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Section 3: Detailed reports for each of the six workshops 

Section 4: Conclusions on IDR learning cases tackling societal challenges and missions 

In addition, Appendix 1 includes the full set of six workshops evaluation reports and Appendix 2 the full 

list of participants at all learning workshops. 

1 Integration of challenge-oriented learning journeys  

The SHAPE-ID learning case workshops were designed to bring together experts on inter- and 

transdisciplinarity from different backgrounds to co-produce recommendations on best practice in 

conducting and supporting IDR/TDR in the context of societal challenges, with a specific focus on the 

integration of the Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences (AHSS) disciplines. Participants were drawn from 

a wide range of disciplinary backgrounds and sectors and included AHSS and Sciences, Technology, 

Engineering, Mathematics and Medicine (STEMM) researchers with experience working on IDR/TDR 

projects, policymakers, funders, representatives of Research Performing Organisations and from 

industry, civil society and the cultural sector. Workshops were organised by SHAPE-ID partners (in 

collaboration with local co-organisers in some cases) across Europe – Dublin, Edinburgh, Turin, Bilbao, 

Warsaw and Zurich – to enable the integration of perspectives from different regions. By consulting 

these experts, the project aimed to test, validate and extend the findings of the SHAPE-ID literature 

review and survey and explore IDR/TDR methods and approaches for addressing societal challenges, 

missions or other complex issues where collaborative research across disciplines and sectors is needed.  

This challenging task was undertaken by using a learning journeys approach tailored to the SHAPE-ID 

purpose and context. The approach was carefully planned with the contribution of all SHAPE-ID 

partners, meeting for a co-design workshop in Rome, at the ISINNOVA premises, in June 2019. The 

results of these planning activities are presented in detail in the SHAPE-ID Deliverable D3.11, and briefly 

summarised in the box below. 

The first three workshops were held as planned, face-to-face in Dublin (December 2019), Edinburgh 

(January 2020) and Turin (February 2020). However, COVID-19 travel restrictions necessitated the 

postponement of the latter three workshops and their reorganisation in a virtual format. This has 

created new challenges but also provides an opportunity to learn about the potential and pitfalls of 

remote collaboration – an increasingly likely scenario for those pursuing IDR/TDR in the near future. 

 
1 Sessa, Carlo, & Galvini, Giorgia. (2019). Matrix for integration of learning cases and framework of analysis. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4118413  

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4118413
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Design of the SHAPE-ID Learning Workshops 

 

The workshop series was developed at a Co-Design Workshop in Rome in June 2019, where partners 

defined a common approach and agreed the themes and schedule for each workshop (Table 1). The 

challenge-oriented focus of each workshop was agreed in consultation with all partners and with 

input from emerging findings from the literature review. In particular, efforts were made to address 

the significant underrepresentation of the Arts and Humanities in IDR/TDR to better understand the 

challenges of AHSS integration.  

 

Each workshop was designed as a learning journey, commencing with presentations of case studies, 

vignettes or examples of successful (and unsuccessful) projects, followed by group discussions 

around key challenges and questions related to the workshop topic, and concluding with a forward-

looking session in which participants engaged in activities to co-design missions and 

recommendations. This approach was intended to bring participants on a journey that deepened 

their understanding of other perspectives and from there enabled them to collaboratively explore 

pathways to change. Within this common framework partners organising workshops developed 

individual programmes, selecting the most appropriate methods for each activity. 

 

Workshops were organised according to the following schedule and topics: 

 
Workshop Date Location Organisers* Challenge-oriented focus 

1 2-3 Dec 
2019 

Dublin Trinity College 
Dublin 

Positioning the Arts and Humanities to lead 
research addressing societal challenges 

2 20-21 
Jan 
2020 

Edinburgh University of 
Edinburgh 

Bringing an Environmental Humanities lens to 
bear on interdisciplinary collaboration among 
AHSS and between AHSS and STEMM 

3 17-18 
Feb 
2020 

Turin ISINNOVA 
(Politecnico di 
Torino) 

Inter/Transdisciplinary educational models and 
approaches that support sustainable urban 
transformation 

4** 10-11 
Sept 
2020 

Zurich 
(online) 

ETH Zurich  
(td-net) 

Intersections or reconfigurations? Arts and 
Humanities integration in inter- and 
transdisciplinary research 

5** 23-24 
Sept 
2020 

Warsaw 
(online) 

IBL PAN Streamlining Digital Humanities research and 
infrastructure in the cultural heritage domain 

6** 19 Oct 
2020 

Bilbao 
(online) 

ISINNOVA 
(University of 
Deusto) 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) challenges and 
scenarios of collaborative learning, working and 
living with machines (co- robotics) 

*external collaborator in parenthesis **initially scheduled for Mar-May 2020 in person, in the order Bilbao, 
Warsaw, Zurich; redesigned as virtual workshops  

Table 1 Workshops overview 
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Improving AHSS integration and valuing AHSS contributions 

The Arts and Humanities have a significant role to play in addressing societal challenges – not only in 

public engagement roles as is often the case in practice, but in helping to centralise and interrogate 

values, behaviours, attitudes and culture when defining and framing problems. Critical and historical 

perspectives can highlight the contingency of current narratives and open up a space in which to 

imagine alternatives. AHSS perspectives can help navigate the challenging and nuanced cultural issues 

at stake in the development of new technologies with significant impact on society and individual lives, 

not only to communicate or encourage adoption but to understand the problems more deeply and with 

contextual sensitivity. To realise the potential of greater AHSS integration, a number of complementary 

approaches are needed. On the one hand, capacity building is needed within higher education 

institutions to increase competence and confidence in researchers to develop IDR/TDR collaborations. 

On the other hand, fundamental changes are needed in how funding calls are written so that the AH 

are not treated as a “compensatory presence” in projects otherwise driven by STEMM or Social Sciences 

perspectives. Funding calls should be written to explicitly include and integrate different disciplinary 

perspectives and AH experts with demonstrable interdisciplinary expertise should be involved in the 

peer-review process. Furthermore, different funding instruments – such as seed funding to build 

capacity and relationships, two-stage application processes to encourage risk-taking, and research 

infrastructure funding to support larger institutional initiatives – should be deployed as appropriate 

(and with appropriate increases in programme budgets) to actively encourage greater AH participation.  

Long-term commitment to building interdisciplinary and intersectoral relationships 

Relationships are key enablers of IDR/TDR. It takes time and trust to build collaborations, yet to achieve 

real societal change, it is critical to incorporate collaborators from outside of academia and for 

universities to build better links with policymakers, municipal authorities, citizens’ groups, industry, 

artists and others. Time, resources and changes to education and training are needed to develop these 

capacities and funders should incentivise the strengthening of partnerships between universities and 

non-academic stakeholders. The importance of time to build relationships has several implications in 

terms of processes of change that need to be instituted at different levels, including facilitating informal 

encounters and exchanges between researchers and between researchers and stakeholders in policy, 

civil society, industry and other societal actors; long-term commitment to integrating research partners 

into education and training initiatives; and appropriate research infrastructure and training to enable 

sharing and reuse of data between different partners and stakeholders (within and beyond academia). 

Importantly, integration needs to be understood as a process that does not simply begin with the 
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decision to collaborate on a project proposal or end with the completion of a project. Ongoing 

commitment (including appropriate resourcing) from higher education institutions, policymakers and 

funders is needed to build a sustainable culture of interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary research. 

2 Workshop overviews  

2.1 Dublin Workshop overview 

The first SHAPE-ID learning case workshop took place on 2-3 December 2019 at the Trinity Long Room 

Hub Arts and Humanities Research Institute and addressed the question of how the Arts and 

Humanities (AH) could position themselves as leaders in research addressing societal challenges. The 

workshop aimed to identify practical solutions to overcoming barriers to AH integration and consider 

how the AH community can contribute to addressing societal challenges alongside colleagues in the 

STEMM disciplines and other stakeholders, in IDR/TDR.  

Following three short “scene-setting” presentations to share case studies of AHSS involvement in 

IDR/TDR, participants engaged in co-design activities to explore the potential of AH disciplines to 

contribute to or lead IDR/TDR addressing societal challenges; the mindsets and organisational cultures 

that act as barriers or supports to AH-STEMM integration; pathways to overcoming these obstacles; 

and how existing or potential “Missions” could be structured to incorporate AH leadership and 

substantial contributions.  

What role can the Arts & Humanities play? 

There was widespread acknowledgement of the specific ways that Arts and Humanities perspectives 

can contribute to how societal challenges are addressed in research projects. Most emphatically, it was 

felt that the emphasis on human-centred values has the potential to reshape how a problem is framed 

and approached from the outset. In particular, the AH perspective can contribute to redefining what is 

of value by centralising the human and the societal, thereby helping rebuild trust in fractured societies. 

This can redefine the direction of research, for instance towards how to live with rather than try to solve 

problems that are complex and highly contextual in nature. Furthermore, the historical and critical 

perspectives of AH researchers can help highlight the contingency of current narratives and values, 

opening up the potential to actively explore alternatives.  

What is needed to improve AH integration? 

A number of key insights and recommendations arose from the discussions and activities: 







http://www.trustcollaboration.com/
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Inter- and transdisciplinary education is a complex process that requires a deep and wide first-person 

experimentation to explore and digest its multiple facets. Paradoxically, such unstructured learning 

experiences need clear and defined structures and a safe space to manage a process more interactive 

and dynamic than more traditional teaching methods, demanding a greater preparatory workload, but 

on the other hand, ensuring better and longer-lasting results. 

Workshop participants outlined numerous hindering factors in the implementation of inter- and 

transdisciplinary education, which can be synthetically categorised as: financial limits; limits of time and 

space; the organisational structure of universities; peer relationships; cultural aptitude and students’ 

perspectives. A concrete, detailed and practical framework for implementing inter- and 

transdisciplinary projects, together with an evaluation and monitoring system able to capture their 

benefits, could change the parameters behind the allocation of funding and overcome the effects of 

these hindering factors. 

On the other hand, a combination of factors, like specific competencies, real cases for analysis and 

implementation, personal and structural incentives, and best practices for dissemination, have to act 

synergistically to support a sustainable urban transformation. In this learning process, involved actors 

who were previously dissociated from their own urban spaces, delegating their management to others, 

begin to feel responsible for and engaged with their own city. Ensuring citizens’ sense of ownership of 

their cities is the critical step for achieving a transformation towards sustainability. 

2.4 Zurich Online Workshop overview 

The Learning Case Workshop organised by ETH Zürich (online, 10-11 September 2020) focused on the 

challenges of including the Arts and Humanities (AH) in a more meaningful way in interdisciplinary and 

transdisciplinary research (IDR/TDR) and funding initiatives.  

To ensure a diverse group of participants, we worked together with the Network for Transdisciplinary 

Research (td-net, Swiss Academies of Arts and Sciences), which is the primary Swiss contact point for 

researchers and funders in the field of inter- and transdisciplinary research and teaching. Twenty-nine 

participants and nine SHAPE-ID partners shared an online setting. The workshop sought to learn from 

participants’ experiences by identifying necessary transformations (conceptual, institutional, funding, 

etc.) in practice and policy and to discuss instruments and concrete strategies for AH integration in 

IDR/TDR and funding.  

The workshop opened with an icebreaker session using visual images to prompt discussion about 

participants’ experience in IDR/TDR in their daily work. This was followed by a “scene-setting” 
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Some aspects of those challenges were addressed by prototyped solutions: 

Copyright reform with regards to Text & Data Mining 

The prototype concentrates on the activities that should be undertaken in order to allow unrestricted 

research reuse of existing cultural resources for text & data mining (TDM). The goal of the prototype is 

to make specific institutions aware of the problem and encourage them to change their policies on the 

basis of the prepared recommendations.  

Innovative funding scheme for upcycling deposited project data 

The prototype envisions an innovative funding scheme for upcycling (preservation and reuse) of 

deposited project data. To remedy the lack of reuse of CH/DH data, mechanisms must be put in place 

that foster interdisciplinary collaboration based on data that we already have, around post-project data 

curation and exploitation (rather than only archiving).  

Shared understanding of research cultures 

The main purpose of the prototype is to minimise the barriers between different research cultures.  The 

idea is to promote the value of inter- and transdisciplinary collaboration between Cultural Heritage 

Intitutions (CHIs) and humanities researchers throughout the whole career lifecycle (From Bachelor’s 

to Post-Doctoral Level), in order to create a robust disposition towards collaboration with CHIs among 

future researchers. 

Evaluation framework 

The prototype tackling challenges in the academic reward systems concentrates on assessing the 

careers of individuals involved in working with data in order to ensure that data experts are adequately 

evaluated and valorised. The focus is on the evaluation procedures in Europe which are slow in  

crediting and incentivising digital, data-rich research outcomes as valuable academic outputs.  

2.6 Bilbao Online Workshop overview 

The final SHAPE-ID Learning Case Workshop was co-organised with the University of Deusto in Bilbao 

(Basque Country, Spain) and took place on 19 October 2020. The workshop was originally planned to 

take place in person in Bilbao on 23-24 March 2020 but was postponed due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

In adapting the workshop to an online format, efforts were made to maintain the ambitions and 

intention that the host and participants have planned for the original event. 

The focus of the workshop was the societal challenges associated with Artificial Intelligence (AI) 
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development. The aim was to discuss through an interdisciplinary approach the most urgent practical 

recommendations but also highlight the need for a more thorough cultural change encouraging greater 

AHSS participation in the innovative process of developing AI technologies. 

Following three short scene-setting presentations to provide a common ground for discussion, 

participants were engaged in co-design activities reflecting on the development of two Horizon 2020 

flagship projects and one proposal, in which the University of Deusto actively participates with different 

stakeholders: (1) ATELIER – citizen-driven smart cities; (2) BD4QoL – Big Data Models and Intelligent 

tools for Quality of Life monitoring and participatory empowerment of head and neck cancer survivors; 

(3) TAILOR_EU -  Trustworthy Artificial Intelligence in European Law Enforcement. Three main 

conclusions emerged from discussing these projects: 

1) Information and Communications Technologies (ICT) and AI tools can be used not only to track social 

behaviours with big data applications, but also to collect public feelings, sentiments and opinions 

about common concerns, evaluate the impacts of policy decisions etc. Moreover, these tools can 

help to scale up citizen participation and inclusion of their oversight in decision-making processes , 

but this  requires time, the users' willingness to use new technologies and raising their awareness 

of the more complex environment and challenges. These requirements can be addressed by 

explicitly including Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences (AHSS) perspectives in technological 

development. 

2) The AHSS are essential to communicate effectively, raise awareness and build confidence, for 

instance in the development of medical products that require a wide trial before being approved. 

In this sector, progress in clinical practice benefits not only from the scientific testing of the 

effectiveness of new therapies, but also from the inclusion in the analysis of idiosyncratic aspects 

that affect personal responses to the therapies. This is exactly the area where especially Art and 

Humanities are essential to learn from personal experiences and expression. 

3) AHSS disciplines, which centralise the human perspective, can interrogate and explain the collective 

and social benefits of using AI without hiding particular interests and biases and generating a 

scientific culture and acceptability among users. Nevertheless, the cost of these social and cultural 

processes could be too high to be included in the development of some technological solutions. 

In conclusion, although AI and algorithms are a standard technology applied universally, outcomes of AI 

projects strongly depend on the organisational and social context in which the technology is being 

applied. AHSS are crucial for understanding the different cultural perspectives and evaluating the impact 
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of the technology on the users and the society at large. In this process, there are often different 

conflicting interests to consider. Still, it is the way human relations are handled that determines the 

building of a trusting relationship – an essential element for the adoption of any technology.   

3 Detailed workshop reports 

3.1 Dublin Workshop: Arts and Humanities to address societal challenges 

Workshop Objectives and Activities 

The opening workshop in Dublin addressed the question of how the Arts and Humanities could position 

themselves as leaders in research addressing societal challenges. The workshop aimed to identify 

practical solutions to overcoming barriers to Arts and Humanities (AH) integration and consider how 

the AH community can contribute to addressing societal challenges alongside STEMM colleagues and 

other stakeholders, in inter- and transdisciplinary research (IDR/TDR).  

Following three short “scene-setting” presentations to share case studies of AHSS involvement in 

IDR/TDR, participants joined group discussions in a World Café format to explore the potential of AH 

disciplines to contribute to or lead IDR/TDR addressing societal challenges; the mindsets and 

organisational cultures that act as barriers or supports to AH-STEMM integration; and pathways to 

overcoming these obstacles. On Day 2 they engaged in co-design activities to explore how existing or 

potential “Missions” could be structured to incorporate AH leadership and substantial contributions.  

Scene-setting presentations 

Dr Susan Flavin 

Dr Susan Flavin (TCD) presented on her ERC-funded project FoodCult, which takes a truly 

interdisciplinary approach to diet in early modern Ireland, with collaborators from history, archaeology, 

bioarchaeology/organic geochemistry and information technology, as well as artisans and filmmakers. 

The range of disciplines allows for a multiscale integrated analysis of diet. Each individual approach has 

its limitations in working with the historical evidence but through their overlaps a fuller picture can be 

achieved. The possibilities engendered by the collaboration are exciting in advancing the field and 

pushing the boundaries of historical method.  

Dr Flavin spoke of remarkable meetings with real lightbulb moments as the team worked to find new 

ways of communicating across the different languages they were accustomed to speaking. She also 

noted that publishing interdisciplinary research was an ongoing challenge. 

https://foodcult.eu/


https://philosophy.sas.ac.uk/centres/censes
https://philosophy.sas.ac.uk/centres/censes
https://connectingnature.eu/
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solutions include the use of street trees, parks and urban green areas to provide a range of natural 

benefits such as intercepting dust, toxins and noise, sheltering and cooling property, sinking carbon and 

buffering flooding. They also provide spaces for recreation, fostering well-being, and a host of other 

social benefits. Social, cultural and environmental benefits are thus inextricably linked. Connecting 

Nature partners are only 30% academic, with significant involvement from city authorities, urban 

community groups and SMEs in developing, piloting and measuring the impact of such solutions. 

Dr Kavita Sivaramakrishnan 

Dr Kavita Sivaramakrishnan (Columbia University) presented a compelling case for humanities 

leadership in understanding and addressing the challenges of global ageing from a contextual, political, 

cultural and ethical perspective. The current global lifespan shift is unprecedented, with 

transformations in mortality rates and the rates of chronic disease creating very new life courses in a 

highly compressed way, particularly across Asia and Africa. Researchers from Social Sciences disciplines 

such as demography, sociology and psychology already collaborate with biomedical sciences and are 

able to ask longitudinal questions and provide theories for societal medical and scientific shifts. 

However, contextual knowledge is lacking.  

Considering the place of contextual knowledge and the potential role of the contextual disciplines, Dr 

Sivaramakrishnan argued that comparisons across contexts, identities and cultures is an essential part 

of a new life course perspective that views age and youth on a continuum. AH perspectives are also 

valuable in the translational activities needed to bridge the gap between the UN Sustainable 

Development Goals and how policy is made at a local level. Furthermore, the challenges of global ageing 

are not distinct from environmental problems and Dr Sivaramakrishnan proposed that overlapping 

research networks are needed to address these complex societal challenges with multiple intersecting 

causes.  

Dr Jennifer Edmond 

Dr Jennifer Edmond (TCD) discussed the transformative experience of leading the Horizon 2020 KPLEX 

project, an ICT-programme “sister project” intended to inform future research and policy in ICT. KPLEX 

brought together researchers in literature and historical data, anthropology, research data archives and 

language technology services to bring a social sciences and humanities perspectives to “big data”. One 

of the key challenges this interdisciplinary project tackled was overcoming language barriers, working 

towards a shared understanding of “data”. As a sister project, the AH disciplines were unusually at the 

https://kplex-project.com/




















https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites%0b/info/files/mazzucato_report_2018.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites%0b/info/files/mazzucato_report_2018.pdf
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● Critique: A critical perspective was brought to bear on the question. A truly sustainable city is not 

only net zero energy but must be more broadly livable. The idea of a net zero energy city is 

connected to economic growth, but there are other pathways to achieving this mission, such as 

degrowth, reducing the speed of human societies’ growth. Critical and pessimistic perspectives 

should be included as valid approaches within a portfolio of projects. 

● Education: AH was considered important for education, raising awareness and translating SDG 

broad goals into policies and practices. SDG indicators need to be adapted to local contexts for 

individual cities. AH contribution to education can ensure climate justice is considered.  

Key Recommendations 

1) Embedding a broadened approach to thinking that includes AH in education at all levels. More 

informal learning, soft skills, thinking about narrative. Horizon Europe programme linking with 

Erasmus programme and synergies should be developed.  

2) Structuring the political agenda for inclusivity. Striving for a just society and greater equality must 

underpin efforts to combat climate change.  

3) Requirement for investments and funding. Decisions are currently made on the basis of financial 

return on investment (ROI). We need to work towards societal ROI, societal benefit and innovation 

justice, not just innovation. 
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Healthy Ageing  

Addressing the Challenge With & Without AH integration 

It was acknowledged that much is being and can be achieved on the medical front without AH 

involvement from the point of view of treatments and curative interventions on a physical level. 

However, the biomedical view can pathologise ageing, missing much that is important to the experience 

of ageing. The added value of AH integration was outlined on a number of fronts: 

Understanding ageing: AH researchers can position current attitudes to ageing in a historical and 

philosophical context, looking at the history of ageing and how it has changed. This can help recognise 

prejudices and preconceptions about ageing.  

Meaning and value in ageing: AH perspectives can reframe the discussion to incorporate questions of 

value and what it means to live a fulfilling life as we age (not just to live longer). This can capture the 

positive aspects of ageing through cultural works that have explored the deeper meaning of older age 

and values such as wisdom, dignity and aesthetic experience. AH can contribute to countering stigma 

and focusing on the quality and richness of lived experience. It was noted that the value of culture (e.g. 

the creative and performing arts) is better understood than the value of AH scholarship. AH research 

can capture narratives and paint a fuller picture of human experience that includes social and spiritual 

aspects of ageing. 

Non-medical challenges of ageing: AH can provide perspectives that contribute to interventions that 

can help with non-medical aspects of ageing such as loneliness and isolation. These social aspects are 

contextual and non-Western attitudes and practices of medicine need to be considered. For example, 

older people in China may go to healers rather than doctors because the healer spends time with them. 

Better access to people, information and other forms of social connectedness are critical even when 

someone is free from sickness or pain. 

Addressing inequality: There is a risk that biomedical solutions may exacerbate social inequality by 

developing solutions that already privileged groups will benefit most from. AH can ensure questions 

about equitable access are central to the discussion in developing new treatments or technologies. 

Social and ethical perspectives highlight inequalities around physical manipulations and interactions. 

Public inclusion in research: There are also issues of inequality of knowledge and framing. More 

inclusion and involvement of citizens and other groups across communities, ages, social classes, 

cultures, etc. is needed to involve society beyond the university. 
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Final Discussion  

A short plenary discussion was held after each mission area group reported back to the wider group. 

The main issue raised was the extent to which the AH community is ready to accept and engage with 

research agendas set externally and focusing on societal challenges. AH cultures typically focus on 

individual scholarship and set their own agendas. It may be necessary to do this first in a bottom-up 

way within the community before engaging more broadly.   

Institutions need to put in place strong support mechanisms for the AHSS as institutional supports are 

needed to create groups working together. Big challenges or themes can bring together different 

research groups and faculties but need to be established from the top down. It was observed that UK 

universities excel at getting funding because they have good research funding infrastructure.  

During the final session, the points raised indicated a pathway from individual disciplines to doing 

interdisciplinarity: 

Disciplines: It is important to encourage and facilitate interest-driven research as well as grant-driven 

research following current funding priorities. AH researchers who wish to work on interdisciplinary 

problems such as ageing are advised to simply start working on it from their own perspective, bringing 

their own disciplinary expertise, before attempting to engage with IDR. 

Capacity Building: There was evidence of great enthusiasm for working across disciplines, but people 

were very conscious of the barriers. There was a sense of insecurity around how AH research could be 

relevant, and anxiety too from stakeholders in the worlds of business and art as to their role in research 

and their place at the table. Institutional supports are needed to build confidence, to facilitate 

discussions and to invest in fostering leadership capacity in the AH. 

Inclusive Fora: The issue of how to involve non-academic stakeholders was raised repeatedly, with 

widespread interest in how to bring these important voices into the discussion. There was concern that 

academic voices represent an elite and academic language can be alienating. To change in the ways 

that are needed the university needs to open up to other voices. It was suggested that an ideal starting 

point is to define a problem of common interest and begin to bring people together around this. The 

workshop itself was cited as an example of a structure that could be transferable to create for a for 

discussing problems of interest. 
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Including the Arts: Participants also noted the potential value of the arts, drama, narrative and social 

experiments to connect different groups and understand different cultures, as well as allow us to 

explore conflict and difference, engage emotion and provide opportunities for reflection. 

Critical Thinking for Change: The AH community need to consider how the critical thinking deployed in 

their disciplines can contribute to the development of scenario planning and different trajectories for 

the future, and how to mobilise around them. 
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3.2 Edinburgh Workshop: Environmental humanities 

Workshop Objectives and Activities 

This SHAPE-ID Learning Case Workshop organised and hosted by the University of Edinburgh on 20-21 

January 2020 brought experienced researchers from the AHSS together with funders, policymakers and 

representatives from other international bodies. The objective of this workshop, which took place over 

two half days, was to explore what discussions with colleagues who share a broad interest in the 

environmental humanities might reveal about the motivations for undertaking research in this field and 

the models and styles of such research. By bringing an environmental humanities lens to bear on 

interdisciplinary collaborations among the AHSS disciplines and (to a lesser extent) between AHSS and 

STEMM, we hoped to learn more about potential enablers that might facilitate AHSS integration in 

interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary research. 

Our focus on the Environmental Humanities was motivated by the fact that this is an area of scholarship 

that is establishing itself as an interdisciplinary research field supported by peer review journals, 

international conferences and centres of excellence. Collectively, as a consortium and as a wider 

community of scholars, the SHAPE-ID team has experience of interdisciplinary topics that span 

(primarily) the social and environmental and natural sciences. In running this workshop, we hoped to 

compare this experience with that of the arts and humanities (AH) disciplines, given their typically 

different working styles and concerns (e.g. lone scholar vs. research teams; conceptual/philosophical 

vs. instrumental framings, etc.). 

The workshop opened with an icebreaker session using visual images to prompt discussion about 

participants’ experience of IDR/TDR which allowed us to gather information about barriers/ 

opportunities/level of engagement with IDR/TDR. This was followed by three short “scene-setting” 

presentations to share case studies of AHSS involvement in IDR/TDR. Speakers were asked to highlight 

barriers and enablers and to consider the benefits (and possible drawbacks) to Environmental 

Humanities research: 

Dr Anna Antonova (Rachel Carson Centre for Environment and Society, LMU Munich, Germany) spoke 

eloquently of her experiences as an interdisciplinary Early Career Researcher, highlighting the rewards 

and pleasure of working across disciplinary and sectoral boundaries while facing the challenge of 

negotiating the very traditional disciplinary structures of the University. 

Professor Naomi Sykes (University of Exeter, UK) offered insights from a number of highly 

interdisciplinary projects centred around animals. Discussing examples of two projects focusing, 
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respectively, on the chicken and the fallow deer, Professor Sykes showed how these were used as a 

lens to explore human-animal interactions and our relationships with the natural world from a variety 

of cultural and scientific perspectives, revealing how relationships with and to animals feeds directly 

into policy. 

Professor Dolly Jørgensen (University of Stavanger, Norway) presented on her experience leading the 

In the Clouds project, an Art-Science workshop funded by the Research Council of Norway. The project 

brought together scholars in Art History, History of Science and Technology, Environmental History, 

Anthropology, Media Studies, Science and Technology Studies, Geography, Religious Studies and 

Computer Science, with photographers, filmmakers, painters, poets and performance artists, to 

collaborate with a museum on an exhibition on clouds, examined from this diversity of perspectives. 

Professor Jørgensen reminded us that excellent interdisciplinary research can occur within the broader 

Arts and Humanities community and does not necessarily require collaboration with STEMM disciplines. 

She also spoke about how she had approached a recent grant call and how her strategy of reframing it 

so that it better fitted her interests as an AH scholar had been successful. 

After the presentations the group split into smaller working groups to engage in co-design activities 

around the development of research projects and funding calls. In the first exercise, each group worked 

to outline an inter- or transdisciplinary research project based on a short text on environmental 

challenges. 

Participants were asked to cast themselves as researchers (or potentially research users) and to co-

design an interdisciplinary research proposal in response to a prompt such as a press release that de-

scribed an environmental challenge. This group exercise allowed participants to reflect on what they 

had heard from presenters and to expand on and explore their own experiences/aspirations/ 

disappointments of IDR/TDR. The output from this short exercise took the form of a poster that started 

to describe a possible research proposal. However, the key purpose of the exercise was to encourage 

participants to reflect on the process of designing collaborative, interdisciplinary research, and less on 

the detail of the actual research proposal. 

On the second morning of the workshop, participants again worked in groups, this time to critique and 

redesign existing funding calls dealing with environmental issues so that they might better include some 

of the priorities of AH research and encourage the participation of these researchers to address the 

challenges outlined. Having rewritten some of the call text, participants were then asked to propose 
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than to academics. The lack of openness, where so many aspects of the research project were 

predefined in terms of the scale of the research or what partners should be involved, was felt to leave 

little room for AH. 

There was widespread criticism that these calls were too “instrumental”: the requirement for impact 

implies change in a context where economic growth and increased investment are taken for granted as 

positive outcomes. This led participants to query how we define an impact and whether impacts are 

always positive? Such language assumes that technology can solve the challenges but ignores the 

human questions. The language currently used makes assumptions, e.g. referring to cultural heritage 

as “assets” which automatically monetises rather than considers other forms of value. Word choices 

reveal particular positions. Calls were couched in technical, social science and economic terms. Such 

technocratic framing drives people away and means that notions of the social, culture and power are 

absent. 

This approach was interpreted as a lack of trust in researchers, undermining their ability to identify 

problems, users and appropriate impacts. Indeed, many of the required outputs were not possible for 

AHSS researchers, with outputs instead being framed in the expectation of an ecological or economic 

perspective in some of the texts that we reviewed. This was interpreted as a “science over culture 

approach” and the overarching view was that the scope of such calls was too narrow, assuming a 

solution. 

The AH were seen as being treated as a “compensatory presence” instead of having a role in defining 

research agendas in a way that builds on the epistemological strengths of AHSS. Research funders were 

urged to “make room to ask the bigger question” and imagine a different set of calls where AHSS rather 

than STEMM is the starting point, rather than “a corrective, addendum or supplement”. Could we 

imagine a world where calls are AHSS-led and the language makes accommodations for STEMM? 

AHSS or – in the language of the European Commission – SSH, was seen as being one entity rather than 

a spectrum of different disciplines. We were reminded that we need to view the Arts, Humanities and 

Social Sciences separately, particularly as their research methods can be significantly different. Calls 

that did favour projects that include SSH invariably required an economist or maybe a political scientist 

or policy researcher but rarely an AH partner. Participants thus foregrounded the danger of 

amalgamating AHSS disciplines together (and thereby provided further justification for our choice of 

focus on AH for this workshop). 
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The language used could be more inclusive, accessible and jargon free. Seeding call texts with 

strategically inserted words could help flag otherwise overlooked aspects of the call, for example for 

researchers interested in gender. Quite explicit language that welcomes research combining IDR/TDR 

approaches “inclusive of AH” resulting in projects that challenge the prevailing narrative and 

assumptions would be welcomed. The importance of call titles should not be overlooked as they 

immediately begin to frame expectations, for example consider the difference between “building” and 

“imagining” in a title or the inclusion of a word such as “value” which might signal concepts that act as 

an entry point for AHSS. (There was also recognition that certain language – e.g. “imagination” would 

not play well in government/policy circles where value for money is a concern.) 

To appear more inclusive for AH, call texts could specifically welcome diverse ranges of methodological 

approaches from applicant teams. This might include but should not be limited to creative forms of 

public engagement and outcome dissemination. For example, an oral history approach can be a means 

to access alternative narratives. 

What AH seek is opportunities for curiosity-led rather than impact-driven research but H2020 is 

inherently challenge-led, requiring very specific impacts often related to the competitiveness of EU 

industries. These calls are perceived as working at the service of the nation state or an EU body and 

need to be more open if they are to attract the interest of more AHSS researchers. Unsurprisingly, this 

may explain why the AHSS are much more successful in the ERC funding programme. 

In summary, AH researchers do not like the questions being asked: “EC expects us to deliver answers. 

EC should be asking AH to devise the question”. To facilitate this, AH researchers have a role in helping 

funders to propose the right questions and manage the right expectations to drive behaviour, as 

discussed below, but achieving this may require further capacity building within the AH community. 

Capacity building 

It was acknowledged that there are ongoing and long-term debates around achieving culture change 

within academia. The social sciences had started to engage earlier in these discussions but the 

experience (and hence expertise) of AH of IDR/TDR is lower. So, in the absence of funders changing, 

how do AH grasp the nettle and communicate their added value? 

While the AH clearly have the competences, it requires confidence and a sense of security to articulate 

the value that these disciplines bring to IDR/TDR. It needs encouragement and requires people to act 

as advocates. It requires researchers to be entrepreneurial and to see opportunities that may move us 
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from our comfort zones. It also requires tenacity and a willingness and ability to subvert calls to AH 

interests. This led others in the audience to argue that it was not insecurity but the fact that AH do not 

like the questions being asked. The environmental humanities are already doing IDR/TDR within/across 

AH disciplines and we were reminded that an individual can conduct interdisciplinary research on their 

own, not only in a collaboration involving STEMM. Nevertheless, concern was voiced about the risk to 

funding if AH seem uninterested in interdisciplinary, collaborative research. 

When contributors spoke about their motivations for undertaking IDR/TDR, they reminded us that 

encountering different kinds of literature and approaches can reveal important new insights and lead 

one to become a more versatile scholar with a wider academic network. Others noted that they would 

never have arrived at their research findings without working across disciplines. The downside was that 

they may feel uncomfortable having to simplify their work for policy and may find it difficult to reach 

policy audiences. It was suggested that Humanities students and scholars (in contrast to those from the 

social and natural sciences) are not taught sufficiently about the policy process and when and how to 

contribute. The ability to communicate the value of AH research requires AH students and scholars to 

benefit from greater knowledge exchange and media training. 

Some of the discussion of the institutional challenges that early stage scholars encounter when trying 

to pursue IDR/TDR reminded us that it is still hard to pursue an IDR/TDR project through the rigidly 

disciplinary structures of universities. This is especially true at examination (viva) stage (for both the 

candidate and the examiner). Indeed, it was suggested that a panel system would be better for IDR/TDR 

PhD examinations, possibly similar to the US system to give continuity with examiners. Even despite the 

privileges of funding, setbacks at an early stage of one’s IDR/TDR career can be a blow to self-confidence 

and mental health. These aspects point to much more widespread institutional issues related to the 

promotion of IDR/TDR and questions about when is the right time for an individual to “become” 

interdisciplinary, that go beyond the EC encouraging greater participation in interdisciplinary grant 

calls. 

These aspects of the discussion also highlighted the role of national funders in building capacity. At the 

UK level, for example, smaller British Academy awards often lead to future awards in the AHRC-funded 

humanities space. Likewise, the AHRC Connected Communities programme provided small grants that 

kept building on each other, particularly supporting early career researchers. These smaller grants 

mean that funders can afford to take more risks and invite “edgy, unexpected work”. The Irish Research 

Council has similarly tried to build a funding pipeline so that researchers are better prepared to apply 

for EU funding. Some national funders are seen as particularly effective in aligning national funding with 
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EU funding (the Dutch were cited as an example) but at the same time, do not want to be seen as too 

instrumental and need to leave money for curiosity-led research. 

While national funders can lay the groundwork in terms of capacity building for IDR/TDR through, for 

example, small networking grants, the lack of articulation between national and EU funding is 

exacerbated by pragmatic issues such as different funding cycles resulting in different time horizons for 

national funders and the EC. 

Ways forward 

Writing the call 

How calls are set up is critical to promoting the inclusion and integration of different disciplinary 

perspectives. Participants agreed that trying to “shoehorn” AH into already defined technology-led calls 

was the wrong approach; the result is that AH will always look like “an add on”. Instead, a co-creation 

approach involving a wide variety of different disciplines would help to identify priorities, ask the right 

questions, and avoid inherent contradictions within call texts. This requires changing how we construct 

calls for proposals at a fundamental level so that the AH are more involved in setting the research 

agenda. Instead of assuming that technology can solve the problems, these challenges should be open 

for discussion around, for example, adoption, uptake and diffusion of technology and these are “human 

questions”. Participants talked in terms of drawing in “ecosystems of thought” to address multi-sector 

interdisciplinary challenges. The goal should be an equitable, mixed disciplinary team for design and 

evaluation (see below). There was also recognition that this aspiration may be more difficult to achieve 

than it looks as: (i) AH are less familiar with research co-production and (ii) this requires a change in 

culture where the EC acknowledges that, although there may be “a received story”, they are also willing 

to welcome projects that challenge this. 

In summary, the workshop exercises raised awareness of the importance of being involved in helping 

to write the calls: this places the onus on the AH community to get involved in defining calls and on 

funders to facilitate this. 

Application process 

Crafting an application is a significant time commitment. A two-stage application process involving an 

initial, blinded outline, followed by an invited full proposal, may encourage more risk-taking. 
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3.3 Turin Workshop: Transdisciplinary education for urban sustainability 

Workshop Objectives and Activities 

The third SHAPE-ID Learning Case Workshop was held in Turin on 17-18 February 2020 and was 

developed in collaboration with the TrUST research platform.10 The workshop brought together 

researchers and experts from academic and non-academic institutions working in the field of Education 

for Sustainability (EfS). The objective of this workshop, which took place over one and a half days, was 

to explore what kind of inter- and transdisciplinary educational tools and approaches can support and 

improve sustainability in the realm of urban transformations. By bringing attention to the combination 

of two increasingly relevant issues, education and urban sustainability, we wanted to explore how 

methods and practices of education for sustainability can support synergies between Arts, Humanities 

and Social Sciences (AHSS) and STEMM perspectives in inter- and transdisciplinary research projects. 

Our focus on Education for Urban Sustainability was motivated by the fact that the nexus between the 

educational process and sustainable urban transformation is potentially highly impactful for the 

concrete realisation of the United Nations (UN) Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) as well as the 

integration of AHSS and STEMM disciplines. The need for a meaningful contribution from the AHSS in 

learning processes is increasingly crucial in a technologically driven society. Sustainable urban 

transformation is an urgent matter, considering the concomitant climate, democracy, and urban 

governance emergencies, and this will require consolidating the cooperation between educational 

institutions and urban stakeholders – the ultimate aim of EfS agendas.  

The workshop opened with two short “scene-setting” presentations to introduce the SHAPE-ID and 

TrUST projects, share the scope of their collaboration and present the aim of the two-day workshop. 

This was followed by an initial set of keynote presentations from invited international experts focusing 

on new learning paradigms in EfS, from primary school to university campus level. The main activity of 

the first day of the workshop was a writing session, where we asked participants to define their 

experiences of inter- and transdisciplinarity, the SDGs, processes, methods and lessons learned in 

implementing EfS. Participants were also asked to describe obstacles and barriers, as well as triggers 

and enabling factors, which influence inter- and transdisciplinary education for sustainable urban 

 
10 TrUST: Transdisciplinarity for Urban Sustainability Transition is a research project coordinated by Dr Giulia 
Sonetti that aims at better understanding how to achieve more efficient and effective inter/trans-disciplinary 
research and education for an urban sustainability transition. It received funding from the Interuniversity 
Department of Regional & Urban Studies and Planning - Excellence Award at Politecnico di Torino, and the support 
of more than 70 institutions and organisations working on SDGs implementation. 

http://www.trustcollaboration.com/
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transformations. On the second morning of the workshop, participants split into smaller working groups 

to engage in co-design activities around the development of mission-oriented projects.  

International keynote presentations 

Dr Jo-Anne Ferreira – Pedagogies and system change in higher education curricula 

Dr Jo-Anne Ferreira (La Trobe University) introduced the underlying pedagogical principles of Education 

for Sustainability (EfS), the fundamental methods for embedding EfS in universities, and how the system 

change model has been implemented in practice.  

Focused on what students can do with their knowledge, Education for Sustainability is a value-oriented 

holistic approach, centred on social changes, based on real issues, experimental and transformative 

actions, and an active and critical learning enabled by forms of cooperative engagement. Education for 

sustainability is undertaken through system-wide change theory and practice, working partnerships, 

system thinking, mindful participation, reflective and visioning activities. A system change model is 

applied by developing partnerships envisioning a new map of the educational system, sharing and 

generating new knowledge and information, and implementing action research based on reflection and 

action for change. 

As a model intended to create change within a system, it is likely to encounter barriers in pursuing 

implementation. Nonetheless, Dr Ferreira concluded by stressing the importance of monitoring the 

process of implementation, ensuring the achievement of goals previously set. 

Dr Julie Davis - Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education for Sustainability 

Dr Julie Davis presented two examples of practices and process from Early Childhood Education for 

Sustainability (ECEfS): the Lone Pine Project and the Transnational Dialogues network. 

The Lone Pine Project is an interdisciplinary collaboration between Early Childhood Education teachers 

and Design students (architecture, urban design, landscape design) to figure out the key issues and 

problems, and design jointly a day centre on a pilot community site. This process made it possible to 

explore new notions of teamwork across disciplines, understand and respect the skills, cultures, and 

perspectives of each participant, and reflect deeply and critically on real-world issues.  

Transnational Dialogues is an international network of researchers in ECEfS that seeks to build 

coordination capacity and networks, overcoming the isolation of “marginal” researchers. During the 

https://tcdud.sharepoint.com/sites/TCD365-SHAPE-ID/SHAPE-ID/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2FTCD365%2DSHAPE%2DID%2FSHAPE%2DID%2FShared%20Documents%2FWP3%20IDR%20Integration%20Learning%20Cases%2FLCW%203%20Turin%20%2D%20Education%20for%20Sustainability%2FKeynote%20presentations%2FJo%20Ferreira%20presentation%20Turin%20ShapeID%20workshop%20Feb%202020%2Epdf&parent=%2Fsites%2FTCD365%2DSHAPE%2DID%2FSHAPE%2DID%2FShared%20Documents%2FWP3%20IDR%20Integration%20Learning%20Cases%2FLCW%203%20Turin%20%2D%20Education%20for%20Sustainability%2FKeynote%20presentations
https://tcdud.sharepoint.com/sites/TCD365-SHAPE-ID/SHAPE-ID/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2FTCD365%2DSHAPE%2DID%2FSHAPE%2DID%2FShared%20Documents%2FWP3%20IDR%20Integration%20Learning%20Cases%2FLCW%203%20Turin%20%2D%20Education%20for%20Sustainability%2FKeynote%20presentations%2FDavis%20Turin%20workshop%20Feb%202020%2Epdf&parent=%2Fsites%2FTCD365%2DSHAPE%2DID%2FSHAPE%2DID%2FShared%20Documents%2FWP3%20IDR%20Integration%20Learning%20Cases%2FLCW%203%20Turin%20%2D%20Education%20for%20Sustainability%2FKeynote%20presentations
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project, researchers discovered that despite sometimes being inept at considering linguistic and 

cultural diversity, they were able to constantly evolve thanks to the ongoing exchange with peers. 

Dr Davis concluded by highlighting the positive impact of inter- and transdisciplinary work in dealing 

with “wicked problems” and the abundance of lessons to be learned from past activities and research. 

Drs Maria Alvarez - Liberating pedagogy: learning inside of complexity and uncertainty. 

Drs Maria Alvarez presented an innovative educational methodology included in the Global Project and 

Change Management Bachelor’s degree programme of Windesheim Honors College. The learning 

process addresses features of the contemporary world – volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and 

ambiguity (VUCA) – and prepares students for future roles as change agents and value creators. During 

one semester, students develop essential skills in four fundamental areas for contemporary challenges: 

civil society, global health, social entrepreneurship, and urban dynamics. The 4E-model helps students 

to structure the process of managing complex issues through four steps: 

1) Explore: Students and other users of the model are invited to investigate the challenge by analysing 

the context, probable causes and solutions. 

2) Engage: Participants map the networks and identify stakeholders who can be key players in 

addressing the complexity of the challenge. 

3) Elaborate: strategies to solve the problem are defined by shaping the role of each network and 

stakeholder and defining the activities that they should undertake.  

4) Evaluate: As a final phase, students define which value will be created for whom and how it will be 

evaluated. 

The Value Creators concept gauges the progress of experiential learning, navigating across different 

knowledge boundaries and self-reflection skills that should be embedded in academic curricula. It is a 

building block, preparing students for moving from the university to the professional and social 

environment. 

Writing Session 

At the beginning of the writing session, we asked participants to define their experiences of inter- and 

transdisciplinary education to pave the ground for a co-creation process, which requires mutual 

knowledge and understanding. The following questions were asked to comprehend in-depth 

https://tcdud.sharepoint.com/:p:/r/sites/TCD365-SHAPE-ID/SHAPE-ID/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7B74F71A55-9FF1-4B8A-B7BE-BD38F5E62BBC%7D&file=MARIA_Alvarez_Liberating%20pedagogy%20VC%20Turin%20keynote.pptx&action=edit&mobileredirect=true
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For this reason, evaluation is fundamental to enrich communication about both successes and causes 

for failure. 

After they had defined their educational experience as inter- and transdisciplinary, participants mapped 

their activity onto the SDGs. They were asked to flag which of the 17 SDGs were more relevant and 

related to their own research activity, and Figure 2 below shows the result of this exercise. The size of 

each SDG is proportional to the frequency with which the participants cited the SDG (for instance, SDG4 

Quality of Education was cited 13 times, while SDG2 Zero Hunger was mentioned only once11). 

Not surprisingly, the most cited SDGs are Quality Education, Sustainable Cities and Communities, 

Climate Action, Gender Equality, Reduced Inequalities, and Responsible Consumption and Production 

– all SDGs that are transversal and cross-cutting – while those more sectoral, concerning specific 

environmental and social goals were less cited. 

 

 

 
11 The total number of workshop participants was 23, but each of them mentioned numerous SDGs correlated to 
their activity. The total observations were 78. 

Figure 2 Mapping SDGs in participants' activity 
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Implementing education for urban sustainability 

The development of inter- and transdisciplinary education 

The multiple paths and processes for the implementation of inter- and transdisciplinary education, like 

shaping the vision and long-term goals of universities or identifying real cases for analysis, have to 

benefit from each other to realise a meaningful transformation on how topics will be taught and 

developed.  

As we describe in detail later in this report, the structural organisation of universities, especially 

humanities departments that are epistemologically and conceptually past-oriented to consolidated 

disciplinary knowledge, sharply limits the possibility of stretching the existing curricula and programmes 

to include interdisciplinary topics. Similarly, the bottom-up process to push institutions to create inter- 

and transdisciplinary courses encounters more administrative and bureaucratic barriers than a top-

down process. However, the universities’ strategic plans can be a leverage point for improving the 

academic system, as well as a space where it is possible to match the universities’ management goals 

with strategic aims to enhance inter- and transdisciplinarity education programmes.  

Workshops and other methods for collaborative exchange are the ideal tools to support dialogue 

among disciplines and centres of education, and trigger teams and networks to co-create solutions for 

a joint mission, fostering inter- and transdisciplinarity in academies. 

These conversations and connections are catalysed in courses and classes where students can develop 

transversal knowledge that is able to cater to different interests and be helpful to a specific cause, such 

as sustainability. A dynamic joint session with professionals from other disciplines helps students to 

develop critical discussions and clarify conflicting perspectives and divergent stakeholders’ positions. 

For example, the objects for student analysis can be challenges already identified by interdisciplinary 

teams composed by a diversity of experts. Students are encouraged to investigate the issue from 

different angles and through various methods. For instance, if the topic is the problem of microplastics 

in the river, the research would be conducted considering biodiversity, water management, legal 

regulation, health consequences to create collaboratively a new scheme for framing the topic and 

finding a solution. 

Generally, combining a learning process based on real problems with strategic analysis, critical thinking 

and stakeholder engagement facilitates outreach activities, educational innovation and ultimately a 
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better transdisciplinary collaboration. Figure 3 briefly illustrates the myriad of methods, tools and tricks 

mentioned by participants as useful supports to implement education for urban sustainability. 

In conclusion, practical examples and best practices capable of adding value to subjects of an academic 

course and tangibly enriching students’ minds can advantageously support the process of transforming 

vision, methodology and the structural content of educational institutions. 

 

 
Prior experiences in inter- and transdisciplinary education  

Inter- and transdisciplinary education cannot be taught just theoretically. It requires deep and wide 

first-person experimentation to explore and digest the multiple facets of the process. 

The vast majority of workshop participants agreed on the necessity of a learning-by-doing approach in 

designing inter- and transdisciplinary educational programmes, for example, by engaging students in 

scenario-based learning to co-create continuing storytelling. Project-based education is particularly 

useful to overcome the challenges of teaching inter- and transdisciplinarity to large numbers of 

students, allowing them to deal with real problems and to work with different stakeholders and 

disciplinary perspectives.  The validity of the learning-by-doing approach in inter- and transdisciplinary 

Figure 3 Methods, tools and tricks of inter- and transdisciplinary education 
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practices has been tested several times in both creative and analytic processes, such as cultural studies 

and the production of audio-visual materials, as well as in the evaluation of impacts.  

The practice of inter- and transdisciplinary education reaches the peak of its realisation in innovative 

educational concepts and counselling activities for transformative learning. One holistic teaching 

approach to address tricky challenges and generate agents of change mentioned by a participant is 

called Value Creators. More than a new educational concept, this method creates an environment 

where students work to build societal values by connecting with academic communities and 

stakeholder networks around the world. Furthermore, some workshop participants briefly described 

their counselling activities to enable transformative processes, like supporting individuals and groups 

in their transition towards more sustainable and meaningful living and working, fostering constructive 

inter- and transdisciplinary collaboration in the academic field, and building facilitation and 

management competencies with enterprises. 

Lessons learned from experts’ practice 

Inter- and transdisciplinary education is a complex undertaking that requires the application of different 

methods according to specific audiences. In this respect, multiple lessons and suggestions were drawn 

from this workshop session. The key points can be synthesised in the necessity of having a structure 

and creating a safe space to manage a process that is much more difficult than the traditional teaching 

method, demanding more workload, but on the other hand, ensuring better and more durable results.  

Paradoxically, such unstructured learning experiences need clear and defined structures for the 

collaboration, especially when students and extensive networks are involved. The leader of an inter- 

and transdisciplinary process has to master a comprehensive toolbox to orient participants clearly, 

defining expectations and maintaining levels of interest and engagement through a solid and 

trustworthy leadership style. Trust is a crucial factor to build and feed a learning process that brings 

participants out of their comfort zone, changing their priorities and deconstructing their worldview to 

face the limits of their knowledge. Staging a safe environment is a prerequisite to enable 

experimentation, self-reflection, transformation, and productive team building, which requires a lot of 

time.  

 

 

https://www.valuecreators-whc.com/
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An evaluation mechanism that does not value inter- and transdisciplinary practices discredits the ID/TD 

knowledge produced and reduces the possibility of involving colleagues to support the process actively. 

The university milieu  is predominantly characterised by a self-referentiality and interest in preserving 

its own disciplinary structures, and this undermines the flourishing of skills for collaboration and 

facilitation, as well as the development of “outside-the-box” thinking. 

The extreme reliance on "expert knowledge" risks limiting more active learning through the 

involvement of external stakeholders and non-scientists, such as citizens, in research projects. If the 

benefits of a problem-based educational approach are not recognised, the space for integrating 

different perspectives in a common understanding is squeezed, amplifying the gap between inter- and 

transdisciplinary theories and practices. 

The consequences and effects of this vicious circle on scholars are manifold. Firstly, students that most 

of the time still have to learn to trust in themselves are highly exposed to the risk of getting lost among 

too many perspectives without acquiring an in-depth knowledge of the specific subject. The teacher 

has to deliver a clear, precise and concrete learning process to meet students’ expectations and orient 

their curiosity-driven learning. The significant scarcity of transdisciplinary training opportunities and 

best practices hinders a consistent integration of disciplines, and the students’ aspirations to apply 

theoretical notions to solve real-life problems are often left unattended.   

A concrete, detailed and practical framework for implementing inter- and transdisciplinary projects, 

together with an evaluation and monitoring system able to capture their benefits, could change the 

parameters behind the allocation of funding and overcome the effects of hindering factors.  
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Examples of barriers in inter- and transdisciplinary project realisation 

A project for the promotion of the restorative justice approach has implemented co-design methods 

for content creation and active learning through gaming, informal teaching, and job opportunities 

for training secondary teachers, in three school settings. However, the project failed, especially in 

one school, mainly because teachers, in particular those specialised in hard disciplines (Maths, 

Physics), expected a standard toolkit for restorative justice that they could have used in their 

teaching activities. The experts’ invitation to co-create the toolkit interactively during the training 

was perceived by teachers as a lack of knowledge, reducing their trust in the process and methods 

introduced by the project. Furthermore, teachers, in particular those specialised in the natural 

sciences, did not recognise as relevant the core concept of the method, namely the necessity of 

taking care of students’ relations and their emotions as well as adopting a participative approach for 

conflict resolution. Teachers did not implement the restorative justice approach adequately, and in 

the end, the school abandoned the project. 

 

 

The attempt to create a new academic course in one University on global interdisciplinary and 

comparative perspectives was significantly reduced, leading to the failure of the original project. The 

initial plan was to mix humanities, art, social sciences, juridical and health disciplines, but the final 

course is basically a history degree. The interdisciplinary options have been hidden or eliminated 

from the flexible academic path offered to students. Even if the council has not yet discussed the 

contents of the programme, the result is substantially different from the original idea. 

 

 

Enabling inter- and transdisciplinary education to trigger a sustainable urban transformation 

A combination of factors, like specific competencies, real cases for analysis and implementation, 

personal motivation and structural incentives, and best practices for dissemination, have to act 

synergistically to support a sustainable urban transformation. 

Urban sustainability is a multifaceted issue, and specific competencies – like creativity, system and 

critical thinking, and the mastering of intricate knowledge in several areas – are required to tackle 

complexity. A systemic approach should be implemented by asking students to define the research 
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question in interdisciplinary terms and providing them with the necessary tools for a criticism of the 

emotional overload surrounding a topic like sustainability. This process introduces functional and 

transversal skills into technical and specialised courses, moving beyond the distinction between “hard” 

and “soft” skills and acknowledging the value of both types of competence for creating sustainable 

societies.  

Methodologically, the passive transmission of knowledge becomes active learning, where learners are 

decisive actors in the educational process. It also implies preparing students and especially teachers to 

be coaches in the learning process, with the training of transdisciplinary facilitators being duly 

acknowledged. A sort of new “transdisciplinary scientist” profile (see box below) should master a 

number of competences and skills that all together are required to link the world of science 

(universities) and the world of society (civic actors).  The consolidation of this link is a crucial element 

to enhance the quality of higher education and ensure its impact in terms of the SDGs and the 2030 

Agenda for Sustainable Development, and it should be considered a fundamental requirement for top 

ranked universities. 

The dialogue between universities and municipalities will allow finding real-world problems for applying 

action-based research and implementing transdisciplinary approaches. The involvement of external 

actors engenders an informal space for learning, which is particularly useful for students that become 

aware of the multiple roles and aspects embedded in transdisciplinary practices. The acknowledgement 

of concrete urban challenges, especially if institutionalised through a compulsory phase in any academic 

curriculum, will generate in involved actors a feeling of owning the problem and an urgency to act, thus 

incentivising the institutions to change. The ten-year project at Campus Kindergarten in Brisbane called 

Sustainable Planet is evidence of this process, considering that besides the initial topic of water 

conservation, the project is currently also addressing energy consumption, waste management and 

climate change mitigation issues.  

Enabling inter- and transdisciplinary education for supporting a sustainable urban transformation 

requires a systemic activity drawing on specific competencies like those previously described, to cope 

with real urban challenges, to design various incentives and the dissemination of constructive 

narratives. In this learning process, citizens, that were previously dissociated from their own urban 

spaces, delegating their management to others, begin to feel responsible for and engaged with their 

own city. Ensuring cities belong to citizens is the critical step for achieving a space where it is possible 

to live pleasantly for a long time. 



https://www.shapeid.eu/webinar-10-12-20/


https://iaac.net/project/build-solutions/
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Mission-Oriented Research Co-Design Activity 

Dr Carlo Sessa presented 

the Mission-Oriented 

Research Co-Design 

activity, facilitating a 

brainstorming activity to 

crystallise the challenge of 

fostering inter- and 

transdisciplinary 

approaches for a 

sustainable urban 

transformation. At the end 

of the first day, participants 

were invited to look at the workshop 

group as a community. On the morning of 

Day 2 they arrived at the workshop with a 

fairly clear idea about what we can 

collectively generate within the next 3-5 

years. All participants described how they 

had glimpsed the challenge and different 

aspects of the process. Numerous input 

and narratives have been clustered into 

three broad areas of challenge: redefine 

the EfS Agenda (Figure 5), universities 

serving sustainable communities (Figure 

4), and change from within the university 

(Figure 6). 

 

Figure 5 Redefine the Agenda challenge 

Figure 4 Universities serving sustainable communities  
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Three groups were formed after clustering 

the brainstorming outputs (individual post-

its). Each group than worked to, co-design 

a mission, with the identification and 

definition of a path to achieve the 

challenge. The activity involved the 

following steps13: 

1) Define a Mission Statement that 

substantially contributes to education for 

urban sustainability through a bold, 

inspirational goal with broad societal 

relevance. The mission has to be cross-

disciplinary, cross-sectoral, and involve 

multiple actors; ambitious yet realistic; 

targeted, measurable and time-bounded. 

2) Create a stakeholder map that includes who sets the agenda for achieving the mission, who needs 

to be involved, influenced and persuaded. During the exercise, participants should also look at the 

roles played by different actors and which cultural factors should be considered during the 

stakeholders’ involvement. 

3) Outline structures, mechanisms and resources needed to support the mission implementation, 

considering if existing ones can be used, adapted or replaced. The result should also contemplate 

an effective monitoring and evaluation mechanism. 

4) Define potential projects, initiatives, and policy proposals that can contribute to achieving the 

mission. 

The following sections describe the three challenges and the mission statements drafted by each 

working group. 

 

 
13 The activity used a template developed by Trinity College Dublin for the first workshop based on Mazzucato, 
M. (2018) Mission-Oriented Research & Innovation in the European Union: A problem-solving approach to fuel 
innovation-led growth. Available at https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/mazzucato_report_2018.pdf 

Figure 6 Change from within the university challenge 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/mazzucato_report_2018.pdf
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3.4 Zurich Online Workshop: Arts and humanities integration approaches 

Workshop Objectives and Scope 

This workshop was originally planned to take place in Zurich in May 2020 but was postponed due to 

COVID-19 restrictions. It was redesigned and rescheduled to take place online in September 2020, 

trying to maintain the aims and rich perspectives the hosts had envisioned for the in-person event.  

Based on findings from Work Package 2 (WP2) of SHAPE-ID, it was decided to focus the workshop on 

the challenge of including the Arts and Humanities (AH) in a more meaningful way in interdisciplinary  

and transdisciplinary research (IDR/TDR) and innovation policy and funding initiatives. The workshop 

programme design took into consideration the four policy implications elaborated by the first SHAPE-

Policy Brief14, i.e.:  

1) Inter- and transdisciplinary research takes place for a wide range of reasons and with partners 

playing a variety of roles.  

2) Inter- and transdisciplinary research is often more time-consuming than mono-disciplinary 

research as researchers need to navigate disciplinary differences to align goals and approaches. 

Funding programmes should allow for additional resources to enable IDR/TDR development. 

3) Inter- and transdisciplinary careers are still seen as risky for researchers. Policymakers should 

support and incentivise universities to build capacity in IDR and TDR by taking steps to de-risk inter- 

and transdisciplinary career paths and integrate IDR/TDR into education and training at an early 

stage.  

4) Uptake of knowledge and recommendations on inter- and transdisciplinary research does not 

appear to be widespread. A validated online toolkit of IDR/TDR methods, materials and best 

practice examples is urgently needed to provide a common point of reference for European 

stakeholders to facilitate the above recommendations.  

In this workshop, we aimed at discussing practical recommendations but also highlighted the need for 

a more thoroughgoing culture change to encourage greater AHSS, and particularly AH, participation in 

IDR/TDR.  

 
14 Vienni-Baptista B., Lyall C., Ohlmeyer J., Spaapen J., Wallace D., & Pohl, C. (2020) Improving pathways to 
interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary research for the Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences: first lessons from the 
SHAPE-ID project – Policy Brief. DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.3824954 
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Workshop Participants 

The workshop was a participatory event that brought together researchers – early career and senior – 

in different fields of knowledge, as well as artists, representatives of funding agencies, policymakers, 

and higher education institutions.  

To ensure a diverse group of participants, the hosts collaborated with the Network for Transdisciplinary 

Research (td-net15, Swiss Academies of Arts and Sciences), which is the primary Swiss contact point for 

researchers and funders in the field of ID/TD research and teaching. This partnership enriched the 

workshop due to td-net’s expertise with methods and tools for IDR/TDR16.  

Hosts jointly opened a call on the td-net platform to invite stakeholders from different institutions and 

fields of knowledge. 29 participants and 9 SHAPE-ID partners were invited to the LCW. The workshop 

included representatives from Australia (1), the UK (3), Denmark (1), Germany (1), Italy (1), Poland (1), 

Portugal (1), and Austria (1) in addition to Swiss participants and SHAPE-ID partners.  

Workshop Format and Activities 

Integration is a process enabling researchers and practitioners to combine and/or attune different 

concepts, methods, perspectives or theories between several disciplines at different stages of the 

research process. As the basis for building a collaborative endeavour, integration also needs to be 

guided and supported using different methods and tools17. The workshop provided a digital platform18 

in which participants actively contributed to group discussions and activities designed to experience 

the potential of AH integration to contribute to or lead IDR/TDR. 

The Workshop took place over two days fully online. It sought to learn from participants’ experiences 

by: (i) opening a space for exchange and networking; (ii) identifying necessary transformations 

(conceptual, institutional, funding, etc.) in practice and policy; and (iii) discussing instruments and 

concrete strategies for AH integration in inter- and transdisciplinary research and funding.  

The discussion during the workshop had the following as guiding questions:   

 
15 http://www.transdisciplinarity.ch/en/td-net/Ueber-td-net.html  
16 We extensively use the “td-net toolkit for co-producing knowledge” for the workshop design. This is accessible 
at http://www.transdisciplinarity.ch/toolbox  
17 Pohl C. & G. Wuelser (2019) Methods for Coproduction of Knowledge Among Diverse Disciplines and 

Stakeholders. In: Hall K., Vogel A., Croyle R. (eds) Strategies for Team Science Success. Springer: Cham. 

18 Using Zoom.  

http://www.transdisciplinarity.ch/en/td-net/Ueber-td-net.html
http://www.transdisciplinarity.ch/toolbox
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