
smarter at coordinating across agencies’ (DAFF 2012 p48) due to the ‘complex interaction between
government bodies when formulating policy, making operational decisions or regulating the food system —
with a large number of bodies directly or indirectly involved as policy or operational agencies, or as
regulators’ (DAFF 2012 p46). The Green Paper makes specific mention of how policies interact in the
area of food, ‘where agriculture, fisheries, trade, regional, environmental, health and broader economic
policy are all closely associated” (DAFF 2012 p25). Defining integration as a cross-cutting approach
across departments also underpins the FM cross-Whitehall Food Strategy Task Force to ‘coordinate work
across government on food issues’ (Cabinet Office 2008b pxiv). Given both countries are characterised
by embedded departmentalism, as highlighted in Chapter Four, objectives to join up across government

are a natural response.

But elsewhere in the documents, the level of ambition appears reduced to bringing together the programs
and policies of government related to food into one document, rather than attempting to ‘adjust sectoral
policies in order to make them mutually enforcing and consistent’ (Meijers and Stead 2004). For example,
the NFP Issues Paper proposes two different approaches the government could take to improve its current
approact—to—food—poticy:—addressing any gaps, overlaps or inconsistencies, or [emphasis added]
31 Though the difference between domestic and global production drivers is a caveat when evaluating whether the
project integrated supply-side drivers
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explaining its policies in a single framework’ (DAFF 2011 pvi), and the Green Paper states the need to
‘establish an integrated approach to food-related policies and programs’ (DAFF 2012 p48). FM goes
slightly further, remarking how ‘many of the elements required for a comprehensive food policy are
already in place. But central government needs to better integrate them’ (Cabinet Office 2008b piii), and
contrasts the many strategies and policies whose relationship ‘is not always clearly spelled out and the
relative importance of objectives in different areas is not always clear’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p42).
Sometimes references address more specific types of integration such as activities, for example where FM
refers to the need to ‘meld together’, ‘the practicalities of decision making and coordinated research’
(Cabinet Office 2008b p5); its proposal, for integrating ‘online advice to consumers on food nutrition,
sustainability and safety’ (DEFRA 2010 p14); the idea of ‘joining-up and integrating research across
Government, private sector and third sector’ (DEFRA 2010 p65) and need for ‘better coordination of
departments’ food-related research spending’ (Cabinet Office 2008b pxiv). The NFP also talks
specifically about the need for ‘greater coordination and clarity of goals’ because Australian
governments have many policies and programs that affect food supply and demand that ‘can sometimes
work against each other’ (DAFF 2011 p1).

Particular links are made in the UK case between the health and environmental domains, both in reference
to the need to ‘address the public health and environmental issues arising from food consumption, and a
need to do so in a joined-up way’ (Cabinet Office 2008b p4), and its proposals to integrate nutrition and
sustainability advice for consumers (notoriously problematic in the Australian case with regard to Dietary
Guidelines), and to link health and sustainability through public procurement. These connections echo
tentative steps taken in the UK’s earlier 2002 Policy Commission; Strategy for Sustainable Food and
Farming (2002); and Food and Health Action Plan (Department of Health 2005) projects. Conversely,
Australia has no such legacy and historically prioritised the ‘clean’ over the ‘green’, and as such health-
environment links are absent from the NFP which — with the exception of food waste — treats food
sustainability as a production rather than consumption issue, and makes no attempt to relate the two
domains. For example, NGO-A’s remarks that ““food certainly hasn’t been profiled as has happened in
the UK and elsewhere, in terms of sustainability issues and viability issues and focus on workforce,

support of agrarian farmers and anything sensible like that, its really been a strong trade focus.”

Yet elsewhere in the FM and NFP documents, integration is about making links between production and
consumption (Cabinet Office 2008b pi; DAFF 2011 p2), and ‘better integrating food policy along the
whole food supply chain’ (DAFF 2011piii) and ‘taking a whole-of-food-system approach covering
primary production, transport, storage and distribution, processing, manufacturing, retailing,
international trade, consumers, related service sectors and the wider community’ (DAFF 2012 p20). In
both policy development processes, an early rhetorical commitment to integration becomes diluted by the
final stage, more so in the Australian case. F2030 retains the robust integration mechanisms put in place
by FM but loses commitment to the cause expressed in the earlier report, with integration only mentioned
a handful of times. In the NFP, by White Paper stage the commitment to ‘integrate food policy’ (DAFF
2011) and create an overarching framework appears downgraded significantly in the passage on the

NFP’s role not being to “‘solve every challenge with some connection to food” (DAFF2013 p14) (see 7.2).
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There is also a shift of focus from horizontal to vertical integration in the White Paper. The roles played
by State, Territory and local governments within the food system are underlined, along with the need to
‘ensure that food policy is integrated and coordinated across all levels of government” (DAFF 2013 p19).
This is reflective of a broader tendency in the Australian case — perhaps due to its lack of heritage in
discussion of food’s social and environmental links in comparison to the UK — to associate food policy
integration with a vertical focus (in terms of how interviewees responded to questions about food policy
disconnects in the country, and the importance of vertical interplay between Federal and State levels of
government in food governance which came through in the policy analysis of the system). Where
horizontal integration has been a focus in Australia, in half of the cases this was limited to integration of
economic objectives with other policy portfolios, with no focus on health or environment (see Table 7.5).
Conversely, vertical integration was not a strong theme in UK interviews, and there appear to be no
obvious government documents discussing the relationship between Whitehall and the Regions on food

governance, perhaps signifying its prioritisation. Table 7.3 illustrates the historical focus in each country.

Table 7.3: Integration focus in the UK and Australia

Country Food Policy Type of Integration Focused On
Policy Commission on Food and | Supply Chain
Farming Horizontal
Strategy for Sustainable Farming and Supply Chain
Food: Facing the Future in England Horizontal
Food Industry Sustainability Strategy Horizontal
Vertical
Supply Chain
Public Health Responsibility Deal None
% Foresight: The Future of Food and | Horizontal
Farming
Green Food Project Horizontal
Agri-Tech Strategy None
Green Food Project  Sustainable | Horizontal
Consumption Report Supply Chain
Food and Nutrition Policy Horizontal
Vertical
Supply Chain
Prime Minister’s Supermarket to Asia Supply Chain
Strategy (STAS) Horizontal (in context of economic goals only)
National Food Industry Strategy None
Creating Our Future: Agriculture and | Vertical
© Food Policy for the Next Generation
= Food and Health Dialogue State/non-state
= Australia and Food Security in a | Horizontal
g Changing World Supply Chain
National Primary Industries Research Vertical (and horizontal between States)
Development and Extension Framework | Supply Chain
Food Processing Industry Strategy Vertical
Agricultural Competiveness White Paper | Horizontal (in terms of impacts on agriculture)
Vertical

Source: Author
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Moving away from definitions; there are differences in how integration was operationalised in each
project, in terms of departmental sponsorship of the policies; how problems to be addressed were defined;
mechanisms supporting integration, and input from other departments, advisors and via consultation,

many of which can be linked to institutions at the policy system level.

7.2 Lead Department

Central sponsorship is a key tool of policy integration (Ling 2002; Russel and Jordan 2009 p1203) and
was utilised effectively in situating FM in the Cabinet Office, a department with considerable status
within government due to its proximity to the Prime Minister and role as the ‘corporate centre’ (NAO
2015), and specifically the Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit (PMSU), with its remit to ‘provide a cross-
departmental perspective’ and ability to take a step back and provide ‘new thinking” on intractable
problems (PASC 2007). This institutional venue was therefore highly appropriate for an integrated policy
project, both in that FM was able to draw on the considerable expertise of the PMSU in terms of joined-
up government, and PMSU’s ability to draw staff from outside the civil service secured project leaders
with a broader understanding of the issues of the food system. This arguably contributed to the project
team’s capacity to step outside siloed approaches to food policy, and take a systems view, albeit with a

consumption focus, aiding a ‘craftsmanship approach’ (O’Flynn et al 2011 p250).

In contrast, the NFP was sponsored by DAFF, despite lobbying by non-state stakeholders®? for a
centralised portfolio. This led to certain interpretations about the primary focus and responsibility,
creating a path dependency at policy project level and limiting opportunities to apply an integrated
approach (Coffey and Marston 2013). DAFF’s lead role positively discouraged participation from other
key departments with a role in food, in particular the Federal Department of Health, which viewed the
NFP as intruding on its turf, and did nothing to address more systemic issues around how the agriculture
and health domains have been particularly resistant to integration. Beyond health, the general perception
was of either ‘contributing to the agriculture department’s national food plan’ (CS-A) rather than of a
jointly-conceived project crossing departmental boundaries, or general disinterest in the project’s over-
arching aims. These findings reflect similar issues experienced in South Africa, where the 2002 Integrated
Food Security Strategy was ‘’seated uncomfortably’ under the leadership of the National Department of

Agricuture’ (Drimie and Ruysenaar 2010 p316).

The role of centralised sponsorship of FM has been identified as an important factor in the higher level of
departmental input into the UK project: in the absence of any budgetary incentives for departments to
undertake work beyond their immediate responsibility, the status of working with a high-profile unit
within the Cabinet Office supported participation; absent in the Australian case. A NFP project leader
with no background in food policy, taking over the development process mid-way through, presented an
additional constraint. There is also a sense that FM benefitted from political backing at the highest level,

having originated in the Prime Minister’s own department, and from a Minister already familiar with the

32 Often referencing the UK example
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terrain (SoS Benn having moved from the Department for International Development), while the NFP
was perceived to lack the Prime Ministerial backing of previous policies such as the Supermarket to Asia

and National Food Industry Strategy, and the Minister leading the project switched during theprocess.

While a centralised venue for FM presented an opportunity for agents to innovate and engender a degree
of policy change from the traditional production-focused path of national UK food policy, as the process
moved to F2030, an institutional switch from CO to DEFRA undermined earlier capacity to steward the
integration process (Drimie and Ruysenaar 2010), and overcome the traditional forces of continuity
through fresh thinking and co-opting of other departments to a common agenda. It can be argued that
F2030 represented a partial return to established policy projects where production goals dominated,
though due to the vagueness of the document itself, and the lack of implementation on which to judge it,
this may be too harsh a conclusion. Certainly the rising issue of food security, resulting in DEFRA’s 2009
report Ensuring the UK’s Food Security in a changing World, and suite of food security indicators, in
response to the 2007-8 food price spike, was an important influence in the refocusing on production. Even
so, as noted in Chapter Five, this does raise an important tension in the use of central departments as an
enabler of integrated approaches, particularly given the level of stakeholder support for centralised
approaches in both the UK and Australia. Had FM been considered a big enough political priority, the
development process might have remained within the CO, perhaps with a ‘food unit’ akin to the unit for
social exclusion. Without strong backing, any food policy will be implemented by a single department,
and will be open to the risk of single-domain dominance and barriers to cross-government working

experienced in the Australian case, and potentially by DEFRA in the F2030 stage of the UK case.

7.3 Institutional Reform

While integration is less visible in the F2030 report itself, the cross-government coordination established
during FM remained in place. Ministerial committees, in particular, are a key institutional mechanism to
address integration (Russel and Jordan (2009 p1203) and the establishment of a Cabinet Sub-Committee
on Food, along with a Food Policy Taskforce — while difficult to evaluate due to lack of transparency in
their operating processes — plus the later addition of a Council of Food Policy Advisors, provided some
architectural means to overcome food’s siloed approach. This also underlinined the importance of
considering food in departments beyond DEFRA, as a system crossing multiple domains. New
mechanisms were proposed in the NFP Green Paper, including a Ministerial Food Forum akin to the
UK’s cabinet committee, with decision-making powers, but this was not deemed politically palatable. The
favoured mechanism in the NFP White Paper was a public-private Australian Council on Food, with no
decision-making powers (DAFF 2013), reverting to the public-private model favoured in earlier projects

such as the Supermarket to Asia Strategy and National Food Industry Strategy.

7.4 Input from Outside Government

Australia’s historic ‘structural balance’ (Tuohy 1999) between state and food industry actors is
reproduced in the selection of NFP advisors: the groups set up to input into the policy. The Food Policy
Working Group, which featured predominantly food industry representatives, and little representation of

health or social policy, and a later ‘Forum on Food Sector Relationships’ (formed to talk about how to
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improve relationships in the food supply chain), were drawn almost entirely the economic domain. The
expert advisory group on FM represented a broader interest group, comprising academics and consumer-

focused advocates, with one former farmer3s,

The short and informal process of consultation with stakeholders utilised in developing FM, enabled by
the fact it was a CO project and not a formal government review requiring a traditional consultation,
allowed a deep level of discussion with a broad range of stakeholders and, for some, a more frank
exchange of views than are traditionally presented in written consultation. The formal review took place
during the F2030 e-Consultation, fulfilling the FM ‘requirement to test the framework in an open and
collaborative process’, though this was criticised for repeating ground covered by FM, and consultation
questions missed the opportunity to refine the project further by following up specific recommendations
or actions in FM.

The NFP, by contrast, was highly consultative, with feedback sought on both the Issues Paper, and Green
Paper resulting in a total of 680 submissions and 55 meetings held. But despite this lengthy process, the
consultation was problematic; criticised for under-representing non-food industry stakeholders, with
industry disproportionately represented in submissions (Carey et al 2016). Concerns over bias in the
consultation of stakeholders even led to the establishment of a new civil society group, which developed
its own ‘people’s’ food plan to improve inclusivity in food policymaking. These issues are reflective of
Australia’s more fragmented, less developed civil society sector, which has a tendency to operate within
single issue silos. There is, for example, less experience of integrating the health and environment civil
society policy communities, exacerbated by the Federal nature of some groups. There have been efforts to
unify the food movement, in an attempt to emulate the UK’s more unified sector. The fragmented nature
of Australia’s non-state food sector also appears worsened by a relatively more antagonistic relationship
between food industry and civil society groups, possibly due to the UK’s practice at working together on
food policy platforms, which in Australia have tended to be more industry-stakeholder led. As such, the
empirical cases suggest support for public policy analysis that ‘the impact of interest group activity on
policy coherence is negative where, ‘The constituencies for various components of these policies, are
much stronger than the constituencies for the policy areas as a whole’ (May et al 2005b p58)’ (Jordan
and Halpin 2006 p23). In the UK case there is at least more of a sense that the ‘political rhetoric’ of
integrated food policy is ‘matched by an appropriate interest group population’ (Jordan and Halpin 2006
p24). These divergent institutionalised patterns for state/non-state relations can be traced back to the
policy system level: Australia’s food policy processes have, to date, relied heavily on input from the food
industry, with advisory boards of almost all business representatives (with the exception of the 1992 Food
and Nutrition Policy and PMSEIC Food Security Report). In the UK, concerns over departmental
clientelism during a period of multiple food safety crises appear to have precipitated a somewhat
different style of working, with a stronger civil society presence to balance economic interests, a

greater focus on consumer

33 Sir Donald Curry, former Chair of the 1992 Policy Commission on Food and Farming
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consultation, and transparency, via the Food Standards Agency, and — in the case of the first major
national UK food policy since the war, the Policy Commission on Food and Farming — what might be

viewed as a more arms-length relationship with policymakers.

The food industry was instrumental in Australia’s decision to attempt a national integrated food policy,
following ongoing lobbying for a more coordinated Federal government approach and support for a sector
facing numerous challenges, and this, in turn, influenced the scope of the policy from the outset,
including how the problem was defined and what solutions were deemed appropriate. This is contrasted
with how FM arrived on the political agenda; conceived independently from business, and with a quite
different target: examining food as a cultural phenomenon, taking an innovative focus on consumption,
rather than the traditional productionist-bent, and with food understood as of significant societal interest
though not ‘a really big political issue’ (CS-UK?2).

7.5 Problem Definition and Goals

These differing origins are discernible in the problematisation in the two projects. For FM, there are
issues to be faced and multiple challenges to be managed (Cabinet Office 2008b px, xi): the societal and
environmental challenges of the system, along with a fragmented approach which results in food policy
which is ‘less than the sum of its parts’ are the primary focus, while in the NFP social and environmental
challenges are presented less starkly, with the latter often depicted as a constraint to productivity,
particularly by White Paper stage, and the use of past and future frames to downplay the significance of,
for example, soil erosion or climate change. By F2030 in the UK case, the problem of ensuring food
security is added to the challenges of integration, climate change and obesity highlighted in FM (DEFRA
2010 p4). Examining the goals of the two policy projects provides insights into how integration of
multiple social, environmental and economic policy directions was managed. FM, for example, has four
strategic policy objectives for government: fair prices, choice, access; safety; healthier diets and
environmental sustainability. Supply-side goals are not within the remit of the project, and therefore —
while the food industry is described — there are no fundamental clashes between its goals. Applying a
term Jordan and Lenschow (2010) use to describe EPI, food’s ‘reverse integration’ — the idea that the
health and environmental goals identified in FM may be overridden by economic objectives in the food
sector — is not addressed. By F2030, there are no objectives per se, but the ‘vision for a sustainable and
secure food system for 2030’ (DEFRA 2010 p7) involves several potential flash points between ensuring

a resilient, profitable and competitive food system, and sustainable consumption and productiongoals.

Similarly, in the NFP’s first two iterations — which present a more mixed focus on food security, health,
productivity and sustainability — potential tensions between economic, social and environmental goals
remain unaddressed, and by the White Paper health goals have been almost entirely removed, with
production the predominant theme. Environmental goals around ‘producing food sustainably” are vague
in comparison to ‘Growing Exports’ and ‘Thriving Industry’ objectives; which involve specific targets.
This focus on economic goals is indicative of the wider Australian food economy characterised by an

institutionalised imperative towards increasing production and exports to remain viable, in the absence of
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a policy of agricultural exceptionalism, in contrast to the UK — a net importer and cushioned by the EU

Common Agricultural Policy.

Table 7.4: National Food Plan Goals — Possible Tensions

National Food Plan
Stage

Goal

Potentially Conflicting
Goal

Issues Paper

Protect Australia‘s food security

‘In articulating a whole-of-chain
approach the government hopes to
identify: domestic and international food
security threats and opportunities issues
that affect food affordability how to
support the nutritional requirements of
the Australian population and help
address the burden of obesity and diet-
related disease sustainability of
Australia‘s food systems, at all points
along the food supply’ chain how to
ensure appropriate economic, taxation,
labour market and education policy
settings for a robust food supply chain’
(DAFF 2011 p2)

Maximise food production
opportunities.

Green Paper

High Level Objective 1: Identify and
mitigate potential risks to Australia’s
Food Security

High Level Objective2: Reduce barriers
to a safe and nutritious food supply that
responds to the evolving preferences and
needs of all Australians and supports
population health

High Level Objective 4: Maintain and
improve the natural resource base
underpinning food production in
Australia

High Level Objective 3:
Support the global
competitiveness and
productivity growth of the
food supply chain

White Paper

Growing Exports:

Australia’s agricultural productivity will
have increased by 30 per cent, helping
farmers grow more food using fewer
inputs

Support food manufacturing innovation
and growth through the first phase of the
Australian Research Council’s $236 mn
Industrial Transformation Research
Program

Sustainable Food:

Australia will produce food
sustainably and will have
adopted innovative practices
to improve productive and
environmental outcomes

Australia will have reduced
per capita food waste

Australian’s will have the information
they need to help them make decisions
about food

Support industry-initiated self-
regulatory and co-regulatory
approaches to labelling of food
in relation to consumer values
issues

Source: Author from DAFF (2011); (2012); (2013)

226




The coherence of NFP goals was raised in the State Government of Victoria’s Green Paper submission,
which states specifics, not ‘vague references to balancing the needs of environment, food production and
regional communities’ should characterise the policy:

‘It is incumbent on the Commonwealth Government to ensure that, within its development of the
National Food Plan White Paper, these apparently contradictory policy directions are
reconciled and explained more clearly, with reference to detailed evidence and actions’ (State
Government of Victoria 2012 p7).

Indeed, despite rhetoric around how “policies and programs that affect food supply and demand [these]
can sometimes work against each other’ (DAFF 2011 pvi) and the need for ‘greater coordination and
clarity of goals’ (DAFF 2011 pl), an explicit attempt to do is lacking in the NFP documents.
Similarly, while F2030 describes government’s role as ‘providing policy leadership by finding ways to
reconcile the big choices and tensions between achieving our vision for food and other major
challenges’ (DEFRA 2010 p8), the tensions between the different elements of its vision appear under-

analysed.

A key tactic for managing tensions during formulation of the policies was omitting certain issues
altogether. The starkest example is nutrition policy in the NFP process: a shift from the Issues Paper aim
to ‘support population health outcomes’ and ‘help address the burden of obesity and diet-related
disease’ (DAFF 2011 p2), to a separate National Nutrition Policy, suggesting significant
challenges with integrating production and health policy objectives. Only with reference to earlier
iterations of the NFP does the relative policy silence on health become apparent. The use of vague goals
is a less drastic tool, for example in the NFP White Paper, where economic goals are specific while

environmental and social goals are broad.

The tension between supply and demand objectives is also evident in the way certain issues are covered in
the UK case, in particular meat. In-keeping with its consumption focus, FM makes a relatively bold

statement it ceeohtdheediicantbahanbadangei ot hensied nmeonad saisolyss carfigeqislibisa healthy, low- impact
diet would contain less meat and fewer dairy products than we typically eat today’ (p16).

However, it also utilises cautious wording to present a more neutral overall position; contrasting studies
linking red and processed meat consumption to cancer and how ‘some meat and dairy products can be
high in fat’, with meat and dairy as important sources of dietary iron, calcium, zinc and other vitamins
and minerals (Cabinet Office 2008b p16). This approach was a deliberate attempt to avoid getting into
“sticky areas”, with any proposals for meat reduction considered “political suicide” (CS-UK2), an
approach echoed in F2030, where ‘unclear evidence’ is the reason for avoiding tackling livestock
production and consumption in the policy (DEFRA 2010 p47). Labour issues and GM - also potential
flash points for economic and social objectives — are similarly sidestepped in the UK case. In general, it
should be reiterated that FM did not bring the supply and demand elements together, yet for FI-UK, you

“can’t segment it in that way”’, and *“you have got to tackle both”.
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7.6 Departmental Input

Such instances support the conclusion that the agriculture and health domains — with their differing
institutionalised definitions of food as what is produced vs food as what people eat — represent the most
challenging prospects for integrated food policy, also suggested by the way the representative
departments interacted during the policy projects, and wider systemic relationships beyond. The classic
inhibitor of joined-up policymaking — defence of departmental territory — is in evidence in the Australian
case in particular, but even in FM (a consumption-focused project run from the centre of government)
relations with the health department were reported to be problematic. Situating these policy projects
within the historic approach to food policy integration in each country enables an examination of how
links with nutrition have traditionally been marginalised. Where food and health has been a focus more
recently — for example in the parallel Food and Health Dialogue in Australia and UK Public Health
Responsibility Deal — conversely the agricultural domain has largely been sidestepped. Institutionally,
both countries are also similarly constrained by a national health department focused on primary care,
with public health playing a minor role, despite attempts to ‘agencify’ the issue and better prioritise

preventative health, and food-related health more minor still.

These agriculture-health tensions can be contrasted, in the UK case at least, with links between
production and environmental policy objectives, which appear to represent a less problematic prospect for
integration — ideologically, if not yet fully realised. Economic and environmental values, and even to
some extent health, have historically been more natural bedfellows in UK food policy, since the 2002
Policy Commission’s focus on reorienting farming towards environmental protection; supported
institutionally by the integration of food, farming and environmental policy within the ‘super-ministry’
DEFRA, and by the European Common Agricultural Policy’s shift towards multi-functional agriculture.
Borrowing from Jordan and Halpin’s study of rural policy integration in Scotland (2006 p33), CAP funds
have provided ‘the means to bind together the farmers’ aims for sustaining their farm operation at the

same time as accommodating the environmentalist desire for environmental integrity’.

Australia’s key food policy sponsor DAFF has a narrower remit, with environmental policy dealt with in
a separate department, and responsibility for food processing removed from its portfolio to the department
of industry in 2011. Historically, the links between food production and the environment have been
notably absent from key Australian food policies prior to the NFP, and an institutional setting
characterised by market liberalism has limited recourse to linking subsidies with environmental goods. It
is therefore understandable that, while sustainability is represented in the three iterations of the NFP, in
particular in the Green Paper as discussed above, it is more narrowly framed as a constraint on
productivity, compounded further by lack of input from the environment department into the development

of the policy.

Table 7.4 compares the focus on economic, environmental and health domains in policies in each country,
by revisiting Findings Table 4.1. The UK’s policies are notably more integrative in their focus on

multiple domains in comparison with Australia, where economic domains have dominated. This table
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also helps to explain why the NFP ended up with a similar framing and trajectory as earlier policies,

which had an explicit production focus.

Table 7.5: How Economic, Environmental and Health domains have been addressed in
Policies Prior to and Post FM/F2030 and NFP

Country Food Policy Domains Covered
Policy Commission on Primary focus on agriculture, but also makes links with
Food and Farming environment and health
Strategy for Sustainable As above, primary focus is on farming, but does include
Farming and Food: Facing health and environmental issues in its key principles
the Future in England
Food Industry Focus is on sustainable production but also includes chapter
Sustainability Strategy on social considerations, and stresses contribution of
industry to improve nation’s health
Food Matters Strong focus on consumption, including environmental and
health challenges and the links between these. Describes
issues around food production but does not tackle these in
the actions. Purposely steers clear of tackling farming
Food 2030 Vision of future covering health and environment (as FM),
but bringing in production/food security
Public Health Public Health focus, no links made with environment and
v Responsibility Deal focus is on post-farm gate only
> Foresight: The Future of Key challenges focus more on food supply and
Food and Farming environmental challenges, and hunger, but does make
specific references to the need to change consumption
patterns and issue of meat production and consumption is
addressed directly and most robustly relative to other
policies
Green Food Project Focus is on production and how this links with
environmental challenges. Consumption - and health - is not
a focus, and is dealt with separately in a later phase of the
project (see below)
Agri-Tech Strategy Focus on agriculture and productivity, and environment in
the context of technology and innovation. Health is not a
focus. Focus is mainly pre-farm-gate
Green Food Project Focus on consumption, including health and environmental
Sustainable Consumption challenges through analysing healthy and sustainable diets.
Report Production is not a focus as was dealt with in earlier phase of
the project (see above)
Food and Nutrition Policy Primary focus on health, but some good links made with
(1992) environment and economy. Production not a strong focus,
but some links made between policy domains at
implementation stage on specific projects
©
S Prime Minister’s Focus on productivity with no links made with environment
j Supermarket to Asia or health
< Strategy (STAS)

National Food Industry
Strategy

Focus on economic with some links to environment but as a
support to economic

Creating Our Future;

Focus on agriculture and productivity, with no mention of
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Agriculture and Food
Policy for the Next
Generation

health

Food and Health Dialogue

Public Health focus, no links made with environment and
focus is on post-farm gate only

Australia and Food Security
in a Changing World

Primary focus on agriculture and the environment, and only
touches on health in a minor way

National Primary Industries
Research Development and
Extension Framework

Focus on productivity and innovation. Nutrition and
sustainability issues dealt with in separate cross-sectoral
policies

Food Processing Industry
Strategy

Productivity focus. No links made with environment. Health
domain mentioned in relation to the market opportunity of

healthy foods

National Food Plan Primary focus on productivity, with environmental
challenges positioned as a constraint on growth and health

hived off into a separate strategy

Agricultural Competiveness
White Paper

Focus on agriculture and environmental driver - primarily
drought management - positioned as a constraint on
production. No links made with health apart from as a
market opportunity

Source: Author

7.7 Integration of Outputs

While policy integration might be more closely associated with upstream policy development,
implementation can also used to address silos (Cabinet Office 2000; Ling 2002). Examining the
implementation plans for the two projects reveals FM engendered some cross-departmental working and
addressing of inconsistencies through its project outputs. These included joint working between DEFRA
and FSA on GM analysis; between DEFRA and BIS on packaging waste strategy; between DH and FSA
on the Healthier Food Mark; and between DEFRA, DIUS, DH, FSA, and DfID on the cross-departmental
research strategy. However, actions specified in F2030 and the NFP are vaguer — e.g. it is not clear but
seems likely that many of them are existing programs and policies rather than new initiatives — and fail to
specify which departments are involved. This makes it harder to establish how much cross-departmental
implementation was expected prior to the work being halted when the government changed. F2030 does
mention joint work between DEFRA, FSA and Wrap on labelling and storage advice; and the FM-
initiated projects Healthier Food Mark and Integrated Advice to Consumers are continuing, both of which
require cross-departmental implementation. The NFP mainly refers to established programs, offering little

opportunity for joint implementation/delivery.

Both FM/F2030 and NFP are underpinned by a commitment to ‘softer’ communicative tools, reflecting
the overarching policy instrument paradigm as discussed in Chapter One, and the shift to a competition
state as touched on in Chapter Four, whereby competition, innovation and efficiency have become the
implicit but powerful goal underpinning policies. In FM this primacy is linked in particular to the benefits
to the consumer (fair prices), and by F2030 has become one of six core issues of the Vision, linked
directly to resource efficiency. In the NFP, links are made between competition and food security, and to
the potential benefits of a more affordable and nutritious food supply with a reduced environmental
footprint. By the White Paper the requirement for competition, efficiency and innovation becomes
explicitly linked to Asian markets, and benefits to consumers are highlighted in terms of improvements in
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quality, greater choice, competitive pricing, noting that while stakeholders have called for regulation of

supermarkets, this might stifle competition and lead to higher prices.

Linked to this; framing around the appropriate role of government in both projects emphasises the role of
individuals and businesses, or the decisions of c