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Abstract 
The present study examines the organizational programme of NORHED, the standing acronym 
for the Norwegian Programme for Capacity Development in Higher Education and Research for 
Development, operating in the organizational environment of the Norwegian Agency for 
Development Cooperation (i.e. Norad). In particular, this study analyzes how NORHED 
positions itself in the debate regarding sustainable development, both in the public domain (via 
official documentation) and internally (via interviews with its officers and collaborating 
academics). Using a qualitative, single case study approach, we evaluate how NORHED 
interprets and articulates sustainable development in the context of higher education 
environments in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs). Through this case study, we aim to 
surface both the rich prospects of using the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development 
for higher education institutions as well as its limitations if peremptorily used. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
The present study examines the organizational programme of NORHED, the standing acronym 
for the Norwegian Programme for Capacity Development in Higher Education and Research for 
Development, operating in the organizational environment of the Norwegian Agency for 
Development Cooperation (henceforth Norad). In particular, this thesis analyzes how NORHED 
positions itself in the debate regarding sustainable development, both in the public domain (via 
official documentation) and internally (via interviews with its officers and collaborating 
academics). Using a qualitative, single case study approach, we evaluate how NORHED 
interprets and articulates sustainable development in the context of higher education 
environments in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs). Through this case study, we aim to 
surface both the potential of using the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development for 
higher education institutions as well as its limitations if peremptorily used. 

1.1. The Research Problem 

One of the most well-documented problems in the field of higher education studies is how to 
develop a university environment under conditions of financial scarcity (Altbach 2013, 2016; 
Arrow 1973; Arrow et al. 2000; Barr 2004; Becker 1964; Benhabib and Spiegel 1994; Birnbaum 
1988; Blaug 1978; Bourdieu and Passeron 1970; Burke 2002; Cloete and Bunting 2013; Cloete 
and Moja 2005; OECD 2006, 2007, 2012, 2017; Perlman 1973; Rabovsky 2012; Sachs 2015; 
Shafiq et al. 2018; Shimeles 2016; Thomson 2008; Toutkoushian and Paulsen 2016; Ubels et al. 
2010; Uetela 2015, 2017; World Bank 2000, 2002, 2012). This problem, often subsumed by 
scholarship under the rubric of “the university as the engine of development” (Castells 1993, 
2001), concerns the choice between two arguably competing priorities in the development of a 
higher education environment, namely, outcome-driven economic development and process-
driven social equity (Altbach 2013, 2016; Castells 1993; 2001; Cloete and Moja 2005; World 
Bank 2002, 2012). The problem has been deemed as polarizing and persistently escapes 
scholarly consensus. In an attempt to account for the issue of how a financially constrained 
university environment is enhanced, two schools of thought have emerged. 
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The first scholarly approach, commonly known as the rational choice model, considers the 
development of a university environment as an economic issue and assumes a neo-classical 
economic stance towards it. The university, according to this approach, is the financial motor of 
the society at hand, which creates the economic conditions for prosperity and sends ripples of 
positive effects in its environment (Altbach 2013, 2016; Arrow 1973; Arrow et al. 2000; Barr 
2004; Toutkoushian and Paulsen 2016). In this school of thought, development is ascribed with 
some function of utility which can be first disaggregated and then quantified, ordered, predicted, 
and replicated with measurable and satisfactory degrees of confidence. This quantifiable utility 
relies on a stable Nash equilibrium and a Pareto optimality model, in which actors who either 
compete or cooperate reach a sweet spot of behavioral balance regardless of their intentions 
(Daskalakis et al. 2009; Greenwald and Stiglitz 1986; Hoff and Stiglitz 2010; Negishi 1960; 
North 2005). In other words, for this school of thought, the development of a university 
environment is about quantifying and maximizing, in a predictable fashion, the outcomes of an 
endeavor (Espeland and Sauder 2016; Hartley 1995; Tuchman 2009). Rational choice theory 
postulates that, under conditions of scarcity, humans perform (i.e. think and enact their thoughts) 
solely on account of maximizing their utility, namely, their calculus between pleasure/profit and 
pain/loss (Dhami 2016; Guillamont and Chauvet 2001; Kahneman and Tversky 1972, 1984; 
Thaler 1994). Upon this basic postulate, i.e. the constant maximization of one’s utility, this 
theoretical account presupposes four additional axioms, namely, that a rational agent is in 
possession of a) self-regarding preferences (egotism), b) boundless calculative reasoning 
(reasons upon reliance on Bayesian statistical reasoning), c) boundless willpower (freedom from 
temptation and self-control problems), and d) cardinal and consistent preferences (choices are 
hierarchical and bereft of surprise rearrangement) (Dhami 2016; Green 1996, Kahneman 2003; 
March 1978; Thaler 1994, 2000). Upon logical obsequiousness to these axioms, this theory 
maintains that human activity and the social change that it inculcates can be measured, fine-
tuned, replicated, and predicted. And, ultimately, this paradigm aims to assert scientific rigor, 
reliable solutions via elegant and replicable formulas, and intellectual control over one vital 
element for our cognitive apparatus: closure (Kahneman 1994, 2003, 2011; Kahneman and 
Lovallo 1993; Pinker 1997; Thaler 1994, 2000). 

The second scholarly approach, known as capabilitarianism (Adriansen et al. 2017; Alexander 
2016; Breidlid 2013;  Halvorsen and Nossum 2017; Nussbaum 2011; Richardson 2007, Robeyns 
2003, 2005, 2006, 2009, 2018; Schokkaert 2007, 2009; Sen 1977, 1993, 1999; Steward and 
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Deneulin 2002; Varoufakis 1991, 2014), revisits the neo-classical economic stance and 
prioritizes equity and freedom, that is, the ability of a university environment to reach 
environmental and social goals/effects that are relational, affective, unquantifiable, historically 
embedded, symbolic, and alien to the rational calculus of cost-benefit analysis. This approach 
challenges the ascription to instrumental utility, the ordinal preferences, and the pursuit of 
maximization (Sen 1977). It advances the concepts of freedom and prosperity, and it denies the 
understanding of instrumental utility or the Nash equilibrium that underpins it.1 

This capabilitarian approach is, in short, about qualifying and “satisficing” (Simon 1957, 1983), 
in a non-predictable fashion, both the process and the outcomes of an endeavor, with priority to 
the former. 

As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, these two approaches can be encapsulated in a tug-of-war 
between causality and indeterminacy, which are archetypical rivals in the pursuit of conducting 
social science (Elster 1984, 1989, 2015, 2016; Hollis 2010, 2011; Hollis and Nell 2006; 
Kahneman 2003, 2011; Sen 1993, 1999; Varoufakis 1991, 2014). Causality and indeterminacy 
reflect what Martin Hollis (2010) has seminally dubbed as the dilemma between “explanation 
and understanding”, i.e. between positivistic chains of causality and probabilistic, explorative 
narratives. The battlefronts drawn between closed/causal and open/exploratory systems of 
interpretation in social science have also found their way in the study of systems of higher 
education and particularly in the distinction between purposeful, Taylorist models (Evans and 
Holmes 2013) and loosely coupled models of interpretation in knowledge institutions (see 
Bastedo 2015, with extensive bibliography, harking back on March 1978, 1984 and Weick 1976, 
1995). 

Recently, a new conceptual vocabulary has emerged that has the potential to shift and resolve  
this debate between rational choice (causality) and capabilitarianism (indeterminacy), and 
ultimately to ameliorate a university environment in conditions of financial scarcity (Baker-

                                                

1 Note that Daskalakis et al. 2009 have proven, from a computer science perspective, the impossibility for the 
computability of a Nash equilibrium in real life, turning the core assumption of a Nash equilibrium and, by proxy, of 
the “homo economicus” moot. Economics has not (and may never) recovered from this assail on its mathematical 
foundations. 
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Shelley et al. 2017; Banerjee 2003; Barth 2013, 2015; Barth et al. 2018; Beynaghi et al. 2016; 
Carayannis and Campbell 2010; Christie and Miller 2018; Christie et al. 2015; Clugston and 
Calder 1999; Cullingford and Blewitt 2004; Curran 2009; Curren 2009; Dodds et al. 2014; 
Edwards 2015; Evans 2018; Fadeeva et al. 2014; Figueiro and Raufflet 2015; Hegarty 2008; 
Lozano et al 2013; Molnar et al. 2010; Ndaruhutse and Thompson 2016; Rowe 2007; Shephard 
2015; Sterling 2009, 2010-2011, 2012; Sterling and Thomas 2006). This conceptual vocabulary 
has been dubbed by scholarship as sustainable development and has attained paradigmatic status 
in natural and social sciences (Caradonna 2014, 2018; Grober 2007; Grober and Cunningham 
2012; Heinberg 2012; Heinberg and Lerch 2010; Jackson 2017; Jacques 2015; Keiner 2006; 
King 2009; König 2013; Lang et al. 2012; Miller 2013; Miller et al. 2014; Nidumolu et al. 2009; 
Schendler 2010; Sen 2013; Sustainable Development Solutions Networks 2013; Tomkinson 
2011). As a most exemplary case in point, the UN, the leading authority regarding international 
development, has made education, including higher education, a key component of sustainable 
development (Sustainable Development Goal 4: “Ensure inclusive and equitable quality 
education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all”).2 

In light of this paradigmatic status in the scholarly debate, sustainable development has invited a 
copious and wide gamut of interpretations over the past three decades. 3 These interpretations, as 

                                                
2  These Sustainable Development Goals are: SDG 1 End poverty in all its forms everywhere SDG 2 End hunger, 
achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture SDG 3 Ensure healthy lives and 
promote wellbeing for all at all ages SDG 4 Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong 
learning opportunities for all SDG 5 Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls SDG 6 Ensure 
availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all SDG 7 Ensure access to affordable, reliable, 
sustainable and modern energy for all SDG 8 Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full 
and productive employment and decent work for all SDG 9 Build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive and 
sustainable industrialization and foster innovation SDG 10 Reduce inequality within and among countries SDG 11 
Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable SDG 12 Ensure sustainable consumption 
and production patterns SDG 13 Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts SDG 14 Conserve and 
sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for sustainable development SDG 15 Protect, restore and 
promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and 
reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss SDG 16 Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable 
development, provide access to justice for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels 
SDG 17 Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize the Global Partnership for Sustainable Development 
Finance. These goals have 169 associated targets. A full list of targets for each goal can be found at 
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustainable-developmentgoals/.  

3 See e.g. Becker ad Jahn 1999; Caradonna 2014; Jacques 2015, with extensive bibliography. A full outline of the 
gamut of definitions on sustainable development is provided in Chapter 2 of this study (see e.g. footnote 14 of this 
study).   
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Chapter 2 of this study will outline in detail, are far from aligned or unequivocal. Rather, 
sustainable development is construed as a befuddling intellectual exercise which undertakes the 
task of articulating a balanced interconnection between environment, society, and the economy. 
As scholarship puts it, in fact, sustainable development is a “contradiction in terms”, both static 
but also moving, development but also developing (Kim and Bosselmann 2015: 197).4 In other 
words, sustainable development as the pursuit of “development that can sustain itself” is nothing 
short of a paradox: it is the pursuit of change that is supposed to remain stable. However, as we 
shall see, the paradox within this conceptual vocabulary, which is best construed as a balancing 
act, is a most necessary and useful intellectual exercise in order to unlock and, ultimately, to 
develop the potential of higher education environments. 

Specifically, for organizational environments like NORHED that seek to develop higher 
education institutions that face financial scarcity, the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable 
development presents a way to balance the two competing theories of rational choice and 
capabilitarianism. As we discuss in Chapter 2, the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable 
development allows one to have it both ways, seeing the inherent tension as a source of strength, 
and thus include an attempt to balance an approach that looks to an end result and one that looks 
to the process. Instead of reconciling the causal, outcome-oriented and indeterminate, process-
oriented approaches discussed above in relation to rational choice theory and capabilitarianism, 
sustainable development juxtaposes the two against each other in a way that requires a balanced 
approach in order to achieve results both in the immediate and long-term by providing an agreed 
upon goal that is constantly updated to reflect changes in society. As we will see in Chapter 4, 
NORHED is exemplary of this issue in that it articulates its commitment to sustainably 
developing institutions of higher education along both of these lines, which are divided between 
the two methodological techniques that we discuss in Chapter 3, (1) analyzing external and 
public official documentation and (2) performing and examining internal interviews with officers 
and collaborating academics. As we discuss in Chapter 5, however, leaving these two approaches 
to sustainable development in sharp contradiction and unresolved in theory might make it 

                                                
4 Curran 2009:8 “The evolution of environmental strategies over the years has moved from a single medium, 
regulatory strategy to one that aims for sustainability across all media for the short and long term. In this movement, 
environmental managers have begun to realize the need to look holistically at the impacts of products and processes 
from cradle-to-grave (or cradle-to-cradle, as it is sometimes called).” 
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challenging to achieve its desired results in reality. At the same time, Chapter 6 suggests that this 
is not an insurmountable challenge, providing concrete recommendations for how to interpret 
and articulate sustainable development, as well as pursue its rich research prospects. 

1.2. The Scope of This Case Study 

This study explores the ramifications of this new conceptual vocabulary, namely, sustainable 
development, in a very narrow epiphenomenon of the overall research problem. Specifically, it 
investigates the interpretation of sustainable development by a narrow unit of analysis, 
NORHED, and the way that NORHED positions itself in the horns of the aforementioned 
problem of developing higher education environments facing financial scarcity. 

The selected scope of this case study is principally motivated by two factors. A first motivating 
factor is the paucity of information about a unique institutional entity that works in the fringe of 
higher education and has declared its commitment to the pursuit of sustainable development, 
namely, NORHED. As a program within the broader umbrella of international development 
agencies (IDAs) and particularly Norad, NORHED is a blend between a knowledge institution 
which produces knowledge (see e.g. the World Bank) and a branch of public administration (the 
Foreign Affairs Ministry) which implements knowledge-based decisions. To compound its 
uniqueness, NORHED is also an outlier, pioneering case within IDAs, since it has decided to 
transfer the decision-making powers and the ownership of the programs directly to the Southern 
institutions which currently operate under conditions of financial scarcity with non-negligible 
sums of money (Norad 2018 with detailed accounts about the operational status of NORHED; 
Zachrisen 2018). This dearth of scholarship on this fringe entity in higher education studies, and 
the exceptionalist case of NORHED within the class of IDAs, has accentuated the need to offer 
insight into this phenomenon.  

Second, the scope of the study is motivated by a narrower historical contingency, and, in 
particular, a finding by the external evaluation of Technopolis that the sustainability levels of 
NORHED were considered “very low”: 

Overall, it seems that the attention on sustainability was very low in the design of the programme. 
Very few projects consider the future of their project activities, generally expecting that Norway 
will continue to provide funding that will enable training those who now obtained qualifications 
through the NORHED-funded projects, to turn Masters into PhDs, PhDs into postdocs, and to 
continue the research activities and work started (Norad 2018: 59). 
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Based on this remark, this study sought to understand why this elusive conceptual vocabulary 
has not achieved the desired ends of NORHED. 

In the final analysis, this case study seeks to understand how NORHED interprets and articulates 
sustainable development in its attempt to support the most vulnerable higher education systems. 
It seeks to understand how the conceptual entity is interpreted by an understudied entity of 
higher education. And, ultimately, it seeks to explicate how the epistemological paradox, 
sustainable development, could become less paradoxical and, eventually, perhaps lead to 
attainable results within its given operational context.  

1.3. The Organizational Environment 

To provide a comprehensive outline of NORHED, let us start by taking a bird’s-eye view of its 
operational setting and then zoom in on its portfolio. A first remark: NORHED is a dependent 
entity. It is a programme designed to operate within the organizational environment and 
interpretative frame of Norad. As a government agency operative since 1968, Norad is a public 
organization of foreign aid located in Oslo and a directorate mainly under the Norwegian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, along with a small reporting mandate to the Norwegian Ministry of 
Climate and Environment.5 It currently counts in its ranks approximately 260 employees, with an 
annual financial cycle of operations of 31,4 billion Norwegian Crowns (3,8 billion US$). Norad 
has an organizational mandate of five main tasks: aid advisory services, quality assurance and 
monitoring services, grant delivery, communication and dissemination to the Norwegian public, 
and independent evaluation of its activities.6 These tasks are ordained, economically and 
politically, within the legal bounds of the Norwegian political economy, which has a 
distinguished record for rule of law and distributive justice.7 Legally, Norad’s activities are 

                                                
5 The part of Norad that reports to the Ministry of climate and Environemnt is Norway’s International Climate and 
Forest Initiative (NICFI). See https://www.norad.no/en/front/about-norad/  

6 For further information on Norad’s tasks, see https://norad.no/en/front/about-norad/five-main-tasks/ 

7 For the sway of rule of law in Scandinavia and Norway in particular see Bondeson 2017 with extensive 
bibliography and charts. 
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provisioned by §6 of the regulation for the economic state steering and chapter 6 of state decision 
making, with the financial range of foreign aid being clearly mandated in the annual state budget, 
under the financial rubric of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Currently, this budget frame for 
foreign aid is characterized as above OECD average (around 1% of Gross Domestic Product) yet 
has diminished in the past years, under the latest right-wing coalition. Overall, Norway features 
in the top third position of the donors listings per Gross National Income (see Figure 1), and in 
the eighth place in the net disbursements of Official Development Assistance by the members of 
the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC). In the distribution of this budget, the 
allotments in different priorities are fairly evenly dispersed, with education receiving 9% of all 
the disbursements (see Figure 2). 

 

Figure 1: Official Development Assistance 2017-Preliminary Data. Retrieved from 
http://www2.compareyourcountry.org/oda?lg=en) 
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Figure 2: Norad Statistics: Norwegian Development Aid 2017, Distribution by Sector. Total 
34,108.7 Million NOK. Retrieved from: https://norad.no/en/front/toolspublications/norwegian-
aid-statistics/?tab=sector 

Given this epigrammatic exposition of the broader geospatial, legal, and financial scaffold of the 
organization’s undertakings, we shall now zoom into the particular division of labor in the 
organization.8 As Figure 3 below makes clear, there are six sections which operate under the 
Director General’s office of Norad: the Knowledge Bank; the Department for Climate, Energy, 
and Environment; the Department for Education and Global Health; the Department for 
Economic Development, Gender, and Governance; the Civil Society Department; and the 
Department for Quality Assurance. Our study focuses on the branch of the Knowledge Bank and, 
in particular, on the subcategory of Research, Innovation, and Higher Education, to which 
NORHED belongs. This study will seek to offer a thicker presentation of the NORHED’s 

                                                

8 The general legal framework that preordains foreign aid is found in Norwegian Government 2003/2015 and the 
annual budget is referenced under Norwegian Government 2017-18. For the purposes of accuracy, the Norwegian 
legal text reads as follows: “Regelverket er utarbeidet i henhold til § 6 i Reglement for økonomistyring i staten og 
kap. 6 i Bestemmelser om økonomistyring i staten. Regelverket gjelder for Norads forvaltning av Kap. post 160.75, 
og Kap. post 168.70 når denne benyttes i sammenheng med Kap. post 160.75. Reglement for og Bestemmelser om 
økonomistyring i staten er overordnet dette regelverk.” Available at https://norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-
80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/regelverk-for-norads-tilskuddsordninger/regelverk-for-stotte-til-internasjonale-
organisasjoner-og-nettverk.pdf?id=8313. See also Norwegian Government 2003-2015 and Norwegian Government 
2017-2018. 
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thinking and acting profile by exploring the modalities of its activities, as well as the logic that 
underpin them. Simply put, the following sections seek to capture the pulse of this program, 
while simultaneously doing justice to both the theories and practices that are in play. 

 

Figure 3: Organizational Chart of Norad. Retrieved from https://norad.no/en/front/about-
norad/organisation-chart/  

To further understand the operational conditions of NORHED, a few historical and 
administrative portfolio facts will afford us a better view inside the programme’s workings. 
NORHED was launched in its present form in 2012 in an attempt to combine and reform the 
preceding initiatives of international capacity development of LMIC higher education, namely, 
NOMA (Norad’s programme for Master’s Studies) and NUFU (The Norwegian Programme for 
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Development, Research, and Education).9 NORHED belongs, as described above, in the 
Knowledge Bank and features as a rather new but clearly high-profiled branch of Norad (patently 
distinct from the Department for Education and Global Health). The section currently consists of 
11 employees, with 7 of them working directly on the NORHED portfolio.10 What is more, 
NORHED cooperates directly with at least 50 contractually collaborating (5-year cooperation 
contracts) academics from all projects, which are the ones that undertake the management of the 
projects upon commission. NORHED manages a substantial portfolio of 50 projects of higher 
education, 45 of which are funded as part of the 2013 call for higher educational proposals in 
LMIC. This NORHED portfolio is divided into six thematic sub-programmes, including ones for 
a) health; b) education and training; c) natural resource management, climate change, and 
environment; d) democratic and economic governance; e) humanities, culture, media, and 
communication; and f) capacity development in South Sudan. 

This portfolio pertains to a total budget of approximately NOK 756 million (appx. $100 million 
with 2018 value exchange rates), with its annual budget spanning up to 150 million NOK.11 The 
budget frame for the individual projects of higher education institutions amount to numbers 
between 14–18 million NOK over a period of five years. 

NORHED’s sponsored projects are multifarious and currently include institutional partnerships 
from a wide variety of countries in Africa, Asia, the Middle East, and Latin America. The exact 
list contains institutions from the following countries (in alphabetical order): Baglandesh, 
Bhutan, Cambodia, Colombia, DR Congo, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, Myanmar, 

                                                
9 NUFU lasted from 1991 to 2012. NOMA was created in 2006 and administered by SIU (Center for 
Internationalization of Higher Education), in an attempt to assure the quality of Masters programs in the South and 
corroborate the institutional capacity of the Southern partner universities. For a detailed analysis of the trajectory 
and results of NOMA, see the following portal, available at: https://www.siu.no/publikasjoner/Alle-
publikasjoner/Norad-s-Programme-for-Master-Studies-Final-Report-2006-2014.  

10 The detailed list of employees is available at: https://www.norad.no/en/about-norad/employees/dept-climate-
energy-environment/.  

11 The general legal framework that preordains foreign aid is found in Norwegian Government 2003/2015 and the 
annual budget is referenced under Norwegian Government 2017-18. For the purposes of accuracy, the Norwegian 
legal text reads as follows: “Regelverket er utarbeidet i henhold til § 6 i Reglement for økonomistyring i staten og 
kap. 6 i Bestemmelser om økonomistyring i staten. Regelverket gjelder for Norads forvaltning av Kap. post 160.75, 
og Kap. post 168.70 når denne benyttes i sammenheng med Kap. post 160.75. Reglement for og Bestemmelser om 
økonomistyring i staten er overordnet dette regelverk.”. See also Norad 2016c. 
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Nicaragua, Nepal, Palestine, South Africa, South Sudan, Sri Lanka, Tanzania, Thailand, Uganda, 
Vietnam, Zambia, Zimbabwe. The breakdown of the 45 projects goes as following: 8 projects in 
education, 11 projects in health, 13 in natural resources management, 4 in democratic and 
economic governance, 6 in humanities, culture, and media communication, and 3 projects aimed 
at capacity building in South Sudan. Of the total of 53 academic programmes within the 
undertaken 45 projects, 16 are bachelor, 31 are master’s, and 6 are PhD programmes. The map 
below (Figure 4) illustrates the global distribution of these projects. 

 

Figure 4: Map of NORHED Projects, Retrieved from 
https://norad.no/en/front/funding/NORHED/projects/#&sort=date)  

With this portrait of NORHED’s organizational environment in mind, let us know lay out our 
specific research questions. 

1.4. The Research Question 

The previous section offered an outline of the organizational rudiments of NORHED. However, 
to parse the logic, namely, the choices, values, and frames (Brunsson 2000, 2017; Kahneman and 
Tversky 1984, 2000) that underpin and animate these organizational rudiments, we inquired into 
the interpretative framework of our case study.12 Consequently, this study is not concerned with 

                                                

12 For understanding the importance of interpretative intentions behind the study of organizational logics see 
Brunsson 2000, 2017; Kahneman and Tversky 1984, 2000 and, also, Tuchman 2009.  
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how to implement sustainable development, per se. Rather, its focus is on how organizations, and 
in particular a knowledge-oriented programme like NORHED, interpret and articulate 
sustainable development, and on how the way that they use its conceptual vocabulary can 
generate real effects on its implementation. 

The overarching research question can then be phrased as follows:  

How does NORHED interpret and articulate sustainable development in higher education? 

This question ramifies into three subquestions: 

A) How does NORHED interpret and articulate sustainable development in its official 
documentation? 

B) How does the NORHED’s staff and collaborating academics interpret and articulate 
sustainable development?  

C) In what ways does NORHED’s interpretation and articulation of sustainable 
development promote or hinder its mission of sustainable development? 

From the outset of this question, together with its subquestions, it becomes evident that the unit 
of analysis of this question is specific, namely, the unit of NORHED. As it will be discussed in 
detail in Chapter 4, the main data will come both from public-domain documents and from 
interviews with its officers and collaborating academics. On the one hand, in the documentary 
evidence from NORHED’s public domain, there are 301 occurrences of the word variants 
relating to sustainable development in 17 documents that span about 1,000 pages, which is an 
average frequency of one variant every three pages. Moreover, in its flagship mission statement 
(Norad 2015a), the variants appear prominently in the organization’s own construal of mission 
and value statements, as well as taking a prime position on its operationalization conduits, which 
demonstrates not only a commitment to the concept but also several clear instances of its 
interpretation and articulation. On the other hand, interviews with the officers and collaborating 
academics provided insights into NORHED’s real-life interpretation of the concept and helped us 
to see how the organization positions itself within the larger debates surrounding sustainable 
development. This documentary and interview-based analysis demonstrates clearly the 
frequency, significance, and depth of NORHED’s interpretation of sustainable development. In 
using this evidence to answer our research questions, we were able to bring forth the assumptions 
that underpin the notion of sustainable development within NORHED’s articulated goals and 
evaluate whether these assumptions help or hinder change within the organization towards 
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fostering an environment of sustainable development among its partner institutions. Ultimately, 
the data we gathered allowed us first to answer in Chapter 4 whether these assumptions are the 
same as presented in the official documentation and the interviews, and then, in Chapter 5 
whether NORHED’s interpretation of sustainable development benefits or limits it in trying to 
enrich higher education environments. Last, in Chapter 6, we explored whether there are ways 
that NORHED can improve its interpretation toward achieving true and research-based 
sustainable development.  

1.5. The Theoretical Orientation of this Study 

This study positions itself within the case study protocol and endorses a qualitative vocabulary 
(i.e. discourse analysis), with a particular stance of philosophical pragmatism that binds the data 
to the context in order to analyze the empirical setting (Hollis 2011; Rorty 2017). It is informed 
by the critical realist research program that identifies patterns (Hollis 2011, with extensive 
bibliography). Regarding its underpinning philosophical and epistemological standpoint, this 
analysis is anchored in the philosophical program of pragmatism, namely, the research 
commitment to understand how beliefs in a given setting are tightly coupled with results (Rorty 
2017). Philosophical pragmatism considers epistemological concerns a communal, contextual, 
and self-corrective cognitive activity. In simpler terms, then, pragmatism functions in this study 
as the endorsement of the pragmatist theory that works best in order to describe the specific, 
historically/linguistically bound phenomenon at hand, that is, the interpretation and articulation 
of sustainable development in higher education. 
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Chapter 2: Overview of Research 
This section takes stock of the theoretical debate inherent to the pursuit of sustainable 
development, and in particular to the pursuit of sustainable development in higher education. 
First, we continue to analyze the background of the higher education debate outlined in Chapter 
1.1 between an outcome-oriented approach based on rational choice theory (causality) and a 
process-oriented one based on capabilitarianism (indeterminacy). Then, we examine the 
theoretical underpinnings of the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development and how 
these might help to address the issues raised in the higher education debate discussed earlier in 
the chapter. In particular, we analyze how the epistemological tensions within sustainable 
development contain simultaneously both a “built to last”, outcome-oriented approach and an 
iterative, process-oriented approach, with a goal being to balance the two, rather than choose one 
over the other. Finally, we discuss how this conceptual framework directly leads to our adoption 
of the heuristic for our analytical framework, namely, the “process versus outcome” heuristic. In 
providing this overview, we seek to outline how we will analyze the empirical data in Chapter 4, 
as well as to furnish a new and brief synthesis of an under-researched bibliographical landscape, 
in order to better parse NORHED’s interpretation and articulation of sustainable development. 

2.1. Theoretical Perspectives on Higher Education Institutions Facing Financial Scarcity 

In order to account for the emergence of the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development 
within the discourse of higher education, let us begin by providing an overview of the debate. 
Perhaps the most apposite way to situate the debate is by probing into its history and look back at 
the rich scholarly debate in regards to empowering institutions that lack financial means (Arrow 
1973; Arrow et al. 2000; Barr 2004; Birnbaum 1988; Blaug 1978; Becker 1964; Benhabib and 
Spiegel 1994; Brewer 2013; Burke 2002; Cloete and Bunting 2013; Cullingford and Blewitt 
2004; Easterly 2001, 2002, 2003, 2006a, 2006b; 2008; Massy 1996; OECD 2012; Perlman 1973; 
Qian 2015; Sachs 2015a, 2015b; Sachs 1992; Shimeles 2016; Shafiq et al. 2018; Toutkoushian & 
Paulsen 2016; Ubels et al. 2010; Uetela 2015, 2017; World Bank 2000, 2015). From 1950 and 
onwards, this debate was subsumed under various labels, such as Institution Building, 
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Institutional Strengthening and Institutional Development, Human Resource Development, New 
Institutionalism and Capacity Building, and recently “Capacity Development” (Kühl 2009).13 

These labels of developing higher education institutions under financial scarcity are standardly 
considered to stem from two divergent approaches, as outlined in Chapter 1.1. The first approach 
ensues from the rational choice theory, which in the context of higher education examines 
development through the lens of economic performance (Arrow 1973; Arrow et al. 2000; Barr 
2004; Busch 2017). This construal found its moorings in higher education institutions around 
1970 and with the massification of higher education (Dougherty and Natow 2015, Dougherty et 
al. 2016; OECD 2017:48; Trow 1975; Sarrico 2010; Stensaker and Harvey 2011). According to 
this school of thought, performance is associated with the agenda of modernization and 
economic progress (Cave et al. 1991; Chang 2000; Neave 1988) and is the combination of two 
measurable attributes: productivity and economic growth (Chang 2000; OECD 2017). In this 
paradigm, which displays affinities with the global script of academic capitalism (Slaughter and 
Leslie 1999; Cantwell et al. 2014), higher education development is approached quantitatively 
and in light of three values: economy, efficiency, effectiveness (Busch 2017; Espeland and 
Sauder 2016; Tuchman 2009). This approach interprets higher education as one of the many 
entities of the marketplace, which both requires capital investment and is expected to yield 
returns, be that public and private, as well as externalities for agents and their environment. 
Further, by some accounts in this paradigm, higher education is afforded with a prominent role in 
the attainment of this financial development and is deemed as the “engine of development” 
(Castells 1993, 2001), a machine of contradictions which may quantify and standardize its 
benchmarks for performance and maximize positive effects. The key word here is measurable: 
the notion that the outcomes of academic endeavors can be captured by indicators and metrics 
(Cave et al. 1991; Guimezanes 2015; Kingsbury et al. 2012; Morse 2004; Tuchman 2009). This 

                                                

13 Its latest name, Capacity Development is, like all its antecedent variants, a process of helping others to help 
themselves. Standard definitions span across several official attempts, which all converge towards the most cited 
OECD (2006: 12) definition of the concept as: “the ability of people, organizations and society as a whole to 
manage their affairs successfully.”[3] In higher education, capacity development was particularly associated with the 
effort of international development agencies to invest in educational infrastructure, human resources, revised 
curricula, and overall research and teaching quality for higher education programs which attract student interest and 
are relevant for the local and global labor markets, while endowing students and faculty members with freedom to 
navigate towards new educational paths. 



 
17 

approach of indicative metrics for performance follows the principles of rational choice theory, 
focusing on utility maximization and ordinal choice predictability in behavior. Higher education 
is one of the areas where economic development and productivity emerges through the 
development of work-related skills, capacities, and intellectual outputs. These outputs are in turn 
transferred into both public knowledge and intellectual property, which consequently impact 
individual and collective outcomes, such as financial products and economic growth. By most 
scholarly accounts, this perspective has the stronger hand in accounting for how a university 
system develops (Espeland and Sauder 2016; OECD 2017; World Bank 2017). The appeal of 
this perspective, according to most accounts, has been attributed to its deliverables: 
measurability, accountability, and predictability (Espeland and Sauder 2016; Hartley 1995; 
Jackson 2017; Mulgan 2000; Nadeem et al. 2018; OECD 2017). 

The second scholarly ramification on the issue of development in higher education 
environments, commonly defined as capabilitarianism (Adriansen et al. 2017; Alexander 2016; 
Breidlid 2013;  Halvorsen and Nossum 2017; Nussbaum 2011; Richardson 2007, Robeyns 2003, 
2005, 2006, 2009, 2018; Schokkaert 2007, 2009; Sen 1977, 1993, 1999; Varoufakis 1991, 2014), 
challenges this quantifiable and context-free, rational interpretation of the higher education 
environments via economic performance or its metrics. Rather, it pays attention to the linguistic 
and historical conditions which underpin performance. It attributes existing academic discourses 
and paradigms of higher education development as a power play, which is historically and 
linguistically enveloped, and which should be treated with suspicion (Adriansen et al. 2017; 
Alexander 2016; Breidlid 2013; Brinkerhoff and Morgan 2010; Easterly 2006a, 2006b, 2008; 
Halvorsen and Nossum 2107; Haq 1976, 1995; Isenman and Shkow 2010; Kingsbury et al. 2012; 
Kothari 2005; Kumar 2017; Lancaster 1999; McAuslan 2003; McEwan 2009; Nussbaum 2003, 
2011; Spivak and Harasym 1990; Sumner and Tribe 2008;  Contra Banerjee 2007; Kenny 2011). 
This theoretical approach considers higher education’s financial development, and any form of 
development, as largely a variant of colonialism and hierarchical primitivism, riddled with 
internal contradictions, unconfirmed assumptions, partiality, and a pernicious track record 
(Adriansen et al. 2017; Alexander 2016; Breidlid 2013; Qian 2015; Ramalingam 2013; Shimeles 
2016). The specific discontents with the rational choice school of thought in developing higher 
education environments span from concerns about oppression, top-down decision-making, 
disregard for local values, quick fixes/best practices that are inapplicable to different contexts, 
educational ineffectiveness, and, occasionally, brain drain (Asongu 2016; Adriansen et al. 2017; 
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Breidlid 2013; Halvorsen and Nossum 2017). In fact, this side of the higher education debate 
posits that the failures are not just circumstantial to the context, but rather that they inhere to the 
very project of development, which, due to power and information asymmetries, is intrinsically 
conditioned to overlook or disregard local choices, historical values, path-dependencies, and 
frames, which leads to its eventual failure (Asongu 2016; Bovard 1986; Crost et al. 2014; Currie-
Alder et al. 2014; Dijkstra 2005; Djankov et al. 2008; Gary 2010; Easterly 2001, 2002, 2003; 
2006a, 2006b, 2008; Esteva 1992; Hobart 1993; Horsthemke 2009; Koch 2017; Koch and 
Weingart 2016; Kothari 2005; Kumar 2017; Lahiri 2009; Lancaster 1999; Levy and Fukuyama 
2010; Martinussen 1997; McAuslan 2003; McEwan 2009; McNeil 2007; Moyo 2009; Polman 
2013; Ramlingam 2013; Ridell 1999; Ridell 2007; Shimeles 2016; Sumner and Glennie 2015; 
Sumner and Tribe 2008; Teferra 2014; Toye 1987; Uetela 2015, 2017; Ulvin 2001; van de 
Waller 1999; Walz and Ramachandran 2011; Whitfield 2009; Whitfield and Fraser 2009). 

Both research threads display strong intellectual merits. On the one hand, we find the context-
free, ahistorical, apolitical, elegant, technically sophisticated language of the indicative metrics 
and quantifiable parameters of rational choice theory. This theoretical perspective promotes 
outcomes and practical results in higher education. It crystalizes questions, it simplifies, and it 
promotes initial cognitive engagement (see e.g. Furnham and Marks 2013; Kahneman 2011; 
Pinker 1997). Moreover, it can allow for real-life operationalization, since it seeks to identify and 
handle causes and effects (Elster 1984, 1989, 2015, 2016; Hollis 2010, 2011). On the other hand, 
we find the language of capabilitarianism, where the activities for the development of higher 
education lend themselves to analysis only through language and historical contingency. This 
perspective promotes reflection and open-endedness. It casts a critical light on chains of 
causality, while it challenges established formulas of predictability between cause and effect in 
real time. And it commits to identifying the logical fallacies, argumentative leaps, and erroneous 
evidence that occur in the rational model of higher education development. Variants of this 
debate have imported great contributions to what constitutes development and progress through 
higher education. Knowledge of mental and affective states which defy Western translatability 
(e.g. Ubuntu) (see e.g. Breidlid 2013), knowledge of historical and linguistic circumstances that 
create persistent mental frameworks and social effects, knowledge about cultural harmony and 
cultural dissent in conditions of lasting civil conflict, knowledge about the limits of altruism and 
solidarity in knowledge communities, and knowledge about the limits of rigor and replicability 
regarding best practices in teaching, learning, and research constitute some of the many 
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contributions of this school of thought (Alexander 2016; Brinkerhoff and Morgan 2010; Easterly 
2006a, 2006b, 2008; Guimezanes 2015; Halvorsen and Nossum 2017; Ramalingam 2013; Ridell 
1999; Ridell 2007; Rist 1997; Shimeles 2016; Sumner and Glennie 2015; Sumner and Tribe 
2008; Teferra 2014; Toye 1987; Uetela 2015, 2017; Ulvin 2001; van de Waller 1999; Walz and 
Ramachandran 2011; Whitfield 2009; Whitfield and Fraser 2009). 

Fundamentally, however, these two basic perspectives clash. And their conflict can be traced 
back to their orientation regarding the nature of causality and, in the final analysis, rationality 
(Adorno and Horkheimer 2016; Choi et al. 2014; Green 1996; Elster 1989, 2015, 2016; Halpern 
2003; Hollis 2010, 2011; Nozick 1993; Sen 1977, 1995; Stanovich 1999; Stanovich and West 
2000; Varoufakis 1991, 2014). Rational choice theory, on the one hand, approaches theory as an 
explanatory mechanism which identifies chains of cause and effect. This perspective endorses 
strong notions of causal, explanatory, and predictive power. On the other hand, capabilitarianism 
dismisses strong claims of causality and predictability. It is primarily concerned with theory as a 
tool for understanding, not explaining (see Hollis 2011; Sen 1977; 1995). It is dialectic and 
aporetic. It seeks refinement and iterative correction, but it has no claims to finality or prediction. 
In light of this fundamental disagreement between causal explanation and dialectic 
understanding, these two basic perspectives have generated the two persistently divergent bodies 
of research regarding their construal and bearings on the development of higher education 
systems which are financially constrained. 

2.2. The Conceptual Vocabulary of Sustainable Development 

The conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development offers international development 
agencies, including those who are concerned with higher education, a new way to address the 
aforementioned clash of the perspectives between rational choice and capabilitarianism. In order 
to see how sustainable development engendered a vocabulary that fits within the debate within 
higher education, it is necessary to briefly examine the origins of this conceptual trajectory. 
Caradonna (2014:7) provides an illuminating tour of the historical trajectory of the word, noting 
that: 

From Latin, the word passed to Old French as sostenir and then to modern French as soutenir. 
[...] From French, the word passed to English as the verb ‘to sustain’ and was in widespread 
usage by the Early Modern Period; it can be found in John Evelyn’s influential treatise called 
Sylva (1664), for instance. The Oxford English Dictionary states that the adjective “sustainable” 
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entered common usage in 1965 via an economics dictionary that used the phrase ‘sustainable 
growth’. 

What is important for our purposes here is the last sentence of this quotation. The idea of 
“sustainable” entered common usage via the discourse of economics. Emerging from this 
economically infused setting, the conceptual vocabulary of “sustainable development” has come 
to separate itself from economic growth and its rational underpinnings (Caradonna 2014, 2018; 
Jackson 2017; Jacques 2015; Sen 1984; Sumner and Glennie 2015). Its very first appearance on 
the international public stage came in the World Charter for Nature (United Nations 1982), in an 
attempt to assuage environmental concerns and “reconcile two seemingly contrasting paradigms: 
lasting economic growth and an efficient protection of environment” (Hák et al. 2016: 565). First 
hesitantly (Borowy 2014) and then with progressively greater urgency, the international 
community, with the United Nations as its spearhead, fully endorsed the notion in the World 
Summit on Social Development in Copenhagen in 1995 (United Nations 1995), and has recently 
announced the forthcoming decades (most recently at the Rio + 20 outcome document “The 
Future We Want” [United Nations 2012]) as the Age of Sustainable Development, affording the 
notion utmost priority in both international and domestic affairs. 

Sustainable development is directly and primarily linked by many to environmental concerns. 
However, the concept itself has invited many interpretations that speak to an epistemological 
difficulty of its very interpretation. As Becker and Jahn (1999: 29) summatively note, sustainable 
development is not “a well-defined concept” but “a contested discursive field” that  attempts to 
articulate an interconnection between environment, society, and the economy.14 Beyond being a 
“contested discursive field” in terms of its definition, the concept is just as contested in terms of 

                                                
14 Conway (1987: 96) defines sustainable development as “the net productivity of biomass (positive mass balance 
per unit area per unit time) maintained over decades to centuries”. Turner 1988: 12 “In principle, such an optimal 
(sustainable growth) policy would seek to maintain an “acceptable” rate of growth in per-capita real incomes 
without depleting the national capital asset stock or the natural environmental asset stock”. Jacques 2015: 19 defines 
sustainable development as follows: “the imperfect process of building and maintaining global social systems of 
capable, accountable, adaptive, just, and free people who can make important decisions and trade-offs with foresight 
and prudence and who foster the robust, self-organizing, dynamic, and complex ecosystems around the world for 
now and for future generations”. Dryzek 2013: 16 defines sustainable development loosely and in a fragmentary 
fashion as a “imaginative and reformist” discourse that attempts to eliminate the conflict between economic and 
environmental values. For him, it is a discourse (i.e. a way of talking about a body of knowledge that takes place 
over time and generates categories of what is true) and not a model or a system. Hjorth and Bagheri 2006: 74 define 
sustainable development as a “moving target” which changes direction according to its actor. 
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the interpretation of its vocabulary.15 What gives sustainable development power as a conceptual 
vocabulary is that it is a paradox in which it is both static but also moving, development but also 
developing. Is it sustainable development as a process that continues to develop? Or is it 
sustainable development as in development as a goal that once reached must be sustained? In 
fact, true sustainable development is “a contradiction in terms, because genuine sustainability 
and genuine development would be irreconcilable. [...] It should be remembered that, in the 
concept of sustainable development, ‘sustainability’ is what conditions ‘development’, not vice 
versa” (Kim and Bosselmann 2015: 197).16 In other words, this paradox of sustainable 
development is an intellectual exercise into a precarious balancing of two seemingly 
contradictory approaches along a spectrum between a development which prescribes its 
outcomes and a moving, adaptive process which needs continuous updating.  

As far as the outcome-oriented approach is concerned, this can be summed up in Atkinson’s 
(1999: 3) definition of sustainable development as “development that lasts”. This “built to last” 
school of thought is foregrounded on the assumption that sustainable development is about 
designing and reaching prescribed outcomes that have a “lasting impact” (UN 2011). For 
instance, the Fairtrade Foundation (2015, cited in Stafford-Smith et al. 2017: 914) speaks of 
designing “trade systems with sustainable development in mind” in order to “deliver a lasting 
impact”. The goal in this approach to interpreting sustainable development is to build a system 
that is sustainable when achieved. Such a system would need to be carefully designed as to 
predictably deliver stable and reliable results in the future, without compromising the present. As 
Ramirez (2014: 39) suggests, “the goals we set and eventually monitor and evaluate must be 
measurable, realistic, objective, and based on the element of time.” This approach can be best 

                                                
15 Banerjee 2003: 174 is perhaps the most avid critic of sustainable development as a disguise for economic 
concerns “Current development patterns (even those touted as ‘sustainable’) disrupt social system and ecosystem 
relations rather than ensuring that natural resource use by local communities meets their basic needs at a level of 
comfort that is satisfactory as assessed by those same communities. What is needed is not a common future but the 
future as commons”. Ratner 2004: 53 acknowledges the problem in the same way “When advocates use the term 
[sustainable development] to mean ‘sustained growth’, ‘sustained change’ or simply ‘successful’ development, then 
it has little meaning, especially when development is considered as growth in material consumption. More 
meaningful interpretations are multidimensional, often distinguishing among social goals (including justice, 
participation, equality, empowerment, institutional sustainability and cultural integrity), ecological goals (including 
biodiversity preservation, ecosystem resilience and resource conservation) and economic goals”.  

16 See also O’Riordan 1995: 21 “‘sustainable development’s’ very ambiguity enables it to transcend the tensions 
inherent in its meaning”.   
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encapsulated by Sachs’s (2015) manifesto on sustainable development where he issues the 
challenge: “Let us build a world of sustainable development” (Sachs 2015: iii). 

The other side of the interpretative spectrum, the iterative, process-oriented approach, sees 
sustainable development as an “imperfect process”, one of “building and maintaining global 
social systems of capable, accountable, adaptive, just, and free people … who foster the robust, 
self-organizing, dynamic, and complex ecosystems around the world for now and for future 
generations” (Jacques 2015: 19). This approach to interpreting sustainable development is 
“adaptive” and does not seek something that is “built to last” but is itself always evolving. 
Sustainable development is a “imaginative and reformist” discourse (Dryzek (2013: 16)), i.e. a 
way of talking about a body of knowledge that takes place over time and generates categories of 
what is true, and not a model or a system. It is, simply put, a “moving target”, one that changes 
direction according to its actor (Hjorth and Bagheri 2006: 74). Rome might not have been built 
in a day, but as Jacques points out, it also was not built with sustainable development in mind 
(2015: 16-17).17 To put it bluntly, then, all of Rome’s marble and promised stability of stone, a 
true “built to last” approach, was not able to anticipate the societal, cultural, and economic 
upheaval that led to its decline. And in that sense the attempt to build something that lasts, 
something that seems sustainable, is in fact not approaching the issue sustainably at all. 

Although these two approaches might seem irreconcilable, the conceptual vocabulary of 
sustainable development actually allows one to have it both ways. The inherent tension is in fact 
a source of strength, as it enables and allows the creative space for one to include simultaneously 
and also, more importantly, to balance an approach that looks to an end result with one that looks 
to the process (Kim and Bosselmann 2015). These theoretical underpinnings are what give 
sustainable development the ability to renegotiate the interconnection between competing factors 
(e.g. environment, society, gender equality, wealth disparity, the economy) towards a new 
balance that transcends past divisions and blindspots of humanity, a so-called “‘metafix’ that 
unites diverse people” (Bosselman 2001: 171) and attempts to improve society for now and the 

                                                
17 See also Jacques 2015: 43 “Rome became a classic example of social collapse. Such collapse has occurred with 
regularity across human history and often with breathtaking and shocking velocity. Societies can appear stable, just 
as a forest appears stable before a forest fire, but then at unpredictable times, small changes can hurl the society into 
chaos and disintegration. Causes for these social collapses are typically overlapping economic, social, and ecological 
problems.” 
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future. It is precisely because the two sides of the interpretative spectrum, outcome-oriented vs. 
process-oriented, construct sustainable development differently, as built to last or iterative, that 
makes its conceptual vocabulary so amenable to being translated into the context of higher 
education, and especially in university environments under financial scarcity, that was discussed 
in section 2.1. 

Certainly, the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development has not fully escaped the 
attention of higher education discourse.18 On the one hand, several accounts have construed this 
notion as a way of making educational practices more attuned to improving the literacy of 
sustainable development to attain existing learning structures and their learning outcomes 
(Rieckmann 2012, Shephard 2015; Svanström et al. 2008). On the other hand, new and emergent 
accounts of sustainable development configure this notion as something that has real revamping 
value to higher education, namely, a process that can entirely transform the outlook in the very 
foundations of how we approach higher education as an environment currently facing challenges 
(Barth 2015; de la Harpe and Thomas 2009; Higgins and Thomas 2016). It has initiated 
environmental and climate concerns in the standard debate between economic development and 
egalitarianism. The environment, according to this approach, is promoted as a first-order priority 
of higher education, which envelops and subordinates economic and egalitarian concerns (Barth 
2015; Caradonna 2014; Jacques 2015; Miller 2013). In other words, sustainable development in 

                                                
18 The Talloires Declaration (1990) was, historically, the first official statement by university administration that 
expressed a commitment to sustainability in teaching and research in higher education, signed by over 500 
university leaders in 50 countries. The following declarations and charters supported higher education have 
followed: The 1991 Halifax Declaration, 1992 Report of the United Nations Conference on Environment and 
Development; Agenda 21, Chapter 36: Promoting Education, Public Awareness and Training. 1992 Association of 
University Leaders for a Sustainable Future founded. 1993 Kyoto Declaration, International Association of 
Universities Ninth Round Table, Japan. 1993 Swansea Declaration, Association of Commonwealth Universities’ 
Fifteenth Quinquennial Conference, Wales. 1993 COPERNICUS University Charter, Conference of European 
Rectors (CRE). 1994 The Earth Charter 1996 Ball State University Greening of the Campus conference was held. 
Since then conferences were held in 1997, 1999, and 2001. 1997 Thessaloniki Declaration, International Conference 
on Environment and Society: Education and Public Awareness for Sustainability, Greece. 1999 Environmental 
Management for Sustainable Universities conference first held in Sweden. Following conferences in 2002 (South 
Africa), 2004 (Mexico), and 2006 (U.S.A.). 2000 Global Higher Education for Sustainability Partnership (GHESP) 
2001 Lüneburg Declaration on Higher Education for Sustainable Development, Germany. 2002 World Summit on 
Sustainable Development in Johannesburg, South Africa (Type 1 outcome: decade of education for sustainable 
development; Civil Society outcome: the Ubuntu Declaration) 2004 Declaration of Barcelona; 2005 Start of the 
Decade of Education for Sustainable Development (DESD). In a similar line, UNESCO (2005) initiated the UN 
Decade of Sustainable Development towards integrating and effectuating the values of sustainable development in 
all aspects of education. The source is adapted from Wright 2004. For a rich debate on sustainability declarations in 
higher education see Sylvestre et al. 2013.  
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higher education challenges a strictly anthropocentric view of human enterprises. At the same 
time, the conceptual vocabulary has revised the questions of disciplinarity and loyalty to 
“academic tribes and territories” (Becher and Trowler 2011) and all their allegiance to short-term 
interest groups (Barth 2013, 2015, de la Harpe and Thomas 2009; Higgins and Thomas 2016; 
Kezar 2012). The arguments in favor of sustainable development maintain that in light of the 
current and unforeseen technological advances with regard to knowledge velocity, knowledge 
accumulation, and knowledge accessibility sustainable development approaches the field of 
knowledge holistically and seeks to revise the quality of higher education by means of 
accounting for these technological advances (Higgins and Thomas 2016; Sterling 2009; 
Shephard 2015).19 

In sum, the use of the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development in higher education 
remains emergent, but the potential to resolve the issues facing higher education with financial 
scarcity institutions has been noted. While the different ways that institutions adopt this 
vocabulary demonstrates that a consensus has not yet been reached, and the execution of which 
has still not been fully developed, it is easy to foresee the advantages of combining an outcome-
oriented and process-oriented approach to address the ongoing debate between rational choice 
theory and capabilitarianism discussed above.  

2.3. The Analytical Framework 

To operationalize the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development for a higher education 
context, and, ultimately, in order to answer our research questions, we are using the heuristic 
tools from a salient category of analysis in sustainable development, namely, the process versus 
outcome orientation heuristic (Bosselman 2001; Göpel 2016; Kim and Bosselmann 2015; 

                                                

19 Certainly, the bearings of these two contributions of sustainable development in higher education environments 
have been occasionally noted in certain lines of scholarship scholarship (See Barth 2015; Beynaghi et al. 2016; 
Evans 2018, with extensive bibliography; Trencher et al. 2014). Ideas from education for sustainable development 
(ESD) pedagogies (Barth 2015), interdisciplinarity (Lattuca et al. 2004) and Mode 2 knowledge curricula (de la 
Harpe and Thomas 2009; Higgins and Thomas 2016; Kezar 2012, 2014), or constructive alignment (Christie and 
Miller 2018) have been investigated as thought experiments for how to bring to bear future sustainability scenarios 
for sustainable universities. However, like with all discourses seeking to transcend their limitations, the scholarly 
community still lack a clear orientation on exactly what a higher education environment which promotes sustainable 
development should look like in practice (Baker-Shelley et al. 2017; Velazquez et al. 2005). 
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Schneidewind 2013). As it has been argued in several bodies of research, and most saliently in 
cognitive psychology and organizational studies (Kahneman 2003, 2011; Pham and Taylor 
1999), there is a strong division between processual and outcome-driven orientations in the 
perception of a task. According to this fundamental distinction, processes are iterative exercises 
in focusing on the steps that one must go through to achieve that goal (Pham and Taylor 1999: 
251), while outcome-driven orientations are exercises in “envisioning him- or herself in the 
desired end state” and visualizing the end-result of a process.20 In other words, the distinction 
between process and outcomes orientations conveys a difference between the focus and priority 
in attention as much as the potential enactment itself. Agents who decide to act may possess the 
exact same motor skills and cognitive bandwidth in the performance of a task. However, the shift 
in focus between outcome and process relays a distinction regarding expectations and rhetorical 
room for maneuvering the activity itself. And this shift in expectations and rhetorical positioning 
can bear real consequences in the execution of the task by the same agent.21 Simply put then, the 
same acting agent can deliver two different results, depending on the processual or outcome-
oriented focus of the activity. 

                                                
20 For a more detailed account of these two fundamentally different approaches to thought and action, see the 
magisterial study of Pham and Taylor 1999: 251 “At least two types of mental simulations may be distinguished 
conceptually: outcome simulation and process simulation. Outcome simulation involves mental simulation as a goal 
rehearsal or goal-setting technique. This approach maintains that envisioning the outcome that one wants to achieve 
may facilitate efforts to achieve the goal or enhance perceptions of self-efficacy. Thus, for example, a student who 
imagines herself as a successful surgeon may be more likely to see the goal as within her reach and be more 
motivated to achieve her goal of becoming a surgeon than one who does not rehearse that vision. This approach 
espouses an I can do it effect of outcome simulation on goal pursuit and has been popularized in a variety of self-
help techniques in goal-setting and time management… Research on mental practice embodies a second approach to 
mental simulation that emphasizes process. From this perspective, the simulation of the process leading up to a 
desired outcome may enable a person to achieve his or her goal. According to this viewpoint, a student who wishes 
to become a surgeon would improve his or her chances by mentally simulating the steps he or she must go through 
to achieve that goal rather than envisioning him- or herself in the desired end state. Process simulations may enhance 
goal achievement by helping people construct viable and effective plans of action to reach their goals, ultimately 
prompting goal-directed actions.”  

21 Pham and Taylor 1999:252 “Specifically, by making the goal salient, outcome simulation may lead people to 
identify their actions at a high level, whereas process simulation, which focuses on the individual steps to reach the 
goal, may lead people to identify their actions at lower levels. Lower level action is thought to facilitate performance 
on complex and difficult tasks.’  
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This analytical distinction between processes and outcomes has not gone unnoticed in the 
scholarship on sustainable development. Rather, by its very nature, sustainable development is 
underpinned by the same analytical division: 

For an analytical approach it is important to make this explicit and not conflate process-design 
with desired outcome. One is descriptive and the other one normative: transformation is a 
qualitative degree of change that might happen in a system, and research seeks to describe typical 
patterns of such change processes so that they can be understood or at best guided (Göpel 2016: 
2-3).  

Göpel’s framing of the approach to sustainable development here communicates a recurrent 
pattern of division in the scholarship of sustainable development. On the one hand, a focus on the 
process of sustainable development is descriptive, namely, focused on outlining the observed 
degree of change in a given system. On the contrary, a focus on outcomes is normative, namely, 
a referent to how things should be, not how they truly are. Normative standards, alternatively 
dubbed as “positive” standards (Friedman 1953; Elster 1989), surface accepted protocols and 
patterns that are surrounded by “social or peer opprobrium” (Sunstein 1996) but are not 
necessarily correct or factually bolstered (Elster 1989, 2015; Sunstein 1996, 2008, 2011). In fact, 
normative beliefs can steer towards value-judgments and subjective assessments, which, in turn, 
can polarize debates on complex issues such as sustainable development and climate change 
(Jackson 2017; Sunstein 2008, 2011; Moore 2015).22 However, these two approaches are not 
irreconcilable (Elster 1989; Moore 2015). To be sure, this distinction is arguably between two 
ideal types, which represent crystalized dichotomies more than unequivocal empirical realities. 
In the final analysis, however, the two orientations can complement and reinforce each other, 
providing a spectrum of possible interpretative positions. 

This analytical framework emanates directly from the conceptual framework discussed in the 
previous sections of this chapter, that is, the notion that sustainable development has the 
conceptual vocabulary to address the tension within the debate of developing higher education 
institutions facing financial scarcity. Within the bounds of this analytical framework, we 

                                                
22 Curran 2009: 8 “The evolution of environmental strategies over the years has moved from a single medium, 
regulatory strategy to one that aims for sustainability across all media for the short and long term. In this movement, 
environmental managers have begun to realize the need to look holistically at the impacts of products and processes 
from cradle-to-grave (or cradle-to-cradle, as it is sometimes called).” 
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examine where NORHED’s interpretation and articulation of sustainable development falls along 
the interpretative spectrum between process-oriented and outcome-oriented (Bosselman 2001; 
Kim and Bosselmann 2015; Schneidewind 2013: 83).23  On the one side of the spectrum, we 
would expect, due to accountability expectations and legitimacy concerns, the documentation of 
NORHED to demonstrate a focus on outcome-oriented rhetorical choices that shift the weight 
more into the vocabulary of causality and rational agency, which emphasise rhetorical choices 
about predictability, causality, certainty, and closure. On the other side of the spectrum, we 
would expect the interviews to show a propensity towards the indeterminacy and prospective 
thinking, which squares with the agenda of capabilitarianism, namely, the articulation of freedom 
and iteration. In other words, then, the interviews could be construed as a way to understand the 
extent to which formal descriptions are endorsed and internalized into the organization (on such 
strategies see e.g. Brunsson 2017, with extensive bibliography).  

To test these expectations, our first step relates to our first research question. We look at 
documentary realities in order to test to what degree they communicate a priority on outcomes. 
In that way, we seek to parse how the documents construe sustainable development as an end 
result. Our second step, in correspondence to our second research question, scrutinizes the 
interview data from our empirical setting. In particular, this step seeks to determine how the 
interviewees construe sustainable development in real life. The third and final step of our 
analysis is to provide a thorough assessment of the range of convergence between the two sets of 
empirical data. Ultimately, this analysis of the data will allow us to understand the complex 
nature of NORHED’s interpretation and articulation of sustainable development, which is made 
difficult by the need to think simultaneously both about the end and about the process used to 
achieve that end, in order to attain “genuine” sustainable development (Kim and Bosselmann 
2015: 197).  

                                                

23  See e.g. Schneidewind 2013: 83, who construes sustainable development as a “transformative literacy”: “the 
ability to read and utilize information about societal transformation processes, to accordingly interpret and get 
actively involved in these processes”).  
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To equitably assess this range of interpretations and articulations of sustainable development by 
NORHED, the following section will provide the methodological grounds upon which this study 
is based.   
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
This chapter presents and argues for the methodological design of this study. First, it attempts to 
articulate the ways in which its choice of the qualitative method of a single case study accounts 
for the research topic it seeks to pursue, namely, the interpretation of sustainable development in 
NORHED. It then proceeds in analyzing the means (methodological techniques) by which the 
research questions and research objectives of the study are achieved, and subsequently explicates 
the procedural issues and limitations that govern its qualitative, explorative design. 

3.1. Research Design for this Study: The Qualitative Single Case Study 

As chapter one of our introduction made clear, our topic of inquiry is the interpretation of 
sustainable development of higher education in the empirical setting of NORHED. NORHED is 
a new, real-life organizational environment, with rule-bound, enacted practices and a predefined 
scope of activities (see most characteristically Norad 2015a). Moreover, as a new real-life 
empirical context, NORHED has remained rather unexplored and understudied (Norad 2018; 
notable exception Halvorsen and Nossum 2017), and can consequently invite intensive, focused 
analysis, which may, in turn, lead to building new theories or perspectives about the 
phenomenon at hand, namely, the interpretation of sustainable development. 

Given this background, this study undertook a qualitative, single case study design. Let us 
analyze those two modifiers separately. Qualitative is an approach that allows for surfacing a 
multitude of interpretations in a hermeneutic process that is explorative, that is, admitting 
theoretical approaches as iterative and bound to contexts.24 Regarding the choice of a qualitative 
vocabulary in this context, this choice is mandated primarily from the interpretative subject 

                                                

24 Nelson et al. 1992: 4 define qualitative research as follows: “Qualitative research is an interdisciplinary, 
transdisciplinary, and sometimes counterdisciplinary field. It crosscuts the humanities, as well as the social and the 
physical sciences…Qualitative research embraces two tensions at the same time. On the one hand, it draws to a 
broad, interpretive, post-experimental, postmodern, feminist, and critical sensibility. On the other hand, it is drawn 
to more narrowly define positivist, post-positivist, humanistic, and naturalistic conceptions of human experience and 
its analysis. Furthermore, these tensions can be combined in the same project, bringing both postmodern and 
naturalistic, or both critical and humanistic, perspectives to bear.” For an excellent introduction to the definitional 
topic of qualitative research see Lincoln and Denzin 2013, with extensive bibliography. For further, detailed studies 
on the potential and prospects of qualitative inquiry see Denzin and Giardina 2008, 2015; Dennis et al. 2013; Guba 
and Lincoln 2005; Patton 2002; Tracy 2010.  The classical study on this however is from Eco 1981.  



 
30 

matter of this study. Sustainable development in the higher education environments under 
financial scarcity is a particular, historically and linguistically imparted, specific, understudied, 
complex, contemporaneous, real-life and context-bound process. 

A qualitative approach is a necessary, then, but not sufficient qualifier in and of itself for the 
research strategy of this study. Admittedly, qualitative strategies ramify further into several 
design protocols, such as ethnography, narrative analysis, phenomenology, grounded theory and 
qualitative case studies, all of which seek to offer a contextual, interpretative, and constructivist 
approach to a phenomenon (Creswell 2007; Meriam and Tisdell 2016). However, for this 
particular research subject, which is emergent, predefined in scope, and on the fringe of the 
research spectrum, the single case study offered the most fertile approach. 

To explore the fertility of the case study, the most telling and sophisticated definition of a single 
case study is provided by Gerring (2017: 29): “A case study is an intensive study of a single case 
or a small number of cases which draws on observational data and promises to shed light on a 
larger population of cases.” Gerring, who seeks to revise and synthesize the definitions by Yin 
(2013), Gomm et al. (2000), and Bryman (2011),25 argues that a case study is intensive, 
observational, and illuminating, while it observes a phenomenon in its own context. In other 
words, a case study is definitely detailed, intensive, and small in scope, while simultaneously 
edifying.26 It makes sense of a specific aspect of a phenomenon in its chronological condition 

                                                
25 Yin (2013: 13), who has contributed the most often-cited definition of the case study, defines it as “an empirical 
enquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries 
between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident”. This is a necessary but not sufficient definition. For Yin, 
a case study emerges as a pertinent research design when the context and the topic of inquiry are in a symbiotic 
relationship and evidence is required in order to shed light on the particular phenomenon, as inflected in broader 
situational contexts. However, scholarship has met a lot of opposition, for very few, if any, phenomena are deemed 
context-free. A case study is enmeshed in the context, but that is not all there is to a case study. A second definition, 
by Gomm et al. (2000) define the key characteristics of the case study as “the collection of a large amount of 
detailed information about a limited number of units of analysis. Case study researchers construct cases out of 
naturally occurring social situations.” This definition gives a second necessary condition about the case study: detail 
about the particular. However, naturally occurring social situations are still situations which do not outline what is 
the expected relationship with the topic of inquiry. A combination of this definition is followed and nuanced by 
Bryman (2011) who considers case study as a specific location, which emphasizes the intensive examination of the 
setting (Bryman 2011: 67): “The most common use of the term 'case' associates the case study with a location, such 
as a community or organization. The emphasis tends to be upon an intensive examination of the setting.” For a 
comprehensive debate, see also Gerring 2012.  

26 The early study of Kazdin 1982 on the single case study reflects exactly the same spirit of the case study as with 
Gerring 2017 (but just with greater caution about generalization) for narrower epiphenomena.  
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and with empirical means, which could otherwise go unattended while allowing for an intense, 
deeper examination of its nature. And ultimately, it pushes the boundaries of knowledge of an 
area in an intensive, focused way, which allows new and meaningful theoretical inferences. 

This qualitative, single case study method was selected due to the need to investigate a context-
bound, empirical phenomenon in its real-life context (i.e NORHED, a real-life program in an 
organization), in which the dissociation between the phenomenon and the context was not 
evident or effortless, while the investigation itself can bear exploratory and interpretative 
ambitions for the analysis of other cases. Its single case design draws its strength from its 
rationale, namely, its emphasis on analytic intensity, descriptive detail, and, ultimately, depth. Its 
purpose is to draw attention to sustainable development in higher education from an empirical 
standpoint and provide insight into implicit particulars of this broader social phenomenon, which 
could not only problematize standard assumptions, but also inspire other work, or, eventually, 
generate a new sort of model or theory (Gerring 2017; Leiulfsrud and Sohlberg 2018; Stake 
2005). The end goal of this case study was to provide deeper insight into the interpretations that 
inhere in NORHED and allow for a meaningful interpretation of the patterns that emerged.  

3.2. Methodological Techniques 

This single case study of sustainable development in the context of NORHED was carried out 
based on two established methodological techniques, namely, document analysis and interview 
data analysis. The two methodological techniques were chosen due to their reinforcing 
complementarity and the fact that are standardly deemed as the most appropriate ways of 
conducting interpretive and explorative studies (Bryman 2011; Denzin and Giardina 2008, 2015; 
Dennis et al. 2013; Gerring 2017; Gomm et al. 2000; Guba and Lincoln 2005; Patton 2002; 
Tracy 2010; Yin 2013).  

3.2.1. Document Analysis 

Document analysis is an acclaimed technique in qualitative inquiry, as it includes “texts and 
images that have been recorded without the researcher’s intervention” (Bowen 2009:27; see also 
Atkinson and Coffey 1997:47, who refer to “documents as facts, which are produced, shared, and 
used in socially organized ways). According to standard bibliographical studies on the issue, 
document analysis provides several advantages and drawbacks (Atkinson and Coffey 1997; 
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Bowen 2009; Bryman 2011). Regarding the advantages, documents have the ability to indicate 
the conditions that impinge upon the phenomenon under scrutiny (Atkinson and Coffey 1997; 
Bowen 2009; Bryman 2011). Second, due to their nature, documents are an invaluable means for 
tracking change and development (Bowen 2009). Further advantages include efficiency (they are 
less time and energy-consuming to retrieve than other research methods), stability (i.e. lack of 
obtrusiveness and reactivity), vast coverage (they can span along a long span of time, events, and 
settings) and exactness (they can offer minute and exact details) which are otherwise difficult to 
retrieve from memory. The drawbacks may standardly include low retrievability (organizations 
may block or hamper access) or biased selectivity (documents and details being manipulated, 
reframed in a way that does not do justice to the context) (Atkinson and Coffey 1997; Bowen 
2009; Bryman 2011). 

For the purposes of this study, document analysis was selected as the first method of 
investigation for two reasons. First, because NORHED, as being vested in the organizational 
bounds of Norad, displays an abundance of programme documents (Norad 2009, 2011, 2012, 
2013a, 2013b, 2013c, 2014a, 2014b, 2014c. 2015a, 2015b, 2015c, 2016a, 2016b, 2016c, 2017a, 
2017b, 2018, Norad and SiU 2011), all of which are online and in the public domain. These 
documents include not only organizational self-presentations but also, and perhaps most 
importantly, external assessments and evaluations. These external evaluations were conducted 
with a mid-range, longitudinal design and included thorough triangulation with interviews across 
NORHED and its partners. In other words, the documents analyzed under the umbrella of 
NORHED’s organization embed various strategies and rival discourses, which allow an open and 
credible debate about the current processes and operations of NORHED. 

The second reason why document analysis was preferred was due to the interpretative intentions 
of this study. In that sense, and unlike contexts of orality, documents represent effortful, 
deliberative, and pupil-dilating exercises in cognition, which signify effort, cognitive load, 
executive attention to thought, and commitment (Eco 1981; Kahneman 2011; Levy and Ransdell 
1995; Pinker 1997; Piolat et al. 2005; Mullainathan and Shafir 2013), which other media of 
thought transmission do not share to the same extent. In other words, written documents can be 
the outcomes of the highest form of cognitive exercise, comparable only to mid-way processes of 
chess-playing (Piolat et al. 2005). This is not the standard rationale of choosing a document 
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analysis methodology for most studies. However, for this study, document composition 
represents one of the most rigorous and intense exercise in human reflection and meta-cognition. 

In order to sufficiently analyze documents, I sought to take into account the original purpose of 
the document at hand and the targeted audience, namely, the stakeholders and interested parties 
in NORHED. J. Scott (1990; as cited in Bryman 2011) proposed four criteria of assessing the 
quality of documents: (1) authenticity – if the evidence is genuine; (2) credibility – if the 
evidence is free from error; (3) representativeness – if the evidence is typical of its kind; and (4) 
meaning – if the evidence is comprehensible. This study concurs with this approach and took 
several precautions on the level of all four parameters. Regarding the first two factors, namely, 
authenticity and credibility, all consulted documents for this study were available on public 
domain and their interpretation was subject to several external reviews, all of which provided the 
multiplicity of voices that was important to ensure that the evidence is not subject to bias. 
Regarding representativeness, this study included, in fact, all of the documents that were 
available online since the inception of NORHED in 2012 (and even earlier landscape documents 
of 2011 and its antecedents in 2009). What is more, all of the listed documents and the study 
itself has been shared with all the informants from NORHED, none of which protested the 
credibility or authenticity of these online written sources. Finally, regarding meaning, the study 
sought to ensure that the evidence is comprehensible by ironing out any jargon (e.g. sustainable 
development or capacity development) and fronting any evidence and empirical data (e.g. charts, 
numbers, and figures) which could simplify and elaborate on the assumptions behind sustainable 
development in an accessible manner. 

3.2.2. Interview Data Analysis 

The second methodological technique employed was interview data analysis. Interviews represent 
in several cases the only pathway to capturing informal practices and procedures, since they allow 
the encapsulation of experience and individual perspectives on a real-time basis and on a reflective, 
iterative fashion (Chirban 1996; Kvale 1996; Kvale and Brinkman 2009; Rubin and Rubin 2016). 

To ensure the multiplicity of approaches and the synthetic polyphony of my study, I conducted 
first 5 semi-structured interviews (three with case officers of NORHED and two with academics 
collaborating with NORHED), which were followed by one focus group interview (with three 
case officers of NORHED) and five immersive/unstructured interviews with one informant, 
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where conversations were very casual, informal, and not recorded or cited in the final study. 
Further, among a variety of interview orientations, e.g. exploratory, systematizing, or theory-
generating (Kvale and Brinkman 2009; Rubin and Rubin 2016), my interviews primarily 
undertook an explorative approach, which is concerned with encapsulating the perspectives and 
interpretations of the actors, and only secondarily with the attempt to actively build a new theory. 
According to this methodological technique, then, the researcher can retain a balance between 
the perspectives that inhere in the analytic framework and the sensitivity towards the emergent 
perspectives that might occur in the empirical sphere. 

This type of interview sequence, namely, semi-structured interviews followed by a focus group 
interview, was chosen due to the fact that it diminishes the steering pressure of the interviewer 
towards the respondents and encourages them to raise issues that are of importance and may 
have perhaps escaped the expectations of my analysis. Moreover, this type of design is more in 
line with a pragmatic, exploratory type of research, where the topics are fluid, the process is co-
constructed, and the relationship between interviewer and respondent is interactive and 
performative, or as Kasper and Ross (2018:3) put it, “interviewer and interviewee produce their 
ongoing interaction in the here-and-now of the interview setting” (see further Rapley 2001:307 
“In interviews, language is performative (…), it is not a neutral carrier of information”; Seale 
2007). In that respect, this approach to interviews was selected in order to bring forth 
perspectives on the issue of sustainable development that might be emergent, tacit, and 
unexplored. 

3.3. Field Work and Data Collection 

This section provides a self-reflective outlook of the process of fieldwork and data collection. 
The fieldwork and data collection for this case study was carried out over the period of March-
October 2018. Document analysis began in January 2018 and included a collection of eighteen 
internal documents (one mission statement and 16 organizational documents), and two externally 
commissioned documents (external evaluations: see Norad 2014c, 2018). The main bulk of 
interviews was conducted during March-May 2018, and the interview data was also analyzed 
during that period. In order to ask the types of question that this study warrants, there was a 
fundamental need to establish high levels of trusts with the subjects. This trust was achieved in 
several cases. However, the general time constraints and the explorative nature of such a project 
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could not allow for full disclosure of all aspects of the question around sustainable development 
from all participants. 

In total, I conducted a) 5 semi-structured interviews, three of which with NORHED employees 
and two of which with collaborating academics, as well as b) one focus group with three 
interviewees (all NORHED officers), and c) five immersive/unstructured interviews with one 
informant. The number of interviews was mandated primarily due to the exigencies of time 
constraints in NORHED’s work but also due to the travelling constraints.  NORHED was very 
welcoming, and I received an invitation to attend a day-long seminar at its facilities in March 
16th, 2018. After that, I had the opportunity to conduct two longer, semi-structured interviews 
with two officers at NORHED. This allowed a snowballing sampling method, in which I was 
encouraged to recruit further interlocutors among the first respondents, which are deemed to 
increase the perspectives heterogeneity even more (Creswell 2007). This mode of sampling is 
standard and coherent with the pragmatist approach, which allows the researcher to follow the 
way the agents perceive the world around them. 

From this snowballing sampling, I was able to recruit six more interviewees. The first three were 
NORHED officers, who agreed to see me over lunch in a conference room. Due to time 
limitations, the interviews were conducted in the style of a focus group, which is considered as 
very effective regarding its dialectic potential among participants (Carey and Asbury 2016). 
Next, an interview was conducted with one officer, and after that, two separate interviews with 
two academic faculty members who have collaborated with NORHED for several years and 
knew the perspectives and operational protocols of the program very intimately. The interviews 
were around 60’ in length, some being slightly longer. The interview guide (see appendix I) was 
tailored to meet the respondent’s role broadly, be that a collaborating academic or a NORHED 
officer. 

NVivo10 qualitative software was used for coding and analysis of the interview data. The overall 
approach followed a pragmatic style of what I would dub as “iterative but self-corrective” 
inquiry (which in bibliography could be termed as bricolage, see e.g. Denzin 1994). My method 
was to identify and nuance categories of interpretation of sustainable development from my data, 
and then to sufficiently condense and translate these interpretations into what ended up being 
accruing into the analysis of interpreting sustainable development. The end of this method was to 
produce a thick and careful description of the empirical setting. 
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3.4. Methodological Limitations and Strengths of this Study 

One limitation of, and potential cause of criticism for, the methods of this study could be the 
very idea of pursuing qualitative inquiry. Language is, beyond reasonable doubt, a historically-
bound, limited instrument of intrinsic ambiguity. Translation of words and thoughts is an act of 
active reconstruction, not a transcendent reality. Dictionaries get revised, words emerge or 
disappear. And as such, notions and linguistic terms such as sustainable development surge and 
change. Logically, then, critics that lean towards a positivist paradigm (see description in 
Bryman 2011: 29-30) can assail this study for being invested in exploring such transient notions 
in a qualitative investigation. 

A second limitation of this study, directly emanating from its qualitative nature, is the reliance on 
a single case study design as it is, too small a fragment to lend itself to generalizability and, 
consequently, does not contribute knowledge that can allow for safe inference. In very simple 
terms, several positivist accounts may dismiss the case study research as mere “storytelling” 
(Angen 2000; Diefenbach 2009). In this line of work, researchers have repeatedly pointed out the 
fact that case studies are subject to several conscious and unconscious biases and pitfalls, which 
can span across the entire span of the research process (design, collection of data, interpretation 
of data, extrapolation from data findings, implications of findings) such as unexamined 
philosophical assumptions, unduly selectivity, low quantity and debatable quality of data, 
ambiguity about grouping and evaluation of the data, inability to generalize or formulate a 
theory, inability of replication, and low broader impact of such research endeavors (Diefenbach 
2009; Lincoln and Denzin 2013; Flyvbjerg 2006, 2011). 

Document analysis is the analysis of something too stable and too procedural (bureaucratic) to 
allow for deeper layers. Most official documents, after all, seem to lack the intentionality of a 
reader who is a researcher. The documents included, in their vast majority, do not have 
bibliographical references, counterevidence, and argumentative outlines in their design. Rather, 
they are constructed as legitimation responses mirroring, intertextually, other procedural 
documents. Several of the documents I examined reflected precisely this procedural 
intentionality. Semi-structured interviews, on the other hand, fell on the opposite end of the 
spectrum and might be deemed as too performative, transient, and interactive to yield any stable 
meaning. However, this study sought to counteract the weaknesses in each of the methodological 
techniques, document analysis and interviews, by balancing them out, and allowing this study to 
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provide a more complete picture of the notion under scrutiny, sustainable development at 
NORHED.  

To be sure, this constructive divergence between methodological techniques is one that is 
expected to be found between formal official documentation, especially documentation dealing 
with mission statements or objectives, and interview material, in particular in organizational 
environments with many layers where exist more space for informal or semi-formal 
interpretations of organizational realities (Brunsson 2000, 2017). In fact, as a growing body of 
scholarship illustrates (Christensen and Gornitzka 2017; Giusepponi and Tavoletti 2018; 
Morphew and Hartley 2006), the analysis of documents such as mission statements require a 
clear orientation towards normative, outcome-oriented goals, namely, a list of desired results and 
outcomes which can communicate a strategic priority towards competitive and rhetorical 
positioning among a normative and symbolically charged rhetorical vocabulary, rather than a 
descriptive outline of a step-by-step process of how a strategy unfolds.27  

Regarding the limitations of this particular study, as it found its way on the practical fieldwork, 
time constraints also became notable. By the very nature of a development agency’s work, in 
which officers undertake a large list of portfolios, time and planning come at a premium. In other 
words, finding time to coincide with the packed schedules of the officers was not easy. The 
program was definitely accommodating and generous, given its constraints. However, a 
repetitive round of interviews, with several officers, which might resemble an ethnographic 
approach, was entirely out of the question. There is simply too much work happening for any 
such research effort to be construed as unobtrusive. 

While gathering information and carrying out interviews, my research inquiry was met by 
significant inner cognitive dissonance. Part of my primary concerns were first concerned with 
finality and closure of the data collection process, such as the question of “do I have enough 
data” or “how much of the information I have gathered is redundant”. Another issue that 

                                                
27 Morphew and Hartley 2006: 458 put the normative function of mission statements thusly: “Mission statements are 
normative-they exist because they are expected to exist… mission statements and knowingly describe them as 
ritualistic or mythological. From this point of view, mission statements are certainly important but not for the 
direction they provide. Rather, they serve a legitimating function. Mission statements are valuable because they - 
and the elements within them - show that the organization in question understands the “rules of the game”.   
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consumed inner cognitive bandwidth was the issue of distance from my perspectives. To be sure, 
as an astonishing body of cognitive research on human error and bias argues, stripping away 
one’s bias (i.e. choices, values, and frames) completely is out of the question. All humans are 
wired to be biased: the scotomas of our eyes create blindspots and that is simply a fact of life a 
researcher has to live with (Banaji and Greenwald 2013). However, I sought through my 
questions to bring forth the different perspectives and give voice to a plurality of voices. My 
principle was that a meaningful synthesis of empirical data within a broader debate occurs only 
upon the collision between thesis and antithesis. It took significant energy to bring forth the 
conflict and tension in the encountered perspectives and, often, this was not fully possible. In the 
final analysis, however, the data collection ended when the conflicting perspectives were 
sufficiently articulated, to the point of perceived saturation and adjudicated consensus by not 
only the researcher but also the participants. 

Still, the researcher had several rounds of debates with himself regarding on his role in the 
conversation and the degree of impartiality that his questions carry. The participants were acutely 
aware that the researcher was versed in philosophical discourse, so they seemed to weigh their 
words carefully. Moreover, the individuals, almost all of which had doctorates and academic 
accolades, did change and nuance and at times directly challenge the nature of the questions asked. 
Their analytic input was, in fact, one of the greatest challenges of this project, since their attitude 
was constantly synthetic, dialectic, and in fact displayed what Hollis (2011) has proverbially called 
“the cunning of reason”, namely, a unique ability to walk the intellectual tightrope between 
analytical and affective responses. In other words, the interviewees displayed, to their credit, an 
acute awareness of the divide between rhetoric and reality, symbolic and analytical rationales. 

Such treats to the quality of the case study have not gone unnoticed in the wide span of 
scholarship on the subject.28  However, this study took decisive steps to curb the bias that ensues 

                                                
28 A very analytical stance towards the phenomenon of the case study comes from Foucault 1977:191, who 
destabilizes the bounds of what counts as a case: “The examination, surrounded by all its documentary techniques, 
makes each individual a ‘case’: a case which at one and the same time constitutes an object for a branch of 
knowledge and a hold for a branch of power. The case is no longer, as in casuistry or jurisprudence, a set of 
circumstances defining an act and capable of modifying the application of a rule; it is the individual as he may be 
described, judged, measured, compared with others, in his very individuality; and it is also the individual who has to 
be trained or corrected, classified, normalized, excluded, etc.” On a similar vein, see the study of Feyerabend 2010.  
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the intrinsic challenges regarding the methodological and epistemological status of the case 
study. The primary crux of all discontents concerns one issue: is this case study representative? 
Yin (2004; 2013), whose analysis has become a staple in the examination of case studies, has 
argued that there are four criteria which define the quality standards of case study analysis: 
construct validity, reliability, internal validity, and, perhaps most significantly, external validity. 
However, Gerring (2017) provides a more nuanced diagnosis of the pathologies of the qualitative 
case study: the most serious stochastic threats to a case study are the claims to internal and 
external validity, since it is these two areas that precondition the norms of construct validity and 
reliability, and which have in turn repeatedly faced fire from scholarship. 

First, regarding internal validity, i.e. the degree to which a finding that incorporates a causal 
relationship between two or more variables is sound, this study carefully listed and explicate 
both the propositions, the research debate, and the research steps, in order to reduce the face-
value arbitrariness of its findings. Secondly, this study has taken this step by a common measure 
in assuring the quality of qualitative scholarship, namely, triangulation. Triangulation has been 
defined as “a process of using multiple perceptions, verifying the repeatability of an observation 
or interpretation” (Stake 2005: 454). The intention behind triangulation is, ultimately, 
intersubjectivity, namely a way to create descriptions that are thick and systematic, while 
avoiding systematic bias and naïve interpretation of common sense.29 This study took careful 
measures for triangulation, by combining the multifarious document analysis with the data from 
the interviews, in order to provide a more deliberative baseline for the arguments it proposes.30 
What is more, the content of this study was debated with the participants and produced in a 
consensual, transparent fashion, by constantly inviting NORHED into the debate, while 
remaining bibliographically informed by the latest scholarship on the field, in order to follow the 

                                                

29 Silverman 2001: 289 describes an aspect of triangulation as dissociating “common sense with social science- a 
recipe for the lazy qualitative researcher who settles for simply reporting people’s experiences”. 

30 However, in the establishment of internal validity, an entire generation of cognitive experimental research has 
carefully documented the inherent restraints of cognitive and psychological biases in the analysis of causal 
mechanisms. In fact, perhaps the greatest summative exposition of these biases is encapsulated by a paper that has 
received little attention regarding methodological issues, entitled “the illusion of control” (Langer 1975). Thusly, the 
degree of avoiding such biases is largely anchored to the familiarity and transparency with our own mechanisms and 
biases for interpreting causality- how much do we actually acknowledge their force in our lives-, but the exact 
mechanisms to eradicate these biases are still under investigation in social science research, and are amalgamated 
under the provisional title “debiasing techniques” (Soll et al. 2015, with extensive bibliography). 



 
40 

standards of scholarship (e.g. Bryman 2011; Gerring 2017; Stake 2005) and verify the 
repeatability of interpretations as much as possible.  

Next, regarding external validity, namely, the extent to which the results of this case study can be 
generalized beyond the specific research context in which it is conducted, a case study is 
inherently going deep, not wide, in the axis of analysis. This study sought primarily this: depth. 
Standard criticism against the external validity of a single case study is its high degree of 
contextuality, lack of replicability, and the perceived idiosyncrasy in theory and 
operationalization (Bryman 2011; Gerring 2017. To ensure external validity, this study sought to 
ensure its external validity by providing and collecting a comprehensive list of bibliography with 
a breadth of rival discourses, as well as reflection data, which could scrutinize the area in depth, 
so that the various conclusions could be reflected in the theoretical assumptions and operations 
of other areas. The attempt to fodder for generalizable inferences is not eliminated altogether. 
Researchers can in fact aim for a balancing solution- a set of scope/conditions that are neither too 
narrow or too broad. The key is, in other words, to establish and argue for the difference of the 
manifest and the potential scope of the inference. If cognizant of each other’s work and mindful 
of framing the theories/research in ways that facilitate accumulation, research tradeoffs do have 
the potential to become synergies, with the cleavage not always conform to disciplinary lines. 
However, such claims about external validity of any single case study, including this one, should 
be made with caution.  

Last, but definitely not least, one of the major problems with social research at large and 
especially with the study of higher education through interviews is reactivity, namely, “the idea 
that people change their behavior in reaction to being evaluated, observed, or measured” 
(Espeland and Sauder 2007; Gorden 1956; Gubrium 2013; Kvale 1996; Kvale and Brinkman 
2009; Mishler 2009; Procter and Padfield 2014). To address this difficulty, this study employed 
conventional (reactive) methods (interviews) in conjunction with unobtrusive (non-reactive) ones 
(document analysis) (Bryman 2011: 326), insofar as this is possible in situ. By completely 
opening up to the participants about my research interest and its strengths and shortcomings, as 
well as by switching occasionally to speaking Norwegian, I sought to slowly gain their trust and 
reduced the reactivity and resistance of the project. In other words, I chose NORHED precisely 
because of its low threshold of reactivity due to my familiarity with the Norwegian context, the 
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language, and the topic of inquiry, as well as NORHED’s own familiarity with my study 
programme (Higher Education Studies at the University of Oslo). 

In the final analysis, as Alversson and Sköldberg (2018) argue, the most significant tool of a 
methodological process is reflexivity itself – that is, the understanding of how the researcher, the 
context, and the research process intertwine. My work sought to engage towards an exercise in 
reflexivity by means of studying and bringing out the inherent tensions in notion of sustainable 
development. I concentrated my efforts towards allow myself to suspend judgment and interact 
in the research setting by promoting the understanding of why and how: why does NORHED 
interpret sustainability in this way and how can alternatives interpretations be sought (Beaulieu 
et al. 2007).31 

This methodological process is iterative and attends to how the data are collected, 
argumentatively arrayed, and, eventually, how knowledge is created. Consequently, reflexivity 
of methodological nature is not to be foresseen. And, as Pyett 2003: 1172 exemplarily 
concluded, “the human factor is the great strength and the fundamental weakness of qualitative 
inquiry and analysis”. 

3.5. Ethical Assurance in this Study 

Ethical concerns were prioritized throughout the data collection and interpretation. The utmost 
priority of my research project was to ensure the transparency, informed consent, and 
anonymized confidentiality of my research and the rights of the participants. To this end, the 
online directives of Norwegian Center for Research Data (NSD) regarding the ethical consent, 
the rights of the participants, and the assurance of the complete anonymity were followed. 

Specifically, I started with clear documentation about my own interdisciplinary background, my 
credentials (I shared my certificates/grade transcripts, while making my relevant published 
research available online) and the theoretical propositions that underpin this study (I shared with 
all the participants my research proposal). Then, during the semi-structured interviews, several of 

                                                

31 Cf. Beaulieu et al. (2007: 2): “[a] focus on the “why” and “how” (and not just on the results) of our own use of 
cases enables us to reflexively sketch the institutional and cultural context in which the elaboration of cases is 
selected as a strategy for making knowledge, and to posit benefits of using case studies in new ways”. 
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the interview contents were recorded with informed consent from the participants in advance. In 
one case, practical constraints (bad telephone communications) prohibited recording and 
required notes to be taken by hand. 

The interviewer was in advance cognizant of power and gender asymmetries that inhere in the 
process of interviewing and the ethical concerns that such issues can cause (Kvale and 
Brinkmann 2009). To counter such effects, the researcher sought to maintain a rather casual and 
dialectic tone (even trying to come up with informal and humorous thoughts which could enliven 
the atmosphere). The transcription ended up producing over 50 pages of data.  The recordings 
exist only at one compute device: my working place at the University of Oslo. Nobody has 
access to these recordings besides the researcher himself. Moreover, these recordings are double-
password encrypted and biometrically protected (fingerprint). To further ensure the participants’ 
rights, all data are to be erased after the completion of this project in April 2019. 

To further ensure the participants’ rights, I followed the bibliographical advice from Parry and 
Mauthner (2004) and I asked all the participants to review carefully, revise how they see fit, and 
only then consent to their quotes before these could find their way in this thesis. No notes or 
quotes appear in this study without the prior written (e-mail) consent of the interviewee (Gmail 
exchanges (andreaza@umich.edu) 19/11/2018, 29/12/2018, 12/7/2018). Further, all interviewees 
were given the opportunity to exercise their right to modify, alter, or simply withdraw their 
quotes and participation on this study (Gmail, andreaza@umich.edu 19/11/2018). Some 
exercised their right to revise (see Appendix III). Further, several conversations were conducted 
as to consult the participants regarding what they felt comfortable with sharing. The research is 
entirely confidential. To ensure the quality, equanimity, and transparency of my research, the 
entire thesis was shared with the agency and the participants. Moreover, the researcher, after 
sharing his complete research product with the agency, was invited from the agency itself to 
present his views and research findings, which could be a further credential to the priority of 
informed consent in this thesis (see also Appendix I). 
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Chapter 4: Interpretations of Sustainable Development by NORHED 
To illustrate how the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development is interpreted and 
articulated in our case study, our analytical framework and methodology were marshalled to 
examine NORHED’s interpretation and articulation through the lens of its official documentation 
and interviews with its officers and collaborating academics. As discussed in Chapter 2, 
sustainable development requires a dual approach that allows one to think in a complementary 
manner about both the outcomes and the processes that can generate them. And by examining the 
empirical data in this chapter, we will ultimately be able to assess the degree to which NORHED 
does just that. 

Sections 4.1 works in tandem with 1.3, which offers the empirical lay of the land for the case 
study. It seeks to work simultaneously as a statement of the context of my inquiry and as an 
outline of the key facts and figures that underpin my analysis. My ultimate purpose is to 
comprise the relevant data and the evidential backbone that the case study and my investigation 
seek to detail. Section 4.2 then presents the evidence resulting from my two research strategies 
(discussed in Chapter 3): first, document analysis of published documents (mission statements, 
reports, evaluation studies, websites figures and data); and, second, semi-structured interviews, 
with NORHED personnel (followed by a focus group) and with the academics that are involved 
in the NORHED-sponsored partnerships. This chapter ultimately addresses our first two research 
questions -- A) How does NORHED interpret and articulate sustainable development in its 
official documentation? B) How does the NORHED’s staff and collaborating academics 
interpret and articulate sustainable development? -- leaving the final research question -- C) In 
what ways does NORHED’s interpretation and articulation of sustainable development promote 
or hinder its mission of sustainable development? -- to the Discussion in Chapter 5. 

4.1. NORHED’s Modalities of Work 

The primary goals of NORHED’s development work with the undertaken higher education 
projects are a) to provide and administer their funding and b) to provide advisory support 
towards the successful development of these projects, particularly through administrative 
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support.32 Under these two primary goals, the programme conducts a range of activities and 
initiatives. 

First and foremost, it ascertains that the funding finds its target. This operation includes a 
meticulous and painstaking process of completing administrative forms, signing partnership 
agreements, tracking expenses in expense forms, replying within agreed deadlines, wiring funds 
internationally, and reporting on progress with transparency. This is a process that requires 
careful attention and effort by the officers, since it is not uncommon for projects to fail to match 
the reporting requirements and, consequently, to fail to absorb the funding or, worse but far less 
commonly, to outright mishandle the funds and be annulled as partners. The funding seeks to 
cover both material and human capital needs. With regards to material needs, such as 
infrastructure and physical capacities, these investments include library facilities, research 
laboratories, field stations, E-learning platforms, video laboratories, and equipment for teaching 
and training. With regard to human capital needs, funding seeks to cover stipends. 

As an additional task, NORHED undertakes the task of advising organizations to achieve the 
success of the development projects and the successful management of the human capital 
resources. NORHED seeks to introduce or enhance human resource practices by offering 
guidance and informed perspective on trust-building practices that succeed to enable 
collaboration, knowledge creation, and success. Next, it seeks to espouse salient and mainstream 
gender perspectives in all spheres of its institutional engagement. The programme also puts 
emphasis on outreach by organizing research conferences, workshops, research publications, and 
general public outreach Further, NORHED seeks to enhance managerial and research capacity 

                                                
32 Norad 2015a: 8 lists them as follows: “• Number and type of education programmes established at institutions in 
the South, including regional programmes. • Number of curricula newly developed and/or revised. • Net entry rates 
by age and gender. • Staff/student ratios per education programmes. • Number and percentage of female teachers by 
level of education. • Student retention and progression rates. • Graduation by age, gender, field and level of study. • 
Change over time in number and gender of higher education students by field of study. • Graduate employment. • 
Reasons for failure or non-completion of courses. • Presence of female administrators and managers. • Personell in 
higher education engaged in research and development by sectors. • Administrative/academic staff ratio. • Number 
of Norwegian-South country joint research projects Number of publications per academic staff. • Number of 
publications from Norwegian-South country joint research projects • Number of teachers/educators/teaching 
assistants who successfully completed in-service training with NORHED support. • Number of host-country 
institution faculty and/or teaching staff who enrolled in training programs for qualifications strengthening • Number 
of individuals from underserved and/or disadvantaged groups accessing tertiary education programs • Number of 
direct beneficiaries reached annually by the partnership.” 
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by enhancing network activities among business, governments, civil societies, communities, and 
academia. The knowledge exchange also allows the emergence of research findings that can be 
translated into policy recommendations. 

The work in NORHED is not undertaken exclusively by its bloc of officers. This is beyond the 
scope and intentions of the program, which is designed as a mediating force, assuring the 
administrative, consulting, and financial support needed to empower the academic programs of 
the South to reach their goals. However, the work of NORHED is conditioned by the range of 
interventions it encourages and sponsors. And the range of encouraged interventions span from 
in-country/regional bachelor and master’s education programmes, PhD and PostDoc fellowships, 
joint research projects, institution and systems strengthening, and systems for knowledge 
management, information, and dissemination of results, along with scientific equipment and 
small-scale infrastructure.33These interventions are sponsored by NORHED and executed 
primarily by the academic institutions, but with the collaboration of the programme. 
Nonetheless, they are constitutive of NORHED’s programme profile and of its strategic 
approach. 

Finally, perhaps the largest part of NORHED’s work on quality assurance rests with engaging, 
fixing, and assuring the progress manifested in the reporting of the work with indicators, which 
is the precondition for assuring that the funding finds its target. To assure this progress, all 
sponsored projects are governed by a list of performance standards, which set the bar and reflect 
on what accounts for the success of the continuous efforts of the projects. 

NORHED currently employs 14 standard indicators common to all projects, 10 of which are 
quantitative, while the rest are qualitative (assessed using narrative text). They are listed as 
follows in the subsequent table: 

  

                                                
33 “The tasks that face higher education in LMICs are daunting: modernization of infrastructure, a better balance 
between the human social sciences and science and technology; addressing gender and class equity/access 
imperatives are but a few of the most important”. Higher education planning within ministries, systems development 
and sound governance at national and institutional levels are all critical for quality and efficiency purposes.” Norad 
2011:1 
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1.  Number of new and revised BA/MA/PhD programs 
2.  Inclusion of gender perspectives 
3.  Capacity to enroll and advance to graduation for students 
4.  Relevance of programs to local, national, and regional needs and labor markets 
5.  Number of academic staff with strengthened qualifications 
6.  Ratio of qualified academic staff to students 
7.  Retention rates of qualified academic staff at relevant unit (institute, 

department, faculty) 
8.  Number of scientific publications (peer reviewed and others), 
9.  Number and type of other dissemination activities 
10.  Uptake/influence of NORHED supported research in public policies 
11.  Uptake/influence of NORHED-supported research findings/new 

technologies/innovations/solutions by local communities/civil society/private 
sector 

12.  Knowledge transfers within South-South and South-North networks and 
partnerships 

13.  Changes in the broader institutional environment at NORHED-supported 
institute/ faculty/department which strengthened the capacity for education and 
research 

14.  Access to libraries, laboratories and ICT for staff and students in NORHED-
supported institutes/departments/faculties 

 

Table 1: NORHED’s List of Indicators (Norad 2015a: 16) 

NORHED does not qualify or provide further details in its self-presentation about this list of 
common indicators.34 Rather, it antecedes this list by providing a further list of indicators 
relevant and specific to each of NORHED projects, which partially or fully overlap with the 
general indicators (understandably, given that the general indicators are derivative to the 
particular ones), and which are to be identified early in the project in order to reach judgements 
about the progress made. The existing added list includes 19 further indicators specific to 
individual programmes, which cover a wide gamut of factors under assessment, such as 
administrative/academic ratios, graduation by age, gender, field, and level of study, reasons for 
failure, number of underserved and disadvantaged groups, graduate employment, and change 
over time in number and gender of higher education students by field of study.35These indicators, 

                                                

34 For lack of qualification in indicators see Guimezanes 2015; Morse 2004, with comprehensive bibliography.    

35 “[t]he new programme is designed to be demand-driven, thus responding to the priorities of the partner countries, 
more flexible, and with a longer-term perspective. It will encompass support to in-country Bachelor’s and Master’s 
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general and specific, are all agreed upon at the inauguration of each project, and then are self-
reported (along with a financial statement) annually (fall or winter, depending on the 
inauguration date) by the host institutions. In response, NORHED officers review the self-
reporting of these indicators and either approve or ask for clarifications, explanations, or further 
reporting. Once the academic work is achieved, and in addition the reporting by the academics 
on the academic progress reporting is finished (complying with the approved budget and the 
account balance that warrants it), then the financial disbursement is procured. These modalities 
of work, namely, the articulation of sponsored interventions, the quality assurance of the reported 
indicators and achieved progress, and the procurement of funding, constitute the sum of all the 
parts which comprise NORHED’s empirical setting. 

4.2. NORHED Towards Sustainable Development 

In light of the aforementioned modalities of work by NORHED, this section seeks to identify the 
role of the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development in its operational environment. To 
answer its research questions, it is divided into two parts, as discussed in Chapter 3 on our 
methodology. The first part surveys NORHED’s online document repository, namely, its self-
presentation mission statements, reports, and external evaluation studies, in order to outline the 
presence of sustainable development in the organization’s body of publicly available, programme 
specific documents (Norad 2009; Norad 2011; Norad and SiU 2011; Norad 2012; Norad 2014a; 
Norad 2015b, Norad 2014c; Norad 2015a; Norad 2015b; Norad 2015c; Norad 2016a; Norad 
2016d; Norad 2018).36 The second part surveys the empirical set of interview data, as collected 
by NORHED’s bloc of officers and collaborating academics.  

                                                

degree programs, joint research projects including PhD studies, systems for improved knowledge management and 
information dissemination, as well as institutions and systems strengthening” Norad 2011:1-2. 

36 The full list of documents, which include also Norad’s broader organizational documents (i.e. concern NORHED 
but do not focus exclusively on NORHED) is the following: (Norad 2009, 2011, 2012, 2013a, 2013b, 2013c, 2014a, 
2014b, 2014c. 2015a, 2015b, 2015c, 2016a, 2016b, 2016c, 2017a, 2017b, 2018, Norad and SiU 2011). Due to space 
constraints, our analysis focused primarily (but not exclusively) on the programme specific documents (unless 
otherwise explicitly stated).   
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4.2.1. Documentary Data: Presentation of Findings 

Since our scope of inquiry is to examine how NORHED construes its own standing vis-à-vis 
sustainable development, the main bulk of evidence is drawn from NORHED’s own attempts at 
self-definition, in particular NORHED’s flagship mission statement (Norad 2015a), while the 
surrounding documents have an auxiliary purpose.37 The ultimate objective of this survey of 
documentary evidence is to further explicate the first research question, namely, to understand 
A) How does NORHED interpret and articulate sustainable development in its official 
documentation? 

According to a scholarly consensus on document analysis methods, one of the best organizing 
principles for outlining the findings from documentary evidence is thematic and research-
question specific (Ryan and Bernard 2003; Bryman 2011; Butler-Kisber 2018; Gibbs 2018). 
Thematic analysis is a technique that is primarily mandated due to the repetition of a theme in a 
body of writing. In the aforementioned corpus of documents, the words “sustainable”, 
“sustainability”, and their derivatives (adjectival or adverbial) appear in total 301 times (34 times 
in Norad 2009; 2 times in Norad 2011; 4 times in Norad and SiO 2011; 31 times in Norad 2012; 
0 times in Norad 2014a; 17 times in Norad 2014c; 20 times in Norad 2015a; 34 times in Norad 
2015b; 24 times in Norad 2015c; 26 times in Norad 2016a; 36 times in Norad 2016d; 73 times in 
Norad 2018), a pattern of repetition that can justify the survey of the notion on grounds of 
frequency alone. 

To be sure, these 301 occurrences of the word variants in the above documents alone that span at 
about 1,000 pages (an average frequency of one variant every three pages) demonstrates the 
frequent use of the term. This frequency is especially highlighted due to the special semantic 
range of the word sustainable, which is a word that lends itself primarily to technical and 
specialized discursive connotations (Ihlen and Roper 2014; Landrum and Ohsowski 2018; 
Narayanan and Adams 2017; Owens and Legere 2015). However, frequency is not the sole 
indicator of sustainable development’s importance. Rather, it is significant that NORHED’s 
interpretation and articulation of sustainable development, as per our first research question, can 

                                                

37 This choice was mandated primarily by the significance that mission statements carry (see e.g. Morhphew and 
Hartley 2006) but, also, by to the formal length constraints of this study. 
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be located around two paramount positions in NORHED’s agenda, ones that are standardly 
considered as pivotal in official documentary evidence: a) in mission statements (Morphew and 
Hartley 2006, with much relevant bibliography), and b) in operationalization conduits and guides 
for decision-making (Battilana and Casciaro 2012; Heugens and Lander 2009). 

In the former category of mission statements, sustainable development is listed at the core of 
NORHED’s agenda. To substantiate the validity of this claim, one can see that the conceptual 
vocabulary of sustainable development in NORHED is afforded a prime position in the agency’s 
flagship mission statement (and the first in order of appearance on its website), namely, its “Self-
Presentation”. What follows is the very first paragraph of NORHED’s mission statement: 

Higher education and research are priority areas of Norway’s development cooperation policy. 
Norad believes that sound, strategic investments in higher education and research in low- and 
middle-income countries (LMICs) pay off in the form of strong academic institutions and their 
societal engagement. Such investments have many benefits, not least that they contribute to 
development of their countries’ intellectual resources, competent workforces, visionary leaders, 
gender equality and human rights. In the long run it also contributes to evidence-based policies 
and decisions that enhance sustainable economic, social and environmental development (Norad 
2015a: 1). 

The strong commitment to sustainable development in NORHED’s mission statement is 
unequivocal. What is less clear is what sustainable development means in this context. 
NORHED ties the word “sustainable” to three different factors: economic, social, and 
environmental. However, “sustainable” is not defined, per se, but used as a way of defining the 
ultimate goal (“in the long run”). Similarly, this outcome-oriented approach is likewise found 
later in the document, where the term sustainable development itself appears as the first itemized 
objective among NORHED’s listed priorities before its launching (Norad and SiU 2011:1): 

The primary objective of the scheme is increased capacity within higher education and research in 
the South. By increased capacity it is meant strengthened capacity for institutions in the South to 
educate more candidates able to contribute to social, economic and cultural development in their 
own countries or regions, and to increased quality and quantity of research conducted by the 
countries’ or regions’ own researchers. Increased capacity within higher education and research 
shall help in: 

• Promoting sustainable development of society and commerce and industry, within Norway’s 
thematic and geographical priority areas, among others 

• Increased knowledge generated by researchers from the South 
• Increased knowledge with enhanced relevance for development and poverty reduction in the 

South 
• Promoting women’s participation in research Support for capacity building within research 

and higher education is provided within the framework of current policy guidelines, 
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particularly the annual budget proposition (Proposition No. 1 to the Storting). Support is 
subject to annual fiscal budget allocations. 

Target groups for this grant scheme are: 

• Universities and other higher education institutions in the South 
• Universities and higher education institutions in Norway who collaborates with institutions in 

the South. 
• Regional organisations that aim to build competence within research and higher education in 

the South. 

Although this line of evidence seems to add some clarity to the scope of NORHED’s definition 
of sustainable development, expanding its purview to “society and commerce and industry” and 
giving it geographic limits “within Norway’s thematic and geographical priority areas”, we once 
again see how sustainable development is viewed as an outcome of NORHED’s processes rather 
than the part of the process itself. One might say that the rest of the bulleted list represents the 
process for attaining sustainable development as outlined in the first bullet point, but NORHED 
chooses not to give an explicit hierarchy, as expressed here through the typographical treatment: 
all the bullet points receive the same weight. 

Notably, the centrality of sustainable development in mission of NORHED is relayed not only 
within its own flagship organizational value statements but also in external evaluations. What 
follows is a text from the external evaluation conducted by the University of Southern California: 

Norad’s program to support higher education in developing countries, the Norwegian Program for 
Capacity Development in Higher Education and Research for Development (NORHED), has two 
immediate objectives. These are to produce more and better research relevant to six identified 
areas/sub-programs and to produce more and better qualified graduates, men and women, in these 
same areas/sub-programs. By strengthening capacity in higher education institutions in low- and 
middle-income countries (LMICs), NORHED's longer term objective is to sustainably contribute 
to a) a more and better qualified workforce, b) increased knowledge, c) evidence-based policy 
and decision-making and d) enhanced gender equality (Norad 2014b: x, repeated in Norad 2014b: 
3). 

This external evaluation provides additional targets for sustainable development, relating to 
workforce, knowledge, policy and decision-making, and gender equality. To be sure, this is an 
external interpretation of NORHED’s statement in their flagship mission statement. In that sense, 
“sustainably contribute” serves as a paraphrasis of NORHED’s articulation of sustainable 
development. And here again we see the idea of “sustainably” improving these areas is expressed 
as a “longer term objective”. As in the previous mission statements, we have the idea of 
sustainable development, but it is articulated as a goal to be met rather than a step in the process. 
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In addition to how sustainable development features in the mission and value statements of 
NORHED, we can see it also functioning in the operationalization conduits and guides for 
decision-making within the very mission statement of the organization (Figure 5). 
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Figure 5: NORHED’s Operational Conduit (Norad 2015a: 5). 
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Here again, we see the centrality of the concept of sustainable development. The word 
“sustainable” itself is given extra emphasis by its typographical treatment, separated by an extra 
space from “environmental, social, and economic development”, thus highlighting its importance 
in the organizational framework on display in the figure.38 What is even clearer than in the 
previous quotations, however, is how the figure above makes manifest how NORHED interprets 
sustainable development and articulates it graphically (in almost complete alignment with 
Norad’s own; see Norad and Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2008) as a time-bound, 
rational chain of causality between activities, outputs, outcomes, and future impacts.39 NORHED 
here constructs an explicit hierarchy for sustainable development that was implicit in the mission 
statements examined above. We see many of the same themes emerging from the previous 
documents analyzed, including concerns about labor, gender equality, economy, increased 
knowledge, etc. What is more important for this investigation is that here for the first time we see 
how NORHED considers strengthened higher education institutions as directly leading to the 
goal of sustainable development. Outputs, outcomes, and early future impacts are not 
characterized by sustainable qualifiers. What is more, sustainable development is not part of the 
timeline up until 2050. In other words, sustainable development is clearly not envisioned as part 
of the process, but as the goal itself. 

This goal-oriented sustainable development returns later in the document in the context of 
project selection and reporting: 

The selection of interventions/activities to be supported by NORHED should be based on a 
gender differentiated, needs assessment done at partner institutions in LMICs. Proposed 
interventions/activities should also be reflected in the strategic plans, priorities and budgets of the 
partner institutions […] Project applications must include strategies for sustainability of the 

                                                

38 For a detailed analysis of the importance of typographical treatments see Kress and Van Leeuwen 2006, with 
comprehensive bibliography.  

39 Norad Result Chain, Retrieved from Norad 2014b: 7, originally found in Norad and Norwegian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs 2008: 10. 
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achievements of the project, for reporting and adjustments throughout the life of the project” 
(Norad 2015a:10). 

As with Figure 5, here again we see sustainability as related not to the processes of NORHED 
but to the endpoint, each project’s “achievements”. Instead of envisioning a continual 
development, sustainability is centered squarely on keeping any achievements running rather 
than developing additional outcomes. In fact, the very necessity of requiring the projects to 
predefine and forecast their strategies about the sustainability of their activities is further 
evidence that sustainable development is construed as an end-goal, a terminal process that can be 
planned for, stabilized, and predicted. 

Even though NORHED puts sustainable development as a rather central focus in its mission, it 
displays a rather broad definition of its conceptual moorings. It relates sustainable development 
to “economic, social, and environmental development”, to “society and commerce and industry, 
within Norway’s thematic and geographical priority areas”, to “a more and better qualified 
workforce [...] increased knowledge [...] evidence-based policy and decision-making and [...] 
enhanced gender equality”, suggesting a wide-ranging and almost all-encompassing scope. The 
same terms again appear in its procedural conduits with an emphasis on “sustainable 
environmental, social, and economic development” as NORHED’s ultimate and final outcome. 
While the scope of definition is broad, there is clarity surrounding one aspect that comes across 
in these official documents: sustainable development is a goal for NORHED, even perhaps a 
central goal, but it is not a part of the process.  

Looking at where the above document analysis places NORHED vis-à-vis the broader debate 
about sustainable development, although the statements do fluctuate along the spectrum of 
interpretations, the organization appears strongly on the “building to last”, outcome-oriented side 
of the debate, at times reaching an explicit articulation of this approach, as we saw in Figure 5. 
What remains to be seen is how the officers and agents of NORHED see their own work in terms 
of these same questions and, ultimately, where they see NORHED within the interpretative 
spectrum of sustainable development’s conceptual vocabulary. 

4.2.2. Interview Data: Presentation of Findings 

In an endeavor to unpack the core of our study, that is, NORHED’s interpretation and 
articulation of sustainable development, we needed to inform our qualitative analysis of the 
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existing published documents in the previous section with an interviewing of NORHED officers 
and collaborating academics. The interview data which were ultimately used included, as 
aforementioned in Chapter 3 on methodology, three one-on-one, semi-structured interviews with 
NORHED officers, a focus group interview with three NORHED officers, and two follow-up 
interviews with academics who have previously collaborated with NORHED. Our objective in 
this section was to answer our second research question: B) How does the NORHED’s staff and 
collaborating academics interpret and articulate sustainable development? 

In order to structure our findings, the organizing principle was research-question specific, 
following, reflectively, the steps of the interview guide (see Appendix I). In light of the received 
answers, this study sought to bring about the entire spectrum of the interpretations and 
articulations of sustainable development. Following a long line of scholarship which points to the 
alternating use of the two terms in bibliography, (Caradonna 2014; Jacques 2015 with rich 
bibliography demonstrating the alternating use), and the fact that orality allows for a common 
use of the term sustainability due to economy of communication (economy of communication 
mandates that it is easier using one word than two, see Fitch and Sanders 1994), the officers in 
this oral setting primarily responded with the term sustainability in reference to sustainable 
development. However, the two terms in this oral setting are to be understood as a verbal 
shorthand for sustainable development.  

In terms of how officers interpreted sustainable development, all of NORHED’s participants 
which were, in their vast majority, holders of doctoral titles and with notable publication records, 
were very quick to acknowledge the difficulty of its interpretation: 

“Sustainability is a difficult concept for us technicians and even for philosophers. It is like a 
mathematical function with different variables and dimensions. Sometimes we need to 
disaggregate it in order to understand our own contributions.” 

In place of the broadly defined, standardized uses of sustainability found in the documents 
analyzed in the previous section, here we find NORHED’s agents acknowledging the concept’s 
complexity, even in its basic definition. It is conceived as a mathematical function, but one that 
has too many variables and dimensions to lend itself to easy interpretation. This metaphor 
suggests both a goal-oriented approach, in the sense that a mathematical function produce an 
end-result, but also suggests an approach that is process-oriented, in the sense that the officers 
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need “to understand [their] own contributions” to the process, that is, as participants in the 
process rather than just looking at the end result. 

This indeterminacy associated with sustainable development can be found in the responses of 
other officers, as well, where the rhetorical switching of perspectives is subtle and perhaps even 
unconscious to the officers themselves: 

“Sustainability seems to depend on what you are trying to look at. I think that the core idea is that 
the results will carry forward into the future. Or else we imagine that we would have to fund this 
project for a very long time and that is not really what they have been set up to. We try to start 
some sort of spark that may continue to give results into the future.” 

As with the previous officer’s answer, there is uncertainty about how to interpret sustainable 
development (“Sustainability seems to depend on what you are trying to look at”). However, the 
officer in articulating the rest of her response subtly switches between an outcome-oriented and 
process-oriented approach: saying that “results will carry into the future” is different from saying 
that they are looking “to start some sort of spark that may continue to give results into the 
future.” On the one hand, you have an urgency for an outcome-oriented, measurable praxis with 
lasting results achieved by NORHED. On the other hand, you have NORHED trying to set a 
spark that will continue to grow and give more and more results even after they have left (as 
suggested by the admission that they are not “set up” to supply funding in perpetuity). We can 
see the officer working through the two sides of the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable 
development as she thinks out loud, with her remark faltering between causal interpretative and 
prospective thinking, communicating a fluctuation between outcome-driven and process-driven 
approaches to sustainable development. 

The difficulty that officers have in interpreting NORHED’s approach to sustainable development 
is put into further relief by the officers’ own skepticism towards the concept despite its 
significant position in NORHED’s declared mission as seen in the document analysis above. An 
informant put it this way: 

“Sustainability is at the core of the projects. But it is a buzzword. It means to test a project to 
what extent is a project going to continue after the lifetime of this project. Could we go back to 
the South in 10 years and find the MA programmes running, the PhD programmes running, the 
quality of learning to continue? We have to test if something it is going to be alive beyond the 
funding period. So you bring it back to capacity development. We want to see the institutions to 
develop the programmes and to be able to sustain the quality of teaching and create an enabling 
environment for their staff. Even seeing it scaled up.” 
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This informant, in line with several of his colleagues, approaches this question of sustainable 
development with skepticism, as a trend that is fueled more by rhetorical mannerisms than by 
actionable and transformative ideas. The thought that underpins this remark is, first and 
foremost, a striking incongruity, namely, that sustainable development is both at the “core” of 
NORHED’s projects but is simultaneously an empty signifier (“a buzzword”). What we see here, 
however, is a much more rich understanding of sustainable development than we saw in 
NORHED’s documents, one that looks not just at NORHED’s results (results that are “built to 
last”), but at how to help higher education institutions to continually develop into the future, 
namely, as “an enabling environment”, “even seeing it scaled up”. Here again, it is possible to 
detect an officer looking at results (something you can “test” and measure and “sustain the 
quality of teaching”) but also an understanding of sustainability as a process without an end goal, 
that is, as a continual development. This viewpoint of enabling and energizing is one that focuses 
on “the ability to grow beyond the allotted funding period and by themselves”.  

The understanding of sustainable development as something that continues to develop long after 
NORHED leaves is a concept expressed by several officers: 

“NORHED contributes to institutional sustainability by preparing staff with PhD and Masters 
who can lead to better research results and better teaching and supervision for future students. 
Universities become sustainable if they continue doing research that is relevant for society and by 
preparing people that are needed in the labor market. So there are many dimensions in 
sustainability, and not all are addressed by NORHED, but we can certainly say that NORHED 
contributes to certain dimensions of sustainability in our collaboration with higher education 
institutions in the South.” 

The emphasis on not just teaching individuals and helping them earn degrees but on the work of 
those individuals going forward suggests a desire to give institutions their own ability to sustain 
development, and even more importantly leading research that is “relevant for society” in the 
future, something that cannot be foreseen or even measured at the current moment. Even while 
once again acknowledging that “there are many dimensions in sustainability”, the officers of 
NORHED provide a scope that suggests something in contrast with the “built to last” approach 
found in much of the organization’s official documentation analyzed above. 

Another NORHED officer constructs a similar understanding of sustainable development that 
looks beyond just the direct effects of NORHED’s actions. 
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“Sustainability, in practice, means that the programs are attractive, are able to recruit students, 
and that people NORHED has invested in continue to be there [at the universities] or in other 
positions. It also includes continuous collaboration with the private sector and the public sector in 
terms of creating internships for students where the students can later be employed. The world 
changes so fast. To ensure that the education continues to be relevant in 10 years’ time, the 
programmes should be constantly updated.” 

The word “also” in the second sentence is key. On the one hand, sustainable development 
involves making sure that the “people NORHED has invested in continue to be there.” On the 
other hand, sustainable development goes beyond the individual or even the individual higher 
education institution to look at “continuous collaboration with the private sector and the public 
sector”. As the officer points out, “the world changes so fast”, and there is a real understanding 
that sustainable development is not something that is just built, but that is “constantly updated” 
well after NORHED has left. 

Yet, even while officers speak to a process-oriented, iterative interpretation of sustainable 
development, the procedures of NORHED’s efforts lean in the other direction. 

“What we usually do, if a programme lasts 5 years, we do a midterm evaluation, we are testing 
how the program is going, but there are some factors we don’t take into consideration, but we 
should use towards adjusting the projects. But at the end of 5 years we do not check for impact. 
Has this programme managed to change the behaviors of people? If it is for instance the 
improvement of staff, how can we measure that? An outcome is an outcome, but how has it 
changed the ecosystem of quality in this department?” 

In spite of the otherwise many administrative, operational, and organizational positive effects of 
NORHED’s efforts, it would appear that the outcome-oriented sustainable development 
discussed and promoted in a flagship document such as NORHED’s mission statement (Norad 
2015a) analyzed above does not account for certain essential “factors” that look beyond the 
desired outcome. This officer realizes the need for “adjusting projects”, yet seems skeptical of 
NORHED’s ability to do so. “An outcome is an outcome” is not enough to create change in a 
higher education ecosystem of quality. In other words, although NORHED’s documentation 
promotes sustainable development as an outcome of a long process, an outcome-oriented 
sustainable development might not address all the needs of an institution of higher education in 
low- and middle-income countries.  

Among the NORHED officers, we have seen similar opinions voiced regarding what is the most 
appropriate interpretation of sustainable development in the undertaken projects. Officers do 
discuss sustainable development in the language of outcome-oriented approach found in the 
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organization’s documentation. At the same time, however, they also balance this with and often 
even emphasize a process-oriented sustainable development, namely, one that is not simply 
“built to last”, but which is adaptive, iterative, and ultimately requires constant updating. 

This view is brought into focus further by an academic member who has collaborated with 
NORHED, who offers an interpretation of the sustainable development that stresses even more 
the importance of a process-oriented approach to the concept. According to this perspective, 
sustainable development is a challenge of greater scale that people tend to realize: 

“Sustainability has come up like a hype. I don’t think people really know what it takes to build 
sustainable orientations. Our society is in a big transition, but it remains to be seen how these 
decisions are sustainable in the future. Our education was made for the industrial age: same 
disciplines, assessment system, entering the job market. Now this has changed. The education 
system faces challenges with that transition. It goes for Norway and Tanzania alike. It is difficult 
to understand how we can make young people qualify for the country they are a part of. 
Technology is an important force in this discussion. But the South, like the North, sometimes is 
stuck in a certain kind of way.” 

Interpreting and effecting sustainable development is about adapting but also about 
acknowledging that what we think will be sustainable in the present might not be in the future, 
given that educational paradigms shift at all levels of society. A completely goal-oriented 
interpretation of sustainable development cannot anticipate such shifts because it sees sustainable 
development as the end point and not as an integral part in the very process of development. 
Constructing something that is built to last locks both NORHED and the institutions it supports 
in a specific framework. As the officers have suggested throughout this section, working with 
such a framework might even prove to be detrimental to sustainable development itself. And if 
we think even more carefully, the path towards attaining the top step of Figure 5, sustainable 
development, leaves more questions than it gives answers, pushing us to revisit the assumptions 
that underpin NORHED’s interpretation (or rather interpretations) of sustainable development in 
the Discussion below in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 5: Final Discussion and Conclusions 
Sustainable development licenses such a variety of interpretations that the prospect of a settling 
discussion is inviting. Chapter 4 looked at the ways in which NORHED attempts to A) interpret 
and articulate sustainable development in its official documentation and B) interpret and 
articulate sustainable development with officers and collaborating academics. As proposed in 
our analytical framework, this investigation ultimately surfaced two competing realities that are 
indicative of the larger debate on how to develop higher education institutions under financial 
scarcity. On the one hand, we have the interpretation of sustainable development as a broadly 
defined set of prescribed, achievable outcomes. On the other hand, we have the interpretation of 
sustainable development as a concept that invites an iterative and adaptive process. As the 
theoretical debate on Chapter 2 made manifest, the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable 
development should allow an organization to put these two interpretations into balance. In 
answering our third research question -- C) In what ways does NORHED’s interpretation and 

articulation of sustainable development promote or hinder its mission of sustainable 
development? -- we can now evaluate to what degree NORHED attempts to achieve such a 
balance. 

To put this discussion into context, let us revisit the broader debate on how to develop higher 
education environments under financial scarcity, as well as how the conceptual vocabulary of 
sustainable development could be used to advance this debate. As we saw, the debate on how to 
advance higher education environments under financial scarcity is currently divided into two 
sides, namely, the rational choice approach and the capabilitarian approach, with each side 
promoting a rather different rationale regarding the heuristic dichotomy between outcome-based 
causality and process-based indeterminacy. The first approach, as we have seen first in Chapter 1 
and then, in detail, in Chapter 2, adheres to the rational calculus of cost-benefit analysis. For this 
school of thought, humans and social environments ascribe to the axioms of the neoclassical 
model of human behavior, namely, instrumental rationality, ordinal preferences, and, in the final 
analysis, the pursuit of utility maximization. The full logical consequence of this intellectual path 
entails augmenting the salience of measurability and accountability in every aspect of higher 
education (Espeland and Sauder 2016; Tuchman 2009, 2017). It invites strategies that stem 
directly from the artillery of the rational choice perspective, namely, concentrated efforts towards 
what Gaye Tuchman (2009: 22) calls the three E’s: “economy, efficiency, effectiveness”. This 
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outlook prescribes a vision of a higher education system in which activities of development to be 
viewed as a controllable circuit of inputs, processes, and outputs, with the synergies of all these 
three elements eventually leading to a legitimizing impact on the education sector (see Espeland 
and Sauder 2007; Espeland and Sauder 2016; Tuchman 2009, 2017; Rabovsky 2012).  

The second approach of this debate, that of capabilitarianism, captures the essence of human life 
and human striving to the quality of higher education in effects that are not reducible to the 
measures of GDP, economic data, and metrics (Alexander 2016; Adriansen et al. 2017; Breidlid 
2013; Halvorsen and Nossum 2017; Nussbaum 2011; Sen 1977, 1984, 1995, 1999; Varoufakis 
1991, 2014). Prosperity and quality of education, in that paradigm, is better approached by 
understanding how humans reach flourishing and a meaningful, empowered life, where they can 
seek to become who they want to be by defining their choices and their opportunities themselves, 
not due to preordained metrics.40 This theoretical approach understands the development of 
higher education environments as a process of expanding freedoms and capabilities so as to 
increase the skills and opportunities for a person to live according to their own priorities. In other 
words, economic growth and other salient metrics in these environments is just the means to the 
end of attaining individual and collective freedoms (Nussbaum 2011; Sen 1977, 1984, 1995, 
1999). This contribution from the capabilitarian perspective has changed our concept of the 
divide between developing and developed countries, since “in the attempt to realize our 
potential, we are all developing”.41 And, in that respect, the debate on capabilitarianism in higher 
education endorses a probabilistic and explorative understanding in the connection between 
processes and outcomes of development.  

To resolve the established tension between rational choice theory and capabilitarianism, the 
conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development has recently emerged as a means to provide 
common ground between the two perspectives. Since it inherently both develops something 
sustainable and sustains development, the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development can 
put these two approaches in balance with each other, allowing them to act in a complementary 

                                                
40 See Sen 1977: 344: “We need to accommodate commitment as part of behavior [...] Behavior should not also be 
dichotomized between egoism and universalized moral systems (e.g. utilitarianism), but intermediate groups such as 
class and community provide the focus of many actions requiring commitment.”  

41 See Nussbaum 2011: 28. For a more comprehensive discussion on this topic see also Kuklys 2005.  
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rather than an antagonistic fashion. This is an “imperfect process” (see Jacques 2015:19), in that 
achieving such a precarious balance is challenging, yet the very exercise towards attaining 
sustainable development is conducive to greater prospects and functionalities for prosperity than 
its downright dismissal.42 

In order to parse whether NORHED uses the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development 
to balance these two sides of the higher education debate, we used heuristic tools that have been 
associated with cognitive psychology and organizational studies, namely, the process versus 
outcome heuristic (Kahneman 2003, 2011; Pham and Taylor 1999). My analytical framework 
thus sought to scaffold my assessment of where NORHED’s interpretation and articulation of 
sustainable development falls along the interpretative spectrum between process-oriented and 
outcome-oriented (Bosselman 2001; Kim and Bosselmann 2015; Schneidewind 2013). In light of 
this brief recapitulation, we can more accurately address the final research question, namely, to 
evaluate whether NORHED brings the two approaches into balance.  

5.1 Trade-offs in Interpreting Sustainable Development 

Before answering our third and final research question, however, let us return briefly to 
summarize the evidence. In answering our first two research questions vis-à-vis our documentary 
and interview data, respectively, we have been able to demonstrate that NORHED did in fact 
interpret and articulate sustainable development across both sides of the interpretative spectrum. 
As reflected in our documentary evidence, and particularly in its flagship documents (mission 
statements and their included operationalization conduits), NORHED principally construes 
sustainable development as the end-result on a timeline, as an ulterior objective which follows a 
predictable, rational chain of causality. We can see this in statements such as the following: 

 “In the long run [NORHED] also contributes to evidence-based policies and decisions that 
enhance sustainable economic, social and environmental development.” (Norad 2015a: 1) 

“[NORHED] promot[es] sustainable development of society and commerce and industry, within 
Norway’s thematic and geographical priority areas, among others” (Norad and SiU 2011: 1) 

                                                

42 See most exemplarily Jacques 2015:19. 
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“NORHED’s longer term objective is to sustainably contribute to a) a more and better qualified 
workforce, b) increased knowledge, c) evidence-based policy and decision-making and d) 
enhanced gender equality.” (Norad 2014b: x, repeated in Norad 2014b: 3)  

As these statements clearly evidence, sustainable development features as a non-intrinsic 
attribute that is divorced from the process of development; rather, it is enclaved only as the final 
step to this process of activities and modalities of work. This is brought out most explicitly in 
Figure 5, in which sustainable development is presented exclusively as an outcome 30 years in 
the future. For the documents, then, the entire understanding of sustainable development follows 
the rigors of a rational, rule-bound model, where emphasis is put on control, closure, and 
predictability. The documentary evidence thus seems to simplify and reduce the realities that 
underpin the pursuit of sustainable development in higher education environments under 
financial scarcity. 

The second side of the interpretative spectrum comes across clearly in the interviews performed, 
where the NORHED officers deferred from interpreting sustainable development outright, 
choosing instead to present it as a complex “concept” that seemed much less certain than the one 
that the documents had suggested. Sustainable development “is a difficult concept for us 
technicians and even for philosophers”, it “is a buzzword”, it “seems to depend on what you are 
trying to look at”, it has “many dimensions”, and, finally, it something that one informant does 
not “think people really know what it takes to build”. A cause and effect relationship seemed 
insufficient to them in terms of NORHED effectively changing the “ecosystem of quality” in a 
higher education environment, which is always shifting and has many more factors than could be 
accounted for and results that could predicted. In this context, sustainable development was an 
ever-moving target that required not just funding or planning but an approach that could be 
adapted even after NORHED and its support structure had departed an institution. The world 
does indeed change so fast (to paraphrase one officer), and projects need to be constantly 
updated, and “even [be] scaled up” to truly develop sustainably. Their initial thoughts often 
veered towards the outcome-oriented sort of sustainable development found in the documentary 
evidence. However, as they thought out loud through the issues, the officers generally looked 
more towards an adaptive, process-oriented approach to sustainable development -- for example, 
going from “results [that] will carry forward into the future” to “start[ing] some sort of spark that 
may continue to give results into the future.” 
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As we have seen, then, the interpretations and articulations presented in the two kinds of data 
were on a spectrum of interpretations of sustainable development. There are two components to 
fully addressing our third and final question: C) In what ways does NORHED’s interpretation 
and articulation of sustainable development promote or hinder its mission of sustainable 
development? First, we will discuss the advantages and disadvantages of each interpretation and 
then assess whether NORHED uses the conceptual vocabulary effectively to achieve an equitable 
balance between the formerly competing perspectives of outcome-oriented rational choice and 
process-oriented capabilitarianism.  

As much scholarship makes manifest (Christensen and Gornitzka 2017; Giusepponi and 
Tavoletti 2018; Morphew and Hartley 2006), it is not surprising that flagship documents with 
mission statements would promote an outcome-oriented approach to sustainable development. 
Governmental organizations related to higher education, like most other organizations, need to 
have clear definitions and clear goals if they are to be successful and achieve legitimacy in their 
intended sector. In other words, outcomes and results afford prestige and strategic advantages in 
a given organization, since that would communicate a strong sense of control and a sense of 
accountability (see exemplarily Elster 1989; Hollis 2011; Stensaker and Harvey 2011; Tuchman 
2009; Varoufakis 2014). Any perceived inability to define sustainable development or see it is as 
a result of specific tasks within an organization’s very mission would seem to damage the 
organization’s reputation, making it consequently more difficult for it to communicate and 
achieve its goals. Therefore, what NORHED might lose in an approach that looks only to reliable 
outcomes, thereby preventing the adaptive approach necessary for genuine sustainable 
development, it gains in its ability to be an organization that is respected, accountable, and able 
to continue its efforts to effectuate systemic change. 

On the other hand, once you have stopped questioning sustainable development you are no 
longer thinking sustainably. This is what the officers and collaborating academics implicitly 
seem to recognize. The indeterminacy and critical approach that the NORHED officers displayed 
regarding the prospects of sustainable development does not present, at first sight, a persuasive 
case for the abilities to achieve sustainable development. However, their process-oriented 
approach is, ultimately, much more nuanced and in fact sustainable, that is, iterative and 
adaptive. As much behavioral science research has empirically showcased (Festinger 2009; 
Kahneman 2000, 2003, 2011; Kahneman and Tversky 1984; Pham and Taylor et al. 1999; 
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Tversky and Kahneman 1981), after all, a process-oriented approach to action is an exercise in 
painful cognitive dissonance between expectations and realities. As discussed, a strict and 
narrow interpretation of sustainable development can actually limit one’s ability to think 
sustainably and eventually achieve sustainable development. In that sense, the officers and 
practitioners display a healthy and positive attitude towards the issue, aligning with what Hollis 
(2011) has called “The Cunning of Reason”, namely, our sapient ability to renegotiate the limits 
of our reasoning (see Thaler 2000, with extensive bibliography).43 

NORHED and its officers are both working toward sustainable development, of course. 
However, words do matter. As discussed in Chapter 2, the different rhetorical approaches do 
have real effects. In their seminal discussion of this topic between focusing on outcomes or 
processes, Pham and Taylor (1999: 252) argue that “by making the goal salient, outcome 
simulation may lead people to identify their actions at a high level, whereas process simulation, 
which focuses on the individual steps to reach the goal, may lead people to identify their actions 
at lower levels. Lower level action is thought to facilitate performance on complex and difficult 
tasks”. In simpler terms, then, the very approach towards a complex goal, such as that of 
sustainable development, can bear significant consequences regarding its real-life 
implementation, and condition or impede the very foundations of enactment.  

We can see this clearly in NORHED’s case. On the one hand, the organization’s official 
orientation for meeting goals and end results limits the officer’s ability to pursue a truly 
sustainable (qua “always moving target”) development. On the other hand, the fact that the 
officers display skepticism towards the mission of sustainable development does not present 

                                                
43 See Hollis 2011: 137-138: “Such rules are hugely important to the conduct of social business. Indeed, social life 
would soon collapse without them and, since they are a matter of convention at least as much as of facilitating best 
solutions, a visiting foreigner needs to be humble about discovering what they in fact are. The presumption behind 
them is either that we need to learn how best to regulate our activities or that, faced with several workable 
conventions, we simply need to agree on one. It hardly needs saying, however, that it makes a difference which we 
pick. Latent consequences can be dramatic, as with the rules regulating farm subsidies. Social life is not lived in self-
contained arenas and the rules of one aspect, for instance of religious observance, can produce large effects on 
others, for instance education or industry. The longer the chain, the less likely it is that the effects were intended 
(underlining mine).” See also Thaler 2000: 140 “Building models of rational, unemotional agents is easier than 
building models of quasi-rational emotional humans. Nonetheless, each generation of scientists builds on the work 
of the previous generation. Theorems too hard to prove 20 years ago are found in graduate student problem sets 
today. As economists become more sophisticated, their ability to incorporate the findings of other disciplines such as 
psychology improves.”  
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NORHED as making a strong case for achieving their goals. This is a real trade-off. Ultimately, 
the choice to take one approach to interpret and articulate sustainable development over the other 
is not without effects, and in fact the dissonance between the two can be damaging, especially 
when it is a concept that constantly behooves lip service.  

We have thus shown how NORHED fails to balance their interpretation of sustainable 
development, going too far to both extremes of the spectrum instead of using both sides to 
complement and reinforce each other. The challenge to achieve this balance is not a simple one, 
of course. If an organization wants to be to be sustainable, it has to be constantly adapting and 
defying the aspect of predictability and outcome-based thought; in fact, it has to focus on the 
process and the quality that the process must acquire, through deliberation and repetitive trial and 
error. As some scholars of behavioral science have described this, a process that aspires to 
quality has “the foreign language effect” (Costa et al. 2014; Hayakawa et al. 2016; Keysar et al. 
2012; Sunstein 2019): it is slow, careful, deliberative, repetitive, cognitively taxing, and defies 
real closure.44 And if we think about it, this is true of any language, for even native speakers 
never really “master” a language, and it is always a work in progress (see e.g. Maegaard et al. 
2013). On the other hand, in order to attain a sense of development but also gain legitimacy and 
accountability, an organization, and especially one based on technologies of knowledge, needs to 
grow and attain results, which would inspire further confidence and growth (Espeland and 
Sauder 2016; Tuchman 2009). These results, and the sense of accountability that they convey, 

                                                

44 All these contributions to the “foreign language effect” certainly flow back to Tversky and Kahneman 1981 
regarding the framing of decisions and the psychology of choice. Unbeknownst to the psychological literature, 
however, Wittgenstein 1961 (Investigation 5.6.) anticipates the foreign language effect with the “the limits of my 
language mean the limits of my world”. Same goes for Borges (1990), who proclaimed that close reading itself is 
thinking with a different brain: “lesen ist denken mit fremdem Gehirn”. However, I would like to add here that a 
critic could see that the foreign language effect has also its limitations and deconstruct it: the mind can take only a 
certain level of uncertainty before it ceases to operate effectively. Remember Babel’s tower and Derrida’s (1985: 
209-210) interpretation here: “La «tour de Babel» ne figure pas seulement la multiplicité irréductible des langues, 
elle exhibe un inachèvement, l’impossibilité de compléter, de totaliser, de saturer, d’achever quelque chose qui serait 
de l’ordre de l’édification, de la construction architecturale, du système et de l’architectonique. Ce que la 
multiplicité des idiomes vient limiter, ce n’est pas seulement une traduction «vraie», une entr’expression 
transparente et adéquate, c’est aussi un ordre structural, une cohérence du constructum. Il y a là (traduisons) comme 
une limite interne à la formalisation, une incomplétude de la constructure.” I reject the premises of deconstruction 
writ large in its extreme logical consequences, but I think that there is something irreducible on going from language 
to language, which is forever lost in translation. 
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can foster a sense of trust which can empower an organization. However, these results occur, 
perhaps to some paradoxically, only if we also focus on the process (Pham and Taylor 1999).  

The challenge is not simple. However, it is also not insurmountable. An organization needs to 
work conscientiously to close the gap between the two rhetorical approaches. This does not mean 
that either side is wrong in the interpretation of how to achieve sustainable development. On the 
contrary, it is the delicate balancing between the two seemingly contradictory approaches 
inherent in the concept that will ultimately deliver the envisioned results and enrich the higher 
education prospects of its dependent higher education environments. It could enable all internal 
stakeholders to focus both on processes and outcomes and, therefore, focus more on sustainable 
development as an iterative exercise in painstaking cognitive dissonance rather solely being an 
exercise in delivering prescribed results that fit a static form. 

5.2 Conclusions 

With this discussion in mind, let us return now to our research questions: 

A) How does NORHED interpret and articulate sustainable development in its official 
documentation? 

In the official documentation, NORHED interprets and articulates the concept very broadly, 
using general signifiers that point towards an outcome-oriented approach, with visual graphics 
(see Figure 5) that stress this even more.  

B) How does the NORHED’s staff and collaborating academics interpret and articulate 
sustainable development? 

Second, in the interviews conducted, NORHED’s officers and collaborating academics stress the 
term’s complexity and even indefinability, requiring a process-oriented approach to unpack and 
to constantly update it.  

C) In what ways does NORHED’s interpretation and articulation of sustainable 
development promote or hinder its mission of sustainable development? 

As we have seen in answering research questions A) and B), NORHED interprets and articulates 
sustainable development using the full breadth of its conceptual vocabulary. However, it seems 
to have gone too far in each of the extremes of the spectrum rather than trying to strike a more 
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equitable balance. Without this balance, each of the approaches comes with trade-offs. Defining 
sustainable development with an outcome-oriented approach might produce confidence and 
garner legitimacy for an organization like NORHED because it presents stable goals and 
suggests being able to meet them, but it comes at the price of limiting its effectiveness to achieve 
sustainable development. Defining sustainable development with a process-oriented approach, 
on the other hand, would allow NORHED to be flexible, adapt, and ultimately think sustainably 
in a way that leads to genuine sustainable development, but the skepticism towards stated 
outcomes might also jeopardize its legitimacy.  

As the answers to the research questions demonstrate, the answer to this fundamental question 
depends too much on the context. And that is a real issue. NORHED interprets and articulates the 
conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development in higher education vis-à-vis a rhetorical 
exercise in satisfying competing audiences and priorities. This might not be unexpected given the 
ways in which higher education organizations operate in general, and several other organizations 
might display similar dissonances, but the stark differences here in that the rhetorical choices 
might also limit the organization’s ability to achieve sustainable development and promote its 
noble mission. 
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Chapter 6: Recommendations and Further Research 

6.1 Recommendations for NORHED 

While the benefits of sustainable development are clear, as discussed in Chapter 2, the adoption 
of the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development has been shown in our case study to 
generate significant dissonance. The conclusions that we arrived at in Chapter 5.2 provide some 
guidelines that might aid higher education organizations, including international development 
agencies like NORHED, in determining how best to employ this conceptual vocabulary going 
forward. 

The usefulness of employing “sustainable development” is primarily related to the way that it 
balances an outcome-oriented and process-oriented approach, as outlined in Chapter 2.2. The 
data we examined in Chapter 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 does use both approaches along the interpretative 
spectrum of sustainable development, but it falters in alternative directions and, more 
importantly, does not attempt to balance them. NORHED’s official documentation is primarily 
outcome-oriented, which does not easily allow space for the iterative, adaptive process that 
sustainable development requires. And this chasm is made even more evident by the way in 
which the officers and collaborating academics focus much more on the process-oriented 
approach and display criticism toward the very goals that are at the integral to NORHED’s 
mission as portrayed in the official documents. This incongruity, as mentioned in the conclusions 
in Chapter 5.2, seems to negate the benefits that can be reaped by employing the rich conceptual 
vocabulary of sustainable development. 

In light of our close analysis of the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development, we are 
bestowed with the tools not only to see this gap but also the ability to recommend three ways to 
ameliorate NORHED’s position. 

[1] We would recommend that NORHED tries to take a more balanced approach in terms of its 
documentation, and namely one that incorporates a more process-oriented interpretation of 
sustainable development’s conceptual vocabulary. In this vein, NORHED should endeavor to 
design visual illustrations that position sustainable development not only as an ultimate goal far 
in the future (see Figure 5), but as an indispensable part of a continuing process. Sustainable 
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development, in other words, should be an integral part of every step of the development process, 
which cannot be dissociated from outcomes. 

[2] We would also recommend that the official documentation be constantly updated with the 
insights gained by NORHED’s officers as they work through the process of thinking sustainably 
vis-à-vis their real-life projects. Sustainable development is not a goal or a process but both. And 
this needs to be reflected in NORHED’s official stance if they are to continue their noble mission 
and help higher education institutions in the South develop sustainably. 

[3] Finally, we would recommend that NORHED acknowledges more explicitly the difficulties 
of interpreting sustainable development as is voiced both by the scholarly community at large 
and by each of its officers. An integral part of what makes sustainable development useful as a 
conceptual vocabulary is the painstaking process of continually reflecting on its processes and 
assumptions while, simultaneously, delivering results. Consequently, removing a reflective 
iteration from the equation of sustainable development ultimately limits an organization’s ability 
to achieve its sustainable development goals. To be sure, the introspective task of sustainable 
development is one difficult task. And, to compound the problem, an accountable 
implementation of sustainable development is even harder work. However, if an iterative process 
is combined with an explicit account of the challenges, both practical and conceptual, that ensue 
an accountable implementation, NORHED can take up a unique and enduring role in rendering 
higher education in vulnerable parts of the world sustainable. 

Ultimately, by using these three recommendations, and especially the last one, NORHED could 
be a leader in shaping and promoting a unique role for interpreting and articulating sustainable 
development in higher education. 

6.2. Avenues for Further Research  

The issue of sustainable development in higher education, with special regard to developing 
higher education environments which face financial scarcity is byzantine. Tantalizingly, the 
amount of results that confront a researcher searching for “sustainable development AND higher 
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education” is staggering,45 and accruing with incredible velocity. Nonetheless, based on a 
database and manual survey of the latest bibliographical landscape on the issue, 46 we can 
recommend two research paths of inquiry on the issue as most salient: A) Education for 
Sustainable Development and B) Behavioral Science.  

The first research avenue is identified as education for sustainable development (ESD).47 This 
host of research endeavors focuses on finding ideas and actionable practices for making the 
views of sustainable development salient, more established, and eventually applied in higher 
education environments. As Barth (2015) comprehensively summarizes the issue, the project of 
implementing sustainability in higher education is, at its core, a furthering of the transition to 
Mode-2 research, namely, the transition of academic research and teaching to primary 
engagement with topics and not with disciplines. It involves three main levels, namely, a) 
research on the theoretical and practical sustainability issues themselves, b) the design of 
teaching and learning activities that can educate the present and future decision makers, and c) 
the organizational (management and administration) change itself as a self-reflective praxis of 
educational engagement and outreach.48  

According to this emergent research avenue, in fact, the future of developing higher education 
environments in a sustainable fashion requires further research into three main strategies of ESD: 

                                                

45 Indicatively, a perfunctory search on ProQuest (April 2019) with the terms sustainable development AND higher 
education, using Boolean truncators and filtering only for peer review returns 154,800 results.  

46 For our database searches, we have primarily used three databases: ProQuest, ERIC (Ovid), and SCOPUS and 
cross-referenced with WorldCat. This is not a bibliometric study. However, all works cited henceforth, and 
particularly the ones in Behavioral Science, are the ones that are the most frequently cited (and with the highest h-
indices) in the bibliographic landscape of human and academic development the last two decades (see e.g. 
Kahneman 2011; Thaler and Sunstein 2008, Sunstein 1996, 2008, 2011).  

47 As Higgins and Thomas 2016: 103-104 recognize, citing also Sterling and Thomas 2006, the fight for 
nomenclature around the issue of terminology and associated meanings of Education for Sustainable Development 
(ESD) is not unequivocal or settled, (as they say “we recognize the important philosophical differences that inflect 
choices of terminology”) since many studies use other terminologies for curriculum and higher education academic 
change and sustainability.   

48 Barth 2015:46 “These [three levels] are (1) research on sustainability issues, (2) learning and teaching activities to 
educate future decision makers, and (3) organizational change as self-reflexive praxis, embracing engagement 
processes and educational parameters.”   
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a) interdisciplinary collaboration for new curricula and synergies of knowledge, 49 b) constructive 
alignment of curricula, 50  and c) sustainability pedagogies. 51 To be sure, as de la Harpe and 
Thomas (2009), as well as Barth (2015), have exemplarily shown, education for sustainable 
development meets some serious resistance due to factors such as top-down directives of change, 
rewarding of independent work instead of collaboration, mindsets of competition, and search for 
fast-track success due to work overload. What is more, education for sustainable development is 
still in inchoate stages regarding the creation of a synthetic agenda that could drive the 
development of university environments to balance between both the outcomes and processes of 
sustainable development. However, more research on how enhanced, self-reflective practices for 
the creation of consensual and equitable approaches to internalizing sustainable development is 
definitely within this research horizon.  

The second, and even less explored avenue for researching pathways towards sustainable 
development stems from an empirical field referred to as behavioral science. This field of 
inquiry, broadly subsumed as the study of human judgment under conditions of scarcity (Keren 
and Wu 2015, with extensive bibliography),52 is prominently outlined in the latest World Bank’s 
Flagship Report (2015), entitled Mind, Behavior, and Society. According to this report, all the 

                                                
49 See the studies by Arnold and Civian 1997; Cullingford and Blewitt 2004; Higgins and Thomas 2016; Lattuca et 
al. 2004. Simsek and Louis 1994 consider the university as largely an “organized anarchy” and conclude that 
curricular change is possible, but would take over ten years. Kezar 2012 considers this kind of university change to 
take 10-15 years. Higgins and Thomas 2016:103 conclude that “transformational curriculum change requires time 
and effort, two resources that are in high demand within the sector. For the sustainability agenda it may be 
particularly frustrating to accept that change takes a lot of time, given the sense of urgency change agents may feel 
in response to crises such as climate change and mass extinctions… Highlighting existing links between change 
agendas and external trends, specifically economic and/or political drivers, may help speed up the change agenda”.  

50 Christie and Miller 2018: 396 summarize the different tools of aligning knowledge for sustainable development as 
follows: “Critical and holistic thinking, place-based education, role plays, stimulus activities, critical reading and 
writing, reflective accounts, group discussions and debates, field work, problem-based learning and cases studies are 
therefore often advocated for teaching ESD as they align with the epistemologies, ideologies, and pedagogies that 
support postpositivist approaches to education.” 

51 The term sustainable pedagogies is adopted by Sterling 2012; Wolbring and Burke 2013; Evans 2018 (with much 
bibliography) and it entails factors such as top-down and bottom-up learning approaches, peer-review teaching, 
informal learning, social learning, digital technology employment, problem-based learning, formative and 
summative assessment, metacognitive literacy. 

52 On this topic see also the study of Mullainathan and Shafir 2013. Also, the antecedent landmark study of Shah et 
al. 2012 is a key contribution to the scientific debate about the effects of financial scarcity on the way we develop 
and decide.  
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efforts of human and academic development by all international development agencies should 
now to be steered towards more behavioral and empirically evidenced paradigms of 
development. This behavioral path of research starts by challenging our rationality and our 
logical ability towards reaching sound judgements, deeming human behavior, in Ariely’s (2008) 
words, as “predictably irrational”.53 In fact, after the publication of several landmark studies on 
the human brain and cognition, this behavioral approach has contributed very convincing 
evidence that our mind it is hard-wired to seek shortcuts and automatic responses in order to 
achieve cognitive ease and avoid overload.54 Following this large body of empirical 
microfoundations (Mani et al. 2013; World Bank 2015: 6, 29), 55 this line of research posits that 
the attention and effort for the development of public institutions, such as universities, should be 
steered towards a better understanding of the mistakes and errors within our observed descriptive 
behaviors, not our positive intentions, goals, or plans.  

This host of behavioral science studies is applied, and it has added a significant number of new 
policy instruments and decision-making tools for developing our ways of deliberating and 
deciding. These decision-making tools are divided into two categories. The first category is 
about small and practical changes in existing patterns of behavior. This line of such decision-
making tools, which are either inexpensive or free, include small interventions such as changing 
the timing of a process, labelling something differently, simplifying the steps for a service, 
offering reminders, and have been identified as keys towards steering any envisioned 

                                                

53 See also the landmark studies of Banaji and Greenwald 2013; Kahneman 2011; and most recently Keren and Wu 
2015, with extensive bibliography.  

54 The landmark experimental approach to the limits attention and effort started first with Davidson et al. 1957 (a 
philosopher, a mathematician, and a psychologist sat down to understand how to assess utility from a 
methodological and experimental point of view, designing a few short experiments), and then mainly with 
Kahneman 1973, who studied vision, and particularly, the way the pupil of the eye (“the window to the soul”, 
1973:5) dilates according to the amount of effort or attention the subject pays to something. From the very study of 
the finiteness of human cognition and sight boomed the entire field of judgement and decision-making. For a recent 
overview of the debate and an articulation of the experimental basis see Dhami 2016; Zull 2011. For a recent 
experimental outline of the practical policy tools from focusing on actions rather than actions see iNudgeyou 2014. 
For potential moorings towards a more behavioral approach (with cognitive foundations) on education see Zull 2011 
and the philosophical discussion of Davidson 2008.  

55 World Bank 2015: 6. “It builds on a large body of empirical evidence—microlevel evidence from across the 
behavioral and social sciences.” World Bank 2015: 29 “Confronted with the mounting empirical evidence on large 
and costly errors that people often make in critical choices.” 



 
74 

development practices to the direction of becoming more internalized, and eventually more 
successful (see e.g. Basu 2010; Jackson 2017; Moore 2015; Nagatsu 2015; Levy and Fukuyama 
2010; Sumner and Glennie 2015; Thaler and Sunstein 2008). The ultimate purpose of these 
practical tools is, in a word, simplification.56 However, the tools of behavioral science for 
development do not stop with simplification. Rather, this line of research has also offered tools 
and new research results for understanding, cognizing, and incrementally overcoming our biases 
and blindspots in our decisions, when things persistently defy simplification. Further case in 
point, as perhaps the most decisive study in collecting debiasing techniques (Soll et al. 2015; in 
part reflected also on World Bank 2015: 32) has made manifest, existing techniques in debiasing 
under complexity abound: tempering optimism,57 harnessing the wisdom of crowds, splitting 
questions in parts, modifying choice environments with choice architecture by promoting the 
agreed optimal goal, increasing social norms of accountability, activating a latent social norm, 
reducing the salience of a stigmatized identity, encouraging future-focused thinking, and crafting 
pre-commitment devises are some of the most dominant techniques in the new artillery of 
enhancing development decisions through behavioral science. And, in that respect, behavioral 
science makes manifest new ways for developing our actions and our way of thinking in order to 
account more for the long-term,58 as “an iterative process of discovery” (World Bank 2015: 18) 
which parses and draws attention to the steps of an observed process, while also delivering 
tangible outcomes. 59   

                                                
56 The technical term is “reduction of cognitive load in existing decision-making settings”, see Plass et al. 2010. For 
the notion of simplicity as a guiding tool for better development see Sunstein 2013, 2015 (with extensive 
bibliographies).    

57 On this issue of optimism, perhaps the most acclaimed bias towards decision-making under conditions of financial 
scarcity see Sharot 2012. The classical study of Simon 1983 is also an important contribution in that direction.  

58 To remind ourselves of Thaler and Shefrin (1981: 392), a “farsighted planner” and a “myopic doer” inhere in all 
of us, but in deep conflict. 

59 World Bank 2015: 18 “Moreover, similar challenges can have different underlying causes; solutions to a 
challenge in one context may not work in another. As a result, development practice requires an iterative process of 
discovery and learning (underlining ours). Multiple psychological and social factors can affect whether a policy 
succeeds; while some of these may be known before implementation, some will not be. This means that an iterative 
process of learning is needed, which in turn implies spreading resources (time, money, and expertise) over several 
cycles of design, implementation, and evaluation.” 
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This new line of research on development, and the effectiveness of its tools, has a very strong 
evidentiary backbone.60 However, this body of evidence, and the experimental results that 
underpin it, are as of yet not connected with the vocabulary of sustainable development in 
general, or higher education development in particular. The World Bank (2015), in fact, never 
makes the connection between the new, empirical, and sophisticated tools of development and 
the conceptual vocabulary of sustainable development. This is a missed research opportunity to 
which scholars will, hopefully, contribute in the near future, in order to render environments of 
public interest, such as those of higher education, more deliberative, reflexive, and, ultimately, 
sustainable.    

  

                                                
60 The most comprehensive bibliographies on this issue come from three sources: Dhami 2016; Keren and Wu 2015; 
and World Bank 2015. Dhami 2016 includes about 200 pages listing experimental results in applied decision-
making settings towards development. Sunstein 2017 offers a rich bird’s eye view on the new advances of the debate 
on human development. Interesting affinities with this research programme are shown in Neumann 1991, 2012. 
However, more research on this topic is forthcoming.  



 
76 

Works Cited 
Documents Used for Documentary Analysis 

Norad. 2009. “Evaluation of the Norwegian Program for Development, Research and Education 
(NUFU) and of Norad’s Program for Master Studies (NOMA).” Oslo: Norad. 
Accessed March 2019. https://norad.no/globalassets/import-
216201580434am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/evaluation-of-the-
norwegian-programme-for-development-research-and-education-nufu-and-of-norads-
programme-for-master-studies-noma.pdf. 
 

———. 2011. “Grant Scheme Rules for Support for Capacity Building within Research and 
Higher Education.” Accessed March 2019. 
https://news.mak.ac.ug/sites/default/files/downloads/NORHED-Grant-scheme-rules.pdf. 
 

———. 2012. “A Presentation of NORHED: The Norwegian Programme for Capacity-Building  
in Higher Education and Research for Development.” (Drafted by SiO). Accessed March 
2019. https://w2.uib.no/filearchive/a-presentation-of-norhed-150113.pdf. 
 

———. 2013a. “Annual Report 2013: Evaluation of Norwegian Development Cooperation.” 
Accessed March 2019. https://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-
am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/evalueringsavdelingens-filer/annual-report-2013-
evaluation-of-norwegian-development-cooperation.pdf. 

  
———. 2013b. “Unintended Effects in Evaluations of Norwegian Aid (2013).” Accessed March 

2019. 
https://evalueringsportalen.no/evaluering/unintended-effects-in-evaluations-of-
norwegian-aid-a-desk-
study/Unintended%20Effects%20in%20Evaluations%20of%20Norwegian%20Aid.pdf/@
@inline. 
  

———. 2013c. “NORHED Evaluation Procedures.” Accessed March 2019. 
https://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-
ny/filarkiv/NORHED/NORHED-evaluation-procedures-.pdf. 

  
———. 2014a. “Standard Indicators for the NORHED Programme.” Accessed March 2019. 

https://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-
ny/filarkiv/ NORHED/standard-indicators-NORHED.pdf. 

  
———. 2014b. “Can We Demonstrate the Difference that Norwegian Aid Makes? Evaluation of 

Results Measurement and How This Can Be Improved.” Accessed March 2019.  
https://www.enterprise-development.org/wp-content/uploads/Can-We-Demonstrate-the-
Difference-that-Norwegian-Aid-Makes.pdf. 

  
———. 2014c. “Evaluation Series of NORHED Higher Education and Research for 

Development: Theory of Change and Evaluation Methods.” Accessed March 2019. 
https://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-



 
77 

ny/filarkiv/evalueringsavdelingens-filer/evaluation-series-of-NORHED_theory-of-
change-and-evaluation-methods.pdf. 

  
———. 2015a. “A Presentation of NORHED: The Norwegian Programme for Capacity- 

Building in Higher Education and Research for Development.” Accessed March 2019. 
https://www.norad.no/globalassets/filer-2015/tilskudd/NORHED/a-presentation-of-
NORHED.pdf. 

  
———. 2015b. “The Norwegian Programme for Capacity Development in Higher Education 

and Research for Development: Results 2015.” Accessed March 2019. 
https://norad.no/contentassets/9f4bd12c3a8a43df9c7a4fcdb8ddcc58/norhed---the-
norwegian-programme-for-capacity-development-in-higher-education-and-research-for-
development-results-2015.pdf. 

  
———. 2015c. “Evaluation Series of NORHED: Evaluability Study.” Accessed March 2019. 

https://www.norad.no/globalassets/publikasjoner/publikasjoner-2015-
/evaluering/evaluation-series-of-NORHED_evaluability-study.pdf. 

  
———. 2015d. “Evaluation of Norwegian Support to Capacity Development.” Accessed March 

2019. 
https://www.norad.no/contentassets/fb8698c4e5b1449c81d0328a99c28813/evaluation-
of-norwegian-support-to-capacity-development.pdf. 

  
———. 2016a. “Rising to the Challenge Results of Norwegian Education Aid 2013–2016.” 

Accessed March 2019. 
https://www.norad.no/globalassets/publikasjoner/publikasjoner-2017/utdanning-rising-to-
the-challenge/rising-to-the-challenge---results-of-norwegian-education-aid-2013-
2016.pdf. 

  
———. 2016b. “Kunnskap for Utvikling: Norads strategi mot 2020.” Accessed March 2019. 

https://norad.no/contentassets/75367fbebb9849329da9fb7d7847c59c/kunnskap-for-
utvikling---norads-strategi-mot-2020.pdf. 
 

———. 2016c. “The Norwegian Programme for Capacity Development in Higher Education 
and Research for Development: Results 2014.” Accessed March 2019. 
https://www.norad.no/contentassets/9f4bd12c3a8a43df9c7a4fcdb8ddcc58/NORHED---
the-norwegian-programme-for-capacity-development-in-higher-education-and-research-
for-development-results-2015.pdf. 

  
———. 2017a. “Guide to Norwegian Aid Management.” Accessed March 2019.          

https://norad.no/contentassets/100145b291fc4aad87dd5b23693c9b42/guide-to-
norwegian-aid-management-2017.pdf. 
 

———. 2017b. “Annual Report 2016/2017. Evaluation of Norwegian Development 
Cooperation: Prerequisites for Learning.” Accessed March 2019. 
https://www.norad.no/contentassets/f295874db2994d0e9e00b2b062c82bec/prerequisites-
for-learning_annual_report_2016-17.pdf. 

  



 
78 

———. 2018. “Technopolis: Mid-Term Review of the Norwegian Programme for Capacity  
Development in Higher Education and Research for Development (NORHED): Norad 
Collected Reviews 03/2018.” Accessed March 2019. 
https://www.norad.no/globalassets/publikasjoner/publikasjoner-2018/norad-collected-
reviews/mid-term-review-of-the-norwegian-programme-for-capacity-development-in-
higher-education-and-research-for-development-NORHED.pdf. 

  
Norad and Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 2008. Results Management in Norwegian  

Development Cooperation: A Practical Guide. Accessed March 2019. 
https://norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-
ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/results-management-in-norwegian-development-
cooperation.pdf. 
 

Norad and SiU. 2011. “NORHED: Norwegian Programme for Capacity Building in Higher 
Education and Research for Development.” Accessed March 2019.  
https://w2.uib.no/filearchive/2500-NORHED-faktaark_endelig.pdf. 

  
  
Secondary Works Cited 

  
Adorno, Theodor W., and Max Horkheimer. 2016. Dialectic of Enlightenment. London: Verso. 
  
Adriansen, Hanne Kirstine, Lene Møller Madsen, and Stig Jensen. 2017. Higher Education and 

Capacity Building in Africa: The Geography and Power of Knowledge under Changing 
Conditions. London and New York: Routledge. 

  
Alexander, John M. 2016. Capabilities and Social Justice: The Political Philosophy of Amartya 

Sen and Martha Nussbaum. London and New York: Routledge. 
  
Altbach, Philip G. 2013. “Advancing the National and Global Knowledge Economy: The Role of 

Research Universities in Developing Countries.” Studies in Higher Education 38 (3): 
316–330. 

  
———. 2016. Global Perspectives on Higher Education. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 

University Press. 
  
Alvesson, Mats, and Kaj Sköldberg. 2018. Reflexive Methodology: New Vistas for Qualitative 

Research. 2nd edition. London and Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
 
Angen, Maureen Jane. 2000. “Evaluating Interpretive Inquiry: Reviewing the Validity Debate  

and Opening the Dialogue.” Qualitative Health Research 10 (3): 378–395. 
 
Ariely, Dan. 2008. Predictably Irrational: The Hidden Forces That Shape Our Decisions. New  

York: Harper Perennial. 
 
Arnold, Gordon, and Janet T. Civian. 1997. “The Ecology of General Education  

Reform.” Change 29 (4): 18–23. 
 



 
79 

Arrow, Kenneth J. 1973. “Higher Education as a Filter.” Journal of Public Economics 2 (3): 
193–216. 

  
Arrow, Kenneth Joseph, Samuel Bowles, and Steven N. Durlauf. 2000. Meritocracy and 

Economic Inequality. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
  
Asongu, Simplice. 2016. “Reinventing Foreign Aid for Inclusive and Sustainable Development: 

Kuznets, Piketty and the Great Policy Reversal.” Journal of Economic Surveys 30 (4): 
736–755. 

  
Atkinson, Giles. 1999. Measuring Sustainable Development: Macroeconomics and the 

Environment. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 
  
Atkinson, Paul. A., and Amanda Coffey. 1997. “Analysing Documentary Realities.” In 

Qualitative Research: Theory, Method and Practice, Edited by David Silverman, 45–62. 
London: Sage. 

  
Baker-Shelley, Alex, Annemarie van Zeijl-Rozema, and Pim Martens. 2017. “A Conceptual 

Synthesis of Organisational Transformation: How to Diagnose, and Navigate, Pathways 
for Sustainability at Universities?” Journal of Cleaner Production 145: 262–276. 

  
Banaji, Mahzarin R., and Anthony G. Greenwald. 2013. Blindspot: Hidden Biases of Good 

People. New York: Delacorte. 
  
Banerjee, Abhijit. 2007. Making Aid Work. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
  
Banerjee, Subhabrata. 2003. “Who Sustains Whose Development? Sustainable Development and 

the Reinvention of Nature.” Organization Studies 24 (1): 143–180. 
  
Barr, Nicholas. 2004. “Higher Education Funding.” Oxford Review of Economic Policy 20 (2): 

264–283. 
  
Barth, Matthias. 2013. “Many Roads Lead to Sustainability: A Process-Oriented Analysis of 

Change in Higher Education.” International Journal of Sustainability in Higher 
Education 14 (2): 160–175. 

  
———. 2015. Implementing Sustainability in Higher Education: Learning in an Age of 

Transformation. New York: Routledge. 
  
Barth, Matthias, Gerd Michelsen, Marco Rieckmann, and Ian Thomas. 2018. Routledge 

Handbook of Higher Education for Sustainable Development. London and New York: 
Routledge. 

  
Bastedo, Michael N., ed. 2015. The Organization of Higher Education: Managing Colleges for 

a New Era. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 
  
Basu, Kaushik. 2010. Beyond the Invisible Hand: Groundwork for a New Economics. Princeton: 

Princeton University Press. 



 
80 

Battilana, Julie, and Tiziana Casciaro. 2012. “Change Agents, Networks, and Institutions: A  
Contingency Theory of Organizational Change.” Academy of Management Journal 55 
(2): 381–398. 

 
Beaulieu, Anne, Scharnhorst, Andreas, and Wouters, Paul. 2007. “Not Another Case Study: A 

Middle-Range Interrogation of Ethnographic Case Studies in the Exploration of E-
Science.” Science, Technology, and Human Values 32 (6): 672–692. 

  
Becher, Tony, and Paul Trowler. 2011. Academic Tribes and Territories: Intellectual Enquiry 

and the Culture of Disciplines. Philadelphia: Open University Press. 
 
Becker, Egon, and Thomas Jahn. 1999. Sustainability and the Social Sciences: A Cross- 

Disciplinary Approach to Integrating Environmental Considerations into Theoretical 
Reorientation. London: Zed Books. 
 

Becker, Gary. 1964. Human Capital: A Theoretical and Empirical Analysis with Special 
Reference to Education. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

 
Benhabib, Jess, and Mark Spiegel. 1994. “The Role of Human Capital in Economic 

Development: Evidence from Aggregate Cross-country Data.” Journal of Monetary 
Economics 34: 143–174. 
  

Beynaghi, Ali, Gregory Trencher, Fathollah Moztarzadeh, Masoud Mozafari, Reza Maknoon, 
and Walter Leal Filho. 2016. “Future Sustainability Scenarios for Universities: Moving 
Beyond the United Nations Decade of Education for Sustainable Development.” Journal 
of Cleaner Production 112: 3464–3478. 

  
Birnbaum, Robert. 1988. How Colleges Work: The Cybernetics of Academic Organization and 

Leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
  
Blaug, Mark. 1978. Economics of Education: A Selected Annotated Bibliography. 3rd edition. 

Oxford: Pergamon Press. 
  
Bondeson, Ulla. 2017. Nordic Moral Climates: Value Continuities and Discontinuities in 

Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden. Abingdon: Routledge. 
  
Borges, Jorge-Luis. 1990. Lesen ist denken mit fremdem Gehirn: Gespräche über Bücher and 

Borges. Edited by Osvaldo Ferrari. Zurich: Arche Verlag. 
 

Borowy, Iris. 2014. Defining Sustainable Development for our Common Future: A History of the  
World Commission on Environment and Development (Brundtland 
Commission). Abington: Routledge.  

 
Bosselmann, Klaus. 2001. “University and Sustainability: Compatible Agendas?” Educational 

Philosophy and Theory 33 (2): 167–186. 
  
Bourdieu, Pierre, and Jean-Claude Passeron. 1970. La Reproduction: Éléments pour une théorie 

du système d’enseignement. Paris: Les Éditions de Minuit. 



 
81 

Bovard, James. 1986. The Continuing Failure of Foreign Aid. Washington, DC: Cato Institute. 
 
Bowen, Glenn A. 2009. “Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method.” Qualitative 

Research Journal 9 (2): 27–40. 
  
Breidlid, Anders. 2013. Education, Indigenous Knowledges, and Development in the Global 

South: Contesting Knowledges for a Sustainable Future. London and New York: 
 Routledge. 
  
Brewer, Anthony. 2013. The Making of the Classical Theory of Economic Growth. London and  
 New York: Routledge. 
  
Brinkerhoff, Derick W., and Peter J. Morgan. 2010. “Capacity and Capacity Development: 

Coping with Complexity.” Public Administration and Development 30 (1): 2–10. 
  
Brunsson, Nils. 2000. The Irrational Organisation. Stockholm: Fakbogforlaget.  
 
———. 2017. Reform as Routine: Organizational Change and Stability in the Modern World.  

Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
 
Bryman, Alan. 2011. Social Research Methods. 4th Edition. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. 
  
Burke, Josheph. 2002. Funding Public Colleges and Universities for Performance. New York: 

State University of New York Press. 
  
Busch, Lawrence. 2017. Knowledge for Sale: The Neoliberal Takeover of Higher Education.  

Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.  
 
Butler-Kisber, Lynn. 2018. Qualitative Inquiry: Thematic, Narrative and Arts-Based  
 Perspectives. Los Angeles: Sage.  
 
Cantwell, Brendan, Ilkka Kauppinen, and Sheila Slaughther. 2014. Academic Capitalism in the  

Age of Globalization. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 
 
Caradonna, Jeremy. 2014. Sustainability: A History. New York and Oxford: Oxford University  
 Press. 
  
———. 2018. Routledge Handbook of the History of Sustainability. Abingdon, Oxon, and New 

York: Routledge. 
  
Carayannis, Elias G., and David F.J. Campbell. 2010. “Triple Helix, Quadruple Helix and 

Quintuple Helix and How Do Knowledge, Innovation and the Environment Relate to 
Each Other? A Proposed Framework for a Transdisciplinary Analysis of Sustainable 
Development and Social Ecology.” International Journal of Social Ecology and 
Sustainable Development 1 (1): 41–69. 

  
Carey, Martha Ann, and Jo-Ellen Asbury. 2016. Focus Group Research. London and New York: 

Routledge.  



 
82 

Castells, Manuel. 1993. “The University System: Engine of Development in The New World 
Economy.” In Improving higher education in developing countries, edited by Angela 
Ransom, S. M Khoon and V. Selvratnam, 65–80. Washington, DC: World Bank. 

  
———. 2001. “Universities as Dynamic Systems of Contradictory Functions.” In 

Challenges of Globalisation: South African Debates with Manuel Castells. Edited by 
Johan Muller, Nico Cloete, and Shireen Badat, 206–223. Cape Town: Maskew Miller 
Longman. 

  
Cave, Martin, Stephen Hanney, and Maurice Kogan. 1991. The Use of Performance Indicators in  

Higher Education: A Critical Analysis of Developing Practice. London: Jessica Kingsley 
Publishers. 

 
Chang, Ha-Joon. 2006. Rethinking Development Economics. London: Anthem Press. 
  
Chirban, John T. 1996. Interviewing in Depth: The Interactive Relational Approach. Thousand 

Oaks: Sage. 
  
Choi, Syngjoo, Shachar Kariv, Wieland Müller, and Dan Silverman. 2014. “Who Is (More) 

Rational?” American Economic Review 104 (6): 1518–1550. 
  
Christensen, Tom, and Åse Gornitzka. 2017. “Reputation Management in Complex  

Environments—A Comparative Study of University Organizations.” Higher Education 
Policy 30 (1): 123–140. 

 
Christie, Belinda A. and Kelly K. Miller. 2018. “Academic’s Opinions and Practices of 

Education for Sustainable Development: Reflections on a Nation-Wide, Mixed-Methods, 
and Multidisciplinary Study.” In Barth et al. 2018, 396–410. 

  
Christie, Belinda A., Kelly K. Miller, Raylene Cooke, and John G. White. 2015. “Environmental 

Sustainability in Higher Education: What Do Academics Think?” Environmental 
Education Research 21 (5): 655–686. 
 

Cloete, Nico, and Ian Bunting. 2013. Strengthening Knowledge Production in Universities: Five 
South African Case Studies. Paris: OECD. 

  
Cloete, Nico, Peter Maassen, Richard Fehnel, Teboho Moja, and Trish Gibbon. 2007. 

Transformation in Higher Education: Global Pressures and Local Realities. Dodrecht: 
Springer Verlag. 

  
Cloete, Nico, and Teboho Moja. 2005. “Transformation Tensions in Higher Education: 

Equity, Efficiency, and Development.” Social Research: An International Quarterly 72 
(3): 693–722. 

  
Clugston, Richard M., and Wynn Calder. 1999. “Critical Dimensions of Sustainability in Higher 

Education.” In Sustainability and University Life: Environmental Education, 
Communication and Sustainability, edited by Walter Leal Filho, 1–15. Frankfurt am 
Main: Peter Lang. 



 
83 

Conway, Gordon R. 1987. “The Properties of Agroecosystems.” Agricultural Systems 24 (2): 
95–117. 

  
Costa, Albert, Alice Foucart, Inbal Arnon, Melina Aparici, and Jose Apesteguia. 2014. “‘Piensa’ 

Twice: On the Foreign Language Effect in Decision Making.” Cognition 130: 236–254. 
  
Creswell, John W. 2007. Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among Five  

Traditions. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
 
Crost, Benjamin, Joseph Felter, and Patrick Johnston. 2014. “Aid under Fire: Development 

Projects and Civil Conflict.” The American Economic Review 104 (6): 1833–1856. 
  
Cullingford, Cedric, and John Blewitt. 2004. The Sustainability Curriculum: The Challenge for 

Higher Education. London: Earthscan. 
  
Curran, Mary Ann. 2009. “Wrapping Our Brains around Sustainability.” Sustainability 1: 5–13. 
  
Curren, Randall. 2009. “Education for Sustainable Development: A Philosophical 

Assessment.” Impact 2009 (18): 1–68. 
  
Currie-Alder, Bruce. 2016. “The State of Development Studies: Origins, Evolution and 

Prospects.” Canadian Journal of Development Studies / Revue Canadienne d’Études du 
Développement 37 (1): 5–26. 

  
Currie-Alder, Bruce, Ravi Kanbur, David M. Malone, and Rohinton Medhora, eds.  

2014. International Development: Ideas, Experience, and Prospects. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 

  
Daskalakis, Constantinos, Paul W. Goldberg, and Christos H. Papadimitriou. 2009. “The 

Complexity of Computing a Nash Equilibrium.” SIAM Journal on Computing 39 (1): 
195–259. 
  

Davidson, Donald. 2008. Truth and Predication. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Belknap Press. 
 
Davidson, Donald, Patrick Suppes, and Sidney Siegel. 1957. Decision Making: An Experimental  

Approach. Westport: Greenwood Press. 
 
De la Harpe, Barbara, and Ian Thomas. 2009. “Curriculum Change in Universities: Conditions  

that Facilitate Education for Sustainable Development.” Journal of Education for 
Sustainable Development 3 (1): 75–85. 

 
Dennis, Barbara, Lucinda Carspecken, and Phil Francis Carspecken, eds. 2013. Qualitative 

Research: A Reader in Philosophy, Core Concepts, and Practice. New York: Peter Lang. 
  
Denzin, Norman K. 1994. “Romancing the Text: The Qualitative Researcher-Writer-as- 

Bricoleur,” Bulletin of the Council for Research in Music Education (122): 15–30. 
  
Denzin, Norman K., and Michael D. Giardina. 2008. Qualitative Inquiry and the Politics of  



 
84 

Evidence. Walnut Creek: Left Coast Press. 
  
——, eds. 2015. Qualitative Inquiry—Past, Present and Future: A Critical Reader. London and  
 New York: Routledge. 
  
Derrida, Jacques. 1985. “Des Tours de Babel.” In Difference in Translation, edited by Joseph F. 

Graham, 165–248. Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press. 
  
Dhami, Sanjit. 2016. The Foundations of Behavioral Economic Analysis. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 
  
Diefenbach, Thomas. 2009. “Are Case Studies More Than Sophisticated Storytelling?: 

Methodological Problems of Qualitative Empirical Research Mainly Based on Semi- 
Structured Interviews”. Quality and Quantity 43 (6): 875–894. 

  
Dijkstra, Geske. 2005. “The PRSP Approach and the Illusion of Improved Aid Effectiveness: 

Lessons from Bolivia, Honduras and Nicaragua.” Development Policy Review 23: 443–
464. 

  
Djankov, Simeon, José García Montalvo, and Marta Reynal-Querol. 2008. “The Curse of Aid.” 

Journal of Economic Growth 13 (3): 169–194. 
  
Dodds, Felix, Jorge Laguna Celis, and Elizabeth Thompson. 2014. From Rio+20 to a New 

Development Agenda: Building a Bridge to a Sustainable Future. London and New  
York: Routledge. 

  
Dougherty, Kevin James, Sosanya M. Jones, Hana Lahr, Rebecca S. Natow, Lara Pheatt, and  

Vikash Reddy. 2016. Performance Funding for Higher Education. Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University Press 
 

Dougherty, Kevin J., and Rebecca S. Natow. 2015. Politics of Performance Funding for Higher  
Education Origins, Discontinuations, and Transformations. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
University Press. 

 
Dryzek, John S. 2013. The Politics of the Earth: Environmental Discourses. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 
  
Easterly, William. 2001. The Elusive Quest for Growth: Economists’ Adventures and 

Misadventures in The Tropics. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
  
———. 2002. “Cartel of Good Intentions.” Center for Global Development Working Paper 4.  
 Accessed 1 April 2018. www.cgdev.org/content/publications/detail/2786/. 
  
———. 2003. “Can Foreign Aid Buy Growth?” Journal of Economic Perspectives 17: 23–48. 
  
———. 2006a. “Why Doesn’t Aid Work?” (web article). Cato Unbound, 4 February. Accessed  
 April 2018. 
 http://www.cato-unbound.org/2006/04/02/william-easterly/why-doesnt-aid work. 



 
85 

———. 2006b. The White Man’s Burden: Why the West’s Efforts To Aid the Rest Have Done So  
 Much Ill and So Little Good. New York: Penguin Press. 
  
———, ed. 2008. Reinventing Foreign Aid. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
  
Eco, Umberto. 1981. “The Theory of Signs and the Role of the Reader.” The Bulletin of the 

Midwest Modern Language Association 14 (1): 35–45. 
  
Edwards, Andres R. 2015. The Sustainability Revolution: Portrait of a Paradigm Shift. Gabriola 

Island: New Society Publishers. 
  
Elster, Jon. 1984. Ulysses and the Sirens: Studies in Rationality and Irrationality. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 
  
———. 1989. The Cement of Society. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
  
———. 2015. Explaining Social Behavior: More Nuts and Bolts for the Social Sciences. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
  
———. 2016. Sour Grapes: Studies in the Subversion of Rationality. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 
  
Espeland, Wendy N., and Michael Sauder. 2007. “Rankings and Reactivity: How Public 

Measures Recreate Social Worlds.” American Journal of Sociology 113 (1): 1–40. 
  
———. 2016. Engines of Anxiety: Academic Rankings, Reputation, and Accountability. New 

York: Russell Sage Foundation. 
  
Esteva, Gustavo, 1992. “Development.” In The Development Dictionary: A Guide to Knowledge 

as Power, edited by W. Sachs, 6–25. London: Zed Books. 
  
Evans, Christina, and Leonard Holmes. 2013. Re-Tayloring Management: Scientific 

Management a Century On. Farnham: Routledge. 
  
Evans, Neus. 2018. “Implementing Education for Sustainability in Higher Education through 

Student-Centered Pedagogies.” In Barth et al. 2018, 445–461. 
  
Fadeeva, Zinaida, Laima Galkute, Clemens Mader, and Geoff Scott. 2014. Sustainable 

Development and Quality Assurance in Higher Education. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 
  
Fairtrade Foundation. 2015. Delivering the Sustainable Development Goals through Trade—A 

Five-Point Agenda for Policy Coherence. London: Fairtrade Foundation. 
  
Festinger, Leon. 2009. A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance. Stanford: Stanford University  

Press. 
 
Feyerabend, Paul. 2010. Against Method. 4th edition. London: Verso. 
  



 
86 

Figueiro, Paola S., and Emmanuel Raufflet. 2015. “Sustainability in Higher Education: A 
Systematic Review with Focus on Management Education.” Journal of Cleaner 
Production 106: 22–33. 

 
Fitch, Kristine L., and Robert E. Sanders. 1994. “Culture, Communication, and Preferences for  

Directness in Expression of Directives”. Communication Theory 4 (3): 219-245. 
 
Flyvbjerg, Bent. 2006. “Five Misunderstandings about Case Study Research.” Qualitative  
 Inquiry 12 (2): 219–245. 
  
———. 2011. “Case Study.” In The Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research, 4th edition, edited  
 by Norman K. Denzin and Yvonna S. Lincoln, 301–316. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
  
Foucault, Michel. 1977. Discipline and Punish. London: Allen Lane. 
  
Friedman, Milton. 1953. The Methodology of Positive Economics. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 
  
Furnham, Adrian, and Joseph Marks. 2013. “Tolerance of Ambiguity: A Review of the 

Recent Literature.” Psychology 4 (9): 717–728. 
  
Gary, Susan N. 2010. “The Problems with Donor Intent: Interpretation, Enforcement, and Doing 

the Right Thing.” Chicago-Kent Law Review 85 (3): 977–1044. 
  
Gerring, John. 2012. Social Science Methodology: A Unified Framework. 2nd edition.  
 Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
  
———. 2017. Case Study Research: Principles and Practices. Cambridge: Cambridge  

University Press. 
 
Gibbs, Graham. 2018. Analyzing Qualitative Data. Los Angeles: Sage Publications.  
 
Giusepponi, Katia, and Ernesto Tavoletti. 2018. “Vision and Mission Statements in Italian  

Universities: Results of an Empirical Investigation on Strategic Orientation.” Journal of 
the Knowledge Economy 9 (1): 301–328. 

 
Göpel, Maja. 2016. The Great Mindshift: How a New Economic Paradigm and Sustainability  

Transformations Go Hand in Hand. Cham: Springer International. 
 

Gomm, Roger, Martyn Hammersley, and Peter Foster. 2000. Case Study Method: Key Issues, 
Key Texts. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 
Gorden, Raymond L. 1956. “Dimensions of the Depth Interview.” American Journal of 

Sociology 62 (2): 158–164. 
  
Green, Donald P. 1996. Pathologies of Rational Choice Theory: A Critique of Applications in 

Political Science. New Haven and London: Yale University Press. 
  



 
87 

Greenwald, Bruce, and Joseph Stiglitz. 1986. “Externalities in Economies with Imperfect 
Information and Incomplete Markets.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 101 (2): 229–
264. 

  
Grober, Ulrich. 2007. Deep Roots: A Conceptual History of “Sustainable Development” 

(Nachhaltigkeit). Berlin: Wissenschaftzentrum Berlin für Sozialforschung. 
  
Grober, Ulrich, and Ray Cunningham. 2012. Sustainability: A Cultural History. Devon: Green 

Books. 
  
Guba, Egon G., and Yvonna S. Lincoln. 2005. “Paradigmatic Controversies, Contradictions, and  

Emerging Confluences.” In Handbook of Qualitative Research, 3rd edition, edited by 
Norman Denzin and Yvonna S. Lincoln, 191–215. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

  
Gubrium, Jaber. F. 2013. The Sage Handbook of Interview Research: The Complexity of the  

Craft. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
  
Guillaumont, Patrick, and Lisa Chauvet. 2001. “Aid and Performance: A Reassessment.” Journal  

of Development Studies 37: 66–92. 
  
Guimezanes, Marie. 2015. “An Inquiry into the Life and Death of Indicators: The Case of the  

Aid Effectiveness Regime.” International Organizations Law Review 12 (1): 116–145. 
  
Halpern, Joseph Y. 2003. Reasoning About Uncertainty. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
  
Halvorsen, Tor, and Jorun Nossum. 2017. North-South Knowledge Networks: Towards Equitable  

Collaboration Between Academics, Donors and Universities. Cape Town/Bergen: 
African Minds.   

  
Hamel, Jacques. 1993. Case Study Methods. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
  
Hammond, K. R., C. J. Hursch, and F. J. Todd. 1964. “Analyzing the Components of Clinical 

Inference.” Psychological Review 71: 438–456. 
  
Hák, Tomáš, Svatava Janoušková, and Bedřich Moldan. 2016. “Sustainable Development Goals:  

A Need for Relevant Indicators.” Ecological Indicators 60: 565–573. 
 
Haq, Mahbub ul. 1976. The Poverty Curtain: Choices for the Third World. New York: Columbia  

University Press. 
  
———. 1995. Reflections on Human Development. Oxford and New York: Oxford University  
 Press. 
  
Hartley, David. 1995. “The ‘McDonaldization’ of Higher Education: Food for Thought?” Oxford 

Review of Education 21 (4): 409–423. 
  
Hayakawa, Sayuri, Albert Costa, Alice Foucart, and Boaz Keysar. 2016. “Using a Foreign 

Language Changes Our Choices.” Trends in Cognitive Sciences 20 (11): 791–793. 



 
88 

Hegarty, Kathryn. 2008. “Shaping the Self to Sustain the Other: Mapping Impacts of Academic 
Identity in Education for Sustainability.” Environmental Education Research 14 (6): 
681–692. 

  
Heinberg, Richard. 2012. The End of Growth: Adapting to Our New Economic Reality. Gabriola 

Island: New Society Publishers. 
  
Heinberg, Richard, and Daniel Lerch. 2010. The Post Carbon Reader: Managing The 21st 

Century’s Sustainability Crises. Healdsburg: Watershed Media. 
  
Heugens, Pursey, and Michel.W. Lander. 2009. “Structure! Agency! (and Other Quarrels): A  

Meta-analysis of Institutional Theories of Organization." Academy of Management 
Journal 52 (1): 61–86. 

 
Higgins, Blanche, and Ian Thomas. 2016. “Education for Sustainability in Universities: 

Challenges and Opportunities for Change.” Australian Journal of Environmental 
Education 32 (1): 91–108. 

  
Hjorth, Peder, and Ali Bagheri. 2006. “Navigating Towards Sustainable Development: A System 

Dynamics Approach.” Futures 38 (1): 74–92. 
  
Hobart, Mark, ed. 1993. An Anthropological Critique of Development: The Growth of Ignorance. 

London: Routledge. 
  
Hoff, Karla, and Joseph Stiglitz. 2010. “Equilibrium Fictions: A Cognitive Approach to Societal 

Rigidity.” American Economic Review 100: 141–146. 
  
Hollis, Martin. 2010. The Philosophy of Social Science: An Introduction. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 
  
———. 2011. Cunning of Reason. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  
  
Hollis, Martin, and Edward J. Nell. 2006. Rational Economic Man: A Philosophical 

Critique of Neo-Classical Economics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
  
Horsthemke, Kai. 2009. “The South African Higher Education Transformation Debate: Culture, 

Identity and ‘African Ways of Knowing’.” London Review of Education 7 (1): 3–15. 
  
Ihlen, Øyvind, and Juliet Roper. 2014. “Corporate Reports on Sustainability and Sustainable  

Development: ‘We Have Arrived’ Corporate Reports.” Sustainable Development 22 (1): 
42–51. 

 
iNudgeyou. 2014. “When Prescription Works Better than Proscription” (weblog). February 10. 

Accessed April 2018. http://inudgeyou.com/when-prescription-works-better-than-
proscription/. 

  
Isenman, Paul, and Alexander Shakow. 2010. “Donor Schizophrenia and Aid Effectiveness: The 

Role of Global Funds.” IDS Practice Papers 2010 (5): 1–31. 



 
89 

Jackson, Tim. 2017. Prosperity without Growth: Foundations for the Economy of Tomorrow. 
2nd edition. London: Routledge. 

  
Jacques, Peter. 2015. Sustainability: The Basics. Abingdon and New York: Routledge. 
  
Kahneman, Daniel. 1973. Attention and Effort. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall. 
 
———. 1994. “New Challenges to the Rationality Assumption.” Journal of 

Institutional and Theoretical Economics 150 (1): 18–36. 
  
———. 2000. “A Psychological Point of View: Violations of Rational Rules as a Diagnostic of 
Mental Processes.” Behavioral and Brain Sciences 23 (5): 681–683. 
  
———. 2003. “Maps of Bounded Rationality: Psychology for Behavioral Economics.” 
American Economic Review 93 (5): 1449–1475. 
  
———. 2011. Thinking, Fast and Slow. New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux. 
  
Kahneman, Daniel, and Dan Lovallo. 1993. “Timid Choices and Bold Forecasts: A Cognitive 

Perspective on Risk Taking.” Management Science 39 (1): 17–31. 
  
Kahneman, Daniel, and Amos Tversky. 1972 “Subjective Probability: A Judgment of 

Representativeness.” Cognitive Psychology 3: 430–454. 
  
———. 1984. “Choices, Values, and Frames.” American Psychologist 39 (4): 341–350. 
  
———. 2000. Choices, Values, and Frames. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press and 

Russell Sage Foundation. 
  
Kasper, Gabriele, and Steven J. Ross. 2018. “The Social Life of Methods: Introducing the  

Special Issue”. Applied Linguistics Review 9 (4): 475–486. 
 
Kazdin, Alan E. 1982. Single Case Research Designs. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
  
Keiner, Marco, ed. 2006. The Future of Sustainability. Dordrecht: Springer. 
  
Kenny, Charles. 2011. Getting Better: Why Global Development Is Succeeding—And How We 

Can Improve the World Even More. New York: Basic Books. 
  
Keren, Gideon, and George Wu. 2015. The Wiley-Blackwell Handbook of Judgment and  

Decision Making. Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell.  
 

Keysar, Boaz, Sayuri L. Hayakawa, and Sun Gyu An. 2012. “The Foreign-Language Effect 
Thinking in a Foreign Tongue Reduces Decision Biases.” Psychological Science 23 (6): 
661–668. 

  
Kezar, Adrianna. 2012. “Bottom-Up/Top-Down Leadership: Contradiction or Hidden 

Phenomenon.” The Journal of Higher Education 83: 725–760.   



 
90 

———. 2014. How Colleges Change: Understanding, Leading, and Enacting Change. London: 
Routledge. 

  
Kim, Rakhyun E., and Klaus Bosselmann. 2015. “Operationalizing Sustainable Development:  

Ecological Integrity as a Grundnorm of International Law.” Review of European, 
Comparative & International Environmental Law 24 (2): 194–208. 

 
King, Kenneth. 2009. “Education, Skills, Sustainability and Growth: Complex Relations.” 

International Journal of Educational Development 29 (2): 175–181. 
  
Kingsbury, Benedict, Kevin Davis, and Sally M. Engle. 2012. “Indicators as a Technology of 

Global Governance.” Law and Society Review 46: 71–104. 
  
Koch, Susanne. 2017. “International Influence on Forest Governance in Tanzania: Analysing the 

Role of Aid Experts in the REDD+ Process.” Forest Policy and Economics 83: 181–190. 
  
Koch, Susanne, and Peter Weingart. 2016. The Delusion of Knowledge Transfer: The Impact of 

Foreign Aid Experts on Policy-Making in South Africa and Tanzania. Cape Town: 
African Minds. 

  
König, Ariane, ed. 2013. Regenerative Sustainable Development of Universities and  

Cities: The Role of Living Laboratories. Rickmansworth: Elgar Society Edition. 
  
Kothari, Uma. 2005. A Radical History of Development Studies: Individuals, Institutions 

and Ideologies. London: Zed Books. 
  
Kress, Gunther, and Theo Van Leeuwen. 2006. Reading Images: The Grammar of Visual  

Design. Abingdon: Routledge. 
 
Kühl, Stefan. 2009. “Capacity Development as the Model for Development Aid 
 Organizations.” Development and Change 40 (3): 551–577. 
 
Kuklys, Wiebke, 2005. Amartya Sen’s Capability Approach: Theoretical Insights and Empirical 

Applications. Berlin: Springer. 
  
Kumar, Alok. 2017. “Foreign Aid, Incentives and Efficiency: Can Foreign Aid Lead to the 

Efficient Level of Investment?” Review of Development Economics 21 (3): 678–697. 
  
Kvale, Svend. 1996. Interviews: An Introduction to Qualitative Research Interviewing. London: 

Sage. 
  
Kvale, Svend, and Steinar Brinkmann. 2009. Interviews. Learning the Craft of Qualitative 

Research Interviewing. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
  
Lahiri, Sajal. 2009. Theory and Practice of Foreign Aid. Bingley: Emerald Group Publishing. 
  
Lancaster, Carol. 1999. Aid to Africa. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
  



 
91 

Landrum, Nancy E., and Brian Ohsowski. 2018. “Identifying Worldviews on Corporate  
Sustainability: A Content Analysis of Corporate Sustainability Reports Worldviews on 
Corporate Sustainability.” Business Strategy and the Environment 27 (1): 128–151. 

 
Lang, Daniel J., Arnim Wiek, Matthias Bergmann, Michael Stauffacher, Pim Martens, Peter 

Moll, Mark Swilling, and Christopher J. Thomas. 2012. “Transdisciplinary Research in 
Sustainability Science: Practice, Principles, and Challenges.” Sustainability Science 7 (1): 
25–43. 

  
Langer, Ellen J. 1975. “The Illusion of Control.” Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology 32 (2): 311–328. 
  
Lattuca, Lisa R., Lois J. Voigt, and Kimberly Q. Fath. 2004. “Does Interdisciplinarity Promote 

Learning? Theoretical Support and Researchable Questions.” Review of Higher 
Education 28 (1): 23–48. 

  
Leiulfsrud, Hakon, and Peter Sohlberg. 2018. Concepts in Action: Conceptual Constructionism.  

Leiden: Brill. 
 
Levy, Brian, and Francis Fukuyama. 2010. Development Strategies: Integrating Governance and 

Growth. Washington, DC: The World Bank. 
  
Levy, Michael, and Sarah Ransdell. 1995. “Is Writing as Difficult as it Seems?” Memory and 

Cognition 23 (6): 767–779. 
  
Lincoln, Yvonna S., and Norman K. Denzin. 2013. Collecting and Interpreting Qualitative 

Materials. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
  
Maegaard, Marie, Torben Juel Jensen, Tore Kristiansen, and Jens Normann Jørgensen. 2013.  

“Diffusion of Language Change: Accommodation to a Moving Target.” Journal of  
Sociolinguistics 17 (1): 3–36. 

 
Mani, Anandi, Sendhil Mullainathan, Eldar Shafir, and Jiaying Zhao. 2013. “Poverty Impedes  

Cognitive Function.” Science 341 (6149): 976–980. 
  
March, James G. 1978. “Bounded Rationality, Ambiguity, and the Engineering of Choice.” Bell 

Journal of Economics 9: 587–608. 
  
———. 1984. “How We Talk and How We Act: Administrative Theory and 

Administrative Life.” In Leadership and Organizational Culture: New Perspectives on 
Administrative Theory and Practice, edited by T. J. Sergiovanni and J. E. Corbally, 18–
35. Urbana: University of Illinois Press. 

  
Martinussen, John. 1997. Society, State and Market: A Guide to Competing Theories of 

Development. London: Zed Books. 
  
Massy, William F. 1996. Resource Allocation in Higher Education. Ann Arbor: University of  

Michigan Press. 



 
92 

McAuslan, Patrick. 2003. “The International Development Act, 2002: Benign Imperialism or a 
Missed Opportunity?” Modern Law Review 66: 563–603. 

  
McEwan, Cheryl. 2009. Postcolonialism and Development. London and New York: Routledge. 
  
McNeill, Desmond. 2007. “‘Human Development’: The Power of the Idea.” Journal of Human  

Development 8 (1): 5–22. 
  
Merriam, Sharan B., and Elizabeth J. Tisdell. 2016. Qualitative Research: A Guide to Design  

and Implementation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Miller, Thaddeus R. 2013. “Constructing Sustainability Science: Emerging Perspectives and 

Research Trajectories.” Sustainability Science 8 (2): 279–293. 
  
Miller, Thaddeus R., Arnim Wiek, Daniel Sarewitz, John Robinson, Lennart Olsson, David 

Kriebel, and Derk Loorbach. 2014. “The Future of Sustainability Science: A Solutions-
Oriented Research Agenda.” Sustainability Science 9 (2): 239–246. 

  
Mishler, Eliot. G. 2009. Research Interviewing: Context and Narrative. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University Press. 
  
Molnar, Carina, Thor Ritz, Benjamin Heller, and William Solecki. 2010. “Using Higher 

Education-Community Partnerships to Promote Urban Sustainability.” Environment 53 
(1): 18–28. 

  
Morphew, Christopher C., and Matthew Hartley. 2006. “Mission Statements: A Thematic  

Analysis of Rhetoric Across Institutional Type.” The Journal of Higher Education 77 (3): 
456-471. 

 
Moore, Henrietta L. 2015. “Global Prosperity and Sustainable Development Goals.” Journal of  

International Development 27 (6): 801–815. 
 

Morse, Stephen. 2004. Indices and Indicators in Development: An Unhealthy Obsession with 
Numbers? London: Earthscan. 

 
Moyo, Dambisa. 2009. Dead Aid: Why Aid Is Not Working and How There Is Another Way for 

Africa. London: Penguin Press. 
  
Mulgan, Richard. 2000. “‘Accountability’: An Ever-Expanding Concept?” Public Administration 

Review 78: 555–573. 
  
Mullainathan, Sendhil, and Eldar Shafir. 2013. Scarcity: Why Having Too Little Means So Much. 

New York: Times Books. 
  
Murakami, Haruki. 2008. What I Talk About When I Talk About Running: A Memoir. Toronto:  

Anchor Canada.   
 
Nadeem, Muhammad, John Dumay, and Maurizio Massaro. 2018. “If You Can Measure It, You 



 
93 

Can Manage It: A Case of Intellectual Capital.” Australian Accounting Review: 1–13. 
  
Nagatsu, Michiru. 2015. “Social Nudges: Their Mechanisms and Justification.” Review of 

Philosophy and Psychology 6 (3): 481–494. 
  
Narayanan, Venkateshwaran, and Carol A. Adams. 2017. “Transformative Change towards  

Sustainability: The Interaction between Organisational Discourses and Organisational  
Practices.” Accounting and Business Research 47 (3): 344–368. 

 
Ndaruhutse, Susy and Stephen Thompson. 2016. Literature Review: Higher Education and 

Development. Accessed May 2018. 
https://norad.no/contentassets/802c806add304d8a862cff9590a2cf7f/literature-review-
higher-education-and-development-full-version.pdf. 
 

Negishi, Takashi. 1960. “Welfare Economics and Existence of an Equilibrium for a 
Competitive Economy.” Metroeconomica. 12 (2–3): 92–97 

  
Nelson, Carry, Treichler, Paula A., and Lawrence Grossberg. 1992. “Cultural Studies.” In 

Cultural Studies: An Introduction, edited by Lawrence Grossberg, Paula Treichler, and 
Carry Nelson, 1–16. New York and London: Routledge. 

  
Neumann, Anna. 1991. “The Thinking Team: Toward a Cognitive Model of Administrative 

Teamwork in Higher Education.” Journal of Higher Education 62 (5): 485–513. 
  
———. 2012. “Organizational Cognition in Higher Education.” In The Organization of Higher 

Education: Managing Colleges for a New Era, edited by Michael N. Bastedo, 304–331. 
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 

  
Nidumolu, Ram, C. K. Prahalad, and M. R. Rangaswami. 2009. “Why Sustainability Is Now the 

Key Driver of Innovation.” Harvard Business Review 87 (9): 56–65. 
  
North, Douglas S. 2005. Understanding the Process of Economic Change. Princeton: Princeton 

University Press. 
  
Norwegian Government. 2003–2015. Norwegian Legal Framework for Economic Governance of  

the State. Oslo: Norwegian Government. Accessed April 2018. 
https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/fin/vedlegg/okstyring/reglement_for_oko
nomistyring_i_staten.pdf.  
 

———. 2017–2018. “State Budget.” Oslo: Norwegian Government. Accessed March 2019. 
 https://www.statsbudsjettet.no/upload/Statsbudsjett_2018/dokumenter/pdf/gulbok.pdf. 
 
Nozick, Robert. 1993. The Nature of Rationality. Princeton: Princeton University Press.  
  
Nussbaum, Martha. 2003. “Capabilities as Fundamental Entitlements: Sen and Social Justice.”  

Feminist Economics 9 (2–3): 33–59. 
  
———. 2011. Creating Capabilities. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 



 
94 

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development). 2006. The Challenge of  
Capacity Development—Working towards Good Practice. Paris: OECD Publishing. 

  
———. 2007. Higher Education and Regions: Globally Competitive, Locally Engaged. Paris:  

OECD Publishing. 
 
———. 2012. Aid Effectiveness 2011: Progress in Implementing the Paris Declaration. Paris:  

OECD Publishing. 
  
———. 2017. Benchmarking Higher Education System Performance: Conceptual Framework  

and Data. Paris: OECD Publishing. 
 
O’Riordan, Timothy. 1995. Perceiving Environmental Risks. London: Academic Press. 
 
Owens Katharine. A., and Sasha Legere S. 2015. “What Do We Say When We Talk about  

Sustainability? Analyzing Faculty, Staff and Student Definitions of Sustainability at One 
American University.” International Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education 16 
(3): 367–384. 

 
Parry, Odette, and Natasha S. Mauthner. 2004. “Whose Data Are They Anyway? Practical, Legal  

and Ethical Issues in Archiving Qualitative Research Data.” Sociology 38 (1): 139–152. 
 
Patton, Michael. 2002. Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods. 3rd edition. London: 

Sage. 
  
Perlman, Richard. 1973. The Economics of Education: Conceptual Problems and Policy Issues. 

New York: McGraw-Hill. 
  
Pham, Lien B., and Shelley E. Taylor. 1999. “Thought to Action: Effects of Process- 

Versus Outcome-Based Mental Simulations on Performance.” Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin 25 (2): 250–260. 

 
Pinker, Steven. 1997. How the Mind Works. New York and London: W.W. Norton. 
  
Piolat, Annie, Thierry Olive, and Ronald T. Kellogg. 2005. “Cognitive Effort during Note- 

Taking.” Applied Cognitive Psychology 19 (3): 291–312. 
Plass, Jan L., Roxana Moreno, and Roland Brünken. 2010. Cognitive Load Theory. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 
  
Polman, Linda. 2013. The Crisis Caravan: What’s Wrong with Humanitarian Aid? New York: 

Henry Holt. 
  
Procter, Ian, and Maureen Padfield. 2014. “The Effect of the Interview on the Interviewee.” 

International Journal of Social Research Methodology 1 (2): 123–136. 
  
Pyett, Priscilla. 2003. “Validation of Qualitative Research in the ‘Real World’.” Qualitative 

Health Research 13 (8): 1170–1179. 
  



 
95 

Qian, Nancy. 2015. “Making Progress on Foreign Aid.” Annual Review of Economics 7 (1): 277– 
308. 

  
Rabovsky, Thomas M. 2012. “Accountability in Higher Education: Exploring Impacts on State 

Budgets and Institutional Spending Patterns.” Journal of Public Administration Research 
and Theory 22 (4): 675–700. 

           
Ramalingam, Ben. 2013. Aid on the Edge of Chaos: Rethinking International Cooperation in a 

Complex World. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
  
Ramirez, Byron. 2014. “Improving Sustainable Development Outcomes through Best  

Management Practices.” Consilience (12): 25–45. 
 
Rapley, Timothy. 2001. “The Art(fulness) of Open-ended Interviewing: Some Considerations 

on Analysing Interviews.” Qualitative Research 1 (3): 303–323. 
  
Ratner, Blake D. 2004. “‘Sustainability’ as a Dialogue of Values: Challenges to the Sociology of 

Development.” Sociological Inquiry 74 (1): 50–69. 
  
Rieckmann, Marco. 2012. “Future-Oriented Higher Education: Which Key Competencies Should 

Be Fostered Through University Teaching and Learning?” Futures 44 (2): 127–135. 
  
Richardson, Henry. 2007. “The Social Background of Capabilities for Freedoms.” Journal of 

Human Development 8 (3): 389–414. 
  
Riddell, Roger C. 1999. “The End of Foreign Aid to Africa? Concerns about Donor Policies.”  

African Affairs 98: 309–335. 
  
———. 2007. Does Foreign Aid Really Work? Oxford University Press. 
  
Rist, Gilbert. 1997. The History of Development: From Western Origins to Global Faith. 

London: Zed Books. 
          
Robeyns, Ingrid. 2003. “Sen’s Capability Approach and Gender Inequality: Selecting Relevant 

Capabilities.” Feminist Economics 9 (2–3): 61–92. 
  
———. 2005. “The Capability Approach: A Theoretical Survey.” Journal of Human 

Development 6 (1): 93–117. 
  
———. 2006. “The Capability Approach in Practice,” Journal of Political Philosophy 14 (3): 

351–376. 
  
———. 2009. “Justice as Fairness and the Capability Approach.” In Arguments for a Better 

World: Essays for Amartya Sen’s 75th Birthday, edited by Kaushik Basu and Ravi 
Kanbur, 397–413. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

  
———. 2018. “Capabilitarianism.” Journal of Human Development and Capabilities 17 (3): 

397–414. 



 
96 

Rorty, Richard. 2017. Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature. Princeton: Princeton 
University Press. 

  
Rowe, Debra. 2007. “Sustainability: Education for a Sustainable Future.” Science 317 (5836): 

323–324. 
 

Rubin, Herbert J., and Irene S. Rubin. 2016. Qualitative Interviewing: The Art of Hearing Data.  
Thousand Oaks.  

 
Ryan, Gery, and H. Bernard. 2003. “Techniques to Identify Themes.” Field Methods 15 (1): 85– 

109. 
 
Sachs, Jeffrey. 2015. The Age of Sustainable Development. New York: Columbia University  

Press. 
  
Sachs, Wolfgang, ed. 1992. The Development Dictionary: A Guide to Knowledge as Power. 

London: Zed Books. 
  
Sarrico, Cláudia S. 2010. “On Performance in Higher Education: Towards Performance  

Governance.” Tertiary Education and Management 16 (2): 145–158. 
 
Schendler, Auden. 2010. Getting Green Done: Hard Truths from the Front Lines of the 

Sustainability Revolution. New York: Public Affairs. 
  
Schneidewind, Uwe. 2013. “Transformative Literacy: Understanding and Shaping Societal  

Transformations.” GAIA: Ecological Perspectives for Science and Society 22 (2): 82–86. 
 
Schokkaert, Erik, 2007. “Capabilities and Satisfaction with Life.” Journal of Human 

Development 8 (3): 415–430. 
  
———. 2009. “The Capabilities Approach.” In The Handbook of Rational and Social Choice, 

edited by P. Anand, P. Pattanaik, and C. Puppe, 542–566. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

  
Seale, Clive. 2007. The Quality of Qualitative Research. Thousand Oaks: Sage.  
Sen, Amartya. 1977. “Rational Fools: A Critique of the Behavioral Foundations of Economic  

Theory.” Philosophy and Public Affairs 6 (4): 317–344. 
  
———. 1984. Resource, Values and Development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
  
———. 1993. “Markets and Freedom: Achievements and Limitations of the Market Mechanism  

in Promoting Individual Freedoms.” Oxford Economic Papers 45 (4): 519–541. 
  
———. 1995. “Rationality and Social Choice.” American Economic Review 85 (1): 1–24. 
  
———. 1999. Development as Freedom. New York: Knopf. 
  
———. 2013. “The Ends and Means of Sustainability.” Journal of Human Development and 



 
97 

Capabilities 14 (1): 6–20. 
  
Shafiq, M. Najeeb, Robert K. Toutkoushian, and Alexandria Valerio. 2018. “Who Benefits from 

Higher Education in Low- and Middle-Income Countries?” The Journal of Development 
Studies 1–21. 

  
Shah, Anuj, Sendhil Mullainathan, and Eldar Shafir. 2012. “Some Consequences of Having Too 

Little.” Science 338 (6107): 682–685. 
  
Sharot, Tali. 2012. The Optimism Bias: A Tour of the Irrationally Positive Brain. New York: 

Vintage Books. 
  
Shephard, Kerry. 2015. Higher Education for Sustainable Development. New York: Palgrave 

Macmillan. 
  
Shimeles, Abebe. 2016. Can Higher Education Reduce Inequality in Developing Countries? IZA 

World of Labor 273. Accessed May 2018. http://dx.doi.org/10.15185/izawol.273. 
 
Silverman, David. 2001. Interpreting Qualitative Data: Methods for Analysing Talk, Text and  

Interaction. London: Sage.  
 

Simon, Herbert A. 1957. Models of Man: Social and Rational. New York: Wiley. 
  
———. 1983. Reason in Human Affairs. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 
  
Simsek, Hasan, and Karen Seashore Louis. 1994. “Organizational Change as Paradigm  

Shift.” Journal of Higher Education 65 (6): 670–695. 
 
Slaughter, Sheila, and Larry L. Leslie. 1999. Academic Capitalism: Politics, Policies, and the  

Entrepreneurial University. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 
 
Soll, Jack B, Katherine L. Milkman, and John W. Payne. 2015. “A User’s Guide to Debiasing.” 

In Keren and Wu 2015: 924–951. 
  
Spivak, Gayatri Chakravorty, and Sarah Harasym. 1990. The Post-Colonial Critic: Interviews, 

Strategies, Dialogues. New York and London: Routledge. 
  
Stafford-Smith, Mark, David Griggs, Owen Gaffney, Farooq Ullah, Belinda Reyers, Norichika 

Kanie, Bjorn Stigson, Paul Shrivastava, Melissa Leach, and Deborah O’Connell. 2017. 
“Integration: The Key to Implementing the Sustainable Development Goals.” 
Sustainability Science 12 (6): 911–919. 

  
Stake, Robert E. 2005. The Art of Case Study Research. Thousands Oaks: Sage. 
  
Stanovich, Keith E. 1999. Who Is Rational?: Studies of Individual Differences in Reasoning. 

Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
  
Stanovich, Keith. E., and Richard F. West. 2000. “Individual Differences in Reasoning: 



 
98 

Implications for the Rationality Debate?” Behavioral and Brain Sciences 23: 645–664. 
  
Stensaker, Bjørn, and Lee Harvey. 2011. Accountability in Higher Education: Global  

Perspectives on Trust and Power. New York and London: Routledge. 
 
Sterling, Steven. 2009. “Sustainable Education.” In Science, Society and Sustainability: 

Education and Empowerment for an Uncertain World, edited by Donald Gray, Elena 
Camino, and Laura Colucci-Gray, 105–118. New York and London: Routledge. 

  
———. 2010–2011. “Transformative Learning and Sustainability: Sketching the Conceptual 

Ground.” Learning and Teaching in Higher Education 5: 17–33. 
  
———. 2012. The Future Fit Framework: An Introductory Guide to Teaching and Learning for 

Sustainability in HE. York: The Higher Education Academy. 
  
Sterling, Steven, and Ian Thomas. 2006. “Education for Sustainability: The Role of Capabilities 

in Guiding University Curricula.” International Journal of Innovation and Sustainable 
Development 1: 349–370. 

  
Stewart, Frances and Severine Deneulin. 2002. “Amartya Sen’s Contribution to Development 

Thinking.” Studies in Comparative International Development 37: 61–70. 
  
Sumner, Andrew, and Jonathan Glennie. 2015. “Growth, Poverty and Development Assistance: 

When Does Foreign Aid Work?” Global Policy 6 (3): 201–211. 
  
Sumner, Andy, and Michael Tribe. 2008. International Development Studies Theories and 

Methods in Research and Practice. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
  

Sunstein, Cass R. 1996. “Social Norms and Social Roles.” Columbia Law Review 96 (4): 903– 
968.  

 
———. 2008. Infotopia: How Many Minds Produce Knowledge. Oxford: Oxford University  

Press. 
 
———. 2011. Going to Extremes: How Like Minds Unite and Divide. Oxford: Oxford  

University Press.  
 
———. 2013. Simpler: The Future of Government. New York: Simon and Schuster.  
 
———. 2015. Choosing Not to Choose: Understanding the Value of Choice. Oxford: Oxford  

University Press. 
 
———. 2017. Human Agency and Behavioral Economics: Nudging Fast and Slow.  

Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
———. 2019. “Is Cost-Benefit Analysis a Foreign Language?” Quarterly Journal of  

Experimental Psychology 72 (1): 3–7. 
 



 
99 

Sustainable Development Solutions Network. 2013. An Action Agenda for Sustainable 
Development. New York: Sustainable Development Solutions Network. 

  
Svanström, Magdalena, Francisco J. Lozano-Garcia, and Debra Rowe. 2008. “Learning 

Outcomes for Sustainable Development in Higher Education.” International Journal of 
Sustainability in Higher Education 9 (3): 339–351. 

   
Sylvestre, Paul, Rebecca McNeil, and Tarah Wright. 2013. “From Talloires to Turin: A Critical 

Discourse Analysis of Declarations for Sustainability in Higher Education.” 
Sustainability 5 (4): 1356–1371. 

  
Talloires Declaration. 1990. “Talloires Declaration: 10 Point Action Plan.” Accessed May 2018.  

http://ulsf.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/TD.pdf. 
  
Teferra, Damtew. 2014. “The Shifting Landscape of Development Cooperation: Repercussions 

for African Higher Education.” Journal of Higher Education in Africa / Revue de 
L’Enseignement Supérieur en Afrique 12 (2): 1–28. 

  
Thaler, Richard H., ed. 1994. Quasi Rational Economics. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 
  
———. 2000. “From Homo Economicus to Homo Sapiens.” Journal of Economic 

Perspectives 14 (1): 133–141. 
  
Thaler, Richard H., and H. M. Shefrin. 1981. “An Economic Theory of Self-Control.” Journal of 

Political Economy 89 (2): 392–406. 
  
Thaler, Richard H., and Cass R. Sunstein. 2008. Nudge: Improving Decisions about Health, 

Wealth, and Happiness. New Haven and London: Yale University Press. 
  
Thomson, A. 2008. Exploring the Relationship between Higher Education and Development: A 

Review and Report. Brighton: Guerrand-Hermes Foundation for Peace. Accessed April 
2019: http://www.ghfp.org/Portals/ghfp/publications/thomson_hei_role_dev.pdf. 
 

Tomkinson, Younan. 2011. “Education to Face the Wicked Challenges of Sustainability.” 
Journal of Social Sciences 7 (1): 1–5. 

Toutkoushian, Robert K., and Michael B Paulsen. 2016. Economics of Higher Education. 
Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands. 

  
Toye, John. 1987. Dilemmas of Development: Reflections on the Counter-Revolution in 

Development Theory and Policy. Oxford: Blackwell. 
  
Tracy, Sarah. 2010. “Qualitative Quality: Eight ‘Big-Tent’ Criteria for Excellent Qualitative 

Research.” Qualitative Inquiry 16 (10): 837–851. 
  
Trencher, Gregory, Masaru Yarime, Kes B. McCormick, Christopher N. H. Doll, Steven B. 

Kraines, and Ali K. 2014. “Beyond the Third Mission: Exploring the Emerging 
University Function of Co-creation for Sustainability.” Science and Public Policy 41 (2): 
151–179. 



 
100 

Trow, Martin A. 1975. Problems in the Transition from Elite to Mass Higher Education. 
Berkeley: Graduate School of Public Policy, University of California. 

  
Tuchman, Gaye. 2009. Wannabe U: Inside the Corporate University. Chicago: University of  

Chicago Press. 
  
———. 2017. “Stratification and the Public Good: The Changing Ideology of Higher 

Education.” In For-Profit Universities the Shifting Landscape of Marketized Higher 
Education, edited by Tressie McMillan Cottom and William A. Darity, Jr., 99–118. 
Cham: Palgrave Macmillan. 

  
Turner, R. Kerry. 1988. Sustainable Environmental Management: Principles and Practice. 

London: Belhaven Press. 
  
Tversky, Amos, and Daniel Kahneman. 1981. “The Framing of Decisions and the Psychology of 

Choice.” Science 211 (4481): 453–458. 
  
Ubels, Jan, Naa-Aku Acquaye-Baddoo, and Alan Fowler. 2010. Capacity Development in 

Practice. London: Earthscan. 
  
Uetela, Pedro. 2015. “Higher Education and the Challenges for Economic Growth in 

Mozambique: Some Evidence.” International Journal of Sociology of Education 4 (3): 
276. 

  
———. 2017. Higher Education and Development in Africa. Cham: Springer International 

Publishing. 
  
Ulvin, Peter. 2001. African Economies and the Politics of Permanent Crisis. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 
  
United Nations. 1982. World Charter for Nature. Nairobi: United Nations Environment  

Programme. 
  
———. 1995. The Copenhagen Declaration and Programme of Action. New York:  

United Nations. 
 
———. 2012. Realizing The Future We Want for All. Report to the Secretary- 

General. New York: United Nations.  
 
———. 2011. Lasting Impact of Sustainable Development. Accessed March 2019. 

https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/news/sustainable/sustainable-
development.html. 

 
ULSF (University Leader for a Sustainable Future). 1990. Association of University Leader for a 

Sustainable Future. Accessed March 2019. http://www.ulsf.org. 
  
van de Walle, Nicolas. 1999. “Aid’s Crisis of Legitimacy: Current Proposals and Future 

Prospects.” African Affairs 98: 337–352. 



 
101 

Varoufakis, Yanis. 1991. Rational Conflict. Oxford: Blackwell. 
  
———. 2014. Economic Indeterminacy: A Personal Encounter with the Economists' 

Peculiar Nemesis. London: Routledge. 
  
Velazquez, Luis, Nora Munguia, and Margarita Sanchez. 2005. “Deterring Sustainability in 

Higher Education Institutions: An Appraisal of the Factors Which Influence 
Sustainability in Higher Education Institutions.” International Journal of Sustainability in 
Higher Education 6 (4): 383–391. 

  
Walz, Julie, and Vijaya Ramachandran. 2011. “Brave New World: A Literature Review of 

Emerging Donors and the Changing Nature of Foreign Assistance.” Center for Global 
Development Working Paper 273. Accessed April 2018. 
www.cgdev.org/iles/1425691_iles_Walz_Ramachandran_Brave_New_World_FINAL.pd
f. 

  
Weick, Karl E. 1976. “Educational Organizations as Loosely Coupled Systems.” Administrative 

Science Quarterly 21 (1): 1–19. 
  
———. 1995. Sense Making in Organizations. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

  
Whitfield, Lindsay, ed. 2009. The Politics of Aid: African Strategies for Dealing with Donors. 

Oxford University Press. 
  
Whitfield, Lindsay, and Alastair Fraser. 2009. “Introduction: Aid and Sovereignty.” In The 

Politics of Aid: African Strategies for Dealing with Donors, edited Lindsay Whitfield, 1–
26. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

  
Wittgenstein, Ludwig. (1961) 2001. Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. Translated by D. F. Pears 

and B. F. McGuinnes. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 
  
Wolbring, Gregor, and Brigid Burke. 2013. “Reflecting on Education for Sustainable 

Development through Two Lenses: Ability Studies and Disability Studies.” Sustainability 
5 (6): 2327–2342. 

  
World Bank. 2000. Higher Education in Developing Countries: Peril and Promise. Washington,  

DC: World Bank. 
 
———. 2002. Constructing Knowledge Societies: New Challenges for Tertiary Education. 

Washington, DC: World Bank. 
  
———. 2012. Putting Higher Education to Work: Skills and Research for Growth in East Asia. 

Washington, DC: World Bank. 
  
———. 2015. World Development Report 2015: Mind, Society, and Behavior. Washington, DC: 

World Bank. Accessed March 2019. 
www.worldbank.org/content/dam/Worldbank/Publications/WDR/WDR%202015/WDR2
015-Full-Report.pdf. 



 
102 

———. 2017. Atlas of Sustainable Development Goals 2017: From World Development  
Indicators. Washington, DC: World Bank. 

 
Wright, Tarah. 2004. “The Evolution of Sustainability Declarations in Higher Education.” In 

Higher Education and the Challenge of Sustainability: Problematics, Promise, and 
Practice, edited by Corcoran, Peter Blaze, and Arjen E. J. Wals, 7–19. Dordrecht: 
Springer. 

  
Yin, Robert K. 2004. Case Study Anthology. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
  
———. 2013. Case Study Research: Design and Methods. 6th ed. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
  
Zachrisen, Gunnar. 2018. “Vil Rendyrke Norad I Bistansreform.” Bistandsaktuelt, 3 May 2018. 
 Accessed April 2019:   

https://www.bistandsaktuelt.no/nyheter/2018/astrup-spisser-norad-i-bistandsreform/. 
  

Zull, James E. 2011. From Brain to Mind: Using Neuroscience to Guide Change in Education. 
Sterling: Stylus Publishing. 

  



 
103 

Appendix I: Interview Guide 
Introduction  

• Can you briefly introduce yourself?  
• How would you describe your involvement in the formation of NORHED’s initiative?  
• In which development processes have you participated thus far?  

Concept, Content, and Intent of NORHED 

• What would you consider, in your opinion, the origins of the idea of capacity development in 
Higher Education institutions? 

• How has NORHED, formally and informally, defined development thus far?  
• How flexible do you consider the formal structures surrounding development at Norhed?  
• What type of difficulties have you faced during the implementation of the ideas surrounding 

development?  
• Have you considered any alternative approaches?  

Cooperation/Agency  

• What would you identify as the key protocols followed during the process of development? 
• Which were your closest partners in this process?  

Sustainable Development  

• Which factors have the greatest influence on the achievement or failure of project objectives? 
• How do you consider sustainable development as a factor in the operational agenda?  
• What are the available instruments for assessing risks and impact?  
• Are there any unintended consequences of the initiative at the national and international 

levels?  

Future Direction  

• What are your reflections on implementation of development protocols thus far?  
• What would you consider as best strategies for NORHED to deliver its development goals in 

the future? 
• Anything you would like to add?   
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Appendix II: Request Invitation Letter for NORHED 
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Appendix III: Anonymous Quote Confirmations 
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