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Abstract: This Special Issue brings together three fields of problem-oriented research, all addressing
the current challenges of our society from different perspectives and respective research traditions,
namely: technology assessment (TA), responsible research and innovation (RRI), and sustainability
research. In this introductory paper, we point out that these approaches, nevertheless, face similar
challenges observing and shaping the current transitions of our society. Conceptual and methodolog-
ical commonalities and differences in the three approaches comprise issues of normativity in research
activities, the interference with democratic decision-making processes, methods and approaches
to cope with the expectations of society as well as dealing with the uncertainty and complexity of
knowledge. The article closes with a reflection on considerations and decisions of relevance as an
overarching challenge for all three concepts.
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1. Introduction: Science for Society and Policymaking—Three Concepts

It is a widespread habit to speak of societal, global or grand “challenges” when
referring to the actual and central issues of policymaking and public political discourse.
What is beyond idle policy-speak about these terms is that many of the current policy
issues, such as climate change, air pollution, soil degradation, pandemics and global justice,
as well as the often-militant conflicts related to these problems, are connected to critical
views on established modes of production, innovation and lifestyle, as well as a widely felt
and articulated demand for “transformation” in this respect.

The term “transformation” then refers to a broad spectrum of established social
processes, institutions or systems, political structures and powers, modes of economic
production and exchange, as well as culturally embedded patterns of consumption, and
attitudes towards nature and ideas of a “good life”. The transformations which are envis-
aged or demanded can be targeted towards single aspects or structures, such as, e.g., a
change towards CO2-neutral modes of e-mobility. But quite often, transformation refers to
a fundamental societal change towards a sustainable “livelihood” based on a no-growth
economy, with consequences for all dimensions of society and individuals, including capi-
talist principles of management and investment, and established national and international
inequality of distribution of wealth. Incremental governance to successively develop more
ecologically and socially sound modes of production and consumption is no longer held to
be sufficient in light of the challenges ahead (e.g., [1]).

Thus, the central problems we are facing today appear to ask for innovation. Innova-
tion for societal transformation is not just an issue of introducing new technologies, but
is unavoidably a socio-ecological and socio-technical process. It affords reflection on the
interplay between social habits and structures, with new technological options through
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which reliable knowledge about the efficacy of the envisaged innovation pathways can
be generated, as well as possible environmental and other side effects. To provide this
type of knowledge, a new approach to research and development (R&D), and first and
foremost, a new interaction between science and society is needed. Research has to engage
itself in answering normative questions on which ways to go, guided by which value
orientations. Research has to interact with extra-scientific types of knowledge, and has to
take into account the interests of those who are affected by the demanded transformations
and expected to carry the changes ahead. Thus, it is a new type of knowledge that is
asked for; knowledge that cannot claim to be “objective” and “disinterested”, but has to be
relevant for action and helpful for decision-making, that is dependent on reliable data, and
informed by an open debate on normative and ethical considerations and problems.

Since the 1960s and the growing insight into the side effects of industrialism and the
illusionary character of a technocratic approach to problem solving, awareness of these new
challenges for research has been growing. This applies not only to academic science and
technology studies working on unravelling the “seamless web of science and society” [2,3],
but also, more relevant for this paper, to those working on the practical approaches of
research for decision-making. Concepts like technology assessment (TA), sustainability
research (SR), and more recently, responsible research and innovation (RRI), which are the
focus of this Special Issue, are cases of “post-normal science”; science that is aware of its
societal role and the specific epistemological problems that are connected with this role.

We would like to generically coin this type of research as “science for societal transfor-
mation”. This clearly borrows from the terms “transformation research” or “transformative
research”, which are used to denote a specific action and change orientation of the type
of research that is needed to support the societal transformation towards sustainability, as
discussed in many publications for more than ten years now ([4,5], references in [1,6,7]).
We hold that the new “transformation”-oriented type of research is not restricted to the
normative-loaded concept of sustainable development, as it is, e.g., elaborated in the UN
Sustainable Development Goals [8]. Research which provides knowledge for transforma-
tive socio-political action is a feature of research for society as an outcome of socio-political
changes since the 1960s. These have brought about policy-oriented research strands, that
can—using another term—be understood as hybrid science: research that is committed
to scientific standards of research as well as to dealing with the problems, interests and
perspectives of society that are part of its typical research subjects. The most prominent
concepts and fields of research in this respect, besides sustainability research (SR), are
TA and RRI. All three share a set of fundamental features and problems that characterize
hybrid science, and are connected with changing societal expectations regarding the role of
research in transformation processes:

• All three concepts are driven by and address central problems of economic growth,
globalization, urbanization or digitalization (such as environmental degradation,
climate change, resource scarcity, poverty, extreme inequalities of opportunities to
live a decent life), and contribute to the challenging processes of socio-ecological and
socio-technical transformation that are needed to tackle these problems.

• Consequently, their research questions and subjects are not of a purely academic
nature, but are determined by problems of societal development, defined and debated
(in an often-conflictual manner) by societal actors, and usually addressed towards
problem-solving for policymaking.

• This implies that research is not only regarded as being accountable towards soci-
ety but moreover has a societal and public mission, and is in one way or another
deeply entangled in public policy discourses and processes of (often institutionalized)
policy advice.

• Research for societal transformation unavoidably has to be organized in an inter- and
transdisciplinary way. Research typically involves the co-operation of a multitude of
scientific disciplines and the co-production of knowledge by scientific and societal
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actors alike, implying shared responsibilities for problem definition and research
evaluation beyond the borders of the “republic of science”.

• Anticipation of the possible effects of options for problem-solving, and reflection
on socio-technical futures, is a key feature of problem-oriented research, and apart
from new methodological approaches, it demands reflection on the uncertainty and
normative ambiguity of knowledge produced and processed during problem-solving.

• Research that aims at anticipating the possible impacts of research and technology,
supporting socio-technical transformation and including the views of society, has to
be reflexive with regard to its own societal role, its normative foundations, its ethics
and politics, and also the potential and limitations of the methods and tools it applies.

The idea of the Special Issue “Technology Assessment, Responsible Research and
Innovation, Sustainability Research: Conceptual Demands and Methodological Approaches
for Societal Transformations” is to highlight the ways these issues are articulated in the
three concepts of TA, SR and RRI, and how they work out in their research practice. We
think that in this respect there are differences as well as commonalities to be found that
have so far not been sufficiently discussed in the respective scientific communities and thus
hamper co-operation. To give one example—it is a common feature of the three concepts
to search for innovative means of co-creating knowledge between science and society
by involving citizens and stakeholders in the research process. Through this process, all
three concepts are confronted with questions regarding the status and reliability of the
knowledge addressed, the representativeness and authenticity of the knowledge input of
the civil actors involved, and the consequence of the legitimacy and social robustness of
the solutions offered to decision-makers. With regard to these and other problems that ask
for conceptual and methodological innovation, we would like to prepare the ground for
fruitful discussions on possible mutual learning, ways to benefit from one another, and
ways to reach reflexive co-operation based on sophisticated approaches to the division of
tasks in research. These efforts are needed in order to support transformation processes in
the best possible way, and to provide for a legitimate role and convincing performance of
research as a partner within these processes.

Following the invitation from the journal “Sustainability” to prepare a Special Issue
discussing the commonalities and differences between TA, SR and RRI, as well as pos-
sibilities of enhancing or combining them, we decided to use this as an opportunity for
fostering self-reflection within our own institute, the Institute for Technology Assessment
and Systems Analysis at the Karlsruhe Institute of Technology (ITAS). ITAS has experience
in the field of policy-related research for government ministries and parliament over more
than 40 years. Starting from systems analysis and TA, over the decades, ITAS has engaged
itself in the field of SR with conceptual as well as empirical research, and finally also in
many projects dedicated to the concept of RRI. In addition to research practice on the
societal implications of new technologies, and technology-related policy problems (energy,
information and communication, biotechnology, environmental pollution, etc.), ITAS has
always been engaged in international debates on epistemological and methodological ques-
tions related to the different types of research for societal transformation, without, however,
going deeply into a comparison of the three concepts which make up the ITAS’ research
profile. Thus, this Special Issue was a welcome opportunity to do something about this
desideratum and induce self-reflection within the institute about this issue. This explains
why the contributions to the Special Issue are mainly written by members of the ITAS
staff. The process of producing this Special Issue has served to trigger discussions within
our institute that too often fall prey to the demands of everyday projects. Nevertheless,
since the beginning, our intention to publish this Special Issue was twofold: to initiate and
support self-reflection in ITAS, and to share the insights with a broader audience, in order
to contribute to current debates on the complex interrelations between science, policy and
society. We hope that these insights promote broader awareness, reflection and discussion
about this topic in the international community involved in research for societal transfor-
mation. Raising awareness of the problems, limitations and strengths of the three concepts,
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making ourselves aware of possibilities to combine concepts and benefit from synergies,
and in the long-term induce thinking about necessary reactions regarding methodological
innovation and institutional change in the face of social transformations—this is what we
hold to be necessary next steps in transformation research, and this is what we hope will be
supportive for our colleagues in the international research communities.

In the following parts of the paper, we first introduce and define the term “research for
societal transformation” and discuss the particular characteristics and role of TA, SR and
RRI in this context (Section 2). We then discuss commonalities and differences between the
concepts, pointing to four key challenges they usually face, namely the normativity issue,
the relation to policymaking, societal expectations, and complexity and uncertainty issues
(Section 3). Based on this, we conclude by identifying and discussing an overarching topic
that helps to better understand and address these challenges: relevance considerations and
decisions in different conceptual, analytical and procedural respects (Section 4). We finally
emphasize that suitably defining, justifying and applying the according relevance criteria
is a key precondition for a further improved application of the three concepts.

At the end of this introduction, we want to contextualize and justify our approach in
this paper: we focus on a certain type of research, namely transformation-related research.
However, we want to emphasize that other types or categories of research do exist which do
not explicitly address, or claim to address, topics relevant to transformation processes, but
are also highly relevant for transformation and societal development in general. The broad
range of basic research or different departmental research settings are to be mentioned
here most notably. We do not want to give the impression that only transformation-related
research is valid research. Nevertheless, it is essential.

We also emphasize the relevance of inter- and transdisciplinarity and also research
modes striving for political relevance, i.e., considering the needs of politicians, as key
elements of transformation-related research. But we are aware of the high relevance of
disciplinary or multi-disciplinary research modes as a complement to inter- and trans
disciplinarity. And we are aware that science always needs to keep the right balance
between political relevance (meeting the needs of policymakers), and scientific relevance
(requiring a certain distance from policymaking). We point to this as a key argument in the
concluding chapter, including the need for suitable criteria for both types of relevance.

2. Research for Societal Transformation

The term “transformation research” is closely connected with the discussion on sus-
tainable development. In a report on behalf of the German Government published in
2011, the German Advisory Council on Global Change (WBGU) coined the term “Great
transformation” for the envisaged social and economic changes that would be necessary
to arrive at a low carbon economy able to overcome the current system of unrestricted ex-
ploitation of environmental resources [4]. The WBGU borrowed the term from the economic
historian Karl Polanyi’s seminal book on the rise of industrialized societies in the 19th
century [9]. Polanyi describes the rise of this new societal formation, which took the whole
19th century, as a fundamental reorganization of societal structures and interactions based
on non-regulated markets, which involved a rupture from traditional social structures and
a historically unprecedented independence of economy from societal or cultural restrictions
and boundaries. Likewise, the WBGU argued that the transformation needed today would
involve a new “global social contract” [10] (p. 2), encompassing new modes of production
and consumption, as well as modes and structures of decision-making which imply turning
away from the fundaments of the transformation to industrialism and unregulated market
economy analyzed by Karl Polanyi.

Among the social innovations suggested by the WBGU to realize the great transforma-
tion is a prominent new mode of (and role for) scientific research.

“Transformation research is aimed at understanding transformation processes
better, its subject are therefore transformation processes as such. Transformative
research supports transformation processes in practical terms through the devel-
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opment of solutions and technical as well as social innovations, including eco-
nomic and social diffusion processes and the possibility of their acceleration, and
demands, at least in part, a systemic perspective and inter- and cross-disciplinary
methods, including stakeholder participation.” [4] (p. 322).

Research would have to be steered towards analyzing the conditions of fundamental
transition processes in society (e.g., the interplay between technological innovations and
accompanying social and cultural change) in order to draw conclusions for transformations
towards sustainability. But beyond this more descriptive “transformation research”, there
is a demand for strong investment into what the WBGU called “transformative research”.
This type of research would develop technical as well as social innovations needed for
the transformation, as well as the necessary knowledge about critical conditions and the
possible impacts of their implementation. Not only would a constant interchange between
the two modes of research for transformation—which would have to cross-disciplinary
boundaries—be needed, but also a constant exchange of research with society, the economy
and politics. This may result in constellations where science and researchers are part of
societal transformation processes.

We hold that both the descriptive–analytical and normative–practical aspects involved
in science for societal transformation in research practice are connected, and not separate
from each other. And we hold that the practical–political turn of research that is addressed
in “transformation” or “transformative” research characterizes not only research practices
guided by the concept of sustainable development, but applies to a more generic type of
policy- and problem-oriented research. This type of research not only aims to contribute to
societal problem-solving but is also directly involved in the processes of societal learning
and debate, as well as political opinion-forming and decision-making. For this type of
research, we use the term “research for societal transformation”.

Although this type of “research for societal transformation” clearly has to deal with
normative questions, there is no widely accepted definition of “transformation”, nor are
there clear and widely shared concepts of how, and to what final normative end, transfor-
mation is occurring. In SR, beyond general definitions of sustainability goals (such as UN
SDGs), there is no consensus how to achieve these particular goals. There is no consen-
sus about the drivers of the main challenges, the nature and scope of the transformation
needed, the relevant actors and activities that have to be involved, or the objectives of
transformation. On the contrary, these issues are subject to socio-political debates and,
thus, also subjects of research in the search for ways out of the status quo. Transformation
refers to a shared feeling that we are locked into a path-dependent course (manifested
by technologies, markets, user behavior, power relations, political systems, etc.) that is
leading to a crisis of resources, environment, societal integration or political legitimacy.
Generally, transformation is connected with a perceived need for more reflexivity with
regard to the societal effects of “technological progress”, including ethical questions of
justice and the common good. This crisis is also socially articulated through notions of
the inappropriateness of policies and technologies with regard to the central problems of
society, or even humanity. This is connected to demands for societal debate on appropriate
ways of developing technology, and ways of the deliberative and inclusive steering or
governance of socio-technical development.

Transformations that are at issue in particular include projects of “research for soci-
etal transformation” that are often incremental and aimed at restricted fields of economic
and/or everyday life activities. Others deal with fundamental changes in socio-economic
structures and culture, as addressed by the term “great transformation”. For the purpose of
this Special Issue, we do not need to discuss or decide upon the scope and depth of transfor-
mation needed. We simply observe that a broad range of research has been emerging that
understands itself as supporting societal practices of problem-solving regarding intricate
socio-economical and socio-ecological problems. Without necessarily denying the borders
between scientific and practical knowledge, this research regards itself as an integral part
of societal practice.



Sustainability 2023, 15, 14867 6 of 27

Taking a more generic approach to transformation, it becomes obvious that central
features of research that are discussed in the context of sustainability research—namely
its normative orientation and its transdisciplinary approach—are also characteristics of
other research traditions that have evolved since the 1960s and 1970s. It is obvious that the
terms “transformation” or “transformation research” are applicable independently from
the sustainability discourse to any research approach or project that intends to directly
contribute to socio-political problem-solving through interaction with social actors. This is
why, alongside research for sustainable development (SR), we highlight, firstly, the concept
and practice of TA, that developed from a specific concept of policy advice in the 1970s into
a more encompassing practice of facilitating social discourse and decision-making in the
field of science and technology policy. Secondly, we highlight the more recent concept of
RRI, which has been promoted since the 1990s as a reaction to the growing demand for co-
operation between science and society with regard to the ethical challenges connected with
advanced “techno-science”, such as nanotechnology or synthetic biology. We regard all
three concepts as reactions to a crisis of understanding scientific research as an extra-societal
form of independent search for objective knowledge, where the scientific community is
understood as an independent entity free from societal influences, as captured in Michal
Polanyi’s (1962) [11] famous (and notorious) eulogy on the “republic of science”. This
model has been under pressure since the 1960s, when in many respects a societal consensus
on the common good, and science as an unquestionable contribution to the common good,
dissolved in the light of unintended problems with “scientific progress”. The consequence
of opening up scientific research towards society, not only in terms of responding to societal
questions and demands, but also epistemically by opening up scientific practice towards the
co-production of knowledge and “extended peer communities”, was articulated in concepts
such as “postnormal science” [12] or Mode 2 production of science [13]. Several other
concepts have been in use for the last 15–20 years which articulate a new societal role for
science and the specific methodological features that go alongside this mission. “Problem
oriented” research is a term that has been developed and used at ITAS to describe central
features of research in the context of TA studies [14]. The problems addressed are defined
not only scientifically, but are also given definition by socio-political issues and discourses,
and research has to contribute to problem-solving by providing knowledge with practical
and political relevance. In the US, “action research” has a long tradition at universities,
defining a type of research in which scientists directly cooperate with communities or social
groups to jointly develop scientific knowledge that is able to contribute to their problem-
related activities and fosters the problem-solving capacities of these communities or groups
(see, e.g., [15,16]). “Transition research” [17] is another term which has been used to
describe the characteristic features of scientific contributions to the transformation of society
and the economy towards sustainability by analyzing and inducing targeted innovation
processes. Nowadays, concepts of transdisciplinary research describe a form of cooperation
between several scientific disciplines on problems that are not only “interdisciplinary” but
transdisciplinary, in the sense of being practical or political, and involving non-scientific
actors in defining research questions and contributing with their practical knowledge to
the research process [18–20]. This is due to and connected with a trans-scientific objective
or task of the related type of research. Transdisciplinary research includes the mission
to induce transformative change, and combines scientific and societal practice: “Societal
effects are a fundamental aim of transdisciplinarity.” (p. 243) [18].

In the following sub-sections, we provide a brief account of the three concepts which
build the focus of the present Special Issue, as they are integral to the discussion on the
tasks and role of science in society, as well as of the developing practice of action- and
policy-oriented research.

2.1. Technology Assessment

Technology Assessment (TA) (for an overview see [21]) as a means of policy advice
in matters of science and technology (S&T) policymaking has been introduced in many
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Western industrialized countries since the 1970s. The concept was developed against the
background of the increasing politicization of S&T issues in the 1960s and 1970s, and
was originally intended to provide policymaking with knowledge to help steer S&T in a
direction which avoided negative unintended impacts and related societal conflicts and
legitimization problems for policymaking. Thus, TA has been involved in a scientific policy
advisory role in most of the debates on the societal and environmental effects of S&T since
the 1960s, involving issues such as nuclear energy, information technology, genetic engi-
neering, sustainable development, and more recently, nanotechnology, synthetic biology
or artificial intelligence. With its scientific origins in systems analysis and planning and
forecasting, the field of TA has developed since the 1970s with regard to both conceptual
approaches and research methods, and has been cast in diverse forms of institutionalization
(in parliaments, governments and academia) [22].

A central and persistent feature connected to the founding idea of TA is its orienta-
tion towards practical problems of policymaking, and thus its transdisciplinary research
approach [23]. TA has always been tied to two principles that have driven its develop-
ment [24]. One is oriented towards expert analysis, while the other focuses on public
deliberation. Accordingly, two models of TA have been pursued: a policy analysis model
and a public deliberation model. The policy analysis model was predominant when the
Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) was established by the US Congress in 1972. The
policy deliberation impulse was important for the foundation of a series of TA institutes
related to national parliaments in the 1980s and 1990s in Europe (https://eptanetwork.org/
(accessed on 13 August 2023)). This has been connected with a focus on the involvement of
stakeholders and the wider public in TA processes [25–27].

It is evident that TA institutions nowadays differ widely in their advisory practice,
ranging from providing scientific advice to policymakers to stimulating public debates and
organizing stakeholder and citizen participation in S&T policy (cf. [23,28,29]). Nevertheless,
they share—with varying focus and weight—the dedication to scientific policy advice and
public deliberation of S&T issues including all affected stakeholders and groups.

Technology assessment must be understood as a reaction to the failure of the “tech-
nocratic” concept of the relation between science and politics which was dominant in
the 1950s and 1960s and relied on scientific knowledge as a safe and sufficient ground
for “rational” policymaking. TA has, thus, always been linked to what has been called a
“post positivistic” [30] conceptualization of policymaking, taking into account the inborn
uncertainty and underdetermined character of scientific knowledge with regard to complex
practical (political) problems, as well as the indispensable need to take into account different
(and often conflicting) values, normative claims and expectations held by societal groups:
TA has always held to a notion which is currently dominant in most conceptualizations of
the relationship between science and politics (see, e.g., [12,31,32]). Transparency of the TA
process and openness towards the public, involving a broad scope of interests and values,
have been essential features of the TA concept from its inception ([24] (p. 5), [33]). Given
TA’s link with informing decision-making as a public process, it can be understood as a
feature of “Civic Epistemologies”, as defined by Sheila Jasanoff (2005) [34].

With its focus on policy advice, TA has a clear mission going beyond pure scientific
research. It is meant to inform decision-making regarding salient S&T-related societal
problems. In this sense, it is a hybrid concept between science and policymaking, and is
involved in processes of transforming social practice through finding answers to salient
issues induced by S&T, for which societal consensus on how to react is lacking due to the
complexity, normative ambiguities and conflicting social values involved. In TA’s self-
understanding, the issue of scientific distance or even “neutrality” in political debates has
been central, and has recently led to discussions in the TA community regarding neutrality
as a myth, which highlights the inherently political character of TA’s commitment to public
deliberation and inclusion [35,36]. Nevertheless, it is regarded as essential that the political
role or character of TA is tied to a commitment to (as far as possible) unbiased scientific
research as a basis for providing reliable and socially robust knowledge for social debates

https://eptanetwork.org/
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and policymaking. In the latter respect, the awareness of unavoidable uncertainties and
ambiguities in scientific knowledge with regard to decisions on societal problems is part
of TA’s practice, and can be regarded as building on the rationale of its conception. Given
the trans-scientific character of the questions TA addresses, besides acknowledgement of
the perspectives of stakeholders and social groups, TA has to organize research in a multi-
and interdisciplinary way, and remain critical with regard to the inborn uncertainties of
disciplinary data and concepts of the complexity and value-laden character of the issues.
TA can, thus, be understood as a procedure or framework of organized meta expertise in
politico-practical issues [37].

2.2. Sustainability Research

While research on sustainability-related topics has been conducted over several
decades, the term “Sustainability Science”, including specific objectives, claims and method-
ological research characteristics [38], has built a basis for an international research com-
munity, including study programs, professorial chairs, etc., particularly during the past
two decades. It has developed substantially and rapidly, with increasing recognition and
relevance in both quantitative and qualitative terms [39]. Its core objectives, as defined
by Kates et al. (2001) [40], relate to better understanding of nature–society interactions,
identifying sustainable future development pathways, and supporting social learning for
the sustainability transformations required. This clearly points to the two basic motivations
of sustainability research (SR): to address pressing problems of the Anthropocene, such as
climate change, biodiversity loss, hunger, extreme inequalities, etc., and to provide basic
orientation for societal development within complex ethical landscapes by informing about
preconditions and impacts of different pathways, in order to support societal decisions and
decision-makers [41,42].

The most frequently cited origin of the sustainability model, which is the foundation
of SR, goes back 300 years to times where many European countries experienced strong
dependency on timber wood resources, due to intense mining, ship and house construction,
fuel use, etc., and a partly existentially threatening timber scarcity. Facing this challenge, a
German forestry guideline (“Sylvicultura Oeconomica”) established in 1713 the principle
not to cut more wood in a forest in a given period than the forest naturally regrows in this
period. This can be seen as an early environmental–economic precautionary principle, in
order to simultaneously secure economic activities, daily survival and nature conservation.

In fact, forestry has been the only field of application of this principle for 250 years. And
after 200 years of industrialization, urbanization, colonization and increasingly consumption-
intensive lifestyles, humankind has experienced substantial progress on a global average
regarding income, wealth and eradication of certain diseases, but has also faced a much
broader range of global and regional problems: air pollution and resulting diseases, soil
degradation, desertification, poverty, hunger, illiteracy, insufficient basic sanitation, en-
ergy, etc. In the 1970s, warnings by institutions such as the Club of Rome, pointed to
environmental limits to growth, accompanied by a growing awareness of the need to
combine issues of environmental protection and societal development. This resulted in the
“modern” debate on sustainability in the 1980s, starting with the Brundtland report [43],
that defined sustainable development as justice and responsibility within the present and
for future generations, basically by securing a decent life and supply of necessary basic
goods for every human being. The Convention on Biological Diversity, signed by the
international community of states at the Rio Conference 1992 [44] and several subsequent
international follow-up conferences and documents, addressed further substantiation and
political implementation of the concept.

Today, 300 years after the “Sylvicultura Oeconomica“, progress in awareness about
and practical implementation of sustainability can be observed in several fields, from urban
development to particular technologies such as digitalization. Nevertheless, overall the
“world continues on unsustainable pathways” (p. 2) [45]. The design of the United Nations
Agenda 2030, with the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) at its core, signed by
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193 countries, was an urgent and strong reaction [8]. The SDGs currently build the most
politically relevant framework, by guiding various national and sub-national sustainabil-
ity strategies, policies, indicator systems, etc. Criticism has however accompanied this
endeavor from the beginning, mainly regarding the non-binding character of the goals
and their achievement, and the disregard of power structures, counterproductive drivers,
economic growth impacts, extreme wealth accumulation, trade-offs or incompatibilities
between goals [46,47].

Nevertheless, the process towards the SDGs and the related political and civil societal
efforts towards international agreements prove that sustainable development is a “societal
guiding principle” (p. 2) [45], and clearly illustrate its necessarily holistic character. This is
expressed by the principle of not only avoiding exceeding ecological planetary boundaries,
but also social or social–political boundaries and distortions [48,49], compared to the
benchmark of a decent life for everybody. This demands further engagement to accord
transformation in all fields of policymaking, including questioning existing institutional
structures in policymaking, as well as politics with regard to different actors [1].

Against this background, research and science are increasingly expected to take an
essential role in supporting necessary transformations to achieve the SDGs [50–52]. Sustain-
ability science is setting relevant claims [53], by offering to contribute ethical, philosophical
and theoretical basics, or theories and concepts of justice [39,41,54], or by addressing issues
of measurement, metrics and interdependencies between goals or indicators, in order to
support improved designs of political and societal measures [55–57].

Sustainability research is particularly associated with inter- and transdisciplinarity,
although these are often accompanied by methodological challenges and controversial
understandings of the quality and impact of this type of research [38,58–60]. Although
the merits and progress of SR, for instance in understanding natural and social systems
and their interlinkages, are appreciated, deficits regarding success in addressing global
challenges and solving urgent problems have been stated critically, often by SR scholars
themselves. Arguments include the need to improve the capture of the complexity of
human–nature relationships, better understanding of the (un)intended impacts of transfor-
mation interventions, and better understanding and guidance of socio-technical systems
and changes [38,39,42,61].

This is accompanied by demands for the intensification and enhancement of research
topics and methods, explicitly and implicitly related to Agenda 2030 and the SDGs, in
order to allow sustainability science to better fulfil two key roles: to integrate normative
concepts and ideas of sustainability [1], and to scientifically analyze frameworks and
conditions for sustainable development, e.g., by integrative research approaches and
integrative sustainability assessments [62,63]. In particular, coherence and participation in
transformation designs and processes can be mentioned here [57,64–66].

In this context, two thematic and methodological approaches clearly emerge. First,
crisis management and prevention, particularly in view of the COVID-19 pandemic, ac-
companied by strengthening resilience, defined as the ability of systems or institutions to
functionally recover from crises. Resilience approaches, being related to risk and vulnerabil-
ity research, are increasingly emphasized as an element of or complement to sustainability
analyses, addressing issues of stability and adaptation, but also transformation and eq-
uity [67–71]. The second approach consists of identifying, analyzing and applying leverage
points, defined as system elements or attributes where small changes can have strong
effects on the whole system [61,72,73]. Based on, among others, system dynamics methods,
the objective is to make sustainability policies most effective given constrained resources,
e.g., by focusing on “deep” leverage points, such as societal values, institutional designs
and dynamics, or sustainability-related learning and knowledge.

To implement these approaches suitably, and particularly to ensure that sustainability
science can continue to develop towards an integrative science in terms of appropriately
supporting policy and societies in specific sustainability transformation contexts and linking
knowledge with action [38], transformations in research processes and the science system
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in general will also be necessary, not least as an improved basis for sustainability-related
education [74–77].

2.3. Responsible Research and Innovation

Compared to TA and SR, the term responsible research and innovation (RRI) and
related conceptual thinking about new modes of research and technology development is a
recent development. The first use of the term in Europe and the US, in the context of debates
on emerging technologies (nanotechnology, synthetic biology or artificial intelligence), is
dated by Brundage and Guston (2019) [78] to mid-2000, but more ambitious conceptual
papers on the issue were first published around 2010 [79–81]. A widely accepted generic
definition of RRI states:

“Responsible research and innovation is a transparent, interactive process by which
societal actors and innovators become mutually responsive to each other with a view
on the (ethical) acceptability, sustainability and societal desirability of the innovation
process and its marketable products (in order to allow a proper embedding of scientific
and technological advances in our society).” [81] (p. 50)

It is obvious from this definition that RRI shares both objectives and approach with TA
and SR. However, its orientation is not towards policymaking, but to organizing the inner
workings of research and innovation activities in a responsible and socially inclusive way. In
Europe, the mission of RRI to deliver the acceptability, sustainability and societal desirability
of innovations was translated into research (funding) practice within the framework of the
European Commission’s (EC) research program Horizon2020 and has led to the initiation
of a broad set of research projects experimenting with new, open and participatory formats,
allowing civil society or the interested public to actively take part in the research process.
Those involved may be potential users of the innovation at stake, societal groups with
an interest in the area of application and/or organized or individual representatives of
civil society. This participatory approach is accompanied by including reflection on ethical
problems or possible side effects of research as an integral part of research activities, which
implies the cooperation of natural and engineering sciences with humanities and social
sciences. The EC approach to RRI involved aspects such as gender equality in research
practice; open access to scientific data and knowledge; public science education; ethical
self-reflexivity in research and innovation; and public engagement in R&D.

While the EC program has been influential in promoting the idea and practice of
RRI in Europe, the concept itself developed independently in both the US and Europe.
The widely accepted conceptualization of RRI as a framework for research that shows its
ambition and criteria can serve the four dimensions presented by Stilgoe et al. (2013) [79].
According to this concept, RRI has to be:

• Inclusive: involve diverse stakeholders (users, NGOs, etc.) in research and innovation
(R&I) processes.

• Anticipatory: researchers and innovators are asked to include new perspectives in
R&I, agendas for risk assessment, and management.

• Reflexive: researchers and innovators are asked to think about their own ethical
assumptions and their roles and responsibilities in public dialogue.

• Responsive: flexibility and capacity to change R&I processes according to public values.
• Beyond the differences in terms of ambition and scope that are identifiable in the

various ways of conceptualizing RRI, a common denominator of recent approaches
to responsibility is the idea of embedding public accountability in the R&I process
itself. This implies not only intense reflection on societal demands and expectations
by researchers, but also a tendency to (ultimately) understand R&I processes as the
co-production of knowledge with representatives of the public who are embedded
in them [82]. Beyond formats of practically integrating societal actors in research
(such as in community research, stakeholder involvement, or citizen science), RRI is
bound to open up and, in a way, to ‘democratize’ innovation processes and policies
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of R&D. Conflicting norms and values held by society are considered in assessing
new technologies and innovations, and the ‘black box’ of technology development is
transformed into a transparent, deliberative process. This applies clearly to RRI ‘keys’
such as ethics and public engagement, as well as to dimensions such as inclusiveness,
reflexivity or responsiveness.

RRI clearly has roots in TA as well as other forms of research on the societal ramifi-
cations and impacts of science and technology—such as science and technology studies
(STS) or applied ethics such as, for instance, in research on ethical, legal and social im-
pacts of S&T (ELSI research) [83]. It is subject to some discussion to what extent RRI is
a continuation or actualization of goals, ideas and approaches that have been tied to TA
for decades, particularly to what extent RRI goes beyond the realm and aspirations of
TA [84,85]. Looking at the meanings of the term “responsibility” and its use in discussions
about responsible science, it becomes clear that the commonalities of both concepts prevail
against existing differences [35]. TA was originally regarded as a means to enable politics
to steer technology in a socially sound direction, and with the turn to participative methods
(e.g., [28]) practically developed its “deliberative” aspects. This strengthened its features as
a tool of interactive democratic governance including a broad set of actors. But whereas
the focus of TA is on knowledge-based (public) policymaking, RRI aims to embed public
accountability in the research and innovation process itself. Whereas TA’s deliberative
dimension has a focus on public debate, in RRI the involvement of stakeholders is often
framed as the co-production of innovations, with representatives of the public embedded
in the research and innovation process (laboratories) itself [82]. The latter approach also
features prominently in recent developments in public engagement in science promoting
concepts such as “user involvement” and “CSO (civil society organizations) involvement”
in research and innovation, or “citizen science”. This to some extent implies that laypeople
in RRI are addressed as users/consumers, whereas in the case of TA they are addressed
as citizens.

3. Discussing the Three Concepts

In the following section, we discuss commonalities as well as differences between the
three concepts in order to identify opportunities for mutual learning and ways towards
productive cooperation. We do this based on the argumentation and findings of the
contributions to this Special Issue. When describing the broad scope of experiences and
arguments offered in the contributions, we identify four problems or challenges that the
three concepts face.

The first is the problem of “How to deal with normativity?”. It is obvious that research
for societal transformation is engaged in highly normative debates. This applies for the
question of envisaged pathways for transformations as well as ethical questions such as
those in the debate about synthetic biology, or the question of “How safe is safe enough?”
in the case of risk assessment. It is not enough for research to properly discuss these
normative problems. Research for societal transformation also has to engage in contested
social debates on norms and values of technology, and moreover has to reflect on its own
(maybe implicit) normative orientations versus its dedication to scientific independence.

Second, research for societal transformation has to relate and address itself to the
processes of democratic decision-making which are necessary to induce transformation
programs. Therefore, the question of “How to deal with policymaking?” is unavoidable.
How can you effectively organize the interface of research with policymaking? Research
has to be politically relevant and has to meet the needs of policymakers in their search for
legitimate decisions. This implies again the problem of independence: being politically
relevant and at the same time at a distance to policymaking in order to hold to the standards
of good scientific practice.

As research for societal transformation is research on behalf of and in the interest of
society, it is faced with the question of “How to deal with the expectations of society?”. This
includes the problem of what are the authentic interests and perspectives of society, and
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how can they be properly represented in research processes? Societal problems have to be
translated into meaningful and feasible research questions, which involves the problem of
the status of scientific vs. non-scientific knowledge, and the role of experts and laypeople.
Also, in this respect, there is a problem of scientific independence. Co-production of
knowledge also puts the question of the appropriate criteria of quality of knowledge and
data to the fore. To what extent can these differ from established scientific standards, and
what does this mean for research evaluation criteria such as excellence and research impact?

The subjects of research for societal transformation are not designable according to the
ceteris paribus rule, as in laboratory research. The subject comprises the entire complexity
of the real world. Research for societal transformation can moreover even be understood as
taking part in a real-world experiment. “How to deal with complexity and uncertainty of
knowledge?” is therefore a permanent question in order to reflect the practical implications
and restrictions of the scientific knowledge involved. Uncertainty is unavoidable, and
under-determination of findings with regard to the complexity and normativity of the
problem is standard. This is apparent from the necessary anticipatory character of research
for societal transformation and its commitment to shaping societal futures. Dealing with
uncertainty of knowledge has to be reflected in the research process itself and has to be
communicated to society and policymaking to make the preliminary character of findings
and the non-mandatory character of solutions clear, and at the same time offer practical
perspectives for action.

In the following, the four crosscutting perspectives on TA, SR and RRI will be outlined,
bringing central arguments from the contributions to the Special Issue into focus to enrich
and fill the perspectives with conceptual ideas as well as empirical evidence.

3.1. How to Deal with Normativity

When reflecting on research for societal transformation, the issue of normativity comes
into play immediately when thinking about how to deal with contested values and norms in
problem-oriented research. As Görg et al. (p. 2) [1] point out, the debate on transformative
research, and of course the contribution of TA, SR and RRI to it, have not only an analytical
or political and therefore strategic dimension, but also a normative dimension, pointing to
the overarching question: “What is a desirable, fair and feasible future for global societies?”.
Thus, unfolding normative perspectives and considerations is fundamental to frame and
direct strategical and thus political aspects of transformative research.

With regard to the three concepts, the dimension of normativity is taken up differently
in each. TA has a central motivation to give policy advice, which should be “neutral
and independent”. Recently, issues of normativity have been raised here [86]. It was
argued that “neutrality in TA is a myth” [87], although it was historically very important
for the institutionalization process of TA in the context of policymaking. This marks
a contrast to SR or RRI where a normative orientation is in the center of the research
(namely Sustainability or responsibility). When addressing the topic of “normativity in
TA”, questions regarding one’s own positioning on values, such as inclusion towards the
conceptual frame of a deliberative democracy, are taken up. However, approaches and
processes are of importance in order to describe normativity in TA practice.

SR, in turn, is issue-oriented, and takes an active position towards normative ques-
tions, such as global justice or environmental concerns. Further, the model (“Leitbild”) of
sustainability forms an important reference for both TA and RRI research. RRI focuses on
innovation practices but takes them in accordance with some basic values, especially the
value of responsibility, while also pointing to the importance of stakeholder inclusion for
R&I practice.

For all three concepts, finding a balance between the normative orientations of research
with reflections on underlying values and inclusive research processes and practices is
an overarching challenge. Turning to the contributions of this Special Issue, we discuss
first the distinction between the conception and the underlying narrative, second, the
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organization of research processes, and third, a case perspective, in order to outline the
interdependencies against the background of normativity.

We present reflections on the conceptions and motivations behind the analysis of
the difference in the three concepts. Grunwald ([88], this issue) turns back to the second
modernity as a reference foil for all three concepts against the theoretical background
of the “crisis of modernity”. He identifies key commonalities as anticipation, inclusion
and engagement, complexity management as well as social epistemology, aiming with
different accentuations towards an “intervention rather than limiting themselves to distant
observation” (p. 9). This intervention, however, requires continuous reflection on the
“direction of the transformation process” (p. 10)—opening up spaces for learning and also
re-adjustments of strategies and measures, and a sound contextualization of knowledge for
all three strategies.

Complementing the perspective of constant reflection, Schneider et al. ([89], this issue),
as well as Büscher and Ufer ([90], this issue), propose concepts for a normative orientation
of transformative research, namely the Green New Deal (GND) as a political concept ([89],
this issue), as well as the analytical approach of a radical reduction in human activities ([90],
this issue). Schneider et al. ([89], this issue) argue for the strong role of visions debated in
public as a “starting point of democratic transformation” (p. 13). They use the example
of the GND as a vision to which all three concepts could contribute, in order to plead
for stronger public intervention by TA, SR and RRI in a reflexive but yet “more visionary
way” (p. 13) towards a “democratic shaping of technological change” (p. 13). In contrast,
Büscher and Ufer ([90], this issue) analyze the impact of human activities taking a systemic
approach, relating them as a “social system” (p. 3) to environmental problems, such as
climate change. They conclude that although new technologies are often proposed as a
“problem-solver with respect to [. . .] physical eco-system limits” (p. 10), due to the inherent
rebound effects which are “activity-reinforcing” (p. 10), socio-cultural innovations need to
be targeted towards constraining human activities for the preservation of the whole system.

With regard to the organization of research processes in R&I practice, the value of the
inclusion of different perspectives is taken up in all three concepts, although engagement
with society plays a different role in each. Emerging as a normative claim of the orientation
of R&I practice, the concept of public participation serves as an important orientation for
all three research fields. However, there is a different motivation in each, as Weinberger
et al. ([91], this issue) point out. In TA, public participation considers the inclusion of a
different set of perspectives as well as a variety of solutions. In SR, its function is to reach
aims like climate protection or a change in mobility patterns. For RRI, public participation
is a way of reflecting on the different aspects that the concept of responsibility includes for
different stakeholder groups.

With regard to a reflexive orientation of this engagement practice, the approach of
König et al. ([92], this issue) is most comprehensive, by presenting the concept of a “meta-
consensus” (p. 8). This implies the high relevance of concluding a consensus, even if a
different set of worldviews exists. Such a “meta-consensus” would even take over an
“inclusive disunion” (p. 5) of different viewpoints. Coming to the normative orientation of
transformation research, such a “normative meta-consensus” (p. 8) recognizing different
sides, reflecting that the values of others are legitimate even if they are not shared by
oneself, would be an important achievement for engaging with the public and including
their views into research and policymaking ([92], this issue).

Kopfmüller and Walz (forthcoming, this issue) address the topic of organizing research
processes by discussing the relevance of societal responsibility, as a means of improving
both the quality and the societal impact of research, and, based on this, as a basis for
rethinking the currently dominating understanding of research excellence. Parodi et al. ([93],
this issue) further develop the concept and methods of real-world labs coming from
sustainability transformation in order to also embrace TA and RRI research for real-world
solutions using a lab approach. The authors propose the “Reflexive Sustainable Technology
Lab (RSTL)” (p. 9) as a synthesis of all three concepts. In such a “RSTL”, experiments are
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run “in, with, and for society in a framed, transparent, and reversible manner” (p. 10),
keeping the possibility of exnovation explicitly as a valid option. Although the authors
open the concept out towards TA and RRI, the transformative orientation is exclusively
towards the normative goal of sustainability. For now, it remains an open question whether
the RSTL is put into practice and tested for a range of socio-technical topics, whether
this orientation remains friction-free in the field of TA and RRI, or whether amendments
towards the normative orientation of RSTL have to be developed.

Finally, the articles in this Special Issue describe relevant cases for understanding
the role of normativity in transformative research. On an organizational level, the most
prominent “case” is the German Policy Advice unit on TA based at the German parliament
(TAB). TAB serves as an institutional actor of TA. Preparing policy advice, TAB uses the
Leitbild of sustainability, the paradigm of a deliberative democracy and also the notions
of fundamental rights as the background for recommendations. Further, coming from
policy advice, it becomes obvious that norms and values as they are accepted in society are
enshrined in laws and regulation and thus give a reference to specific legal frameworks,
e.g., disability policy or privacy protection, which are again taken up as normative frames
when providing policy advice ([94], this issue).

Next to the organizational case, normative issues can be defined on an individual
level. Poznic and Fisher ([95], this issue) develop such a framework for the group of
engineers as actors in practice for science technology transitions: moral virtues serve here
as a category to understand underlying motivations, such as courage or care, serving as the
value orientation for engineers.

The contributions to this Special Issue show that a “normative turn” in science, im-
plying that values, motivations and judgements are made explicit and thus discussable
and negotiable, is also a valid topic for TA, SR and RRI. For all three concepts, this turn is
essential for generating orientation or target knowledge in co-design processes, comple-
menting systems and action knowledge in a reflexive manner. Here, all levels, concepts
and methods, as well as implications for organizational and individual actors, have to be
taken into account.

3.2. How to Deal with Policymaking

Research for societal transformation does not take place in an ivory tower with a
specific disciplinary orientation. Processes for the transformation of society towards an
innovative, sustainable and social polity are dependent on interdisciplinary and transdis-
ciplinary research. But—and this is an important specificity of the three concepts TA, SR
and RRI as we understand them—this research is closely intertwined with democratic
decision-making processes, albeit in different ways. According to this understanding,
research for societal transformation can find its way into political consultation processes or
it can also react specifically to political requirements.

TA, SR and RRI must be regarded as reactions of articulations of an ongoing restruc-
turing of the relationships between science, society and policymaking. This background
implies a close involvement in policymaking, but with differing roles and structural fea-
tures. The general implications of this process are discussed in Grunwald’s contribution to
this Special Issue, by applying the concept of “reflexive modernisation” (p. 2) to the three
concepts of research for societal transformation (see [88], this issue). From this perspective,
it becomes clear that TA, being dedicated to policy advice on the parliamentary and gov-
ernmental level, differs from RRI, which has a focus on the research process and thus is
connected to particular R&D policymaking aspirations to provide responsible and transpar-
ent research practices. SR addresses a broad scope of societal actors, policymakers, business
as well as NGOs with a dedicated general normative approach to societal transformation.

For TA coming from a tradition of classic policy consulting, political requirements or
demands are implied in the research topics defined by policymaking institutions whose
demands they are designed to serve, which is in particular discussed by Kehl et al. ([94],
this issue). In the case of RRI, the political link is not so much provided by governmental
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needs but by applying and reflecting standards of ethics and inclusiveness in the research
process itself. As described above, this mission has been translated into research funding
practices, such as Horizon 2020. For all three concepts, it is important to disclose and clarify
different ways of thinking (in alternatives) to policymaking and to assess their feasibility
and (side-)effects, including opportunities and risks. When assessing new technologies,
the transformations they might induce have to be considered: “Policy alternatives come
from experts. It is the role of experts in such a system to clarify the implications of their
knowledge for action and to provide such implications in the form of policy alternatives to
decision makers who can then select among different possible courses of action” [96] (p. 12).

From the perspective of policymaking, the first and foremost contribution of research
is to support the legitimacy of decision-making, providing for “social robustness” [31].
This unavoidably asks the question about the proper inclusion of society and thus of
participatory processes. In this respect, “How to relate to policymaking” is an issue that is
implicitly addressed in several of the contributions to this Special Issue. König et al. ([92],
this issue) ask how “co-construction of knowledge” (p. 2) for decision-making in the field
of emerging technologies can be organized in an effective, i.e., politically influential manner,
when it is apparent that often conflicting basic normative assumptions and demands are
held by different stakeholders. Weinberger et al. ([91], this issue) explore the need for and
possibility of citizen involvement and citizen science as a means of striving for legitimate
decisions in technology design.

To improve the legitimacy and acceptance of political decisions in complex socially
defined problem areas, Kopfmüller and Waltz (forthcoming, this issue) argue for better
societally “mirrored” (responsible) research processes and results as a precondition for
successful transition research, and, thus, successful transitions. This implies the need to
rethink core elements of science and research related to defining quality and impact and to
designing institutional framework conditions, including a “cultural change” in defining
and applying the research excellence model. Parodi et al. ([93], this issue) explore the option
of citizens interacting with scientists in settings of in situ research on ways to transform
their living environment in order to induce sustainable development and appropriate
policies. Societal inclusion in this sense is always a means to connect with policymaking
by supporting inclusive research, decision-making and knowledge generation, which is
addressed in more detail in the following section on “How to deal with expectations
of society”.

A key precondition of research for societal transformation to define and manage its
relation to policymaking is to understand the political nature of transformation discourses.
Schneider et al. ([89], this issue) show how the approach of “vision assessment” (p. 2)
can serve as a tool to not only grasp the conflicting claims, demands and expectations of
future developments that make up societal discourse on transformation, but also to better
understand the changing political environment to which research for societal transforma-
tion constantly has to adapt. From the point of view of vision assessment, TA, SR and
RRI are actors within science–politics arrangements and the related visions of society and
strategic agendas for shaping the future ([89] (p. 4), this issue). By developing visions of
the future and assessing their feasibility, the three concepts are part of the ongoing political
discourse which they have to analyze in order to connect their own work to social demands
in a meaningful way. Analyzing the history and content of the Green New Deal (GND)
discourse up to its materialization in the current GND program of the European Union,
they show the socio-political implications that fueled the development of GND and the
different dimensions of its content, especially with regard to the roles ascribed to science
and technology. According to the authors, a technocratic and a social justice vision compete
in the GND discourse. These visions will, in one way or another, set the political scene for
transformation policies (possibly including new political structures and power relations),
including very different expectations to which research into societal transformation has to
relate. In any case, Schneider et al. ([89], this issue) see a chance and need for transformative
research to take a more active political role in shaping and facilitating visions of the GND.
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Problems related to the need for institutional independence combined with closeness to
politically defined needs are illustrated by Kehl et al. ([94], this issue) in their analysis of the
German Office of Technology Assessment’s (TAB) occupation with issues of digitalization in
several studies over the last two decades. TAB originally followed a traditional “objective”
or “instrumental” model of independent expert advice based on scientifically supported
insights. The political background in the case of digitalization is, however, strongly defined
by debates about norms and standards (e.g., with regard to privacy issues): “norms and
values mentioned are widely accepted in society, often even enshrined in law, and are closely
linked to the respective political discourse on digitalization” (p. 6). Being characteristic of
research for transformation in general, this implies a challenge to any claim of refraining
from value judgements in science, and thus asks for reflection on the mission and self-
understanding of an institution dedicated to independent policy consulting. Although
Kehl et al. ([94] (p. 10), this issue) “observed a strong orientation in TAB’s work towards
objectivity and authority of scientific knowledge” (p. 10), they also see—as a reaction to
this challenge—an “increasing interest in inclusive forms of assessment that let various
stakeholders participate in the knowledge acquisition process” (p. 10), as well as attempts to
integrate the analysis of digitalization’s potential to induce societal changes with normative
issues of sustainability.

Scheer et al. ([97], this issue) in their presentation and discussion of the approach
of Integrated Policy Package Assessment (IPPA), touch on the issue of serving the need
of policymaking in cases of complex and socially contested problems. Their four-step-
process is designed to tackle the classical problem of scientific policy advice of, on the
one hand, mirroring the full complexity of the societal problem to be analyzed, and, on
the other hand, serving the needs of policymaking with regard to the design of practical
and manageable options for action. As an integrated approach, IPPA has substantial ties
to TA, SR and RRI. The IPPA’s intention is to provide (political) decision-makers with
suitable transformation and orientation knowledge. The challenge of integrated multi
criteria assessment of impacts, stakeholder evaluation and analysis of governance options
for sustainable pathways is dealt with via a four-step process of (1) design, (2) analysis,
(3) evaluation, and (4) discourse of a “policy package” (2), which is illustrated by a case
study of urban passenger transport. Throughout, it is again the inclusiveness and dialogic
or discursiveness of the process (by feedback loops with various stakeholders) that is
intended to provide for sufficiently complex as well as manageable and legitimate (i.e.,
socially acceptable) policies.

With respect to the intention of this article, i.e., reflecting about research in transforma-
tion contexts, the question of how innovative a research method is can also be answered
by measuring how effectively the interface between research and politics is organized.
Research for policymaking can be classified as relevant when the impact becomes visible,
and this again seems to be the case when the objects of research and the design of the
respective research question are also geared to the needs of those to be advised. Ladikas
et al. ([98], this issue) point out that there is still a lack of a common approach to assess-
ing the impacts of interdisciplinary research with a societal and policy focus. Based on
a bibliometric analysis (publication metadata from important international publication
databases), the authors examine the main research fields of TA, SR and RRI studies, and
analyze their strengths and weaknesses as well as conceptual overlaps. One of the results is
that “TA’s impact dimensions are multivariant, and cover its functions not only as a service
providing policy options assessment, but also as a process of instigating public debates,
based on analyses of dominant values and the inclusion of a wide array of stakeholder
input” (pp. 7–8). Once again, the importance of involving stakeholders is evident. The
insights of the authors from TAB show that the knowledge of the need to involve more
stakeholders is available, but the implementation—at least in the specific case of advice
for the German Bundestag—is still in its infancy. This may also be due to the fact that the
“distinction between the roles of scientific experts on the one hand and stakeholders as well
as policymakers on the other is becoming increasingly blurry” ([94] (p. 2), this issue). The
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only thing that can be stated is that there is a need to improve and standardize the societal
impact assessment—also in order to better present the contributions of TA, SR and RRI to
policymaking. One can still say that “most researchers are not aware of how to achieve
such impact or how to measure its success” ([98] (p. 14), this issue).

3.3. How to Deal with Expectations of Society

When considering how the expectations of society are integrated in scientific knowl-
edge production, in TA, SR and RRI the strategy is to open up the R&I system to society,
by engaging citizens and civil society as well as users of technologies. The contributions
to this Special Issue explicitly address the challenges implied in practices dedicated to
co-production or co-creation of knowledge and innovations. When faced with the need to
make a legitimate transfer from knowledge to practical solutions and policy measures, as
is crucial for transformation research, it is not only the problem of dissenting normative
expectations that has to be dealt with. Questions of the reliability and applicability of
findings and causal claims for different real-world contexts can compromise the practical
relevance of transformation research. Procedures of evidence-based policymaking are
limited in this respect. There is no gold standard solution for this in TA, SR and RRI, nor
is more synthesis and mapping of evidence a viable way forward. Increased and inbuilt
reflexivity with regard to this problem appears to be the only (albeit restricted) option. Thus,
the social and political dimension of transformation research comes to the fore: inclusive
deliberation, polycentric governance with differentiated policies for differing contexts,
procedures supporting mutual trust and mutual acknowledgment of the legitimacy of
differing demands and perspectives of actors involved in co-production, and openness to
experimentation and learning are keys that come into perspective and underline the hybrid
character of transformation research.

The major intention behind starting such a reflexive process on knowledge production
is a real-world reflection on the anticipation of possible impacts of technologies. To antic-
ipate such impacts, the involvement of citizens in research needs to be put into practice.
From the identification and conceptualization of R&I technological priorities, to its imple-
mentation, or by means of co-creation activities, such as citizen science or user-guided
innovation, the involvement of citizens or end-users in the development of new knowledge
or innovations is characterized by different levels of participation. In addition, to assure
inclusion of societal actors, different approaches and methods have been applied and de-
veloped in deliberative or participatory processes, such as workshops, focus groups, public
discussions, collaboration in fab-labs or real-world labs (see [91–93,97]—all this issue).

Overall, the responsiveness of R&I processes increases as it is aligned with the needs,
expectations and values of society. The inclusion of citizens or other societal actors helps
to shape the direction of research ([91], this issue), since new perspectives, new research
questions and new challenges can be raised by the citizens that otherwise would not
be considered. The contributions of this Special Issue highlight two major challenges
to including the expectations of society into research and back. First, societal problems,
including the interests and knowledge of societal actors, have to be translated into research
questions in order to be responsive to societal needs as well as assuring co-production of
knowledge, participation and inclusion in research. Second, to consider the expectations
of society and to include society into research appropriately, it is essential to develop and
apply suitable criteria for the quality and impact of this type of research.

With regard to responsiveness to societal needs, König et al. [92] and Weinberger
et al. [91] (both this issue) point to challenges which are related to the practice of engagement
in research. According to König et al., one important criterion to assure the quality of
citizen engagement activities with regard to reliability is that a diverse set of participants
is included. Dealing with inclusiveness in turn raises high complexity, since it can imply
different value orientations and moral perspectives of the individuals, thus leading to
dissent instead of consent ([92], this issue). These differences have to be dealt with in
co-creation activities, respecting that not all debates will be concluded by a consensus.
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Thus, reaching an “inclusive disunion” ([92] (p. 5), this issue) can be an important outcome
of citizen engagement processes that would at least increase process transparency.

Weinberger et al. ([91], this issue) address the question of factors sustaining citizen
engagement. One of the major obstacles for citizen engagement can be a lack of time or
incentives, as well as trust in the research process. The latter is strongly related to the
management of expectations as well as transparency about project goals and outcomes
during engagement activities ([93], this issue). In particular, “individual affectedness” ([91]
(p. 6), this issue) can assure long-term engagement in research projects, since participants
will be more motivated to be actively engaged over time, especially if the research has a
direct connection to their life.

Engagement activities lead to a new type of knowledge for both researchers and citi-
zens. Nevertheless, it remains a challenge to measure the impact of participatory activities.
Often, results of citizen engagement processes are context-related; thus, a generalization
and extrapolation of results to other contexts are only possible to a limited extent ([92], this
issue). Until today, a systemic impact evaluation of the inclusion of societal expectations
in research which goes beyond existing methods and context-specific results, as well as
a comprehensive and reliable set of indicators, e.g., measuring the added value of the
inclusion of citizen knowledge, is still missing ([91,98], both in this issue). Especially for
integrated participatory approaches like real world labs, a key challenge is to develop an
indicator system that is able to cover both single experimental impacts, and impacts of the
lab as a whole ([93], this issue).

Kopfmüller and Walz (forthcoming, this issue) emphasize that increasingly articulated
societal expectations on science to provide knowledge to better cope with urgent problems,
have particularly motivated the current debates about better considering societal respon-
sibility in research processes and in the science system. They argue that systematically
implementing dedicated responsibility criteria leads to better addressing (changing) expec-
tations and enhanced legitimacy, acceptability and acceptance of research results and their
application in political decisions.

3.4. How to Deal with Complexity and Uncertainty of Knowledge

The focus of research for societal transformation is not designable according to the
ceteris paribus rule as in laboratory research. The subject comprises the entire complexity
of the real world. “How to deal with complexity and uncertainty of knowledge” therefore
is a permanent question reflecting the practical implications and restrictions of the scientific
knowledge involved. Uncertainty is unavoidable, and under-determination of findings
with regard to the complexity and normativity of the problem is the standard. This is
apparent from the necessarily anticipatory character of research for societal transformation
and its commitment to shaping societal futures. Dealing with uncertainty of knowledge has
to be reflected in the research process itself, and has to be communicated to society and pol-
icymaking in order to make the preliminary character of findings and the non-mandatory
character of solutions clear, while at the same time offering practical perspectives for action.
It applies to TA, SR and RRI that they are committed to transdisciplinary research as an
answer to the complex nature of transformation research. This implies several dimensions
of dealing with complexity. The subject, and also the research question related to that
subject of transdisciplinary research, is not developed out of the context of theory and
academic research. The problem to be dealt with is of societal origin and character. Hence,
the research question as well as the expected outcome in terms of problem-solving cannot
ad libitum be cut out of a many-faceted reality and be reduced according to the demands
of theory and practical considerations of research practice. The laboratory—so to say—for
research on problems such as sustainable energy supply, or economic consequences of
implementation of advanced technologies, e.g., biotechnology, or user- and patient-friendly
designs of medical technologies, is reality itself. This can often even include experiments on
a societal level in terms of options and risks of implementing technologies (see, e.g., [99]).
Transformative research always means the collaboration of scientific with affected stake-
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holders and citizens, and it cannot assume it can avoid a clear separation of facts and
values: normative and ethical considerations as well as politics (articulating the interests
of the societal groups involved) are unavoidably part of the research process. Moreover,
the problems to be dealt with include taking account of possible future societal or environ-
mental effects of the options for problem-solving. In general, possible wider societal future
developments that shape the problem area, as well as societal visions and assessment of
such futures, and the related uncertainty and ambiguity of data and knowledge are to be
taken account of, including according decisions about the methods to be applied.

Thus, dealing with complexity and uncertainty is a common feature and challenge of
TA, SR and RRI that is implied by the societal background of problems that the concepts
share, as is convincingly shown by Grunwald ([88], this issue). TA, SR and RRI have
their raison d’être in a crisis of the so called “first modernity” (p. 3)—modernity (cut
short) based on confidence in reason and, thus, in S&T as a guarantee for social progress
in welfare and independence from the imponderabilities of nature. The crisis of this
conviction, marked by uncertainty and ambiguity of expert knowledge, incalculable risks
and unintended impacts of socio-technical change have introduced the need for “reflexivity”
(p. 2) in science and policymaking, and this makes up the fundamental characteristic of
concepts of transformation research. This common ground of reflexivity is articulated in
all three concepts by commitment to exploring the futures (anticipation), and inclusion of
different actors in research. It also comes with a concern for managing complexity and an
extended epistemology that acknowledges the relevance of non-scientific knowledge. While
taking account of the differences between the three concepts (as regards, e.g., the interface
with policymaking or the inclusion of normative questions of transformation), awareness
of this common ground can help to improve the contribution of the concepts towards
what is needed in terms of societal transformation, which Grunwald denotes as “directed
incrementalism” (p. 10): a reflexive process of mutual orientation, scientific knowledge and
consensus on goals taken step-by-step without becoming lost in piecemeal engineering.

The anticipatory challenge of complexity embedded in transformation policies is
articulated in the need for TA, SR and RRI to understand how research and policies relate
to visions of society that are implied in the contested approaches to transformation. Vision
assessment is a scientific approach to discuss and assess the different and sometimes
conflicting conceptions of desired future developments of society that are an unavoidable
part of transformation processes. This is convincingly shown by Schneider et al. ([89], this
issue) using the notion of the “Green New Deal” (p. 2) that is currently being discussed by
relevant political institutions and actors aiming at a fundamental societal transformation
towards sustainability. By exploring how the vision of the GND affects and challenges
the practice of transformation research, it becomes clear that transformation research
requires understanding of the mediality and performativity of future expectations in
socio-political approaches to change, including its technical and scientific aspects. Science
contributes to the generation and design of visions as well as being the addressee to support
their realization. By this, science—which is obvious for TA, SR and RRI—is part of the
politics of the future. The GND is a framework for generating visions as well as research
questions, and as such provides a challenge to TA, SR and RRI. Using the vision assessment
approach in transformation research to analyze the impact of future imaginations, the
attributions of meaning given by visions to technology, and the epistemic and normative
assumptions underlying visionary thinking can help to foster the rationality, transparency
and democratic quality of transformation discourse.

All three concepts have developed procedures that can be called hybrid, meaning
R&D processes that address the complex problems we are faced with when trying to grasp
the causes of and possible solutions to societal challenges. The approaches applied and
the procedures that are developed or experimented with are hybrid in the sense that they
integrate research from a broad set of scientific disciplines (natural, engineering or social
sciences), combine research with interventions in societal practice, and implement social or
technical innovations aiming at socially defined ends. This kind of intervention typically
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implies the co-creation of knowledge involving scientific and non-scientific actors, as well
as co-operation in defining, finding and designing innovative practices.

A method or procedure that can be regarded as a prototype for this kind of hybrid
activity is Real World Labs (RwLabs) ([93], this issue). RwLabs have been developed in
the context of SR and politics, but as Parodi et al. show, they have features that make them
amenable to typical issues dealt with in TA or RRI. What characterizes many approaches in
transformation research—and is systematically taken account of in the RwLab—is its char-
acter as an organized learning process that is not one-sided—from science to practice—but
mutual. Researchers and stakeholders as well as citizens are part of a laboratory process
designed to catch the complexity of real-world problems. The complexity with which all
three concepts are faced, and at the same time the complexity of approaches they apply,
are sketched by a list of similar characteristics of the concepts addressed in many of the
contributions to this Special Issue, highlighted by Parodi et al. ([93], this issue): 1. scien-
tific approach; 2. normativity and responsibility; 3. supporting practice; 4. participation;
5. reference to the future; 6. learning.

That such a hybrid approach demanded by complexity involves problems that have
to be dealt with is addressed in many of the articles in this volume. Scheer et al. ([97],
this issue) discuss the challenge and suggest an approach to integrated ways to grasp
and condition complexity so that it improves the availability of orientation knowledge
for policies. Approaches to complexity which promise to support policymaking have to
“package” the design, analysis, evaluation and discourse of policy measures in order to
provide for “consideration of real world-complexities, uncertainties, and ambiguities” ([97]
(p. 15), this issue).

An obvious but, due to its complexity, rarely addressed question is to what extent
is the complex nature of challenges such as climate change amenable to human action?
What cultural and systemic restrictions have to be taken into account when exploring
necessary changes that include serious readjustments of habits and routines that are deeply
inscribed into societal structures and practices? The challenges ahead may be of such a
complex nature that fundamental transformation is not amenable to human activity ([91],
this issue). In asking this question, we have to take into account the systemic nature of our
modern life—including complex and interdependent highly organized supply systems and
socio-technical formations, as well as related cultural habits and identities. In a systems
theory approach to explore the structures and mechanisms resisting transformational
efforts, Büscher and Ufer ([91], this issue) argue that systemic reproduction requires a
permanent, irreversible sequence of activities, for the supply of energy to human beings
and their habitats, and for the creation and maintenance of the structures of social existence.
Thus, the options for reduction in human activities, as, e.g., demanded by strategies to
reduce CO2 footprints, might be restricted, especially when investing too much hope
in technological innovation. With a view on the activity-reinforcing effect of creative
achievements of technical innovation, technology presents itself as an essential driver of
human activities—and, thus, counterproductive as regards decreasing energy consumption.
The authors argue for fostering research about options for socio-cultural innovations that
are likely, or more likely, to impose constraints on human activities.

Kopfmüller and Walz (forthcoming, this issue) propose to enhance the understanding
of the quality of research processes by systematically reflecting responsibility criteria, based
on a guideline that provides conceptual and methodological basics, including one criterion
addressing how to deal with complexity and uncertainty. Since this leads a priori to an
increased complexity of research processes, results and their communicability, as well as the
processes of evaluating this, they emphasize the need for more systematic, criteria-based
and transparent relevance considerations as one approach to deal with this complexity.

4. An Outlook: Considerations and Decisions of Relevance

The previous section outlined the explicit and implicit commonalities and differences
between the three concepts of TA, SR and RRI in addressing and dealing with the four chal-
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lenges of normativity, policymaking, societal expectations, and complexity and uncertainty.
Finally, we want to emphasize an overarching topic that helps to understand and address
these challenges: relevance considerations and decisions.

The term “relevance” marks a classic guideline in research and science, focusing on
and discussing criteria of scientific rigor and integrity. In particular, since the emergence
of the mode 2 approach, and even more in the context of a plea for mode 3 knowledge
production [6,100,101], it implies a broader understanding by including societal relevance
issues. Today, science is increasingly expected to contribute practical (problem) solutions
in transformation processes. Thereby, societal relevance is associated with both the selec-
tion of research topics and questions, and with producing and communicating research
results. In this respect, a distinction is made between usefulness in a direct and measurable
economic sense (products, patents, revenues, etc.), a more indirect form of social influence
by changing the social fabric of society (e.g., research used as an agenda-setting tool by
media or political establishments), and, finally, contributions to direct social fabric changes
(consummation and implementation of scientific products by public, political or economic
actors), as the most rare cases [102]. Each of these categories is closely related to considera-
tions and debates about the quality/excellence and impact of research, suitable approaches
and measures to make research more relevant to practice and, ultimately, to better link
scientific and societal relevance [102–107].

Moreover, knowledge production in research processes, above all in virtually any
SR, requires and includes relevance considerations and decisions along the whole process
in various respects [108]: determining research questions in detail; defining temporal
or spatial system boundaries; determining types and extents of cause–impact–relations,
in order to consider all relevant effects, with leverage point analyses (see above) as an
emerging example in transformation and transformative research; necessary knowledge
stocks and types, disciplines and expertise to be included; societal actors to be involved
and the method for this; the criteria and indicators to be applied; methods and tools to be
used in analyses, whether quantitative or qualitative, model-based or non-model-based;
the way of presenting and communicating results.

Such relevance decisions have consequences. They affect research results and are, thus,
an essential element of knowledge production, requiring, in turn, robust knowledge to be
justifiable. They affect, for instance, the spectrum of possible transformation-related devel-
opments or measures, which are often uncertain regarding their range and the included
risks, due to limited knowledge and changing societal preferences. In such cases, relevance
decisions bear risks of misjudgment resulting from under- or overestimations of factors or
interrelations, leading to biased results. They can be justified analytically by referring to
approved methodological knowledge, empirically by referring to experiential knowledge,
or more qualitatively based on assessments, interpretations and estimations. Ultimately,
such decisions have to be taken by using both, expert knowledge and estimations, including
gut feeling, and conflicts about estimations that have to be dealt with.

This is particularly challenging to address in inter- and transdisciplinary research
contexts, where agreements and rules, as a consensual basis for relevance decisions, are
lacking compared to disciplinary research. While this challenge is at least recognized,
controversially discussed and often pragmatically addressed in certain fields of SR, e.g.,
in life-cycle-based analyses, few overarching considerations exist on a conceptual and
methodological level. Fundamental questions of structuring, implementing and justifying
relevance decisions are rarely addressed [108]. This is not least due to the fact that relevance-
related details widely depend on the specific contexts of investigations and are related
to economic, social, geographic, climatic, technological, political, institutional or cultural
aspects. Basically, contextualization steps and according configurations of analyses and
analytical tools is increasingly emphasized as a methodological key element in research,
particularly in sustainability-related research [62,109,110].

Relevance questions characterized as outlined above, in particular in TA, SR and RRI
practice, are closely related to the four key challenges characterizing the three concepts.
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With respect to normativity, relevance decisions made transparently and based on suitable
criteria can, above all, mitigate or at least reduce controversies resulting from criticism
of the normativity of fundamental assumptions in analyses, or their lack of justification.
However, analyses such as future studies, definitely presuppose relevance decisions (in
this case, for instance, the distinction between more or less important scenario descriptors).
Like any relevance decision, they are normative per se and, thus, can also be controversial.
It is, therefore, essential to focus on both, raising awareness of the “relevance of relevance
decisions” in research, and justifying these decisions.

Policymaking should be based as far as possible on considerations of all relevant
context-related elements and aspects, in order to both justify the topic and increase the
acceptability of decisions. Therefore, according relevance decisions in research processes
that produce results for policy purposes are essential. At the same time, equally essential
for science is to keep the right balance between political relevance, by meeting the needs of
policymakers, and scientific relevance that requires a certain distance from policymaking.

Moreover, public, civil societal and economic actors increasingly expect that research,
and in particular research that aims to support societal transformation processes, sufficiently
considers all relevant aspects in the particular context, including societal interests and
perspectives, in order to provide the best possible advice. This, again, points to an increasing
importance of relevance decisions and, in terms of suitable expectation management,
to an accordingly increasing attention to appropriate explanations and justifications of
decisions—an essential precondition to ensure sufficient societal acceptance or acceptability
of actions that are based on these decisions.

Finally, relevance decisions are both all the more important and difficult in particu-
larly complex “real world” research contexts, like those increasingly addressed by TA, SR
and RRI. This is true in particular for transformative research, with science being directly
involved in transformation processes. Therefore, they have to be taken under notably
uncertain conditions. This points to the need to take decisions carefully based on suitable
criteria and justifications, to be transparent about the whole process, and also to ensure that
decisions can be updated or revised if, for instance, societal values regarding specific rele-
vance considerations are changing. Relevance decisions taken can help to both explain and
work within the area of tension between the necessarily preliminary and non-mandatory
character of transformative research findings, and the expectation and claim to provide
valid support for action.

Moreover, to suitably meet requirements to address the four challenges, to implement
holistic, integrative research approaches, and to carry out necessary contextualization steps,
also needs relevance decisions with respect to the provision and allocation of additionally
necessary resources (funding, time) required within the research process and, above all,
in the science system. These decisions are influenced, among others, by ongoing debates
about the appropriate role of research and science in transformation processes, and how to
define and implement societal responsibility in the different parts of the science system, as
discussed in Kopfmüller and Walz (forthcoming, this issue).

The article by Grunwald ([88], this issue) is the only one in this Special Issue that ex-
plicitly addresses the relevance topic in a more epistemological sense. He relates relevance
to reflexivity, one of the key terms in his article. Particularly, in the context of dealing with
complexity, he emphasizes the importance of enhancing reflection on what is regarded as
“relevant” (p. 5) and why, in order to increase transparency of arguments and assumptions
and the legitimacy of processes and their results in transformation contexts.

In the other articles, the “relevance” term is used more or less frequently, in a more de-
scriptive, attributive way (relevant topics, debates, knowledge, actors, indicators, methods,
institutions, etc.), without explicitly addressing underlying presuppositions and epistemo-
logical challenges, and their role for the questions and topics that are addressed. This is no
criticism of the articles. But from a research theoretical and epistemological perspective, we
argue that for thinking about the conceptual, methodological or impact-related challenges
faced by TA, SR and RRRI in the context of research for societal transformations, and about
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pathways to better deal with these—which is the core rationale and motivation of this
Special Issue—more systematic reflection about relevance decisions represents a promising
approach for future research. This definitely applies to:

• Questions about how to influence human activities for societal and systemic transfor-
mation and the role of extrinsic and intrinsic motivations ([90], this issue);

• Analyzing contested visions, such as the Green New Deal, and the role TA, SR and
RRI could or should play ([89], this issue);

• The role of individual moral or epistemic virtues such as care, aiming at “integra-
tive engineering experts” (p. 2) who are competent in socio-technical research on
transformative innovation ([95], this issue);

• Pathways towards an inclusive societal co-construction of emerging technologies and
supporting innovation governance approaches ([92], this issue);

Working on the challenges of institutional scientific policy advice in a field of tension
between scientific integrity and societal and political relevance, and in times of changing
science–policy interfaces, needs to be based on scrutinizing previous definitions and appli-
cations of relevance criteria, in order to provide advice that meets changing expectations
and framework conditions ([94], this issue). This need also applies to:

• Reflections about criteria to define and ways to implement societal responsibility and
relevance of research in these times of change;

• The need to rethink key elements in the science system to better meet societal problem
challenges and changing societal expectations;

• Reflections about the value and suitable methods of citizen participation in TA, SR
and RRI, and if and how this leads to increased relevance of research findings;

• Reflections about what constitutes “impact” of TA, SR and RRI, and how this could be
suitably assessed and, ultimately, improved;

Finally, working on integrated policy package assessment approaches (IPPA) to support
transformation policies clearly has to address relevance considerations, at least with respect
to decisions about the criteria and assessment methods to be used ([97], this issue);
To conclude, relevance considerations and decisions in research are an inevitable element
of research for societal transformation. Carrying this out suitably is both challenging and
an essential precondition to better understand and, in particular, to better deal with the
four key challenges that TA, SR and RRI are commonly facing: normativity, policymaking,
societal expectations, and complexity and uncertainty. Relevance decisions are often taken
implicitly, disguising their importance, consciously or unconsciously, and underlying
criteria and assumptions. Therefore, raising awareness of the “relevance of relevance
decisions” and the willingness of actors involved in the science–society–policy interfaces to
reveal purposes, advantages and implications of these decision more explicitly, are keys to
better (informed) transformation processes. This has to be complemented by training in the
required skills, providing spaces to gain practical experience, and framework conditions in
the science system that support all this. We hope that this Special Issue can contribute to
making progress along this pathway.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, L.H., J.K., M.M., L.N. and C.S.; writing—original draft
preparation, L.H., J.K., M.M., L.N. and C.S.; writing—review and editing, L.H., J.K. and L.N. All
authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: No new data were created or analyzed in this study. Data sharing is
not applicable to this article.



Sustainability 2023, 15, 14867 24 of 27

Acknowledgments: We are extremely grateful to the reviewers of this papers and to all external
reviewers who helped to raise the quality of the contributions to the Special Issue “Technology
Assessment, Responsible Research and Innovation, Sustainability Research: Conceptual Demands
and Methodological Approaches for Societal Transformations”.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Görg, C.; Brand, U.; Haberl, H.; Hummel, D.; Jahn, T.; Liehr, S. Challenges for Social-Ecological Transformations: Contributions

from Social and Political Ecology. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1045. [CrossRef]
2. Bijker, W.E.; Hughes, T.P.; Pinch, T. The Social Construction of Technological Systems; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1987.
3. Jasanoff, S.; Markle, G.E.; Petersen, J.C.; Pinch, T. (Eds.) Handbook of Science and Technology Studies; Sage Publications: Thousand

Oaks, CA, USA, 2007.
4. WBGU (German Advisory Council on Global Change) World in Transition. A Social Contract for Sustainability; Flagship Report;

WBGU: Berlin, Germany, 2011.
5. Grin, J.; Rotmans, J.; Schot, J. Transitions to Sustainable Development. In New Directions in the Study of Long Term Transformative

Change; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2010.
6. Schneidewind, U.; Singer-Brodowski, M.; Augenstein, K. Transformative Science for Sustainability Transitions. In Handbook on

Sustainability Transition and Sustainable Peace; Hexagon Series on Human and Environmental Security and Peace; Brauch, H.,
Oswald Spring, Ú., Grin, J., Scheffran, J., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2016; Volume 10, pp. 123–136. [CrossRef]

7. Schneidewind, U.; Singer-Brodowski, M.; Augenstein, K.; Stelzer, F. Pledge for a Transformative Science: A Conceptual Framework;
Wuppertal Papers No 191; Wuppertal Institute for Climate, Environment, Energy: Wuppertal, Germany, 2016.

8. United Nations General Assembly. Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development; United Nations: New
York, NY, USA, 2015. Available online: https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/d/d5/N1529189.pdf (accessed on
13 August 2023).

9. Polanyi, K. The Great Transformation. In The Political and Economic Origins of Our Time; Rinehart: New York, NY, USA, 1944.
10. WBGU (German Advisory Council on Global Change) World in Transition. A Social Contract for Sustainability. In Summary for

Policy Makers; WBGU: Berlin, Germany, 2011.
11. Polanyi, M. The Republic of Science: Its Political and Economic Theory. Minerva 1962, 1, 54–73. [CrossRef]
12. Funtowicz, S.O.; Ravetz, J.R. Three Types of Risk Assessment and the Emergence of Post Normal Science. In Social Theories of Risk;

Krimsky, S., Golding, D., Eds.; Praeger: Westport, CT, USA, 1992; pp. 252–274.
13. Baber, Z.; Gibbons, M.; Limoges, C.; Nowotny, H.; Schwartzman, S.; Scott, P.; Trow, M. The Dynamics of Science and Research in

Contemporary Societies. In The New Production of Knowledge; Sage: London, UK, 1995.
14. Bechmann, G.; Frederichs, G. Problemorientierte Forschung: Zwischen Politik und Wissenschaft 1996. In Praxisfelder der

Technikfolgenforschung: Konzepte, Methoden, Optionen Frankfurt/Main [u.a.], Campus Verl.; Bechmann, G., Ed.; Veröffentlichungen
des Instituts für Technikfolgenabschätzung und Systemanalyse (ITAS): Karlsruhe, Germany, 1996; pp. 3, 11–37 .

15. Brydon-Miller, M.; Greenwood, D.; Maguire, P. Why Action Research. Action Res. 2003, 1, 9–28. [CrossRef]
16. Reason, P.; Bradbury, H. (Eds.) Handbook of Action Research; Sage: London, UK, 2008.
17. Schot, J.; Geels, F.W. Strategic niche management and sustainable innovation journeys: Theory, findings, research agenda, and

policy. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 2008, 5, 537–554. [CrossRef]
18. Lam, D.P.; Freund, M.; Kny, J.; Marg, O.; Mbah, M.; Theiler, L.; Bergmann, M.; Brohmann, B.; Lang, D.J.; Schäfer, M. Transdisci-

plinary research. towards an integrative perspective. GAIA—Ecol. Perspect. Sci. Society 2021, 30, 243–249. [CrossRef]
19. Jahn, T.; Bergmann, M.; Keil, F. Transdisciplinarity between Mainstreaming and Marginalisation. Ecol. Econ. 2012, 79, 1–10.

[CrossRef]
20. Scholz, R.W.; Häberli, R.; Bill, A.; Welti, M. Transdisciplinarity: Joint Problem-Solving among Science Technology and Society. In

Proceedings of the International Transdiciplinarity 2000 Conference, Haffmann, Zürich, Switzerland, 27 February–1 March 2000.
21. Grunwald, A. Technology Assessment in Practice and Theory; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2019.
22. Van Est, R. Thinking parliamentary technology assessment politically. The support of democratic politics for technology

assessment and its limits. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2019, 139, 17–22. [CrossRef]
23. Decker, M.; Ladikas, M. (Eds.) Bridges between Science, Society and Policy; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2004.
24. Guston, D.H.; Bimber, B. Technology Assessment for The New Century; School of Planning and Public Policy, Rutgers University:

Rutgers, NB, Canada, 2000.
25. Vig, N.J.; Paschen, H. Parliaments and Technology. In The Development of Technology Assessment in Europe; University Press: New

York, NY, USA, 2000.
26. Hennen, L.; Ladikas, M. Embedding Society in European S & T Policy Advice. In Embedding Society in Science & Technology

Policy—European and Chinese Perspectives; Ladikas, M., Ed.; European Communities: Brussels, Belgium, 2009.
27. Enzing, C.; Deuten, J.; Rijnders-Nagle, M.; van Til, J. Technology Across Borders. In Exploring Perspectives for Pan-European

Parliamentary Technology Assessment; European Parliament: Brussels, Belgium, 2012.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su9071045
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-43884-9_5
https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/d/d5/N1529189.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01101453
https://doi.org/10.1177/14767503030011002
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537320802292651
https://doi.org/10.14512/gaia.30.4.7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.04.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.07.003


Sustainability 2023, 15, 14867 25 of 27

28. Joss, S.; Bellucci, S. (Eds.) Participatory Technology Assessment. In European Perspectives; University of Westminster Press:
London, UK, 2002.

29. Van Est, R.; Ganzevles, J.; Nentwich, M. Modeling Parliamentary Technology Assessment in Relational Terms. Mediating Between
the Spheres of Parliament, Government, Science and Technology, and Society. Tech. Theor. Und Prax. 2015, 24, 11–20.

30. Héretier, A. Policy Analyse. Elemente der Kritik und Perspektiven der Neuorientierung. Politische Vierteljahresschr. 1993, 24, 9–38.
31. Nowotny, H.; Scott, P.; Gibbons, M. Rethinking Science—Knowledge and the Public in an Age of Uncertainty; Polity Press: Cambridge,

UK, 2001.
32. MASIS Expert Group. Emerging Trends and Cutting-Edge Issues. In Challenging Futures of Science in Society; European Commis-

sion: Brussels, Belgium, 2009.
33. Paschen, H.; Petermann, T. Technikfolgen-Abschätzung: Ein strategisches Rahmenkonzept für die Analyse und Bewertung von

Techniken. In Technikfolgenabschätzung als Politikberatung; Petermann, T., Ed.; Campus: Frankfurt/Main, Germany, 1991; pp. 19–42.
34. Jasanoff, S. Designs on Nature: Science and Democracy in Europe and the United States; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ,

USA, 2005.
35. Hennen, L.; Nierling, L. Responsible Innovation and Technology Assessment in Europe: Barriers and Opportunities for Establish-

ing Structures and Principles of Democratic Science and Technology Policy. In International Handbook on Responsible Innovation;
Von Schomberg, R., Hankins, J., Eds.; Edward Elgard Publishing: Gloucestershire, UK, 2019; pp. 211–224.

36. Johnson, J.; Zanotti, L.; Ma, Z.; Yu, D.; Johnson, D.; Kirkham, A.; Carothers, C. Interplays of Sustainability, Resilience, Adaptation
and Transformation. In Handbook of Sustainability and Social Science Research. World Sustainability Series; Die Neutrale Normativität
der Technikfolgenabschätzung; Konzeptionelle Auseinandersetzung und Praktischer Umgang. Baden-Baden, 2020; Leal Filho,
W., Torgersen, H., Eds.; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2018. [CrossRef]

37. Böschen, S. TA at the Crossroads. Politics of TA from the viewpoint of societal problem solving. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang.
2019, 139, 42–47. [CrossRef]

38. Clark, W.; Harley, A. Sustainability Science: Toward a Synthesis. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 2020, 45, 331–386. [CrossRef]
39. González-Márquez, I.; Toledo, V. Sustainability Science: A Paradigm in Crisis? Sustainability 2020, 12, 2802. [CrossRef]
40. Kates, R.; Clark, W.; Corell, R.; Hall, J.; Jaeger, C.; Lowe, I.; McCarthy, J.; Schellnhuber, H.; Bolin, B.; Dickson, N.M.; et al.

Sustainability Science. Science 2001, 292, 641–642. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
41. Nagatsu, M.; Davis, T.; DesRoches, C.; Koskinen, I.; MacLeod, M.; Stojanovic, M.; Thorén, H. Philosophy of science for

sustainability science. Sustain. Sci. 2020, 15, 1807–1817. [CrossRef]
42. Miller, T.; Wiek, A.; Sarewitz, D.; Robinson, J.; Olsson, L.; Kriebel, D.; Loorbach, D. The future of sustainability science: A

solutions-oriented research agenda. Sustain. Sci. 2014, 9, 239–246. [CrossRef]
43. Brundtland, G.H. World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED): Our Common Future; Oxford University Press:

Oxford, UK, 1987.
44. Parson, E.; Haas, P.; Levy, M. A Summary of the Major Documents Signed at the Earth Summit and the Global Forum. Environ.

Sci. Policy Sustain. Dev. 1992, 34, 12–36. [CrossRef]
45. Heinrichs, H.; Martens, P.; Michelsen, G.; Wiek, A. (Eds.) Sustainability Science. In An Introduction; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg,

Germany, 2016; Available online: https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2F978-94-017-7242-6.pdf (accessed on 13
August 2023).

46. Spaiser, V.; Ranganathan, S.; Swain, R.; Sumpter, D. The sustainable development oxymoron: Quantifying and modelling the
incompatibility of sustainable development goals. Int. J. Sustain. Dev. World Ecol. 2017, 24, 457–470. [CrossRef]

47. Spangenberg, J. Hot Air or Comprehensive Progress? A Critical Assessment of the SDGs. Sustain. Dev. 2017, 25, 311–321.
[CrossRef]

48. Turner, R.; Wills, J. Downscaling doughnut economics for sustainability governance. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 2022, 56, 101180.
[CrossRef]

49. Raworth, K. Doughnut Economics: Seven Ways to Think like a 21st-Century Economist; Chelsea Green Publishing: Chelsea, VT,
USA, 2017.

50. Allen, C.; Metternicht, G.; Wiedmann, T. Priorities for science to support national implementation of the sustainable development
goals: A review of progress and gaps. Sustain. Dev. 2021, 29, 635–652. [CrossRef]

51. Stafford-Smith, M.; Griggs, D.; Gaffney, O.; Ullah, F.; Reyers, B.; Kanie, N.; Stigson, B.; Shrivastava, P.; Leach, M.; O’Connell, D.
Integration: The key to implementing the Sustainable Development Goals. Sustain. Sci. 2017, 12, 911–919. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

52. Yonehara, A.; Saito, O.; Hayashi, K.; Nagao, M.; Yanagisawa, R.; Matsuyama, K. The role of evaluation in achieving the SDGs.
Sustain. Sci. 2017, 12, 969–973. [CrossRef]

53. Heinrichs, H. Strengthening Sensory Sustainability Science—Theoretical and Methodological Considerations. Sustainability 2019,
11, 769. [CrossRef]

54. Enders, J.; Remig, M. (Eds.) Theories of Sustainable Development; Routledge: London, UK, 2015.
55. Barbier, E.; Burgess, J. Sustainable Development Goal Indicators: Analyzing Trade-offs and Complementarities. World Dev. 2019,

122, 295–305. [CrossRef]
56. Pradhan, P.; Costa, L.; Rybski, D.; Lucht, W.; Kropp, J. A Systematic Study of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) Interactions.

Earth’s Future 2017, 5, 1169–1179. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-67122-2_1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-012420-043621
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12072802
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1059386
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11330321
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00832-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-013-0224-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/00139157.1992.9931468
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2F978-94-017-7242-6.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2016.1235624
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1657
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2022.101180
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2164
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-016-0383-3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30147763
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-017-0479-4
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11030769
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2019.05.026
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017EF000632


Sustainability 2023, 15, 14867 26 of 27

57. Collste, D.; Pedercini, M.; Cornell, S. Policy coherence to achieve the SDGs: Using integrated simulation models to assess effective
policies. Sustain. Sci. 2017, 12, 921–931. [CrossRef]

58. Bulten, E.; Hessels, L.; Hordijk, M.; Segrave, A. Conflicting roles of researchers in sustainability transitions: Balancing action and
reflection. Sustain. Sci. 2021, 16, 1269–1283. [CrossRef]

59. Scholz, R. The Normative Dimension in Transdisciplinarity, Transition Management, and Transformation Sciences: New Roles of
Science and Universities in Sustainable Transitioning. Sustainability 2017, 9, 991. [CrossRef]

60. Belcher, B.; Rasmussen, K.; Kemshaw, M.; Zornes, D. Defining and assessing research quality in a transdisciplinary context. Res.
Eval. 2016, 25, 1–17. [CrossRef]

61. West, S.; Haider, L.; Stålhammar, S.; Woroniecki, S. A relational turn for sustainability science? Relational thinking, leverage
points and transformations. Ecosyst. People 2020, 16, 304–325. [CrossRef]

62. Kopfmüller, J.; Rösch, C. Integrative Nachhaltigkeitsbewertung. In Technikfolgenabschätzung: Handbuch für Wissenschaft und Praxis;
Böschen, S., Grunwald, A., Krings, B.-J., Rösch, C., Eds.; Nomos: Glashütte, Germany, 2021; pp. 286–305.

63. Kopfmüller, J.; Lehn, H.; Nuissl, H.; Krellenberg, K.; Heinrichs, D. Sustainable development of megacities: An integrative research
approach for the case of Santiago Metropolitan Region. Die Erde 2009, 140, 417–448.

64. Brand, A.; Furness, M.; Keijzer, N. Promoting Policy Coherence within the 2030 Agenda Framework: Externalities, Trade-Offs
and Politics. Politics Gov. 2021, 9, 108–118. [CrossRef]

65. Miola, A.; Borschardt, S.; Neher, F.; Buscaglia, D. Interlinkages and Policy Coherence for the Sustainable Development Goals
Implementation: An Operational Method to Identify Trade-Offs and Co-Benefits in a Systemic Way. In EU Joint Research Centre;
Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg, 2019. [CrossRef]

66. Nilsson, M.; Weitz, N. Governing Trade-Offs and Building Coherence in Policy-Making for the 2030 Agenda. Politics Gov. 2019, 7,
254–263. [CrossRef]

67. Folke, C.; Carpenter, S.; Elmqvist, T.; Gunderson, L.; Walker, B. Resilience: Now more than ever. Ambio 2021, 50, 1774–1777.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Srivastava, L.; Gomez Echeverri, L.; Schlegel, F. Transformations within Reach: Pathways to a Sustainable and Resilient World; Synthesis
Report; International Science Council: Paris, France; International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis: Laxenburg, Austria,
2021; Available online: https://council.science/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Synthesis-7.pdf (accessed on 13 August 2023).

69. Xu, L.; Marinova, D.; Guo, X. Resilience thinking: A renewed system approach for sustainability science. Sustain. Sci. 2015, 10,
123–138. [CrossRef]

70. Achour, N.; Pantzartzis, E.; Pascale, F.; Price, A. Integration of resilience and sustainability: From theory to application. Int. J.
Disaster Resil. Built Environ. 2015, 6, 347–362. [CrossRef]

71. Olsson, P.; Galaz, V.; Boonstra, W. Sustainability transformations: A resilience perspective. Ecol. Soc. 2014, 19, 1. Available online:
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol19/is.s4/art1/ (accessed on 13 August 2023). [CrossRef]

72. Davelaar, D. Transformation for sustainability: A deep leverage points approach. Sustain. Sci. 2021, 16, 727–747. [CrossRef]
73. Abson, D.; Fischer, J.; Leventon, J.; Newig, J.; Schomerus, T.; Vilsmaier, U.; von Wehrden, H.; Abernethy, P.; Ives, C.; Jager, N.; et al.

Leverage points for sustainability transformation. Ambio 2017, 46, 30–39. [CrossRef]
74. Bruhn, T. How Can Transformative Sustainability Research Benefit from Integrating Insights from Psychology? Front. Psychol.

2021, 12, 67698. [CrossRef]
75. Kliskey, A.; Alessa, L.; Griffith, D.; Olsen, S.; Williams, P.; Matsaw, S.; Cenek, M.; Gosz, J.; Dengler, S. Transforming sustainability

science for practice: A social-ecological systems framework for training sustainability professionals. Sustain. Sci. 2021, 16, 283–294.
[CrossRef]

76. Horcea-Milcu, A.; Abson, D.; Apetrei, C.; Duse, I.; Freeth, R.; Riechers, M.; Lam, D.; Dorninger, C.; Lang, D. Values in
transformational sustainability science: Four perspectives for change. Sustain. Sci. 2019, 14, 1425–1437. [CrossRef]

77. Maher, R.; Maher, M.; Mann, S.; McAlpine, C. Integrating design thinking with sustainability science. A Research through Design
approach. Sustain. Sci. 2018, 13, 1565–1587. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

78. Brundage, M.; Guston, D. Understanding the Movements for Responsible Innovation. In International Handbook of Responsible
Innovation; Von Schomberg, R., Hankins, J., Eds.; Edward Elgar Publishing: Gloucestershire, UK; Northhampton, MA, USA, 2019;
pp. 102–121.

79. Stilgoe, J.; Owen, R.; Macnaghten, P. A Framework for Responsible Innovation. Res. Policy 2013, 2, 1568–1580. [CrossRef]
80. Guston, D.H. Understanding Anticipatory Governance. Soc. Stud. Sci. 2013, 44, 218–242. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
81. Von Schomberg, R. Prospects for Technology Assessment in a Framework of Responsible Research and Innovation. In Technikfolgen

Abschätzen Lehren: Bildungspotenziale Transdisziplinärer Methode; Dusseldorp, M., Beecroft, R., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden,
Germany, 2012; pp. 39–61.

82. Van Lente, H.; Swierstra, T.; Joly, P.-B. Responsible Innovation as a Critique of TA. In The Next Horizon of Technology Assessment:
Proceeding of the PACITA Conference; Scherz, C., Michalek, T., Hennen, L., Hebáková, L., Hahn, J., Seitz, S., Eds.; Technology Centre
ASCR: Prague, Czech Republic, 2015; pp. 87–92.

83. Grunwald, A. Responsible Innovation: Bringing together Technology Assessment, Applied Ethics, and STS research. Enterp.
Work. Innov. Stud. 2011, 7, 9–31.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-017-0457-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-00938-7
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9060991
https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvv025
https://doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2020.1814417
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v9i1.3608
https://doi.org/10.2760/472928
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v7i4.2229
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-020-01487-6
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33721222
https://council.science/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Synthesis-7.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-014-0274-4
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJDRBE-05-2013-0016
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol19/is.s4/art1/
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06799-190401
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00872-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-016-0800-y
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.676989
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00846-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-019-00656-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-018-0618-6
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30546488
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312713508669
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24941612


Sustainability 2023, 15, 14867 27 of 27

84. Grunwald, A. Technology Assessment for Responsible Innovation. In Responsible Innovation: Innovative Solutions for Global Issues;
Van den Hoven, M.J., Doorn, N., Swierstra, T., Koops, B.J., Romijn, H.J., Eds.; Springer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2014;
pp. 15–31.

85. Nordmann, A. Responsible innovation the art and craft of future anticipation. J. Responsible Innov. 2014, 1, 87–98. [CrossRef]
86. Nierling, L.; Hennen, L.; Torgersen, H. Normativität in der TA. In Technikfolgenabschätzung: Handbuch für Wissenschaft und Praxis;

Böschen, S., Grunwald, A., Krings, B.J., Rösch, C., Eds.; Nomos: Glashütte, Germany, 2021; pp. 240–252.
87. Torgersen, H. Three myths of neutrality in TA—How different forms of TA imply different understandings of neutrality. Technol.

Forecast. Soc. Change 2019, 139, 57–63. [CrossRef]
88. Grunwald, A. Research and Scientific Advice in the Second Modernity: Technology Assessment, Responsible Research and

Innovation, and Sustainability Research. Sustainability 2021, 13, 10406. [CrossRef]
89. Schneider, C.; Wilke, N.; Lösch, A. Contested Visions for Transformation—The Visions of the Green New Deal and the Politics

of Technology Assessment, Responsible Research and Innovation, and Sustainability Research. Sustainability 2022, 14, 1505.
[CrossRef]

90. Büscher, C.; Ufer, U. The (Un)availability of Human Activities for Social Intervention: Reflecting on Social Mechanisms in
Technology Assessment and Sustainable Development Research. Sustainability 2022, 14, 1394. [CrossRef]

91. Weinberger, N.; Woll, S.; Kyba, C.C.M.; Schulte-Römer, N. The Value of Citizen Participation in Technology Assessment,
Responsible Research and Innovation, and Sustainable Development. Sustainability 2022, 13, 11613. [CrossRef]

92. König, H.; Baumann, M.F.; Coenen, C. Emerging Technologies and Innovation—Hopes for and Obstacles to Inclusive Societal
Co-Construction. Sustainability 2021, 13, 13197. [CrossRef]

93. Parodi, O.; Bögel, P.; Beecroft, R.; Seebacher, A.; Wagner, F.; Hahn, J. Reflexive Sustainable Technology Labs: Combining
Real-World Labs, Technology Assessment, and Responsible Research and Innovation. Sustainability 2022, 14, 15094. [CrossRef]

94. Kehl, C.; Albrecht, S.; Riousset, P.; Sauter, A. Goodbye Expert-Based Policy Advice? Challenges in Advising Governmental
Institutions in Times of Transformation. Sustainability 2021, 13, 13442. [CrossRef]

95. Poznic, M.; Fisher, E. The Integrative Expert: Moral, Epistemic, and Poietic Virtues in Transformation Research. Sustainability
2021, 13, 10416. [CrossRef]

96. Pielke Roger, A., Jr. The Honest Broker; University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2007.
97. Scheer, D.; Schmidt, M.; Dreyer, M.; Schmieder, L.; Arnold, A. Integrated Policy Package Assessment (IPPA): A Problem-Oriented

Research Approach for Sustainability Transformations. Sustainability 2022, 14, 1218. [CrossRef]
98. Ladikas, M.; Hahn, J.; Huang, L. Assessing the Impact of Technology Assessment, Responsible Research and Innovation and

Sustainability Research: Towards a Common Methodological Approach. Sustainability 2022, 14, 2014. [CrossRef]
99. Böschen, S.; Groß, M.; Krohn, W. (Eds.) Experimentelle Gesellschaft: Das Experiment als Wissensgesellschaftliches Dispositiv; Nomos:

Glashütte, Germany, 2017.
100. Stamati, D.; Meissner, D.; Campbell, D.; Carayannis, E.; Grigoroudis, E. ‘Mode 3’ universities and academic firms: Thinking

beyond the box trans-disciplinarity and nonlinear innovation dynamics within coopetitive entrepreneurial ecosystems. Int. J.
Technol. Manag. 2018, 77, 145. [CrossRef]

101. Carayannis, E.; Campbell, D.; Rehman, S. Mode 3 knowledge production: Systems and systems theory, clusters and networks. J.
Innov. Entrep. 2016, 5, 17. [CrossRef]
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