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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This paper aims to inform discussions concerning the participation of experts in potenttal IPBES
assessments, using interview responses to illustrate the positive and negative incentives to participate in
assessments. The ideas of positive incentives — a benefit of participating in TPBES assessments - and
negative incentives - the costs of participation - are used to frame the discussion in this paper. The
likelihood of any expert participating in IPBES assessments is likely to depend on the balence they, or
their employer, perceives berween these positive and negative incentives. In order to attract the best
qualified experts to contribute the right incentives need to be offered and, at the same time, the extent
of disincentives must be as small as possible, so that the balance is positive for these experts. The
discussions and recommendations in this paper are taken from members of the Cambridge
Conservation Initiative (CCI), a netwark of organisations all working tn fields related to IPBES. Hence,

the conclusions of this paper should be representative of many of the experts that could make useful
contributions to IPBES assessments.
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For a sample of 15 Interviewees based In Cambridge the balance of incentives is mostly positive for low-
intensity inputs (reviewers, authors and contributors), although this balance becomes slightly negative
for the more time-intense roles (Lead Authors, Co-ordinating Lead Authors). The following are the six
most significant recommendations from interviewees that would reduce the extent of negative
incentives and increase the positive incentives of participating tn IPBES assessments.

» Communication of Potentlal Impact: Evaluate and communicate the way in which
assessments make a difference to environmental policy-making, so as to encourage wide
participation in development and delivery of assessments. If experts do not feel that an
assessment will have a policy impact they are likely te decline an invitation to participate,

s Research and Imterest relevance: Ensure experts are asked for targeted inputs, related to
their specialism, and explore ways in which ideas can be exchanged between academics.

» Compensation for Time:; Explore ways to allow for some sort of financial compensation for
intensive time commitments, so that key potential participants do not have to decline because
existing paid work already fills their diary or because there is no funding to pay their wages
through the ‘preject’ of assessment input.

« Timetabling: Set firm, realistic timetables for assessments well in advance of the start dates for
work so that participants have time to make room for input to assessments in their work
schedules.

* Gaining Recognition: Explore ways in which assessment inputs could be translated into
academic papers, as assessment outputs are not valued as much as academic research for
university experts. Additionally, clarify how organisations will be acknowledged, because
building profile is an important positive incentive for non-university participants and thelr
organisations.

+ Beneficial Networking: Ensure tha: a large and representative network of experts is created
and used, because many participants will respond positively if they can raise their profile with a
wide audience and also learn from a wide group of experts.

A — INTRODUCTION TO IPBES AND ASSESSMENTS
1. The Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Blodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES)
was established on 21 April 2m2 when representatives of consenting Governments adopted a
resolution’ to establish IPBES as an independent intergovernmental body. IPBES aims to
strengthen the science-policy interface for biodiversity and ecosystem services, so as to improve
the conservation and sustainable use of nature. This resclution outlines four main functions in
order to achieve these goals:

a. Providing key scientific infarmation needed for policymakers at appropriate scales, as well
as supporting the creation of new knowtedge through existing organisations, institutions
and mechanisms,

b. Assessments of biodiversity and ecosystem services at global and regional levels,
potentially complemented by sub-regional and thematic assessments.

e. Providing policy-relevant tools to aid decision-makers.

'UMEP/IPBESMI/2/g
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z. This paper focuses on the role of scientists and other experts in the coordination and defivery of
azsessments of biodiversity and ecosystem services {part b above). IPBES is likely to produce

3

d. Capacity-building to improve the use of and generation of sclentific knowledge concerning
bindiversity and ecosystem services,

outputs similar to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IFCC) Assessment Reports,

the Global Envircnment Qutlook {GEO), the Global Biodiversity Cutlook {GBO) and the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA)., This is likely to require expert participation in the
process, a5 with other assessments. It is assumed that mauch of this expert participation will be

on a voluntary basis ~ or at least not paid for directly by [PBES.

There were a range of different roles that experts could have played to support assessments, but

most followed a similar division of responsibilities. Table 1 summarises the structure for the

IPCC assessments, which is roughly similar to other assessments and is perhaps most similar in

its purpose to [PBES. All of the IPCC roles are voluntary, but carry with them a varying degree
of responsibility. Coordinating Lead Authors (CLAs), for example, are charged with overall

responsibility for the contents of each chapter, which contrasts with an author or contributor,
who may only write one or two paragraphs of text.

Table 1: The :espansibﬂ‘:r.les it and:inwcummlun&nu of various roles in the IPCC zssessm ent”

Role . Tasks Time Commitment

—_— | Co-ordinate the content of the chapter they are
Coordinating Lead Author astignisd to High
Lead Author Produce the actual content of the chapter High

T Prepare some technical information and help %
Contributing Authors S Low

. Tdentify ceviewers and ensure all comments are i
Review Editor considered equall Medium
Revi -z Provide comments on drafis v
BUMLE -= Some are chosen to review, others volunteer

4. The way that experts may become involved specifically in IPBES assessments is yet to be
finalised. For this study it will be assumed that the Plenary will chocse to follow a similar

structure to the [PCC and other assessments, as outlined in Table 1.

B — INCENTIVES AND DISINCENTIVES TO PARTICIPATE IN ASSESSMENTS

5

Early in 2012 the Eurepean Unien Presidency and European Platform for Biodiversity Research
Strategy (EPBRS) convened a workshop in Copenhagen on ‘The thematic content of the first
IPBES work programme’. During that workshop participants identified a list of potential
‘benefies’ and ‘disincentives’ for expert participation in IPBES assessments. The I|dea
underpinning these discussions was that there are cemtain benefits to participating in the
assessment process which incentivise participation, and potential drawbacks which might
disincentivise participation. For example, the prestige of becoming a lead author would draw
some experts to play a role in a certain assessment, while others may not participate due to the

13-20388
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assoclated time commitments. The full list of potential incentives and disincentives that the
Copenhagen workshop produced Is found in Box 1.

6. The likelthood of anv expert participating in [PBES assessments is likely to depend on the
balance they, or their employer, perceives between the positive and negative incentives. If the
balance is in favour of the positive incentives, the expert is more likely te be willing to take part
in global assessments and vice versa. If IPBES is to be able to make use of expert participation,
positive incentives will need to outweigh negative incentives for a sufficiently large number of
experts, In difficult economic times, and with a constantly increasing workload for many
professionals, ft may be less likely than in the past that the balance of incentives will be positive
for many of these pot-l:ntlﬂl experts.

* Incentives to partictpate:

*  Prestige and opportuntities to engage with peers in a project of scientific excellence

» Participating in something that can be seen to be having an impact and making a difference

»  Ability te work on something they consider important, independently and without
constraints

Addresslng questions of interest to them personally, and relevant to thelr research interests
Contribution of their components to a bigger piciure

Networking opportunitics

Granis, scholarships and fellowships linked to [PBES, and potentially prizes

# Disincentives to participati on:

= Far senior seientists there is perhaps a disincentive to engage in a process where they have not
been engaged in developing the questions that the process is addressing

+ Meetings and discussion can take a huge amount of time, and intergovernmental processes
can appear slow, unintelligible and uninviting to scientists and other kmowledpe holders

= Opportunities to engage can be restricted if it is entively voluntary, so funding behind it is
impertant - if not this can bring its ewn biases where only those able to afford to will
participate

+ Potential lack of recagnition for the contributions that individual sclentists make by
institutions that employ them, where the value of doing so is unclear and the institution
supports the cost

» It may be possible for incentives to be set up by research funding agencies, but at present how
incentives might be established is unclear

#  Lack of clarity on how to participate

Source: EPBRS, 2012, The thematic content of the first IPBES work programme, University of
Copenhagen, 16-18 January 2mz, EPBRS,

7. As vet there has been no research to expand on the discussions held at the Copenhagen
workshop on the incentives and disincentives of participating in [PBES. This paper aims to
address this gap, elaborating on the incentives and disincentives outlined in Box 1. An
understanding of the balance and weighting of incentives and disincentives of participation in
IPBES assessments for potential expert assessors could help IPBES during its discussions of
future work programmes, 5o that the right incentives can be offered and, at the same time, the
extent of disincentived can be reduesd.
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Specifically, the paper aims o provide preliminary answers 1o the following questions:

a. Which positive and negative incentives of participating in PBES assessments would
potential participants respond to?

b. Do individuals who have participated in previous relevant assessments have
observations on the best practices for promoting engagement from those assessments?

c. Are there any relevant incentives or disincentives that the Copenhagen workshop
missed?

The paper concludes with a summary of the findings and recommendations for [PBES.

- METHOD

o. This study used semi-structured interviews to investigate the opinlons of a range of experts

regarding incentives and disincentives of participation in global assessments. Using this
strategy zilows a more open exploration of issues than would be achieved if a questionnaire
were used, allowlng new ideas to come forward that were not considered in Box 1 or during the
rescarch design. At the same time, this format permits an in-depth discussion of the list of
incentives and disincentives produced by the Copenhagen workshop. Moreover, open
interviews produce a more narrative-based descriptien of an individual's experiences and
opinions, as opposed to a closed set of answers produced by z survey. [nterviews were recorded
{if the participant consented) to verify that notes made during the interview were correct and
represented the opinions of the interviewee.

n. Towards the end of cach interview a worksheet was given to the participant, on which they

marked which positive and negative incentives would he important for them if they were
deciding whether to participate in an IPBES assessment. As such the responses are hypothetical
and not predictive e.g. ticking ‘research overlap’ as a possible positive incentive means that the
partivipant woukl respond positively if the assessment related to their research and interests
and not whether they think it will at this point in time. The eptions available on the worksheet
are baecd on the statements in Box 1, bt were modified following pilot interviews as the
respondents wished to be more specific about what the incentive related to. A copy of the
worksheet is presented in Appendix 1. This was intended as a quick summary activity to follow
the main discussion of incentives, so analysis of worksheet responses provides an introductory
context for the more in-depth, qualitative discussion which is based on the conversations that
formed the bulk of each interview. Two interviews were not conducted face to face so the
worksheet could not be completed; hence there are only 13 responses to the worksheet, whereas
there are 15 respondents considered in the main discussion of incentives,

12. Appropriate respondents were identified within the Cambridge Conservation Initiative (CCI), a

partnership of organisations based in and around Cambridge, United Kingdom that monitor
and stiscly biediversity and implement conservation schemes. CCI aims to “secure a sustainable
future for biodiversity and soclety through an effective partnership of leaders in research,
education, policy and practice™, Member organisations include®;

* A number of departments of the University of Cambridge

20 (Accessed 7/12/202)
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Department of Zoclogy
Department of Plant Sciences

Department of Geography

Department of Land Economy

The Judge Business School

The Cambridge Programme for Sustainable Leadership
- UNEP World Canservation Monitoring Centre
International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN)
TRAFFIC

Birdlife [nternational

The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPE)
] Flora and Fauna International

. British Trust for Omithology (BTO)

. Tropical Biology Association (TBA)

. Cambridge Conservation Forum {CCF}

0 0 Q0D O O

13. These organisations are respected for their level of expertise and often contribute to national

and international discusstons concerning a wide array of topics related to biodiversity,
conservation and ecosystern services', The breadth of expertise covers a range of different
disciplines (from Human Geography and Economies to Plant Biology) and geographical areas.
CCl organisation staff members have previously centributed to the glebal environmental
assessments noted in paragraph 2, and many CCl staff members are likely to be asked to
contribute to IPBES assessments, making this an ideal sample group. The respondents were
chosen, firstly, because they had expertise that could be relevant to an IPBES assessment.
Secondly, respondents were picked to represent the range of previous environmental
assessments (IPCC, GEO, GBD, MA and the UK Mationzl Ecosystem Assessment), utilising
experiences and best practices from previous assessments, Participants who have not previously
participated in assessments were also included to assess their opinions on Jolning an
international assessment for the first time, Thirdly potential candidates were chosen in line
with operating principle b (relating to “an faterdiscipfinary and multidisciplinary approach™) so
that there was a balance of social and natural scientists. There was an approaimate 50-50 split
of members of the University of Cambridge and non-university organisations, Unfortunately,
due to time constraints and the above criteria the sample is not gender balanced,

14. Direct quotes from intarviewees are referenced anonymously, with each respondent assigned a

unique code beginning with the letter ‘R’ followed by a random number between 1 and 15 (as
there were 15 respondents in tatal), As two of these interviews were not conducted face to face,
there are only 13 responses to the worksheet. Appendix 2 indicates the different assessment
experience of each participant and whether or not they belong to the University of Cambridge.

D - RESULTS

15. This section will begin by analysing the responses to the worksheets, providing a quantitative

context for the more detailed discussion that follows, based on the conversations in the
interviews. Recommendations from participants are considered alongside the commentaries
they provided, indicating some of the preferred mechanisms for enabling participation in IPBES

? thid

§ UMEP/IFBES.MI/2/g
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assessments. Additionally, reflections on past experiences with glebal asessments (such as
IPCC, GED, GBO, MA) are incorporated to highlight some of the best practices from those
assessrents and sorme of the Bsues to steer away from. The discussion section is ordered into
themes based on the maln points of discussion in the interviews. Sections Dz to D7 cover
themes related to Box 1, with section D& locking at some of the novel points raised by

participants,

D.1 - WORKSHEET RESPONSES
15. The responses of the 13 participants who completed a worksheet are analysed in this
introductory section, llustrating which incentives and disincentives would be important when
considering participation in potential IPBES assessments. As mentioned in paragraph o the
worksheet answers indicate the [evel of response to certain hypothetical situations; i.e. ticking
‘recognition: for department’ means the respondent would respond to that if their department
was recognised, rather than because that is how they percetve it currently.

17. For the potential positive incentives Figure 1 indicates that the most important considerations
would be about an assessment’s potential impact and how close it was to their interests and
research. An expert's passion for conservation or environmental protection is also a very large
positive incentive. In terms of ‘networking opportunities’, many experts would respond
positively if assessment participation meant belng part of an {nfluential netwerk and an expert
network, although the process of actually forming networks through [PBES is not viewed with
gimilar importance. "Recognition for University/ Organisation” would be a positive incentive
for eight out of the 13 respondents, with seven responding positively to personal recoghition.
This would suggest that the way in which contributions are acknowledged in potential IPBES
assessments may attract some experts to partleipate, Grants would also be a positive incentive
for eight respondents, indicating that a fairly large number of experts would react positively to
financial support.

Figure 1: The number of responses given for possible positive incentives

Tomake a differcnce I
Onverlaps with resesrchand imterests RS
Woald be part of an expert network
Passiom for conservations emvironmiental protection
Wionld be part of an inflnential network [T =
Recognition for UniversityS Organication S
WLl bring in grants  [ERTEETED
Working on something bnportant with freedom
Recagnition for Department B ;
Wonld like to form necwork(s) EEEEED
Scholaships or fellowships related to IPBES  [Erwmmes
Prooration { Hhrough publication mconl}  [5R

18, The most important negative incentive would be high work commitments, with 12 out of 13
respondents {as shown In Flgure a) indicating that this would be a reason not to particlpate In

8 13-20388
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IPBES assessments. Family commitments would zlso be negative incentive. As seven out of the
13 respondents ticked “unclear how IPBES will work”, it would appear that some experts will
react negatively if it is not clear to them cxactly how an assessment would work, Similady,
some experts may react negatively if it is unclear whether the assessment will make a
difference, There could also be a fairly negative response if there is neo financial compensation
for participation (6 out of 13 ticked "not encugh money to participate”) and if organisations are
not acknowledged fully for their contributions,

Figure 2;: The number of responses to possible negative incentives

Highwouk conunibments [EENEEmem
Unclear hove IPEES will work
Family Comuitarents
Mot enough money to participate  |[EEE=E
Unclear ifwill make a difference
Mat enough recognition for Untrersity/Organisation  Faiastmems
Funding agency incentives nnclear
Wead travel grants for nweetings
Neieseuch overlap
Unclear how to join IPBES
Woy not encugl effert to enpage expert in set-up
Mat enough recognition for indbvidual 2
Mot enough recopnition for department
Scale of recognition { toe low key or too local scale)
Social! velontesring conmitinents
Done one and don't wish ta do anothen

Mo intevest in inter-povermmental processes

19. In this section some of the Incentives have been discussed in bath a positive and a negative way.
For example, experts responded both positively and negatively to the idea of recognition,
indicating that the right level of recognition may be a positive incentive, but an insufficient
level of recognition could be a negative incentive. The subsequent discussion of incentives
incorporates the positive and negative reactions together to establish the idea of a balance. In
some cases (as indicated in the introduction to each sub-section) there are only positive
interpretations and in others mostly negative.

D.2 — PASSION AND [NTERESTS
20. As outlined in Box 1 and demonstrated in Figure 1, there are firly important positive incentives
to participate in IPBES assessments relating to an expert's current work interests or thelr
passion for Biodiversity and Fcosystem Services. The main points of discussion concerning an
expert’s interests revolved around “how closely aligred it [assessment work] Is to the work we
already have” (R7). This can be split further into two strands that em erged from the interdew.

2. In the first strand, participants suggested that assessmont work was an important way
to use their expertise bo make specific contributions relating to their specialism.
University academics in particular spoke of “uniguely identifiable” (Ri5) inputs, using
their specialism to improve the understanding of a toplc, while non-university
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participants tended to express this in terms of the subject or issue their organisation
targets specifically. This stands to reason: an expert in one field is not going to be able
to contribute effectively to a section outside of their specialism, a reason that five
participants gave for potential non-particlpation. The positive incentive felt here Is that
contributing to IPBES assessments would be a chance to mobilise their existing
knowledge to improve global understanding of a topic.

b. In the second strand, participants discussed the “intellectua! payoff” {R1) from the
process, specifically the exposure to new ideas which could contribute to new lines of
work or further suppart exirting work. University lecturers, for example, hoped to be
able to “feed back into teaching..ond research® (Rg) and to “draw on exomples from
other parts of the world” {Raz). Non-university participants also saw a positive incentive
in exchanging ideas, with one respondent even noting that lack of two-way information
exchange was an issue with their previous involvement with assessments.

21. In terms of conservation and environmental protection, most respondents quickly jumped to a

discussion of policy impact. In this sense, the 'passion’ for conservation and sustainable use of
biodiversity would be an “obvious...motivating force” (R1s) but it is the impact that an expert
could have on policies to improve environmental protection and the conservation and
sustainable use of species that is the positive incentive. As such there is further discussion of
‘passion for conservation/ environmental protection’ in the next section (paragraph 24).

22. There were two main recommendations made to highlight this passion and interest incentive,

both of which are related to discussions below so will be dealt with there. The first is to dlarify
whether underlying research completed by researchers could be used in academic papers after
the assessment period, which is discissed in paragraph 32. The second invelved Inviting as wide
a range of experts to participate in assessments as possible, which i elaborated in paragraph
28a.

D.3 ~ MAKING AN IMPACT

10

. 'Making a difference’ and having some influence on the policy process, as illustrated in Figures 1

and 2, can be both positive and negative incentives for experts to participate in assessments.
For many of those interviewed the ability of their contribution, and the report overall, to have
an impact on the decision-making process would be a key positive incentive, although some
would react negatively if they thought that the assessment may not have an impact.

24. When discussing ‘making a difference’, 10 participants were very clear that they wished to make

a “rransformational difference” (R4} to global environmental policy through their participation
in IPBES assessments. Being able to “interact with governments ar the highest level” (RB) and
“having a positive impact on conservation” (R3), or words to that effect, were used very often.
These seatiments were highlighted as a benefit of previous assessment participation. For five
participants this wa¢ the most important potentizl positive incentive for participation. The
positive incentive here, 25 mentioned in paragraph 2, is “to be doing something that's policy
refuted” {R2). The converse was stated in eight interviews: non-participation will occur “if T don't
think it's going to be useful” (R7). As such, It was sugpested that [PBES communicates how it
“nigvigates o be the one as opposed to another assessrent” (R4) and makes clear how its
assessments will interface with pelicy-makers, in order to clarify the extent of this positive
incentive and remove concerns about a lack of impact (2 negative incentive). Communicating
the extent of impact when decistons are taken would alse increase this incentive,

13-20388
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25. A different kind of impact that some experts wish to make is to “influence significantly the
content " of a chapter {R6). For four of the fifieen interviewees “how much voice [ feel T have"
(RS} would be an incentive; some experts would react positively to the ability to discuss issues
and add a certain school of thought to 2 paper, which may previously have been left out. This
takes the discussion in paragraph zoa a step further, with these experts wishing to contribute
their expertise in order to ensure the assessment is truly inter-disciplinary and representative of
all the different positions within each discipline, Thres of the four who hold this view are from
the University of Cambridge, so this may be related to each of them identifying with and
wishing to represent a specific field within their discipline. Similarly, three interviewees, each
from mon-university orgenisatioms, suggested that their orgacisation, and others similar to
them, were trying to get “n seat at the table” (Rq) so that they could potentially have some
‘voice' on the IPBES process. ‘The positive incentive for these interviewees s to be able to bring
their existing knowledge to the process, in order that as much evidence a5 possible is available
for use in the assessment and that none is left out. A more cynical interpretation of this
discussion would suggest that some participants may introduce bias by focussing the content
on issues particular to them, potentially compromising the chjectivity of the assessment
output.

26. To conclude there is a large desire to provide meaningful inputs to the development of global
policy and to ensure that “governmenis.use the best avafleble infbrmation” (Rig) when
planning environmental management and protection. If IPBES cannot demonstrate how it
makes an impact on policy, and how large that impact will be, then many experts may refrain
from participating. Additionally, some experts wish to make an impact on the content itself, in
order that a certaln position or existing pieces of research are not left out of the assessment. In
some cases this may increase the multidisciplinary nature of the output, but in others it may
lead to the aver-representation of some positions on a topic, at the expense of others. As such,
IPBES could consider the ways in which it incorporates the available evidence and the range of
disciplines, scheols and organisations that may wish to contribute without introducing bias
which could compromisge the objectivity of the assessment.

D.4 — NETWORKING

27. ‘Metworking opportunities’ were noted as a positive incentive in Box 1 and, as Figure 1
indicates, it is one of the more important positive incentives. However, there is very little
negative response for this incentive so this sub-section may appear to be very biased towards
positive incentives. As the discussion below elaborates, many interviewees will respond
positively If participation in IPBES assessment aleo: provides a chance to meet and learn from
other experts; allows an expert to build their profile; and involves participants from across the
world, particularly from developing countries.

28, For 1t of the 15 experts interviewed, the “social process.has velue” (Rg) and would be an
impertant factor when making their decision on whether or net to participate in an assessment.
This value is threefold:

a. Firstly, there is value in meeting new people. Through previous assessment experiénce,
participants “met some inferesting peaple that [they] wouldn't etherwise have met” (RB)
and gained new insights into their field. Especially for university academics, the chance
to “feed back into tegching..and research” (Rg) would be a positive incentive. This
follows the discussion in paragraph 2ob, where this Incentive of intellectual payoff’ was
mentioned by many participants. it should be noted that “typically the people who will
be involved [in global assessments] will get to know each other ot other meetings™ (Ru),

13-20388 11
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so the value of networking through IPBES may not be as large for those already
imvolved in global assessments. Further, one participant noted that there were already
“¢0 many opportunities” {R15) to network in Cambridge that networking through IPBES
was not a particularly important incentive, while another noted that networks could
sometimes be “a distraction” (Raz). Hence, the positive incentive of networking is
weighted differently by each expert depending on their previous experience and
existing access to networks.

k. Secondly, networks could be “helpfid for prafile” (Raz). On a personal level, two of the 15
interviewees would respond positively if they could “raise [their] profile in g group of
rew people” (R3) and gain contacts which may provide routes to future work. On an
organisational level, three participants wished to draw attention to the networks that
they act as ‘patekeepers’ to. The positive incentive here s to use nebworking
experiences to build a profile that helps gain future work.

c. Thirdly, participants hoped that the networking experience would increase the
effectiveness of IPBES, Six participants expressed the view that, by working with many
partners from acooss the world, more effective action to reduce bipdiversity loss may
ocour In addition to creating a tmuly global picture of the kmowledge on biodiversity
and ecosystem services. Linked to this, three participants noted that collaboration with
experts from developing countries could aid the capacity building element of the IPBES
work propramme, The pesitive incentive in this case is to collaborate to increase the
effectiveness of current and future IPBES-related actions. Both of these points are
covered in IPBES operating principles a, d and F, indicating that experts are likely
respond positively to [PBES assessments if these principles are kept in mind.

2¢9. Generally network-based Incentives are viewed as positive, but are not necessarily of paramount

importance. Suggestions that were made to inerease this incentive include mechanisms for
wide participation, including both junior and senior researchers in the assessment process as
well as a variety of academics from different disciplines and different geographical locations
{Raz). This would help increase the positive incentives listed above: learning from others,
raising profile and increasing the effectiveness of IPBES' activities.

D.5 - PRESTIGE AND RECOGNITION

30. The prestige of participating in an assessment is given as a positive incentive to participate in

Box 1, while a "leck of recognition for contributions” was given as a negative incentive. Figures 1
and 2 hiphlight that experts would respond positively if they and their crganisation were
acknowledged but may react negatively if this recognition s insufficient. This sub-section
discusses these reactions in more detall, indicating what part of the prestige of an IPBES
assessment the respondent would like to draw upon (i.e. is it for themselves or for their
organisation). This section also considers the lack of recognition by university authorities of
participation in assessments and the potential negative incentive this constitutes. In fact, the
importance of recognition and prestige appears to be significantly different for university
respondents and non-university respondents, 2o each group will be discussed in turn.

31 Non-university organisations would see participation in assessments as beneficial for adding

“profile and credibifity” (Rs) to the organisation. The positive incentive here, as mentioned in
paragraph 28h, is to improve an organisation’s profile by participating in assessments, which in

7 LINEP/IPBES. M1/ 2/9
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33

turn helps maintain a competitive edge. Only one university-based respondent mentioned the
value of their contribution to the university, while five non-university respondents pointed out
the value for their organisation.

In terms of personal recognition, there were two divergent views. R3, a fairly scnior participant
in a previous assessment, was “quite upset” about being left out of the acknowledgements list,
Another participant echoed this sentiment with regard to IPBES, hoping for “some
acknowledgement” (R6). On the other hand, two other participants were not particularly
concerned about individual recognition, so long as they could demonstrate on a CV that they
were involved; however, these participants were interested in taking more minor roles, The
positive incentive here is to be associated with the assessment on a perscnal level, although this
may becomie negative if experts do not feal they will be acknowledged fully. Recommendations
to maximise the positive incentive involved extensive lists of every contributor to the report,
although one respondent suggested Introducing some differentiation so that the differing levels
of contributions could be more easily identified.

University academics, on the other hand, expressed concern that assessment participation
“doesn’t really seem to countt” (R8) in the eyes of research councils or university bodies, While
academics can gain improved “reputational stonding” (Ri2) from assessments, they are
expected, first and foremaost, to contribute to high tmpact academic journals, especially at a
research-intensive establishment like the University of Cambridge, One suggestion made in
arder te overcome this was the “promise of @ paper” [R3), the idea that assessment contributions
could also end up in academic journals. For some chapters in an assessment this may be
possible, but others (partlcularly the synthesis) often do not translate well into academic
publications, It will be interesting to monitor the progress of the Research Excellence
Framework (REF} which will be used to assess research quality of UK Universitics from 2014. In
this, 20% of the overall grade for a unlversity’s research quality will be based on “fmpact” and
the “reach and significance™. As Raz suggested, assessment participation could provide a
“compedling impact stary” so would, under the REF, ‘count’ and be valued more highly than i is
currently. Hence, this change may lead to academics responding in a less negative way to
assessment participation,

. In summary, the prestige and recognition of participating in an IPBES assessment is a fairly

important positive incentive. Interviewees from non-university organisations would respond
positively ta recognition for their organisation, with personal recognition secondary to this but
still important, The main recommendation for this group was to make it clear from the
begipning how contributions will be acknowledged and to ensure that the organisation i
mentioned in some way. University-based interviewees, however, explained that they would
not benefit from recognition for assessment work because these outpues are not valued very
highly by universities or research assessment bodies. The main recommendation for this group
would be to make inputs journal-friendly’, either at an individual level {so experts can use their
experience for their own research) or for a whole chapter. Alternatively, IPBES could liaise with
governments and try to change the funding and appeaisal structures that prioritise journal
cutput, although this would be a long-term and complex process.

D.6 - MONEY AND TIME
35

This section looks at issues of time and resources, as they are closely interlinked, in that in
order to have the time to participate in assessments a cerain amount of money may be

* http://wurw ref acuk/panels/assespmenreritedaandleveldefinitions! <Accessed 8/1/2013>
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necessary to 'buy’ that time. This section also analyses the discussion of the absolute amount of
time required by the assessments and whether this would prove to be a negative incentive on
its own, Finally, it considers whether money is an outright incentive to participate or stmply a
means by which to put assessment work on a par with existing paid commitments. As indicated
in Figures 1 and z, many experts could respond negatively to the level of time and money
related incentives, but may respond paositively to the provision of grants,

. As indicated in Figure 2, the workload of participants can pose a significant impediment to

assessment participation. To pacticipate in assessments there would be a “trade-off between
types af work” (Ru) or some discussions about “where to devole our energies™ (Rs) so as to
minimise the impact on time spent on core work. Some participants of previous assessments,
mostly at the contributor level, noted that they had spent “e couple of nights on” (Ra)
asyessment work so as to contribute withour compromising on time allocated to core work; this
would not be possible for those making significant contributions (i.c. CLAs or Lead Authors).
Not everyone was in a position to trade-off time though: six participants suggested they “can't
compromise” (R15) on core work-time at all during certain parts of the year (e.g. teaching
periods, deadlines for existing work). It was suggested that sufficient “lead-in time” of at least
“four months" (R} would allow assessment time to be “factored inte workplans™ (R6), This
would reduce the incidence of negative responses to invitations to participate in IPBES
assessments due to an expert's existing work commitments.

. Related to thie is a discussion of the amount of time demanded and whether enough time is

allocated to eomplete the task. Many contributors to previous assessments suggested that the
time demands were always “wnderestimated” (Ru), so if there is “not erough time to do a good
job® (Rio} then the expert would not participate. An impractical timetable may then lead to
deadlines being missed, setting back subsequent deadlines. If organisations and individuals
have planned to this initial timetable, any major changes may clash with existing commitments
and preclude participation. A fixed but practical timetable provided well in advance of the
commencement of responsibilities is most likely to reduce time-related negative incentives and
increase the likelihood of participation.

38. The discussion of time is directly related to money: the amount of time a particular expert can

give to an assessment is “to do with what you're paid for® (R8), Academics are paid to teach and
do research, so most of thelr time {5 spent on those things. Non-university organisations are
often reliant on project-based funding to pay for wages and other overhead costs, so the work
undertaken by staff is related to what projects are funding time and when their deadlines are,
Pro bono assessment work for both of these groups is problematic if significant time inputs are
needed, because either their calendars are already filled with paid work commitments or there
is no money to cover their wages for this time. As such there is a suggestion that IPRES “gffvet
gome of [their] current responsibilities” (R8), in effect purchasing the time of a participant, if
significant time inputs are required. In dotng this “space is created” (Rio) in the participant’s
diarv and in the finances of an organisation, which is likely to minimise negative responses {due
to a lack of funds) and maximise positive responses.

. However, this is not to say that payment is required for all participation. Many participanis

suggested that the costs of *minor inputs” (in terms of time and money) would be “bearable”
{R14), as they would only require a small time input but still offer access to many of the benefits
outlined above, such as prestige, recognition, making an impact and following one's interests.
In this case it could be argued that many organisations are willing to pay a price {paying staff to
wotk on non-funded work) so that they can receive some of the benefits of participation.
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Importantly, 11 out of 15 interviewees suggested that a lack of financial resources would make it
“difficult to put a significant amount of effort in™ (B2} to assessments, meaning that CLA and
Lead Author positions may be out of their reach, As the time inputs become more demanding
an organisation may find it less easy to find the money to pay staff who are not contributing to

paid outputs, hence will preclude participation.

40. The funding required, in this case, is largely golng to be for salartes. This could be not only for

the time of the expert, as outlined above, but to hire research assistants for a few months whao
can provide much of the undeclying data necessary for the expert to make their contribution,
All participants suggested that they were “not doing it [previous and future assessments] for any
kind of financial gain® (Rg). In terms of travel, it was suggested that some organisations may be
willing to pay for some travel, In fact three participants pointed to their previous assessment
experience to show that tavel to local meetings was often paid for by an organisation's core
budget. A related supgestion from three participants asked if [PBES may be able to pioneer
web-based conference calls in order to reduce both envirenmental footprint and costs of travel.

In summary time and money, together, are the most important comsiderations when deciding
the extent of an expert's panicipation. The potential benefite outlined in the previous sections
are large enough that many organisations would allow their staff to werk on them for free, but
only for a limited amount of time (io. as a contributor or reviewer), Large time requirements
on their own may be a negative incentive (if it impinges on existing work, family or social
commitments), but will also increase the cost of participation and may become so great that
pacticipation is stopped. Experts would respond positively to grants to hire research assistants,
to ‘purchase’ time in an expert's calendar or for long-distance or recurring travel. Participants
are also likely to respond negatively to large time commirments with little monetary
compensation. They may also respond negatively if they feel there is not enough time ta
complete an assessment. The conclusions of this section are of particular importance for the
recruitment of CLAs and Lead Authors as there were largely negative responses to the time and
cost implications of these positions.

D.7 — CLARITY AND COMMUNICATION OF [PBES OBJECTIVES AND STRUCTURE

42.

43

This section will discuss izsues of clarity, where respondents responded negatively to a lack of
knowledge. Several of the statements from Box 1 are considered here, such as “how to
participate’; lack of engagement and “how incentives might be established”. As shown In Figure
2, a lack of information on how assessments work or whether they have an impact would [ead
to negative responses, This sub-section may appear to be unbalanced as participants discussed
their potential negative reactions to a lack of information much more than the positive
reactions to full information.

Considering that there are still a lot of decisions to be made with regards to the structure of
IPBES assessments, many participants did not have much to discuss with regards to this topic:
as R7 mentioned, “it’s all up for grubs”. The most commen clarification, sought by seven
interviewees, would be regarding the involvement of those who are not currently involved in
the IPBES discussions, particularly secial scientists, the private sector and some stakeholders.
The current lack of information is already regarded as "o rurn-off” (Rs) for these groups, so if
this is stlll the case when asking for participation in assessments then there may be a few
negative responses. Many particlpants supgested they would react positively to a wide
engagement strategy explaining the value of the assessments and engaging a range of experts
who are not currently part of the process, even though they may be able to offer a lot to
assegsments.
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44. The only other point of discussion was regarding duplication, both of content and of work. Om

the one hand, four participents discussed the relationship of IPBES assessments to previous
assessments and suggested that a negative incentive would exist if it was felt that IPBES was
simply “rediscovering the wheel® (Raz), instead of actually adding value to the suite of
assessments currently available. The “catalogue of assessments” and ‘critical review of
assessments™ currently belng undertaken by 1PBES should go some way to ensuring these
concerns are not felt, On the cther hand, three participants would respond negatively if It was
not clear that their input was actually needed: if “other people are active fin IPBES assessments]
and we're comfortable that theyl do o good job® (R5) then there would be no need to contribute
ag well and duplicate effort. [PBES may want to consider ways in which to set up a transparent
process so that organisations are aware of who is involved in which part of the assessment, so
that they can best identify where they can contribute without duplication and reduce the
incidence of negative responses,

[.8 - OTHER [SSUES RAISED

45. Thus far, the analysis has been structured roughly along the lines of the incentives and

disincentives noted in Box 1 from the Copenhagen workshop. This section outlines some of the
issues raised or recommendations made that were not picked up at this workshaop,

. Strong leadership of the process was raised by five participants. Three drew on previous

assessment experience, commending their CLAs and the technical support staff for “keepfing]
you on track” (Rg) and providing guidance and training where necessary to help the completion
of the report. Secondly, a good “administrative and technical framework” (Ru) was praised as it
made it significantly eesier to draw out the expertise and enthustasm of experts. Furthermore,
one participant suggested that the “independent facilitation service™ (Ri4) provided by previous
gecretariats was useful in ensuring the impartiality of the output: this is anticipated to be
replicated by IPBES™, so would meet some positive reaction. To summarise, respondents would
respond positively to good CLAs, technical support and an independent secretariat that
suceessfully manages the meeting of scientists with policy-makers.

47. The role of non-economic social scientists was discussed by three participants, who feel that

some of the previous assessments they have worked on are full of “fust ecoromists and
ecologists” (Rig). The deslre to include as wide a range of disciplines as possible, as noted in
paragraph 283, contributes to the learning benefit available from the network of experts, Two
participants went further in saying that lawyers, geographers and political sciertists (in
particular) should be much more heavily involved at the highest level, as well as at the
contribution stage, to ensure that the zssessment is framed by a representative panel and not
Just written by a representative body of experts. Thus, some interviewees suggested that they
would respond positively to a truly multi-disciplinary group of participants.

48. The incorporation of different knowledge systems, outside of a Western, academia-driven,

peer-reviewed culture, was discussed by two participants. For these two (both of whom were
members of the university}, participation would help to represent the filll extent of global
expertise and also aid the capacity building arm of IPBES' work pregramme, as discussed in

 UNEP{IPBES.MI/{2/g, paragraph 7{a} and 7(b)
" UINEP/IPBES.ML/2/g
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paragraph 28c. Positive response may result from the incorporation of indigenous knowledge
and experts from developing countries, which is contained in operating principle f*,

49. One participant expressed concern relating to sceptics and other people who may oppose

the work of [PBES and “attempt to destroy coreers™ (Rn) in an effort to derail the process. In
essence, there may be a case where contributing to [PBES assessments may be a reason for
others to target participants (see for example "cdimate-gate’ and its impact on the University of
East Anglia"). IPBES may need to consider whether this threatens the impact its assessments
could make and what efforts it can take to engage a sceptic community that may wish to
diseredit those Invelved in the assessments.

E - SUMMARY
s0. Followlng this survey, some recommendations can be made regarding the provision of

incentives which would entice some of the best experts in the world to participate in IPBES
assessments. The recommendations are presented below and are ordered according to the level
of importance respondents placed on each issue.

a. Communication of Potential Impact: Evaluate and communicate the way in which
assessments make a difference to environmental palicy-making, so as to encourage
wide participation in development and delivery of assessments. If experts do not feel
that an assessment will have a policy impact they are likely to decline an invitation to
participate.

b. Ressarch and Interest relevance: Ensure experts are asked for targeted inputs,
related to their specialisen, and explere ways tn which ideas can be exchanged between
academics.

c. Compensation for Time: Explore ways to allow for some sort of financial
compensation for intensive time commitments, so that key potential participants do
not have to decline because existing paid work already fills their diary or because there
is no funding to pay their wapes through the 'project’ of assessment input. As
mentioned in paragraph 39, n participants feel that a lack of financial resources may
mean they are only able to participate in the less time-demanding roles {contributer,
reviewer).

d. Timetabling: Set firm, realistic timetables for assessments well in advance of the start
dates for work so that participants have time {0 make roem for input to assessments in
their work schedules,

e, Gaining Recognition: Explore ways in which assessment inputs could be translated
into academic papers, as assessment outputs are not valued as much as academic
research for university experts. Additionally, cla.l:ify how crganisations will be
acknowledged, because building organisational profile i3 an important positive
incentive for non-university participants,

f  Beneficial Networking: Ensure that a large and representative network of experts is
created and used, because many participants will respond positively if they can raise

po <Accessed 2012 200>
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52,

their profile with a wide audience and learn from a wide group of experts. This network
would also help to create a global picture of biodiversity and ecosystem knowledpe and
potentially contribute to capacity building exercises.

g Provide Leadership and Support: The quality of technical support and leadership of
author teams can ease the assessment production process significantly, with some
participants pointing to thelr previous good experience with the IPCC and the UX
National Ecosystem Assessment {NEA).

h. Reducing Duoplication: Set-up relationships with existing global assessments to
reduce duplication of content and Investlgate ways of allowing organisations to plan
where their most valuable contributions can be, so as to minimise duplication of effort.

i, Full participation; Interviewees would respond positively if IPBES assessment
participants spanned a variety of ages, genders, nationalities, disciplines and
knowledge systems. This would help gain the widest coverage of knowledge and
provide the maximum learning benefit to participants. These sentiments are in line
with existing IPBES operating principles {a,d, £, hand i)®

i Communication of participation mechanisms: Make clear how individuals and
orTganisations can become inveolved in assessments, including on what the various roles
and responsibilities might be, and communicate this widely.

k. Preparing for Sceptics: Consider whether contributions to IPBES assessments may
lead to targeting from 'vested interests’ in order to discredit outputs and outline a
communications policy to engage sceptics and reduce the risk of another ‘Climategate’.

When asked if they were interested in participating, u out of 15 said yes, while the remaining
four replied ‘it depends’. This would suggest that there is a large pool of potential participants,
but there are some who need to hear more information [on time demands, compensation etc)
before committing to contribute to an IPBES assessment, While the balance of incentives wag
generally positive, mast respendents were wary of the potential time and money aspects when
deciding how intensive their participation would be. Aftor illustrating the effectiveness of
assessments and how this relates to an expert's specialism, the main incentive IPBES can
provide is some sort of monetary compensation for the amount of time that is needed to
complete the more demanding roles (CLAs, Lead Authors).

It should be noted that this survey was conducted with a small section of a2 wide netwerk of
conservation and environment related experts so will not apply to every potential participant in
the world. However, it is likely to reflect the diversity of cpinions held in "Western' universities
and NGOs, given the wide mix of organisations sampled.

F - FURTHER RESEARCH

53 This research project was conducted over the space of a short, four week period and sampled

only a small section of one network of organisations working in fields related to [PBES, While
the recommendations above should be broadly representative of potential experts, this study
hae by no means captured the whole variety of opinions on the incentives and disincentives of
participating in assessments that exists globally. Ancther much larger project, looking at

S UNEF/IPBES. MIfz/g
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experts from a variety of backgrounds, would be valuable and might also benefit from any
clarifications arising from decisions taken at the IPBES plenary. This project is likely to be web-
based in order to elicit a wider range of responses, allowing a better analysis of the impacts of

geography, membership of different disciplines, gender and experience on the perception of
incentives,
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APPENDIX & - THE WORKSHEET GIVEN TO PARTICIPANTS

POSSIBLE DISINCENTIVES

POSSIBLE INCENTIVES Theme Incentive
Theme Incentive Passion/ Dere one 2nd don't wish to do another
Passion/ To make a difference mterests  Not interested in inter-governmental process
interests Pagsion for conservation] emvirenmental protection N research, work sverlap
Research/ work overlap Crthwer:
Other:
Clarizy Uselear how to join IPBES
MNetrworks Wauld be part of an influential network Unclear of how IFBES will work
Wouold be part of an expert network Unelear if IPBES will make a difference
Will be able to form networki(s) Nof not enouph effont to engage experts in set-up
Other Funding agency incentives unclear
Other: R
Ohganisation | Wark on something important with freedom
Other: Time Family
Wosk commitments already very high
Prestige/ Personal recognition Social{ volunteering commitmenzs
fﬁfbgﬂjtfﬂn DE]:ﬂﬂ.lrl Bnr fwiﬁ,“ Other
Eri:::ﬁ?:{g:i}:gh puhl!r:;e:.tnI%:l::::rd}l Prestige/ Not enough recognition for individual efforts
Orther recognition Mot ensugh recogrition for Departrment
Not enough recognition for Universicy/ Organisation
Money Will bring in granes Scale of recognition (too low key or local scale}
Prizes Orther:
3ﬁm}:ip§ur fellowships related to IPBES Money R T s
MNeed rravel prants to attend meetings =~
Other Cither:
Oiher

ST/ANI/T/S3adl



IPBES/VINF/15

13-20388

APPENDIX 2 - PARTICIPANTS

1] Non-university GEOQ, MA
Rz Non-university NEA

B3 Non-university NEA, GBD
Ra Non-university GEO

Rs Non-university None

R6 Non-university GEQ, GBO
By University None

RB University NEA, MA
Rg University IPCC

Rio Naon-university None

Ru University IPCC

Riz University None .
Rz University NEA

Rig Non-university NEA, GBO
Fis University None
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