
1.  Introduction
The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) represent a comprehensive agenda that contains both diverging and 
mutually supportive economic, social, and environmental goals (UN, 2015). The SDGs are diverse and are under-
pinned by a network of highly interconnected socio-technical and socio-ecological systems, and their  achievement 
depends on understanding and managing these cross-sectoral interactions (Nilsson et al., 2016). This can include 
both promoting synergies (where multiple goals strengthen one another) and limiting trade-offs (where multi-
ple goals hinder one another) (Kroll et al., 2019; Pradhan et al., 2017). For example, efforts to mitigate climate 
change (SDG 13) through negative emissions technology (e.g., afforestation or bioenergy crop plantation with 
carbon capture and storage) can create synergies with other goals and also enhance the health and well-being of 
communities (SDG 3) through reducing the negative health impacts of extreme weather conditions (e.g., lower-
ing heatwave frequency and improving air quality). Conversely, they can also have trade-offs, such as negatively 
impacting terrestrial ecosystem health (SDG 15) and reducing food availability and increasing prices (SDG 2) via 
competition for land and water (Fuss et al., 2018). Understanding these interactions as causes and consequences 
is important for creating coherent, effective policies that can leverage interdependencies and offer integrated and 
complementary solutions for sustainable development (Meijers & Stead, 2004). Here, we synthesize across the 
literature to suggest a systemic approach for understanding these synergies and trade-offs and their causal drivers.

In sustainability science, the study of interactions as synergies and trade-offs has a relatively long history prior to the 
SDGs, for example, in the context of the Millennium Development Goals (Lo Bue & Klasen, 2013; Sachs, 2012), 
climate change assessment (Mathy & Blanchard, 2016; Smith & Olesen, 2010; van Vuuren et al., 2012), and the 
early works on balancing social, economic, and environmental aspects of sustainable development (Ibisch Pierre 
et al., 2016; Stiglitz et al., 2009). However, interest in interactions gained significant momentum over recent years 
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and with the initiation of the 2030 Agenda. This growing interest has made SDG interaction analysis a field of 
scientific inquiry in its own right, developed new tools and methods for their study, and generated model-based 
projections and policy insights for their management (Bandari et  al.,  2021; McCollum et  al.,  2018; Nilsson 
et al., 2016; Pedercini et al., 2019; van Soest et al., 2019).

Past studies have used various quantitative and qualitative methods for SDG interaction analysis, among them 
consensus-based expert elicitation (Nilsson et al., 2016; van Soest et al., 2019), literature-based content analysis 
(Bandari et al., 2021; McCollum et al., 2018), indicator-based pairwise statistical correlation (Kroll et al., 2019; 
Pradhan et al., 2017), statistical modeling of interactions (Anderson et al., 2021), remote sensing tracking (Singha 
et al., 2021), network analysis (Le Blanc, 2015), and integrated assessment modeling (Gao & Bryan, 2017; Moallemi 
et al., 2022; Obersteiner et al., 2016; Pedercini et al., 2019; Soergel, Kriegler, Weindl, et al., 2021). Some of these 
studies have focused only on sector-specific interactions (e.g., energy [Fuso Nerini et al., 2018], health [Schmidt 
et al., 2015], food [Herrero et al., 2021]), while some others have had a more overarching approach and included 
many of the SDGs simultaneously (Allen et al., 2019; Kroll et al., 2019; Pradhan et al., 2017; Soergel, Kriegler, 
Weindl, et al., 2021). Questions addressed so far have been mostly related to understanding interaction behaviors, 
for example, through mapping the degree of association between various SDGs based on (historical or extrapolated) 
data (Kroll et al., 2019; Pradhan et al., 2017), monitoring SDG interactions (Singha et al., 2021), or quantitatively 
projecting their trajectories under future scenarios (Gao & Bryan, 2017; Soergel, Kriegler, Weindl, et al., 2021).

Despite this increasing number of SDG interaction analyses in the literature, several gaps remain. First, apart from 
a few exceptions, most current studies are often based on quantitative analyzes of large databases and model-based 
projections (Pradhan et al., 2017; Soergel, Kriegler, Weindl, et al., 2021). Despite their importance, a recent study 
by Di Lucia et al. (2021) suggested that decision-makers in practice are less concerned about accuracy, precision, 
or the quantitative nature of SDG interaction knowledge, and instead prioritize simplicity, flexibility, and ease 
of understanding of the results. This highlights the gap for simpler, qualitative, practical tools that can support 
nontechnical decision-makers and resource-constrained organizations who may not have the ability to run complex 
models, process large databases, or need flexible tools that can be adjusted and used across different projects.

Second, while several works have focused on model-based or data-driven interaction analysis (Allen et al., 2019; 
Kroll et al., 2019), limited efforts (Cavicchi, 2020; Neudert et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2016) have been made to 
obtain broader knowledge about archetypal patterns of interactions and their drivers. This highlights another 
gap for understanding system-level and generalized modes of SDG interactions that can be meaningful across 
contexts and their insights can be comparable and transferrable across cases and projects.

To address these gaps, we review a systemic approach known as archetypes (Meadows,  2008; Senge & 
Sterman, 1992) that can be used to qualitatively frame and analyze SDG interactions through eight generalized 
recurring patterns, each with specific underlying causal drivers (e.g., feedback loop and delay), expected dynamic 
behavior (e.g., acceleration, disruption, and tipping point), and policy implications for sustainability (e.g., how 
to respond and where to intervene). This can help shift the synergy and trade-off analytical focus from simple 
behavioral correlations or a limited understanding of interactions between certain goals to a generalized knowl-
edge of recurring patterns, causes, and consequences across case studies. We illustrate the utility of the reviewed 
interaction archetypes with simple multidisciplinary examples from some of the most frequent SDG synergies 
and trade-offs that have been observed and reported in previous studies (Kroll et al., 2019; Pradhan et al., 2017). 
We also list some of the challenges and opportunities to discuss how the archetypes can be operationalized and 
applied to future research and practice for better understanding and progress toward the SDGs.

2.  Methods
2.1.  Using Archetypes as a Systemic Lens

Archetypes have proved useful in broader sustainability research (e.g., for classifying climate vulnerabilities 
[Vidal Merino et al., 2019], land use decision-making [Malek et al., 2019], governance barriers [Oberlack & 
Eisenack, 2018], and sectoral interactions [Banson et al., 2016; Pejic Bach et al., 2014]), but their application 
to the SDGs has not been thoroughly investigated. We adopted systems archetypes (Meadows, 2008; Meadows 
et al., 1972; Senge, 1990) as a lens to frame and conceptualize SDG interactions. These archetypes are often 
used for identifying generic recurring patterns of behavior and explaining causal drivers common to multiple 
socio-ecological and socio-technical systems.
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We reviewed the application of eight archetypes, which have been mentioned and frequently used in systems science 
(Hallett & Hobbs, 2020; Kim, 1992; Senge, 1990), for SDG interaction analysis. They include Fixes that Fail, Band-Aid 
Solutions (aka Shifting the Burden, or Addiction), Eroding Ambitions (aka Eroding or Drifting Goals), Downplayed 
Problems (aka Growth and Underinvestment), Escalating Tensions (aka Escalation), Success to the Successful, Limits 
to Progress (aka Limits to Success or Growth), and Tragedy of the Commons (Table 1). In conceptualizing SDG inter-
actions with systems archetypes, we sometimes modified their original names from systems science to better represent 
them and suit their new purpose in the SDG context. This is not unconventional given that different sources (Hallett 
& Hobbs, 2020; Kim, 1992) have used different names for these archetypes depending on their application context.

The selected archetypes are theoretically rooted in systems thinking and modeling. Originally introduced by 
Senge (1990) in the seminal work, The Fifth Discipline, the archetypes have been further popularized through 
a range of studies (Hallett & Hobbs, 2020; Kim, 1992; Meadows, 2008; Senge & Sterman, 1992). These eight 
archetypes are universal and comprehensive. The universality and comprehensiveness of these archetypes to 
represent the diversity of alternative interactions in complex general systems have been tested in several empir-
ical contexts (e.g., biodiversity [Hallett & Hobbs,  2020], water [Zare et  al.,  2017], and agriculture [Neudert 

Causal Driver Interaction archetype Description Dynamic behaviour Example
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ct Fixes That Fail SDG interventions end up with opposite effects due 

to delayed trade-offs with other goals
Slowing progress despite increasing efforts (Cavicchi,  

2020)

Band-Aid  
Solutions

Band-aid solutions with short-term moderate 
impacts diminish the need for transformative SDG 
interventions

Slowing progress due to declining presence of 
long-term interventions

(Neudert et al.,  
2019)
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se

Eroding  
Ambitions

Long-term interventions with time-delayed response 
create uncertainty about SDG achievement and 
justify lower ambition

Increasing progress, but towards low-ambition 
goals that can be easily achieved

(Brzezina 
et al., 2017)

Downplayed  
Problems

The ignorance of trade-offs which are seemingly 
insignificant due to their time-delayed response 
but will eventually overshadow all synergistic 
interactions and can halt or reverse progress

Initial progress due to synergistic interactions, 
followed by rapid decline from the prevailing 
effects of downplayed trade-offs

(Zhang 
et al., 2016)

Pa
th

 d
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en
de

nc
y

Escalating  
Tensions

Increasing temporary interventions with path 
dependency result in unsatisfactory progress in 
conflicting goals

An overall decline in progress in all goals, 
despite increasing efforts

(Banson 
et al., 2018)

Success to the  
Successful

Resources are diverted towards goals with 
historically better performance and away from 
other more challenging and interacting goals which 
reduces progress

Increasing trade-offs between conflicting goals 
with accumulating progress towards one goal 
at the cost of declining progress towards others

(Bahri, 2020)

Li
m
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ng

 c
on

di
tio

n 
ef

fe
ct

Limits to  
Progress

Interventions reliant on exhaustible resources can 
produce diminishing returns over time as resources 
reach their limit

Progress stabilises or declines despite 
increasing efforts

(Brzezina al.,  
2017)

Tragedy of the  
Commons

Pursuing goals in isolation by actors interested 
in only a specific sector can exhaust common 
resources and lead to an overall unsustainable 
outcome for all

Increasing progress in one goal, at the cost of 
declining progress in other goals and an overall 
unbalanced achievement

(Sharif &  
Irani, 2016)

Note. Icons adapted from the Noun Project under a Creative Commons License CC BY 3.0: target by Adrien Coquet, Band-Aid by Alice Design, arrow by Saeful 
Muslim, iceberg by Colourcreatyp, fists by Vectors Point, coins by Tanmay Goswami, barrier by Optimus Prime, and fishes by Badsha Mia.

Table 1 
Summary of Interaction Archetypes in the Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) Context
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et al., 2019]). They can also be combined to create a much wider diversity of (compound) interactions, represent-
ing more complex interactions (Moallemi et al., 2021).

Archetypes are usually depicted using causal loop diagrams (Lane, 2008). Causal loop diagrams represent 
feedback relationships among various system elements (SDGs in the context of this paper) which drive systems 
behavior over time. Different SDG elements are connected via causal links, shown by arrows, which represent 
(hypothesized) causal relationships rather than statistical correlations. The causal links are assigned positive 
or negative polarity to indicate synergies or trade-offs between two system elements, respectively. Polarity 
indicates the nature of their relationship (i.e., what would happen to one if there were a change in the other) 
rather than describing their existing behavior. A positive relationship implies that a change in the cause varia-
ble changes the effect variable in the same direction. A negative relationship implies that a change in the cause 
variable results in a change in the effect variable in the opposite direction. A closed chain of causal relation-
ships creates a feedback loop. Feedback loops which influence dynamic behavior are marked with positive 
or negative identifiers, indicating either a reinforcing (e.g., a positive change in one system element leads 
to a positive change in another, potentially with exponential behavior) or balancing (e.g., a negative change 
in one system element leads to a negative change in another) relationship over time, respectively. Unlike the 
archetypes, the causal loop diagrams have been used for mapping SDG interactions (Cernev & Fenner, 2020; 
Macmillan et al., 2020; Szetey et al., 2022).

2.2.  Analyzing SDG Interactions With Archetypes

In reviewing the eight archetypes, we discussed how they can help SDG interaction analysis in terms of three 
aspects:

•	 �Causal Drivers: We used archetypes to show how SDG synergies and trade-offs, with seemingly simple 
interactions between systems, can be driven by complex causal drivers, that is, the chain of causes and conse-
quences with feedback loops, side effects, time-delayed responses, and path dependency. We used causal loop 
diagrams to explain the complexity of the causal drivers underlying SDG interactions in each archetype.

•	 �Dynamic Behavior: Each archetype can lead to insights about what the resulting behavior of SDG interactions 
would be and how it may change over time. We explained the potential dynamic and time-dependent behavior 
resulting from SDG interactions associated with each archetype.

•	 �Policy Implications: Each archetype, with its specific causal drivers and dynamic behavior, can have different 
policy and planning implications (e.g., when to combine short-and long-term policies and how to proactively 
respond to side effects). We discussed some of these policy implications.

2.3.  Demonstrating Interaction Archetypes With Examples

The archetypes have been used as a systemic lens directly or indirectly related to one or several SDGs 
(Cavicchi, 2020; Neudert et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2016). We used multiple illustrative examples of synergies 
and trade-offs with related case studies to explain what each archetype means in practice.

First, we used results from Kroll et al. (2019), who statistically analyzed the SDG Index and Dashboards data-
base and identified significant synergies and trade-offs observed between 2010 and 2018, to identify a key SDG 
synergy/trade-off to illustrate for each archetype. For instance, Kroll et al. (2019) identified a trade-off between 
SDGs 2 Food Security and 13 Climate Action as a significant interaction. We therefore used this trade-off as one 
SDG interaction example to help explain our archetypes (i.e., Fixes That Fail).

Second, we put the selected illustrative examples into a specific context using case studies addressing multiple 
SDGs (e.g., poverty, food, well-being, water, energy, housing, climate, and land use) across different countries. 
Case study selection was based on a mix of suggestions by coauthors based on their knowledge of the field 
and cases identified through a systemic review of the literature (Table 2). The use of a hybrid approach was 
necessary due to the inherent limitations of each individual approach in either being restrictive in selecting 
relevant studies and missing interesting cases due to the inflexibility of search string and search database, or 
being biased to specific author backgrounds and not being fully representative of application diversity (Grant & 
Booth, 2009). The details of the systemic review process and the reviewed cases are available in Supplementary 
Materials.
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Interaction(s) Related archetype(s) Aim Analysis Place/scale/sector Citation

SDGs 2–16* synergy, 
SDGs 2–15* synergy

Tragedy of the Commons, 
Band-Aid Solutions, and 
Success to the Successful

To characterize recurring 
problems of village pasture 
management

Quantitative and 
qualitative

Azerbaijan and Georgia 
(Caucasus); regional and 
local; agriculture sector

Neudert 
et al., 2019

SDGs 6-7-2-15*, Both 
synergy and trade-off

Limits to Progress and 
Success to the Successful

To understand and analyze 
the dynamic interactions 
between living and 
nonliving elements in a 
reservoir system

Qualitative West Java (Indonesia); 
regional (catchment 
scale); water-energy-food-
land nexus

Bahri, 2020

SDG 16* (also implicitly 
SDGs 2-7-13-15)

Fixes That Fail, Limits 
to Progress, and other 
archetypes

To explain causal links 
between governance 
structures that influence 
the policy process pathway 
over time in the bioenergy 
sector

Qualitative Emilia Romagna (Italy) 
and Hedmark (Norway); 
regional and sectoral; 
bioenergy sector

Cavicchi, 2020

SDGs 1–2* synergy Band-Aid Solutions, 
Escalating Tensions, 
Fixes That Fail, Limits to 
Progress, Success to the 
Successful, and Tragedy of 
the Commons

To understand the 
economic behavior and root 
causes of problems in the 
piggery industry.

Qualitative Ghana; national; 
agriculture sector

Banson 
et al., 2018

SDGs 2–8* trade-off Limits to Progress, Band-
Aid Solutions, and Eroding 
Ambitions

To analyze and anticipate 
challenges in the 
development of organic 
farming in the EU

Qualitative European Union; regional; 
organic farming

Brzezina 
et al., 2017

SDGs 2–15* trade-off Fixes That Fail, Success to 
the Successful, and Eroding 
Ambitions

To understand impacts on 
soil resources and rural 
communities from land 
use change, particularly 
unintended consequences

Quantitative North-central USA; 
regional; land sector

Turner 
et al., 2017

SDGs 6-2-15* trade-off Band-Aid Solutions and 
Tragedy of the Commons

To help setting boundaries 
for case study analysis

Qualitative Lake Urmia basin (Iran), 
Zayendah-Rood basin 
(Iran); regional, water 
sector

Nabavi 
et al., 2016

SDGs 2–6* synergy New patterns from 
combining Limits to 
Progress, and Tragedy of the 
Commons

To analyze behavior of 
people, process and policy 
of food waste and food 
security

Qualitative Conceptual analysis in 
food sector

Sharif and 
Irani, 2016

SDG 6 synergy and trade-
off with all SDGs

Limits to Progress and 
Downplayed Problems

To map the interlinkages 
between the SDGs and 
identify the leverage points

Qualitative Conceptual analysis in all 
SDGs

Zhang 
et al., 2016

SDGs 2–15* trade-off Band-Aid Solutions, Limits 
to Progress, Success to 
the Successful, Tragedy of 
the Commons, and other 
archetypes

To gain insight into 
patterns of behavior in 
the agriculture sector in 
response to current policies

Qualitative Ghana; national; 
agriculture sector

Banson 
et al., 2016

Note. Rows in the first column with asterisk indicate studies that did not explicitly refer to the term “SDG”, but their contents were still related to one or more goals. 
See Supporting Information S1 for details of the systemic review process.

Table 2 
Systemic Review of Archetype Application for Analyzing Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) Interactions

3.  Interaction Archetypes
We review eight SDG interaction archetypes supported with empirical examples. We describe their drivers, 
expected dynamic behavior, and their sustainability policy and planning implications. Table 1 shows a summary 
of the archetypes grouped based on similarity of causal drivers (first column). Table 2 shows some archetype 
applications for analyzing SDG interactions identified via systematic review.
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3.1.  Fixes That Fail

Fixes That Fail represents SDG interactions that are driven by the interplay and conflict between (short-term) 
planned and (long-term) unexpected outcomes of interventions, resulting in unanticipated side effects in progress 
toward sustainability. It implies that interventions which can positively impact a goal in the short-term can some-
times result in unintended consequences and trade-offs with other goals, stopping or even reversing the progress 
made.

The causal drivers behind this type of interaction involve balancing and reinforcing feedback loops (Figure 1a), 
which can be explained in the context of food and agriculture and through trade-offs between SDGs 2 Food Secu-
rity and 13 Climate Action (Table S1 in Supporting Information S1). Within the food and agriculture system, 
SDG 2 focuses on both achieving zero hunger and promoting sustainable agriculture. While both seem to be 
supportive of each other, they can also have trade-offs. A quick and seemingly effective fix to address food inse-
curity can be through boosting food production via unsustainable practices, such as agricultural land expansion 
or excessive fertilizer use. The expansion of agricultural lands and an increase in food production might seem the 
quickest solution for addressing food insecurity, but it can also cause side effects, such as deforestation from agri-
cultural expansion and increasing greenhouse gas emissions from agricultural production, both with reinforcing 
impacts on climate change (SDG 13). These side effects can subsequently reduce agricultural yield and damage 
food security in the long-term.

A practical example comes from Nigeria, where, during the last few decades of the twentieth century, increasing 
population and, in turn, the prevalence of unsustainable farming practices such as shorter natural fallow periods 
to meet food demand, contributed to the proportion of degraded soil increasing to 69% (Onyeiwu et al., 2011). 
This caused deforestation, eventually leading to further reduced soil fertility, and in turn exacerbating food inse-
curity (Onyeiwu et al., 2011). A more recent study (Carter et al., 2017) also highlighted how 78% of deforestation 
in Latin America is driven by agricultural needs, leading to high emissions from agriculture-driven deforesta-
tion. This in turn can lead to an exacerbation of climate change and its effects, which already includes higher 
risks of drought (Reyer et al., 2017) and, in turn, lower agricultural productivity. Other applications of Fixes 
That Fail (Table 2) also include case studies in relation to different sustainability areas (e.g., bioenergy, food 

Figure 1.  (a) The causal drivers and (b) a potential dynamic behavior in Fixes That Fail. The major feedback interactions in (a) and their corresponding impacts in (b) 
are color coded. Both (a) and (b) are conceptual figures.
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and agriculture, and land sectors), for example, to understand the side effects in the bioenergy governance and 
policy-making process in regional Italy (Cavicchi, 2020) and the unintended consequences of land use change on 
local communities in the north central region in USA (Turner et al., 2017).

A potential dynamic behavior is short episodes of progress improvement due to short-term actions but with 
a steadily worsening long-term trend due to delayed unintended consequences of those temporary actions 
(Figure 1b). As a result, the original sustainability problems can persist and progress can be slowed (or reversed) 
despite increasing efforts.

A policy implication of this interaction archetype is the importance of understanding and preparing for policy 
side effects of short-term fixes. In practice, this means whenever temporary, short-term fixes are necessary to 
address immediate problems, corrective actions should also be taken to mitigate unexpected negative conse-
quences. At the same time, preparing and planning for long-term, high-leverage interventions can also become 
important to address the main cause of the problems and ensure long-term progress.

3.2.  Band-Aid Solutions

Band-Aid Solutions (aka Shifting the Burden) represent SDG interactions driven by short-term, relatively easy 
interventions and their undesired effects (unanticipated side effects) in eroding the need for long-term, transform-
ative interventions. It explains how temporary solutions which can only deliver moderate progress can mislead-
ingly diminish the need for and undermine the urgency of fundamental interventions which target the root cause 
and promote transformation. Band-Aid Solutions are similar to Fixes That Fail in a sense that they both highlight 
the peril of actions with side effects. However, while Fixes That Fail highlight a more direct definition of side 
effects in terms of unintended consequences of short-term actions, Band-Aid Solutions show a more complex 
side effect where the negative effect on progress comes through diminishing the need for bolder interventions.

The typical causal drivers behind this type of interaction involve the interplay between at least two balancing and 
one reinforcing feedback loops (Figure 2a). We explain them here in the context of interactions between SDGs 1 
No Poverty and 7 Energy Security and SDGs 1 and 13 Climate Action (Table S1 in Supporting Information S1). 
One commonly used solution to improve the living conditions of people in developing countries is to subsidize (or 

Figure 2.  (a) The causal drivers and (b) a potential dynamic behavior in Band-Aid Solutions. The major feedback interactions in (a) and their corresponding impacts in 
(b) are color coded. Both (a and b) are conceptual figures.
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not limit the excessive use of) exhaustible natural energy resources (e.g., petrol/LPG for mobility and traditional 
gas stoves) (SDG 7). In the short-term, this solution clearly addresses poverty by reducing (or at least not increas-
ing) the cost of living (SDG 1). However, in the long-term, it leads to greater consumption, which subsequently 
makes energy supply and available infrastructure inadequate to meet the growing demand, thereby perpetuating 
poverty through limited access to basic needs. More importantly, achieving short-term success with temporary 
solutions such as subsidized fossil energy may reduce the urgency and perceived need for taking transformational 
actions to address climate change (e.g., improving climate resilient agriculture, better response to droughts or 
flooding, using solar energy for cooking, and using natural light reflectors for buildings) as a fundamental reason 
that can underpin poverty in the long-term. Climate change is inextricably linked to poverty and can dispropor-
tionately affect poor people in low-income communities (Soergel, Kriegler, Bodirsky, et al., 2021). A reduced 
urgency for climate actions can exacerbate poverty in the future (Soergel, Kriegler, Bodirsky, et al., 2021). Other 
applications of Band-Aid Solutions (Table  2) include, for example, the identification of similar problems in 
pasture management in the Caucasus (Azerbaijan and Georgia) in relation to the interactions between agriculture 
(SDG 2), life on land (SDG 15) and governance (SDG 16) (Neudert et al., 2019).
One potential dynamic behavior of such interactions is a temporary period of incremental progress due to increas-
ing short-term efforts (Figure 2b). However, the overall long-term progress has a declining trend, and transforma-
tional change is unlikely to be achieved due to a lack of fundamental change. In our poverty example, it means that 
persisting with subsidies and utilizing more fossil fuels would lead to a short-term decline in the cost of living, 
but it would be likely to add to poverty due to further impacts of climate change (e.g., wildfires, and flooding), 
further exacerbated by delays in taking necessary action. Referring again to Nigeria (Onyeiwu et al., 2011), popu-
lation growth over the second half of the twentieth century led to a large increase in demand for charcoal, which 
in turn increased deforestation. In combination with other factors, this led to several years of large GDP growth 
(especially in the ‘70s), while deforestation exacerbated climate change effects, causing deeper and more frequent 
droughts and in turn negatively affecting Nigeria's economy (Shiru et al., 2020). Other examples are provided by 
countries whose economies and energy sectors heavily rely on coal mining, such as Poland (Gençsü et al., 2017), 
which had longstanding subsidies that declined only slowly over time, in order to limit the short-term economic 
impact of a large-scale, abrupt transition to cleaner energy sources.

One of the policy implications of this interaction archetype is to better understand and differentiate between the effects 
of SDG actions, that is, temporary Band-Aid versus fundamental long-term interventions. Similar to the implications 
from the previous archetype, it is important that policymakers remain aware of temporary intervention side effects 
and plan in advance for fundamental actions to lay the ground for long-term transformational change and avoid future 
delays. In our poverty-energy example, several studies, both global and country-specific, have demonstrated that 
the medium-to long-term benefits of policies aimed at disincentivizing fossil fuel production outweigh the minor 
short-term costs. For instance, in Turkey (Acar & Yeldan, 2016), the potential removal of subsidies could reduce 
emissions by 5% with only minor effects on the economy; while in Australia (Nong & Siriwardana, 2018), with related 
policies such as the Emission Reduction Fund, small (<0.6%) GDP reductions could be expected, leading however 
to significant emission abatements and contributing to longer-term climate change mitigation (Bourne et al., 2018).

3.3.  Eroding Ambitions

Eroding Ambitions (aka Drifting Goals) represent SDG interactions resulting from the time-delayed response 
of interventions and losing hope in making progress. Delays in achieving expected progress and uncertainty 
about the effectiveness of long-term actions can undermine the need for their presence and for having ambitious 
sustainability goals. This can lead to lower-ambition goals that are more achievable in the short-term but are not 
necessarily adequate for sustainability in the long-term.

The causal drivers that underpin this interaction involve at least two balancing feedback loops (Figure 3a). They can 
be explained with an example in the context of interactions between SDGs 13 Climate Action and 7 Energy Security 
and SDGs 13 and 9 Industry, Innovation, and Infrastructure (Table S1 in Supporting Information S1). Commitments 
to achieving zero carbon emissions (SDG 13) are largely reliant on the transformation of the energy sector toward 
cleaner (renewable) energy production (SDG 7). However, increasing the share of renewable energy for emis-
sions reduction is not always the first priority in developing countries which often have a strong  economy-focused 
development agenda. Shifting to renewable energy for these countries can result in the replacement of depreciated 
capacities and improvement of low-efficiency energy infrastructure rather than investing in the expansion of their 
total energy production capacities (which is more important for economic development). In the short-term, this can 
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make energy supply fall short of growing demand and limit the expansion of industry (SDG 9). Given the limited 
infrastructure and potential trade-offs with economic growth, a major policy concern can arise around the effects 
of ambitious climate goals and the ability to achieve net zero emissions in a timely manner. The resulting disrup-
tive impacts on other sectors can challenge the legitimacy of ambitious goals and stall the transition to renewable 
energy. Such a lack of legitimacy can put pressure to lessen the ambition of emissions reduction targets. Australia is 
an example of a country with low-ambition emissions reduction targets which have arisen from short-term political 
goals, the heavy reliance of the country's economy on coal mining, and difficulties with accelerating the transition 
to renewables (Li et al., 2020). This is in stark contrast with countries such as Germany and the United States where 
domestic coal mining has already ended or has drastically diminished. Other applications of Eroding Ambitions 
(Table 2) exist in other sectors (e.g., agriculture [Brzezina et al., 2017], land use change [Turner et al., 2017]). For 
example, in the development of organic farming in the European Union, which has shown that continuous improve-
ment of ambitious regulatory standards is necessary to ensure long-term performance (Brzezina et al., 2017).

A potential dynamic behavior is gradual progress (i.e., for emissions reduction) toward a low-ambition, inadequate 
sustainability goal (Figure 3b). In our previous example, this behavior results from increasing tension and trade-offs 
between pursuing the long-term climate goal with transition to renewables (SDGs 7 and 13), and the short-term goal 
of supporting industrial sectors and avoiding disruption at the expense of accelerated climate change (SDGs 9 and 13).

One of the important policy implications of this interaction is the importance of perseverance and patience in 
making tangible progress and achieving ambitious goals. SDG interactions are nonlinear. This means that initial 
efforts toward long-term goals may start slowly, but they can accelerate and pay off later if they continue. There-
fore, the careful management of short-term expectations and a better understanding of nonlinearity between 
actions and their impacts among stakeholders is necessary to avoid backlash and disappointment. Educational and 
informational tools (e.g., social media campaigns and fund raising), which can increase public awareness  about 
past achievements and highlight tangible future benefits (e.g., job creation, poverty alleviation, and less pollution), 
can be helpful for maintaining the legitimacy of ambitious goals and actions. The use of mixed interventions (e.g., 
philanthropic/NGO and government funding) which support the provision of resources for both immediate (e.g., 
socio-economic development) projects and those with longer-term sustainability benefits can be another way to 
increase legitimacy and reduce the pressure to lower ambition.

3.4.  Downplayed Problems

Downplayed Problems (aka Growth and Underinvestment) represent a more complex version of Eroding Ambi-
tions with a time-delayed response effect. Interventions, which stimulate and reinforce progress toward one goal, 

Figure 3.  (a) The causal drivers and (b) a potential dynamic behavior in Eroding Ambitions. The major feedback interactions in (a) and their corresponding impacts in 
(b) are color coded. Both (a and b) are conceptual figures.
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may not remain effective in the long-term as progress approaches a limit resulting from a (delayed) trade-off with 
other conflicting goals. Efforts to eliminate or alleviate the trade-off and push the progress limit can take years to 
materialize. This can justify downplaying the importance of addressing trade-offs with conflicting goals, which 
will eventually lead to worse effects in the long-term.

The causal drivers behind this type of interaction involve the interlinkage of at least two balancing and one reinforc-
ing feedback loops (Figure 4a). We explain them in the context of synergies between SDGs 11 Sustainable Cities 
and Communities and 8 Economic Growth and trade-offs between SDGs 11 and 3 Health and Well-Being. With 
economic growth and improving incomes (SDG 8), people are often attracted to cities where jobs and opportunities 
exist and where living standards are higher. This leads to demand for expanding cities and infrastructure (SDG 
11), in turn providing an even greater capacity to attract more people and promoting further economic growth and 
development. However, an increasing population can stretch cities beyond their sustainability limits, with trade-offs 
in health and well-being from communicable and noncommunicable diseases, hazardous chemicals, and pollution 
(SDG 3). This has been experienced in cities around the world, such as in Bangladesh (Ahmed & Islam, 2014) and 
in multiple African cities (Boadi et al., 2005), making growing urban areas less livable in the future. Interventions 
to address this trade-off can include making cities more sustainable by investing and enhancing their livability (e.g., 
investing in mental health and well-being, public green space, waste management, and air pollution reduction). 
However, the impacts of these interventions are often observed with lags and delays and require time to materi-
alize, which can reduce confidence in their ability to deliver outcomes. Alternatively, a (misleadingly appealing) 
approach can be to downplay the trade-off problem by redefining city livability standards to suit the current unsus-
tainable conditions and further stretching the cities beyond their sustainable limits in order to boost socio-economic 
development. The actual effect of this downplayed trade-off will eventually dominate any positive synergies in the 
system and could lead to a slowing of economic growth in the long-term. There are other applications of this type 
of interaction in the literature (Table 2), for example, in the context of water synergies and trade-offs (SDG 6) with 
other sectors, their downplayed problems, and the leverage points for interventions (Zhang et al., 2016).

A potential dynamic behavior in the short-term is initial rapid progress due to the synergistic reinforcing feedback 
loop (e.g., between SDGs 8 and 11). However, this will be followed by a longer-term decline in progress due to 
a delayed trade-off with other goals (e.g., SDG 3) and eroding ambition in other conflicting goals (Figure 4b).

One of the policy implications of this type of interaction is the importance of anticipating and planning for 
the delayed appearance of limiting progress and the trade-offs that lead to it (e.g., city livability) in advance. 

Figure 4.  (a) The causal drivers and (b) a potential dynamic behavior in Downplayed Problems. The major feedback interactions in (a) and their corresponding impacts 
in (b) are color coded. Both (a and b) are conceptual figures.
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Anticipating and planning for the delayed trade-offs require a monitoring of the external environment to detect 
signals that can indicate a slowing in progress toward sustainability goals, thereby enabling policymakers to 
respond in advance with corrective actions. Another implication stresses the importance of improving public 
awareness, for example, about the dependency of socio-economic development on environmental sustainability 
and the necessity of maintaining and investing in high standards for ‘sustainable’ development.

3.5.  Escalating Tensions

Escalating Tensions (aka Escalation) represent SDG interactions driven by path dependency to short-term, 
temporary interventions with unsustainable outcomes. It implies that short-term interventions which can deliver 
slow progress can result in unintended consequences which require further temporary fixes to maintain even this 
slow progress. The increasing number of path dependent temporary interventions can drain resources for taking 
fundamental actions and can result in progress stagnation (or even deterioration) in the long-term.

The causal drivers underlying this type of interaction involve at least two interlinked balancing feedback loops 
(Figure 5a). We explain them in the context of interactions between SDGs 11 Sustainable Cities and Commu-
nities and 9 Industry, Innovation, and Infrastructure. Expanding cities through constructing houses in sprawling 
suburbia is often a solution to address increasing demand and ensure housing affordability (SDG 11). Increased 
suburban housing supply, however, increases pressure on current infrastructure (e.g., road, water, energy, and 
healthcare) (SDG 9). This mounting pressure, along with the advocacy power of local communities in suburban 
areas, can be used to justify new infrastructure projects to meet the increasing demand. This is true for cities like 
Melbourne and Australia, where adding transportation costs to low-affordability housing makes many suburbs 
extremely expensive to live in (Saberi et al., 2017). New infrastructure projects increase the attractiveness of 
investing in housing, thereby exacerbating demand. In the long-term, this can further reduce housing affordabil-
ity and promote the expansion of cities (and subsequently the need for more infrastructure). There are also other 
applications of Escalating Tensions in the literature (Table 2), for example, in the context of pig farming in Ghana 
for analyzing how tension and business rivalry behavior for access to resources within the piggery industry can 
lead to an overall productivity decline (Banson et al., 2018).

A potential dynamic behavior is an initial synergistic effect between the interacting goals (e.g., improving 
infrastructure in suburbia helps housing affordability). However, this synergy diminishes, leading to declining 
progress toward both goals over time (e.g., housing affordability deteriorates and infrastructure remains insuffi-
cient and ineffective). This diminishing synergistic interaction can appear as generally declining behavior where 
initial progress, occurring when interventions are imposed, is followed by deterioration due to the effects of other 
temporary interventions (Figure 5b).

Figure 5.  (a) The causal drivers and (b) a potential dynamic behavior in Escalating Tensions. The major feedback interactions in (a) and their corresponding impacts in 
(b) are color coded. Both (a and b) are conceptual figures.
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An implication for sustainability planning is that a synergistic interaction, if managed inappropriately and through 
path dependent and temporary interventions, can result in negative outcomes for the SDGs in the long-term and 
derail sustainable development. Hence, it is important to consider path dependency in the long-term to maintain 
and benefit from synergistic SDG interactions.

3.6.  Success to the Successful

Success to the Successful represents SDG interactions resulting from a similar path dependency effect. Efforts 
to make progress exhibit path-dependency with goals which have historically better performance, less uncertain 
outcomes, higher public legitimacy, and/or less delayed response. Goals with path dependency can attract more 
resources (e.g., financial, policy support, and human capital) with the expectation that their success will continue 
in the future. However, they take away resources from other goals and this can limit their progress.

The causal drivers underpinning this type of interaction involve at least two reinforcing feedback loops (Figure 6a). 
We explain these in the context of competition for resources between economic development and environmental 
conservation (SDGs 8 and 15). Job creation, economic productivity, and economic growth (SDG 8) are some 
of the key priorities in development programs. An economy-focused agenda is often able to deliver outcomes 
quickly, such as reduced poverty, more jobs, and better infrastructure, and typically has more (short-term) 
successes. Nature conservation and ecosystem protection (SDG 15) is a key priority which can help improve 
environmental health as well as maintain and even accelerate economic growth (e.g., via halting biodiversity 
loss and increasing revenue from tourism). However, efforts to integrate ecosystem and environmental protec-
tion values into development programs are less common and lower priority due to delays between actions and 
their tangible impacts (e.g., it may take decades to reverse biodiversity loss and it may be difficult to verify). 
Hence, there are fewer success stories to convince the public and policymakers. They are also less desirable to 
policymakers who often favor less change with actions which are part of an incumbent regime and who want to 
achieve outcomes within their short accountability period. This can redirect the share of resources and give more 
attention to economy-focused agendas with proven historical performance and shorter-term outcomes. There are 
other applications of Success to the Successful in a sustainability context (Table 2), for example, in relation to 
the water-food-energy nexus in West Java in Indonesia for analyzing how resources (i.e., reservoir water) should 
be divided properly between different sectors to avoid the Success to Successful issue and achieve sustainable 
development (Bahri, 2020), along with other applications in agriculture (Banson et al., 2016) and land manage-
ment (Turner et al., 2017).

Figure 6.  (a) The causal drivers and (b) a potential dynamic behavior in Success to the Successful. The major feedback interactions in (a) and their corresponding 
impacts in (b) are color coded. Both (a and b) are conceptual figures.
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One potential dynamic behavior of this interaction is an increasing trade-off that a path-dependent goal makes 
with other SDGs (Figure 6b). For any goal, the allocation of sufficient resources is necessary to make progress. 
Therefore, the allocation of further resources to path-dependent goals brings more success and creates more 
justification (e.g., growth of interest groups and lobby actions) for yet further allocation of resources in the future. 
Conversely, progress toward other goals from which resources are diverted from continues to deteriorate and the 
gap between the goals widens over time.

A lesson learned from this type of interaction for sustainability planning is to maintain focus on the original SDG 
principle of striving for balanced progress across all goals. This needs a better understanding of the origins and 
sources of competition between interacting goals with shared resources and being aware of those goals that could 
cause path dependency and deplete resources. As an example, studies have been conducted in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo to compare economic benefits from improved road connectivity and resulting loss in ecolog-
ical value due to related deforestation (Damania et al., 2018). Second, it also needs measures that can support 
goals with less historically proven performance against path-dependent goals. Examples include public awareness 
campaigns to adjust expectations about uncertainty and delay in progress toward other goals, new finance mech-
anisms where funds could be made available for experimenting with new goals, and advocacy coalition activities 
that can work as a catalyst and raise less progressed aspects of sustainable development as new priorities.

3.7.  Limits to Progress

Limits to Progress (aka Limits to Growth) represent SDG interactions driven by a limiting condition effect where 
unsustainable interventions with huge short-term benefits can deplete exhaustible (e.g., natural, financial, and 
human capital) resources and become counter-effective in the long-term. It captures how efforts to make an 
initial, accelerating progress may not continue forever if they are strictly reliant on exhaustible resources. Unsus-
tainable interventions can produce diminishing returns over time and the progress can be slowed, stabilized, or 
even reversed as resources reach their limit.

The causal drivers behind this type of interaction involve the interplay between balancing and reinforcing feed-
back loops (Figure 7a). In the context of the energy sector, this can be explained by interactions between SDGs 7 
Energy Security and 9 Industry, Innovation, and Infrastructure and SDGs 7 and 12 Responsible Consumption and 
Production. Innovation and infrastructure projects (SDG 9) related to fossil fuel-based energy carriers (e.g., new 
technologies to improve fossil fuel extraction) can initially boost energy production and improve energy security 
(SDG 7). Incomes from the fossil fuel energy industry also further reinforce investments in fossil fuel technology 

Figure 7.  (a) The causal drivers and (b) a potential dynamic behavior in Limits to Progress. The major feedback interactions in (a) and their corresponding impacts in 
(b) are color coded. Both (a and b) are conceptual figures.
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and innovation. With this increase in energy production in the short-term, there could be a subsequent rise in 
per capita energy consumption, and energy demand could increase exponentially. However, energy production 
based on fossil fuel technologies is restricted by the availability of natural resources and can cause significant 
trade-offs with sustainable production and consumption (SDG 12). The combination of fossil fuel reliance and 
resource depletion can mean that energy supply does not increase sufficiently in response to growing demand and 
energy insecurity may be even more acute in the long-term. A stark example is provided by India's heavy reliance 
on limited fossil fuel resources to meet their energy needs where recent shortages were predicted a decade ago, 
as was the need to exploit alternative renewable energy sources (Moallemi et al., 2017; Parikh & Parikh, 2012). 
Limits to Progress have been used frequently in other sustainability applications such as agriculture (Brzezina 
et al., 2017), food (Sharif & Irani, 2016), and energy (Cavicchi, 2020), for example, showing that increasing 
agricultural subsidies does not always generate growth and can be limited by other factors such as market dynam-
ics or intrinsic environmental limits (Brzezina et al., 2017).

A dynamic behavior resulting from this interaction is an initial synergy (e.g., between SDGs 7 and 9), which 
diminishes over time due to trade-offs with other goals (e.g., SDG 12). With this decreasing synergy, rapid 
but short-term progress is expected initially (e.g., improving energy production due to technology innovation). 
However, this does not last long as progress slows, stagnates, or even declines in the long-term due to resource 
depletion despite increasing efforts and further investment (Figure 7b).

The important sustainability implication is to anticipate in advance and take early actions to address the effects 
of limiting conditions in the design of SDG actions to avoid stagnation in the long-term. In our energy example, 
this means adopting measures that can help shift innovation and infrastructure development from fossil fuels 
to renewable technologies (e.g., imposing a green tax on fossil fuel projects to be invested in renewable energy 
capacity expansion), such as advocated for India (Moallemi et al., 2017; Parikh & Parikh, 2012), to decouple 
energy production (SDG 7) from finite natural resources (SDG 12). Such sustainability actions may not deliver 
outcomes in the short-term due to (decision-making and administrative) delays in adjusting to the new system and 
lags between policy and impact on the ground. However, they can produce better long-term outcomes.

3.8.  Tragedy of the Commons

Tragedy of the Commons represents SDG interactions resulting from a more complex limiting condition effect, 
where working toward competing goals while sharing limited resources (e.g., water and land) in isolation could 
lead to the exhaustion of resources and an overall unsustainable outcome.

The causal drivers that underpin this type of interaction involve multiple reinforcing and balancing feedback 
loops (Figure 8a). The reinforcing loops drive competition between goals, while balancing loops stabilize each 
goal's progress due to the effect of a shared limited resource. We explain them in the context of trade-offs between 
the use of water (SDG 6) for energy (SDG 7) and food production (SDG 2). Energy production can have a 
substantial water footprint. Water is used in energy production for thermal cooling in power plants and in bioen-
ergy and hydropower generation. Increased water allocation expands generation capacity and increases energy 
production, creating a path dependency with further water demand for energy. Water is also heavily used in agri-
culture for food production, where increased water allocation leads to the expansion of agricultural activities and 
more food production. This eventually creates a reinforcing feedback loop, further increasing water demand for 
expanded agricultural lands. The increasing competition between different sectors for water as a limited resource 
can increase water use (and potentially water pollution) and drive up the cost of water, diminishing the gains in 
energy and food production from available water. Notable examples include demand increases for water, energy, 
and food in the context of growing populations and poor intersectoral policy coordination in South Asian coun-
tries such as India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh (Rasul, 2016), and similar problems potentially occurring in other 
countries such as Chile (Poblete et al., 2012). Tragedy of the Commons has been used in other sustainability 
applications (Table 2), for example, for analyzing resource-constraint issues in agriculture (Neudert et al., 2019), 
water (Zare et al., 2017), and food (Sharif & Irani, 2016) sectors.

A dynamic behavior resulting from this interaction is a gradual decline in the gains from the use of the common 
pool resource (water in our example) despite the increasing cost of resource use due to its limited availability. If 
left uncontrolled, this can continue until the commons are completely exhausted (or its cost skyrockets) and the 
achievement of the sustainability goals which rely on the resource can become impossible, with progress halted 
or reversed (Figure 8b).
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A policy implication of this type of interaction is the importance of understanding connections between sectors 
from a whole of system level and managing coordinated actions that can make appropriate trade-offs and make 
the best use of common pool resources. It also signifies the connection between uncoordinated actions toward 
individual goals occurring in isolation and the diminishing collective outcomes for sustainable development due 
to overloaded or depleted resources. The competition between goals and the limited resources can be managed 
through renewing, sharing, and reusing the commons before depletion (e.g., circular economy). The negative 
effects of competition and limiting conditions can be also reduced by decoupling the progress across interacting 
goals from the limited resources (e.g., farming less water intensive feed and food crops, shifting to less water 
intensive renewable energies like wind and solar).

4.  Discussion
4.1.  Opportunities

4.1.1.  Synthesizing Knowledge Across Cases

Interaction archetype analysis can play an important role in linking empirical data to interaction patterns and to 
causal statements. The presented typology of interactions can serve as a framework for knowledge synthesis from 
a large number of empirical findings compiled through different methods and from many case study applica-
tions (Magliocca et al., 2018). Such a knowledge synthesis is independent of narrowly focused case studies and 
contexts and is generalized at an intermediate level of abstraction (Sietz et al., 2019). It is therefore capable of 
inferring broader patterns of causal drivers among various sustainability goals that are more generally applica-
ble and understandable. Such a synthesis of knowledge across SDG studies is significant for understanding and 
acting on various socioeconomic and environmental challenges that operate beyond specific sectors and contexts. 
Knowledge synthesis can also play an important role in systematic theory development, where assuming a theory 
or hypothesis for observed sustainability interactions can be tested and/or explained by similar interactions in 
other cases/contexts. While the idea of synthesizing generalized knowledge across cases has been advocated and 

Figure 8.  (a) The causal drivers and (b) a potential dynamic behavior in Tragedy of the Commons. The major feedback interactions in (a) and their corresponding 
impacts in (b) are color coded. Both (a and b) are conceptual figures.
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shown in other contexts (Magliocca et al., 2018; Sietz et al., 2019), their potential benefits in the SDG context 
remains to be tested.

4.1.2.  Transferring Lessons Across Locations

Many sustainability problems in different geographical locations are very similar in nature, and there are lessons 
to be learned from how different contexts/locations respond to the same problem, if the knowledge can be trans-
ferred through a common framework (see examples in water [AghaKouchak et al., 2015], agriculture [Cabral & 
Shankland, 2013], biodiversity [Gonzalez et al., 2016], and land use [Meyfroidt et al., 2014]). Classifying typical 
SDG-related problems and intervention leverages into recurring patterns based on archetypes can help policy-
makers and SDG planners by providing a comparative tool (Kok et al., 2016). This can foster learning about 
sustainability interactions and the experience of others in different locations and enhance knowledge transfer 
between areas which share the same causal drivers in a more coordinated way (Eisenack et al., 2021; Neudert 
et  al.,  2019; Oberlack et  al.,  2019). Given the emerging nature of archetype analysis for the SDGs, there is 
currently no comparative application in the literature. Therefore, the use of archetypes for transferring lessons 
across locations can be an important topic for future research in this area.

4.1.3.  Structuring Knowledge for Modeling

Understanding SDG interactions as archetypes and linking them to their underlying causal drivers and poten-
tial dynamic behavior can help structure available knowledge in the form of conceptual models, that is, a rich 
picture of drivers, delays, and feedbacks, which is a key step in the modeling process for sustainability (Szetey 
et al., 2022). The key to the use of archetypes for developing these conceptual models is the use of causal loop 
diagrams to map the coevolving nature of socio-economic and environmental processes. The general process 
to develop the causal loop diagrams is by studying case-specific data and inferring the causality that governs 
interactions in practice. Data can be collected from various sources such as observations, documents, interviews, 
and surveys. The knowledge obtained from collected data then informs the structure of the causal loop diagrams.

There are different ways that this general process for developing causal loop diagrams can be conducted. A more 
qualitative way can be through event history analysis (Poole, 2000); an approach that is frequently used for mapping 
patterns of change in socio-technical transitions (Hekkert & Negro, 2009; Suurs, 2009). Event history analysis 
can help conceptualize the causality of interactions by studying different sequences of events, their causation, and 
critical incidents in a systematic manner in the form of narratives. The advantage of this approach is in the use of 
storylines or narratives that can capture the richness of information about the underlying interaction drivers in a 
case study, which can be overlooked when using other (e.g., data-driven statistical and machine learning) meth-
ods. The limitation, however, is in the way that events are often framed as discrete instances of change (e.g., in 
the state of actors, institutions, and resources) while causal loop diagrams are usually associated with continuous 
time analysis. A more quantitative approach to develop causal loop diagrams is through the use of statistical and 
machine learning methods that can synthesize causal loop diagrams by exploring data sets in a more automated 
way. Abdelbari and Shafi (2017) showed a general application of this using a neural network-based methodology 
to learn from available data and design alternative conceptual structures for modeling.

4.2.  Challenges

4.2.1.  Biases in Understanding Interactions and Overfitting Data to the Archetypes

The analysis of data in a case study can be influenced deliberately (e.g., personal preferences, beliefs, and values) 
or unintentionally (e.g., unconscious mental framework, heuristics, and presumptions). There is an extensive 
theoretical body of literature that has focused on these issues (Glynn et al., 2017; Moallemi, Zare, et al., 2020; 
Zare et  al., 2020). This can lead to potential biases, misjudgment, and overfitted data resulting in archetypal 
patterns with specific causal drivers. For example, stakeholder strategic motives or self-interest can lead to the 
deliberate ignorance of side effects of short-sighted actions (e.g., Band-Aid Solutions) and instead blaming the 
slow progress on natural limiting conditions in the system (e.g., Limits to Progress). A similar shortcoming is 
the  tendency to overfit or shoehorn the case study interactions into a specific archetype. Archetypes are a good 
way to understand many SDG interactions, but not all of them can be meaningful for every interaction. The risks 
of biases and overfitting include framing relevant archetypes into a distorted representation of SDG interactions 
and misleading causal drivers. This can lead to sub-optimal polices if they are used in decision-making.
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Testing and supporting the recognition of archetypal patterns in case studies with more empirical data is one way 
of mitigating the risk of biases. Engagement with stakeholders can provide an opportunity to more closely assess 
the relevance and objectivity of the interactions in a case study and to codevelop them with relevant societal 
actors with potentially contrasting views of interactions and their causal processes (Sietz et al., 2019). Modeling 
can also provide a systematic way of testing and evaluating the archetypes of a case study as hypotheses in a way 
that is less biased and less dependent upon individual judgments. Using a combination of connected archetypes to 
explain SDG interactions is another way of addressing biases and data overfitting. By mixing two or more of the 
current eight archetypes together, a new (compound) type of interaction can emerge, which can be used to explain 
more complex synergies and trade-offs. See Moallemi et al. (2021) for an example of combining multiple arche-
types. In mixing and matching archetypes, careful attention should be paid to the increasing number of archetypes 
that are combined to avoid cluttering the analysis with what is usually referred to as spaghetti diagrams (i.e., very 
complex causal loop diagrams that cannot be understood and do not give any useful information) (Rahmandad 
& Sterman, 2012).

4.2.2.  Interactions Across Scales

Progress toward the SDGs is shaped by a variety of socio-economic and environmental processes that span multi-
ple local (e.g., community and city), national, regional (e.g., political and economic union), and global scales, and 
issues that exist at one scale may manifest differently at another scale (Moallemi et al., 2019). However, the use of 
archetypes for sustainability has remained primarily focused on higher (often national, regional, or global) scales, 
missing potential interactions that can happen at a local level or across scales. More locally focused approaches to 
the SDGs are required to better represent and account for bottom-up causal drivers (Bandari et al., 2021; Ningrum 
et al., 2022; Szetey et al., 2021a, 2021b). Multiscale approaches are also required to create nested patterns of 
interactions (e.g., regional supported by country-level sub-patterns [Sietz et al., 2017]) and incorporate multiple 
levels of abstraction, corresponding to interactions across scale (Sietz et al., 2019).

4.2.3.  Uncertainty in Interaction Configurations

Socio-environmental conditions and decision-making are inherently associated with uncertainties that could 
determine how interactions among the SDGs ultimately unfold and their concomitant sustainability outcomes. 
Such uncertainties can result from incomplete knowledge about the environment and future events (e.g., techno-
logical innovations, political shifts, and ecological tipping points) as well as the diversity of stakeholder perspec-
tives (e.g., epistemological, cultural, and policy choices) and therefore lead to ambiguity in framing interactions 
(Walker et al., 2013). Uncertainty has so far had limited attention in analyzing SDG synergies and trade-offs, 
and when uncertainty was considered, it was mostly parametric uncertainty in model-based projections (Gao & 
Bryan, 2017). However, there are more pervasive forms of uncertainty, for example, uncertainty in underlying 
causal drivers of interactions (e.g., relationships between variables and their feedback interactions), which cause 
unexpected dynamics and surprises in system behavior and unfolding interactions. This structural form of uncer-
tainty is seldom discussed and needs to be further investigated in relation to the structure of causal drivers in 
SDG interaction.

Integration with other methods from other areas such as exploratory modeling (Bankes,  1993; Moallemi, 
Kwakkel, et al., 2020) is one way for a systematic generation and impact assessment of alternative causal drivers 
and comparing their resulting SDG interactions. In an exploratory approach, the assessment and comparison of 
alternative causal drivers should not aim for agreement but rather focus on differences in the underpinning causal 
relationships. This can lead to new insights that would not have been possible without considering a diversity of 
causal drivers.

Another related challenge is the insufficient assessment of human and governance uncertainties in SDG inter-
actions. Uncertainty analysis in the SDGs is often related to measurable socio-economic aspects (e.g., popu-
lation growth and GDP) or biogeophysical factors (e.g., climate uncertainty, land productivity, and water-use 
efficiency), thus leading to an underestimation of uncertainties related to human, behavioral, and governance 
processes (e.g., lifestyle behavioral change and policy instability). The incorporation of a social science perspec-
tive (e.g., incorporating behavioral aspects in the analysis of diet [Eker et al., 2019] and climate change mitigation 
[Beckage et al., 2018]) can acknowledge this largely overlooked form of (human and governance) uncertainty and 
provide new insights about SDG interactions and their effective interventions (e.g., social tipping points [Otto 
et al., 2020]).
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5.  Conclusion
The SDGs and their underlying sectors are filled with synergies and trade-offs. To draw upon and act on interact-
ing social, economic, and natural priorities in concert, we need to adopt much more systems-oriented approaches 
to problem solving that can make better sense of complexity by looking at system components and their rela-
tionships as a whole rather than by analyzing them in isolation (Matson, 2022). We used one of these systemic 
approaches to conceptualize synergies and trade-offs as recurring interaction archetypes.

As diagnostic tools, the interaction archetypes can bring a deeper understanding of causal drivers or policy 
resistance in SDG progress and their potential dynamic behavior in the future (Mokhtar & Aram, 2017; Zare 
et al., 2017). Via links between drivers and expected dynamic behavior, these archetypes can be used as prospective 
tools for identifying potential future unintended consequences of both short-term and transformational solutions 
and for designing sustainable development policies which can minimize trade-offs and capitalize upon synergies 
(Turner et al., 2017). As a comparative tool, the suggested archetypes can help researchers and practitioners better 
understand the similarities and differences of sustainability interactions in relation to their feedback-rich drivers 
and dynamic behavior beyond the limits of specific sectors or contexts.

Our suggested interaction archetypes can be seen as the building blocks or units of analysis in future synergy and 
trade-off studies. Adopting a systemic approach for analyzing interactions can inform SDG policy through better 
understanding the causal drivers of different systems and anticipating and managing them to maintain and accel-
erate sustainable development (Sietz et al., 2019). They can also be seen as the first step toward more integrated 
policy governance design that can specifically target systemic barriers across various SDGs.

Data Availability Statement
Supporting data behind the literature review are included in Supporting Information S1 and at Zenodo: https://
doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6827681.

References
Abdelbari, H., & Shafi, K. (2017). A computational intelligence-based method to ‘learn’ causal loop diagram-like structures from observed data. 

System Dynamics Review, 33(1), 3–33. https://doi.org/10.1002/sdr.1567
Acar, S., & Yeldan, A. E. (2016). Environmental impacts of coal subsidies in Turkey: A general equilibrium analysis. Energy Policy, 90, 1–15. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2015.12.003
AghaKouchak, A., Norouzi, H., Madani, K., Mirchi, A., Azarderakhsh, M., Nazemi, A., et al. (2015). Aral Sea syndrome desiccates lake Urmia: 

Call for action. Journal of Great Lakes Research, 41(1), 307–311. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jglr.2014.12.007
Ahmed, M. F., & Islam, M. S. (2014). Urbanization and environmental problem: An empirical study in Sylhet City, Bangladesh. Research on 

Humanities and Social Sciences, 4(3), 161–172.
Allen, C., Metternicht, G., Wiedmann, T., & Pedercini, M. (2019). Greater gains for Australia by tackling all SDGs but the last steps will be the 

most challenging. Nature Sustainability, 2(11), 1041–1050. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0409-9
Anderson, C. C., Denich, M., Warchold, A., Kropp, J. P., & Pradhan, P. (2021). A systems model of SDG target influence on the 2030 Agenda for 

Sustainable Development. Sustainability Science, 17(4), 1459–1472. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-01040-8
Bahri, M. (2020). Analysis of the water, energy, food and land nexus using the system archetypes: A case study in the Jatiluhur reservoir, West 

Java, Indonesia. Science of the Total Environment, 716, 137025. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.137025
Bandari, R., Moallemi, E. A., Lester, R. E., Downie, D., & Bryan, B. A. (2021). Prioritising Sustainable Development Goals, characteris-

ing interactions, and identifying solutions for local sustainability. Environmental Science & Policy, 127, 325–336. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
envsci.2021.09.016

Bankes, S. (1993). Exploratory modeling for policy analysis. Operations Research, 41(3), 435–449. https://doi.org/10.1287/opre.41.3.435
Banson, K. E., Nguyen, N. C., & Bosch, O. J. H. (2016). Using system archetypes to identify drivers and barriers for sustainable agriculture in 

Africa: A case study in Ghana. Systems Research and Behavioral Science, 33(1), 79–99. https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.2300
Banson, K. E., Nguyen, N. C., Sun, D., Asare, D. K., Sowah Kodia, S., Afful, I., & Leigh, J. (2018). Strategic management for systems archetypes 

in the piggery industry of Ghana—A systems thinking perspective. Systems, 6(4), 35. https://doi.org/10.3390/systems6040035
Beckage, B., Gross, L. J., Lacasse, K., Carr, E., Metcalf, S. S., Winter, J. M., et al. (2018). Linking models of human behaviour and climate alters 

projected climate change. Nature Climate Change, 8(1), 79–84. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-017-0031-7
Boadi, K., Kuitunen, M., Raheem, K., & Hanninen, K. (2005). Urbanisation without development: Environmental and health implications in 

African cities. Environment, Development and Sustainability, 7(4), 465–500. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-004-5410-3
Bourne, G., Stock, A., Steffen, W., Stock, P., & Brailsford, L. (2018). Australia's rising greenhouse gas emissions. Climate Council. Retrieved 

from https://www.climatecouncil.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/CC_MVSA0143-Briefing-Paper-Australias-Rising-Emissions_V8-FA_
Low-Res_Single-Pages.pdf

Brzezina, N., Biely, K., Helfgott, A., Kopainsky, B., Vervoort, J., & Mathijs, E. (2017). Development of organic farming in Europe at the Cross-
roads: Looking for the way forward through system Archetypes lenses. Sustainability, 9(5), 821. https://doi.org/10.3390/su9050821

Cabral, L., & Shankland, A. (2013). Narratives of Brazil-Africa cooperation for agricultural development: New paradigms? China and Brazil in 
African Agriculture (CBAA) Project Working Paper, (Vol. 51, pp. 1–27).

Carter, S., Herold, M., Avitabile, V., de Bruin, S., De Sy, V., Kooistra, L., & Rufino, M. C. (2017). Agriculture-driven deforestation in the tropics 
from 1990–2015: Emissions, trends and uncertainties. Environmental Research Letters, 13(1), 014002. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/
aa9ea4

Acknowledgments
We would like to greatly thank Arash 
Shirmohammadi (IdeMedia Co) for 
graphic design in Figures 1–8. We also 
thank the anonymous reviewers for their 
helpful comments. E. A. M., B. A. B., 
and K. S. received funding from The Ian 
Potter Foundation and Deakin University 
for this research.

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6827681
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6827681
https://doi.org/10.1002/sdr.1567
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2015.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jglr.2014.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0409-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-01040-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.137025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1287/opre.41.3.435
https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.2300
https://doi.org/10.3390/systems6040035
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-017-0031-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-004-5410-3
https://www.climatecouncil.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/CC_MVSA0143-Briefing-Paper-Australias-Rising-Emissions_V8-FA_Low-Res_Single-Pages.pdf
https://www.climatecouncil.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/CC_MVSA0143-Briefing-Paper-Australias-Rising-Emissions_V8-FA_Low-Res_Single-Pages.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9050821
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aa9ea4
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aa9ea4


Earth’s Future

MOALLEMI ET AL.

10.1029/2022EF002873

19 of 21

Cavicchi, B. (2020). A “system dynamics perspective” of bioenergy governance and local, sustainable development. Systems Research and 
Behavioral Science, 37(2), 315–332. https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.2631

Cernev, T., & Fenner, R. (2020). The importance of achieving foundational Sustainable Development Goals in reducing global risk. Futures, 115, 
102492. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.futures.2019.102492

Damania, R., Russ, J., Wheeler, D., & Barra, A. F. (2018). The road to growth: Measuring the tradeoffs between economic growth and ecological 
destruction (Vol. 101, pp. 351–376). World Development. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.06.001

Di Lucia, L., Slade, R., & Khan, J. (2021). Decision-making fitness of methods to understand Sustainable Development Goal interactions. Nature 
Sustainability, 5(2), 131–138. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-021-00819-y

Eisenack, K., Oberlack, C., & Sietz, D. (2021). Avenues of archetype analysis: Roots, achievements, and next steps in sustainability research. 
Ecology and Society, 26(2), art31. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-12484-260231

Eker, S., Reese, G., & Obersteiner, M. (2019). Modelling the drivers of a widespread shift to sustainable diets. Nature Sustainability, 2(8), 
725–735. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0331-1

Fuso Nerini, F., Tomei, J., To, L. S., Bisaga, I., Parikh, P., Black, M., et al. (2018). Mapping synergies and trade-offs between energy and the 
sustainable development goals. Nature Energy, 3(1), 10–15. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41560-017-0036-5

Fuss, S., Lamb, W. F., Callaghan, M. W., Hilaire, J., Creutzig, F., Amann, T., et al. (2018). Negative emissions—Part 2: Costs, potentials and side 
effects. Environmental Research Letters, 13(6), 063002. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aabf9f

Gao, L., & Bryan, B. A. (2017). Finding pathways to national-scale land-sector sustainability. Nature, 544(7649), 217–222. https://doi.
org/10.1038/nature21694

Gençsü, I., McLynn, M., Runkel, M., Trilling, M., van der Burg, L., Worrall, L., & Florian, Z. (2017). Phase-out 2020: Monitoring Europe’s fossil 
fuel subsidies. Overseas Development Institute. Retrieved from https://cdn.odi.org/media/documents/11762.pdf

Glynn, P. D., Voinov, A. A., Shapiro, C. D., & White, P. A. (2017). From data to decisions: Processing information, biases, and beliefs for 
improved management of natural resources and environments. Earth's Future, 5(4), 356–378. https://doi.org/10.1002/2016EF000487

Gonzalez, A., Cardinale, B. J., Allington, G. R. H., Byrnes, J., Arthur Endsley, K., Brown, D. G., et al. (2016). Estimating local biodiversity 
change: A critique of papers claiming no net loss of local diversity. Ecology, 97(8), 1949–1960. https://doi.org/10.1890/15-1759.1

Grant, M. J., & Booth, A. (2009). A typology of reviews: An analysis of 14 review types and associated methodologies. Health Information and 
Libraries Journal, 26(2), 91–108. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-1842.2009.00848.x

Hallett, L. M., & Hobbs, R. J. (2020). Thinking systemically about ecological interventions: What do system archetypes teach us? Restoration 
Ecology, 28(5), 1017–1025. https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.13220

Hekkert, M. P., & Negro, S. O. (2009). Functions of innovation systems as a framework to understand sustainable technological change: Empirical 
evidence for earlier claims. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 76(4), 584–594. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2008.04.013

Herrero, M., Thornton, P. K., Mason-D'Croz, D., Palmer, J., Bodirsky, B. L., Pradhan, P., et al. (2021). Articulating the effect of food systems inno-
vation on the Sustainable Development Goals. The Lancet Planetary Health, 5(1), e50–e62. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(20)30277-1

Ibisch Pierre, L., Hoffmann Monika, T., Kreft, S., Pe’er, G., Kati, V., Biber-Freudenberger, L., et al. (2016). A global map of roadless areas and 
their conservation status. Science, 354(6318), 1423–1427. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaf7166

Kim, D. (1992). Systems archetypes. In Toolbox Reprint Series. Pegasus Communications.
Kok, M., Lüdeke, M., Lucas, P., Sterzel, T., Walther, C., Janssen, P., et al. (2016). A new method for analysing socio-ecological patterns of vulner-

ability. Regional Environmental Change, 16(1), 229–243. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-014-0746-1
Kroll, C., Warchold, A., & Pradhan, P. (2019). Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs): Are we successful in turning trade-offs into synergies? 

Palgrave communications, 5(1), 140. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-019-0335-5
Lane, D. C. (2008). The emergence and use of diagramming in system dynamics: A critical account. Systems Research and Behavioral Science, 

25(1), 3–23. https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.826
Le Blanc, D. (2015). Towards integration at last? The sustainable development goals as a network of targets. Sustainable Development, 23(3), 

176–187. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1582
Li, H. X., Edwards, D. J., Hosseini, M. R., & Costin, G. P. (2020). A review on renewable energy transition in Australia: An updated depiction. 

Journal of Cleaner Production, 242, 118475. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118475
Lo Bue, M. C., & Klasen, S. (2013). Identifying synergies and Complementarities between MDGs: Results from Cluster Analysis. Social Indica-

tors Research, 113(2), 647–670. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-013-0294-y
Macmillan, A., Smith, M., Witten, K., Woodward, A., Hosking, J., Wild, K., & Field, A. (2020). Suburb-level changes for active transport to 

meet the SDGs: Causal theory and a New Zealand case study. Science of the Total Environment, 714, 136678. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
scitotenv.2020.136678

Magliocca, N. R., Ellis, E. C., Allington, G. R. H., de Bremond, A., Dell’Angelo, J., Mertz, O., et al. (2018). Closing global knowledge gaps: 
Producing generalized knowledge from case studies of social-ecological systems. Global Environmental Change, 50, 1–14. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.03.003

Malek, Ž., Douw, B., Van Vliet, J., Van Der Zanden, E. H., & Verburg, P. H. (2019). Local land-use decision-making in a global context. Envi-
ronmental Research Letters, 14(8), 083006. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab309e

Mathy, S., & Blanchard, O. (2016). Proposal for a poverty-adaptation-mitigation window within the green climate fund. Climate Policy, 16(6), 
752–767. https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2015.1050348

Matson, P. (2022). Systems-level partnerships for sustainability at scale. Nature Sustainability, 5, 1–2. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-021-00813-4
McCollum, D. L., Echeverri, L. G., Busch, S., Pachauri, S., Parkinson, S., Rogelj, J., et al. (2018). Connecting the sustainable development goals 

by their energy inter-linkages. Environmental Research Letters, 13(3), 033006. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aaafe3
Meadows, D. H. (2008). Thinking in systems: A primer. Chelsea Green Publishing.
Meadows, D. H., Meadows, D. L., Randers, J., & Behrens, W. W. (1972). The limits to growth. Potomac Associates – Universe Books.
Meijers, E., & Stead, D. (2004). Policy integration: What does it mean and how can it be achieved? A multi-disciplinary review. In Paper 

presented at the Berlin conference on the human dimensions of global environmental change: Greening of policies-interlinkages and policy 
integration. Retrieved from http://userpage.fu-berlin.de/ffu/akumwelt/bc2004/download/meijers_stead_f.pdf

Meyfroidt, P., Carlson, K. M., Fagan, M. E., Gutiérrez-Vélez, V. H., Macedo, M. N., Curran, L. M., et al. (2014). Multiple pathways of commodity 
crop expansion in tropical forest landscapes. Environmental Research Letters, 9(7), 074012. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/9/7/074012

Moallemi, E. A., Bertone, E., Eker, S., Gao, L., Szetey, K., Taylor, N., & Bryan, B. A. (2021). A review of systems modelling for local sustaina-
bility. Environmental Research Letters, 16(11), 113004. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ac2f62

Moallemi, E. A., de Haan, F. J., Webb, J. M., George, B. A., & Aye, L. (2017). Transition dynamics in state-influenced niche empower-
ments: Experiences from India’s electricity sector. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 116, 129–141. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
techfore.2016.10.067

https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.2631
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.futures.2019.102492
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-021-00819-y
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-12484-260231
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0331-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41560-017-0036-5
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aabf9f
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature21694
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature21694
https://cdn.odi.org/media/documents/11762.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016EF000487
https://doi.org/10.1890/15-1759.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-1842.2009.00848.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.13220
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2008.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(20)30277-1
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaf7166
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-014-0746-1
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-019-0335-5
https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.826
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1582
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118475
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-013-0294-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.136678
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.136678
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab309e
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2015.1050348
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-021-00813-4
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aaafe3
http://userpage.fu-berlin.de/ffu/akumwelt/bc2004/download/meijers_stead_f.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/9/7/074012
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ac2f62
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.10.067
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.10.067


Earth’s Future

MOALLEMI ET AL.

10.1029/2022EF002873

20 of 21

Moallemi, E. A., Eker, S., Gao, L., Hadjikakou, M., Liu, Q., Kwakkel, J., et al. (2022). Early systems change necessary for catalyzing long-term 
sustainability in a post-2030 agenda. One Earth, 5(7), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2022.06.003

Moallemi, E. A., Kwakkel, J., de Haan, F., & Bryan, B. A. (2020). Exploratory modeling for analyzing coupled human-natural systems under 
uncertainty. Global Environmental Change, 102186, 102186. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2020.102186

Moallemi, E. A., Malekpour, S., Hadjikakou, M., Raven, R., Szetey, K., Moghadam, M. M., et al. (2019). Local Agenda 2030 for sustainable 
development. The Lancet Planetary Health, 3(6), 240–241. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(19)30087-7

Moallemi, E. A., Zare, F., Reed, P. M., Elsawah, S., Ryan, M. J., & Bryan, B. A. (2020). Structuring and evaluating decision support processes to 
enhance the robustness of complex human–natural systems. Environmental Modelling & Software, 123, 1045–1051. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
envsoft.2019.104551

Mokhtar, A., & Aram, S. (2017). Systemic insights into agricultural groundwater management: Case of firuzabad plain, Iran. Water Policy, 19(5), 
867–885. https://doi.org/10.2166/wp.2017.159

Nabavi, E., Daniell, K. A., & Najafi, H. (2016). Boundary matters: The potential of system dynamics to support sustainability? Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 140, 312–323. In Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.03.032

Neudert, R., Salzer, A., Allahverdiyeva, N., Etzold, J., & Beckmann, V. (2019). Archetypes of common village pasture problems in the South 
Caucasus: Insights from comparative case studies in Georgia and Azerbaijan. Ecology and Society, 24(3), art5. https://doi.org/10.5751/
es-10921-240305

Nilsson, M., Griggs, D., & Visbeck, M. (2016). Policy: Map the interactions between sustainable development goals. Nature, 534(7607), 
320–322. https://doi.org/10.1038/534320a

Ningrum, D., Malekpour, S., Raven, R., & Moallemi, E. A. (2022). Lessons learnt from previous local sustainability efforts to inform local action 
for the Sustainable Development Goals. Environmental Science & Policy, 129, 45–55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.12.018

Nong, D., & Siriwardana, M. (2018). Potential impacts of the emissions reduction fund on the Australian economy. Energy Economics, 74, 
387–398. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2018.06.023

Oberlack, C., & Eisenack, K. (2018). Archetypical barriers to adapting water governance in river basins to climate change. Journal of Institutional 
Economics, 14(3), 527–555. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1744137417000509

Oberlack, C., Sietz, D., Bürgi Bonanomi, E., de Bremond, A., Dell'Angelo, J., Eisenack, K., et  al. (2019). Archetype analysis in sustaina-
bility research: Meanings, motivations, and evidence-based policy making. Ecology and Society, 24(2), art26. https://doi.org/10.5751/
ES-10747-240226

Obersteiner, M., Walsh, B., Frank, S., Havlík, P., Cantele, M., Liu, J., et al. (2016). Assessing the land resource–food price nexus of the Sustain-
able Development Goals. Science Advances, 2(9), e1501499. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1501499

Onyeiwu, S., Pallant, E., & Hanlon, M. (2011). Sustainable and unsustainable agriculture in Ghana and Nigeria: 1960–2009. Ecosyst. Sustain. 
Dev, 3, 211–222.

Otto, I. M., Donges, J. F., Cremades, R., Bhowmik, A., Hewitt, R. J., Lucht, W., et al. (2020). Social tipping dynamics for stabilizing Earth’s 
climate by 2050. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 117(5), 2354–2365. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1900577117

Parikh, J., & Parikh, K. (2012). Growing pains: Meeting India's energy needs in the face of limited fossil fuels. IEEE Power and Energy Magazine, 
10(3), 59–66. https://doi.org/10.1109/MPE.2012.2188671

Pedercini, M., Arquitt, S., Collste, D., & Herren, H. (2019). Harvesting synergy from sustainable development goal interactions. Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Sciences, 116(46), 23021–23028. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1817276116

Pejic Bach, M., Zoroja, J., & Merkac-Skok, M. (2014). Social responsibility in tourism: System archetypes approach. Kybernetes, 43(3/4), 
587–600. https://doi.org/10.1108/K-09-2013-0195

Poblete, D., Vicuña, S., Meza, F. J., & Bustos, E. (2012). Water resources modeling under Climate Change scenarios of Maule River Basin (Chile) 
with two main water intensive and competing sectors: Agriculture and Hydropower Generation. In IWA world congress on water, climate and 
energy. Retrieved from https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.688

Poole, M. S. (2000). Organizational change and innovation processes: Theory and methods for research. Oxford University Press.
Pradhan, P., Costa, L., Rybski, D., Lucht, W., & Kropp, J. P. (2017). A systematic study of sustainable development goal (SDG) interactions. 

Earth's Future, 5(11), 1169–1179. https://doi.org/10.1002/2017EF000632
Rahmandad, H., & Sterman, J. D. (2012). Reporting guidelines for Simulation-based research in social sciences. System Dynamics Review, 28(4), 

396–411. https://doi.org/10.1002/sdr.1481
Rasul, G. (2016). Managing the food, water, and energy nexus for achieving the Sustainable Development Goals in South Asia. Environmental 

Development, 18, 14–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envdev.2015.12.001
Reyer, C.  P.  O., Adams, S., Albrecht, T., Baarsch, F., Boit, A., Canales Trujillo, N., et  al. (2017). Climate change impacts in Latin Amer-

ica and the Caribbean and their implications for development. Regional Environmental Change, 17(6), 1601–1621. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10113-015-0854-6

Saberi, M., Wu, H., Amoh-Gyimah, R., Smith, J., & Arunachalam, D. (2017). Measuring housing and transportation affordability: A case study 
of Melbourne, Australia. Journal of Transport Geography, 65, 134–146. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2017.10.007

Sachs, J. D. (2012). From millennium development goals to sustainable development goals. The Lancet, 379(9832), 2206–2211. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)60685-0

Schmidt, H., Gostin, L. O., & Emanuel, E. J. (2015). Public health, universal health coverage, and sustainable development goals: Can they coex-
ist? The Lancet, 386(9996), 928–930. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)60244-6

Senge, P. M. (1990). The Fifth discipline: The art and practice of learning organization. Doubleday.
Senge, P. M., & Sterman, J. D. (1992). Systems thinking and organizational learning: Acting locally and thinking globally in the organization of 

the future. European Journal of Operational Research, 59(1), 137–150. https://doi.org/10.1016/0377-2217(92)90011-W
Sharif, A. M., & Irani, Z. (2016). People, process and policy perspectives on food security. Transforming Government: People, Process and 

Policy, 10(3), 359–367. https://doi.org/10.1108/TG-01-2016-0008
Shiru, M. S., Shahid, S., Dewan, A., Chung, E.-S., Alias, N., Ahmed, K., & Hassan, Q. K. (2020). Projection of meteorological droughts in 

Nigeria during growing seasons under climate change scenarios. Scientific Reports, 10(1), 10107. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-67146-8
Sietz, D., Frey, U., Roggero, M., Gong, Y., Magliocca, N., Tan, R., et al. (2019). Archetype analysis in sustainability research methodological 

portfolio and analytical frontiers. Ecology and Society, 24(3), art34. https://doi.org/10.5751/es-11103-240334
Sietz, D., Ordoñez, J. C., Kok, M. T. J., Janssen, P., Hilderink, H. B. M., Tittonell, P., & Van Dijk, H. (2017). Nested archetypes of vulnerability 

in African drylands: Where lies potential for sustainable agricultural intensification? Environmental Research Letters, 12(9), 095006. https://
doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aa768b

Singha, M., Dong, J., Ge, Q., Metternicht, G., Sarmah, S., Zhang, G., et al. (2021). Satellite evidence on the trade-offs of the food-water–air 
quality nexus over the breadbasket of India. Global Environmental Change, 71, 102394. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2021.102394

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2022.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2020.102186
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(19)30087-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2019.104551
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2019.104551
https://doi.org/10.2166/wp.2017.159
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.03.032
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-10921-240305
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-10921-240305
https://doi.org/10.1038/534320a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.12.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2018.06.023
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1744137417000509
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10747-240226
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10747-240226
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1501499
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1900577117
https://doi.org/10.1109/MPE.2012.2188671
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1817276116
https://doi.org/10.1108/K-09-2013-0195
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.688
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017EF000632
https://doi.org/10.1002/sdr.1481
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envdev.2015.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-015-0854-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-015-0854-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2017.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)60685-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)60685-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)60244-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0377-2217(92)90011-W
https://doi.org/10.1108/TG-01-2016-0008
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-67146-8
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-11103-240334
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aa768b
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aa768b
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2021.102394


Earth’s Future

MOALLEMI ET AL.

10.1029/2022EF002873

21 of 21

Smith, P., & Olesen, J. E. (2010). Synergies between the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change in agriculture. The Journal of Agricul-
tural Science, 148(5), 543–552. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021859610000341

Soergel, B., Kriegler, E., Bodirsky, B. L., Bauer, N., Leimbach, M., & Popp, A. (2021). Combining ambitious climate policies with efforts to 
eradicate poverty. Nature Communications, 12(1), 2342. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-22315-9

Soergel, B., Kriegler, E., Weindl, I., Rauner, S., Dirnaichner, A., Ruhe, C., et al. (2021). A sustainable development pathway for climate action 
within the UN 2030 Agenda. Nature Climate Change, 11(8), 656–664. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-021-01098-3

Stiglitz, J., Sen Amartya, K., & Fitoussi, J. (2009). The measurement of economic performance and social progress revisited: Reflections and 
overview. Sciences Po Publications.

Suurs, R. A. (2009). Motors of sustainable innovation: Towards a theory on the dynamics of technological innovation systems. (PhD). Utrecht 
University.

Szetey, K., Moallemi, E. A., Ashton, E., Butcher, M., Sprunt, B., & Bryan, B. A. (2021a). Co-creating local socioeconomic pathways for achiev-
ing the sustainable development goals. Sustainability Science, 16(4), 1251–1268. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-00921-2

Szetey, K., Moallemi, E. A., Ashton, E., Butcher, M., Sprunt, B., & Bryan, B. A. (2021b). Participatory planning for local sustainability guided 
by the Sustainable Development Goals. Ecology and Society, 26(3), 16. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-12566-260316

Szetey, K., Moallemi, E. A., & Bryan, B. (2022). Co-designing an integrated socio-ecological systems model for the Sustainable Development 
Goals. EarthArXiv preprint. https://doi.org/10.31223/X5K35M

Turner, B. L., Wuellner, M., Nichols, T., Gates, R., Tedeschi, L. O., & Dunn, B. H. (2017). A systems approach to forecast agricultural land 
transformation and soil environmental risk from economic, policy, and cultural scenarios in the north central United States (2012–2062). 
International Journal of Agricultural Sustainability, 15(2), 102–123. https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2017.1288029

UN. (2015). Transforming our world: The 2030 Agenda for sustainable development. Resolution adopted by the general assembly on 25 Septem-
ber 2015. The United Nations (UN). Retrieved from https://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/70/1%26Lang=E

van Soest, H. L., van Vuuren, D. P., Hilaire, J., Minx, J. C., Harmsen, M. J. H. M., Krey, V., et al. (2019). Analysing interactions among sustainable 
development goals with integrated assessment models. Global Transitions, 1, 210–225. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.glt.2019.10.004

van Vuuren, D. P., Batlle Bayer, L., Chuwah, C., Ganzeveld, L., Hazeleger, W., van den Hurk, B., et  al. (2012). A comprehensive view on 
climate change: Coupling of Earth system and integrated assessment models. Environmental Research Letters, 7(2), 024012. https://doi.
org/10.1088/1748-9326/7/2/024012

Vidal Merino, M., Sietz, D., Jost, F., & Berger, U. (2019). Archetypes of climate vulnerability: A mixed-method approach applied in the Peruvian 
Andes. Climate & Development, 11(5), 418–434. https://doi.org/10.1080/17565529.2018.1442804

Walker, W. E., Marchau, V. A., & Kwakkel, J. H. (2013). Uncertainty in the framework of policy analysis. In W. A. H. Thissen & W. E. Walker 
(Eds.), Public policy analysis (pp. 215–261). Springer.

Zare, F., Bagheri, A., & Elsawah, S. (2017). Using system archetypes for problem framing and a qualitative analysis: A case study in Iranian water 
resource management. Paper presented at the The 22nd International Congress on Modelling and Simulation (MODSIM), Hobart, Tasmania, 
Australia, (Vol. 3–8, pp. 1433–1439).

Zare, F., Guillaume, J. H. A., Jakeman, A. J., & Torabi, O. (2020). Reflective communication to improve problem-solving pathways: Key issues 
illustrated for an integrated environmental modelling case study. Environmental Modelling & Software, 126, 104645. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
envsoft.2020.104645

Zhang, Q., Prouty, C., Zimmerman, J. B., & Mihelcic, J. R. (2016). More than target 6.3: A systems approach to rethinking sustainable develop-
ment goals in a resource-Scarce world. Engineering, 2(4), 481–489. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENG.2016.04.010

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021859610000341
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-22315-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-021-01098-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-00921-2
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-12566-260316
https://doi.org/10.31223/X5K35M
https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2017.1288029
https://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/70/1%26Lang=E
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.glt.2019.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/7/2/024012
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/7/2/024012
https://doi.org/10.1080/17565529.2018.1442804
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2020.104645
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2020.104645
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENG.2016.04.010

	Eight Archetypes of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) Synergies and Trade-Offs
	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2. Methods
	2.1. Using Archetypes as a Systemic Lens
	2.2. Analyzing SDG Interactions With Archetypes
	2.3. Demonstrating Interaction Archetypes With Examples

	3. Interaction Archetypes
	3.1. Fixes That Fail
	3.2. 
          Band-Aid Solutions
	3.3. Eroding Ambitions
	3.4. Downplayed Problems
	3.5. Escalating Tensions
	3.6. Success to the Successful
	3.7. Limits to Progress
	3.8. Tragedy of the Commons

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Opportunities
	4.1.1. Synthesizing Knowledge Across Cases
	4.1.2. Transferring Lessons Across Locations
	4.1.3. Structuring Knowledge for Modeling

	4.2. Challenges
	4.2.1. Biases in Understanding Interactions and Overfitting Data to the Archetypes
	4.2.2. Interactions Across Scales
	4.2.3. Uncertainty in Interaction Configurations


	5. Conclusion
	Data Availability Statement
	References


