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Overview  
This report provides a summary of discussions at the New Zealand Antarctic Stakeholder Workshop, 
convened online by a University of Canterbury research team (including PhD student Natasha 
Gardiner, Dr Neil Gilbert and Associate Professor Daniela Liggett) on the 3rd December 2021.  

The workshop was a component of a PhD research project undertaken by Natasha Gardiner, and it 
follows two prior workshops in 20201 and 20212 convened by the research team – the reports of which 
can be accessed via the Antarctic Science Platform website3.  The research project is funded by the 
Antarctic Science Platform (contract ASP-023-4) and is affiliated with Gateway Antarctica at the 
University of Canterbury. The project has been reviewed and approved by the University of Canterbury 
Human Ethics Committee (Ref: HEC 2020/48/LR-PS).  

This report provides a preliminary summary of the workshop discussions and does not situate these 
observations within the broader science-policy discourse. It is important to note that an in-depth 
qualitative analysis of these workshop data is currently being undertaken. 

Context  
Scholarship that investigates the relationship between science and policy has taught us that the two-
way interactions between research and policy worlds are not straightforward. In reality, these 
knowledge exchange processes involve multi-directional, iterative, and non-linear relations between 
multiple actors who possess diverse values, expertise, needs, and interests4. Despite these 
complexities, scientific evidence remains a critical input for many of today’s policy problems and helps 
to inform, and sometimes generate, a range of policy options and evaluate their consequences. The 
extent to which policy communities rely on scientific evidence depends on the nature of the issues 
being addressed. While a large scientific evidence-base may be useful in some contexts, social, political 
or economic considerations may be more pertinent for decision-making in others. There is no 
universally agreed process for identifying which issues require what evidence, and the use and 
application of scientific knowledge in decision-making is highly variable and context specific5. 

Antarctic research provides an unparalleled and unique context for examining the science-policy 
relationship. Unlike any other continent on earth, the area (south of 60o South latitude) covered by 
Antarctica and its surrounding Southern Ocean is beyond national jurisdiction and is set aside by the 
1959 Antarctic Treaty for international cooperation, peace and science. For the last six decades, 
scientific exploration has prevailed over all other activities in the region - although human activities 

 
1 Gilbert, N., Liggett, D., Gardiner, N. 2020. Ross Sea Marine Protected Area: Report from an Antarctic Science 
Platform Stakeholder Workshop. ASP Report-001. 28 p. 
2 Gardiner, N., Gilbert, N., Liggett, D. 2021. Connecting Antarctic Science and Policy Workshop 2021. ASP Report-
003. 13 p. 
3 Reports accessible from www.antarcticscienceplatform.org.nz  
4 Pielke, R. (2007). The Honest Broker: Making Sense of Science in Policy and Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press; Lacey et al. (2018). Understanding and managing trust at the climate science-policy interface. 
Nature Climate Change, 8(1), 22-28; Douglas, H. (2009). Science, policy, and the value-free ideal. University of 
Pittsburgh Press.   
5 Martin, G. P. et al. (2020). Science, society, and policy in the face of uncertainty: reflections on the debate 
around face coverings for the public during COVID-19. Critical public health, 30(5), 501-508. 



 
 

2 

are now increasing, including through tourism6 and fisheries7. The Antarctic Treaty System (ATS) is the 
multi-national governance framework for this vast global commons area and includes a suite of legal 
agreements that address Antarctic conservation, resource use, and environmental protection. The ATS 
provides an important diplomatic platform for the 54 Antarctic Treaty signatories and to gain decision-
making rights, states must undertake substantial scientific activities in the region. This has led to the 
Antarctic becoming the Earth’s largest natural laboratory, attracting thousands of visiting researchers 
each year and resulting in the establishment of over 30 National Antarctic Programmes.  

The Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, including New Zealand, have repeatedly affirmed their 
commitment to using the best available scientific evidence to inform and guide Antarctic decision-
making and policy. At the international level there are several formal science-policy mechanisms. 
These include the scientific and technical advisory committees that serve the relevant policy bodies, 
and the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR). At the domestic level however, the 
mechanisms for science-policy interactions differ across the various Antarctic Treaty nations and the 
utility of Antarctic scientific research within policy and decision-making can be less obvious. New 
Zealand is a pro-active and influential actor within the ATS. Consequently, it is important to have 
strong and positive interactions between New Zealand policy-makers and Antarctic researchers, and 
to utilise these relationships to facilitate strategic evidence-based domestic and international 
decision-making and policy development. Despite this, New Zealand’s Antarctic science-policy 
mechanisms and processes are not always clear2 and thus far, there has been no scholarship that 
investigates this critical nexus, which potentially limits our ability to understand or strengthen science-
policy interactions in the future.  

Workshop Purpose and Aims 
The purpose of the workshop was to bring together New Zealand’s Antarctic policy and decision-
making community to explore the current state of Antarctic science-policy interactions and identify 
any potential new or improved ways of working. 

More specifically, the workshop aimed to: 

• Examine the current level and quality of engagement between New Zealand’s Antarctic 
decision-makers and the Antarctic research community to inform both New Zealand and 
Antarctic policy and governance; and  

• Identify processes or mechanisms that may help to facilitate the engagement between 
Antarctic research and policy communities.  

Participants  
Participants were invited using a mixture of purposive and snowball sampling. In the first instance, the 
research team approached individuals from key New Zealand stakeholder entities, as well as 
individuals with expertise in the Antarctic science-policy space. Following this, those same individuals 
were asked to recommend colleagues that would both benefit from and add value to the workshop. 
The research team extended invites to the recommended individuals. 24 participants from 13 different 
stakeholder groups attended on the day. See Appendix 1 for a list of participating entities. 

 
6 Tejedo, P. et al. (2022). What are the real environmental impacts of Antarctic tourism? Unveiling their 
importance through a comprehensive meta-analysis. Journal of Environmental Management, 308, 114634. 
7 Chown, S. L., & Brooks, C. M. (2019). The state and future of Antarctic environments in a global context. Annual 
Review of Environment and Resources, 44, 1-30. 
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Method  
The workshop (see Appendix 2 for the workshop agenda) opened with a round of introductions and 
preliminary remarks by the organisers before Antarctica New Zealand’s Chief Scientific Advisor, 
Professor John Cottle, gave an invited context-setting presentation on New Zealand’s Antarctic 
research outputs, and on potential gaps and opportunities for the future of Antarctic science-policy 
interactions in New Zealand (see Appendix 3 for the presentation slides). 

Participants were then invited to share their opinions, thoughts and experiences on two broad 
discussion topics. For each discussion topic, contributions were made via Zoom breakout groups (2-5 
participants per breakout group). After each breakout group discussion, the smaller groups were 
invited back into the main Zoom room to participate in a plenary session on the discussion topic. Figure 
1 illustrates the workshop flow. 

 

Figure 1. The workshop flow. 

 

One week prior to the workshop, the research team sent a short online survey (developed using the 
Qualtrics Survey Platform) to participants via email, which they completed before arriving at the 
workshop on Zoom. The purpose of the survey was to gain preliminary information about the 
participants’ views on Antarctic science-policy interactions in New Zealand to inform the workshop 
sessions. 
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Discussion topic 1: Rapid assessment of the state of Antarctic science-policy 
engagement in New Zealand   
For the first breakout group discussion, participants were allocated to one of the five Zoom breakout 
rooms to undertake a rapid assessment of the state of Antarctic science-policy engagement in New 
Zealand. Each of the Zoom rooms was provided with access to its own version of the same Google 
Document8 that included seven ‘influencing factors’ to rate and discuss. 

Table 1 provides further detail on the influencing factors, which included communication, 
transparency, incentives, timelines, trust, diversity and inclusivity, leadership and ‘other’ (optional). 
The influencing factors were informed by themes that emerged from discussions at an Antarctic 
science-policy workshop that had been convened by the research team in February 20212. 

The influencing factors were elements that had been identified as having the potential to contribute 
to the success (or complexity) of Antarctic science-policy interactions. For example, how researchers 
and policymakers communicate, is likely to influence the transfer and use of knowledge at the science-
policy interface. Excellent communication may increase the likelihood of experiencing more successful 
science-policy interactions, or more successful knowledge exchanges.   

Table 1. Seven 'influencing factors' (informed by a prior workshop), including the guiding questions and 
statements that were provided to the participants to help stimulate thinking when making their rapid 
assessments. 

Influencing Factor Prompt  
Communication How is information being conveyed between the involved parties and how 

well is this working? 
Transparency How clear is the process of science-policy engagement to all involved 

parties? 
Incentives How do you rate the 'incentive' landscape at all levels of science-policy 

engagement? What incentives exist? 
Timelines How well aligned are research and policy timelines? 
Trust Assess the level of 'trust' in the process of engagement, the parties/people 

involved, as well as trust in the information communicated. 
Diversity and 
inclusivity 

How inclusive are science-policy dialogues in taking into account a broad 
range of perspectives? Who is currently involved? 

Leadership How well is the science-policy process led and driven by engaged entities or 
individuals? Who are these entities and individuals? 

Other (optional) Can you think of any other influencing factors? 
 

Using a modified Delphi approach, participants were asked to rate each factor individually (1 = very 
poor; 3 = average; 5 = excellent) in terms of how well they thought the factor was currently working 
or operating at the Antarctic science-policy interface.  

After the participants had provided an individual rating for each factor, they discussed their ratings 
among their breakout groups, including the reasoning behind their decisions. For each factor, they 
then agreed on a final breakout group rating.   

Lastly, each breakout group gave an overall score for how they rated Antarctic science-policy 
interactions in New Zealand in general (i.e., when taking all influencing factors into account). To help 

 
8 The Google document templates are not provided within this report, but can be provided on request. Please 
email Natasha Gardiner to gain access to these documents.   
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with their overall assessment, the groups were provided with a rating scale/scoring guide to offer a 
frame of reference (see Appendix 4 for scoring guide). Breakout groups were asked to record all key 
discussion points in the Google Documents.  

Discussion topic 2: Analysis of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and 
threats/risks  
For the second breakout group discussion, participants broke out into the same Zoom rooms to 
undertake a SWOT analysis. They were asked to identify the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, 
and threats/risks for New Zealand Antarctic science-policy interactions, now and into the future. The 
breakout groups were each provided with a new Google Document that provided prompts (see Table 
2) to help guide the SWOT analysis. Breakout groups were asked to record all key discussion points in 
the Google Documents. 

Table 2. The information provided to the participants to guide the SWOT analysis. 

SWOT Prompts 
Strengths  • What are the strengths of current Antarctic science-policy 

engagement? 
• What are the drivers for these strengths?  

Weaknesses  • What are the weaknesses of current Antarctic science-policy 
engagement?  

• What are the factors influencing these weaknesses? 
• How can weaknesses be overcome? 

Opportunities  • What are the opportunities – now and into the future?  
• How can strengths be used to take advantage of opportunities?  
• What changes would you like to see, if any? 

Threats/Risks • What are the threats and barriers to Antarctic science-policy 
engagement? 

• What internal and external factors threaten science-policy 
engagement?  

• What can be done about the weaknesses to make the threats less 
likely?  

• Is anything at risk if we don’t pay attention to the Antarctic science-
policy interface?  

 

Plenary Discussions  
After each breakout group discussion, the groups were invited back into the main Zoom room for 
plenary. In the first plenary discussion, groups reported back on their scores and the reasons behind 
their choices and were encouraged to challenge each other’s perspectives. In the second plenary 
session, breakout groups shared the results of their SWOT analyses and were again encouraged to 
question each other and challenge the viewpoints put forth. 
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Preliminary Observations  
This section provides a preliminary summary of discussions, drawing on the written data recorded by 
participants in the aforementioned Google Documents. An in-depth qualitative analysis of the written 
data (pre-workshop survey and Google Documents) and verbal data (plenary session audio) is 
currently being undertaken.  

Figure 2 shows the average breakout group rating for each influencing factor following the breakout 
group discussions. It is clear that group views diverged across all seven influencing factors. On average, 
‘trust’ received the highest average score on the 1-5 scale (see Figures 2 & 3). Trust refers to the levels 
of trust in the process of Antarctic science-policy engagement, the levels of trust between the parties 
and people involved in engagement, and the extent to which the information being communicated is 
trusted.  

 

Figure 2. Average breakout group rating for each influencing factor, following breakout group 
discussions (noting that not all groups recorded ratings for every influencing factor). 

Figure 3 shows the average breakout group rating for each influencing factor, following the individual 
rapid assessments and discussions. On average, the breakout groups rated timelines (i.e., how well 
research and policy timelines are aligned) as poor with regard to their contributions to science-policy 
interactions in New Zealand, and rated the role of trust as above average, but not excellent.    
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Figure 3. Average group rating for each influencing factor across all groups. 

After deciding on a group rating for each influencing factor, participants were asked to give a final 
group rating for the overall function of Antarctic science-policy interactions in New Zealand (Table 3), 
taking all of the influencing factors into account. Scoring a 3 on the 5-point rating scale as the average 
rating for Antarctic science-policy interactions in New Zealand overall (i.e., when all influencing factors 
were taken into account) gives a clear indication that, from a New Zealand policy perspective, the 
Antarctic science-policy interface could be improved on and strengthened.  

Table 3. Final group scores on a scale of 1 (very poor) – 5 (excellent) for the Antarctic science-policy 
interface in New Zealand overall (i.e., taking all influencing factors into account). 

Group 1 overall rating 3.5 
Group 2 overall rating 3.5 
Group 3 overall rating 3 
Group 4 overall rating 2 
Group 5 overall rating 3 
Average overall rating 3 

 

Tables 4-6 (below) provide further information on key discussion points as recorded by workshop 
participants during the breakout group and plenary discussions, and summarise the information that 
the participants recorded within the Google Documents. The information recorded in these tables 
combines participant responses verbatim, and information that the research team have summarized 
based on similar, multiple responses that participants recorded within the Google Documents. We 
acknowledge that some of the content in Tables 4 – 6 therefore lacks broader context. The deeper 
meanings and implications of these observations will be brought to light during the ongoing 
qualitative data analysis. For this reason, we have chosen to omit a broader discussion that situates 
these observations within the broader science-policy discourse. 

Table 4 provides a summary of the strengths and weaknesses identified for each influencing factor 
across all of the groups. Interestingly, no group identified a new influencing factor in the optional 
‘other’ box provided in the Google Documents for the first breakout group discussion.  

Table 5 provides a summary of the threats and risks identified. Threats and risks include internal or 
external factors that threaten Antarctic science-policy engagement in New Zealand. Participants 
were also asked to consider what is at risk if we do not pay attention to the Antarctic science-policy 
interface, and also what could we do about the weaknesses (Table 4) to make the threats and risks 
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less likely. The right-hand column in Table 5 lists the influencing factors that would be negatively 
affected by the identified threats and risks. 

Table 6 provides a summary of the opportunities identified. These include the changes that the 
participants would like to see with regard to science-policy interactions, and how the strengths (Table 
4) might be used to take advantage of the opportunities. The right-hand column in Table 6 lists the 
influencing factors that would benefit from the identified opportunities.  

As outlined in Table 4, participants thought that Antarctic research in New Zealand was credible from 
the perspective of stakeholders and policy-makers, creating high levels of trust between policy and 
research communities, particularly in terms of the perceived reliability of Antarctic scientific evidence. 
Participants suggested that the large extent to which the New Zealand policy community drew on 
Antarctic research to inform decision-making (primarily with regard to Antarctic governance) 
illustrated a strong trust in the scientific information delivered and in the research community’s 
scientific rigor. The high levels of trust evident at the Antarctic science-policy interface were seen to 
create opportunities for New Zealand to engage in international research collaborations and to earn 
credibility on the international stage. For example, participants felt that New Zealand was trusted by 
other Antarctic Treaty Parties in its delivery of strong and credible Antarctic research outputs. On the 
contrary, some participants felt that trust was being eroded among the Antarctic research community 
due to competitive funding bids and the inability to prioritise what research projects were more critical 
than others.  

‘Timelines’ received the lowest average rating across all the groups (Figure 3). This influencing factor 
refers to how well research and policy timelines are aligned. As outlined in Table 4, participants 
acknowledged that research and policy timelines naturally differ due to their vastly different 
processes, constraints, goals, and objectives. While this could be seen as a barrier or weakness at the 
science-policy interface, participants also saw strength in this inevitability. For example, some 
participants felt that the slow pace and lengthy timelines of Antarctic policy development and 
implementation at the international level meant that the research community had more time to 
anticipate information needs and strategically plan for the timely delivery of science advice.  

Although lengthy policy timelines could function as an opportunity for the research and policy 
communities to come together and take the time to plan more strategically, participants thought that 
the Antarctic science-policy interface in New Zealand was reactive rather than proactive, which 
resulted in ad hoc science-policy engagement that lacked such strategic drive. Participants also 
discussed that when policy-makers required information on short timescales, it could be a challenge 
for the research community to provide a package of satisfactory evidence. Scientific uncertainty was 
said to play a role here, and participants spoke about the importance of providing the best available 
evidence despite the levels of scientific uncertainty that might exist around a given issue. Not only did 
participants identify a mismatch between policy and research project timelines, but they also 
discussed temporal mismatches between funding rounds, logistical capabilities and policy needs. For 
example, a project that was highly policy-relevant might get funded, but the timing of this might not 
align with the logistical support required for Antarctic fieldwork.  
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Table 4. Summary of the strengths and weaknesses identified for each of the seven 'influencing factors'. 

Communication 
Includes considerations regarding: 

• The ways in which researchers and policy-makers communicate; 
• The processes and mechanisms (formal and informal) that facilitate communication between research and policy communities; and, 
• The communicators themselves – who they are, how and why they communicate.   

Strengths Weaknesses 
- Diverse communication pathways – having many different avenues to 

engage enables the inclusion of a diverse range of perspectives and 
engagement can be tailored on a case-by-case basis.  

- Small network – the New Zealand Antarctic policy and research 
communities are small, which means that the communication pathways 
are straightforward and finding the right contact point is easy.  

- Useful online resources – there are existing online resources that 
provide useful information relevant to the science-policy interface e.g., 
the Antarctic Treaty Secretariat website provides a good communication 
platform.   

- Targeted engagement initiatives – targeted communication leads to 
better outcomes e.g., hosting a targeted workshop on a particular issue 
whereby researchers and policy-makers address an issue and co-design 
solutions and outcomes.   

- Clear high-level policy information – in New Zealand, high-level 
information related to policy is well articulated and easily accessible. 

- Long-term research funding initiatives – the Antarctic Science Platform 
provides a useful and enduring communication mechanism because of 
its sustained funding.  

- New Zealand engages in strong Antarctic diplomacy – New Zealand has 
a unique and well-respected negotiating style within Antarctic 
governance.  

- Poor communication of strengths – diverse communication pathways can 
be misperceived as ‘fragmented’ because the policy community are not 
good at communicating why diverse (as opposed to fragmented) pathways 
are useful.  

- Lack of awareness regarding existing communication tools – e.g., the 
Antarctic Environments Portal.  

- Lack of acknowledgement of the two-way nature of science-policy 
interactions – there is more emphasis on communicating science for policy, 
rather than communicating policy needs for science.   

- Lack of communication and knowledge exchange between New Zealand 
Government Departments – this can lead to a mismatch between the 
allocation of research funding versus strategic direction. 

- Communication of uncertainty – communicating uncertainty is very 
challenging.  

- Siloed communication – communication occurs in silos and entities appear 
individualistic in nature.  

- Lack of communication strategy – there is no available framework for 
science-policy interactions. 

- Communication is ad hoc – the connections between scientists and policy-
makers can often be opportunistic in nature, rather than planned or 
systemised.  

- Lack of understanding between science and policy communities – it is 
difficult for the research community to understand the various constraints 
within decision-making because these are not always clear or communicated. 
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Transparency 
Includes considerations regarding: 

• How clear the science-policy engagement mechanisms and processes are. 
 

Strengths Weaknesses 
- Strong international science-policy engagement – Antarctic research 

and policy links at the international level are transparent and working 
well.  

- The Commission on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living 
Resources (CCAMLR) has clear science-policy processes – the science-
policy link in the context of CCAMLR is very clear and CCAMLR’s 
objectives drive the scientific work that is undertaken to achieve those 
objectives.  

- Large credible scientific bodies increase transparency – working with 
the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR) increases the 
transparency of scientific outputs.  

- SCAR has clear science-policy processes – SCAR provides a clear and 
open mechanism for science-policy engagement at the international 
level. 

 
 

 

- Lack of clear science-policy process - in New Zealand there is no clear 
engagement process for policy-makers to access Antarctic research. 

- Lack of transparency throughout research projects – research projects or 
programmes tend to engage and increase the transparency of their 
science-policy efforts at the start and end of research projects, but there 
is a lack of transparency regarding how researchers and policy-makers 
continue to engage and communicate throughout the evolution of the 
research (i.e., in the middle of projects).  

- Unclear connection between strategic direction and research investment 
– it is not clear how New Zealand strategy drives research investments. 

- Unclear pathways to impact – the pathways to achieving research impact 
lack transparency making it difficult for researchers to know how to 
maximise impact.  

- Fragmentation of science system – the fragmentation of the New Zealand 
science system hinders the implementation of, and interaction between, 
various science strategies.  

- Exclusive Antarctic network – while some policy-makers feel connected 
within the New Zealand Antarctic network, not everyone in the science or 
policy communities experience this and it is unclear how to gain this 
institutional knowledge or participate in established relationships.  

- Piecemeal Antarctic sector – it is unclear as to what constitutes the New 
Zealand Antarctic ‘sector’ as there are many entities and individuals 
involved.  
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Incentives 
Includes considerations regarding: 

• The incentive structures that are in place at all levels of science-policy engagement; and, 
• The ways in which individuals are driven to engage at the science-policy interface.  

 
Strengths Weaknesses 

- Innate motivation in New Zealand – there is a strong innate drive 
among the research community to produce ‘excellent’ science, which 
helps to increase the credibility of the research, fostering trust and 
positive relationships.  

- Enthusiasm towards the science-policy interface – there is strong 
personal enthusiasm from individuals in both the Antarctic research 
and policy communities in New Zealand to strengthen the science-
policy interface.  

- Strong incentives at the international level - strong incentive for 
Antarctic science-policy engagement at the international level.  

- Strong Antarctic connection – New Zealander’s have a strong national 
connection with Antarctica, which acts as an incentive to support 
Antarctic science and use the outputs in decision-making.  

- Strong Antarctic research funding – Antarctic research is well funded 
in New Zealand.  

- Strong geopolitical and strategic incentive – New Zealand’s strategic 
interests in Antarctica and its commitments within the Antarctic 
Treaty System incentivise the Government to support a substantial 
Antarctic research programme. 

 
 

- Lack of incentive to engage – there are a lack of incentives (e.g., monetary 
incentives) for Antarctic researchers to engage at the science-policy 
interface, particularly at the domestic level in New Zealand.  

- Responsibility falls on the individual – only self-motivated individuals end 
up engaging at the science-policy interface.  

- Different incentives and rewards across science and policy communities 
– there is a misalignment in incentives between policy groups and research 
groups due to the nature of their work.   

- Difficult to measure ‘success’ – measuring science-policy ‘success’ within 
research is a challenge, which can act as a barrier for incentivising science-
policy engagement. If it is difficult to measure, it becomes difficult to 
reward and this disincentivises people.  

- Lack of resources – human resource, time, and money is required to 
maintain and improve science-policy engagement, but this seems to be 
lacking in the Antarctic space in New Zealand. Genuinely iterative and co-
produced approaches take time and energy. 
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Timelines 
Includes considerations regarding: 

• The alignment of policy and research timelines; and, 
• The timing of scientific advice and how this delivers to the different information needs along policy timelines.  

 
Strengths Weaknesses 

- CCAMLR science-policy timelines are aligned – research and policy 
timelines in the context of CCAMLR are very clear.  

- Long international policy timelines enable strategic planning – the 
international policy processes can take many years, making it easier to 
prepare and plan for information needs ahead of time. 

- Progress is being made towards aligning science-policy timelines – 
the Antarctic policy community in New Zealand has made recent 
efforts to clarify policy needs and the effective timing of research 
outputs for uptake in decision-making.  

 

- Research and policy timelines do not align – the different processes for 
producing science and policy outcomes do not always match.  

- Scientific uncertainty can create delays – policy-makers cannot wait for 
more ‘certain’ scientific information before making decisions – while a 
researcher might feel they need more time, a policy-maker needs what we 
do know, to be delivered now.  

- Mismatch in logistics, funding cycles and policy needs – funding cycles for 
both Antarctic science and logistical support are long, slow moving, and 
do not always align with policy needs. 

- Reactive processes – the Antarctic science-policy interface is a reactive 
rather than proactive process, which is not conducive to aligning science 
and policy timelines. 

- Complex policy timelines – policy timelines, in and of themselves, can be 
complex and not straightforward. This makes it difficult to time the 
delivery of science advice.  

- Lack of time – there is a lack of resourcing at the science-policy interface, 
which makes it difficult to spearhead science-policy initiatives.  
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Trust 
Includes considerations regarding: 

• The levels of trust in science-policy processes and mechanisms;  
• The levels of trust between individuals within both research and policy communities; and, 
• The levels of trust in the knowledge that is being exchanged.  

 
Strengths Weaknesses 

- High trust in Antarctic science – there is high trust in the credibility of 
Antarctic research and our current Antarctic knowledge.  

- High trust between researchers and policy-makers – New Zealand 
Antarctic policy is informed by science, which reflects high levels of 
trust between the policy and research communities.   

- Increased international collaboration – trust in New Zealand science 
fosters international collaboration opportunities and international 
credibility.   
 

- Low trust in research community – low levels of trust in the research 
communities’ ability to prioritise science i.e., what science is the most 
important.  

- Low trust within research community – low levels of trust across research 
groups due to competitive funding bids.  
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Diversity and inclusivity 
Includes considerations regarding: 

• Who is involved within science-policy interactions, and conversely, who is missing; and, 
• How science-policy dialogues take into account a broad range of perspectives.  

 
Strengths Weaknesses 

- Mātauranga Māori is becoming more widely recognised and 
included – New Zealand’s updated Antarctic Research Directions and 
Priorities includes Mātauranga Māori and we are at the start of this 
journey. Progress is evident and indigenous knowledge systems are 
becoming increasingly acknowledged in the Antarctic science-policy 
space.  

- Early to mid-career researchers are increasingly welcome in the 
science-policy space – significant efforts have been made recently to 
bring on board early to mid-career researchers. 

- Strong and inclusive government consultation processes – the New 
Zealand Government has good consultation processes that allow for 
broad engagement.  

- Physical proximity is a disproportionate advantage – members of the 
Antarctic science and policy community that are based in Wellington more 
commonly engage at the science-policy interface. Individuals that are 
located outside of Wellington are at a disadvantage.   

- Lack of clarity regarding diversity and inclusivity – it is unclear whether 
New Zealand’s Antarctic science-policy interactions are inclusive or foster 
diversity.  

- Lack of diversity across disciplines – unbalanced diversity of disciplines 
within Antarctic ‘science’, e.g., there is a marine research gap, and it is 
unclear how the humanities are included.  

- Inclusivity can inadvertently burden minority groups – Māori groups have 
an increased workload due to increased engagement, which does not 
necessarily lend itself well to their interests (despite progress being made 
in this space).  

- Antarctic research dominates science funding – there is a perception that 
Antarctic science receives a large portion of science funding in New 
Zealand (particularly climate funding). 
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Leadership 
Includes considerations regarding: 

• How science-policy processes are led and driven; and, 
• What entities and individuals are leading science-policy interactions. 

 
Strengths Weaknesses 

- Antarctic Science Platform – provides leadership and improved 
coordination between the Antarctic research community and policy 
direction and priorities. 

- Strong New Zealand governance leadership – New Zealand is an 
influential leader within the Antarctic Treaty System. 

- Strong New Zealand research leadership – New Zealand Antarctic 
science is world leading. 

- Research directions and priorities – New Zealand’s updated 
Antarctic Research Directions and Priorities provide guidance and 
leadership.  

- Strong international collaboration.  
 

- Leadership is fragmented – Antarctic science-policy engagement lacks 
clear leadership, and what leadership there is, it is fragmented. There are 
also overlapping leadership responsibilities at the Ministerial level. 

- Leadership is not communicated across government – limited cross-
institutional discussions regarding who is leading on what aspects. 

- Leadership is not communicated to wider Antarctic sector – unclear as to 
how leadership is communicated to the Antarctic sector e.g., Antarctic 
related mandates for New Zealand’s Government institutions are not clear 
to the wider Antarctic community in New Zealand – involvement in the 
Antarctic space is only clear to those working within these agencies. 

- Loss of institutional knowledge and leadership expertise – expertise and 
leadership are sometimes lost when individuals change roles or move 
overseas, leading to an overall loss of institutional knowledge.  

- Lack of leadership in connecting key components of the science-policy-
funding-logistics chain – Antarctic logistics capabilities unable to meet 
funded science needs due to a disconnect between operational support, 
science programmes and funding agencies.  
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Table 5. Key threats and risks identified across all groups and the influencing factors that would be negatively affected. 

Risks 
• What are the threats and barriers to Antarctic science-policy engagement? 
• What internal or external factors threaten science-policy engagement? 
• What can be done about the weaknesses to make the threats less likely? 
• Is anything at risk if we don’t pay attention to the Antarctic science-policy interface? 

Negatively affected 
influencing factor(s) 

Decline in future 
research funding 

While Antarctic research is currently well funded, it may not receive the same amount of Government 
funding in the future. 

Incentives, Timelines 

Geopolitics 
undermining science 

Recently, there has been an undermining of science within the Antarctic Treaty System. Some nations 
have challenged the ‘best available science’ and have argued that action cannot be taken until further 
scientific evidence is provided.  

Trust, Communication 

Global disruptions Unanticipated global disruptions (e.g., the COVID-19 pandemic) can impact the Antarctic research 
community and the New Zealand policy community. A lack of planning and foresight may lead to 
unanticipated consequences that may jeopardise science-policy interactions. 

Leadership, Trust 
Timelines 

Antarctic Treaty 
System collapse 

Antarctic research is reliant on a strong Antarctic Treaty System, yet the system is currently under 
significant pressure from evolving power dynamics among Antarctic Treaty Parties which risks the 
break-down of the current norms and principles. 

Leadership, Trust 
Communication, 
Diversity & Inclusivity 

Failure to engage 
domestically  

Failure to engage or link the Antarctic sector with relevant initiatives at the domestic level (e.g., the 
Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment’s (MBIE) Future Pathways process) risks the further 
fragmentation of Antarctic research within the New Zealand science system and policy arena. 

Leadership, 
Communication, 
Transparency  

Complex privacy laws  Data privacy and ownership challenges can be a barrier in science-policy communication. Trust, Transparency, 
Communication 

Dependence on 
international partners 

Reliance on international partners (e.g., New Zealand relies heavily on the United States Antarctic 
Programme) may constrain the kinds of Antarctic research that can be undertaken. 

Trust, Leadership,  
Communication 

Reputational damage A failure to strengthen Antarctic science-policy linkages risks damaging New Zealand’s international 
reputation for providing strong leadership. 

Leadership, 
Communication 

Duplication of efforts 
due to lack of 
communication 

Working in siloes increases the likelihood of duplicating efforts. Communication, 
Leadership, Trust, 
Transparency,  
Diversity & inclusivity  

International political 
instability  

International politics and conflict outside of Antarctic governance can have a detrimental impact on 
progress within the Antarctic Treaty System. 

Leadership 
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Table 6. Key opportunities identified across all groups and the influencing factors that would benefit or improve from each opportunity if implemented. 

Opportunities  
• What are the opportunities – now and into the future?  
• How can strengths be used to take advantage of opportunities? 
• What changes would you like to see? 

Positively affected 
influencing factor(s)  

Mapping the network Clarifying the Antarctic policy network by disentangling and communicating the roles of the 
various stakeholder/ policy entities that are engaging with Antarctic research.  

Leadership, Transparency,  
Communication 

Developing incentives  Developing incentive structures targeted at increasing engagement between Antarctic 
research and policy communities.  

Incentives  

Improving research 
connectivity  

Addressing the marine research gap and improving the connectivity between New Zealand’s 
Antarctic marine research and other Antarctic science. MBIE Future Pathways process – the 
Antarctic research and policy communities should engage to improve the future integration of 
Antarctica into the New Zealand science system and its priorities. 

Transparency, Diversity & 
inclusivity, Communication, 
 

Integrating Antarctic and 
domestic environmental 
management and policy 

Integrating Antarctic research, management and policy with relevant New Zealand research, 
management and policy sectors. For example, connecting Antarctic environmental 
management efforts to domestic environmental management efforts to share lessons 
learned. Other examples include the Antarctic research and policy communities engaging with 
the MBIE Future Pathways process, and the work of the Climate Change Commission.    

Communication, 
Leadership  

Capturing institutional 
knowledge 

Developing processes that ensure that institutional knowledge is captured. Diversity & inclusivity,   
Transparency 

Strengthening existing 
tools 

Maximising the use and strength of existing tools and mechanisms for Antarctic science-policy 
engagement in New Zealand.  

Transparency 

Building capacity  Developing capacity building initiatives e.g., seconding researchers to Government 
departments, and seconding policy-makers to academic institutions. 

Diversity & inclusivity,  
Leadership, Transparency, 
Communication 

Using new technologies  Identifying and utilising new technologies with potential to strengthen science-policy linkages.  Leadership 
Engagement forums Providing forums for increased face-to-face interactions between New Zealand policy-makers 

and Antarctic researchers (e.g., through the NZ Antarctic Officials Committee).  
Communication,  
Trust, Transparency  

Securing long-term 
funding  

Securing long-term funding for coordinated Antarctic research programmes that are designed 
to link with policy requirements and information needs e.g., the Antarctic Science Platform.  

Incentives, Leadership, 
Timelines, Trust, Comms 

Planning strategically  Transitioning from reactive science-policy interactions to proactive science-policy 
interactions. 

Timelines, Leadership, 
Communication 
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Next Steps 
This report provides a short summary of discussions at the workshop. An in-depth qualitative data 
analysis is currently being undertaken, including an analysis of the transcribed audio data from the 
plenary discussions. The results of this (and a discussion on the broader implications of the results) 
will be published in an academic journal and as a PhD thesis chapter. These will be shared with the 
workshop participants in due time.  
This research project aims to take a co-production approach by engaging a diverse range of individuals 
from the Antarctic community throughout the research process. We therefore invite and welcome 
any feedback from participants regarding the content of this report, the workshop, or the research 
more broadly.  

The research findings also inform the work of the Antarctic Science Platform’s Science-Policy Expert 
Group9 and the work of SCAR’s Scientific Research Programme Ant-ICON (Integrated Science to Inform 
Antarctic and Southern Ocean Conservation)10.   

 

 
9 https://www.antarcticscienceplatform.org.nz/about/people/research?group=expert-group  
10 https://www.scar.org/science/ant-icon/home/  
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Appendices 
Appendix 1: Participant Affiliations 

Affiliation  No. of participants  
Antarctica New Zealand  6 
Christchurch Antarctic Office  1 
Climate Change Commission – He Pou a Rangi 1 
Department of Conservation – Te Papa Atawhai 1 
Environmental Protection Agency – Te Mana Rauhī Taiao 1 
Land Information New Zealand – Toitū Te Whenua  1 
Maritime New Zealand - Nō te rere moana Aotearoa 2 
Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment- Hīkina Whakatutuki 3 
Ministry for the Environment - Manatū Mō Te Taiao 1 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade - Manatū Aorere 4 
Ministry for Primary Industries - Manatū Ahu Matua 1 
New Zealand Customs Service - Te Mana Ārai o Aotearoa 1 
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment - Te Kaitiaki Taiao a Te 
Whare Pāremata  

1 

Total  24 
Please note: only 22 participants actively participated in the group discussions and rating exercises.  
 

Appendix 2: Workshop Agenda 
Please note that this was the original agenda sent to participants and it included a caveat that it was 
subject to change. After the research team received the results of the online survey (completed by the 
participants prior to the workshop), agenda items 3 and 5 were updated to what is outlined in the 
main body of this report.  

1. Welcome and introductions  
2. Context-setting presentation by Antarctica New Zealand’s Chief Scientific Advisor, Professor 

John Cottle 
3. Breakout session 1 – exploring the current state of engagement between New Zealand’s 

Antarctic decision-makers and the Antarctic research community  

Screen break  

4. Plenary – discussion and reflections on breakout session 1 
5. Breakout session 2 – identifying any (new) processes or mechanisms that could help to 

facilitate the engagement between Antarctic research and policy communities 

Screen break  

6. Plenary – discussion and reflections on breakout session 2  
7. Next steps and close   
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Appendix 3: Professor John Cottle’s Presentation 
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Appendix 4: Scoring Guide 
The following rating scale/scoring guide was provided to participants. Three fictitious cases were 
provided to help give a frame of reference.  

 
Very poor Poor Average Good Excellent 

1 2 3 4 5 
Fictitious case: 
Country A does not 
have a clear 
competent body that 
leads on Antarctic 
science-policy 
engagement. 
Antarctic research is 
only seen as 
important from an 
academic 
standpoint, and 
policymakers in 
Country A see no 
links between 
Antarctic research 
and policy (despite 
being an Antarctic 
Treaty Consultative 
Party). Funding for 
Antarctic research is 
largely awarded to 
blue skies research 
and research impact 
is judged on the 
basis of publications 
and citation indexes. 
There is no 
Government 
strategic direction 
for Antarctic 
research. 

 Fictitious case: Country B has 
a Ministry that leads 
Antarctic science-policy 
engagement. Within the 
Ministry there is a clear 
mechanism that creates a 
regular and ongoing dialogue 
between research and policy 
communities. The Ministry 
spearheads the strategic 
direction, which includes 
aligning science and policy 
timelines so that future 
needs are met. While this 
process is helpful, there are 
no incentives in place for 
policymakers outside of the 
Ministry and for Antarctic 
researchers to participate. 
Engagement is therefore 
dominated by the same 
‘players’ who have the time, 
interest and connections, 
which has led to an increase 
in trust between the parties 
involved, but has excluded 
other important 
perspectives.   

 Fictitious case: Country 
C has a Ministry that 
leads on Antarctic 
science-policy 
engagement. The 
Ministry has a fully 
resourced science-
policy engagement 
programme that is 
headed by 
transdisciplinary 
experts who guide 
stakeholder 
interactions. A clear 
system map clarifies 
the links between the 
Ministry and other key 
entities, such as 
research funders and 
academic institutions. 
Five-yearly horizon 
scanning exercises are 
run by the programme 
to anticipate future 
challenges and needs, 
and to ensure that 
science and policy 
timelines are well-
aligned so that the 
identified needs and 
challenges are 
addressed in a timely 
and useful manner. The 
programme has 
internships for early 
career researchers and 
indigenous scholars to 
increase capacity 
building for future 
generations. 
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