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Abstract
Sustainability science is an emerging scientific field that aims to address the environmental problems facing contemporary 
societies. This article explores the relationship between the wickedness level of these problems and the research stances and 
methods scientists use to address them. It reviews a sample of 17 research projects addressing diversely wicked environmen-
tal problems, all of which originate in the same distributed network of research infrastructures in France. We distinguished 
between the political complexity and the cognitive complexity of the problems addressed and between the collaborative 
pluralism and the methodological pluralism of the projects. While we expected overall positive relationships between these 
paired aspects, we found positive but, at best, weakly significant correlations between cognitive complexity and political 
complexity, between methodological pluralism and collaborative pluralism, and between problem wickedness and project 
pluralism. We identified three research stances: a correspondence between project pluralism and problem complexity; reduc-
tionism, when methodological or collaborative pluralism was lower than expected; and integrationism, in the opposite case. 
We found that project pluralism tended to increase and the latitude of choice between research stances tended to decrease 
according to problem wickedness. Addressing highly wicked problems thus seems to significantly constrain research stances 
and methods. Our empirical data also suggested the possible influences of project duration and leadership on project plural-
ism. This article thus clarifies the factors that influence how sustainability science is concretely carried out and the constraints 
that addressing highly wicked problems place on scientists.

Keywords  Wicked problems · Methodological pluralism · Collaborative pluralism · Transdisciplinary research · Research 
stances and methods · LTSER

Introduction

In the 1960s and 1970s, urban planners identified a new 
type of problem, which they described as particularly com-
plex, open-ended, and intractable (Churchman 1967; Rittel 
and Webber 1973). They termed these problems ‘wicked’ 
as there was no consensus on the definitions of and solu-
tions to these problems (Roberts 2000) and attempts to solve 
them often tended to have irreversible consequences and 
negatively impact the overall situation (Xiang 2013). The 
term ‘wicked problems’ has become increasingly popular, 
especially in environmental studies, and has been used to the 
point of losing some of its meaning (Alford and Head 2017; 
Peters 2017). As a result, degrees of wickedness have been 
introduced (Head and Alford 2015; Termeer et al. 2019). In 
particular, Alford and Head (2017) have proposed a typol-
ogy of wickedness based on the level of the intractability 
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of the problem and the distribution of problem knowledge, 
interests, and power among affected actors.

Another idea gained ground in the 1990s: ecological and 
social systems are deeply intertwined, and scholars should 
focus on their interrelationship (Berkes and Folke 1998; Col-
lins et al. 2011). This argument gave birth to the concept of 
social–ecological systems, now defined as complex adaptive 
systems formed by interacting social and ecological systems 
(Preiser et al. 2018). Social–ecological systems have been 
found to teem with wicked problems (Xiang 2013; Head 
and Xiang 2016), with climate change, biodiversity loss, 
and waste used as classic examples (Russell 2010; Chan 
2016). In fact, wicked problems and social–ecological sys-
tems share common characteristics such as scale sensitiv-
ity, path dependence, context dependence, and non-linear 
relationships (Akamani et al. 2016). They may be seen as 
two faces of the same coin and have become core concepts 
of an emerging scientific discipline: sustainability science.

Sustainability science has been defined in various ways 
(see Komiyama and Takeuchi 2006; Kates 2011; Spangen-
berg 2011; Shahadu 2016; Fang et al. 2018; Mino and Kudo 
2020). We retain the definition by Fang et al. (2018, p. 12), 
based on an extensive literature analysis: ‘Sustainability 
science is a use-inspired basic science of sustainable devel-
opment, which focuses on understanding human–environ-
ment interactions and linking the understanding to actions by 
promoting a place-based, multi-scale, and transdisciplinary 
approach’. Beyond minor differences, all definitions empha-
sise that sustainability science is problem driven and aims to 
tackle ‘real-world’ problems, especially wicked ones.

However, the literature on the influence of problem wick-
edness on the practice of sustainability science is curiously 
sparse. Regarding its influence on the participation of non-
academic actors, Beiluch et al. (2017) found that the prefer-
ences of local government officers for different participation 
strategies were significantly impacted by problem wicked-
ness, except for environmental problems (as opposed to eco-
nomic and policy problems). Schneider and Buser (2018) 
identified the level of contestation of a problem as one of six 
criteria impacting stakeholder interaction processes. As for 
the influence of problem wickedness on the methods used, to 
our knowledge, it has not been investigated so far. Here, we 
intend to help fill this gap by investigating the relationship 
between the wickedness level of the problems addressed and 
how scientists handle these problems in practice.

More specifically, we address the following question: 
what is the relationship between the wickedness of the 
problems and the research stances and methods adopted to 
address these problems? We explored this relationship by 
analysing a sample of research projects from a national net-
work designed to foster long-term and place-based inter- and 
transdisciplinary environmental research in France. In brief, 
we expected a positive relationship between the wickedness 

of the problems, the variety of research methods, and the 
plurality of non-academic partners in the research project 
(see the rationale for these expectations below).

First, we review the literature about research stances and 
methods in sustainability science. Then, we explain how 
we constructed our sample, and how we investigated and 
compared the wickedness of the problems addressed and 
the research stances and methods adopted. After presenting 
our results, we offer interpretations for the more limited than 
expected correspondence we found between them.

Research stances and methods 
in sustainability science

Here, we understand a research stance as a strategy used 
to deal with a given wicked problem. A classical research 
stance is reductionism, which consists of simplifying the 
complexity of a problem as much as necessary to be able 
to solve it (Hazard et al. 2020). Reductionism often entails 
bringing a real-world problem into a place (typically, a 
laboratory or a model) where the scientists can reduce its 
complexity and then export the solution to the real world. It 
is thus based on a series of displacements between the real 
world and a ‘truth spot’ (Gieryn 2002, 2006), as shown by 
numerous social studies of science in recent decades (e.g. 
Latour 1983). This reductionist stance has resulted in the 
gradual distancing of scientists from the rest of society and 
the emergence of a growing number of disciplines.

In contrast, sustainability scientists working on 
social–ecological systems seek precisely to account for their 
complexity. They consider reductionism to be ill-suited to 
the characteristics of wicked problems and doomed to fail-
ure when attempting to tackle them (Pahl-Wostl et al. 2013; 
Head and Xiang 2016; Preiser et al. 2022). Wicked prob-
lems cannot be detached from the real world and integrating 
their complexity, rather than reducing it, is seen as crucial to 
addressing them in a more appropriate manner (Klenk and 
Meehan 2015). Furthermore, sustainability scientists pro-
pose bringing together research actors with various discipli-
nary backgrounds and societal actors to conduct inter- and 
transdisciplinary research on wicked problems (Lang et al. 
2012; Jahn et al. 2012; Brandt et al. 2013). Defined as ‘itera-
tive and collaborative processes involving diverse types of 
expertise, knowledge and actors to produce context-specific 
knowledge and pathways towards a sustainable future’ (Nor-
ström et al. 2020, p. 183), knowledge co-production is con-
sidered crucial for integration and transdisciplinary research 
as they are understood in sustainability science (Holzer et al. 
2018; Wyborn et al. 2019; Norström et al. 2020).

Such calls for renewed research stances have pushed for 
a re-thinking of research methods. We define a research 
method as a ‘codified way of producing knowledge of a 
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focus of interest’ (de Vos et al. 2019, p. 2). Research meth-
ods are the concrete means by which researchers produce 
knowledge and are at the very heart of scientific practice and 
innovation (Koppman and Leahey 2019). As their design 
and implementation usually require specific skills and entail 
risks and rewards, research methods are crucial for defining 
who can engage in the research process and who is left out. 
They also strongly influence the results and outcomes of 
research. The research strategies promoted to address wicked 
problems in social–ecological systems are expected to entail 
major changes in classical research methods,1 if not their 
complete overhaul (Preiser et al. 2018).

In fact, there has been a recent burst of publications on the 
methodological issues and challenges of sustainability sci-
ence (Poteete et al. 2010; Spangenberg 2011; Caniglia et al. 
2017, 2021; von Wehrden et al. 2017; Preiser et al. 2018; 
Jerneck and Olsson 2020; Biggs et al. 2022). Researchers 
have emphasised the wealth of methods that may be use-
ful in tackling wicked problems and stressed the value of 
methodological pluralism, i.e. ‘the use of different meth-
ods with the aim of investigating a common phenomenon 
but from different perspectives’ (Biggs et al. 2022, p. 52). 
Over the last decade, various lists and typologies of methods 
targeted at newcomers to the field (e.g. Biggs et al. 20222) 
have been developed to encourage sustainability scientists 
to broaden their range of research methods and help them 
select methods appropriate to the specific problems they 
seek to address. For example, de Vos et al. (2019) identified 
more than 300 methods that they grouped into 28 categories 
(Biggs et al. 2022).

Collaborative pluralism and methodological pluralism 
are, therefore, two cornerstones of sustainability science. 
Our goal here was not to provide sustainability scientists 
with an additional toolkit on how to achieve this dual plu-
ralism, but to study the level of pluralism scientists adopt 
when dealing with diversely wicked sustainability problems 
in social–ecological systems. To do so, we interviewed all 
the leaders of a distributed national network of research 
infrastructures designed to promote inter- and transdiscipli-
nary environmental research. We asked them to describe at 
least one ongoing (or recently completed) research project 
in this field. Drawing a sample of projects from a single 
national research network had two important advantages: 
first, the commonality of language facilitated the collection 

of information on the projects; second, the fact that the pro-
jects took place in the same context, or at least very simi-
lar, scientific and administrative contexts, made it easier 
to explore the relationship between the complexity of the 
problems and the research positions and methods adopted.

For each project, we then investigated three core aspects. 
First, we analysed the wickedness level of the problem 
addressed by decomposing wickedness into two dimensions, 
as suggested by Alford and Head (2017): (i) the difficulty of 
defining both the problem and its solution(s) (cognitive com-
plexity); (ii) the heterogeneity of the actors affected by this 
problem and the level of conflict among these actors (politi-
cal complexity of the problem). We expected a positive rela-
tionship between these two dimensions, i.e. that the difficulty 
in defining the problem and its solution(s) would increase 
alongside the heterogeneity of the actors affected and the 
level of conflict over the problem (or vice versa). Second, we 
also decomposed project pluralism into two dimensions: the 
diversity of the research partners (collaborative pluralism of 
the project) and the diversity of methods used (methodologi-
cal pluralism of the project). We again expected a positive 
relationship, i.e. that the diversity of methods would increase 
with the diversity of partners. Finally, we analysed the rela-
tionship between problem wickedness and project pluralism.

We expected that (i) the diversity of research partners 
involved in the projects (collaborative pluralism of the pro-
ject) would reflect the diversity of actors affected by the 
problem addressed (political complexity of the problem); 
(ii) the diversity of methods used (methodological pluralism 
of the project) would reflect the cognitive complexity of the 
problem. Our overarching hypothesis was, therefore, that 
researchers addressing more wicked problems would con-
sider it necessary to resort to a wider range of methods and 
partners than researchers addressing less wicked problems.

Methods

The French network of ‘Zones Ateliers’ as a case 
study

Zones Ateliers (ZAs) are the French version of long-term 
social–ecological research (LTSER) sites at the international 
level (Haberl et al. 2006; Angelstam et al. 2019). They are 
place-based research infrastructures that were initiated by 
the French National Centre for Scientific Research (CNRS) 
in the early 2000s to promote long-term inter- and trans-
disciplinary research at the interface between nature and 
society (Lévêque et al. 2000). The 14 current ZAs address a 
broad array of sustainability problems, including the impacts 
of industrial agriculture on biodiversity and human health, 
of large-scale facilities on the functioning of rivers, or of 

1  These include collecting naturalist data through field invento-
ries or sociological data through interviews, carrying out ecological 
experiments in the field or in the laboratory, and modelling the past or 
future evolution of social or ecological systems.
2  See also td-net toolbox: https://​natur​alsci​ences.​ch/​co-​produ​cing-​
knowl​edge-​expla​ined/​metho​ds/​td-​net_​toolb​ox, and the sustainability 
methods wiki: https://​susta​inabi​litym​ethods.​org/​index.​php/​Main_​
Page.

https://naturalsciences.ch/co-producing-knowledge-explained/methods/td-net_toolbox
https://naturalsciences.ch/co-producing-knowledge-explained/methods/td-net_toolbox
https://sustainabilitymethods.org/index.php/Main_Page
https://sustainabilitymethods.org/index.php/Main_Page
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climate change on farming practices.3 They have recently 
placed social–ecological systems at the core of their com-
mon conceptual framework (Bretagnolle et al. 2019). As 
they cover a wide range of social–ecological systems across 
the country, they provided us with a diversity of research 
projects aimed at tackling diversely wicked sustainability 
problems.

Selecting a sample of research projects 
from the LTSER network

Following others (e.g. Bammer 2008; Hirsch Hadorn et al. 
2008; Wiek et al. 2012; Newig et al. 2019), we analysed 
research projects as the basic unit for conducting our investi-
gation. Indeed, research projects, i.e. ‘temporally, financially 
and staff-wise limited units of activities in relation to one or 
more related research goals’ (Newig et al. 2019, p. 149), are 
relatively easy to identify and constitute meaningful entities 
for research actors and their partners.

In spring 2020, we conducted remote interviews with 
the ZA leaders to identify at least one transdisciplinary 
research project underway or recently completed. The 
selected research projects had to tackle a complex environ-
mental issue (we deliberately did not use the term ‘wicked 
problem’). We asked our informants to specify the objec-
tives and stage of development of these projects and the 
partners involved. We defined research partners as individu-
als or institutions formally engaged in the projects through 
their participation, e.g. in the design of research questions 
and methods, the collection and analysis of data, or the 
dissemination of results. We also relied on project web-
sites and available documents (responses to research calls, 
reports, and published papers) and, where necessary, email 
exchanges and interviews with project leaders to complete 
the project information. We selected all projects for which 
we had sufficient information on the problem addressed, the 
project members and partners, and the methods used. The 
sample of 17 projects we obtained included at least one pro-
ject from each ZA. We asked the project leaders to validate 
a synoptic presentation of their project (see Table 1).

Project classification and positioning

Based on the material collected, we analysed for each pro-
ject: (i) the cognitive complexity of the problem addressed; 
(ii) its political complexity; (iii) the methodological plu-
ralism of the project; (iv) its collaborative pluralism. We 
developed two analysis grids, one with the two dimensions 
corresponding to the wickedness of the problems addressed 

(grid 1) and the other with the two dimensions correspond-
ing to the pluralism of the projects (grid 2). We then pro-
ceeded in two steps.

First, we developed a coarse-grained classification of the 
17 projects and corresponding problems by implementing 
a three-level gradation (low, medium and high) for each 
dimension in the two grids, resulting in nine boxes in each 
grid (three boxes per dimension). We placed all projects and 
corresponding problems in the appropriate box of the two 
grids. Two of the authors proceeded separately and com-
pared their results, seeking agreement with the third author 
in the few cases where they had assigned different boxes to 
a project or a problem. We then presented our preliminary 
results to the project leaders through email and in an online 
meeting, asking them to check that we had positioned their 
project and the problem it addressed in the correct box of 
each grid according to their knowledge and understanding 
of our work. The project leaders validated our positioning 
of the vast majority of projects and corresponding problems 
(86% agreement, n = 34). Discussions based on additional 
information on the projects led us to move them to a neigh-
bouring box in one case (#17) for grid 1 and four cases (#2, 
4, 5, 16) for grid 2.

Then, we refined this preliminary classification by posi-
tioning each problem (grid 1) or project (grid 2) in relation 
to its neighbours within a cell. Each project or problem was 
thus assigned not only a specific cell, but also a specific posi-
tion within that cell. This allowed us to assign coordinates to 
each project (problem) on the x- and y-axes of grid 1 (2). We 
did not ask the project leaders to validate this second step, as 
it required comparative knowledge of the different projects. 
Below, we detail the criteria we used to assign the level of 
complexity of the problems and the pluralism of the projects.

Grid 1: problem wickedness

The cognitive and political complexity of the problems 
addressed appear on the y- and x-axes, respectively, of grid 
1. We adapted the criterion proposed by Alford and Head 
(2017) to evaluate the cognitive complexity of the problem 
addressed in each project (see Table 2). Indeed, we found 
it challenging to evaluate the clarity of the problem and the 
clarity of the solution(s) separately, as suggested by these 
authors. Instead, we considered the cognitive complexity 
low when both the problem and its solution(s) appeared to 
be clear, intermediate when they were moderately clear and 
high when they were unclear. In turn, we used the criterion 
they proposed to evaluate the political complexity of the 
problem. We considered the political complexity to be low 
when access to relevant knowledge about the problem was 
relatively easy, and conflict over the problem was limited; 
intermediate when access to relevant knowledge was dif-
ficult, but the level of conflict was limited; and high when 

3  For a synthetic description of ZAs, see Bretagnolle et  al. (2019), 
Table 1.
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access to knowledge was difficult, and the level of conflict 
was high.

Grid 2: project pluralism

The methodological and collaborative pluralism of the pro-
jects are represented on the y- and x-axes, respectively, of 
grid 2. To evaluate methodological pluralism, we considered 
the number of methods used and the number of research 
approaches to which they relate. Biggs et al. (2022) distin-
guished between three types of research approaches: ana-
lytical/objective approaches, which are grounded in empiri-
cal measurements that are quantified and aim to generate 
objective descriptions of the phenomena studied; interpre-
tive/subjective approaches, which focus on the meanings, 
experiences, feelings, and interpretations that people attach 
to phenomena; and collaborative approaches, which aim to 
co-produce knowledge and elicit or integrate different types 
of knowledge. Considering not only the number of research 
methods, but also the number of research approaches to 
which they relate is crucial because it encompasses the 
epistemological distance among them. Using two methods 
associated with distinct approaches might entail a similar 
or even higher level of methodological pluralism than using 
more methods associated with a unique research approach.

We considered the diversity of methods to be low, if 
the methods used in a project related to a single research 
approach, regardless of the number of methods used; inter-
mediate, if two research approaches were used, with one or 
two methods for each research approach; and high, when two 
research approaches were used with more than two meth-
ods for each research approach, or when all three research 
approaches were used, regardless of the number of methods 
used. Regarding collaborative pluralism, we split project 
partners following the OECD typology of non-academic 
actors that distinguishes among four categories: the private 
sector (i.e. business and industry), the public sector (i.e. gov-
ernment and civil service), the civic sector (i.e. civil society 
and non-governmental organisations) and citizens/commu-
nities (OECD 2020). We considered the diversity of project 
partners to be low when only academics were involved in the 
project, intermediate when at most two categories of non-
academic actors were also involved and high when this was 
the case for at least three categories (Table 3).

We tested the correlations between the political complex-
ity (x-coordinate on grid 1) and the cognitive complexity 
(y-coordinate on grid 1) of the problems, and between the 
collaborative pluralism (x-coordinate on grid 2) and the 
methodological pluralism of the corresponding projects 
(y-coordinate on grid 2). We also compared the respec-
tive positions of the political complexity of the problem 
(x-coordinate on grid 1) and the collaborative pluralism of 
the project (x-coordinate on grid 2), as well as the respective Ta
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positions of the cognitive complexity of the problem (y-coor-
dinated on grid 1) and the methodological pluralism of the 
project (y-coordinated on grid 2). Finally, we projected each 
of the 17 problems (projects) onto the diagonal (y = x) of 
grid 1 (2). This gave us new coordinates (projectGrid1 and 
projectGrid2), which represent the wickedness of the prob-
lem and the pluralism of the project. We then tested the 
correlation between these coordinates. Given the small sam-
ple size, all correlations were tested using non-parametric 
Spearman tests. All statistical tests were performed using 
RStudio.

Results

Problem wickedness

In line with our expectations, there was an overall slightly 
positive (r = 0.21) albeit non-significant (p = 0.4, n = 17) 
trend within our sample of projects regarding the cognitive 
and political complexity of the problems addressed (see Grid 
1 in Fig. 1). In other words, the problems addressed and 
their solutions were more difficult to define as the range of 
actors affected grew. Indeed, no projects that addressed a 
very unclear problem affected a narrow range of actors, nor, 
symmetrically, did a problem affect a wide range of actors 
and address a clear problem with clear solutions. However, 

there were many exceptions, as underlined by the non-sig-
nificant relationship, since several projects were not aligned 
on the diagonal, with a majority of them positioned below 
it (Fig. 1). This finding reveals that the political complexity 
of the problem addressed in these projects contributed more 
to the overall problem wickedness than its cognitive com-
plexity. The opposite was true for only three projects (#2, 
9, 15). It can also be noted that a large majority of projects 
in our sample addressed moderately wicked problems, two 
of them (#5, 6) very wicked problems, and one a weakly 
wicked problem (#14).

Project pluralism

Again as expected, we found an overall positive—and 
weakly significant (r = 0.49, p = 0.04, n = 17; Fig. 2)—rela-
tionship between methodological pluralism and collabora-
tive pluralism within our sample of projects. In other words, 
the diversity of methods increased with the diversity of 
research partners. There were no projects with low heteroge-
neity of research partners and intermediate or high diversity 
of research methods, nor with a high diversity of research 
partners and low diversity of research methods. Five projects 
(#1, 3, 6, 9, 15) were very well aligned on the diagonal, 
which means that their collaborative and methodological 
pluralism contributed equally to their overall pluralism. Four 
projects (#2, 8, 11, 12) were almost aligned on the diagonal. 
Six projects (#4, 5, 7, 10, 13, 16) were substantially below 
the diagonal, which means that their collaborative pluralism 

Fig. 1   Grid 1, showing the degree of wickedness of the problems 
addressed in our sample of projects. The green line corresponds to 
the diagonal (Y = X), while the red line corresponds to the regression 
line between the two axes (the line is dashed because the correlation 
is not significant). Projects are numbered in blue. The nine boxes are 
represented in light grey. The scales chosen for the graphical presen-
tation are arbitrary

Fig. 2   Grid 2, showing the level of pluralism of the projects in our 
sample of projects. The green line corresponds to the diagonal 
(Y = X), while the red line corresponds to the regression line between 
the two axes (the line is complete because the correlation is signifi-
cant). Projects are numbered in blue. The nine boxes are represented 
in light grey. The values on axes are arbitrary
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contributed more to their overall pluralism than their meth-
odological pluralism. The opposite was true for two projects 
(#14, 17).

Correspondence between problem wickedness 
and project pluralism

Only four pairs of project and associated problem (#4, 6, 7, 
11) occupied the same box (out of nine possibilities) in both 
grids (Figs. 1, 2), i.e. contrary to our initial expectations, the 
correspondence between problem wickedness and project plu-
ralism was actually limited. As said, we refined these results 
by testing the correlation between the coordinates of the pro-
jects and their associated problems projected onto the diago-
nals of the two grids (Fig. 3a) We found an overall tendency 
towards positive correlation, which was marginally significant 
(r = 0.41; p = 0.08, n = 17; see Fig. 3a), indicating that the rela-
tive positions of the projects in the two grids along the diago-
nals were more or less conserved. However, this held particu-
larly true for the right part of the graph, i.e. the most wicked 
projects, while the level of correspondence between problem 
wickedness and project pluralism was more dispersed around 
the diagonal when problem wickedness was low (Fig. 3a). In 
weakly wicked projects, project pluralism was either slightly 
higher (#15), much higher (#1, 14), slightly lower (#9), or 
much lower (#8) than expected given the wickedness of the 
problem at hand. On the contrary, projects addressing highly 

wicked problems tended to have a level of pluralism that did 
not deviate much from the wickedness level of the problem 
addressed. Six projects (#4, 6, 7, 11, 12, 15) were almost per-
fectly aligned on the diagonal. Their levels of problem wicked-
ness and project pluralism contrasted, ranging from low (e.g. 
#15) to high (e.g. #6). Main outliers (detected from their dis-
tance to the diagonal, in reference to Fig. 3) were #1, 2, 14, and 
17 above the diagonal, and #8, 9, and 13 below the diagonal 
(and to a lesser extent, #3, 5, 10, and 16). Conversely, by using 
the residual distance of each project from the corresponding 
diagonals, we found no relationships between the residuals in 
grid 1 versus grid 2 (Fig. 3b).

We designated the situations where the methodological 
(collaborative) pluralism was close to expected given the 
cognitive (political) complexity of the problem addressed as 
methodological (collaborative) correspondence, as methodo-
logical (collaborative) reductionism when it was lower, and 
as methodological (collaborative) integrationism when it was 
higher. We found that most projects presented at least one type 
of correspondence but that reductionism and integrationism 
were also well represented in our sample (Table 4). We found 
no project with methodological integrationism and collabora-
tive reductionism or vice versa.

Fig. 3   a The relative position of each of the 17 projects along 
the diagonal of Grid 1 (X-axis) and Grid 2 (Y-axis); b the residual 
(orthogonal) distance of each project against the diagonal of Grid 
1 (X-axis) and Grid 2 (Y-axis). The green line corresponds to the 
diagonal (Y = X), while the red line corresponds to the regression 

line between the two axes (dashed when the correlation is not signifi-
cant). Projects are numbered in blue. The values on axes are arbitrary. 
Alignment with the diagonal means perfect correspondence. A posi-
tion below (above) the diagonal indicates that project pluralism is 
lower (higher) than expected given problem wickedness
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Discussion

Sustainability science has been presented as ‘a different kind 
of science’ (Kates 2011, p. 19450; see also Clark and Dick-
son 2003). This claim is associated with its central objective, 
which is to tackle the wicked problems facing contemporary 
societies. Here, we investigated the influence of problem 
wickedness on how scientists address wicked problems in 
practice. We analysed the relationship between the level of 
problem wickedness and project pluralism by document-
ing the research stances and methods adopted to address 
diversely wicked environmental problems in 17 research 
projects. We refined the approach by distinguishing between 
the political and cognitive complexity of the problem on the 
one hand and between the collaborative pluralism and meth-
odological pluralism of the project on the other. We found 
overall positive correlations between cognitive complexity 
and political complexity, methodological pluralism and col-
laborative pluralism, and problem wickedness and project 
pluralism, but the levels of correlation were always, at best, 
weakly significant. We identified three research stances in 
our sample: correspondence, when there was a rather close 
match between collaborative (methodological) pluralism 
and political (cognitive) complexity; reductionism, when 
methodological or collaborative pluralism was lower than 
expected; and integrationism, in the opposite case. Below 
we discuss the influence of problem wickedness on these 
strategies.

Problem wickedness

The dispersion of the level of correspondence between prob-
lem wickedness and project pluralism (Fig. 3a) suggests that 
projects addressing highly wicked problems have less lee-
way regarding the level of pluralism than projects addressing 
weakly wicked problems. On the one hand, it is understanda-
bly difficult to involve more actors than those interested in or 
affected by a highly wicked problem or to use more methods 
and approaches than the cognitive complexity of the prob-
lem suggests. Strong integrationism, then, is a poor option 
when addressing a highly wicked problem. On the other 
hand, involving far fewer actors or using a limited number 

of methods and approaches can threaten project legitimacy 
and relevance, making strong reductionism equally difficult.

We found a tendency towards reductionism in projects 
addressing moderately wicked problems (see Fig. 3a), which 
may have several explanations. Although strongly advocated 
in sustainability science (Poteete et al. 2010; Biggs et al. 
2022), methodological pluralism faces practical obstacles 
that can be ‘formidable’ (Poteete et al. 2010). These include 
the need for the research team to master the specific skills 
required by each research method, which demands time and 
money; for some incumbent team members to acquire addi-
tional skills; or for new members with these skills to join the 
team. In addition, combining research methods from differ-
ent approaches may cause misunderstandings and tensions 
between project participants, e.g. using qualitative methods 
when trained in quantitative methods. Research based on a 
mix of scientific approaches may also be more difficult to 
publish and valorise in research careers (Poteete et al. 2010).

Similarly, the literature on participation in sustainabil-
ity science (e.g. Bammer 2008; Lang et al. 2012) has high-
lighted the many obstacles that can hinder actor involvement 
in a project. These include, on the actors’ side, a lack of 
interest in the project, a lack of confidence in its capacity to 
improve their or the overall situation, and a lack of energy 
to invest in time-consuming participatory processes; on the 
researchers’ side, impediments include a lack of facilitation 
and mediation skills. Finally, while the level of problem 
wickedness is likely to increase actors’ interest in the project, 
its influence on their confidence in the project’s capacity to 
improve the situation is more difficult to predict. This would 
require an in-depth analysis of how the various actors envis-
age the potential benefits and costs of (not) participating in 
the project.

While the obstacles to methodological and collaborative 
pluralism may explain the reductionist strategy, the integra-
tionist strategy appears more counterintuitive. We found 
that projects characterised by methodological integration-
ism (#1, 14, 17) and collaborative integrationism (#1, 2, 14, 
15) tended to address weakly to moderately wicked problems 
(Table 4). These strategies seem to be related to specific 
circumstances of the projects rather than generic factors. For 
example, project #1 focused on a moderately wicked prob-
lem (i.e. the adaptation of mountain pastures and associated 
grazing systems to climate change) that brought together 
all the actors interested in mountain pastures. According to 
the project leader, this would have been impossible with a 
more controversial issue such as wolf predation, a highly 
wicked problem in the French Alps (Mounet 2007; Doré 
2011). The project aimed to develop a ‘space for dialogue’ 
(Nettier 2016), and the wickedness level of mountain pas-
tures’ adaptation to climate change lent itself perfectly to this 
process. Each participant then developed their own methods 
and approaches, and additional methods were used to foster 

Table 4   Classification of the 17 projects according to their methodo-
logical and collaborative strategies

Methodological

Reductionism Correspondence Integrationism

Collaborative
 Reductionism 8, 10, 13 3, 12
 Correspondence 5, 9, 16 4, 6, 7, 11 17
 Integrationism 2, 15 1, 14
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their interactions, leading to high methodological pluralism. 
Project #15 focused on the presence of exotic invasive spe-
cies of turtles in urban parks, which most visitors have not 
considered a problem (Glatron et al. 2021). Interviewing 
these actors enabled the project leaders to open up a debate 
about the place of invasive exotic species in urban contexts 
and the possibility of adopting a more ‘benevolent’ attitude 
towards them (Glatron et al. 2021). In this case, collabora-
tive integrationism could be seen as a strategy to counteract 
the dominant ecological perspective (i.e. invasive exotic spe-
cies are problematic and should be eradicated).

Project duration and leadership

Project duration and leadership are two other factors that 
are well known to interfere with transdisciplinarity (Poteete 
et al. 2010; Lang et al. 2012; Hitziger et al. 2019). A short 
project duration seems to foster methodological reduction-
ism, which is congruent with previous studies (Poteete et al. 
2010). Notably, it takes time to master the skills associated 
with various methods, especially if they pertain to differ-
ent scientific approaches. We sought to explore the impact 
of these two factors on project pluralism despite our small 
sample size, which precludes multivariate analyses and 
statistical testing. Out of the six projects characterised by 
methodological reductionism (#5, 8, 9, 10, 13, 16), four (#5, 
8, 10, 16) had a short duration, one (#9) had an intermediate 
duration, and one (#13) was a long-term project. Therefore, 
the tendency is less clear than for problem wickedness. The 
pattern was even less clear for collaborative reductionism, 
with two long-term projects (#3, 13) out of five characterised 
by collaborative reductionism.

Interestingly, project #13, characterised by both meth-
odological and collaborative reductionism, was a long-term 
citizen science project addressing the poor quality of river 
water and recurring algal blooms in western Brittany. It was 
based on the weekly monitoring of water samples collected 
by scientists and essentially one type of citizen (high school 
students). Methodological and collaborative reductionism 
may be a common strategy in long-term monitoring pro-
jects, as it facilitates the standardisation of data production 
protocols.

An equal number of short-term and long-term projects 
showed methodological or collaborative integrationism, 
whereas we expected the number of long-term projects 
meeting this criterion would be higher. One potential expla-
nation is that short-term projects actually benefit from the 
long-term dimension of ZAs. Two- or three-year projects 
can build on a much longer history that has given the partici-
pants’ time to master a diversity of methods and to establish 
and maintain relationships with a broad range of actors. For 
example, its inclusion in a long tradition of collaboration 
between researchers with various disciplinary backgrounds 

and local actors enabled project #14 to involve a wide range 
of actors and use various methods around the radioactivity 
of natural springs despite its short duration.

Finally, we found that projects characterised by reduction-
ism were mostly led by male scientists trained in ecology 
or hydroecology, whereas projects characterised by inte-
grationism were mostly led by women with more diverse 
disciplinary backgrounds (ecology, sustainability science, 
and human geography). Koppman and Leahey (2019) found 
that scholars with high status (i.e. men affiliated with a more 
prestigious discipline) were more likely to adopt high-risk, 
high-reward strategies and, in particular, unconventional 
methods, provided these were not too unconventional. Meth-
odological and collaborative pluralism can be considered 
unconventional methods (Biggs et al. 2022), and they may 
be too unconventional to be adopted by high-status research-
ers, although there are exceptions in our sample. For exam-
ple, projects #2 and 6 (addressing a highly wicked problem 
and characterised by methodological and collaborative cor-
respondence) were led by two late-career male researchers, 
the former in human geography and the latter in ecology.

Limitations

Our results are exploratory and need to be confirmed and 
refined. The first limitation regards the positioning of the 
cases in the two grids, especially in grid 1 (problem wicked-
ness). Assessing the wickedness of a problem is certainly not 
straightforward (Peters and Tarpey 2019).While we found it 
really helpful to decompose problem wickedness into two 
dimensions, assessing the problems’ cognitive complex-
ity proved to be particularly challenging. Indeed, we could 
not strictly follow Alford and Head’s (2017) proposal, i.e. 
distinguish between the level of clarity of the problem and 
the level of clarity of its solution(s). We found it more fea-
sible to identify three levels of clarity of the problem and 
its solution(s), as explained in the method section. Despite 
this adaptation, we acknowledge that there is some subjec-
tivity when positioning a problem’s cognitive complexity. 
Positioning the political complexity of the problem was also 
problematic in some cases. For example, we discussed the 
extent to which the rapid melting of sea ice in polar eco-
systems (project #9) is a politically complex problem (and 
eventually decided it directly affected a few actors and gen-
erated little conflict). As for the positioning in grid 2 (project 
pluralism), it could be biased by the heterogeneous level 
of information available for each project and our personal 
knowledge of some projects. We limited this bias as much 
as possible through discussion among ourselves and with 
the project leaders.

We are therefore confident that the positioning of the 
problems and projects is not arbitrary, although some slight 
changes could probably be considered (and would affect 
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the statistical tests). Furthermore, we could have chosen 
the typology of methods proposed by von Wehrden4 rather 
than that proposed by Biggs et al. (2022). However, there 
is significant overlap between the two typologies, and the 
three categories of research approaches we have used are 
broad enough to be robust. Consequently, we believe that 
using another typology would not have changed our results, 
at least qualitatively.

The sample size is the second limitation of our study. On 
the one hand, we could not obtain statistically robust results 
with only 17 projects. A larger and more diversified sam-
ple would be necessary to further our understanding of the 
influence of problem wickedness on project pluralism and 
to test factors that we only started to explore here, such as 
project duration and leadership, or that we did not consider, 
such as financial resources. On the other hand, there were 
too many projects to give us in-depth knowledge of each 
of them. Therefore, we could not evaluate the influence of 
qualitative factors such as intensity of interactions or trust 
among project partners, which has often been underlined as 
an important factor for collaborative pluralism (e.g. Harris 
and Lyon 2013; Cundill et al. 2015).

Conclusion

Contemporary societies are faced with a growing number of 
diversely wicked environmental problems, including highly 
wicked or super wicked ones. Sustainability science has 
developed specific research stances and methods to tackle 
these problems. The textbooks about methods and participa-
tion in sustainability science that have recently flourished are 
undeniably useful in helping newcomers to the field choose 
methods and participation strategies that are appropriate to 
the problems they seek to address. However, we believe that 
there is also a need to clarify the factors that influence the 
research stances and methods adopted in projects address-
ing wicked environmental problems. Therefore, we adopted 
a pragmatic rather than prescriptive approach to exploring 
these factors, with particular attention to the level of prob-
lem wickedness. An original feature of our study is that we 
considered participation and methods as two types of project 
pluralism, whereas the literature tends to focus on one or 
the other.

We found that project pluralism tended to increase with 
problem wickedness. Moreover, projects addressing highly 
wicked problems have little room for manoeuvre and are 
more likely to have a level of methodological and collabora-
tive pluralism that matches the wickedness of the problem 
at hand. Addressing such problems is therefore especially 

constraining. In contrast, projects addressing weakly to 
moderately wicked problems have more flexibility when 
choosing between the three strategies we have identified: 
correspondence, reductionism, and integrationism.

Beyond problem wickedness, our study enabled us to 
discern the influence of other factors such as project dura-
tion and leadership. Because the results presented here are 
preliminary and need to be strengthened, we hope that our 
paper will pave the way for studies based on larger and more 
diverse project samples. Such projects will contribute to a 
better understanding of the implications of addressing highly 
wicked problems for research stances and methods and, 
more generally, the factors influencing how sustainability 
science is concretely enacted.

Acknowledgements  We would like to thank the project leaders and 
directors of all French LTSER sites for sharing their knowledge of the 
projects and insights about research stances and methods.

Funding  This work was supported by the COLLAB2 project funded by 
the French National Research Agency ((ANR-19-CE03-19-0002) and 
by the COLZA project of the Labex ITTEM.

Data availability  The data that support the findings of this study are 
available on request from the corresponding author, KL. The data 
are not publicly available due to ethical restrictions (e.g. their con-
taining information that could compromise the privacy of research 
participants).

Declarations 

Conflict of interest  The authors declare that they have no known com-
peting financial interests or personal relationships that could have ap-
peared to influence the work reported in this paper.

References

Abbott BW, Moatar F, Gauthier O, Fovet O, Antoine V, Ragueneau O 
(2018) Trends and seasonality of river nutrients in agricultural 
catchments: 18 years of weekly citizen science in France. Sci 
Total Environ 624:845–858. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​scito​tenv.​
2017.​12.​176

Akamani K, Holzmueller EJ, Groninger JW (2016) Managing wicked 
environmental problems as complex social–ecological systems: 
the promise of adaptive governance. Landscape dynamics, soils 
and hydrological processes in varied climates. Springer, Cham, pp 
741–762. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​978-3-​319-​18787-7_​33

Alford J, Head BW (2017) Wicked and less wicked problems: a typol-
ogy and a contingency framework. Policy Soc 36(3):397–413. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​14494​035.​2017.​13616​34

Angelstam P, Manton M, Elbakidze M, Sijtma F, Adamescu MC, 
Avni N, Beja P, Bezak P, Zyablikova I, Cruz F, Bretagnolle V, 
Diaz-Delgado R, Ens B, Fedoriak M, Flaim G, Gingrich S, Lavi-
Neeman M, Medinets S, Melecis V, Munoz-Rojas J, Schäkermann 
J, Stocker-Kiss A, Setälä H, Stryamets N, Taka M, Tallec G, Tap-
peiner U, Törnblom J, Yamelynets T (2019) LTSER platforms as 
a place-based transdisciplinary research infrastructure: learning 
landscape approach through evaluation. Landsc Ecol 34:1461–
1484. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10980-​018-​0737-6

4  See https://​susta​inabi​litym​ethods.​org/​index.​php/​Metho​ds.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.12.176
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.12.176
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-18787-7_33
https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2017.1361634
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-018-0737-6
https://sustainabilitymethods.org/index.php/Methods


	 Sustainability Science

1 3

Bammer G (2008) Enhancing research collaborations: three key man-
agement challenges. Res Policy 37(5):875–887. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​respol.​2008.​03.​004

Beiluch KH, Bell KP, Teisl MF, Lindenfeld LA, Leahy J, Silka L 
(2017) Transdisciplinary research partnerships in sustainability 
science: an examination of stakeholder participation preferences. 
Sustain Sci 12:1–18. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s1162​5016-​0360-x

Berkes F, Folke C (1998) Linking social and ecological systems: 
management practices and social mechanisms for building resil-
ience. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

Berthet ET, Bosshardt S, Malicet-Chebbah L, Van Frank G, Weil B, 
Segrestin B, Rivière P, Bernard L, Baritaux E, Goldringer I (2020) 
Designing innovative management for cultivated biodiversity: 
lessons from a pioneering collaboration between French farm-
ers, facilitators and researchers around participatory bread wheat 
breeding. Sustainability 12(2):605. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​su120​
20605

Berthet ET, Bretagnolle V, Gaba S (2022) Place-based social–eco-
logical research is crucial for designing collective management 
of ecosystem services. Ecosyst Serv 55:101426. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​ecoser.​2022.​101426

Biggs R, De Vos A, Preiser R, Clements H, Maciejewski K, Schlüter 
M (2022) The Routledge handbook of research methods for 
social–ecological systems. Taylor & Francis, London

Brandt P, Ernst A, Gralla F, Luederitz C, Lang DJ, Newig J, Reinert 
F, Abson DJ, Von Wehrden H (2013) A review of transdisci-
plinary research in sustainability science. Ecol Econ 92:1–15. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ecole​con.​2013.​04.​008

Bretagnolle V, Benoît M, Bonnefond M, Breton V, Church J, Gaba S, 
Gilbert D, Gillet F, Glatron S, Guerbois C, Lamouroux N (2019) 
Action-orientated research and framework: insights from the 
French long-term social–ecological research network. Ecol Soc 
24(3):10. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5751/​ES-​10989-​240310

Caniglia G, Schäpke N, Lang DJ, Abson DJ, Luederitz C, Wiek A, 
Laubichler MD, Gralla F, von Wehrden H (2017) Experiments 
and evidence in sustainability science: a typology. J Clean Prod 
169:39–47. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jclep​ro.​2017.​05.​164

Caniglia G, Luederitz C, von Wirth T, Fazey I, Martin-López B, 
Hondrila K, König A, von Wehrden H, Schäpke NA, Laubichler 
MD, Lang DJ (2021) A pluralistic and integrated approach 
to action-oriented knowledge for sustainability. Nat Sustain 
4(2):93–100. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​s41893-​020-​00616-z

Chan JKH (2016) The ethics of working with wicked urban waste 
problems: the case of Singapore’s Semakau Landfill. Landsc 
Urban Plan 154:123–131. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​landu​rbplan.​
2016.​03.​017

Chevalier R, Chantereau M, Dupré R, Evette A, Greulich S, Hem-
eray D, Mårell A, Martin H, Villar M (2021) Comparaison de 
la biodiversité floristique entre berge et île de Loire. Étude de 
cas dans la réserve naturelle nationale de Saint-Mesmin (45). 
Naturae 1:1–20. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5852/​natur​ae202​1a1

Churchman CW (1967) Guest editorial: wicked problems. Manag 
Sci 14(4):B141–B142

Clark WC, Dickson NM (2003) Sustainability science: the emerg-
ing research program. Proc Natl Acad Sci 100(14):8059–8061. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1073/​pnas.​12313​33100

Collins SL, Carpenter SR, Swinton SM, Orenstein DE, Childers DL, 
Gragson TL, Grimm NB, Grove JM, Harlan SL, Kaye JP, Knapp 
AK (2011) An integrated conceptual framework for long-term 
social–ecological research. Front Ecol Environ 9(6):351–357. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1890/​100068

Cundill G, Roux DJ, Parker JN (2015) Nurturing communities of 
practice for transdisciplinary research. Ecol Soc 20(2):22. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​5751/​ES-​07580-​200222

De Vos A, Biggs R, Preiser R (2019) Methods for understanding 
social–ecological systems: a review of place-based studies. Ecol 
Soc 24(4):16. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5751/​ES-​11236-​240416

Dobremez L, Nettier B, Legeard JP, Caraguel B, Garde L, Vieux 
S, Lavorel S, Della-Vedova M (2014) Les alpages sentinelles. 
Un dispositif original pour une nouvelle forme de gouvernance 
partagée face aux enjeux climatiques. Rev Geogr Alp. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​4000/​rga.​2455

Doré A (2011) Des loups dans la cité : Éléments d'écologie pragma-
tiste. Doctoral dissertation, Institut d’études politiques, Paris

Fang X, Zhou B, Tu X, Ma Q, Wu J (2018) What kind of a science 
is sustainability science? An evidence-based reexamination. 
Sustainability 10(5):1478. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​su100​51478

Gieryn T (2002) Three truth-spots. J Hist Behav Sci 38:113–132. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​jhbs.​10036

Gieryn TF (2006) City as truth-spot: laboratories and field-sites in 
urban studies. Soc Stud Sci 36(1):5–38. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
03063​12705​054526

Glatron S, Hector A, Meinard Y, Véronique P, Jean-Yves G (2021) 
Réinterroger ce qu’est la nature en ville avec les tortues exo-
tiques des parcs publics de Strasbourg. In: Salomon J, Granjou 
C (eds) Quand l’écologie s’urbanise. UGA Editions, Grenoble, 
pp 157–182

Godet M (1986) Introduction to la prospective. Futures 18:134–157. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​0016-​3287(86)​90094-7

Godet M (2010) Future memories. Technol Forecast Soc Chang 
77:1457–1463. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​techf​ore.​2010.​06.​008

Haberl H, Winiwarter V, Andersson K, Ayres RU, Boone C, Castillo 
A, Cunfer G, Fischer-Kowalski M, Freudenburg WR, Furman E, 
Kaufmann R, Krausmann F, Langthaler E, Lotze-Campen H, Mirtl 
M, Redman CL, Reenberg A, Wardell A, Warr B, Zechmeister H 
(2006) From LTER to LTSER: conceptualizing the socio-eco-
nomic dimension of long-term socioecological research. Ecol Soc 
11:256–289

Hadorn GH, Hoffmann-Riem H, Biber-Klemm S, Grossenbacher-Man-
suy W, Joye D, Pohl C, Wiesmann U, Zemp E (eds) (2008) Hand-
book of transdisciplinary research, vol 10. Springer, Dordrecht

Harris F, Lyon F (2013) Transdisciplinary environmental research: 
building trust across professional cultures. Environ Sci Policy 
31:109–119. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​envsci.​2013.​02.​006

Hazard L, Cerf M, Lamine C, Magda D, Steyaert P (2020) A tool 
for reflecting on research stances to support sustainability 
transitions. Nat Sustain 3(2):89–95. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​
s41893-​019-​0440-x

Head BW, Alford J (2015) Wicked problems: implications for public 
policy and management. Adm Soc 47(6):711–739. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1177/​00953​99713​481601

Head BW, Xiang WN (2016) Why is an APT approach to wicked prob-
lems important? Landsc Urban Plan 154:4–7. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​landu​rbplan.​2016.​03.​018

Hitziger M, Aragrande M, Berezowski JA, Canali M, Del Rio Vilas 
V, Hoffmann S, Igrejas G, Keune H, Lux A, Bruce M, Palenberg 
MA, Pohl C, Radeski M, Richter I, Robledo Abad C, Salerno RH, 
Savic S, Schirmer J, Vogler BR, Rüegg SR (2019) EVOLvINC: 
EValuating knOwLedge INtegration Capacity in multistakeholder 
governance. Ecol Soc. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5751/​ES-​10935-​240236

Holzer JM, Carmon N, Orenstein DE (2018) A methodology for evalu-
ating transdisciplinary research on coupled socio-ecological sys-
tems. Ecol Indic 85:808–819. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ecoli​nd.​
2017.​10.​074

Houet T (2015) Usages des modèles spatiaux pour la prospective. 
Revue Internationale De Géomatique 25(1):123–143

Houet T, Marchadier C, Bretagne G, Moine MP, Aguejdad R, Viguié 
V, Bonhomme M, Lemonsu A, Avner P, Hidalgo J, Masson V 
(2016) Combining narratives and modelling approaches to simu-
late fine scale and long-term urban growth scenarios for climate 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625016-0360-x
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12020605
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12020605
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2022.101426
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2022.101426
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2013.04.008
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10989-240310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.05.164
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-00616-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.03.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.03.017
https://doi.org/10.5852/naturae2021a1
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1231333100
https://doi.org/10.1890/100068
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-07580-200222
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-11236-240416
https://doi.org/10.4000/rga.2455
https://doi.org/10.4000/rga.2455
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10051478
https://doi.org/10.1002/jhbs.10036
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312705054526
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312705054526
https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-3287(86)90094-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2010.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2013.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0440-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0440-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399713481601
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399713481601
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.03.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.03.018
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10935-240236
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2017.10.074
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2017.10.074


Sustainability Science	

1 3

adaptation. Environ Model Softw 86:1–13. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​envso​ft.​2016.​09.​010

Jahn T, Bergmann M, Keil F (2012) Transdisciplinarity: between main-
streaming and marginalization. Ecol Econ 79:1–10. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​ecole​con.​2012.​04.​017

Jerneck A, Olsson L (2020) Theoretical and methodological pluralism 
in sustainability science. In: Mino T, Kudo S (eds) Framing in 
sustainability science. Springer, Singapore, pp 17–33

Kates RW (2011) What kind of a science is sustainability science? 
Proc Natl Acad Sci 108(49):19449–19450. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1073/​pnas.​11160​97108

Klenk N, Meehan K (2015) Climate change and transdisciplinary 
science: problematizing the integration imperative. Environ Sci 
Policy 54:160–167. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​envsci.​2015.​05.​017

Komiyama H, Takeuchi K (2006) Sustainability science: building a 
new discipline. Sustain Sci 1(1):1–6. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s11625-​006-​0007-4

Koppman S, Leahey E (2019) Who moves to the methodological 
edge? Factors that encourage scientists to use unconventional 
methods. Res Policy 48:103807. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
respol.​2019.​103807

Lang DJ, Wiek A, Bergmann M, Stauffacher M, Martens P, Moll P, 
Swilling M, Thomas CJ (2012) Transdisciplinary research in 
sustainability science: practice, principles, and challenges. Sus-
tain Sci 7(1):25–43. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11625-​011-​0149-x

Latour B (1983) Give me a laboratory and I will raise the world. In: 
Knorr-Cetina K, Mulkay MJ (eds) Science observed: perspec-
tives on the social study of science. Sage, London, pp 141–170

Le Pichon C, Lestel L, Courson E, Merg ML, Tales E, Belliard J 
(2020) Historical changes in the ecological connectivity of the 
Seine River for fish: a focus on physical and chemical barriers 
since the mid-19th century. Water 12(5):1352

Lévêque C, Pavé A, Abbadie L, Weill A, Vivien FD (2000) Les zones 
ateliers, des dispositifs pour la recherche sur l’environnement et 
les anthroposystèmes: Une action du programme ‘Environne-
ment, vie et sociétés du CNRS.’ Nat Sci Soc 8(4):43–52

Mahieu C (2020) Mise en place d’un dispositif d’étude et d’outils en 
lien avec la Biodiversité dans le cadre du programme Refuges 
Sentinelles, au cœur du Parc National des Écrins. Master’s the-
sis, Institute of Alpine Geography, Grenoble

Muhar S, Ferrand N, Mochet AM, Hassenforder E, Girard S, 
Kocijančič U, Scheikl S, Seliger C, Graf C, Schauppenlehner T, 
Polt R (2018) Strategic planning for Alpine River ecosystems: 
integrating protection and development. In : IS RIVERS 2018, 
3e conférence internationale: Recherches et actions au service 
des fleuves et grandes rivières. GRAIE, pp 303–303

Mino T, Kudo S (2020) Framing in sustainability science: theoretical 
and practical approaches. Springer Nature, Singapore

Mounet C (2007) Les territoires de l'imprévisible. Conflits, con-
troverses et ‘vivre ensemble’ autour de la gestion de la faune 
sauvage. Le cas du loup et du sanglier dans les Alpes françaises. 
Doctoral dissertation, University Joseph Fourier, Grenoble

Nettier B (2016) Adaptation au changement climatique sur les 
alpages. Modéliser le système alpage-exploitations pour 
renouveler les cadres d’analyse de la gestion des alpages par 
les systèmes pastoraux. Doctoral dissertation, Université Blaise 
Pascal-Clermont-Ferrand II

Newig J, Jahn S, Lang DJ, Kahle J, Bergmann M (2019) Linking 
modes of research to their scientific and societal outcomes: evi-
dence from 81 sustainability-oriented research projects. Environ 
Sci Policy 101:147–155. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​envsci.​2019.​
08.​008

Norström AV, Cvitanovic C, Löf MF, West S, Wyborn C, Balvanera 
P, Bednarek AT, Bennett EM, Biggs R, de Bremond A, Camp-
bell BM (2020) Principles for knowledge co-production in 

sustainability research. Nat Sustain 3(3):182–190. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1038/​s41893-​019-​0448-2

OECD (2020) Addressing societal challenges using transdisciplinary 
research. OECD Science, Technology and Industry Policy Papers, 
No. 88. OECD Publishing, Paris. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1787/​0ca0c​
a45-​en

Olivier JM, Lamouroux N, Béguin O, Besacier-Monbertrand AL, Cas-
tella E, Dolédec S, Forcellini M, Peter DH, Mayor-Siméant H, 
Mccrae D, Mérigoux S (2014) RHONECO: Suivi scientifique du 
programme de restauration hydraulique et écologique du Rhône. 
Un observatoire dynamique de l’état écologique du fleuve. 
(Research report, Irstea; LEHNA-UMR CNRS 5023; EVS-UMR 
5600; UR MALY, Irstea; Université de Genève, Faculté des Sci-
ences, Institut des Sciences de l’Environnement)

Ouin A, Probst JL, Del Corso JP, Desaegher J, Dos Santos V, Kleftodi-
mos G, Simeoni-Sauvage S, Sheeren D, Gallai N (2020) Couplage 
de modèles agro-hydrologique, agro-écologique et économique 
pour déterminer les paysages agricoles assurant le meilleur com-
promis entre services écosystémiques. In: 2000–2020, 20 ans de 
Recherche du réseau des Zones Ateliers (En ligne, France)

Pahl-Wostl C, Giupponi C, Richards K, Binder C, de Sherbinin A, 
Sprinz D, Toonen T, van Bers C (2013) Transition towards a new 
global change science: requirements for methodologies, methods, 
data and knowledge. Environ Sci Policy 28:36–47. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​envsci.​2012.​11.​009

Peters BG (2017) What is so wicked about wicked problems? A con-
ceptual analysis and a research program. Policy Soc 36(3):385–
396. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​14494​035.​2017.​13616​33

Peters BG, Tarpey M (2019) Are wicked problems really so wicked? 
Perceptions of policy problems. Policy Soc 38:218–236

Philippot V, Glatron S, Hector A, Meinard Y, Georges JY (2019) Des 
tortues exotiques en ville: évaluation, perceptions et propositions 
de gestion à Strasbourg, France. VertigO La Revue Électronique 
En Sciences De L’environnement 19(2):1–30

Poteete AR, Janssen MA, Ostrom E (2010) Working together: col-
lective action, the commons, and multiple methods in practice. 
Princeton University Press, Princeton

Preiser R, Biggs R, De Vos A, Folke C (2018) Social–ecological sys-
tems as complex adaptive systems. Ecol Soc 23(4):46. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​5751/​ES-​10558-​230446

Preiser R, Schlüter M, Biggs R, Garcia M, Haider J, Hertz T, Klein 
L (2022) Complexity-based social–ecological systems research: 
philosophical foundations and practical implications. In: Biggs 
R, De Vos A, Preiser R, Clements H, Maciejewski K, Schlüter M 
(eds) The Routledge handbook of research methods for social–
ecological systems. Routledge, London, pp 27–47

Ratouis M (2021) Collaborations inter- et transdisciplinaires en sci-
ences de la durabilité: Quels effets sur la durabilité des territoires? 
Etude de deux projets associés à la gestion des grands cours d’eau. 
Master’s thesis, AgroParisTech, Paris

Rittel HW, Webber MM (1973) Dilemmas in a general theory of plan-
ning. Policy Sci 4(2):155–169

Roberts N (2000) Wicked problems and network approaches to resolu-
tion. Int Public Manag Rev 1(1):1–19

Russell JY (2010) A philosophical framework for an open and criti-
cal transdisciplinary inquiry. In: Brown VA, Harris JA, Russell 
JY (eds) Tackling wicked problems through the transdisciplinary 
imagination. Earthscan, London, Washington DC, pp 31–61

Schneider F, Buser T (2018) Promising degrees of stakeholder inter-
action in research for sustainable development. Sustain Sci 
13(1):129–142. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11625-​017-​0507-4

Shahadu H (2016) Towards an umbrella science of sustain-
ability. Sustain Sci 11(5):777–788. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s11625-​016-​0375-3

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2016.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2016.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.04.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.04.017
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1116097108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1116097108
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2015.05.017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-006-0007-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-006-0007-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2019.103807
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2019.103807
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-011-0149-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2019.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2019.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0448-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0448-2
https://doi.org/10.1787/0ca0ca45-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/0ca0ca45-en
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2012.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2012.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2017.1361633
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10558-230446
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10558-230446
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-017-0507-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-016-0375-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-016-0375-3


	 Sustainability Science

1 3

Spangenberg JH (2011) Sustainability science: a review, an analysis 
and some empirical lessons. Environ Conserv 38(3):275–287. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S0376​89291​10002​70

Terêncio DPS, Varandas SGP, Fonseca AR, Cortes RMV, Fernandes 
LF, Pacheco FAL, Monteiro SM, Martinho J, Cabral J, Santos J, 
Cabecinha E (2021) Integrating ecosystem services into sustain-
able landscape management: a collaborative approach. Sci Total 
Environ 794:148538. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​scito​tenv.​2021.​
148538

Termeer CJ, Dewulf A, Biesbroek R (2019) A critical assessment of 
the wicked problem concept: relevance and usefulness for policy 
science and practice. Policy Soc 38(2):167–179. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1080/​14494​035.​2019.​16179​71

Vallée R (2018) Evaluation du pouvoir épurateur des dispositifs rus-
tiques de filtration des eaux de drainage. Master’s thesis, Univer-
sity of Lorraine

Von Wehrden H, Luederitz C, Leventon J, Russell S (2017) Meth-
odological challenges in sustainability science: a call for method 
plurality, procedural rigor and longitudinal research. Chall Sustain 
5(1):35–42. https://​doi.​org/​10.​12924/​cis20​17.​05010​035

Weimerskirch H, Collet J, Corbeau A, Pajot A, Hoarau F, Marteau C, 
Filippi D, Patrick SC (2020) Ocean sentinel albatrosses locate 
illegal vessels and provide the first estimate of the extent of non 
declared fishing. Proc Natl Acad Sci 117(6):3006–3014. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1073/​pnas.​19154​99117

Wiek A, Ness B, Schweizer-Ries P, Brand FS, Farioli F (2012) From 
complex systems analysis to transformational change: a com-
parative appraisal of sustainability science projects. Sustain Sci 
7(1):5–24. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11625-​011-​0148-y

Wyborn C, Datta A, Montana J, Ryan M, Leith P, Chaffin B, Miller C, 
Van Kerkhoff L (2019) Co-producing sustainability: reordering 
the governance of science, policy, and practice. Annu Rev Envi-
ron Resour 44(1):31–328. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1146/​annur​ev-​envir​
on-​101718-​033103

Xiang WN (2013) Working with wicked problems in socio-ecological 
systems: awareness, acceptance, and adaptation. Landsc Urban 
Plan 110:1–4. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​landu​rbplan.​2016.​07.​011

Publisher's Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds 
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the 
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted 
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of 
such publishing agreement and applicable law.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892911000270
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.148538
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.148538
https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2019.1617971
https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2019.1617971
https://doi.org/10.12924/cis2017.05010035
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1915499117
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1915499117
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-011-0148-y
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-101718-033103
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-101718-033103
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.07.011

	An exploration of the influence of problem wickedness on project pluralism in sustainability science
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Research stances and methods in sustainability science
	Methods
	The French network of ‘Zones Ateliers’ as a case study
	Selecting a sample of research projects from the LTSER network
	Project classification and positioning
	Grid 1: problem wickedness
	Grid 2: project pluralism

	Results
	Problem wickedness
	Project pluralism
	Correspondence between problem wickedness and project pluralism

	Discussion
	Problem wickedness
	Project duration and leadership
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements 
	References




