
sustainability

Article

Perceptions of Multistakeholder Partnerships for the
Sustainable Development Goals: A Case Study of
Irish Non-State Actors

Aparajita Banerjee 1,*, Enda Murphy 2 and Patrick Paul Walsh 3

1 College of Business, University College Dublin, D04 V1W8 Dublin, Ireland
2 School of Architecture, Planning and Environmental Policy, University College Dublin,

D04 V1W8 Dublin, Ireland; enda.murphy@ucd.ie
3 School of Politics and International Relations, University College Dublin, D04 V1W8 Dublin, Ireland;

ppwalsh@ucd.ie
* Correspondence: aparajita.banerjee@ucd.ie

Received: 28 August 2020; Accepted: 22 October 2020; Published: 26 October 2020
����������
�������

Abstract: The United Nations 2030 Agenda emphasizes the importance of multistakeholder
partnerships for achieving the 17 UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Indeed, Goal 17
includes a target for national governments to promote multistakeholder partnerships between state
and non-state actors. In this paper, we explore how members of civil society organizations and
the private sector perceive both the possibilities and challenges of multistakeholder partnerships
evolving in Ireland for achieving the SDGs. The research uses data gathered during 2018 and
includes documentary research, participant observations of stakeholder forums in Ireland and
the United Nations, and semi-structured interviews to address related questions. The results
demonstrate that numerous challenges exist for forming multistakeholder partnerships for the SDGs,
including a fragmented understanding of the Goals. They also note previous examples of successful
multistakeholder partnership models, the need for more leadership from government, and an overly
goal-based focus on SDG implementation by organizations as major impediments to following a
multistakeholder partnership approach in the country. These findings suggest that although Goal 17
identifies multistakeholder partnerships as essential for the SDGs, they are challenging to form and
require concerted actions from all state and non-state actors for SDG implementation.

Keywords: Sustainable Development Goals; Goal 17; multistakeholder partnerships; challenges of
multistakeholder partnerships; stakeholders’ perceptions

1. Introduction

The interconnected nature of the 17 SDGs outlined in the UN Transforming Our World: The 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development calls for a ‘whole-of-society’ and a ‘whole-of-government’
approach to implement plans, projects, and policies within member states [1]. In other words,
Agenda 2030 stresses the idea that state and non-state actors should work together to achieve the
169 targets of the SDGs [2,3]. Goal 17 of the SDGs has indicators that point towards partnerships
between these state and non-state actors, indicating that “a successful sustainable development agenda
requires partnerships between governments, the private sector, and civil society” [1]. One of Goal
17’s quantifiable indicators is “the amount of United States dollars committed to public—private
and civil society partnerships”. Another indicator specifies that member states report “progress in
multistakeholder development effectiveness monitoring frameworks that support the achievement of
the SDGs” [1].
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However, achieving these targets and indicators warrants multiple intra-sectoral and inter-sectoral
entities to work collaboratively with other actors, co-sharing resources, expertise, and responsibilities
to address complex and multifaceted social, economic, and environmental problems that are of mutual
interest. There are plenty of critical debates on pursuing such an approach, including questions around
how partnerships evolve and operate. However, these debates continue without clear pathways
of what works or otherwise. Despite this, Agenda 2030 places critical importance on partnership
for achieving the SDGs with the UN designating it as one of the “5Ps of sustainable development”
(along with people, planet, prosperity, and peace).

Given the importance placed on the need for different groups of stakeholders to work together
in implementing the SDGs, the research question explored in this paper is how non-state actors,
including civil society groups, environmental organizations, youth groups, trade unions, and business
associations in Ireland perceive the feasibility, opportunities, and challenges of forming multistakeholder
partnerships? Little is known about how non-state actors envisage working with each other and with
partners from other societal sectors for achieving the SDGs; similarly, there is a lack of understanding
about the core obstacles and challenges faced by these groups. The objective of this paper is to
contribute to filling the knowledge gaps in these areas.

2. Background and Literature Review

This section begins with defining multistakeholder partnerships and is followed by a literature
review of what scholars have identified as the different benefits and challenges of partnerships for
achieving the SDGs. A host of search terms such as ‘partnerships’, ‘multistakeholder partnerships’,
‘partnerships for the SDGs’ was used to explore scholarly articles in databases such as Scopus, Web of
Science, JSTOR, and Google Scholar. However, the different benefits and challenges of multistakeholder
partnerships discussed in this section is not an exhaustive list and focuses on literature that is germane
to our research.

2.1. Multistakeholder Partnerships: Definitions and Benefits

United Nations General Assembly Res. 60/214 defines partnerships as ‘voluntary and collaborative
relationships between various parties, both state and non-state, in which all participants agree to work
together to achieve a common purpose or undertake a specific task and to share risks and responsibilities,
resources and benefits’ [4]. Similarly, academic scholars define partnerships as ‘a voluntary cooperative
arrangement between organizations from the public, private and/or civil society sectors . . . that have
common, non-hierarchical decision-making procedures and share risks and responsibilities . . . to
address a public policy issue’ [5] (pp. 6–7). Common to both foregoing definitions is a collaborative
relationship between the different societal actors intending to address a mutually beneficial public
good challenge. As multiple state and non-state actors are involved, these partnerships are defined as
multistakeholder partnerships. Given the representation of different sectors, these partnerships can
lead to what Severino refers to as ‘hypercollective action’ [6] (p. 11) which is more inclusive in terms of
membership and better suited to solving complex problems [7–9] targeted by the SDGs [10].

Multiple authors have pointed towards a plethora of benefits of partnerships between different
societal sectors. Partnerships fill a void created by the government’s inability to reach specific societal
segments due to either unwillingness or a lack of resources [11]. When different sectors collaborate,
scholars have found evidence that partnerships can lead to improved efficiency, cost reduction,
and innovation [12–14], and that accessing knowledge, networks, resources, and opportunities can
become easier [9,15–17]. Furthermore, co-learning is possible as actors learn from each other [15,18],
and the benefits and risks are shared by different partners [19]. New relationships based on trust,
reputation, and legitimacy can emerge [15,18], reducing conflicts due to the shared benefits from
achieving goals [20].

Given the various potential benefits of forming partnerships, it is unsurprising that the UN
espouses them as critical for implementing the 17 SDGs as achieving many of the targets is beyond the
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scope, resources, and ability of the government of each member state. As Kanie et al. [3] rightly note,
“the theory of change is that once stakeholders sign up, they set priorities, aggregate resources, create
the necessary institutions or adapt existing ones, and galvanize people and institutions to pursue the
goals” (p. 3).

2.2. Multistakeholder Partnerships: Limitations and Challenges

Despite the benefits mentioned above, some scholars have found that partnerships are not easy to
form and maintain in the long run; day-to-day operations are challenging to monitor and can be limited
in achieving significant results over time [21]. As multiple types of actors form multistakeholder
partnerships, day-to-day operations need to be handled to avoid conflicts [22]. This requires skillful
orchestration or what Fowler and Biekart [2] refer to as ‘interlocutors’ who can guide the partners to
achieve the purpose of the multistakeholder partnerships and make them accountable [23]. The spatial
scale (e.g., local, regional, national) also affects the success of multistakeholder partnerships as local
level actors may lack the collaborative capacity to engage with other local actors [24]. As a result,
more resourceful organizations can capture multistakeholder partnership processes, delimiting the
scope of participation and entry points for smaller-scale organizations, especially those working at the
grassroots level. Hence, multistakeholder partnerships may not necessarily result in more inclusive
processes as some groups may dominate more than others [25]. Besides, working in a partnership may
demand changes in how individual actors operate to achieve their own organizational goals. Therefore,
it requires actors to balance both partnership goals and their own goals as an organization [26,27].

The positive connotations of the word ‘partnerships’ can make these arrangements automatically
palatable or attractive [28]. Different groups of actors are expected to work with each other to pull
together resources and skills to solve public policy problems as “a more effective way of delivering
policy interventions than state-led or ‘top-down’ approaches” [29] (p. 149). Others suggest that their
positioning as a panacea for societal problems often makes their critical examination or challenging
the approach taken within partnerships quite problematic [30–32]. Therefore, the ‘enthusiasm for
partnerships’ [30] (p. 307) and presenting or interpreting partnerships solely from a positive angle
often limit objective analysis of the implications of partnership [30,32].

There is a considerable amount of research on what works and does not work in partnerships.
One strand of research concentrates on the internal arrangements within a partnership that creates
conditions for success, whereas other studies have investigated the external or socio-economic
conditions under which partnerships operate that influence their success [9,24,27,33,34]. Other research
has found that specific public policy issues can bring different relevant and interested stakeholders
together [35]. Moreover, partnership success can depend on the inclusion and participation of multiple
stakeholder groups [36]. However, at times in such significant partnerships, individual partners may
prioritize partnership goals over organizational goals, thus offending the critical players invested
in the partnership [24]. Participating in partnerships also requires financial resources and human
capacities within each stakeholder group that focuses primarily on the reporting and monitoring
related work [37]. Other research has discussed the power dynamics within partnership arrangements
whereby more powerful stakeholders tend to exert too much control over processes [38]. Overall,
while multistakeholder partnerships are very well suited to the concept of sustainability [34], the general
trend in scholarship is to advise caution in assuming that partnerships are panaceas and that rigorous
empirical research is required to explore the actual effectiveness of partnerships rather than adopting a
normative understanding of the term [31,32].

2.3. Multistakeholder Partnerships for the SDGs: Complexities and Review of Existing Literature

The scale, scope, interconnections, and interdependencies of the SDGs require a ‘whole-of-society’
and ‘whole-of-government’ approach as governments alone cannot achieve them. It is clear from the
above discussion that although partnerships may fit well in many of the execution plans for achieving
the SDGs, they are far from being the solution for all implementation-related problems. Therefore,
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stakeholders who can form partnerships to implement the SDGs require an understanding of their
complex nature.

Several authors have identified the critical importance of aligning the work done in different
sectors to achieve the SDGs [39–49]. For example, Rosati and Faria [44] studied how different companies
aligned their corporate social responsibility-related activities with the SDGs and found that companies
operating in countries with a high level of climate vulnerability are more SDG-aligned. Another study
focusing on the private sector’s role in developing socially relevant business models points to the
importance of social impact bonds (SIB) to achieve such goals. SIBs are a hybrid arrangement between
social and financial institutions that creates a unique platform to support public–private partnerships
between different sectoral actors working collaboratively to achieve the SDGs [45]. Several other
studies take a similar sectoral focus making cases for the SDGs in education [42,43,48], in addressing
the needs of women [46], for rehabilitating vulnerable communities [47], across value chains [49,50],
and in the banking sector [51].

Though existing research draws attention to what needs to be done, there is also a critical need to
understand how different actors can work collaboratively in doing what needs to be done. There needs
to be strong and inspiring leadership for bringing diverse groups of actors to align their organizational
goals and objectives with the SDGs. Fowler and Beikart [2] propose that interlocutors, meaning
‘secretariats, focal points, platforms, hosts and other labels for a critical player’ (p. 81), can play the
role of an orchestrator setting rules and overseeing the operations of the initiatives undertaken by
the partnerships. However, more research is still required to understand how these processes can
evolve and how state and non-state actors can provide the most efficient and effective support. In this
paper, we explore some of the critical components discussed above in the context of multistakeholder
partnerships as a tool for implementing the SDGs in the Irish context.

3. Materials and Methods

As the research aimed to understand how various non-state actors in Ireland envisaged
the formation of multistakeholder partnerships working collaboratively to achieve the SDGs,
qualitative research methods were used to contextualize, interpret and understand the various
background perspectives. Purposive document sampling was used to select documents containing rich
information [52] on multistakeholder partnerships and why and how the United Nations identified
multistakeholder partnerships as important for implementing the SDGs. Documents such as Agenda
21, the Millennium Development Goals, and the 2030 Agenda were useful. Other UN documents such
as Voluntary National Reviews of SDG implementation progress were used to acquire preliminary
information about how different countries envisage the multistakeholder partnership processes.
Participant observation at both the 2018 and 2019 UN High-Level Political Forum also helped identify
the types of actors who participate in reviewing the SDG implementation progress globally and
from Ireland. Journal articles, reports, and news clippings were explored and provided an in-depth
understanding of what kind of non-state actors and sectors can play a critical role in implementing the
SDGs, and a list was prepared for such actors in Ireland.

The document research was followed up with semi-structured interviews with 14 key experts
and senior members of different civil society umbrella organizations, environmental groups, trade
unions, and organizations that promote business interests in local communities in Ireland (Table 1).
Most of the organizational representatives interviewed were regular attendees of the national SDG
Stakeholder Forum’s organized every quarter since 2018 by the Irish Department of Communication,
Climate Action, and the Environment (DCCAE) as a platform for non-state actors to interact with
the government and to be aware of government initiatives for the SDGs. Representatives of many of
these organizations also regularly participated in the UN High-Level Political Forum on the SDGs.
We chose interviewees from people who attended the National Stakeholder Forums to identify critical
experts aware of plans and progress on the SDGs in Ireland. However, not all interviewees and not
all types of non-state actors interviewed were attendees of the National Stakeholder Forums such
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as representatives of business organizations and trade unions. A couple of our interviewees were
unaware of the SDGs and their scope and scale, even though their organization worked on multiple
issues covered by the Goals. For ethical reasons, we will not divulge the names of the organizations
whose members were interviewed.

Table 1. Interviewee List.

Non-State Actor Type No. of Interviewees Interviewee Number

Youth organization 1 ENGO 001
Civil Society Organization 3 ENGO 002, ENGO 003, ENGO 004

Environmental NGO 3 ENGO 006, ENGO 007, ENGO 008
Community organizations 2 ENGO 005, ENGO 009

Business organizations 2 BIZ 001, BIZ 002
Trade unions 3 ENGO 010, ENGO 011, ENGO 012

Non-probability purposive ‘snowball’ sampling methods were adopted to generate respondents
from each of the sectors outlined in Table 1. One issue that we considered in the sample generation is
that respondents suggest other potential interviewees who share similar characteristics and outlooks.
In such a case, it is essential to ensure that the respondents meet established screening criteria to
reduce the possibility of bias developing in the sample [53]. This was particularly important when
respondents suggested other people ‘who might be worth talking to’ [54]. As a result, a core qualifying
criterion was established, irrespective of interviewees’ referrals, to enter our sample, respondents had
to be a senior member of their organization and currently be in a leadership role. Bearing this in mind,
a quota of 3 respondents was sought from each sector shown in Table 1, equating to 18 respondents
in total. However, while 23 interviewees were targeted, only 14 agreed to participate in the study.
Despite this, Mason’s [55] survey of 2533 studies that employed qualitative approaches found that
small sample sizes are standard in studies using qualitative methods, and therefore, we consider the
current sample adequate for meeting the study objectives.

A single protocol pre-approved by the university research ethics board was used for conducting
all semi-structured interviews. However, follow-up questions were also asked of interviewees that
were specific to their sector or work area. For example, many of the follow-up questions asked of
business organizations were different from that of civil society organizations. After initial warm-up
questions, the protocol consisted of questions to understand how interviewees perceived the concept
of sustainability, their knowledge of the SDGs, how their work aligns with SDGs if at all, whether or
not other members of their organization were aware of the SDGs, their views on multistakeholder
partnerships, the opportunities and challenges they envisaged in forming multistakeholder partnerships,
what role they felt the government should play in building partnerships, and how they perceived
Ireland’s progress in achieving the SDGs.

We acknowledge that undertaking qualitative interviews can present methodological limitations.
In this regard, we were cognizant, in particular, of the gaps between what was said in the interview
setting and what occurred in reality [54]. Dunn [56] warned of the dangers of the ‘pufferfish’
phenomenon, where respondents (particularly those in positions of authority) attempt to portray
themselves or others in a particular light, and this was regarded as a real issue for our research.
Several steps were taken to help ensure that the respondents offered transparent and frank responses.
First, the interviews were anonymous to encourage the respondents to be as open and transparent
about their experiences as possible. Second, considerable attention was taken to ensure that the
respondents felt comfortable with the interviewer. Professionally formulated emails were issued to
prospective respondents, which set out how the interview information would be gathered and used.
Respondents were also informed that the interviews would be recorded digitally and transcribed
and that their organization’s anonymity would be protected. They were also assured that the data
generated would be used solely for independent academic research purposes.
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All interviews were transcribed verbatim, and a systematic in-depth review of the interview
transcripts was then carried out on a line-by-line basis to develop codes that were used to sort the
data. Given that the questions were mainly organized around themes, the coding was straightforward,
and common themes were easily identifiable. To understand the most common themes emerging
from the data, and their prevalence among the sample, the number of respondents who raised
particular themes/codes were documented and quantified. This meant we could get a clearer picture of
the pervasiveness of dominant issues relating to SDG awareness for multistakeholder partnerships,
the history of partnerships, intersectoral relationships between non-state actors, and the government’s
potential role. NVivo 12 software was used for coding the data.

4. Results

Though multiple other themes emerged from the research on the progress of the SDGs in Ireland
and the different opportunities and challenges, the results presented in the section were focused on the
key objectives of the paper, consisting of (1) understanding the role of SDG awareness or otherwise for
facilitating multistakeholder partnership formations; (2) exploring the role of past/existing institutional
knowledge and memory in multistakeholder partnerships formation; and (3) understanding the role
of government for multistakeholder partnership formation for the SDGs.

4.1. SDG Awareness and of Importance of Partnerships

The first theme that emerged from the interviews was that SDG awareness in general in Ireland
is low among non-state actors across different spatial scales (local, regional, national). Because we
interviewed non-state actors operating at the national level, they provided insights on the awareness
of organizations under their umbrella (i.e., local and regional levels). Apart from intra-organizational
awareness, interviewees also pointed out that the community-level knowledge of the SDGs was
low. Even when interviewees were aware of the Goals, they had little knowledge of the 169 targets
and 231 indicators. Therefore, it was not surprising that they also had little awareness of the
focus on partnerships as a means of SDG implementation identified in Goal 17. A total of 11 of
14 interviews referred to SDG awareness as a challenge in multistakeholder partnership formation.
Even when the awareness of the SDGs and the role of partnerships for their implementation was
evident, it was confined to the national-level umbrella organizations. According to the interviewees,
regional and local level non-state actors were mostly unaware of the SDGs. Where awareness did
exist, an in-depth understanding of the complex interconnections of the goals, their targets, and their
indicators was lacking. Apart from institutional-level awareness, individual awareness was also
low. Indeed, some interviewees were critical of the SDGs’ broad scope and complexities and were
unaware of how their organization’s work aligned with the Goals. As one interviewee asserted:

“I mean they are there in the popular opinion, lots of marketing, lights up social media, fine, [sic]
. . . on the ground, the awareness of SDGs is very poor in Ireland; communities do not know what
they are . . . and they’re quite complex to explain to somebody, 17 SDGs. I come into a community,
and you have to explain like 17 things. What do they take home? Which one? Which SDG?”
(Interviewee ENGO 001)

Given the lack of awareness and the broad scope and scale of the Goals, some interviewees pointed
out that they had found ways and means to navigate them by choosing the goal that aligned well
with their organization’s aims and interests. For example, business organizations and trade unions
identified with Goal 8—Decent Jobs and Economic Growth and Goal 12—Sustainable Production and
Consumption. Environmental groups identified with Goals 13–15 because those were most directly
related to their scope of action. This was evident in the following responses:

“We looked at the 17 goals, and we chose one primary goal and four secondary goals . . . A lot of other
ones we still identified with [sic], but you can’t be a champion [on those]. If you do not do a filtering
exercise, the messages get lost” (Interviewee BIZ 002)
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“We would work with the Climate Action one. I think it’s [sic] SDG 13; we would work
with the education one, which would be SDG 4. We would work with life on land, life at sea,
sustainable production and consumption. We would also link in a bit with the sustainable cities side”
(Interviewee ENGO 001)

Several interviewees also found cherry-picking the goals problematic, given the strong
interconnections and interdependencies among the Goals. For them, the overall Goals were more
significant than the sum of their individual parts. As one interviewee described:

“Things are going to change when it starts to affect people directly; if climate change is affecting people,
action will be taken if water [sic], is polluted action will be taken; however, there is no one with the
vision to see the whole picture” (Interviewee ENGO 004)

4.2. Historical Lack of Multistakeholder Partnerships

The results from interviews also highlighted the distinct lack of knowledge among respondents
of multistakeholder partnerships in operation in Ireland—the types of partnerships that the UN
recommends for the effective implementation of the SDGs. Interviewees were unable to provide
specific partnership examples where they had worked together with multiple entities from civil society
organizations, environmental groups, academia, business entities, and other stakeholders to solve a
critical public policy problem. Most interviewees identified dyad types of partnerships comprising
only two sectors [57] such as government and the private sector or government and civil society
working together. As a result, the interviewees demonstrated a distinct lack experience of working in
multistakeholder partnerships and what it entails.

However, interviewees who were deeply engaged with the SDGs found value in multistakeholder
partnerships as areas where the work of organizations often overlapped or complemented each other.
As one interviewee pointed out: “The SDGs created possibilities for linkages between organizations in
different sectors where maybe we wouldn’t have thought about those linkages before . . . it has created real
opportunities for us to kind of maybe come together”(Interviewee ENGO 002). For them, the SDGs provided
a reason to come together and to collaborate. Some interviewees also pointed out that the complexities
in the SDG targets and indicators made it necessary to collaborate, a rallying point for creating
multistakeholder partnerships.

Along similar lines, most interviewees noted the potential benefits of more wide-ranging
partnerships, including bringing different skills and resources to deliver common goals. Partnerships
would be beneficial for small and medium-sized organizations whose resources are limited but work
in similar critical social, economic, or environmental areas. As one interviewee pointed out:

“You should be looking at something where you have more of a symbiotic kind of relationship; that
you’re bringing something that they don’t have and they’re bringing something that you don’t have
and, actually, together you’re actually doing something bigger” (Interviewee ENGO 001)

However, although interviewees generally identified the benefits of multistakeholder partnerships
for achieving the multiple complex SDG targets, most interviewees believed it could be challenging
and a “long and messy process” (ENGO 008). They mostly identified trust, communication, and the
partnerships’ day-to-day operations as the main challenges for successful multistakeholder partnerships
to emerge.

In terms of trust, interviewees believed multistakeholder partnerships should have a clear purpose
of what is to be achieved and a plan of how it can be achieved. They also believed that transparency
was required regarding who the partners were, why the partnership was being formed, the benefits
for individual partners, and their roles and obligations. Trust between all the stakeholders in a
partnership was considered crucial given that different stakeholder groups operated under different
sets of rules, and as one interviewee pointed out, “[our] styles of understanding of the world is different”
(ENGO 003). For example, an interviewee from a civil society organization was apprehensive about
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partnering with businesses that operated on a mindset of pursuing ‘indefinite growth’ (ENGO 008)
when they felt such models might not be feasible for achieving the SDGs. On the other hand, another
interviewee representing business organizations was apprehensive about collaborating with civil
society organizations given that it was “very difficult to have a proper conversation with them” (BIZ 002).
Interviewees from civil society organizations were also concerned that businesses with more resources
could capture multistakeholder partnerships and operate them to suit their purposes.

Some interviewees also pointed out the need for excellent communication for multistakeholder
partnerships to flourish. They considered communication as crucial both between partners and within
partnerships and that a clear memorandum of understanding should be in place to define the partner
roles and expectations in the partnership.

Members of civil society and environmental organizations operated on limited budgets, mostly
donor-funded for specific projects, and found it challenging to have resources to concentrate on
forming, maintaining, and delivering on partnerships. Additionally, most interviewees believed
that the organization’s culture sometimes made it impossible to participate in partnerships that
would require tweaking or realigning their organizational goals and values. These factors inhibited
organizations from experimenting with partnerships.

4.3. The Role of Government

Given that interviewees lacked the experience working in multistakeholder partnership-type
arrangements, they generally believed that the government should initiate and play a critical role
in encouraging and promoting partnerships in the country. Most interviewees believed that as the
government is answerable to the UN to fulfil the Irish SDG commitments, it should steer the process of
achieving the Goals and should involve creating opportunities for non-state actors when and where
required. Government institutions and policies could set conditions that would facilitate “the trade-offs
and the sacrifices people have to make to be in a partnership” [ENGO 002].

Interviewees representing the private sector felt that the SDGs provided new entry points in
public governance, where further public–private partnerships could be organized to deliver socially
impactful projects. As a result, they perceived that it was the government’s role to encourage increased
public–private partnerships in SDG-related projects. They felt that such projects could also create
new types of jobs for a more sustainable economy. However, they were also of the view that the
right opportunities and processes were not yet in place in Ireland for the private sector to create
innovative solutions that would drive sustainable processes like a circular economy, improved waste
management, and other green initiatives. They felt that to stimulate such processes, government
business development agencies could provide funding for projects aligned with SDG targets and
simultaneously create opportunities for the business sector.

Additionally, business sector representatives pointed out that the business sector’s role in meeting
SDG targets is limited to their corporate social responsibility (CSR) activities. However, according to
them, SDGs’ scope was too large to be dealt with via corporate social projects alone. The SDGs covered
wide-ranging goals like climate action, poverty alleviation, and biodiversity loss, which required
systemic changes within industries and that government intervention would transform. To signal
industries to move towards sustainable business practices, the interviewees from the business sector
suggested that the government initiate green procurement programs as supplying goods and services
to the government constitutes a significant part of private sector business activities.

Interviewees representing civil society and environmental organizations were also of the view that
the government needed to play an active leadership role in SDG implementation. Most interviewees
suggested that implementing the SDGs should become the head of the state’s priority in Ireland.
Most civil society and environmental groups did not perceive any shrinking of the space for civil
society in Ireland like in some other parts of the world, and that scope for collaborative work with the
government and others on implementing the SDGs could be developed. However, most interviewees
were concerned that the government is dominated by the private sector that has packaged social and
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environmental commitments covered under the SDGs into small and neat CSR packages that do not
do justice to the complex issues at the root of sustainability problems.

Interviewees with extensive experience working in grassroots and community-level organizations
pointed out that there were significant challenges for the government to engage with organizations
that worked with those furthest behind. Many of these organizations may work in remote locations
and, as a result, find it impossible to enter into regular dialogue with the government, including
participating in the quarterly held National SDG Stakeholder Forums. Because of this, they felt that
SDG implementation planning should also be focused on the regional and local levels so that more
social groups can participate and co-share responsibilities for achieving the SDGs.

Although all interviewees believed that the government has a major role in implementing the
SDGs, most of them felt that there is currently a lack of political will in the national government to
pursue the SDGs. As one interviewee said, a ’re-ignition’ (ENGO 004) is required. The SDGs’ scope and
scale require the leadership of the national government given that the systemic changes needed to
implement the SDGs are beyond the scope of local government. One interviewee from the private
sector said, “ . . . I don’t think that the Government’s [sic] doing enough to put the right tools in place to
facilitate businesses” (Interviewee BIZ 001). Another civil society interviewee pointed out:

“there is a lot of tokenism going on in the name of SDGs; there must be more meaningful engagement
where figures need to be robustly proved through validation and verification, and the government
should stand up on their heels and absolutely honour the SDGs” (Interviewee ENGO 005)

However, although interviewees were critical of what they viewed as a lackadaisical attitude of
the government towards the SDGs, most interviewees pointed out that although issues like climate
action, watershed management, biodiversity loss, and ocean health are essential to the sustainability
of Ireland, political leadership is now compelled to concentrate on broader geopolitical issues such
as Brexit.

5. Discussion

Our research uncovered some critical insights from the stakeholders on the SDGs, multistakeholder
partnerships, and the government’s role that may be unique to Ireland. However, many of these
findings resonate with existing research on multistakeholder partnerships and problems identified by
other scholars in implementing the SDGs. We also found empirical evidence of how non-state actors
envision real-life challenges and obstacles in forming multistakeholder partnerships for the SDGs.
These are now discussed.

5.1. Fragmented Understanding of the SDGs and Cherry-Picking of the Goals

The general view from the results suggests that there are too many goals and too little awareness
of the goals. The results highlight that the broad scope of the Goals, the complexity of their
interconnectedness, and the various scales at which actions must be taken is yet to be fully grasped by
non-state actors in general. Such a lack of awareness of the detail of the Goals can act as an impediment
for non-state actors who may be the future agents of change. Not surprisingly, they cherry-pick from
the Goals aligning with those best suited to their organizational goals and tend to pursue the goals
separately, within siloes, even though the SDGs are inherently interlinked. We also argue that this
lack of awareness can also act as inertia for non-state actors to better align their work with the SDGs.
This issue is not specific to the Irish context and has been outlined in previous research [58].

Cherry-picking Goals that fit with organizational narratives tend to promote the continuation of
silo-thinking. Other researchers have also identified the cherry-picking of the Goals at larger scales,
for example, within nation-states where some nations prioritize poverty alleviation and economic
growth over other Goals [59]. We argue that such fragmentation of the Goals may create challenges
for organizations to take a holistic view of the SDGs and their core principles of universality and
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indivisibility. Moreover, some Goals are at risk of being ignored, especially the environmental goals
when economic and social goals are prioritized.

The lack of awareness of the Goals within non-state actors operating at different levels with a
low level of awareness at local and regional levels is also critical. With change agents working in
communities unaware of the Goals, the whole-of-society approach required for the Goals can be limited.
This finding is not unique to our research and has been outlined by other scholars who point out
that SDGs’ awareness continues to be low in different sectors [60–62]. A lack of awareness among
citizens and citizen groups is problematic as awareness acts as a prerequisite for policy acceptance
creates pressure on policymakers to implement specific policies over others [63]. However, awareness
campaigns and training programs can solve this problem to a large extent. The future generation of
policymakers, corporate workers, social actors, innovators, and citizens educated on the Goals and
their ideals can solve this problem if the right measures are put in place.

5.2. Challenges of Multistakeholder Partnerships

Our results suggest that well-functioning multistakeholder partnerships that effectively deal with
different challenges covered under the Goals and their targets have a long way to go. Again, this is
not specifically a problem in Ireland. The existing literature suggests that there is still much to be
understood about creating an ideal model or template of multistakeholder partnerships [7–12].

Although empirical research on how stakeholders perceive participating in multistakeholder
partnerships for the SDGs is uncommon, our findings are similar to other studies that have found that
multistakeholder partnerships are challenging to form and maintain [21], require skilful facilitation to
show results [7,23] and that smaller organizations that work at the local level or with minority interest
groups may lack the resources needed to participate in multi-sectoral partnerships [24]. We also
found that, like other studies, different non-state actors are apprehensive of power capture within
multistakeholder partnerships [25], especially when dealing with the private sector. This portends trust
deficits between stakeholders in multistakeholder partnerships that require accurate multi-sectoral
representation. At times, organizational legitimacy is more critical to stakeholder groups than that of
the partnership goals, affecting the balance required between partnership goals and organizational
goals for multistakeholder partnerships [13,21,27].

Nonetheless, interviewees were unable to point towards successful multistakeholder partnerships
in Ireland working on public issues; what currently exists in Ireland in terms of partnerships are dyad
types of partnerships like public–private partnerships, long championed in Irish national development
plans [64]. Although they have achieved significant progress, these dyad-type public–private
partnerships have also been highly problematic [64–68]. However, many things can be learned from
them to inform how multistakeholder partnerships can be designed and what to avoid in the future.
Many of the concerns with public–private partnerships are reflected interviewees’ apprehension on
multistakeholder partnerships. They raised concerns about the effectiveness of partnerships, how they
can be made more accountable, and how to maintain a high level of trust and accountability within the
partnership. Similar concerns have been expressed by other researchers studying multistakeholder
partnerships [7–12].

A study of a decade of public–private partnership projects in Ireland has shown that such
arrangements may not be an effective way to use taxpayers’ money [69]. Public–private partnerships
also have high requirements for monitoring, accountability, supervision, performance management,
and relationship management during the tenure of a contract [69]. Our interviewees also raised
such apprehensions when they expressed opinions related to trust, communication, division of roles,
accountability, and compliance. Maintaining and delivering on standards set on these criteria also
requires time and resources. Moreover, there is also a temporal element. Many of the complex
challenges required to be addressed to fulfil the SDGs cannot be unpacked in small packages and
require years of projects and continuity. This also means that partnerships need to be pursued over the
long term—years, if not decades—to deliver success. A high level of trust and reciprocity is required
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to sustain such arrangements, which is difficult to build or predict at the early stage of partnership
formation when agreements are put in place [70].

What emerges from these findings is that perhaps multistakeholder partnerships should not
be pursued for the sake of it; they need to grow organically based on relationships of trust and
accountability. However, for that to happen, perhaps the foremost requirement is how non-state actors
are invested in the visions of the SDGs and what are opportunities for cross-sectoral engagements.

5.3. Role of Government

What became apparent from the interviews is that the non-state actors felt that the national
government must play a vital role in encouraging and promoting partnerships, similar to what is
reflected in the targets on partnerships under Goal 17. Other scholars have also identified this and
suggested that governments should play the orchestrator’s critical role (the ‘interlocuter’), of the
Goals [7]. Governments need strategies to design policies and plans in an integrated manner, aligning
with the SDGs, and overhauling the status quo [71,72]. This would also require coordination between
government departments and levels, both horizontally and vertically managed over time so that any
spillovers and trade-offs are handled effectively [71].

However, according to an interviewee, what was missing was a clear indication of how different
non-state actors could identify themselves as change agents, enter collaborative arrangements within
and across sectors, arrange for resources, and deliver priorities. Though this is not entirely missing,
it is mostly within a particular sector or corporate social responsibility type project where the private
sector works with civil society organizations on small, limited-time projects. Though the government
needs to play a more significant role to signal that the SDGs are priorities that need to be honoured,
non-state actors also need to become agents of change [73]. Businesses can co-fund projects while civil
society organizations can support governance [71]. However, it remains to be seen how both state
and non-state actors galvanize into more significant action or when and how the “re-ignition” (ENGO
004) happens.

6. Conclusions

The 17 UN Sustainable Development Goals focus on improving human well-being and prosperity.
However, for that to happen, a whole-of-society approach is required where non-state actors participate
and play an effective role in delivering transformative change. This expectation is enshrined in
the Goals, with Goal 17 having targets for national governments to encourage multistakeholder
partnerships where different non-state actors can participate in collaborative work to achieve the SDGs.
In this paper, we took the case of Ireland and explored how non-state actors perceived the idea of
multistakeholder partnerships and their associated challenges and obstacles.

This research has three broad conclusions. First, there is still a significant lack of awareness
of the SDGs in Ireland and among non-state actors. Although non-state actors operating at the
national-level or based in the country’s capital were more aware of the SDGs, their counterparts at local
and regional levels had far less awareness of the Goals. Furthermore, community-level awareness was
also reported to be low. This negatively affects the whole-of-society approach that is required to achieve
the SDGs. A low level of awareness about the Goals’ indivisibility and universality also affected how
non-state actors envisioned the Goals, often identifying and championing those Goals that fit well with
their organizational objectives. Second, there was also a lack of examples of how multistakeholder
partnerships have worked in governance. Third, the Irish government must play a more significant
role in implementing the SDGs and galvanizing different non-state actors to co-share the responsibility
of achieving the SDGs. Indeed, there is a widespread expectation that the government should facilitate
multistakeholder partnerships and act as an interlocutor or an orchestrator [7] in their implementation.

Based on our study in Ireland and how some civil society, environmental groups, trade unions,
and business organizations are organized in the country, we recommend some solutions. Given that
most regional and local social and environmental organizations, as well as small and medium
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businesses are affiliated to some form of national organization, these national-level organizations
can find solutions on how to participate in multistakeholder partnerships and collaborate from their
networks in different partnerships. They can also address resource capacity problems by employing
central resources to oversee the day-to-day engagement of multistakeholder partnerships and protect
the interests of the organizations participating in their network. As these national organizations are
membership-based, the operational cost of these new resources could be funded through very marginal
increases in membership fees. Therefore, local organizations having memberships in the national
umbrella organizations can also participate in multistakeholder partnerships at different scales that
align with their goals and purposes. Additionally, the national government that currently engages with
stakeholders via the publicly held National Stakeholder Forums can use these forums to deliberate
on issues where partnerships can be formed and involve non-state actors acting in the role of an
orchestrator. The Irish government has begun to address some of the problems associated with a lack of
communication between non-state actors by forming working groups within the National Stakeholder
Forums. However, time will tell whether or not these groups are successful in helping form effective
multistakeholder partnerships. Future studies could further explore the feasibility and challenges of
such an approach.
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Rules to goals: Emergence of new governance strategies for sustainable development. Sustain. Sci. 2019, 14,
1745–1749. [CrossRef]

4. United Nations General Assembly Resolution 60/214 2005. Available online: https://undocs.org/en/A/RES/60/

214 (accessed on 23 August 2020).
5. Steets, J. Accountability in Public Policy Partnerships; Palgrave Macmillan: London, UK, 2010.
6. Severino, J.M. The End of ODA (II): The Birth of Hypercollective Action—Working Paper 218. Available online:

https://www.cgdev.org/publication/end-oda-ii-birth-hypercollective-action-working-paper-218 (accessed on
23 August 2020).

7. Bäckstrand, K. Multi-stakeholder partnerships for sustainable development: Rethinking legitimacy,
accountability and effectiveness. Eur. Environ. 2006, 16, 290–306. [CrossRef]

8. Kolk, A. Partnerships as panacea for addressing global problems. In Social Partnerships and Responsible
Business: A Research Handbook; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2013.

9. Kuenkel, P.; Aitken, A. Key factors for the successful implementation of stakeholder partnerships:
The Case of the African Cashew initiative. In The Business of Social and Environmental Innovation; Springer:
Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2015; pp. 183–197.

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pad.1795
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11625-019-00729-1
https://undocs.org/en/A/RES/60/214
https://undocs.org/en/A/RES/60/214
https://www.cgdev.org/publication/end-oda-ii-birth-hypercollective-action-working-paper-218
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.425


Sustainability 2020, 12, 8872 13 of 15

10. Kuenkel, P. Stewarding Sustainability Transformations in Multi-stakeholder Collaboration. In Stewarding
Sustainability Transformations; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2019; pp. 141–205.

11. Kolk, A.; Van Tulder, R.; Kostwinder, E. Business and partnerships for development. Eur. Manag. J. 2008, 26,
262–273. [CrossRef]

12. Steijn, B.; Klijn, E.H.; Edelenbos, J. Public private partnerships: Added value by organizational form or
management? Public Adm. 2011, 89, 1235–1252. [CrossRef]

13. Huxham, C.; Vangen, S. Managing to Collaborate: The Theory and Practice of Collaborative Advantage; Routledge:
London, UK, 2013.

14. Provan, K.G.; Kenis, P. Modes of network governance: Strucure, management, and effectiveness. J. Public
Adm. Res. Theory 2008, 18, 229–252. [CrossRef]

15. Austin, J.E.; Seitanidi, M.M. Collaborative value creation: A review of partnering between nonprofits and
businesses: Part I. Value creation spectrum and collaboration stages. Nonprofit Volunt. Sect. Q. 2012, 41,
726–758. [CrossRef]

16. Echebarria, C.; Barrutia, J.M.; Aguado, I. Local Agenda 21: Progress in Spain. Eur. Urban Reg. Stud. 2004, 11,
273–281. [CrossRef]

17. Pattberg, P.; Widerberg, O. Theorising global environmental governance: Key findings and future questions.
Millennium 2015, 43, 684–705. [CrossRef]

18. Munoz-Erickson, T.A.; Aguilar-González, B.; Loeser, M.R.; Sisk, T.D. A framework to evaluate ecological
and social outcomes of collaborative management: Lessons from implementation with a northern Arizona
collaborative group. Environ. Manag. 2010, 45, 132–144. [CrossRef]

19. Gray, B.; Stites, J.P. Sustainability through partnerships. Capitalizing on collaboration. Netw. Bus. Sustain.
Case Study 2013, 24, 1–110.

20. Molen, I.V.D.; Stel, N.M. Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships in fragile political contexts: Experiences from the
Palestinian Water and Waste Sectors. In Water Governance, Policy and Knowledge Transfer International Studies
on Contextual Water Management; Boer, C.D., Vinke-de Kruiff, J., Özerol, G., Bressers, H.T.A., Eds.; Routledge:
Oxford, UK, 2013.

21. Keyton, J.; Ford, D.J.; Smith, F.L. A mesolevel communicative model of collaboration. Commun. Theory 2008,
18, 376–406. [CrossRef]

22. Hutchinson, J. The practice of partnership in local economic development. Local Gov. Stud. 1994. [CrossRef]
23. Turner, S.; Merchant, K.; Kania, J.; Martin, E. Understanding the value of backbone organizations in collective

impact. In Stanford Social Innovation Review; Stanford University Press: Stanford, CA, USA, 2012.
24. Worley, C.G.; Mirvis, P.H. Studying Networks and Partnerships for Sustainability: Lessons Learned.

In Building Networks and Partnerships (Organizing for Sustainable Effectiveness, Volume 3); Worley, C.G.,
Mirvis, P.H., Eds.; Emerald Group Publishing Limited: Bingley, UK, 2013.

25. Donders, K.; Van den Bulck, H.; Raats, T. The politics of pleasing: A critical analysis of multistakeholderism
in Public Service Media policies in Flanders. Media Cult. Soc. 2019, 41, 347–366. [CrossRef]

26. Kveton, V.; Louda, J.; Slavik, J.; Pelucha, M. Contribution of Local Agenda 21 to practical implementation of
sustainable development: The case of the Czech Republic. Eur. Plan. Stud. 2014, 22, 515–536. [CrossRef]

27. Clarke, A. Designing social partnerships for local sustainability strategy implementation. In Social Partnerships
and Responsible Business: A Research Handbook; Routledge: London, UK, 2014; pp. 79–102.

28. Stott, L. Partnership and Social Progress: Multi-Stakeholder Collaboration in Context. Ph.D. Thesis,
University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, UK, 2017.

29. Kelly, C. Measuring the performance of partnerships: Why, what, how, when? Geogr. Compass 2012, 6,
149–162. [CrossRef]

30. Macdonald, S.; Chrisp, T. Acknowledging the purpose of partnership. J. Bus. Ethics 2005, 59, 307–317.
[CrossRef]

31. De Souza Briggs, X. Perfect Fit or Shotgun Marriage? Understanding the Power and Pitfalls in Partnerships.
The Art and Science of Community Problem Solving project at Harvard University. 2003. Available online:
http://web.mit.edu/cpsproject/images/PerfectFit.pdf (accessed on 23 August 2020).

32. Tomlinson, F. Idealistic and pragmatic versions of the discourse of partnership. Organ. Stud. 2005, 26,
1169–1188. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2008.01.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2010.01877.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mum015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0899764012450777
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0969776404041490
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0305829814561773
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00267-009-9400-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2885.2008.00327.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03003939408433731
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0163443718782004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.753994
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-8198.2012.00476.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-004-3235-5
http://web.mit.edu/cpsproject/images/PerfectFit.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0170840605055338


Sustainability 2020, 12, 8872 14 of 15

33. Moreno-Serna, J.; Sánchez-Chaparro, T.; Mazorra, J.; Arzamendi, A.; Stott, L.; Mataix, C. Transformational
collaboration for the SDGs: The Alianza Shire’s work to provide energy access in refugee camps and host
communities. Sustainability 2020, 12, 539. [CrossRef]

34. Van Hille, I.; de Bakker, F.G.; Ferguson, J.E.; Groenewegen, P. Cross-Sector Partnerships for Sustainability:
How Mission-Driven Conveners Drive Change in National Coffee Platforms. Sustainability 2020, 12, 2846.
[CrossRef]

35. Waddell, S.; Brown, L.D. Fostering intersectoral partnering: A guide to promoting cooperation among
government, business, and civil society actors. IDR Rep. 1997, 13, 1–26.

36. Bäckstrand, K.; Kylsäter, M. Old wine in new bottles? The legitimation and delegitimation of UN
public–private partnerships for sustainable development from the Johannesburg Summit to the Rio+

20 Summit. Globalizations 2014, 11, 331–347. [CrossRef]
37. Frisby, W.; Thibault, L.; Kikulis, L. The organizational dynamics of under-managed partnerships in leisure

service departments. Leis. Stud. 2004, 23, 109–126. [CrossRef]
38. Brouwer, H.; Hiemstra, W.; van Vugt, S.; Walters, H. Analysing stakeholder power dynamics in

multi-stakeholder processes: Insights of practice from Africa and Asia. Knowl. Manag. Dev. J. 2013,
9, 11–31.

39. Scheyvens, R.; Banks, G.; Hughes, E. The private sector and the SDGs: The need to move beyond ‘business
as usual’. Sustain. Dev. 2016, 24, 371–382. [CrossRef]

40. Vivoda, V.; Kemp, D. How do national mining industry associations compare on sustainable development?
Extr. Ind. Soc. 2019, 6, 22–28. [CrossRef]

41. Kumi, E.; Yeboah, T.; Kumi, Y.A. Private sector participation in advancing the sustainable development goals
(SDGs) in Ghana: Experiences from the mining and telecommunications sectors. Extr. Ind. Soc. 2020, 7,
181–190. [CrossRef]

42. Paletta, A.; Fava, F.; Ubertini, F.; Bastioli, C.; Gregori, G.; La Camera, F.; Douvan, A.R. Universities,
industries and sustainable development: Outcomes of the 2017 G7 Environment Ministerial Meeting.
Sustain. Prod. Consum. 2019, 19, 1–10. [CrossRef]

43. Fornes, G.; Monfort, A.; Ilie, C.; Koo, C.K.T.; Cardoza, G. Ethics, Responsibility, and Sustainability in MBAs.
Understanding the Motivations for the Incorporation of ERS in Less Traditional Markets. Sustainability 2019,
11, 7060. [CrossRef]

44. Rosati, F.; Faria, L.G. Addressing the SDGs in sustainability reports: The relationship with institutional
factors. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 215, 1312–1326. [CrossRef]

45. Méndez-Suárez, M.; Monfort, A.; Gallardo, F. Sustainable Banking: New Forms of Investing under the
Umbrella of the 2030 Agenda. Sustainability 2020, 12, 2096. [CrossRef]

46. Nhamo, G.; Muchuru, S.; Nhamo, S. Women’s needs in new global sustainable development policy agendas.
Sustain. Dev. 2018, 26, 544–552. [CrossRef]

47. Goethals, S.; Bardwell, J.; Bhacker, M.; Ezzelarab, B. Business human rights responsibility for refugees and
migrant workers: Turning policies into practice in the Middle East. Bus. Hum. Rights J. 2017, 2, 335–342.
[CrossRef]

48. Cottafava, D.; Cavaglià, G.; Corazza, L. Education of sustainable development goals through students’ active
engagement. Sustain. Acc. Manag. Policy J. 2019. [CrossRef]

49. Dahlmann, F.; Stubbs, W.; Griggs, D.; Morrell, K. Corporate actors, the UN sustainable development goals
and earth system governance: A research agenda. Anthr. Rev. 2019, 6, 167–176. [CrossRef]

50. De Marchi, V.; Di Maria, E.; Golini, R.; Perri, A. Nurturing international business research through global
value chains literature: A review and discussion of future research opportunities. Int. Bus. Rev. 2020.
[CrossRef]

51. Avrampou, A.; Skouloudis, A.; Iliopoulos, G.; Khan, N. Advancing the sustainable development goals:
Evidence from leading European banks. Sustain. Dev. 2019, 27, 743–757. [CrossRef]

52. Patton, M.Q. Qualitative Research & Evaluation Methods: Integrating Theory and Practice; SAGE Publications:
Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2014.

53. Bryman, A. Why do researchers integrate/combine/mesh/blend/mix/merge/fuse quantitative and qualitative
research. In Advances in Mixed Methods Research; Bergman, M.M., Ed.; SAGE Publications: London, UK, 2008.

54. Fox-Rogers, L.; Murphy, E. Informal strategies of power in the local planning system. Plan. Theory 2014, 13,
244–268. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12020539
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12072846
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2014.892398
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0261436042000224482
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sd.1623
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2019.12.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2019.02.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11247060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.12.107
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12052096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sd.1717
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/bhj.2017.11
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/SAMPJ-05-2018-0152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2053019619848217
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2020.101708
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sd.1938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1473095213492512


Sustainability 2020, 12, 8872 15 of 15

55. Mason, M. Sample size and saturation in PhD studies using qualitative interviews. Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung
2010, 11. [CrossRef]

56. Dunn, E. Of pufferfish and ethnography: Plumbing new depths in economic geography. Politics Pr.
Econ. Geogr. 2007. [CrossRef]

57. Isett, K.R.; Provan, K.G. The evolution of dyadic interorganizational relationships in a network of publicly
funded nonprofit agencies. J. Public Adm. Res. Theory 2005, 15, 149–165. [CrossRef]

58. Stafford-Smith, M.; Griggs, D.; Gaffney, O.; Ullah, F.; Reyers, B.; Kanie, N.; Stigson, B.; Shrivastava, P.;
Leach, M.; O’Connell, D. Integration: The key to implementing the Sustainable Development Goals.
Sustain. Sci. 2017, 12, 911–919. [CrossRef]

59. Forestier, O.; Kim, R.E. Cherry-picking the Sustainable Development Goals: Goal prioritization by national
governments and implications for global governance. Sustain. Dev. 2020. [CrossRef]
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