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Abstract

Aim: Often, the approach towards entering a path of sustainable develop-
ment is that intervention needs to take place. This may lead to unwanted
side effects. This paper presents ideas for explorative research on campus
sustainability. The aim is to create a basis for developing a methodology for
identifying fragilities, threats to organizational viability and sustainable de-
velopment of the external environment.

Design / Research methods: The ideas presented in this paper were de-
veloped through literature study and discussed during three explorative re-
search workshops organized in May and June 2016 at the WSB University in
Wroctaw (Poland), the University of Sonora (Hermosillo, Mexico) and Siauliai
University (Lithuania). The ideas developed are the basis for future research
on the issue.

Conclusions / findings: The category mistakes, together with issues of the or-
ganization’s cognitive capacity as well as governance, can show the capacity
of universities to identify and deal with unsustainable practices and fragilities
that may threaten its viability. The survey presented and discussed in reflec-
tion papers in this volume will be the base for further research on how to
improve campus sustainability by eliminating unsustainabilities.

Originality / value of the article: While the traditional approach towards
campus sustainability is what action should be undertaken in order to sup-
port this aim, in this paper focus is on what not to do. It can be expected
that this approach leads to less undesired side-effects than an interventionist

approach
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Introduction

The contribution of institutions of
higher education to sustainable de-
velopment has become a field of in-
creasing importance in the discourse
on sustainable development (e.g.
Thomas, Depasquale 2016). The issue
is not only whether an institution of
higher education itself contributes
to sustainability by, for example, in-
creasing energy efficiency, proper
waste management, procurement of
sustainable products, etc. (Sintov et al.
2016), but also whether it has a posi-
tive influence on the social, environ-
mental and economic sustainability
of the external environment (Platje
2015). The approach towards so-called
campus sustainability seems often
to be based on the idea, which also
can be found in business, that activity
has to be undertaken to improve the
situation. In other words, what should
be done in order to create a more sus-
tainable campus and a more sustain-
able society. While reading Nassim
Taleb’s Antifragile (2012), the idea
appeared to look at campus sustain-
ability from an opposite perspective:
what not to do in order to achieve an
improvement (Platje 2015a).
Important for processes supporting
campus viability and sustainability are
learning processes and learning-by-do-
ing. Or better, learning what not to do.
The capacity for creating such know-
ledge, about what not to do in order
to prevent threats to the existence of
the organization and/or its external
environment, may be the bottom-line
of campus sustainability.

As this is a relatively new approach
towards campus sustainability, first
a methodological basis needs to be
established. The aim of this article is
to present ideas regarding the de-
velopment of indicators of campus
unsustainability. These ideas were de-
veloped through literature study and
discussed during three explorative

research workshops organized in May
and June 2016 at the WSB University
in Wroctaw (Poland), the University
of Sonora (Hermosillo, Mexico) and
Siauliai University (Lithuania). Reflec-
tion papers of participants of the three
workshops can be found in the rest of
this special volume of the WSB Univer-
sity in Wroctaw Research Journal. The
ideas developed are the basis for fu-
ture research on the issue.

The article is structured as follows.
First, the general background of the
explorative workshops is provided.
Then, the theoretical background re-
garding notions and theories behind
the development of questions elabor-
ated at the workshop is presented. Af-
ter the discussion of the questionnaire
as well as outcomes of the workshops,
conclusions will be drawn.

General background

The general aim of the explorative re-
search workshop was to discuss and
exchange opinions regarding the con-
tribution of universities to sustainable
development. This should be a start-
ing point for achieving the following
specific aims by way of deeper re-
search in the future:

e Develop indicators measuring or-
ganizational fragility.

e Develop indicators measuring the
fragilization of society by way of an
organization’s functioning.

¢ Create such a set of indicators mak-
ing an international comparison of
universities functioning in a differ-
ent institutional setting possible.

e The indicators should enable the
application of subtractive epis-
temology — eliminate what makes
an organization or its external en-
vironment fragile.

The focus was on identifying fragilities

— weaknesses in the organization or

the system, that can lead to irrevers-

ible losses. This is in particular im-

portant in complex and tightly knit
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systems, where fragilities, bottlenecks,

etc. can lead to chain effects with

unpredictable, irreversible and non-
linear damage due to the strong inter-
connectedness (Perrow 1999, Harford

2011, Taleb 2012).

In the discussion on campus sustaina-

bility and fragility, the following issues

were considered:

e The university as such is a complex
system. However, it is not such
a tightly knit system, that a break
down somewhere in the organiz-
ation will quickly lead to collapse.
In this context, fragilities need
to be identified that threaten the
functioning of the university, but
maybe more important, activities
that fragilize the external environ-
ment, and/or negatively influence
local sustainable development. In
particular indicators should be de-
veloped showing the organization’s
capacity to enable such identifica-
tion of fragilities, learn from mis-
takes and the ability to support
sustainability by elimination of, for
example, bad practice instead of
undertaking interventive action.

e During the workshop, the rel-
evance of different indicators
and statements for identifying
fragilities were discussed. These
indicators and statements were
developed based on theoretical
considerations (a general outline
is presented below) as well as the
guestionnaires filled out by all the
participants in the preparation
phase of the workshop.

The workshop held in May 2016 in

Wroctaw (Poland) was divided into

three sessions The first session, for

which 90 minutes was planned, was
structured as follows.

a. All participants individually filled
out a questionnaire where they
had to assess to what extent they
disagree or agree with statements
in the context of their impression
of their own home university.

b. Then they assessed whether they
consider indicators to be relevant
or irrelevant for the identification
of fragilities.

c. Theindicators assessed as relevant
had then to be assessed on the ser-
iousness and likeliness of threats
for the organizational viability or
the university as well as the sus-
tainability of the external environ-
ment. Focus was on challenges
and threats, as the assumption is
that the bottom-line of viability
and sustainability is survival (lack
of irreversible damage that in-
crease the probability of collapse
scenarios). While opportunities
are for improving viability and sus-
tainability are relevant, they were
not considered in this research
due to the specific methodologic-
al approach — look at what can be
eliminated in order to improve vi-
ability and sustainability.

The following general definitions

were emphasized, that the partici-

pants should keep in mind during the
workshop.

e Organizational viability — the or-
ganization can function and de-
velop without creating weakness-
es and fragilities threatening its
long-term existence.

e Sustainability of the external en-
vironment — to what extent can an
action of the organization related
to the indicator/statement have
a negative impact on the rest of
society.

The second session (90 minutes)
started after a 30 minutes break. The
participants were divided into focus
groups. The aim of the discussions in
the focus groups was:
a. To assess the indicators the individ-
ual participants considered to be irrel-
evant, and exchange opinions on this
issue. Discussion could concern the
correctness of decisions on irrelevancy
of statements, but also focus on devel-
oping new ideas.
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b. To discuss the importance of the
indicators that were considered to be
relevant, and discuss whether some-
thing should be added. In particular
this should concern the indicators of
phenomena that may cause irrevers-
ible damage to organizational viability
and/or the sustainability of the exter-
nal environment.

The third session (90 minutes) was an
open discussion with all participants
on the results of the focus group dis-
cussion, and reflection on the possi-
bility of using the indicators and state-
ments discussed for an international
comparative study on campus viability
and sustainability.

The workshops in Siauliai (Lithuania,
12 students and 6 lecturers engaged
in studies on sustainable business)
and Hermosillo (Mexico, 19 students
and 7 staff members engaged in
a post-graduate sustainability certifi-
cate course) were organized along sim-
ilar lines as the Wroctaw workshop. In
the Wroctaw workshop, a mixed group
of students and staff from a wide range
of countries took part (24 Participants
from Poland, Germany, The Nether-
lands, Mexico, Lithuania, Kazakhstan,
Turkey — 12 lecturers and 12 students).
The participants of the workshops re-
ceived in advance some theoretical
background (described below) in or-
der to get acquainted with the ideas
behind the workshop. This should
lead to a better understanding of the
reasons behind the questions in the
guestionnaire, and make the partici-
pants better prepared for a critical dis-
cussion. The discussion had an open
character, where the organizers did
not intervene in the process.

Some theoretical background -
notions and theories behind the
development of indicators

When assessing fragilities threat-
ening organizational viability and/
or the sustainability of the external

environment, the following issues
should be kept in mind. The bottom
line of viability and sustainability is
survival. In this context, the aim of
science is to eliminate lies, nonsense,
threats to human existence, etc. It is
about eliminating mistakes and prob-
lems that can destroy us, as well as
enabling people, organizations and
society to deal with such mistakes and
problems when they cannot be pre-
vented. This means a change in the
approach as the world is too complex
to engineer top-down. If we under-
take policy, we should know what
not to do. This is related to the idea
that truth is difficult to establish (lack
of information in complex systems),
and policy outcome is difficult or im-
possible to predict due to complexity
related to many potential side effects
(see Kahneman 2011, Taleb 2012).
Furthermore, what is good is probably
more normative than what is bad, and
it tends to be more difficult to obtain
agreement on what is good than what
is bad (Taleb 2012).

This approach requires a change in
the way people think as well as world-
views (mental models), as well as or-
ganizational and societal goals — it is
not about bringing us into heaven, but
keeping us out of hell.> A Leitmotiv of
the approach is: “The road to heaven
may be worse than hell.” So, the basic
idea is that it is better not to inter-
fere with small everyday peoples’
issues. Let them try and error as this
is a source of direct knowledge. How-
ever, be precautious about large scale
top-down experiments as well as top-
down intervention and regulation, as
this tends to have more negative ef-
fects than leaving people free choice.

! This is a paraphrase from Dag Ham-
marskjold, the Secretary-General of the
United Nations from 1953 to 1961, who
said “The UN was not created to take
mankind to heaven, but to save humanity
from hell.” (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Portal:United Nations/Selected quote).
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It is not about choosing a second-best
or optimal solution, but a least bad/
evil or not the worst situation. So, it
is not only about creating safeguards,
buffers, etc. in order to reduce un-
sustainability (and manage negative
Black Swans, discussed below). It also
concerns the acceptance that the
priority should be survival of a system
in order to obtain a kind of sustaina-
bility, while individual mortality is a re-
quirement for system sustainability.
This brings about the problem that in-
dividual casualties are directly visible
and immediately become stories for
people giving them incentives to try
to eliminate these casualties (compare
Kahneman 2011). Top-down interven-
tion often leads to “unexpected side
effects” (Sterman 2000) where costs
are often not considered as they are
indirect, long-term, uncertain, non-
linear and difficult to measure (Kahne-
man 2011, Taleb 2012, Platje 2011). As
mentioned, the bottom-line of sustain-
ability is to prevent complete system
collapse. One approach to this is the
so-called Black Swan Strategy (Taleb
2007, 2012). Preventing the negative
Black Swans to appear, or be ready
to deal with them, and create options
to catch the positive Black Swan.

A negative Black Swan is a low prob-
ability and often unexpected event
that leads to irreversible destruction.
An example is related to the develop-
ment of the Internet and the strong
reliance on IT. Access to the Internet
replaces traditional libraries, changes
traditional ways of administering uni-
versities, etc. The moment that the In-
ternet would break down due to one
or the other reason, society may break
down (see Casti 2013). Internet and IT
has brought huge developmental ad-
vantages and efficiency gains in many
types of business, but society in prob-
ably most of the countries in the world
is so dependent on it, that without the
Internet and IT incredible problems
will appear.

Another example concerns the lack
of students or good lecturers. While
the effects of a demographic boom
or decline on the number of students
can be predicted, it is more difficult
to foresee the demand for individual
study programmes. Here, the ques-
tion appears whether universities
are prepared for such phenomena.
Do they have the resources available
to find new students, start new study
programmes, find new sources of
funding, etc.? While as such not being
a Black Swan, when following the logic
of Taleb (2007), they are a Black Swan
for those who fail to foresee the possi-
bility of such developments. When an
organization lacks cognitive capacity
(Alvesson and Spicer 2012), i.e., reflec-
tivity, justification and substantive rea-
soning, it seems to be more likely that
such negative Black Swans appear.
Generally speaking, slack, redundancy
and buffers are instruments to deal
with negative Black Swans. While
contradicting more traditional ap-
proaches to efficiency, it is a low cost
strategy to prevent collapse. This can
be compared to system theory (Mead-
ows 1998, 1999, Sterman 2000),
where positive feedback loops create
non-linear dynamic effects that can
bring a system out of balance. Re-
ducing slack, redundancy and buffers
may lead to small benefits, with the
threat of irreversible destruction due
to a weakening in an organization or
system. Organizations may reduce
the threat of negative Black Swans by
transferring risks and threats to other
stakeholders, in this way fragilizing the
system in which they function in the
environmental, social and/or econom-
ic sphere, in turn contributing to un-
sustainable development.

A positive Black Swan is a low probabil-
ity and often unexpected event that
leads to very dynamic positive effects
for an organization. This element of
a Black Swan Strategy relies on creating
a wide range of options in order “to be
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there” when, for example, a techno-
logical breakthrough takes place. An
example is companies that invested in
different countries of the former So-
cialist bloc, in order to be there when
a dynamic development would take
place. Another example is companies
that invest little amounts of money in
a wide range of risky ventures. While
the loss may be likely, these losses are
small and do not threaten the exist-
ence of the company. But when one of
the investments works out, this may
be the Goose with the Golden Eggs.
A theoretical problem is that this strat-
egy focuses on innovations that may
bring serious gains to an organization.
However, these innovations as such
may cause serious negative effects,
for example regarding the use of nat-
ural resources or may replace manual
labour, creating structural unemploy-
ment for the less educated. This
focus on technological advance may
lead to permanent exclusion of low
educated manual labourers from the
labour market, as new jobs appearing
can, for example, be robotized (Gates
2014).

When analyzing the positive and nega-
tive Black Swans, the use of system
theory is required. Positive feedback
loops may be triggered by fragilities
that can lead the system to get out of
control, and finally collapse. Another
concept, an institutional equilibrium
(where informal rules, including men-
tal models and worldviews, support
the formal rules of a system (see Platje
2008)) can be used for analysis of the
capability and willingness to think
critically, be open minded, etc. This
can be connected with the concept
organizational stupidity (Alvesson
and Spicer 2012), which embraces
the three mentioned aspects of cog-
nitive capacity: reflectivity, justifica-
tion and substantive reasoning. The
following hypotheses are considered
for the research: a. Lack of cognitive
capacity leads to reduced viability of

10

organizations. b. Lack of cognitive cap-
acity leads to fragilizing behaviour of
organizations which contributes to the
unsustainability of society.

The questionnaire and some results

The questionnaire discussed at the
workshops was the basis for the discus-
sion (for the questions, see the Annex).
The questions were developed based
on the theoretical ideas discussed ear-
lier, as well as open questionnaires
carried out among some scholars and
students from Poland, Germany, Mex-
ico and Denmark. As the groups of par-
ticipants were small and diversified,
the answers as such cannot be ana-
lyzed in detail when aiming at drawing
conclusions. This was not the inten-
tion of the questionnaire. The aim was
to create a basis for discussion, as well
as the reflection papers published in
this special issue. These discussions
and reflections can be helpful for de-
veloping a shorter questionnaire. The
qguestions concerned the following
categories: knowledge and education,
mistakes and learning-by-doing, gov-
ernance, different types of fragilities,
honesty and trust and the job market.
Regarding knowledge and education,
the main issue is whether there is
focus on knowledge creation or not.
When focus is on knowledge creation,
it this knowledge creation focused
on sustainable development? Mis-
takes and learning-by-doing embrace
learning processes enabling the elim-
ination of mistakes, as well as finding
new solutions for problems. It is also
an element of creating knowledge,
and as such related to the category
“knowledge and education.” The aim
of the questions about governance is
to obtain a picture of the strength of
the organization to deal with different
problems, and in combination with
guestions asked in the category “mis-
takes and learning-by-doing” a picture
of the level of cognitive capacity of the
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organization. The questions on differ-
ent types of fragilities aim at finding
out whether there are weak links in
the university organization that can
lead to a crisis, as well as some in-
formation on the university’s impact
on the sustainability of the external
environment. Honesty and trust is
related to the problem of lying and
cheating, which reduces organization-
al viability as well as the probability of
having a positive impact on the sus-
tainability of development (the impact
may rather be the other way round).
Finally, the questions about the job
market focus on the issue whether
knowledge is required for finding and
keeping a job. This is important for in-
ternal incentives for students to study
and obtain knowledge.

The answers to the questions and the
discussion showed a few important
things to be considered for further de-
velopment of indicators of organiza-
tional fragility and the capacity to deal
with such fragilities as well as to elim-
inate different negative impacts on the
external environment. In order to ob-
tain a good picture of fragilities and
the university’s capacity to deal with
sustainability issues, students may be
a limited source of information on,
in particular, governance issues. The
research on fragilities should include
all internal university stakeholders
(administration, lecturers, students,
management) who can shed a light
on different types of fragilities and
may possess different levels of infor-
mation on specific issues.

It may be a good idea to analyze out-
liers in the answers. The statements in
the questionnaire could be assessed
from 7 (strongly agree) to 1 (strong-
ly disagree), while the option “don’t
know” was given. Complete agree-
ment or disagreement may be, for
example, based on knowledge, strong
opinions, over-optimism about some-
thing or blindness to certain problems.
An in-depth interview with these

11

people could possible lead to more
information about potential fragilities.
However, in this case the problem of
lack of anonymousness appears, like-
ly to reduce the response rate while
negatively influencing the honesty of
answers.

In particular, an interesting category
for analysis, besides the mentioned
extremes, is the answer “don’t know”.
There are issues which are difficult
to assess for stakeholders, like the
internal functioning of university
management for new students or
workers. When such a groups of stake-
holders expresses strong opinions
about issues they probably do not pos-
sess much knowledge about, this re-
quires serious deeper research. Also,
strongly differing opinions among dif-
ferent stakeholders about issues like
mistakes and governance can be a sign
that serious fragilities exist in these
areas.

Concluding remarks

While the task during the workshops
was to identify what was not really im-
portant and could be eliminated, focus
remained on what is important and
what action to undertake to support
sustainability. This according to the
idea that most issues are important,
but some are more important than
others. Furthermore, multiple inter-
pretations of the meaning of potential
indicators lead to discussion on the
level of negative impacts of different
phenomena, like lying.

Deeper research on a set of indica-
tors regarding campus sustainability
is required. The question needs to be
addressed whether it will be possible
at all to create such a set of indicators
that makes international comparison
of universities possible. A well-known
issue is that the institutional and
physical environment in which univer-
sities function differ. Regarding out-
come indicators presenting the impact
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on, for example, transport sustainabil-
ity, it will be difficult to compare a uni-
versity in cities relying mainly on road
transport (like Hermosillo) with a city
where public transport is pretty well
developed (Wroctaw). These cities will
be difficult to compare with Amster-
dam, known for the large amounts of
cyclists. Universities also use different
resources and face different climatic
conditions, influencing their resource
intensity. Maybe a starting point for
comparison is at the organizational
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ANNEX — THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Part 1. Please individually fill out the questionnaire and assess to what extent they
disagree or agree with statements in the context of their impression of your own
home university.

Please assess to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements.
Assess from 7 (strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree).?

Knowledge and education

1. The world increases in complexity so fast, that increase in knowledge cannot keep
up.

. It can be very costly to speak the truth at your university.

. Creating knowledge is less important at our university than obtaining a diploma.
. In teaching system approaches are hardly used.

. Knowledge can be obtained when reading summaries of scientific articles.

. Teaching staff considers websites to be a reliable scientific resource.

. Teaching staff considers the Internet to be a reliable source of information.

. The study programme is very business oriented.

. The study programme is very labour-market oriented.

10. The study programme is focused on environmental protection.

11. The study programme is focused on sustainable production and consumption.
12. 1 haven’t got the slightest idea what sustainable development means.

OCooNOTULP~WN

Mistakes and learning-by-doing

13. Critique from students / teachers is ignored by the university management.

14. Students at our university ask a lot of questions during classes.

15. Teachers at our university appreciate students asking questions during classes.
16. At our university mistakes are considered a deviation that should be punished.
17. There is hardly any information available about mistakes made by the university
authorities.

18. The majority of our lecturers classes are less useful than reading the textbook.
19. At my university, it is better not to make a mistake, as at least it leads to incon-
veniences with the boss / teacher.

2 Also the option ,,don’t know” was provided.

13
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20. When making a mistake, people often get angry at our university.

21. A failure in a research project financed by the government can lead to lack of
funding in the future.

22. We do not talk about mistakes at our university.

23. When making a mistake at our university, in general there is a positive atmosphe-
re to find a solution.

24. Mistakes can be made because rules at the university are flexibly enforced.

Governance

25. There is a lot of secrecy at our university.

26. It is possible to doubt / criticize about management ideas / decisions at our
university.

27. There are many closed networks of family and friends at our university.

28. Changes in the rules at our university are openly discussed.

29. It is common that questions are asked and discussions take place during mee-
tings with the university authorities.

30. There is a large group of “untouchables” at our university.

31. The university authorities and decision makers often provide reasons and expla-
nations for their decisions.

32. Labour unions have a lot of influence at our university.

33. The employment of lecturers depends on relations with family and/or friends.
34. There is a small powerful group at our university that heavily influences policy.
35. There is a lack of access to information at my university.

36. There is a huge political pressure on the selection of the rector, deans etc.

37. At our university there is much corruption.

38. There are a lot of conflicts at my university.

39. There are different strong groups struggling and quarreling at our university.
40. The flow of information between workers at our University is a mess.

41. Organizationally, our university is functioning very well.

42. In general, there are too many changes at our University, and too little time
to introduce and manage these changes.

43. The management style of our University is authoritarian.

44, The organizational structure of our university is very centralized.

Different types of fragilities

45. Firing the least capable half of the professors would certainly improve the qua-
lity of research at our university.

46. Firing the least capable half of the academic teachers would certainly improve
the quality of teaching at our university.

47. Our university has a negative impact on sustainable development.

48. Our university has a negative impact on urban development.

49. There are a few professors and/or academic teachers without whom the quality
of education would drop significantly.

50, There are a few professors and/or academic teacher whose leaving would signi-
ficantly improve the quality of teaching.

51. If all our teaching staff would leave, and be replaced by other teachers/lecturers,
this would not lead to a deterioration of the quality of teaching.

52. There are too few parking lots at my university.

53. There is a huge political pressure on the contents of the study programme.

54. Things are so bad at our university, that it cannot get worse.

55. Science at our university contributes to sustainable development.
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56. There is a lot of administrative support for developing grants for funding of re-
search projects.

57. Our university is very heavily dependent of a few people obtaining most of the
external financial resources / grants.

58. Informational problems in combination with the complexity of our University
organization can lead to a serious threat to the existence or functioning of our Uni-
versity in the future.

59. Our IT personnel can be easily replaced at our University.

60. Our IT personnel is crucial for the functioning of our university.

61. Our University tries to reduce the cost of teaching too much (less teaching hou-
rs, employment of free lancers, etc.).

62. There is a lack of knowledge of foreign languages among supporting staff (e.g.
security workers) and technical staff, which creates danger for foreign students in
case of an emergency.

Honesty and trust

63. Lecturers at our university are in general honest.

64. Professors at our university are in general honest.

65. Administrative workers at our university are in general honest.

66. University management (rectors, deans) at our university is in general honest.
67. People are in general honest.

68. At our university, people in general do not cheat.

69. At our university teachers seldom or never sell good marks for money to students.

Job market

70. Contacts are more important than knowledge to find a job after studies.

71. Without knowledge and skills, one can keep a job when having the right
connections.

72. For students, in order to enter the labour market (find a job) connections and
acquaintances are much more important than knowledge.

73. In order to keep a job, knowledge is very important.

74. In order to keep a job, critical thinking is very important.

75. Employers often headhunt students at our university while still studying.

76. Critical thinking is appreciated by employers in my country.

Part 2. Please assess whether you consider the following indicators to be relevant or
irrelevant for the identification of fragilities. Please assess the indicators you think
are relevant on the seriousness and likeliness (probability) of potential threats rela-
ted to the indicators for the organizational viability of the university as well as the
sustainability of the external environment. Please assess seriousness and likeliness
with H (high) or L (low).

The following indicators were assessed:

. Lack of knowledge.

. Hiding the truth.

. Lack of critical discussion.

. Lack of openness to critique.

. High level of secrecy.

. Existence of closed networks of family and friends.

. Ignorance of critique by university management.

. Students not questioning teachers during classes.

CONOULT A WN
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9. Lack of discussion among university authorities.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20

Existence of strong interest groups.

Lack of explanation of decisions by the university management.
Lack of system approach in teaching.

Punishing people for minor, relatively harmless mistakes.
Hiring bad teachers.

Lack of honesty.

Lack of information on mistakes made.

Dependency on a few very good lecturers.

Dependency on a few very good scientists.

Employment of family and friends.

. Low quality of teaching staff.
21.
22,
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34,
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43,
44,
45,
46.
47.
48.

Low quality of administrative staff.

Lack of high class IT personnel.

Lack of use of scientific resources for scientific papers and publications.
Corruption.

Lack of understanding of sustainable development.

Making mistakes.

Lack of access to information.

Political influence on employment of lecturers and administration.
Lack of labour market oriented studies.

Lack of environmental elements in the study programme.

Lack of social elements in the study programme.

Lying and cheating.

Conflicts between internal university stakeholders.

Lack of parking space for students and staff.

Lack of scientific research on sustainable development.

Lack of administrative support for developing grant proposals.
Lack of discussion about mistakes made.

Management focus on cost reduction.

Authoritarian management style.

Lack of knowledge of foreign languages among university staff and administration.
Lack of proper energy management.

Lack of proper labour conditions for university staff.

Lack of proper education for students.

Lack of proper waste management.

Lack of facilities for the physically challenged.

Employment of many free-lance teachers.

Too quick changes in rules, procedures, etc.

Lack of trust.

Oparte na kruchosci podejscie do zrownowazonego rozwoju kampusow —
rozwazania metodologiczne

Abstrakt

Cel: Niejednokrotnie dazenia do wkroczenia na sciezke zréwnowazonego roz-
WOju wymagajg interwencji, co moze prowadzi¢ do niepozadanych efektow
ubocznych. Niniejszy artykut przedstawia idee dotyczgce poszukiwawczych
badan nad zréwnowazonego rozwoju kampuséw. Celem jest stworzenie

16



Johannes Platje | A fragility approach to campus sustainability — methodological explorations

podstaw rozwoju metodologii pozwalajgcej na identyfikacje kruchosci, za-
grozen wydolnosci organizacyjnej oraz zréwnowazonego rozwoju srodowiska
zewnetrznego.

Uktad / Metody badawcze: Idee zaprezentowane w artykule opracowano
na podstawie przegladu literatury oraz dyskusji podczas trzech warsztatéw
badawczych, zorganizowanych w maju i czerwcu na WSB we Wroctawiu (Pol-
ska), na Uniwersytecie w Sonorze (Hermosillo, Meksyk), a takze na Uniwer-
sytecie Szawelskim (Litwa). Idee te stanowig podstawe przysztych badan nad
analizowanymi zagadnieniami.

Whioski / wyniki: Kategorie btedéw, wraz z kwestiami zdolnosci poznawczej
organizacji oraz wspétrzadzenia, mogg ukazac zdolnos$¢ organizacji do iden-
tyfikacji i radzenia sobie z niezréwnowazonymi praktykami i kruchosciami
mogacymi zagrozi¢ jej wydolnosci. Ankieta przedstawiona i omdwiona w za-
wierajagcych przemyslenia artykutach opublikowanych w tym tomie bedzie
podstawg dalszych badan nad wzmocnieniem zréwnowazonego rozwoju
kampusow poprzez wyeliminowanie niezréwnowazonych aspektow.
Oryginalnos¢ / wartosé artykutu: Tradycyjne podejscie do zrbwnowazonego
rozwoju kampusu opiera sie na dziataniach, jakie nalezy podjgé, aby osiggngé
zamierzony cel. Natomiast niniejszy artykut wskazuje, czego nie nalezy robic.
Mozna oczekiwaé, ze podejscie to przyniesie mniej niepozgdanych efektow
ubocznych anizeli podejscie oparte na interwencjonizmie.

Stowa kluczowe: zrownowazony rozwdj kampusu, zarzgdzanie zrébwnowazonego
rozwoju, kruchos¢, metodologia
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