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Abstract: In the following paper, we scrutinize understandings and values behind Sustainable
Development (SD) in a case study of the University of Tübingen, Germany. In so doing, we adopt
the perspective of the whole-institution approach of SD. We do not only analyze documents, but
combine our investigations with empirical research on key actors’ understandings and values of SD,
as well as the competencies and the knowledge to set SD in practice. First, we demonstrate that actors’
understandings and the values behind them at the University of Tübingen are in accord with the
United Nations’ understanding of SD (‘Brundtland Report’). Second, we show that at the University
of Tübingen, many actors already work in line with the whole-institution approach; this shall be
further fostered and strengthened by the Competence Centre for SD. Finally, we demonstrate that
both knowledge and competencies are fundamental to act for SD. It is suggested that the University
of Tübingen should explicitly adopt the general understanding of SD in the above-mentioned sense,
and develop a sustainability strategy, not least in order to support the actors to acquire specific
knowledge to reach SD for the whole university. Finally, we discuss the potential and limits of
transferring the findings to other Higher Education Institutions (HEI) and the challenges of necessary
global perspectives.
Keywords: whole-institution approach; sustainable development; higher education institutions;
competencies; knowledge; values; case study

1. Introduction: Topic and Structure of the Article
“Why should I be studying for a future that soon may be no more, when no one is doing
anything to save that future?”
(Greta Thunberg, climate activist) [1]
Already in 2009, the German University Presidents’ Conference (HRK) decided to implement
Sustainable Development (SD) in the fields of research and knowledge transfer, education and teaching
and the institution, and to foster Education for SD [2] (p. III). In the same year, mainly initiated by a
student initiative, measures for establishing SD at the University of Tübingen, Germany were initiated,
e.g., a study program for SD and preparations for an EMAS-certificate (European Management and
Audit Scheme). In 2013, the University set up activities aiming at establishing a Competence Centre
for Sustainable Development. From its outset, the Competence Centre’s main goal is to address SD in a
whole-institution approach (see Section 2.2).
The Competence Centre organizes and realizes a wide range of activities across the university,
such as network meetings with university staff, and students interested in and working on topics of SD.
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The Competence Centre’s staff regularly evaluates these activities. Therefore, we, as members of the
Centre, already experienced that members of the University of Tübingen have different understandings
of what SD is, as well as of how exactly it should be implemented. The Competence Centre is a network
node which enables actors to act for SD and, therefore, needs to know the actors’ different expectations
and needs. Only then will the Centre be able to provide them with the various resources adapted to
their needs. Since the different understandings of SD, as well as the knowledge and the competencies
of actors at the University of Tübingen differ, it is obviously difficult to plan and implement further
activities in the field of SD for the Centre.
Hence, as a reaction to this situation, we have started the research project “SD@UT” which pursued
the following research questions:
1.
2.
3.

What is the understanding of SD of actors, who are involved in different fields of SD at the
University of Tübingen?
How and where shall SD be implemented at the University of Tübingen?
What kind of knowledge and which competencies do actors need to implement SD in the areas of
operations, research, governance, transfer, teaching and education, and sustainability reporting?

In the following, we will present the findings of this research project, structured as follows: First,
we will briefly introduce different understandings of SD typically found in the scientific discourse. We
will then outline the concept of the whole-institution approach and link it to the German research project
HOCH-N, which identifies governance, sustainability reporting, teaching and education, research,
operations, and transfer as relevant fields of a Higher Education Institution (HEI) [3]. Thereby, we also
consider the Competence Centre’s role at the University of Tübingen, its goals as well as its past and
future work endeavors.
In the second step, we dive into the Competence Centre’s research project that we have briefly
introduced above, by considering its starting point.
In the final section, we will discuss options and opportunities to transfer our research results to
other (inter)national universities. We will also discuss the need to integrate perspectives of the Global
South into these conceptions and explain further research possibilities and needs.
2. State of the Art
In this chapter, we first present several levels and understandings of SD, followed by an overview
of the whole-institution approach, as well as the research project HOCH-N’s fields of actions [3]. Both
form a basis for the Competence Centre’s whole-institution approach, which we present in the final
part of this chapter.
2.1. Understandings of Sustainable Development
The idea and concept of SD is present in different contexts and on several levels [4] (p. 27). We
distinguished four levels and categories, which are, however, only a first classification. These are (i) the
political level, (ii) the philosophical level as well as (iii) the personal level. Additionally, there are
(iv) models, concepts, and guidelines. We do not want the reader of this paper to understand them
separately from each other or to think that they are always redundant, since they smoothly merge into
each other. In particular, the boundaries between models, concepts, and guidelines are fluid.
On the political level, the Brundtland Report [5], which was published after four years of work by
the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED), defined SD for the first time in UN
history. According to this report, SD “meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs” [5] (p. 16). Another important political event was the UN Conference
on Environment and Development in 1992, which is known as the Earth Summit [6]. It aimed at setting
the course for a worldwide SD while taking into account the dependency of human beings on their
environment. For this reason, one core element of the Brundtland Report was elaborated: Since SD has
to happen within the frame of finite natural resources, the UN brought together environmental and
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development issues and politics. Out of this idea, finally the eight Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs) [7] were born and adopted in 2000 during the Millennium Summit, and then replaced by the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) [8] in 2015.
The philosophical level of SD is connected to the justice-based idea of “the good life”, which goes
back to the ethics of Aristotle. He argued for the aim of all humans to strive for eudaimonia—happiness
or well-being—which requires a good character and, therefore, a sense of responsibility. The philosopher,
Hans Jonas, took Aristotle’s Eudaimonia, as well as Immanuel Kant’s categorical imperative, as basis
for his ecological imperative: “Act in a way that the effects of your action are compatible with the permanence
of real human life on earth!” [9] (p. 36, translated by the authors). These ideas, together with John Rawls’
institutional theory of justice [10], surely influenced the Brundtland Report, which deals with interand intragenerational justice—the “good life” for everyone at any time.
The personal level is another crucial aspect of SD. However, even though politics often emphasize
the importance of people’s individual contribution to efforts such as the energy transformation, which
shall contribute to SD, the personal level of SD is not yet highlighted in science. Parodi and Tamm state
that “one half of the sustainability universe is still mainly unrecognized and unexplored” [11] (p. 1). In times
like ours, when pupils demonstrate for their and the world’s future, it seems crucial not to forget this
dimension of SD, and what an individual can and wants to contribute, as well as how this individual
is involved emotionally, culturally or psychologically. Our questionnaires’ results demonstrate this
level’s importance as well (see Section 4.2).
One, albeit inappropriate, model of SD, which is probably best known in German-speaking
contexts, is the three-pillar model. According to this model, the economic, environmental, and social
domains constitute three equal pillars, which carry the roof of sustainability [12] (p. 13). As mentioned
above, models of SD are closely interrelated to concepts and guidelines of SD. These include, for
instance, Kopfmüller et al. [13], who developed an integrative concept of SD including its elements,
rules, and indicators; Ott & Döring [14], who discussed the concept of a “Strong Sustainability”;
Grunwald [15] on the comparison of these concepts; and Ott [16] who strove for embedding the, also
in his view, inadequate three-pillar concept of SD into guidelines of Strong Sustainability. Mainly, all of
the authors mentioned above, relate their concepts and guidelines to the three-pillar model of SD to
improve it further or give it a suitable framework. Nevertheless, we join in the critics of this model
with our own critique (see Section 4.2.1).
We point out that the understandings of SD on the different levels can vary within a certain
domain. Many actors share some of these understandings; others exist only on an individual level
and contradict the well-known ones. Additionally, scholars are divided considering these different
meanings. The philosophical level, for instance, has a normative understanding, whereas models are
developed to depict something soberly, to make it visible and easy to understand. These multiple
understandings build the crucial backdrop against which our research project “SD@UT” (see Section 3)
has been conducted. Taking the general inter- and intragenerational justice basis seriously, there are
still different understandings and justification levels of SD.
2.2. Understandings of SD of Stakeholders at HEIs
As shown above, there are differing understandings and conceptions of SD in the scientific
discourse. When we now focus on a certain group of actors, the question arises, in how far these
conceptions are reflected within these groups and which aspects of SD are relevant. There are some
international studies asking these questions and concentrating on SD understandings of actors at
HEIs [17–23]. Unfortunately, such studies are hard to find in the landscape of German HEIs, and
moreover, “there is a shortage of research approaching how faculty and staff perceive their role in relation
to sustainability” [22] (p. 46). Almost all of these studies set their focus, more or less, on academic
staff or even on teaching staff only. Rarely, other university members, e.g., facilities management
directors [20] or university presidents [19] are being interviewed. Almost all of the studies hitherto
have been conducted in the context of Education for SD and, therefore, it “is crucial that university
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faculty and staff have the necessary conditions and competences to provide key SD skills to the students” [22]
(p. 46). Some of these studies also have a focus on evaluation, as they scrutinize the effects of measures
(e.g., trainings and workshops) to implement and teach SD within the academic staff [18,21,23].
However, there are similiar findings in these different research approaches. In general, one clear
definition of SD does not exist amongst staff members [17] (p. 121), [22] (p. 53). Nevertheless, almost all
actors refer to (natural/ecological/environmental) resources and some to (inter- and intragenerational)
justice when asked for the meaning(s) of SD [17] (p. 116f.), [18] (p. 229), [19,20] (p. 119f.), [22] (p. 50f.).
When first measures of implementing SD at the HEI took place, more reflective aspects, e.g., the values
and norms behind SD, are present [21] (p. 34). Consequently, without those measures, some actors
have a more superficial understanding of SD, “to keep the concept at a distance and avoid engagement with
it” [17] (p. 116).
As we will illustrate later (see Section 3.2.), our study has another approach. It examines
understandings of SD within the whole of the university and not only amongst lecturers or teaching
staff, due to following the idea of the whole-institution approach.
2.3. The Whole-Institution Approach and HOCH-N’s Fields of Action
As indicated above, different and complex understandings of SD exist. This complexity is
particularly increasing when it comes to applying SD in concrete measures, e.g., in organizations or
institutions, as such institutions can themselves already act as societies on a micro-level. At the same
time, according to Sibbel, “it is essential to acknowledge the individual as a part of many social and cultural
groups, so this calls for a whole systems approach” [24] (p. 74) to reach a sustainable society. This whole
systems approach combines insights from theories of organizational change as well as livings systems
theory [25] (p. 202ff). The idea of organic institutions and structures, of structures facing radical
changes while at the same time being highly connected with their surroundings (such as other societal
or political actors), is easy to apply to institutions facing SD. This is particularly the case compared to
concepts focusing on top-down structures.
Consequently, in 2014, the UNESCO proposed that whole-institution approaches are a method
to foster sustainability in learning contexts, because all aspects of the context come in focus and
sustainability is implied in all of them [26] (p. 30). The idea of a holistic view on SD in certain
institutions is highly linked to Education for SD, which is why this approach is often applied to schools,
thereby referred to as a “whole-school approach” [26–28]. The process of teaching pupils SD is detached
from strict lessons at school and broadened to the school as a whole institution. Therefore, it includes
areas such as operations and governance.
In this conception, HEIs function primarily as a place where the educators are educated. A more
specialized conception is the “whole-of-university approach” [29]. In transferring the whole-school
approach to HEIs, the idea is, again, that a HEI in all its areas has to participate in applying SD. This
idea takes into account that the sole education of SD in lectures and seminars is not enough. In contrast
to school institutions, the whole-of-university approach adds research as another dimension and
stresses the possible links between the different areas: “A whole-of-university approach, however, recognizes
that all functions of the institution can benefit from sharing knowledge and that each influences the student
learning experience” [29] (p. 57). Notwithstanding, the quote also illustrates some shortcomings in this
approach, as the focus point rests on students and their learning of SD.
Authors taking into account the whole-institution approach at the university level equally put
their focus on Education for SD (e.g., [30,31]). Our findings are supported by Lozano et al. (2015), who
noted a clear focus on topics of education in the scientific literature on “sustainable universities” [32]
(p. 4). The same study revealed that members of universities refer to campus operations when asked
for SD implementation [32] (p. 9–10). Considering the fact that these respondents know the structures
of HEIs, stresses the importance of widening the perspective beyond Education of SD. Therefore,
“[f]uture research could explore in more detail differences between stakeholder groups in HEIs (i.e., students,
teaching and non-teaching staff, and relevant external groups)” [31] (p. 763).
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Consequently, the research project HOCH-N follows a different understanding of the
whole-institution approach. The research network, which consists of different partner universities
in Germany, identified six fields of action where SD can and has to be realized in HEIs. These are
sustainability reporting, governance, teaching and education, research, operations, and transfer. These
fields of action are highly interconnected and sometimes overlap. Therefore, actors in each field can
provide relevant knowledge, experiences, and competencies, and at the same time, profit from relevant
knowledge, experiences and competencies of actors from the other fields. For this reason, the focus
lies not only on educating students in SD, but on addressing all members of the university as key
actors for SD at HEIs. However, implementing a whole-institution approach with its demands of
interconnection and holistic outlook is difficult to achieve in practice, even within universities that
can be seen as forerunners of implementing SD at HEIs [33] (p. 94). Notwithstanding first trials of
pursuing the goal of a sustainable HEI on the systems level via the whole-institution approach [34],
there is still a lack of accompanying research studies on preconditions, challenges and outcomes. In
our case, at the University of Tübingen, the Competence Centre is working on an implementation
of the whole-institution approach and, therefore, has a central role in establishing and fostering this
whole-institution approach within the university. We will illustrate the structure and activities of the
Competence Centre in the following chapter.
2.4. Knowledge and Competencies to Implement SD at HEIs
When it comes to knowledge resources, which are necessary to implement SD, the Conference of
the Swiss Scientific Academies (CASS) [35] refers to the three forms of (i) system knowledge, (ii) target
knowledge, and (iii) transformation knowledge. Knowledge on the current situation is referred to as
system knowledge. Target knowledge provides information on the condition, which is to be achieved
or prevented. Finally, the understanding of transformation knowledge refers to knowledge stocks that
indicate the path to the goal [35] (p. 15). Of course, these forms of knowledge are mutually dependent
upon another and, at times, are not clearly distinguishable. However, it is obvious that they indicate a
possible pathway from the (undesirable) present to the (desirable) future.
With information on the unsatisfying current situation, on how this situation should be, and on
how one could reach the goal, system and target knowledge alone will not change the status quo.
This is why another resource necessary to act for SD are action-related competencies. We understand
“competencies” as “dispositions which individuals need in this environment for acting and self-organisation in
various complex contexts and situations” [36] (p. 129). Accordingly, competencies for SD are competencies
which individuals need to, for instance, implement measures to foster SD [37] (p. 205). In order to
move from knowledge to application, the actors need competencies to transfer this knowledge into
practical actions. In the field of Education for SD, de Haan identifies twelve different competencies and
summarizes them under the general term of “’Gestaltungskompetenz’, or ‘shaping competence’, [which]
means the specific capacity to act and solve problems” [38] (p. 22). De Haan is one of the main contributors
to discourse around Education for SD [39]. However, his approach focuses almost exclusively on the
function of HEIs as ‘educating the educators’. He does not consider tasks, such as research for SD,
which are crucial to HEIs as well.
Authors who also address competencies, but focus on students and (university) courses are
Wiek et al. [37], Rieckmann [36], and Lozano et al. [40]. However, with their distinctive perspective,
they all remain in the field of Education for SD, even though Wiek et al., as well as Rieckmann, go
beyond the ‘shaping competence’, and Lozano et al. bring together competencies and pedagogical
methods. Since HEIs do not solely focus on Education for SD, but do conduct research, follow
administrative tasks, and disseminate research results into society—just to name a few of their different
tasks—university staff working in these areas might need other competencies than those needed in
the field of Education for SD. Rieckmann mentions SD challenges for HEIs which concern all their
fields of action [36] (p. 129), but does not link his findings to competencies actors would need to solve
these problems.
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Consequently, HEIs have additional obligations, when it comes to knowledge on and competencies
for SD. According to the CASS [35] (p. 21), science is often seen as the ‘authority’ that is supposed
to compile these, the above-mentioned knowledge stocks, and to communicate them into society.
Furthermore, it is research for SD that should provide the competencies to engage in implementing
SD [41] (p. 2). However, two points are neglected in this analysis. First, this understanding clashes
with the transdisciplinary understanding of research for SD [42]. We emphasize that the creation
and accumulation of knowledge, as well as the teaching of competencies, are not tasks of science
alone. Non-university actors, who represent different societal needs and behalves, are important
influencers and shapers of such stocks of knowledge and competencies as well. Since we do not
perceive the communication of knowledge and competencies for SD as a purely top-down process, it
is crucial to equally engage these actors. Second, science—which, in our case, is represented by the
University of Tübingen as HEI—is never isolated from society. All members of a university are citizens
as well, who are in direct contact and exchange with their societal environment. Additionally, there is
a constant fluctuation of knowledge between science and society, e.g., in the form of scientific reports
or discussions.
For this reason, universities have to take their role seriously. They are not only providers for
certified knowledge, but also key actors in society. They have to be aware of their political and
societal relevance and, therefore, have to act as role models and pioneers on behalf of SD. As much as
“knowledge of people involved and their needs and interests at stake have to be taken into account . . . ] sustainable
development is a socio-political model for societal changes” [42] (p. 120). Thus, we wanted to understand
what kind of knowledge, skills, and competencies are present and especially needed amongst key
actors for SD at the University of Tübingen. Additionally, it is crucial to reveal the university’s members
further expectations and needs. Only if we know them we are able to plan and conceptualize future
activities of the Competence Centre in cooperation with other actors of the university. For this reason,
we conducted interviews in order to get insights into the university’s different fields of action. Hence,
we now turn the tables and want to know which knowledge and skills are needed to act for SD in the
frame of a university.
3. The Tübingen Case: The Competence Centre and its Research Project
3.1. One University, One Centre, Many Activities and Partners—The Competence Center for Sustainable
Development
In 2013, the Ministry of Science, Research and the Arts of the State of Baden-Württemberg decided
to fund the concept development and installation of a Competence Centre for Sustainable Development
at the University of Tübingen as part of a program “Science for Sustainable Development”. The
Competence Centre is associated with the International Centre for Ethics in the Sciences and Humanities
(IZEW) as one major player for SD, and its main tasks are to bring together all activities in the field of
SD at the University of Tübingen, as well as to integrate Education for SD into teaching activities of all
curricula. The above-mentioned whole-institution approach (see Section 2.3) provided the starting
point for creating the Competence Centre, which addresses researchers, teachers, employees, students,
and governance structures at the same time (see Figure 1). The major aim is to combine different actions
and measures, which all members of the university carry out and/or implement at all university levels.
Additionally, the Competence Centre is the core of an overarching network—not only in the University
of Tübingen but also beyond. This approach is based on the idea that a university has a societal
responsibility and serves as a role model and blueprint for other societal actors and stakeholders. For
this reason, practitioners, for instance from NGOs, are sometimes cooperating in the Centre’s activities.
Transdisciplinary approaches are fostered but they are still in their early stages. To strengthen its SD
networking activities in the university and beyond, the Competence Centre organizes regular network
meetings and provides funding for small SD projects, which are initiated and realized by students.
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Figure 1. The Competence Centre in the University’s Sustainable Development (SD) structure.

The establishment of the Competence Centre is a result of various bottom-up efforts at the
University of Tübingen, especially by student initiatives as well as researchers and teachers [43] (p. 210).
The efforts and claims of the student initiative “Greening the University e.V.” led to the installation
of the Board for Sustainable Development [44] in 2010. The Board’s work is now coordinated by the
Competence Centre. The Board for SD is the main consultant of the president’s office of the University
of Tübingen concerning all questions on SD. Furthermore, the student initiative’s efforts gave way
to implementing the EMAS audit at the university in 2011 [45]. The University’s Environment and
Energy Management section, which is in close contact to the Competence Centre, is responsible for the
regularly conducted EMAS audits.
Today, the Competence Centre is active in every field of the University of Tübingen and cooperates
with many members of the university. The Centre uses its position to create awareness for topics
of SD—within the university as well as for the broader public. The Centre’s employees organize
public events such as sustainability slams, clothes-trading events or vernissages, as well as workshops
for pupils to transfer ideas of and awareness for SD to practical action. Since students and young
scientists are driving forces for change and take things into their own hands [46] (p. 6), the Competence
Centre aims at enabling students to take over responsibility, to empower themselves, and to foster
SD according to their own interests. For this reason, the Centre mentors students who are planning
SD projects or want to write their thesis in a field of SD. However, the most important point in this
field are the SD network meetings (“nachhaltig@UniTübingen” [47]) for all university members to create
the room they need for developing new bottom-up ideas. One of the last meetings was organized in
cooperation with the Competence Centre and the student representatives in the Board for SD [48].
In summary, the Competence Centre is the university’s network nexus point, which brings together
people, knowledge, and competencies under the umbrella of SD. It provides contexts and structures to
realize SD projects on all university levels and makes people’s ideas shine for a better future.
3.2. The Research Project “SD@UT”
Whether a HEI moves forward to implement measures which lead to SD depends on several
conditions. On the one hand, one of those characteristics is its understanding of SD, which is the
basis for all activities a HEI carries out in the frame of SD [49] (p. 322). For this reason, it may be
considered as crucially important for a HEI to develop a common understanding of SD, if it is keen to
contributing its part to a sustainable society. On the other hand, “it is impossible to come up with the
right definition” [50], since so many actors and their various perspectives are involved in the discussion

Sustainability 2020, 12, 861

8 of 24

on working for SD in a large institution like a university. It shall be noted that apart from different
details in understanding SD, there are also members of the university who would reject the immediate
necessity of considerable transformations for SD in the first place.
This sensitive and controversial field is where the activities of the Competence Centre are located.
From its starting point in 2013 until now, the Competence Centre has set up, experienced, and analyzed
a broad range of different activities. It turned out that members of the University of Tübingen have
different understandings of what SD is and of how exactly it should be implemented. Even though
“Sustainable Development is not an externally defined goal, but an open searching process with heterogeneous
target components” [51] (pp. 16–17, translated by the authors), it is obviously difficult to plan and
implement further activities in the field of SD. This problematic situation led to the birth of the
Competence Centre’s research project, “Sustainable Development at the University of Tübingen
(SD@UT)”. With this project, we want to shed light on the following research questions already
mentioned above:
1.
2.
3.

What is the understanding of SD of Tübingen University’s actors who are involved in different
fields of SD?
How and where shall SD be implemented at the University of Tübingen?
What kind of knowledge and which competencies do actors need to implement SD in the areas of
operations, research, governance, transfer, teaching and education, and sustainability reporting?

3.3. Methods
Since our goal was to include as many actors and their perspectives, insights, and knowledge
as possible, a research approach, which is based on a well-differentiated and balanced methodology
is appropriate. According to Mikkelsen, “a wealth of information [is] hidden in a variety of sources” [52]
(p. 87). For this reason, we based our methodology on three columns (see Figure 2). These are desktop
research, questionnaires, and interviews.

Figure 2. SD@UT—Research methodology and research questions.

3.3.1. Desktop Research
One important part of the desktop research was a stakeholder analysis of the actors who are
involved in topics of SD at the university, which we did at the beginning of the research project.
Whether “stakeholder” is or should be a proper category for individuals of different groups at HEIs
shall not be discussed here. We use it as a technical term in a generic sense of social science research,
which, in this case, comprises persons active for SD at our university. We identified all members of the
university who have already taken part in any activities of the Competence Centre or with whom the
Centre has already cooperated. Additionally, we identified individuals who are involved in certain
fields of action, for example, research or administration. However, it was also important to include
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university members who work in overlapping fields, such as the University Library, science didactics,
or the Foreign Language Centre. Finally, we equally set a focus on student groups who want to foster
SD at the university. It was our goal to depict not only the HOCH-N fields of action in our work
but equally to include ‘representatives’ for every SDG. With the help of the stakeholder analysis, we
could identify university members whose opinions and experiences qualified them to be part of our
questionnaire survey. Additionally, a broad literature research and content analysis of these documents
supports and informs the discussions and topics revealed in this article.
3.3.2. Questionnaires
In April and May 2019, the Competence Centre identified 76 stakeholders in the field of SD at the
University of Tübingen. Student initiatives, professionally active persons, and committed individuals,
as well as political groups and representatives of committees were included. Then, the Competence
Centre conducted a survey on the understandings and values of SD amongst this wide range of
stakeholders. The questionnaire has been developed to obtain an insight on actors’ understandings of
and values behind SD. For this reason, we framed two types of questions: First, we directly asked
about understandings of and values behind SD. Second, we had the idea to ask, in an indirect way,
about both of these issues to obtain even more information. We operationalized “values behind SD”
through the reasons to act for SD and “understandings of SD” through activities for SD. In our last
question, we additionally wanted to learn how we, as members of the Competence Centre, could
support the stakeholders with our own further activities. We sent the questionnaire to 76 members of
initiatives and university groups, including students, as well as university employees from the fields of
research, teaching and education, sustainability reporting, transfer, governance, and operations, who
are all working on SD issues. 30 questionnaires were completed and sent back to the Centre, which
corresponds to a return rate of 39.5%. Hence, the Competence Centre is able to provide an overview
of the actors’ understandings of SD and the values behind them. For the analysis of our data, we
extracted the core statements of the questionnaires’ responses, clustered them, and assigned them to
appropriate keywords. We present the results in Section 4.2.
3.3.3. Interviews
In August and September 2019, we conducted six open-guideline face-to-face interviews with
representatives of all six HEI areas introduced by the project HOCH-N: sustainability reporting,
governance, research, teaching and education, transfer, and operations. We chose our interview
partners due to their professional tasks and their personal commitment, as well as their experiences
in the field of SD. The interviews consisted of five open questions and gave much room for the
interviewees’ own perspectives. They were all recorded and transcribed, and took around 10 to 30
min. Our guideline included questions on the importance and necessity of specific knowledge and
competencies for SD for the interviewees themselves, other university stakeholders involved in actions
for SD, as well as stakeholders who are not active in any area of SD.
We analyzed our data conducting a qualitative content analysis. Our analysis was summarized in
categories which we supported by extracted quotes of our interviewees. With the help of our categories
and the quotes, we were able to learn in detail about the interviewees’ perspectives on their own
knowledge and competencies, as well as on knowledge and competencies they wished others to have,
who (do not yet) act for SD. We present the interviews’ results in Section 4.3.
4. Results
In the following chapter, we first present the status quo of SD actions and institutionalization at
the University of Tübingen. Second, we present the questionnaires’ findings and demonstrate how
they are connected to the Brundtland understanding of SD. Finally, we explain which knowledge and
competencies actors need, who are involved in fostering SD at the University of Tübingen, according
to our interviewees.
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However, before we do so, we present some results of the stakeholder analysis of the actors who
are involved in topics of SD at the University of Tübingen.
4.1. Stakeholder Analysis: Actors Involved in Topics of Sustainable Development
Since the University of Tübingen is one of the eleven HEIs, which are involved in the research
project HOCH-N and, at the same time, the Competence Centre is set up to implement SD in all parts
of the university—striving for a whole-institution approach—we analyzed the measures, which many
stakeholders take at the University of Tübingen, to foster SD. Then, we closely considered future
potentials in each field of action for the realization of SD at the University of Tübingen.
An analysis of all the fields of action and activities, which stakeholders carry out on behalf of SD
at the University of Tübingen, is a challenge in itself and necessarily demands an own research project.
For this reason, our analysis is not exhausted and only represents exemplary activities. Table 1 lists
some results of our analysis.
Table 1. SD activities at the University of Tübingen.
Field of Action

Exemplary Activities Carried Out at the University of Tübingen
1.

Research

2.
3.

Teaching and Education

1.
2.
3.

Operations

Governance

Sustainability reporting

1.
2.

ESD certificate program “Studium Oecologicum” [56].
Courses for students of Environmental Biotechnology: “Sustainable
Environmental Biotechnology Systems” [57].
Series of lectures “Gender Justice in Muslim-Christian Readings” [58].

3.

Several rewards as “Recycling paper friendly HEI” [59].
University members who come to work by e-bike can charge them for
free [60].
The university is using 100% eco-electricity [61].

1.
2.

The Advisory Board for Sustainable Development [62].
Representatives of the student body in the Advisory Board for SD [63].

1.

The University of Tübingen is certified and managed according to the
EMAS standards since 2011 [64].
The Competence Centre has, together with 11 other German
universities, applied a beta version of the HS-DNK [65].
Every year, the university’s environmental manager publishes the
environmental declaration [66].

2.
3.

1.
2.
Transfer

Research project: “GLOBUS—Reconsidering European Contributions
to Global Justice” [53].
Institute of Evolution and Ecology: main topics: climate change,
invasive species, land use and species diversity et al. [54].
Collaborative Research Centre SFB 923: “Bedrohte Ordnungen” [55].

3.
4.

The university is a member of the “Action alliance for a low-waste
Tübingen” and supports the ReCup system [67].
The student initiative “Papierpilz” recycles single-sided printed
paper [68].
The Faculty of Humanities has university branches in Kyoto, Seoul,
and Peking [69].
Sustainability Lecture and Sustainability Award for Bachelor and
Master thesis [70,71].

In summary, different measures to realize SD on the different levels of the university are set in
practice. Some are already institutionalized to a high degree (e.g., the university’s EMAS certification
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or the Advisory Board for SD) others are project-based activities (e.g., GLOBUS), which will come to
an end. All in all, we found that many activities are carried out due to the personal commitment of
individual university members. However, to successfully anchor SD on all levels of the university, this
commitment has to spill over and every stakeholder of the university has to be committed to SD.
According to Niedlich et al. [72] (p. 3), a HEI needs to change its institutional culture if SD shall be
put in practice because SD affects the whole HEI as an organization. They identified four categories of
organizational culture as key areas for SD governance at a HEI. We emphasize the fourth, highlighting
the importance of a “holistic governance covering all core areas of higher education institutions—teaching,
research, operations and outreach” [72] (p. 4). With our findings, we are able to support this argument
since it is crucially important for a HEI that the goal to realize SD at the whole university level is
commonly pursued bottom-up and top-down.
4.2. The Understanding of Sustainable Development at the University of Tübingen, the Values Behind it, and
the Interconnection to the Brundtland Report
4.2.1. Understandings of Sustainable Development at the University of Tübingen
As mentioned above, the Competence Centre has assembled the first university-wide
understandings of SD according to the questionnaires’ results. Of course, this understanding needs
to be reworked and discussed continuously, since foci could change and perspectives are renewed
due to new stakeholders, who will join the area of SD at the university. In its mission statement, the
University of Tübingen affirms the “maxim of sustainable development” and “regards sustainability as an
integral part of research and teaching” [73] (translated by the authors). Provided with this framework, it is
essential for all members of the university to understand what SD means.
The Competence Centre’s understanding of SD is based on the Brundtland Report of 1987, which
also was mentioned several times in the questionnaires. For this reason, we will use it as the core
meaning. As outlined above, SD means a development, which “meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” [5] (p. 16). At the same time, this
development has to and can only happen within the scope of limited technical possibilities and finite
natural resources [5]. The three-pillar model of SD is very common and well-known (see Section 2.1),
and reasonably criticized by many scholars [13,16,74,75]. As well, in our perspective, it is not suitable
for several reasons: (i) It does not depict the complexity of the SD understanding mentioned above,
(ii) it ignores exactly those interdependencies between the three pillars of economy, ecology, and society,
causing most of the problems and difficulties related with SD, and (iii) it is a static model, which does
not demonstrate the process-oriented nature of SD. This theoretical frame of SD has been communicated
by the Competence Centre on many occasions, e.g., the networking days “nachhaltig@UniTuebingen”.
During the questionnaires’ analysis, we assigned the core statements of the SD understandings to
the key words, which are illustrated in Table 2.
Table 2. Understandings of SD at the University of Tübingen.
Key Word(s)
Consumption
Education,
consciousness,
sensitization

Number of Different
Statements

Key Word(s)

Number of Different
Statements

5

Others

2

14

Preservation of resources

16

Infrastructure

3

Justice
Levels of SD
Management

10
14
7

Protection, avoidance of
damages, preservation
Structures and processes
Theoretical basis
Transfer, realization

10
4
2
10
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In the following, we summarize, categorize, and reproduce the questionnaires’ answers on the
understandings of SD.
In the questionnaires, stakeholders mentioned several levels of SD; one of them is the personal
dimension. At this level, we have the opportunity to change our own lifestyle and influence SD.
The societal dimension connects individual and collective actions and brings forward society as well
as its processes. Additionally, SD is to be realized on the professional, the institutional, and the
political levels where aspects of development politics have to be integrated as well. At the global level,
inequalities between humans should be reduced to make the world a better place. Overall, the world
should become more just, and inter- and intragenerational interests have to be considered, as well as
distributive justice and equality of opportunities. If people pay attention to the environment and all
living creatures around them, the highest well-being and the best quality of life for every living being
will be achieved.
SD can be realized if people are educated for and sensitive to, as well as conscious of, aspects of
SD. These statements are important for HEIs and their research, education, and teaching spheres.
Another important aspect which contributes to SD is the conservation and protection of natural
resources. Especially the responsible use of resources, the reduction of pollutant emissions, recycling,
and the consequences of livestock farming for the use of resources and human health are important
points to consider. The continuous protection of biodiversity and the diversity of species result
in resistant ecosystems, which will contribute to the protection of our climate. According to the
questionnaires, it is equally important to reduce climate change and to consider the interests of all
non-human animals to avoid damages for the environment and nature.
Another aspect is the role of companies, which strive for the common good, and of managers,
who use their scope of action for responsible decisions. Furthermore, it is urgent for the economic
sector to take its responsibility seriously and to implement CSR strategies such as people, planet &
profit (see John Elkington, who introduced the term “triple bottom line” in 1994. Further information on
what he thinks today are accessible online [76]). The optimization of processes and the consideration
of consequences on other regions of the world and future generations contribute to SD, too.
The last aspect, continuously mentioned in the questionnaires, evolves around the individual.
Everyone can be a role model, who critically reflects on topics of SD, and thinks of consequences for
his/her everyday life, acts responsibly, as well as motivates others. Part of it is certainly to question our
own consumption of food and all other products, to live sufficiently, and to avoid a large ecological
footprint. Finally, mobility needs to shift from the individual to the public level to create and establish
an infrastructure for sustainable actions—not only in the sense of mobility.
4.2.2. Values behind Sustainable Development
The answers, which dealt with the values people associate with SD, were as various as the answers
which were given to explain the understandings of SD. Figure 2 gives an overview of the statements
on SD values. Some of the values are not values in the classical, philosophical and sociological
understandings. For this reason, the key words we assigned them to are not values in this sense. From
our perspective, it was crucial not to understand the answers too conceptually because we want every
member of the university to find her/his opinion at least partly reflected.
The core value is a “good life for everybody”. It is the basis for all other values and, at the same time,
refers to the Brundtland Report’s moral background of SD (see Figure 3). Values, which we assigned to
the key word justice, seem to be an important contribution to such a good life. They rank from social
justice, to generational and environmental justice, up to global justice and solidarity.
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Figure 3. Values behind SD; results of the questionnaires.

The key word fairness summarizes values, such as equality and equal rights for men and women.
These values show an overlapping in terms of content with justice and structures, especially social
security. Other values we assigned to structures are structural change, processuality, movement, and
dynamics. In addition to these values, which are based on change, there were also answers pointing to
resilience and consistency.
There is a strong relation between the key concepts justice, structures, and esteem. However,
values, assigned to esteem have a broader meaning and include respect for all forms of life and nature.
Cultural openness can be attributed to these values as well.
We differentiated values assigned to the key concepts structures, esteem, and future. Here, we
include durability, the inclusion of long-term consequences and potential, as well as a future-orientation.
Future generations play an important role in this cluster, as do challenges, with regard to the future.
There are also values, which are closer related to social action: solidarity, reciprocity, fraternity,
compassion, and peace which show the importance of own behavior towards fellow humans (global,
current, and in the future).
Closely related to these values are the ones we assigned to responsibility. The scope of responsibility
includes nature, environment, as well as future generations, and equally focusses on the present and
the future.
The key word ethical practice summarizes answers which are strongly directed towards reflexive
actions and which emphasize specific ethical and moral components of SD. Part of these are truthfulness,
the ability to criticize oneself, and reflection, as well as ethics as the capability to include the others’
needs and to act ethically. The value “not live beyond our means” is equally part of ethical practice and,
at the same time, is the link to sufficiency. Here, we included satisfaction, modesty, as well as slowing
down. The cluster of sufficiency is closely related to values we assigned to the key word economy.
Those emphasize economic aspects and include profitability, public welfare or a full cost accounting
for every product. A minimum wage for all employees, as well as fair pricing of loans, link to fairness
and justice.
Equally, the concept of “buen vivir” [77] has been mentioned several times. “Buen vivir” originates
in Latin America and is a concept for development, giving nature an intrinsic value and highlighting
the importance of togetherness of all living beings. We summarized this life in balance with nature and
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society, and added the Western notion “humankind as part of the ecosystem” as well as the sustainable
protection of all living creatures, due to their own value of life (for their own sake). This value shows
the interconnection to the key words of protection.
Answers we assigned to protection include health, the environment, as well as the protection of
nature and climate. The preservation of an environment, which is worthwhile to live in and is capable
to live for itself, is closely connected to the protection of resources and resource neutrality. These are
part of the key word resources.
We summarized other crucial values to the key word knowledge. These values deal with prudence,
care, and mindfulness, as well as consciousness of and education for a careful use of natural resources,
for instance. In our opinion, key words as ethical practice, resources, and protection can only be
rationalized and then realized, if people know the necessary facts. To take a step further and turn
this knowledge to action, everybody needs fun and a personal vocation, which we listed with the key
word motivation.
4.2.3. What about the Brundtland Concept of SD?
In summary, there are three key words amongst the answers on understanding of SD, which are,
as well, reflected in the values behind SD. These red threads are justice, (preservation of) resources and
protection (avoidance of damages, preservation). We summarized them in Table 3.
Table 3. Results of the questionnaires, red threads of SD.
Understandings of SD
[Number of Statements]

Key Word(s)

Values Behind SD
[Number of Statements]

10
16
10

Justice
(preservation of) Resources
Protection (avoidance of damages, preservation)

4
3
9

The statements, which we assigned to these key words, show a high divergence in numbers
between understandings of and values behind SD. In the category ‘understandings of SD’, justice,
preservation of resources, and protection (avoidance of damages, preservation) include the most
(resources) and third most mentioned statements (others). The category ‘values behind SD’ includes
the third most mentioned statements on protection. However, justice and resources show the second
and third lowest numbers. In the case of ‘justice’, this is due to the fact that we assigned slightly
different statements to the key words ‘fairness’ and ‘ethical practice’. Nevertheless, these keywords
cover similar statements. If we summed them up to the statements of ‘justice’, this conceptual cloud
would include the highest number of statements (17). The same applies to ‘resources’, which have
often been associated with ‘future’. If we summed up both numbers of statements, we had the number
of 14, which, would be the second highest after the ‘justice cloud’.
Since these keywords are represented in the Brundtland understanding of SD as well, we shortly
demonstrate how the UN linked justice, resources, and protection to SD. For instance, humanity
shall ensure that development is sustainable to meet “the needs of the present without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” [5] (p. 16). Hence, SD is based on the values
of inter- and intragenerational justice. Furthermore, the world’s poor should “get their fair share of
resources” [5] (p. 16), which clearly links justice to the distribution of resources. Additionally, according
to Brundtland, injustice and environmental degradation as well as poverty and conflict “interact in
complex and potent ways” [5] (p. 240), which illustrates again the importance to protect and preserve
nature and environment. Only if both are not exploited to a non-renewable degree can intragenerational
justice be realized. Additionally, the normative claim of justice does not go hand in hand with the
three-pillar model of SD but demands an integrative understanding of SD, which we want to realize
with the whole-institution approach.
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For this reason, our research confirms the suggestion to explicitly use the Brundtland understanding
of SD for the whole University of Tübingen.
4.3. Which Knowledge and Competencies are Needed to Realize SD in the University of Tübingen? Transfer of
Knowledge—Results of the Interviews
The project SD@UT does not merely analyze the status quo of differing understandings (see
Section 4.2.1) and the institutionalization of SD in the University (see Section 4.1). The main goal is to
identify concrete measures of how SD comes into practice and how these measures can be optimized.
One of the core elements in the understanding of Sustainable Development in the scientific and political
discourse is the idea that—besides society and politics—each individual can and should take action to
change “unsustainable” conditions and behaviors [11,78]. This requirement was also mentioned in our
questionnaires on understandings and values of SD. However, from our point of view, it could be a
challenge for each individual to actively involve in practicing SD. It is our hypothesis that actors need
appropriate knowledge and necessary skills and competencies to act for SD. For this reason, it might
be difficult for those who do not possess—or at least think they do not possess—adequate knowledge
or competencies to engage in these activities. To learn if our hypothesis was right or wrong and to
obtain insights in knowledge and competencies, stakeholders needed to act for SD working in the six
different fields of action at the University of Tübingen, where we carried out six interviews, each with
one representative of one field of action.
4.3.1. Proof of the Hypothesis
With the help of the interviews, we wanted to gain more and deeper insights into competencies
and knowledge, which are needed to actively foster SD in the context of a university.
All six interviewees agreed on our assumption that specific knowledge and competencies are
needed to set SD in practice at all levels of a university. Two of them explained that this particular
knowledge can be learnt and accumulates over time. One said that a certain (scientific) background
would help and ease this learning process. This knowledge depends, on the one hand, on the field of
action the person is fostering measures to act for SD. On the other hand, it depends on the goals which
are to be achieved.
4.3.2. Knowledge and Competencies for Each Field of Action
There is specific knowledge, which all representatives have, and competencies they need in their
individual field of action.
In the area of sustainability reporting, it is important to know the organizational structures of
the university to detect connecting and, maybe, leverage points. Another essential competence is
communication with different players at the university and networking with local groups and other
HEIs, which implies not only psychological but also strategic competencies. Additionally, it is crucial
to strengthen the intrinsic motivation of the university’s members and to always keep on maintaining
their interest in processes connected to SD. The interviewee feels that these points are important “that
something happens here in the form of concrete projects” (interview sustainability reporting, min. 04:04,
translated by the authors).
The interviewee from the field of governance laid emphasis on the competence to transfer
knowledge and to network. It is important to know how to communicate with different stakeholders of
the university and to keep on bringing SD topics to the table, which needs courage and diplomatic skills.
In the context of teaching and education, knowledge on topics of SD is essential. For scientific
teachers, it is important to be open and to accumulate new knowledge on SD. Another point the
interviewee mentioned is to integrate knowledge of the teacher’s own research into the seminars. The
interaction with scientific colleagues, who are working on similar topics, is an important aspect as well.
The representative person of the field of operations said it is important to learn from scientific
disciplines, especially psychology and empirical cultural studies, how to motivate all members of
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the university to feel responsible and to not forget the bigger picture. For this field of action, it is
important to have the competencies to initiate bottom-up processes and to be involved with student
representatives. They are the ones who are able to influence their fellow students and confront them
with their own actions’ consequences. For this reason, it is essential to network and see synergies, and
especially to cooperate with other stakeholders, who are interested in similar topics: “Those people
are everywhere, and if you join them and you work together you really can achieve something” (interview
operations, min. 16:35, translated by the authors). Another crucial point is to be ambitious and set
high goals.
In the field of research, the interviewee told us that it is important to develop an own understanding
of SD and to gain knowledge on the planetary boundaries of the earth. Then, there are thematic
foci an SD scientist can carry out research for, such as climate change, loss of biodiversity or nuclear
disarmament. These topics all have practical implications and have to be worked on since they are
crucial for the survival of humanity. For this reason, a researcher has to prioritize to actively work on
them and not solely discuss them theoretically.
Finally, the representative of the field of transfer laid emphasis on the knowledge of what SD is,
and how structures and contexts of SD work in a university. For transfer, it is important to listen to each
other carefully and to bring together different ideas as well as to integrate them into concrete projects.
Additionally, there is the point of courage to foster topics, which may not be valued by many other
actors in society, and to show an intrinsic motivation for change. In the end, for transfer, it is essential
to be able to renounce decent things in life and to enjoy challenging oneself, and trying things out.
All interviewees agreed that the knowledge and the competencies they mentioned are finally not
specific for the field of SD. On the contrary, people who own these competencies are able to work
more productively because “these are basic things you need and they are not necessarily related to Sustainable
Development. They are connected to SD, but actually these are human and social competencies you have to
own in general” (interview sustainability reporting, min. 06:14, translated by the authors). Another
interviewee added that these competencies fit into her desired ideal conception of humans and do not
depend on SD.
4.3.3. Knowledge and Competencies to Foster SD in General at a HEI—What Do We Have, What Do
We Need?
When we asked the interviewees about the specific knowledge and competencies members of the
university involved in fostering SD should have, we received numerous and varying responses.
The person from the field of sustainability reporting emphasized that, on the one hand, a person’s
interest in support processes is more important than the competencies s/he owns. Especially students
need—and do have—motivation to change things. On the other hand, expert knowledge is needed to
successfully carry out specific projects.
In the field of governance, it is crucial to find suitable arguments and to know that topics of SD
are a red thread, which runs through the whole university. Additional essential competencies are
the awareness of other people’s needs and interests, as well as the ability to (empathically) deal with
other people.
The representative of teaching and education told us that transdisciplinarity is a key aspect of
education for SD. People need a sense of responsibility to see and understand the damages their actions
are causing: “People need to understand that it is their business!” (interview teaching and education, min.
09:07, translated by the authors). On all levels of the university where people make important decisions,
they need to understand the financial consequences of non-sustainable management. Additionally,
decision-makers need to perceive and understand the responsibility of a university.
In the field of operations, this sense of responsibility is a crucial point as well. However, it is not
only the responsibility of the institution university but also a responsibility for the university. For
instance, teaching staff should feel positive about being able to use the university’s infrastructure, such
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as rooms, and should have an interest for their students to leave these rooms clean. Then, all members
of the university should feel the task to foster SD in society and to act as key agents for SD.
For the area of research, expert knowledge on topics concerning the environment or ecology is
essential. Another crucial point is to include non-scientific actors in the sense of transdisciplinary
practice and research.
The representative for the field transfer appreciates the ability to first think in a utopic way and,
in a second step, think realistically. All university members should be courageous and think big to not
restrict themselves during the search for new ideas and solutions. In discussions, the abilities to focus
on the topic and to set back one’s own questions and interests are very important. This point is related
to the competence of being neutral, having self-regulatory skills, and being disciplined.
The last question dealt with the competencies our interviewees have themselves and wished for
others, who are not involved in SD activities (yet).
In the area of sustainability reporting, clearly the competence to network and bring knowledge
together is key. The representative of governance mentioned characteristics such as motivation,
perseverance, the ability to network, and being open-minded. In the area of teaching and education,
others should be able to think things together, to broaden their own horizon, and not to remain in
rigid structures. She wishes for every member of the university to know and understand “that every
action [they take] here may have a consequence somewhere else” (interview teaching and education, min.
16:49, translated by the authors). The interviewee of the field of operations said that she would like all
members of the university to get in touch with others to network and to learn continuously. Another
wish she had was to recognize the enrichment of the whole process and to experience moments of
happiness when they go through this transformation: “I really wish people that they can integrate this
[SD] into their lives and experience what I experience, how nice it can be!” (interview operations, min. 23:50,
translated by the authors). The representative of the area of research mentioned a cooperative and
friendly attitude, fairness, as well as the will to work together. He appreciates the exchange with
colleagues in order to learn from each other. Finally, the interviewee from the field of transfer wishes
everybody to recognize their own privileges and to reflect on the consequences their actions have for
planet earth. No member of the university should stay alone and think of how it will be possible to
pass on his or her knowledge to others. In closing, she wishes that everybody had the willpower to
change something in every area of his or her own life.
4.3.4. Knowledge and Competencies to Foster SD at a HEI—What Do We Learn?
In summary, all interviewees agreed to our assumption that specific knowledge and competencies
are needed to set SD in practice at all levels of a university. There is specific knowledge all representatives
have and there are competencies they all need in their individual field of action: networking, keeping
sight of the big picture, interaction, and cooperation are the red threads through all the fields of
action. This finding is supported by Rieckmann [36] (p. 133), who identified a set of twelve key
competencies for SD which include (i) the “competency for cooperation in (heterogeneous) groups”,
(ii) the “competency for systemic thinking and handling complexity”, and (iii) the “competency for
empathy and change of perspective”.
Hence, on the one hand there are basic competencies, which are needed in all areas of a university
as well as specific knowledge and abilities. On the other hand, all interviewees agreed on the fact that
the knowledge and competencies, which they need for their own field of action, are not specific SD
competencies but facilitate work in general and social abilities people need.
As we view it, this is not as surprising as it seems at first sight. First, the goal in SD every
interviewee is striving for is a very broad one. The field of governance did not define it (yet) and the
University of Tübingen does not own an explicit sustainability strategy. Consequently, all actors, who
are involved in the field of SD, follow their own SD understanding. This is not necessarily ‘good’ or
‘bad’—on the one hand, one could easily lose the big picture; on the other hand, every individual has the
freedom to engage actively in his or her favorite topic. Since SD is a process of societal transformation,
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the interviewees mentioned knowledge and competencies, which “are somehow helpful for transformation
of any kind, or for structural change of any kind” (interview transfer, min. 15:33, translated by the authors).
Recently, Niedlich et al. [72] found out that there are significant differences in the conception of SD at
the eleven German HEIs they examined. This is due to the lack or existence of a common understanding
of SD and an SD mission statement, the way SD discussions are handled and communicated into a
HEI, as well as the focus of the SD definition and the targeted SD dimensions [72] (p. 9). For most
HEIs Niedlich et al. studied, it is a major challenge to establish a whole-institution approach to SD
governance [72] (p. 10). Therefore, it is not surprising that the University of Tübingen, as one of the
HOCH-N collaboration partners, provides an example for a HEI which holds no commonly shared
conception of SD, and which seems to struggle to find its way to SD governance.
Additionally, the goals are to connect actors and to think of the big picture, as well as to understand
the university structures demand for the necessary system, target, and transformation knowledge.
According to our interviewees, they have the necessary system and transformation knowledge, or they
know with whom they could collaborate to incorporate it. The necessary target knowledge for the
specific actions of individuals or groups is also largely available. What is lacking is the target and,
even more so, transformative action knowledge to jointly achieve the big picture—a more sustainable
university. It is obviously difficult for all members of the university to acquire this kind of knowledge,
if there is no sustainability strategy, which leads to a common goal and roadmap, and no statement
to explain the university’s understanding of SD. Hence, the actors cannot acquire the lacking target
knowledge. For this reason, it is even more difficult for them to define necessary competencies they
would need. Again, especially for HEIs, it is of utmost importance to understand that knowledge alone
will not lead to successful action. Consequently, they mention broader transformation competencies,
acting within their own scope, and planning their own actions and activities.
It would be the university’s next task to set up an SD-strategy which is (i) explicitly based on the
SD understanding following the Brundtland Commission [5], and (ii) will be specified in a participatory
process to be organized by the Competence Centre. Then, the university could profit even more from
its motivated members, who have the willpower to change something.
5. Discussions and Outlook
We have shown that the understandings of and values behind SD in the scientific and political
discourse, as well as at the University of Tübingen, are diverse. However, we were able to demonstrate
how actors’ understandings and the values behind them at the University of Tübingen are in accordance
with the Brundtland understanding of SD. We also showed that at the University of Tübingen many
actors already fill the fields of action to foster SD. Nevertheless, there is much room to strengthen and
improve activities and their output, as well as to give actors the support and freedom they need to
strengthen SD at the University of Tübingen. Finally, we were able to demonstrate that both knowledge
and competencies are fundamental to act for SD. Since the University of Tübingen has not yet made an
explicit statement on its understanding of SD, it appears to be difficult for the actors to acquire specific
knowledge to reach SD for the whole university. For this reason, they possess broad knowledge and
competencies, which are crucial to any process of transformation.
Even though existing scientific studies put their focus on teaching staff and not the whole HEI
as a unity fostering SD (see Section 2.2), some of our findings on the understandings of SD match
these studies’ results. Two important issues that were raised repeatedly in the literature [17–20,22]
were ‘(natural/ecological/environmental) resources’ and ‘(inter- and intragenerational) justice’. In our
questionnaires’ responses, these keywords were raised as well. However, the understandings of SD at
the University of Tübingen are far more distinct and nuanced. We assume this is firstly due to the fact
that we concentrated on stakeholders who are already involved in thematic fields of SD, and secondly,
because we included university members of all fields of action carrying out a research based on the
whole-institution approach (see Section 2.3).
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In general, we are able to assign the understandings of and values behind SD of stakeholders at
Tübingen University to the different contexts and levels of politics, philosophy, and personality, as well
as to existing models (see Section 2.1). For instance, they refer to the Brundtland Report (political level),
the three pillars model (models), responsible behavior (personal level), and thematic issues related to
the ‘good life’ (philosophical level).
Existing research on university members’ competencies for SD equally sets a focus on the field
of Education for SD (see Section 2.4). Literature on research for SD competencies at the whole HEI,
including different fields of action, does not seem to exist yet. With our results, we demonstrate existing
similarities in the perceptions of university members of (i) competencies being key in Education for
SD and ii) competencies our interviewees mentioned to be important for setting SD in practice at the
whole university level (see Section 4.3.4). As we have outlined, we started from the perspective of
a whole-institution approach at the University of Tübingen and combined it with a research project
that searches for key actors’ understandings and values of SD, as well as the competencies and the
knowledge to set SD in practice. With this particular approach, we aimed at looking at the University
of Tübingen as a whole. Therefore, our perspective was broad enough to consider all relevant fields
of action. At the same time, our perspective was narrow, as we concentrated only on one HEI. For
this reason, we cannot simply transfer our results and the approach we chose to other HEIs, although
many of our findings resonate very much with shared experiences at other HEIs, e.g., in the HOCH-N
network. This is, firstly, because we only asked and interviewed actors at the university that already
had a relation to SD. It will be more representative to widen this perspective and include actors who
are not yet involved in SD activities. However, this could be the next step for further research.
Secondly, our approach is a special one since, as of now, the University of Tübingen practices
SD within ongoing research, education and teaching, and management. Other HEIs emphasize
establishing a specific sustainability science or focus on transfer. This means that they act in different
contexts with, surely, other settings, opportunities, and results. Thirdly, the German landscape of HEIs
is diverse and ranges from comprehensive universities (as Tübingen) and Technical Universities to
application-oriented Applied Sciences Universities (Fachhochschulen) and Universities of Teaching
(Pädagogische Hochschulen). Following Niedlich et al. [72] (p. 13), and Wals [23] (p. 11) we clearly
expect that different orientations of HEIs manifest in different structures. This may result in different
foci of knowledge and competencies that the actors at different HEIs have and need, as the relations of
the different fields of action may also differ. Further research and comparison of the findings might be
very helpful in identifying such differences. As we considered above, the idea of the whole-institution
approach is that actors in different areas of an institution can learn from each other. In broadening
this approach to a, as we want to call it, ‘whole-institutions approach’, different institutions can learn,
likewise, from each other and adopt fruitful measures in fostering SD.
It is also important to point out that not only our research topic is settled on a certain discourse,
but also that the whole discourse itself is a rather Western- or even Germany-centered discourse.
However, there are, of course, other concepts, which emerged in the Global South that could improve
this discourse. Interestingly, even in our questionnaires, some actors referred to such concepts, e.g.,
“buen vivir”, and integrated these concepts into their own understandings and values of SD. Since
SD is a global task, it requires international dialogue [36] (p. 130). Including other concepts broadens
the perspective and prevents the danger of a Westernized, or even neo-colonial, point of view, which
may include more individual-oriented and technocratic aspects than counter-concepts developed in
countries of the Global South. Therefore, these concepts have to be taken into account and the German
and Western scientific discourse on SD still lacks a systematic consideration of them.
In the original outline of our research project, we planned to equally integrate perspectives from
the Global South and, therefore, sent questionnaires to members of the University of Ghana and
the Valley View University in Ghana. Unfortunately, the response rate was very low, so that we
could not take these answers into account. However, we managed to get in contact with the “Clean
Africa e.V.”, an organization that regularly holds summer schools in the Global South, and is right
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now planning a summer school in Ghana with a focus on the whole-institution approach and SD at
Ghanaian universities in summer 2020. We plan the Competence Centre’s participation in this summer
school to get in contact with key actors of universities in Ghana.
Furthermore, the Competence Centre could profit very much from an intense exchange with key
actors at Addis Ababa University in Ethiopia, especially in the person of Professor Workineh Golga
Kelbessa. He has already visited the International Centre for Ethics in the Sciences and Humanities
several times. In October 2018, the Competence Centre and the research project “Energielabor” have
organized a workshop on SD and Environmental Ethics, presenting exemplary perspectives from
Africa and Europe, where Professor Kelbessa was one of the keynote speakers.
Additionally, the Competence Centre was involved in a small research project at Lake Kivu,
Rwanda, in the summer of 2019 [79]. Together with scientists from the Universities of Heidelberg and
Karlsruhe, the Competence Centre examined opportunities to mine methane in Lake Kivu and talked
to involved actors on their understandings of SD, and why this form of energy supply was important
from their perspective.
Following these different measures, which should just serve as illustrations of how to proceed, we
are optimistic that we will manage to integrate perspectives from actors of the Global South in our
findings, also in order to broaden the scope of a sustainable University of Tübingen.
Author Contributions: All authors have read and agree to the published version of the manuscript.
Conceptualization, M.B., K.S. and T.P.; methodology, K.S., M.B.; validation, K.S., M.B. and T.P.; formal analysis, K.S.
and M.B.; investigation, M.B. and K.S.; data curation, K.S. and M.B.; writing—original draft preparation, K.S. and
M.B.; writing—review and editing, M.B., K.S. and T.P.; visualization, K.S.; supervision, T.P.; project administration,
M.B. and K.S.; funding acquisition, T.P. and K.S.
Funding: This research was supported by the Institutional Strategy of the University of Tübingen (Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft, ZUK 63).
Acknowledgments: We want to thank Katharina Wezel, who did an excellent job in analyzing and summarizing
SD activities in each field of action at the University of Tübingen. Thanks to Margarita Berg for very helpful
language editing. Our deepest gratitude goes to our interview partners and all those who were willing to fill in
our questionnaires. We acknowledge support by Open Access Publishing Fund of University of Tübingen. We
thank the editors of this special issue, Inka Bormann and Marco Rieckmann, as well as the reviewers for their
valuable critique and comments.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1.
2.

3.
4.

5.
6.
7.

Thunberg, G. Fridays for Future.
Available online: https://fridaysforfuture.de/ (accessed on
9 September 2019).
Hochschulrektorenkonferenz (HRK)—Die Stimme der Hochschulen. “Hochschulen für nachhaltige
Entwicklung”. Erklärung der Hochschulrektorenkonferenz (HRK) und der Deutschen UNESCO-Kommission
(DUK) zur Hochschulbildung für nachhaltige Entwicklung; Ein Beitrag zur UN-Dekade “Bildung für nachhaltige
Entwicklung”; 2009/2010. Available online: https://www.hrk.de/fileadmin/redaktion/A4/Hochschulen_und_
Nachhaltigkeit_HRK_DUK.pdf (accessed on 21 January 2020).
HOCH-N. Sustainability at Higher Education Institutions: Develop—Network—Report. Available online:
https://www.hochn.uni-hamburg.de/en.html (accessed on 27 August 2019).
Albiez, M.; Herth, C.; Potthast, T. “Art to stay or Coffee to go?”—Nachhaltige Entwicklung lehren und lernen
in der Praxis. In Turn Knowledge Into Action—Service Learning an der Universität Tübingen; Müller, F., Ed.;
TBHD—Tübinger Beiträge zur Hochschuldidaktik (15,2019,1); Universitätsbibliothek Tübingen: Tübingen,
Germany, 2019; pp. 27–32.
World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED). Our Common Future (Brundtland-Report);
WCED: Oxford, London, 1987.
UN Research. UN Documentation: Environment. Available online: https://research.un.org/en/docs/
environment/conferences (accessed on 21 October 2019).
United Nations. Millennium Development Goals. Available online: https://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/
(accessed on 21 October 2019).

Sustainability 2020, 12, 861

8.
9.
10.
11.

12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

26.
27.

28.
29.
30.
31.

21 of 24

United Nations. Sustainable Development Goals. Available online: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/
?menu=1300 (accessed on 13 December 2019).
Jonas, H. Das Prinzip Verantwortung. Versuch einer Ethik für die technologische Zivilisation, 1st Aufl;
Suhrkamp-Taschenbuch 3492; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1979.
Rawls, J. A Theory of Justice, original ed.; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1971.
Parodi, O.; Tamm, K. Personal sustainability: Exploring a new field of sustainable development. In Personal
Sustainability: Exploring the Far Side of Sustainable Development; Parodi, O., Tamm, K., Eds.; Routledge: London,
UK; New York, NY, USA, 2019; pp. 1–17.
Spindler, E.A. Geschichte der Nachhaltigkeit: Vom Werden und Wirken eines beliebten Begriffes. Available
online: https://www.nachhaltigkeit.info/media/1326279587phpeJPyvC.pdf (accessed on 21 October 2019).
Kopfmüller, J.; Brandl, V.; Jörissen, J.; Paetau, M.; Banse, G.; Coenen, R.; Grunwald, A. Nachhaltige
Entwicklung integrativ betrachtet. Konstitutive Elemente, Regeln, Indikatoren; Global zukunftsfähige
Entwicklung—Perspektiven für Deutschland 1; Sigma: Berlin, Germany, 2001.
Ott, K.; Döring, R. Theorie und Praxis starker Nachhaltigkeit, 3rd Aufl.; Beiträge zur Theorie und Praxis starker
Nachhaltigkeit 1; Metropolis: Marburg, Germany, 2011.
Grunwald, A. Nachhaltigkeit verstehen. In Arbeiten an der Bedeutung nachhaltiger Entwicklung; Oekom:
München, Germany, 2016.
Ott, K. Leitlinien einer starken Nachhaltigkeit: Ein Vorschlag zur Einbettung des Drei-Säulen-Modells. GAIA
2009, 18, 25–28. [CrossRef]
Reid, A.; Petocz, P. University Lecturers’ Understanding of Sustainability. High. Educ. 2006, 51, 105–123.
[CrossRef]
Sammalisto, K.; Lindhqvist, T. Integration of Sustainability in Higher Education: A Study with International
Perspectives. Innov. High. Educ. 2008, 32, 221–233. [CrossRef]
Wright, T. University presidents’ conceptualizations of sustainability in higher education. Int. J. Sustain.
High. Educ. 2010, 11, 61–73. [CrossRef]
Wright, T.S.A.; Wilton, H. Facilities management directors’ conceptualizations of sustainability in higher
education. J. Clean. Prod. 2012, 31, 118–125. [CrossRef]
Barth, M.; Rieckmann, M. Academic staff development as a catalyst for curriculum change towards education
for sustainable development: An output perspective. J. Clean. Prod. 2012, 26, 28–36. [CrossRef]
Sammalisto, K.; Sundström, A.; Holm, T. Implementation of sustainability in universities as perceived by
faculty and staff – a model from a Swedish university. J. Clean. Prod. 2015, 106, 45–54. [CrossRef]
Wals, A.E.J. Sustainability in higher education in the context of the UN DESD: A review of learning and
institutionalization processes. J. Clean. Prod. 2014, 62, 8–15. [CrossRef]
Sibbel, A. Pathways towards sustainability through higher education. Int. J. Sustain. High. Educ. 2009, 10,
68–82. [CrossRef]
Pittman, J. Living Sustainability through Higher Education: A Whole Systems Design Approach to
Organizational Change. In Higher Education and the Challenge of Sustainability: Problematics, Promise, and
Practice; Corcoran, P.B., Wals, A.E.J., Eds.; Kluwer Academic Publishers: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2004;
pp. 199–212.
Buckler, C.; Creech, H. Shaping the Future We Want. UN Decade of Education for Sustainable Development
(2005–2014): Final Report; DESD Monitoring and Evaluation; UNESCO: Paris, France, 2014.
Ferreira, J.-A.; Ryan, L.; Tilbury, D. Whole-School Approaches to Sustainability. A Review of Models for Professional
Development in Pre-Service Teacher Education; Australian Research Institute in Education for Sustainability,
Macquarie University: North Ryde, NSW, Australian, 2006.
Mogren, A.; Gericke, N.; Scherp, H.-Å. Whole school approaches to education for sustainable development:
A model that links to school improvement. Environ. Educ. Res. 2019, 25, 508–531. [CrossRef]
Mcmillin, J.; Dyball, R. Developing a Whole-of-University Approach to Educating for Sustainability. J. Educ.
Sustain. 2009, 3, 55–64. [CrossRef]
Littledyke, M.; Manolas, E.; Littledyke, R.A. A systems approach to education for sustainability in higher
education. Int. J. Sustain. High. Educ. 2013, 14, 367–383. [CrossRef]
Disterheft, A.; Azeiteiro, U.M.; Leal Filho, W.; Caeiro, S. Participatory processes in sustainable universities –
what to assess? Int. J. Sustain. High. Educ. 2015, 16, 748–771. [CrossRef]

Sustainability 2020, 12, 861

32.

33.

34.
35.

36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

41.
42.
43.

44.
45.
46.

47.
48.

49.
50.

51.

52.

22 of 24

Lozano, R.; Ceulemans, K.; Alonso-Almeida, M.; Huisingh, D.; Lozano, F.J.; Waas, T.; Lambrechts, W.;
Lukman, R.; Hugé, J. A review of commitment and implementation of sustainable development in higher
education: Results from a worldwide survey. J. Clean. Prod. 2015, 108, 1–18. [CrossRef]
Leal Filho, W.; Wu, Y.-C.J.; Brandli, L.L.; Avila, L.V.; Azeiteiro, U.M.; Caeiro, S.; Madruga, L.R.d.R.G.
Identifying and overcoming obstacles to the implementation of sustainable development at universities.
J. Integr. Environ. Sci. 2017, 14, 93–108. [CrossRef]
Koester, R.J.; Eflin, J.; Vann, J. Greening of the campus: A whole-systems approach. J. Clean. Prod. 2006, 14,
769–779. [CrossRef]
Forschung zu Nachhaltigkeit und Globalem Wandel—Wissenschaftspolitische Visionen der Schweizer Forschenden;
Forum für Klima und Global Change—Schweizerische Akademie der Naturwissenschaften (CASS (Konferenz
der Schweizerischen Wissenschaftlichen Akademien); ProClim (Ed.) CASS/SANW: Bern, Switzerland, 1997.
Rieckmann, M. Future-oriented higher education: Which key competencies should be fostered through
university teaching and learning? Futures 2012, 44, 127–135. [CrossRef]
Wiek, A.; Withycombe, L.; Redman, C.L. Key competencies in sustainability: A reference framework for
academic program development. Sustain. Sci. 2011, 6, 203–218. [CrossRef]
De Haan, G. The BLK ‘21’ programme in Germany: A ‘Gestaltungskompetenz’-based model for Education
for Sustainable Development. Environ. Educ. Res. 2006, 12, 19–32. [CrossRef]
De Haan, G. Bildung für Nachhaltige Entwicklung—ein neues Lern- und Handlungsfeld; UNESCO Heute: Paris,
France, 2006; No. 1; pp. 4–8.
Lozano, R.; Merrill, M.; Sammalisto, K.; Ceulemans, K.; Lozano, F. Connecting Competences and Pedagogical
Approaches for Sustainable Development in Higher Education: A Literature Review and Framework
Proposal. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1889. [CrossRef]
UNESCO. Leitlinien für Wissenschaft für nachhaltige Entwicklung in Forschung und Lehre; (Nichtabschließend
abgestimmte); Arbeitsübersetzung der Deutschen UNESCO-Kommission: Paris, France, 2017.
Hirsch Hadorn, G.; Bradley, D.; Pohl, C.; Rist, S.; Wiesmann, U. Implications of transdisciplinarity for
sustainability research. Ecol. Econ. 2006, 60, 119–128. [CrossRef]
Herth, C.; Petrlic, A.; Potthast, T. Lehre heute für die Herausforderungen von morgen: Studium Oecologicum
und Bildung für Nachhaltige Entwicklung an der Universität Tübingen. In Nachhaltigkeit in der Lehre:
Eine Herausforderung für Hochschulen; Leal Filho, W., Ed.; Theorie und Praxis der Nachhaltigkeit; Springer
Spektrum: Berlin, Germany, 2018; pp. 208–222.
University of Tübingen. Board for SD. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/79228 (accessed on
23 September 2019).
University of Tübingen. EMAS Audit. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/87762 (accessed on
23 September 2019).
Geibel, J. Hochschulen in nachhaltiger Entwicklung. In Zukunftsfähige Hochschulen gestalten: Beispiele des
Gelingens aus Lehre, Forschung, Betrieb, Governance und Transfer, 2nd ed.; Netzwerk, n.e.V., Ed.; Self-Published:
Berlin, Germany, 2018; pp. 6–9.
Competence Centre for Sustainable Development. Network meetings. Available online: https://unituebingen.de/de/93082 (accessed on 24 September 2019).
Competence Centre for Sustainable Development. Studentisches Vernetzungstreffen: “Zukunftsfähige
Uni—One Friday for Future”. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/160369 (accessed on
24 September 2019).
Garnåsjordet, P.A.; Aslaksen, I.; Giampietro, M.; Funtowicz, S.; Ericson, T. Sustainable Development
Indicators: From Statistics to Policy. Environ. Policy Gov. 2012, 22, 322–336. [CrossRef]
Bloemertz, L. Alternativen unseres Ernährungssystems—Strukturierungsmöglichkeiten und Potenziale; Presentation
on the German Congress for Geography; Christian-Albrechts-University of Kiel: Kiel, Germany, 25–30
September 2019.
Vogt, M.; Weber, C.F.; Lütke-Spatz, L.; Von Stecker, C. Transfer für nachhaltige Entwicklung an Hochschulen
(Beta-Version); BMBF-Projekt “Nachhaltigkeit an Hochschulen: Entwickeln–vernetzen–berichten (HOCH-N)”;
HOCH-N: München, Germany, 2018.
Mikkelsen, B. Methods for Development Work and Research: A New Guide for Practitioners; SAGE Publications
India Pvt Ltd.: Panchsheel Enclave, New Delhi, India, 2005.

Sustainability 2020, 12, 861

53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.

60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.

73.
74.
75.
76.

77.

23 of 24

University of Tübingen. GLOBUS—Reconsidering European Contributions to Global Justice. Available
online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/87641 (accessed on 12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. Institute of Evolution and Ecology. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/en/
26486 (accessed on 12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. SFB 923: “Bedrohte Ordnungen”. Available online: https://bedrohte-ordnungen.de/
(accessed on 12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. Studium Oecologicum. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/81653
(accessed on 23 September 2019).
University of Tübingen. Environmental Biotechnology. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/97376
(accessed on 12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. Zentrum für Islamische Theologie. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/
59992?tx_news_pi1[news]=41174 (accessed on 12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. attempto online: Mehrfach ausgezeichnet: Universität Tübingen gilt als
“Recyclingpapierfreundliche Hochschule”. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/62170?tx_news_
pi1[news]=29386 (accessed on 12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. Kostenloser Ladestrom für Pedelecs. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/
95382 (accessed on 12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. Universität Tübingen hat auf Ökostrom umgestellt. Available online:
https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/95382 (accessed on 12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. The Advisory Board for Sustainable Development. Available online:
https://uni-tuebingen.de/en/79228 (accessed on 12 December 2019).
Studentische Vertretung im Beirat für Nachhaltige Entwicklung, Uni Tübingen. Available online:
https://www.facebook.com/StudierendeBeiratNachhaltigkeit/ (accessed on 12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. EMAS an der Universität Tübingen. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/en/
87762 (accessed on 12 December 2019).
Competence Centre for Sustainable Development. Deutscher Nachhaltigkeitskodex (DNK). Available online:
https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/48701 (accessed on 12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. Umwelterklärung 2018. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/en/95382
(accessed on 12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. Gegen die Becherflut und überquellende Mülleimer: ReCup in Tübingen. Available
online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/en/95382 (accessed on 12 December 2019).
Papierpilz. Kreatives Prärecycling. Available online: https://papierpilz.wordpress.com/ (accessed on
12 December 2019).
University of Tübingen. The University branches in East Asia. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/en/
93407 (accessed on 12 December 2019).
Competence Centre for Sustainable Development. Sustainability Lecture. Available online: https://unituebingen.de/de/35885 (accessed on 23 September 2019).
Competence Centre for Sustainable Development. Sustainability Award for Thesis. Available online:
https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/32417 (accessed on 23 September 2019).
Niedlich, S.; Kummer, B.; Bauer, M.; Rieckmann, M.; Bormann, I. Cultures of sustainability governance in
higher education institutions: A multi-case study of dimensions and implications. High. Educ. Q. 2019, 171,
434. [CrossRef]
University of Tübingen. Leitbild. Available online: https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/13046 (accessed on
12 December 2019).
Döring, R.; Ott, K. Nachhaltigkeitskonzepte. Zeitschrift für Wirtschafts- und Unternehmensethik 2001, 2, 315–339.
Paech, N. Nachhaltigkeitsprinzipien jenseits des Drei-Säulen-Modells. Nat. und Kultur 2006, 7, 42–62.
Elkington, J. 25 Years Ago I Coined the Phrase “Triple Bottom Line.” Here’s Why It’s Time to Rethink It.
Available online: https://hbr.org/2018/06/25-years-ago-i-coined-the-phrase-triple-bottom-line-heres-whyim-giving-up-on-it (accessed on 23 September 2019).
Acosta, A. Buen vivir. In Vom Recht auf ein gutes Leben; Oekom: München, Germany, 2015.

Sustainability 2020, 12, 861

78.

79.

24 of 24

Wissenschaftlicher Beirat der Bundesregierung Globale Umweltveränderungen (WBGU). Forschung und
Bildung für die Transformation. Available online: https://www.wbgu.de/fileadmin/user_upload/wbgu/
publikationen/factsheets/fs5_2012/wbgu_fs5.pdf (accessed on 10 October 2019).
Competence Centre for Sustainable Development. Energieerzeugung am Kivu-See. Available online:
https://uni-tuebingen.de/de/164320 (accessed on 23 September 2019).
© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

