
Academic debate 1  |  IIS, Sep 5th 2014
Research problems, sustainability & interdisciplinarity

http://www.csduppsala.uu.se
http://www.csduppsala.uu.se


                                     
 
 

Master in Sustainable Development: Introduction to Interdisciplinary Science, 5 credits 
Week 36 Monday September 1 Tuesday September 2 Wednesday September 3 Thursday September 4 Friday September 5 
08.00-10.00  

Programme Fika at 09.00 
[CEMUS Library/Lab/Lounge] 
Sebastian Welling 

Self-Study at 
cemusstudent.se 
Students 

Self-Study at 
cemusstudent.se 
Students 

Self-Study at 
cemusstudent.se 
Students 

 
Academic Debate 1 at 9.15-
12.00 
[Norrland, Geo] 

10.00-12.00 Course Introduction 
[Ekman, EBC] 
Daniel Mossberg & Jakob 
Grandin 

Inquiry-Based Learning & 
DiaNa Communication 
Training 
[Betty Pettersson/Ekman, EBC] 
Daniel Mossberg, Erik 
Rosenberg & Jakob Grandin 

Sustainability is for 
Everyone! 
[Ekman, EBC] 
Alan AtKisson 

Collaborative Learning 
Students 

Jakob Grandin & Daniel 
Mossberg 

12.00-13.00 Lunch  
Library Resources at 12.30-
14.00 

 
Process-Lunch at 12.30-14.00 

Lunch Lunch 

13.00-15.00 Poster Session Pre-
Assignment 
[Norrland, Geo] 
Jakob Grandin, Daniel 
Mossberg & Students 

[Småland, Geo] 
Elisabeth Rydberg 
 
Self-Directed Uppsala 
Observations & Data 
Collection from 14.00 
Students 

[Norrland, Geo] 
Alan AtKisson & Jakob Grandin 
 
Collaborative Learning 
Students 

Collaborative Learning 
Students 

Open Research Friday 
[CEMUS Library/Lab/Lounge] 
Students 

15.00-17.00 MSD Programme Info 
[Hamberg, Geo] 
Sebastian Welling, Patrik 
Rönnbäck, Karin Gerhardt & 
Programme Teachers 

Self-Directed Uppsala 
Observations & Data 
Collection 
Students 

Collaborative Learning 
Students 

Social Event: Welcome to 
CEMUS Mingle 
[CEMUS Library/Lab/Lounge] 

Collaborative Learning 
Students 

17.00-
evening 

A Storm Blowing from 
Paradise at 18.15-20.00 
[Eva Netzelius, Blåsenhus] 
Dougald Hine 

    

 

 

 

This week



Mapping Different Approaches 41

Mapping Sustainable Development

The many different interpretations of sustainable development are confusing. To help make sense of
them we are suggesting a mapping methodology based on combining environmental and socio-
economic issues. O’Riordan (1989) in his widely used categorization of environmental views, from
strong ecocentric to strong technocentric, pointed out that these often combine with socio-economic
viewpoints so that ecocentrics tend towards social and economic equity and redistribution while tech-
nocentrics are more likely to support the economic and political status quo. However this is not always
the case: as Marcuse points out, ‘sustainability and social justice do not necessarily go hand in hand’
(1998, p. 104), with sustainability masking injustice or on the other hand social justice masking envi-
ronmental damage (Dobson, 2000). In many cases the linking of environmental and social concerns is
based on a moral (Blowers, 1993) or sympathetic outlook rather than seeing the two as materially and
socially related and inseparable. Others (Merchant, 1992; Dryzek, 1997) have also outlined useful ways
of analysing environmental concerns; however, there has been less effort in mapping the many view-
points on sustainable development.

To provide a generalized view of the trends within the sustainable development debate, O’Riordan’s
original mapping can be expanded by considering environmental and socio-economic views on two sep-
arate axes (Figure 1). The socio-economic axis covers the level of importance given to human well-being
and equality and the environment axis covers the priority of the environment from low environmental
concern through technocentred to ecocentred. The central shaded area of the map indicates the range
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Figure 1. Mapping of views on sustainable development
Source: Hopwood, B., Mellor, M. & O'Brien, G., 2005. Sustainable development: 

mapping different approaches. Sustainable Development, 13(1), pp.38–52.

Sustainable development



Fact-based

Normative

Pluralistic ESD

Sandell, K., Öhman, J., & Östman, L. (2005). Education for Sustainable 

Development: nature, school and democracy. Lund: Studentlitteratur.



Læssøe, J. (2010). Education for sustainable development, participation and 

socio-cultural change. Environmental Education Research, 16(1)

‘Self-deceptive simulation’ [Democratic ESD 
’will probably take place in ways influenced by special 
interests, power relations, and the ecological 
modernisation discourse’ that will ’seriously influence 
the organisation and content of the participatory 
process and thus the learn- ing outcomes’]

Consensus & laissez-faire [caused an almost 
total neglect of individual ambivalences, structural 
barriers and potential social conflicts related to the 
challenge of sustainable development]

Obscures conflicts of interest [bottom-up 
approaches to sustainable development ‘may interfere 
with sustainable development as an issue which 
actually directly implies a need to contest people’s 
narrow personal and local interests’.]



Dilemmas [instead of reducing participatory ESD 
to eco-technical actions where there are no obstacles, 
it could face and address the many dilemmas of 
sustainable development]

Dissensus [instead of the demand for consensus-
based collaboration between different agents, the 
need to highlight and confront diverging norms, 
values, interests and constructions of reality could be 
stressed]

Deliberation [in order to overcome the narrow 
interpretation of action as the opposite of debate, 
there is a need to provide time and space for 
participation in deliberations]

Læssøe, J. (2010). Education for sustainable development, participation and 

socio-cultural change. Environmental Education Research, 16(1), 39–57. 



Climate change
Globalization

Technology
Dialectics

Population
Capitalism

etc. etc. 



Sustainable development as the ultimate discipline of 

hopelessness: you spend half of your time learning 

about the problems and you spend the other half 

learning about the fact that you personally cannot do 

anything about it. 

–Timothée Parrique



projektet

Politics of choice

Healy, S. (2003). Epistemological pluralism and the 

“politics of choice.” Futures, 35(7), 689–701.



projektet

Politics of choice

‘Epistemological pluralism’ serves to 
illuminate potential futures and open up the 
choices they involve for deliberation, rather 
than dictate them. Such a ‘politics of choice’ 
is predicated on not just the recognition but 
the positive encouragement of difference.

Healy, S. (2003). Epistemological pluralism and the 

“politics of choice.” Futures, 35(7), 689–701.



to build a small sculpture that expressed what he or she wanted to create with
his or her work. Then we had a “gallery” tour, during which everyone
explained their sculptures. The move to genuine inquiry into one’s own and
others’ ideas allowed us to tap into another field and stream of conversation-
al reality. The difference between this field of appreciative inquiry and the
trench warfare of the prior day was palpable.4

Talking from the Flow of Pure Presence

On the last morning, we closed the workshop with a large open-forum dia-
logue. The difference between it and the second day’s breakdown could not
have been more striking. Yelling at one another was replaced by a deep, calm
flow of conversation. The directness, subtlety, and intimacy of the conversa-
tion testified to a heart-to-heart connection and collectively felt presence
through a moment of spontaneous silence near the end of the event.
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debate

enacting emerging futures

primacy
of the

 whole

dialogue

primacy
of the
parts

generative flow
collective creativity
stillness and grace
listening from the emerging future
other  highest future Self
rule-generating

presencing

talking nice
polite, cautious
don’t speak your mind
listening   projecting
rule-conforming

talking tough: clash
I am my point of view
listening from outside
other  counterpart
rule-confronting

downloading

reenacting patterns of the past

inquiry, reflection
I can change my view
listening from within
   (empathic listening)
other  you
seeing oneself as part of the
   current whole

F i g u r e  1 7 . 2  F o u r  F i e l d s  o f  C o n v e r s a t i o n
Scharmer, C. O. (2009). Theory U : leading from the 

future as it emerges : the social technology of 

presencing. San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler.
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Part 1: interdisciplinarity, 
research problems and 
research questions

a) Share and compare notes on your previous 
experiences of interdisciplinarity.

b) Discuss the relationship between research 
problems and research questions.

c) Come up with key 4 criteria for a good research 
question (in an interdisciplinary sustainability 
context).

Be ready to report back at 1020.



Part 2: Group project: 
Sustainability problems and 
research questions

Based on the criteria for good research questions 
from part 1, critically evaluate the sustainability 
problems and research questions that you brought 
with you. How well do they meet the criteria? Are 
there ways they can be rephrased or become more 
specific?

The person that represents the group whose 
research questions are being discussed takes notes.

Be ready to report back at 1120.



Part 3: Discussions and 
decisions in project groups

Assess the feedback you got on your research 
questions and rephrase them if needed. Decide on 
one research question that you want to guide your 
group research project the coming two weeks.

Be ready to report back at 1140.


