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Introduction
To face today’s cumulative climate-, health-, and biodiversity- crises, the global community decided in 2015 to establish the Sustainable
Development Goals (IPBES, 2019). However, the multidimensional characteristics of the SDGs could lead to conflicts leading to competing
demands among civil society, scientists, governments, and industries concerning the prioritization of specific goals (Mainali et al., 2018). A
potential avenue to foster concerted action and bridge knowledge divides on complex problems that generate these tradeoffs and
synergies are science-policy interfaces (SPIs). An SPI is the exchange of evidence between scientists, policymakers, knowledge holders and
users, who can use this information to influence the outcomes of policy decisions on the environment (UNEP, 2017). IPBES is a prime
example of a global, institutionalized organization developing recurring interface activities on biodiversity. Past research identified
complexity and power as factors on the effectiveness of science-policy interactions in advising on an integrated response to sustainable
development (Gupta, 2014; Koetz, 2011). This study is based on the prevailing knowledge gaps in the literature on ways how SPIs address
complexity and will shed light into power relations within SPIs (Ojanen et al., 2021). This planned study will inform the growing scholarly
discourse on the effectiveness of SPIs, such as IPBES, in generating tangible, multiscale outcomes on sustainable development.

Research objectives & aims
There are two main objectives of this study:
1. SPIs coping with complexity
To identify how and the extent to which institutionalized,
global SPIs cope with complexity in issues related to
sustainable development.
2. Institutional and Power Analysis of SPIs
To understand institutional features of SPIs hindering or
promoting their effectiveness, including a power-relation
analysis.
à Aim: Policy Recommendations
Out of the research goals, we aim to develop a set of
policy recommendations for SPI actors to manage trade-
offs between SDGs and power relations.

Methodology
With a broad sample of participants in different, global SPIs related to sustainable
development (IPBES included), we will employ mixed quantitative and qualitative
methods for data collection and analysis, summarized in Figure 2 on the left. The sample
includes authors of assessments, advisory experts, reviewers, scientists, NGOs,
governmental policymakers, staff, and civil society groups. The data collection will be
performed both virtually and on-site at Conference of the Parties (COPs) of United
Nations conventions and public meetings of global SPIs. For the first objective, social
network analysis and quantitative text analysis will, firstly, be used to map and analyze
the interactions of global SPIs focusing on different aspects of sustainable development.
Secondly, they will be used to identify the content and flow of knowledge on complexity
of SDGs between stakeholders within global SPIs. The second research objective will be
built on a theoretical framework based on institutional theory to design an institutions
and power relations analysis. Process mapping will be used to suggest the key factors
related to the institutional design of an SPI that inhibit or promote complexity
management and power imbalances in global SPIs.
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Figure 1: Conceptual framework showing the cycle of complex knowledge
transfer within and between SPIs and between decisionmakers

Figure 2: Methodology
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