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We develop a comprehensive multi-level approach to ecological economics (CML-approach)
which integrates philosophical considerations on the foundations of ecological economics
with an adequate operationalization. We argue that the subject matter and aims of ecological
economics require a specific combination of inter- and transdisciplinary research, and discuss
the epistemological position on which this approach is based. In accordance with this
understanding of inter- and transdisciplinarity and the underlying epistemological position,
we develop an operationalization which comprises simultaneous analysis on three levels of
abstraction: concepts, models and case studies. We explain these levels in detail, and, in
particular, deduce our way of generic modeling in this context. Finally, we illustrate the
CML-approach and demonstrate its fruitfulness by the example of the sustainable
management of semi-arid rangelands.
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1 Introduction
While there exists a widely shared consensus about the subject matter and aims of ecological
economics (EE), the field is characterized by a vast diversity and heterogeneity of seemingly
unrelated approaches and contributions (Røpke 2005). For example, a survey of the journal
Ecological Economics reveals the extent of heterogeneity in different dimensions: (i) There is
a wide spectrum of methodological approaches, including controlled experimental work, case
studies, models, theories, conceptual foundation, and philosophical reflection. (ii) Some
contributions aim at positive analysis in the spirit of the natural sciences, i.e. describing facts
and providing explanations, while others aim at normative, i.e. value based, policy
recommendations. (iii) As far as motivation goes, there is the full range between purely
cognitive interest, i.e. a science-immanent motivation to study questions from science and
provide answers for science, and interest in practical action and solution, i.e. a motivation to
link science and society at large. This heterogeneity of approaches and contributions seems to
stand unrelated and, at times, is seen as an obstacle for progress of the field.
In this paper, we develop an approach to ecological economics which integrates philosophical
considerations on the foundations of EE with operationalization. We philosophically deduce
the methodology of this approach and give an example for its application. Our aim is to lay
out a systematic and coherent methodological framework for ecological economics, ranging
all the way from basic philosophy of science to concrete operationalization. This provides a
systematic view on ecological economics, and thus allows one to see the relationship between
contributions to the field that have so far been perceived as very heterogeneous and largely
unrelated. At the same time, the approach may provide orientation for the further development
of EE.
We start with the definition of ecological economics and clarify its subject matter and aims.
Based on these considerations, we reflect on the question of how to do ecological economics.
We argue that the subject matter and aims of ecological economics require a specific kind of
inter- and transdisciplinary research. Furthermore, we reflect on the adequate epistemological
basis for EE, referring to considerations within the philosophy of science. In accordance with
the philosophical considerations on the foundations of EE, we develop an adequate
operationalization, which comprises simultaneous analysis on three levels of abstraction: (i)
the level of concepts (ii) the level of models and (iii) the level of concrete case studies.
The integration of considerations on the philosophy of EE – its inter- and transdisciplinary
character and its epistemological foundation – with a concrete operationalization by
simultaneous analysis on three levels of abstraction – concepts, modeling and case studies –
we call comprehensive multi-level approach to ecological economics (CML-approach).
Finally, we illustrate this approach by the example of an analysis of the sustainable
management of semi-arid rangelands, which combines ecology, economics and philosophy.
This illustration demonstrates the operationalizability and fruitfulness of the approach.

2 Ecological economics: subject matter and aims
Our starting point is the question (discussed in this Section): What is ecological economics?
From the answer to this question we will deduce (in Section 3) the answer to a second
question: How to do ecological economics? This means that in defining EE we give priority
to the subject matter and aims of EE. From this, its approach and methods are derived in a
second step. This is in contrast, for example, to mainstream economics which is often defined
purely by its methods (Robbins 1935, Kirchgässner 2000). Our proceeding is in accordance
with the origins of EE, as well as with the current shared belief of the scientists in this
community. In both, EE has primarily been defined by its subject matter and aims, and on this
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basis it has been discussed which were the appropriate methods and approaches for EE
(Proops 1989; Costanza 1991; Krishnan et al. 1995; Faber et al. 1996).
There are two central characteristics of EE. First, there is a fundamental consensus that EE
aims to “study how ecosystems and economic activity interrelate” (Proops 1989: 60). Thus,
the subject matter of EE is the “relationship between ecosystems and economic systems in the
broadest sense” (Costanza 1989: 1). However, the aim of EE has never been a merely
functional and descriptive analysis of this relationship. Within EE, the question has always
been raised how this relationship can be organized in a sustainable manner. Thus, the second
characterization of EE is that it understands itself as “the science and management of
sustainability” (Costanza 1991). This means in particular that EE is not only driven by a
cognitive interest, i.e. an interest to understand and explain the world as it is, but also by an
action interest, i.e. an interest to manage the world based on an idea of how it ought to be.
There is an ongoing, broad and diverse discussion about how exactly to define, conceptualize
and measure sustainability (surveyed e.g. by Pezzey 1992, Heal 1998, Klauer 1999,
Neumayer 2003), reflecting the breadth and diversity of ideas about (i) what exactly is the
normative content of sustainability and (ii) how exactly can the structure and functioning of
ecological-economic systems be described. The shared consensus in this discussion seems to
be that sustainability – by any definition of the concept – requires sustaining nature, and its
functioning and services for humans, over a long time into the future. This has implications
for how socio-economic systems and their relationships with nature must be organized.
In summary, the subject matter of EE is the relationship between the economic and the
ecological system, and its underlying central aim is to provide knowledge for a sustainable
management of this relationship.

3 Methodological implications: ecological economics is an inter- and
transdisciplinary science
From the definition of ecological economics (Section 2) it follows in a straightforward way
that EE is an inter- and transdisciplinary form of science, where interdisciplinarity is broadly
understood as some kind of cooperation between scientific disciplines, and transdisciplinarity
as some kind of interrelationship between science and society. This has been noted from the
very beginning of EE (Norgaard 1989, Costanza 1991, Røpke 2005). However, there is an
ongoing discussion as to what exactly means “interdisciplinarity” and “transdisciplinarity”.
To obtain a fruitful and operational basis for scientific work in EE, the general concepts of
interdisciplinarity and of transdisciplinarity require further clarification and specification.
3.1 Interdisciplinarity
The relationship between the ecosystem and the economic system is complex. To study this
relationship in an encompassing manner several aspects have to be taken into account,
including biological, physical, chemical, economic, political, social, cultural as well as ethical
aspects (Costanza 1991; Faber et al. 1996; Max-Neef 2005). These are the subject matter of
different scientific disciplines. Thus, the analysis of the relationship between the economic
and the natural system requires the cooperation of many scientific disciplines, which is
generally called interdisciplinarity. More specifically, different forms of interdisciplinary
cooperation can be distinguished as follows (Baumgärtner and Becker 2005):
(a) A side by side of disciplines, in which different disciplines analyse the same subject
matter, but they do so independently of each other. That is, each discipline addresses the
aspects that it considers relevant, and it does so in its own terminology and based on its
own set of concepts, methods and theories. This form of interdisciplinary cooperation is
sometimes also called multidisciplinarity (Max-Neef 2005). For example, in a
3

multidisciplinary analysis of greenhouse gas emissions by economists, legal scholars and
atmospheric scientists, the economists would study the optimal allocation of emissions
based on their costs and benefits; the legal scholars would study the restrictions on
emissions imposed by existing, national or international, regulations; and the atmospheric
scientists would study the physical or chemical impact of emissions on the state of the
atmosphere. Their results would typically be reported as an additive compilation of
independent disciplinary sub-reports, each written by one disciplinary sub-group. In such
a multidisciplinary analysis, the different disciplinary contributions are not integrated in
any substantial manner. A synopsis of the different disciplinary results remains the task
of the recipient of the results.
(b) A division of labor between disciplines, in which different disciplines address the same
subject matter in such a manner that they each base their investigation on their own
disciplinary set of concepts, methods and theories. The results will be exchanged via
clearly defined data interfaces, or will be fed as input in a subsequent integrative analysis
such as e.g. multi-criteria decision analysis. This may be a recursive procedure. In this
understanding of interdisciplinarity, the coordination and cooperation of disciplines
pertains to the input and output of data and results; it does not cover the internal elements
and structure of the disciplinary analyses. It does not touch upon the disciplinary research
process itself, e.g. methods, theories or concepts. An example is the interdisciplinary
analysis of global anthropogenic climate change by coupled simulation models, where
demographic and economic models produce projections about future emission paths;
these serve as input into climate models, which predict climate change; and the climate
data thus obtained are then, again, fed into the economic models of optimal emission
choice.
(c) While in an interdisciplinary division of labor each discipline retains autonomy over how
to set up and carry out its analysis, a closer coordination and cooperation is possible. In a
fully integrated cooperation of disciplines the concepts, methods and theories of the
disciplines involved are closely related and adjusted to each other with regard to the joint
interdisciplinary scientific aims and subject matter. This happens in a discussion process
among scientists that clarifies what disciplinary concepts, methods and theories are
adequate to the joint interdisciplinary endeavor, how they relate to each other, and how
they need to be adjusted to each other with regard to the interdisciplinary scientific aims
and subject matter. This form of fully integrated interdisciplinary cooperation hence
requires from all scientists the ability to transcend the boundaries of their own discipline.
An example is the ecological-economic analysis of management of semi-arid rangelands
presented in detail in Section 6 below.
While one can find all forms of interdisciplinary research described above within EE, a fully
integrated interdisciplinary cooperation is most appropriate to EE. EE is primarily defined by
a new and complex subject matter – the relationship between ecosystems and economic
systems in the broadest sense – and requires appropriate concepts and methods. A simple
(side by side or division of labor) combination of disciplinary concepts and methods which
were originally adapted to specific disciplinary subject matters and aims certainly reaches too
short. If, for example, combined effects of ecological and economic factors or dynamic
feedback loops between the systems are important, a fully integrated interdisciplinary
cooperation is indispensable. Developing appropriate concepts and methods for EE requires
an explicit reflection of adequate modification and integration of disciplinary concepts and
methods with regard to its scientific aims and subject matter. It therefore requires a form of
interdisciplinarity that explicitly includes such reflection. In other words, EE requires a fully
integrated interdisciplinary cooperation.
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3.2 Transdisciplinarity
Concerning the aim of being “the science and management of sustainability”, EE has to reach
out beyond science to include aspects of practical contexts and to feed back results to practical
actions. The management of sustainability requires the interconnection between EE as a
science and society. Sustainable solutions have to be developed in the context of concrete
environments and societies. This interconnection of science and society is generally called
transdisciplinarity (Novotny 1997, Lubchenco 1998, Thompson Klein et al. 2001, Hirsch
Hadorn 2002, Hirsch Hadorn et al. 2006). 1
As far as the transdisciplinarity of EE is concerned, there are two particular challenges that
arise from the definition of EE as the science and management of sustainability.
(a) In order to develop analyses and solutions for practical problems, the science of EE needs
factual knowledge about the systems and problems it studies. To some extent, this
requires cooperation beyond the boundaries of science, e.g. with stakeholders or
practitioners possessing non-scientific knowledge, such as person-based tacit knowledge
(“know-how”). The discourse with, and participation of, such societal actors and groups
can help to identify relevant research questions and conceptual structures of the problem
under study. Later on, it can facilitate the adoption and implementation of solutions.
Finally, it provides the detailed knowledge about facts and cause-effect mechanisms that
goes into scientific analysis. An example is the search for, and sustainable management
of, pharmaceutical substances embedded in the naturally occurring biodiversity. This
endeavor brings together academic scientists – such as biologists, chemists and
physiologists – and indigenous people with their traditional knowledge about the
medicinal impact of local plants.
(b) As EE aims to analyse conditions and ways for a sustainable development, it also needs
to deal with values and normative judgments (Hirsch Hadorn et al. 2006). For what is
sustainable development depends – besides objective properties of the system to be
studied – on valuations and norms. For example, one has to specify what should be
sustained and to what extent, and – ultimately – for what reasons. Should we conserve the
blue whale, in what number, and for how long? And for what reason? Because of its
direct or indirect value to currently living generations, or because of intergenerational
fairness to future generations, or because the blue whale has an own right of existence?
Thus, sustainability includes essentially an ethical dimension, which is the subject matter
of descriptive and normative ethics. Such sustainability ethics encompasses at least three
aspects: The moral relationship between humans and (i) other currently living humans,
(ii) future generations of humans, and (iii) non-human nature. The science and
management of sustainability therefore requires a reference to valuations in society
(descriptive ethics) 2 and to moral philosophy (normative ethics). One particular challenge
of transdisciplinarity in EE is how to include, and how to deal with, the complex ethical
issues raised by the imperative of sustainability. 3
1

Within EE, there is no precise use and understanding of the term “transdisciplinarity”. There are several
definitions (Costanza et al. 1998, Ch. 3; Max-Neef 2005, Røpke 2005; Hirsch Hadorn et al. 2006). Some
understand “transdisciplinarity” as a kind of interdisciplinarity (e.g. Costanza et al. 1998).
2
The descriptive analysis of values can benefit from an interdisciplinary cooperation with disciplines such
as sociology, political studies or ethnology.
3
One has also to consider that science itself is based on normative assumptions and contains valuations.
E.g., values and norms enter science as the personal, subjective values and norms of each individual
scientist who decides – based on theses values – about what issues and topics to address, what problems to
study and what questions to ask, what examples and illustrations to choose, etc. All these value-based
individual decisions have an impact on the state and progress of science. In the transdisciplinary
relationship between science and society this issue of value has to been addressed explicitly.
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Both aspects (a) and (b) are essential for the specific way in which EE as a transdisciplinary
science requires connection with concrete social contexts and values. 4 Transdisciplinarity
means to reach out beyond science and to include aspects of practical contexts and values or
normative judgements (sustainability, good-practice), as well as to feed back results into
practical actions (politics, management).

4 Epistemological foundations of the CML-approach
Our analysis so far has shown that EE is a demanding and complex scientific challenge. The
specific constitution of EE requires a specific epistemological foundation. In this section we
sketch these crucial epistemological fundamentals on which the CML-approach is based.
It is most appropriate for EE to base itself on an epistemological position in between the two
extremes of radical empiricism and pure rationalism. Radical empiricism holds that all human
knowledge exclusively stems from experience, from the observation of a given real world
(e.g. Hume [1740]2000). Pure rationalism, in contrast, holds that all correct human
knowledge stems from the human mind (e.g. Descartes 1642). The specific inter- and
transdisciplinarity of EE described above (section 3) requires both, the reference to the
complexity of real-world experience and its aspects beyond pure rational construction (forms
of personal knowledge, cultural values, etc.), as well as the reference to the rational
construction of the mind, which turns out to be crucial in particular for interdisciplinary
integration in which different concepts and approaches have to be combined. Knowledge, in
this perspective, is the result of the interplay between human intellect and empirical
experience. It is a mental construction which is inspired by experience and has to stand the
test of experience. 5
The interplay between human intellect and empirical experience may result in different forms
of knowledge or constructions of reality. Most constructions have emerged over long time in
a social or scientific community: they are historically, socially and culturally contingent
(Gergen 1994, Schüßler and Bauerdick 1997). We call a given common construction within a
certain society a basic construction of the world. It encompasses norms, notions and
mechanisms (such as causal relationships) and represents the (human perception of the)
world. It may differ from society to society and change over time, but within a society and at
any point in time it is a consistent and given structure for its members.
This holds in particular for scientific knowledge. Every science provides a basic construction
of (a certain aspect of) the world. 6 It has historically emerged in a scientific community and
differs from community to community. 7 Within the context of a scientific community, the
notions, norms and mechanisms of the respective basic construction can be used and
understood by the members without further explanation. Therefore it is not necessary that
every notion is explicitly and exactly defined: The meaning of most notions becomes obvious
by their use within the context of the respective science. 8 For example the notion “utility” can
be used within economics without further explanations or reference to an exact definition. The
basic construction of a specific scientific community is a given precondition for individual
4

This understanding of transdisciplinarity includes aspects that have been discussed within EE under the
label “post-normal-science” (Funtowicz and Ravetz 1991, 1993, 1994, 2003, Tacconi 1998, Ravetz 1999,
Müller 2003).
5
In the philosophical tradition, there have been several epistemological conceptions which can be regarded
to be somehow “in between” empiricism and rationalism, e.g. those due to Kant ([1781/87]1990) or Popper
(1935). However, a more detailed discussion of these positions is not within the scope of this paper.
6
Kuhn (1970) uses the term paradigm in a similar sense.
7
See also the position of Lakatos (1970, 1978).
8
See also Wittgenstein (2001: Section 43): “For a large class of cases […] the meaning of a word is its use
in the language”.

6

scientific work: e.g. if one develops a particular (disciplinary) model, one necessarily is
within the context of the notions, mechanisms of explanation and norms of the scientific
community. Individual scientific work, e.g. modeling, thus is a concrete, explicit construction
which is contingent on the respective basic construction of the scientific community.
Different sciences or scientific communities have developed different basic constructions of
the world, and thus are characterized by different sets of notions, norms and explanatory
mechanism they use. In regard to the mechanisms, for example, economists typically explain
economic outcomes as the result of rational choice by individuals (e.g. Becker 1976), while
ecologists typically explain ecological outcomes as the result of evolution (see e.g. Mayer
1997). In regard to notions, the same notion may be used in a different sense in different
communities (e.g. “equilibrium”, or “optimal”), because the meaning of notions depends on
the basic construction they are part of.
The specificity and conditionality of different basic constructions of the world obviously
poses a big challenge for fully integrated interdisciplinary research: it is a necessary
precondition for such integrated research to recognize the limitations and conditionality of the
different disciplinary basic constructions of the world, and it is necessary to develop a
common basic construction of the world for integrated interdisciplinary research.
Understanding knowledge in the way outlined above, and recognizing the conditionality and
the specificity of disciplinary scientific knowledge is crucial for a successful interdisciplinary
integration, which we have deduced as being at the core of EE (Section 3.1). This is an
essential epistemological prerequisite for EE in general, and the basis of the CML-approach in
particular.

5 Operationalization of the CML-approach by three levels of analysis:
concepts – models – case studies
The specific definition of inter- and transdisciplinarity (Section 3) and the underlying
epistemological position in between empiricism and rationalism (Section 4) suggest a certain
operationalization of the CML-approach to ecological economics. This operationalization
proceeds simultaneously on three levels of analysis: (i) concepts, (ii) models and (iii) case
studies.
5.1 Concepts
A concept is an intellectual figure – a norm, a notion or a mechanism – that is part of the basic
construction of the world by a scientific community.
Concepts can be notions like “equilibrium”, which are used differently e.g. within economics,
ecology or physics. They can be explanatory principles, like the concept of evolution in
ecology or the concept of rational choice in economics. They can be norms, which distinguish
a specific set of outcomes or processes, e.g. optimality or viability. Finally, they can be basic
axiomatic principles a discipline is based on, e.g. the specific understanding of the human
being or nature in economics and ecology. All these different concepts have implications for
the disciplinary scientific analysis and its results, and they have to be recognized to fully
understand the meaning and limits of the results (see e.g. Becker et al. 2005, Baumgärtner et
al. 2006, Baumgärtner et al. 2006a, Becker 2006).
In particular, the whole range of concepts relevant for the subject matter of interest is crucial
for any interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary cooperation. There may be congruence,
complementarity or contradictions between the underlying concepts of different sciences, as
well as between the underlying concepts of science and society. A successful inter- and
transdisciplinary research requires an explicit reflection on the different concepts and an
analysis of their relation. There has to be an appropriate adjustment of these concepts, which
provide a common basis for interdisciplinary scientific work.
7

This requires to step back from the contexts of individual disciplines and to take a broader
perspective. It requires philosophical thinking. Such philosophical expertise can be provided
by the philosophical educated scientist himself, or by interdisciplinary cooperation with
philosophers.
The CML-approach includes such a reflection on the concepts ecological-economic analysis
and modeling are based on. Norms and notions of all disciplines involved are explicitly
reflected, and congruence, complements or contradictions are analysed. As far as possible, an
integrated conceptual basis for modeling and application is developed.
5.2 Models
A model is an abstract representation of a system under study, explicitly constructed for a
certain purpose, and based on the concepts within a scientific community’s basic construction
of the world that are considered relevant for the purpose. 9
Purposes of modeling can be very different. At a fundamental level, modeling-purposes may
be distinguished – just like all activities within EE – according to whether they serve a
cognitive interest, i.e. an interest to understand and explain the world as it is, or an action
interest, i.e. an interest to manage the world based on an idea of how it ought to be (cf.
Section 2). At a more detailed level, the most common purposes that models may serve
include the following: 10
1. Theory-development: Models may be used as tools for the heuristic development and
refinement of a general theory covering a certain class of phenomena in the system
under study. In particular, in the very early stages in the development of a scientific
community a model may serve as a substitute for a general theory.
2. Theory-testing: A model may be used to test a general theory about a certain class of
phenomena in the system under study. For example, a model may be used to formally
verify the completeness and logical consistency of the general theory, to derive
concrete empirically testable hypotheses from a general theory, or to formally test
hypotheses.
3. Generalization: A suite of models may be used to identify and characterize the largest
domain of validity of (i.e. the weakest assumptions and conditions necessary to derive)
a particular statement about the system under study.
4. Understanding: A model may be used to better understand the “functioning” of the
system under study. In particular, a model may be used to identify the consequences of
changes in particular cause-effect-mechanisms and the role of particular assumptions
for the set of all potential states of the system under study.
5. Explanation: A model may be used to identify the causes of an actual change in the
state of the system under study.

9

See also Mäki (2002: 11) who defines a model as “a simple system used as a representation of [...] a more
complex system”, or Starfield et al. (1990), Baumgärtner et al. (2006a) who describe a model as a
purposeful representation of a system that consists of a reduced number of (i) system elements, (ii) internal
relationships between these, and (iii) relationships between system elements and the surrounding
environment of the system. The specification of the system elements and their internal and external
relationships determine to what extent we have a disciplinary or an integrated model and depend on the
purpose of the model.
10
This list of different purposes a model may serve is certainly not exhaustive. For more encompassing
discussions of what a model is, what the role of models in science is, and what purposes a model may
serve, see e.g. Suppes (1960), Freudenthal (1961), Braithwaite (1964), Bunge (1973), Leatherdale (1974),
Leplin (1980), Walsh (1987), Hartmann (1995), Morgan (1998, 2002), Mäki (2001) or Sugden (2002) .
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6. Prediction: A model may be used to identify, either qualitatively or quantitatively, the
consequences of a particular change in the system under study for the future state of
the system.
7. Decision-support: A model may be used to illustrate options and scenarios in terms of
alternative future states of the system, which can then be assessed and compared by
decision makers.
8. Communication: A model may be used to create metaphors and images that can help
get a message across, e.g. from scientists or stakeholders to (other) stakeholders,
decision makers etc.
9. Teaching: A model may be used to teach students 11 analytical techniques and allow
them to gain practical experience with these techniques. Often, so-called ‘toy models’
are used for this purpose, i.e. simple models that are not necessarily directly relevant
to the study of the system. Later on, these analytical techniques can then be applied to
the analysis of more relevant, and potentially more complicated, models of the system
under study.
Depending on the purpose, a model can aim at providing general insights on a very abstract
level or at providing specific insights into a specific system. In the first case, it may be
adequate to use simple toy-models. In the second case, however, toy-models may be too
simple and it might be more fruitful to use a more specific and realistic model. This however,
is often bound on the specific circumstances and characteristics of the system under study,
and is not suited for applications to other cases. Thus, on the one extreme, the purpose is to
generate general insight into a large class of systems; on the other extreme, the purpose is to
generate very specific insights into a particular system. On the one hand, the aim may be to
generate knowledge for the sake of theory building, e.g. to test hypotheses or to identify basic
principles; on the other hand, the aim may be to generate knowledge for the sake of
application, e.g. the management of systems or the solution of environmental problems in a
specific case. On the one extreme, models are somehow an intellectual game; on the other
extreme, they try to be structurally realistic and to incorporate all relevant details. This can be
traced back to the extremes of epistemological positions: To rationalism, which regards
human intellect as the primary source of knowledge, in the first case, and to empiricism,
which holds that reality is the main source of knowledge, in the second case.
The CML-approach suggests using a form of modeling that is in between both perspectives:
generic modeling. Generic models focus on the factors that are most essential for the purpose
and ignore further details. Thus, results obtained from generic models can potentially be
generalized to a large class of systems. At the same time, they retain enough structure to be
actually applicable to a broad class of realistic systems. Hence, generic modeling supports
both the purpose of generating general insights with the purpose of applying the model to
specific cases. The combination of these two purposes allows an iterative process of
reflection: a mutual inspiration between intellectual generalisations and tests of empirical
application. This is in accordance with the epistemological position behind the CMLapproach that knowledge ultimately is a result of the interplay between human intellect and
empirical experience (Section 4). Thus, generic models represent an intermediate stage in the
spectrum of empiricism and rationalism. They bridge the gap between abstract concepts and
specific case studies. Hence, they ensure that model analyses are both conceptually sound and
anchored in reality. 12
11

Today’s students are tomorrow’s decision makers. Building models for teaching purposes, and teaching
models, therefore, are important tasks in regard of transdisciplinarity.
12
Using generic models implies, inter alia, that sometimes simulation techniques and analytical techniques
of modeling have to be combined. Simulation models allow to refer to more real data and to include the
complexity of the real case under study. Analytical models are more abstract constructions, which often
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In the context of EE, fully integrated models are required that take a variety of aspects into
account that are usually studied in separate disciplinary models (cf. Section 3.1). There are
numerous models that explicitly consider aspects of one discipline but include aspects from
the other discipline merely as exogenous condition. Such models may reach too short if
combined effects or dynamic feedback loops between the ecological and the economic
systems are expected (Wätzold et al. 2006). In this case, there is no alternative to the use of
fully integrated ecological-economic models. Such models can be obtained by an appropriate
enhancement and combination of ecological and economic model-elements. This, however,
poses two specific challenges:
(1) As the different model-elements of a fully integrated model originate from the specific
basic constructions of the world of the different involved disciplines, they may be based on
assumptions that are not per se compatible (cf. Section 4). In this case, harmonization is
needed to integrate the different model-elements. This includes referring to the basic
constructions of the respective disciplines, and fully understanding the notions and
mechanisms the model-elements are based on.
(2) Another challenge of integrated models is the potential increase in model complexity that
may result from combining pre-existing models or model elements. As it is essential that one
fully understands the functioning of the integrated model, 13 to avoid overlooking important
feedback loops etc. and to recognize how specific assumptions limit the generality of the
results, it may therefore be necessary to simplify some model components or the overall
model structure. Fully integrated interdisciplinary models therefore do not necessarily need to
be more complex than disciplinary models.
5.3 Case Studies
A case study is the descriptive, explorative and prospective study of a concrete real-world
situation, including its practical context and its determining factors, for the purpose of
generating and testing hypotheses (Eisenhardt 1989, Scholz and Tietje 2002, Yin 2002).
The reference within the CML-approach to case studies is in accordance with the
epistemological position that knowledge is the result of the interplay between human intellect
and empirical experience (cf. Section 4). Case studies are the empiricist basis within the
CML-approach. A case study directly represents the real-world and practical context of
models. From this context, questions and models emerge, and against this system, models and
hypotheses are tested. Compared to other forms of empirical research, such as field studies or
controlled laboratory experiments, case studies are not guided that much by theory and are,
thus, closer to the ideal of radical empiricism.
Furthermore, the reference to case studies represents the transdisciplinary dimension of the
CML-approach. On the one side, this allows to take up research questions, knowledge, norms,
aims or judgements from society and to integrate them on all three levels of analysis (decontextualization). Case studies are particularly crucial for adequately including the concept
of sustainability in the transdisciplinary research framework, as this concept contains norms
and value statements which cannot be developed within science alone. On the other side, case
studies allow an adequate transfer of results and solutions to practical problems, as reference
to a particular context facilitates re-contextualization of scientific results. This supports
political decision making and management of ecological-economic systems.

allow the identification of more general mechanisms. Thus, a combination of these techniques seems to be
an adequate means for generic modeling. Yet, a challenge arises as to how to combine the different
modeling techniques.
13
Full understanding of the functioning of the integrated model is jeopardized, for example, as long as one
considers some part of the model as a „black box“, the internal structure and functioning of which is left to
„the other discipline“.
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5.4 Interplay of Concepts, Models and Case Studies in the CML-approach
Within the CML-approach, the three levels of operationalization are strongly connected with
and related to each other. This interconnection allows a successful inter- and transdisciplinary
analysis of ecological-economic systems and their sustainability. In the following, we explain
the relation between the levels in detail.
The reference to concepts and to case studies is due to the underlying epistemological position
of the CML-approach that scientific knowledge is the result of the interplay between human
intellect and empirical experience. Within the CML-approach, generic ecological-economic
models function as ‘mediators’ (Morgan and Morrison 1999) in a specific meaning: they
mediate between concepts and case studies, and, ultimately, between the rationalist and the
empiricist dimension of human knowledge. The relation between the different levels is not
just in one direction and for one time. The analysis on the different levels rather is mutual
stimulating, controlling and correcting each other. It is a dynamic research progress of
simultaneous interaction.
The analysis of concepts is a crucial prerequisite for successful interdisciplinary modeling. As
models belong to the specific basic constructions of the world of every discipline, the notions
and mechanisms from the different disciplines the models are based on have to be clarified
and harmonized. This requires an interaction between modeling and conceptual analysis.
Sustainability research requires an adequate inclusion of the concept of sustainability. As this
concept includes norms and value statements which cannot be developed within science
alone, it is important to cooperate with ethics and to take up norms or judgements of social
groups, to transform them into scientific concepts and to analyse which way is optimal to
realize these normative aims. In the CML-approach, sustainability is taken up and formalized
on the level of concepts and operationalized through modeling. Judgements about what is
sustainable and working well in specific cases is taken up by referring to good-practice case
studies, so that these judgements can then be reflected through model analysis.
The most important advantage of the CML-approach is that it provides a scientific framework
for performing sustainability analyses across the three levels of operationalization. The core
of the framework is the generic ecological-economic model. By developing the model in
regard to a particular case study, practical knowledge and normative value judgments can be
integrated in the scientific analytical framework. By systematic model analyses, research
questions such as the following ones can be studied: Under what conditions is the
management system under study sustainable? What factors are crucial for sustainability?
What environmental and socio-economic conditions foster or hinder sustainability? By
reflecting the answers to these questions basic principles for sustainable management of
ecosystems can be derived. In addition, hypotheses regarding the interplay between ecological
and economic factors can be tested and, if the need arises, modified. This provides the basis
for sharpening the ecological-economic concepts involved. Evidently, the CML-approach
supports both theory building in EE and decision-making in management and policy.

6 Application of the CML-approach: Sustainable management of semiarid rangelands
In this section, we illustrate how the CML-approach works, and demonstrate that it is
operational and fruitful, with the example of sustainable livestock grazing management in
semi-arid areas. This is a prime object of study in ecological economics, as the ecological and
economic systems are tightly coupled (e.g. Perrings 1997, Perrings and Walker 1997, 2004,
Janssen et al. 2004, Quaas et al. 2007).
Semi-arid areas are characterized by low and highly variable precipitation, which drives the
dynamics of the ecosystems (vegetation and livestock). Their predominant use is by livestock
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grazing, which provides the livelihood of almost one billion people. Grazing management
strategies that are insufficiently adapted to the harsh conditions have lead to degradation at a
global scale. The solution of this problem by developing sustainable grazing management
strategies and corresponding institutions requires insights into the interrelations between the
ecological dynamics and the economic decision making process. This is particularly urgent in
face of various ongoing processes of global change (e.g. climate change, institutional change).
Understanding how sustainability of semi-arid grazing systems can be attained requires
understanding of two aspects: (a) the decision processes that lead to the adoption of a
particular grazing management strategy, and (b) the impacts of different grazing strategies on
the dynamics and stability properties of the utilized rangeland system. The farmers’ decisionmaking takes place in a complex ecological and economic environment which is itself shaped
by the grazing activity. That is, feedback loops between the ecological and the economic
system are intrinsic in semi-arid grazing systems. These feedback loops and their impacts on
the dynamics and stability properties of the overall system are not fully understood so far.
Hence, sustainable grazing management of semi-arid rangelands is an example for an
environmental issue at the intersection between ecology and economy that requires a fully
integrated inter- and transdisciplinary analysis.
We have applied the CML-approach to this problem in a series of studies – in a fully
integrated interdisciplinary cooperation among ecologists, economists and philosophers –
with the aim (a) to provide insights about basic principles of sustainable livestock grazing in
semi-arid regions and the design of institutions for managing ecological-economic risks in
this context, (b) to contribute to a further foundation of the relevant ecological-economic
concepts used, and (c) to provide generic models and methods that can be used for further
research (Faber et al. 2005, Frank et al. 2006, Baumgärtner 2007, Baumgärtner and Quaas
2007, Müller et al 2007, 2008, Olbrich et al 2007, Quaas et al. 2007, Quaas and Baumgärtner,
in press).
Before we give examples for these three categories of results achieved through applying the
CML-approach, we will briefly introduce the main components of the approach – case
studies, concepts and generic models – we worked with.
6.1 Case study: Gamis farm, Namibia
In the CML-approach, case studies anchor analyses in reality and provide specific information
about all components of the ecological-economic system relevant for the sustainability issue
under consideration (cf. Sec. 5). In the field of semi-arid livestock grazing management, these
components are the ecological conditions on the pasture, the economic situation of the
farmers, and the grazing management system implemented. One example for a semi-arid
grazing management system is the Gamis Farm (Frank et al. 2006, Müller et al., 2007, Quaas
et al. 2007), a commercial sheep farm situated in the southwest of Namibia. Annual
precipitation has a mean of below 180 mm/y and a coefficient of variation of more than 50%
in this region. The vegetation is dominated by perennial grasses. Not more than 3000 Karakul
sheep are kept on an area of 30,000 hectares. The primary source of revenue is from the sale
of lamb pelts. Income fluctuates substantially depending on weather conditions and prices
uncertainties (Olbrich et al. 2007).
At the Gamis farm, a sophisticated adaptive gazing management strategy has been employed
for more than forty years to cope with the variability in forage. The basis of the strategy is a
rotational grazing scheme: the pasture land is divided into 98 paddocks, each of which is
grazed for a short period (about 14 days) until the palatable biomass on that paddock is used
up completely, and then is rested for a minimum of two months. While such a rotational
grazing scheme is fairly standard throughout semi-arid regions, the farmer on the Gamis farm
has introduced an additional resting: in years with sufficient precipitation. One third of the
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paddocks are given a rest during the growth period (September–May). In years with
insufficient rainfall this rest period is reduced or completely omitted. Once a year, at the end
of the rainy season (April), the farmer determines – based on actual rainfall and available
forage – how many paddocks will be rested and, thus, how many lambs can be reared. This
strategy is a particular example of what has been called ‘rotational resting’.
Our field work in Namibia has shown that, on the one side, the Gamis farm is a typical
example of rangeland use in Namibia: (i) the institutional form as a commercial (as opposed
to: communal) livestock farm is the dominant one in Namibia; (ii) most of the commercial
farmers employ a rotational grazing scheme.
On the other side, the Gamis strategy is also a special case as it represents a ‘good-practice’
strategy. The farming management system has been employed in a similar form for several
decades and has proven to be successful in economic and ecological terms, as the farmer
derives a viable livelihood from his farming activity and the farm's vegetation is in good
shape. Also, during a prolonged drought during the 1990s, many neighbouring farmers had to
give up their farms, while the Gamis farm continued to be viable. Finally, the Gamis farmer
himself, and other Namibian farmers we interviewed, considered the Gamis farm to be a good
example for a sustainable rangeland management in both economic and ecological terms.
6.2 Concepts: stocks, risk, and viability
Our research aim to derive basic principles for sustainable grazing management in semi-arid
areas required analyzing the ecological-economic dynamics of the rangeland system. The
dynamics of both ecological and economic systems are determined by durable structures
(here: e.g. rainfall, vegetation, livestock, capital) and their interactions. In both ecology and
economics the concept of stocks is used to describe such durable structures. Based on a settheoretic approach, Faber et al. (2005) developed a unified ecological-economic concept of
stocks describing entities considered as persistent over a certain period of time larger than the
time scale of consideration in the study.
Stochastic fluctuations in rainfall are characteristic in semi-arid regions, causing stochastic
fluctuations in both vegetation and livestock and, finally, in the income gained from farming.
Hence, risk is a central concept in the analysis of semi-arid rangelands. How the exogenous
risk of rainfall translates into income risk depends on the grazing management applied by the
farmer as well as on socio-economic institutions of risk-management. To describe this type of
risk, we employed and further developed the concept of endogenous risk (Baumgärtner 2006,
2007, Quaas and Baumgärtner, in press).
To assess the sustainability of management strategies under conditions of risk, we developed
an ecological-economic notion of viability (Baumgärtner and Quaas 2007). Viability, in this
sense, means that the different components and functions of a dynamic, stochastic system at
any time remain in a domain where the future existence of these components and functions is
guaranteed with sufficiently high probability. Hence, viability is an operational measure of
strong sustainability under conditions of risk.
6.3 Generic ecological-economic models and specific results
At the core of the CML-approach are generic models that are developed with the aim to
provide insights, both general and specific (cf. Section 5.2), into the sustainable management
of semi-arid rangelands. Accordingly, in this section the generic models and the insights they
provide will be presented jointly.
Generic models, as used in the CML-approach, bridge the gap between case studies and
concepts. The case study of the Gamis farm, combined with ecological and economic
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knowledge, has shown that the permanency of the grass vegetation in spite of the fluctuations
of rainfall and stocking with livestock is one characteristic feature of the ecological system.
Thus, describing the grass vegetation by employing the ecological-economic notion of a stock
is a central element of the analysis and of the modeling process. According to the approach of
generic modeling, we described the state of the vegetation by the stock of reserve biomass on
the pasture rather than describing each plant individually. Also, a characteristic property of
the good-practice case study is the ‘rotational resting’ strategy employed at the Gamis farm.
This led to the idea of assessing the relevance of ‘resting’ for the sustainability of the grazing
management and under which circumstances a farmer will or will not choose a strategy with
resting.
From both sides, ecology and economics, we started off with state-of-the art models. A
sophisticated stochastic ecological model was available that described the ecological
dynamics of the Gamis farm in a detailed way, including five soil/landscape types and four
vegetation types (Stephan et al. 1998). Müller et al. (2007) used this model as the starting
point to build a generic model of the ecological dynamics of the semi-arid rangeland. The
resulting model abstracts from different soil types and considers one representative species of
perennial grass. It incorporates the fluctuating rainfall, the vegetation, the livestock and their
interaction as well as the grazing management in a very stylized way. The analysis of this
model has shown that the relevance of rest periods depends on the environmental conditions.
Under the conditions typical for semi-arid rangelands – variable rainfall and low growth rates
of vegetation – rest periods are essential for ecological-economic sustainability as they reduce
the variability of biomass and, hence, income from livestock farming, and, in the long-run,
also for a high mean biomass and income (Müller et al 2007). Hence, resting was found to be
a buffer mechanism.
From the economic side we started with a model of intertemporal decision making under risk
(Gollier 2001), which connects the decision maker's aversion against intertemporal variability
in income and risk aversion. As our central aim was to gain insights into the interrelation
between risk management and uncertainty, we focused this model on the risk-aversion aspect
by considering a myopic decision maker (Quaas et al. 2007).
In a fully integrated model (Quaas et al. 2007), we analyzed the farmer’s choice of a grazing
strategy and the consequences for sustainability depending on the farmer's risk aversion. We
assessed the sustainability of grazing management by employing the concept of ecologicaleconomic viability (Quaas et al. 2007, Quaas and Baumgärtner 2007).
It turned out that a farmer who is long-term planning or sufficiently risk averse chooses a
sustainable strategy with resting (Quaas et al. 2007). If he is short-term planning and risk
neutral, however, an unsustainable strategy without resting is chosen. This demonstrates that
risk-aversion and the choice of an adaptive grazing strategy with rotational resting are
instrumental for the sustainability of semi-arid rangelands. As a general insight, this shows
that short-term optimization does not automatically exclude sustainability, but that, under
certain conditions, a sufficiently high degree of risk aversion implies sustainability (Quaas et
al. 2007).
In order to further explore the implications of this result, we included the relevant institutional
context in a generic way by considering the possibility of financial insurance against income
risk. We found that the introduction of an idealized income insurance (Baumgärtner 2007,
Quaas/Baumgärtner in press) or a rain-index insurance (Müller et al. 2008) can lead to an
unsustainable outcome, depending on the ecological setting at hand and on the exact type of
the insurance scheme. Deriving conditions about how to design insurance contracts (Müller et
al. 2008), these results can be fed back into the actual processes of decision making in
Namibia, for example by advising banks, insurance companies, or agricultural co-operatives.
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6.4 Value added by the CML-approach
The CML-approach provided the basis for a fully integrated interdisciplinary analysis of the
sustainability of grazing management strategies and was essential to derive the results
presented in the previous section. In particular, the simultaneous analysis at all three levels of
abstraction – case studies, models and concepts – was necessary:
•

From the case study of the Gamis farm, we derived hypotheses about what are the
crucial elements of a sustainable grazing management strategy in semi-arid regions.
For example, on the basis of the case-study we hypothesized that rotational resting is
critical for the sustainability of livestock-grazing in semi-arid regions (Müller et al.
2007).

•

The analysis of this hypothesis was only possible through the use of generic, fully
integrated ecological-economic models because feedbacks between the ecological
dynamics and the economics of decision making are crucial for livestock grazing in
semi-arid regions. For example, the extent of resting has been found to determine the
future state of the vegetation and, at the same time, current income. In particular, it
determines the risk-characteristics of current income. The result that short-term
optimization does not automatically exclude sustainability, but rather that risk
aversion can already imply sustainability, hinges upon this ecological-economic
feedback mechanism (Quaas et al. 2007).

•

In order to build and to analyze fully integrated, generic models it was necessary to
develop unified ecological-economic concepts. For example, the unified ecologicaleconomic notions of stocks, endogenous risk, and viability were necessary to describe
the ecological-economic dynamics and risk management in a unified way, and to
assess in ecological and economic terms the sustainability of livestock-grazing under
conditions of uncertainty (Quaas et al. 2007, Baumgärtner and Quaas 2007).

The line of argument linking the sustainability analyses across the different levels of
operationalization is provided by a cascade of research questions subsequently generated in
the course of the study (resting as observed characteristic of an implemented grazing strategy
-> ecological buffer mechanism -> interplay between ecological and economic buffers ->
conclusions on the design of income insurance schemes). The CML-approach with its
modular multi-level architecture facilitates such a hierarchical way of generating knowledge.
The rotational resting strategy implemented at the Gamis farm can be interpreted as an
example of ‘practical knowledge’. The CML-approach reveals that this ‘practical knowledge’
is not a substitute for the ‘scientific knowledge’ attained through systematic sustainability
analyses of any implemented management strategy by the mean of modeling. This is
especially relevant in face of the ongoing global change. These change processes can
critically alter the interactions in and, hence, the entire dynamics of ecological-economic
systems. As a result, management strategies that would be sustainable under current
conditions can become inadequate. The adequateness of a certain strategy under modified
conditions can only be assessed in a scientific analysis. The CML-approach provides an
appropriate framework for such tasks.

7 Conclusions and Perspectives
We have developed a consistent and comprehensive multi-level approach to ecological
economics (CML-approach) which integrates philosophical considerations on the foundations
of ecological economics with an adequate operationalization. Taking the subject matter and
aims of ecological economics as a starting point, we have identified a specific understanding
of inter- and transdisciplinarity, and the underlying epistemological position on which this
approach is based. In accordance with this understanding of inter- and transdisciplinarity and
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the underlying epistemological position, we have suggested an operationalization which
comprises simultaneous analysis on three levels of abstraction: concepts, models and case
studies.
The innovation of this approach is that it represents a systematic and coherent methodological
framework for ecological economics, ranging all the way from basic philosophy of science to
concrete operationalization. It offers a systematic view on EE, and thus allows one to see the
relationship between contributions to that field that have so far been perceived as very
heterogeneous and largely unrelated. This includes a vast diversity of contributions which are
(i) based on case studies, models, theories, conceptual foundation, philosophical reflection;
(ii) aim at positive analysis in the spirit of the natural sciences (i.e. describing facts and
providing explanations), or at normative, i.e. value based, policy recommendations, or at both;
(iii) are motivated purely by cognitive interest and are driven by a science-immanent logic
(i.e. study questions from science and provide answers for science), or by an interest in
practical action and solution (i.e. link science and society), or by some combination of both.
There are three main conclusions from our analysis. First, our analysis gives firm
philosophical support to the widely held position of methodological pluralism in ecological
economics (Norgaard 1989), and at the same time restricts its misinterpretation as
unconditional, and therefore arbitrary, openness to just everything. The rationale behind the
plurality of methods in, and approaches to, ecological economics is the underlying plurality of
fundamental philosophical positions – such as rationalism and empiricism, motivation by
cognitive interest or action interest, or value-freeness and value-integration – which are all
legitimate and potentially valuable with respect to the subject matter and aims of EE. So, the
apparent heterogeneity of approaches, methods and contributions is not per se problematic but
rather necessary to EE. The CML-approach provides a methodological framework to
systematically structure and to relate this heterogeneity on a meta-level, in a way which is
directed towards the subject matter and aims of EE. Such a unified perspective on a metalevel, on the other hand, establishes certain requirements on the plurality of methods and
approaches, going beyond “pluralism” in the sense of unconditional and arbitrary openness.
Methodological pluralism per se will not necessarily foster EE, but requires a unified basis. It
needs to be consistent with, and systematically directed towards, the subject matter and aims
of EE. The CML-approach can help identify these requirements.
Second, our analysis has implications about how to do ecological economics in a fruitful and
potentially successful manner. We believe that the CML-approach can serve as guidance not
only for the field of EE at large, but also for every individual contribution to EE. For example,
simultaneous analysis on the three levels of concepts, models and case studies should, at least
potentially, be part of every contribution to EE. While the focus of an individual contribution
may, of course, be on one particular level of analysis, the context of the other levels and the
entire spectrum of levels need to be present at least potentially. This provides a metamethodological criterion of how to do EE, which could be used as one essential criterion
(among others) to evaluate and assess contributions to EE. In particular, philosophical
reflection on the conceptual level as well as thinking in empirical contexts is constitutive and
indispensable for all work in EE.
Third, our analysis reveals that EE requires specific personal and professional capabilities of
ecological economists in addition to the more general scientific skills and capabilities that are
required for every scientist (see also Faber 2007). This has implications, for example, for the
education of ecological economists. (i) Interdisciplinarity requires that an ecological
economist has a basic understanding of the differences among scientific disciplines and the
specific character of each discipline. This does not mean that each ecological economist has to
be capable of making a scientific contribution to every discipline in an interdisciplinary
endeavor. Yet, each ecological economist should have a basic understanding of every
discipline relevant to their specific research topic in terms of its self-understanding,
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methodology, concepts, models, etc. (ii) Each ecological economist needs basic philosophical
knowledge about norms, knowledge, science and their roles in society (i.e. epistemology,
ethics, philosophy and history of science). This includes a distinction between different forms
of knowledge (i.e. scientific and tacit knowledge) and the distinction between factual and
normative knowledge. (iii) For ecological economists, communication skills are critical. In
the inter- and transdisciplinary discourse, notions of one particular scientific discipline have to
be communicated from the perspective of that discipline to other disciplines or society at
large. Together with other disciplines or societal stakeholders they have to be developed into
inter- and transdisciplinary notions that fit with the overall inter- or transdisciplinary aim.
This requires an awareness of the differing use and potential connotations of notions in
different disciplinary and societal discourses, in particular of those notions that are apparently
the same in different disciplines.
As we have argued for reflexive and guided pluralism in EE, we explicitly do not draw the
conclusion that the CML-approach is the only or “the best” approach to EE. Yet, we believe
that the approach has potential (and, of course, limits) as both a description of, and a guide to,
ecological economics.

Acknowledgements
We are grateful to Malte Faber, Lutz Göhring, Anja Humburg, Klara Stumpf, Christian
Wissel and Sten Zeibig for critical discussion and helpful comments and to the Volkswagen
Foundation for financial support under grants no. II/79 628 and II/82 883.

References
Baumgärtner, S. (2006). Natural Science Constraints in Environmental and Resource Economics. Method and Problem, University of Heidelberg Publications Online, Heidelberg
(http://www.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/archiv/6593).
Baumgärtner, S. (2007). The insurance value of biodiversity in the provision of ecosystem
services, Natural Resource Modeling 20(1), 87–127.
Baumgärtner, S. and C. Becker (eds.) (2005). Philosophy of Interdisciplinary Environmental
Science (in German). Marburg: Metropolis.
Baumgärtner, S., C. Becker; M. Faber and R. Manstetten (2006). Relative and absolute
scarcity of nature. Assessing the roles of ecology and economics for biodiversity
conservation. Ecological Economics 59, 487–498.
Baumgärtner, S., M. Faber and J. Schiller (2006a). Joint Production and Responsibility in
Ecological Economics. On the Foundations of Environmental Policy. Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar.
Baumgärtner, S. and M. Quaas (2007). Ecological-economic viability as a criterion of strong
sustainability under uncertainty. University of Lüneburg Working Paper Series in
Economics, Working Paper No. 67, November 2007.
Becker, C. (2006). The human actor in ecological economics: Philosophical approach and research perspectives. Ecological Economics 60, 17-23.
Becker, C., M. Faber, K. Hertel and R. Manstetten (2005). Malthus vs. Wordsworth:
Perspectives on Humankind, Nature and Economy. A Contribution to the History and the
Foundations of Ecological Economics. Ecological Economics 53, 299-310.
Becker, G.S. (1976). The Economic Approach to Human Behaviour. Chicago: University
Press.
17

Bunge, M. (1973). Method, Model, and Matter. Dordrecht: Reidel.
Braithwaite, R. (1964). Scientific Explanation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Costanza, R. (1989). What is Ecological Economics? Ecological Economics 1, 1-7.
Costanza, R. (1991). Ecological Economics: The Science and Management of Sustainability.
New York: Columbia University Press.
Costanza, R., J. Cumberland, H. Daly, R. Goodland and R. Norgaard (1998). An Introduction
to Ecological Economics. Boca Raton: St. Lucie Press.
Descartes, R. (1642). Meditationes de Prima Philosophia. Amsterdam: Elzevir.
Eisenhardt, K.M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of
Management Review 14(4), 532–550.
Faber, M., R. Manstetten and J. Proops (1996). Ecological Economics. Concepts and
Methods. Cheltenham, Northampton: Edward Elgar.
Faber, M., K. Frank, B. Klauer, R. Manstetten, J. Schiller and C. Wissel (2005). On the
foundation of a general theory of stocks. Ecological Economics 55(2), 155-172.
Frank, K., S. Baumgärtner, C. Becker, B. Müller and M. Quaas (2006). Ecological-economic
models for sustainable grazing in semi-arid rangelands: between concepts and case
studies. In: H. Leser (ed.). The Changing Culture and Nature of Namibia: Case Studies.
Basel and Windhoek, Basler Afrika Bibliographien, pp. 69-89.
Freudenthal, H. (ed.) (1961). The Concept and the Role of the Model in Mathematics and
Natural and Social Sciences. Dordrecht.
Funtowicz, S.O. and J.R. Ravetz (1991). A new scientific methodology for global
environmental issues. In: Costanza, R. (Ed.), Ecological Economics: The Science and
Management of Sustainability. Columbia University Press, New York, pp. 137–152.
Funtowicz, S.O. and J.R. Ravetz (1993). Science for the post-normal age. Futures 25 (7),
739–755.
Funtowicz, S.O. and J.R. Ravetz (1994). The worth of a songbird: ecological economics as a
postnormal science. Ecological Economics 10, 197–207.
Funtowicz, S.O. and J.R. Ravetz (2003). Post-normal science, in: International Society for
Ecological Economics (ed.), Online Encyclopedia of Ecological Economics at http://
www.ecoeco.org/publica/encyc.htm.
Gergen, K.J. (1994). Reality and Relationships. Soundings in Social Construction.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Gibbons, M., C. Limoges, H. Nowotny, S. Schwartzman, P. Scott und M. Trow (eds) (1994). The new
production of knowledge. London: Sage.

Gollier, C. (2001). The economics of risk and time. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.
Hartmann, S. (1995). Methaphysik und Methode. Konstanz: Hartung-Gorre Verlag.
Heal, G. (1998). Interpreting Sustainability. In: G. Chichilnisky, G. Heal and A. Vercelli
(eds.), Sustainability: Dynamics and Uncertainty, Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic
Publishers, pp. 257–275.
Hirsch Hadorn, G., D. Bradley, C. Pohl, S. Rist and U. Wiesmann (2006). Implications of
transdisciplinarity for sustainability research. Ecological Economics 60, 119-128.
Hirsch Hadorn, G. (2002). Unity of Knowledge in Transdisciplinary Research for Sustainability. Encyclopedia of Life Support Systems. Oxford: EOLSS Publishers.
18

Hume, D. [1740](2000). A Treatise of Human Nature. Ed. by D.F. Norton and M.J. Norton.
Oxford: University press.
Janssen, M.A., J.M. Anderies and B.H. Walker (2004). Robust strategies for managing
rangelands with multiple stable attractors. Journal of Environmental Economics and
Management 47, 140–162.
Kant, I. [1781/87](1990). Kritik der reinen Vernunft. Nach der ersten und zweiten OriginalAusgabe herausgegeben von Raymund Schmidt. Mit einer Bibliographie von Heiner
Klemme. Hamburg: Meiner.
Klauer, B. (1999). Defining and achieving sustainable development. International Journal of
Sustainable Development and World Ecology 6(2), 114–121.
Kirchgässner, G. (1991). Homo oeconomicus. Das ökonomische Modell individuellen Verhaltens und seine Anwendung in den Wirtschafts- und Sozialwissenschaften. Tübingen:
Mohr.
Krishnan, R., J.M. Harris and N.R. Goodwin (1995). A Survey Of Ecological Economics.
Washington, Covelo: Island Press.
Kuhn, T.S. (1970). The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. 2nd ed., University of Chicago
Press, Chicago.
Lakatos, I. (1970). Falsification and the methodology of scientific research programmes. In: I.
Lakatos and A. Musgrave (eds), Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge. Cambridge:
University Press.
Lakatos, I. (1978). The Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes. Philosophical
Papers, Vol. I, eds. J. Worral and G. Currie. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Leatherdale, W.H. (1974). The Role of Analogy, Model and Metaphor. Amsterdam: NorthHolland.
Leplin, J. (1980). The role of models in theory construction. In: T. Nickles (ed.), Scientific
Discovery, Logic, and Rationality, Dordrecht: Reidel, pp. 267–284.
Lubchenco, J. (1998). Entering the century of environment: A new social contract for science.
Science 279, 491-497.
Mäki, U. (ed.) (2002). Fact and Fiction in Economics. Models, Realism and Social
Construction. Cambridge: University Press.
Mäki, U. (2002). Introduction: The dismal queen of the social sciences, in: U. Mäki (ed.),
Fact and Fiction in Economics. Models, Realism and Social Construction, Cambridge:
University Press, pp. 3–32.
Mayer, E. (1997). This is Biology. The Science of the Living World. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.
Max-Neef, M.A. (2005). Foundations of transdisciplinarity. Ecological Economics 53, 5–16.
Morgan, M.S. (1998). Models. In: J.B. Davis, D.W. Hands and U. Mäki (eds), Handbook of
Economic Methodology, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, pp. 316–321.
Morgan, M.S. (2002). Models, stories, and the economic world. In: U. Mäki (ed.), Fact and
Fiction in Economics. Models, Realism and Social Construction, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, pp. 178–201.
Morgan, M.S. and M. Morrison (eds) (1999). Models as Mediators. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Müller, A. (2003). A flower in full blossom? Ecological economics at the crossroads between
normal and post-normal science. Ecological Economics 45, 19-27.
19

Müller, B., K. Frank and C. Wissel (2007). Relevance of rest periods in non-equilibrium
rangeland systems – a modelling analysis. Agricultural Systems 92, 295–317.
Müller, B., M.F. Quaas, K. Frank and S. Baumgärtner, (2008). Rain-index insurance may
impair the sustainability of rangeland management. Manuscript.
Neumayer, E. (2003). Weak Versus Strong Sustainability: Exploring the Limits of Two
Opposing Paradigms}. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.
Norgaard, R. B. (1989). The Case for Methodological Pluralism. Ecological Economics 1, 3757.
Olbrich, R., S. Baumgärtner and M. Quaas (2007). Risk and risk-management in Namibian
commercial cattle farming. Manuscript.
Perrings, C. (1997). Stress, shock and the sustainability of resource use in semi-arid
environments, in C. Perrings (ed.), Economics of Ecological Resources. Edward Elgar,
Cheltenham, UK, pp. 142–175.
Perrings, C. and B.H. Walker (1997). Biodiversity, resilience and the control of ecologicaleconomic systems: The case of fire-driven rangelands. Ecological Economics 22, 73–83.
Perrings, C. and B.H. Walker (2004). Conservation in the optimal use of rangelands.
Ecological Economics 49, 119–128.
Pezzey, J. (1992). Sustainable Development Concepts. An Economic Analysis. Washington,
DC: World Bank.
Popper, K.R. (1935). Logik der Forschung. 2. Aufl., Wien, Tübingen.
Proops, J. (1989). Ecological economics: rationale and problem areas. Ecological Economics
1, 59-76.
Quaas, M.F. and S. Baumgärtner (in press). Natural vs. financial insurance in the management
of public-good ecosystems. Ecological Economics.
Quaas, M.F., S. Baumgärtner, C. Becker, K. Frank and B. Müller (2007). Uncertainty and
sustainability in the management of rangelands. Ecological Economics 62(2), 251–266.
Ravetz, J.R. (ed.) (1999). Special Issue: Post-Normal Science. Futures 31(7).
Robbins, L. (1935). An Essay on the Nature and Significance of Economic Science. 2nd ed.
London: Macmillan.
Røpke, I. (2005). Trends in the development of ecological economics from the late 1980s to
the early 2000s. Ecological Economics 55, 262–290.
Scholz, R.W. and O. Tietje (2002). Embedded Case Study Methods. Integrating Quantitative
and Qualitative Knowledge, Thousand Oaks: Sage.
Schüßler, I. and J. Bauerdick (1997). Umweltwahrnehmung und Umweltverhalten aus
konstruktivistischer Sicht. In: G. Michelsen (ed.), Umweltberatung. Grundlagen und
Praxis, Bonn: Economica, pp. 43–54
Starfield, A. M., K. A. Smith, and A. L. Bleloch. 1990. How to Model it: Problem Solving for
the Computer Age. McGraw-Hill, New York.
Stephan, T., F. Jeltsch, T. Wiegand, C. Wissel und H.A. Breiting (1998). Sustainable farming
at the edge of the Namib: analysis of land use strategies by a computer simulation model.
In: J.L. Uso, C.A. Brebbia und H. Power, Ecosystems and sustainable development,
Computational Mechanics Publication, Southampton, pp. 41–50.

20

Sugden, R. (2002). Credible worlds: the status of theoretical models in economics. In: U.
Mäki (ed.). Fact and Fiction in Economics. Models, Realism and Social Construction.
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, pp. 107–136
Suppes, P. (1960). A comparison of the meaning and uses of models in mathematics and the
empirical sciences. Synthese 12, 287–301.
Tacconi, L. (1998). Scientific methodology for ecological economics. Ecological Economics
27, 91–105.
Thompson Klein, J., W. Grossenbacher-Mansuy, R. Häberli, A. Bill, R.W. Scholz and M.
Welti (eds) (2001). Transdisziplinarity: Joint Problem Solving among Science,
Techology, and Society. An Effective Way for Managing Complexity, Basel et al.:
Birkhäuser.
Walsh, V. (1987). Models and theories. In J. Eatwell, M. Milgate and P. Newman (eds), The
New Palgrave. A Dictionary of Economics, Vol. III, London: Macmillan, pp. 482–483.
Wätzold, F., M. Drechsler, C.W. Armstrong, S. Baumgärtner, V. Grimm, A. Huth, C.
Perrings, H.P. Possingham, J.F. Shogren, A. Skonhoft, J. Verboom-Vasiljev and C.
Wissel (2006). Ecological-economic modeling for biodiversity management: potential,
pitfalls, and prospects. Conservation Biology 20(4), 1034–1041.
Wittgenstein, L. (2001). Philosophische Untersuchungen. Kritisch-genetische Edition. Hrsg.
Joachim Schulte. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.
Yin, R.K. (2002). Case Study Research. Design and Methods. Third Edition. Applied social research
method series, Volume 5. Sage: Thousand Oaks.

21

Working Paper Series in Economics
(see www.leuphana.de/vwl/papers for a complete list)
No.74:

Thorsten Schank, Claus Schnabel & Joachim Wagner: Higher wages in exporting firms:
Self-selection, export effect, or both? First evidence from German linked employeremployee data, January 2008

No.73:

Institut für Volkswirtschaftslehre: Forschungsbericht 2007, Januar 2008

No.72:

Christian Growitsch and Heike Wetzel:Testing for economies of scope in European
railways: An efficiency analysis, December 2007
[revised version of Working Paper No. 29,
forthcoming in: Journal of Transport Economics and Policy]

No.71:

Joachim Wagner, Lena Koller and Claus Schnabel: Sind mittelständische Betriebe der
Jobmotor der deutschen Wirtschaft?, Dezember 2007

No.70:

Nils Braakmann: Islamistic terror, the war on Iraq and the job prospects of Arab men in
Britain: Does a country’s direct involvement matter?, December 2007

No.69:

Maik Heinemann: E-stability and stability learning in models with asymmetric
information, December 2007

No.68:

Joachim Wagner: Exporte und Produktivität in Industriebetrieben – Niedersachsen im
interregionalen und internationalen Vergleich, Dezember 2007

No.67:

Stefan Baumgärtner and Martin F. Quaas: Ecological-economic viability as a criterion of
strong sustainability under uncertainty, November 2007

No.66:

Kathrin Michael: Überbrückungsgeld und Existenzgründungszuschuss – Ergebnisse
einer schriftlichen Befragung drei Jahre nach Gründungsbeginn, November 2007

No.65:

The International Study Group on Export and Productivity: Exports and Productivity –
Comparable Evidence for 14 Countries, November 2007

No.64:

Lena Koller, Claus Schnabel und Joachim Wagner: Freistellung von Betriebsräten –
Eine Beschäftigungsbremse?, November 2007

No.63:

Anne-Kathrin Last: The Monetary Value of Cultural Goods: A Contingent Valuation
Study of the Municipal Supply of Cultural Goods in Lueneburg, Germany, October 2007

No.62:

Thomas Wein und Heike Wetzel: The Difficulty to Behave as a (regulated) Natural
Monopolist – The Dynamics of Electricity Network Access Charges in Germany 2002 to
2005, September 2007

No.61:

Stefan Baumgärtner und Martin F. Quaas: Agro-biodiversity as natural insurance and
the development of financial insurance markets, September 2007

No.60:

Stefan Bender, Joachim Wagner, Markus Zwick: KombiFiD - Kombinierte Firmendaten
für Deutschland, September 2007

No.59:

Jan Kranich: Too much R&D? - Vertical differentiation in a model of monopolistic
competition, August 2007

No.58:

Christian Papilloud und Ingrid Ott: Convergence or mediation? Experts of vulnerability
and the vulnerability of experts’ discourses on nanotechnologies – a case study,
July 2007

No.57:

Ingrid Ott und Susanne Soretz: Governmental activity, integration and agglomeration,
July 2007

No.56:

Nils Braakmann: Struktur und Erfolg von Ich-AG-Gründungen: Ergebnisse einer
Umfrage im Arbeitsagenturbezirk Lüneburg, Juli 2007

No.55:

Nils Braakmann: Differences in the earnings distribution of self- and dependent employed
German men – evidence from a quantile regression decomposition analysis, July 2007

No.54:

Joachim Waagner: Export entry, export exit, and productivity in German Manufacturing
Industries, June 2007
[forthcoming in: International Journal of the Economics of Business]

No.53:

Nils Braakmann: Wirkungen der Beschäftigungspflicht schwerbehinderter Arbeitnehmer –
Erkenntnisse aus der Einführung des „Gesetzes zur Bekämpfung der Arbeitslosigkeit
Schwerbehinderter“, Juni 2007

No.52:

Jan Kranich und Ingrid Ott: Regionale Spitzentechnologie auf internationalen Märkten,
Juni 2007

No.51:

Joachim Wagner: Die Forschungspotenziale der Betriebspaneldaten
des Monatsberichts im Verarbeitenden Gewerbe, Mai 2007
[erscheint in: AStA – Wirtschafts- und Sozialwirtschaftliches Archiv]

No.50:

Stefan Baumgärtner, Frank Jöst und Ralph Winkler: Optimal dynamic scale and structure
of a multi-pollution economy, May 2007

No.49:

Helmut Fryges und Joachim Wagner: Exports and productivity growth – First evidence
from a continuous treatment approach, May 2007

No.48:

Ulrich Kaiser und Joachim Wagner: Neue Möglichkeiten zur Nutzung vertraulicher
amtlicher Personen- und Firmendaten, April 2007
[erscheint in: Perspektiven der Wirtschaftspolitik]

No.47:

Joachim Wagner: Jobmotor Mittelstand? Arbeitsplatzdynamik und Betriebsgröße in der
westdeutschen Industrie, April 2007
[publiziert in: Vierteljahrshefte zur Wirtschaftsforschung, 76 (2007), 3, 76-87]

No.46:

Christiane Clemens und Maik Heinemann: Credit Constraints, Idiosyncratic Risks, and
the Wealth Distribution in a Heterogenous Agent Model, March 2007

No.45:

Jan Kranich: Biotechnologie und Internationalisierung. Ergebnisse der Online-Befragung,
März 2007

No.44:

Joachim Wagner: Entry, exit and productivity. Empirical results for German manufacturing
industries, March 2007

No.43:

Joachim Wagner: Productivity and Size of the Export Market Evidence for West and East
German Plants, 2004, March 2007
[erscheint in: Jahrbücher für Nationalökonomie und Statistik]

No.42:

Joachim Wagner: Why more West than East German firms export, March 2007

No.41:

Joachim Wagner: Exports and Productivity in Germany, March 2007
[publiziert in: Applied Economics Quarterly 53 (2007), 4, 353-373]

No.40:

Lena Koller, Klaus Schnabel und Joachim Wagner: Schwellenwerte im Arbeitsrecht.
Höhere Transparenz und Effizienz durch Vereinheitlichung, Februar 2007
[publiziert in: Perspektiven der Wirtschaftspolitik, 8 (2007), 3, 242-255]

No.39:

Thomas Wein und Wiebke B. Röber: Sind ausbildende Handwerksbetriebe
erfolgreicher?, Januar 2007

No.38:

Joachim Wagner: Institut für Volkswirtschaft: Forschungsbericht 2006, Januar 2007

No.37:

Nils Braakmann: The impact of September 11th, 2001 on the job prospects of foreigners
with Arab background – Evidence from German labor market data, January 2007

No.36:

Jens Korunig: Regulierung des Netzmonopolisten durch Peak-load Pricing?, Dezember
2006

No.35:

Nils Braakmann: Die Einführung der fachkundigen Stellungnahme bei der Ich-AG,
November 2006

No.34:

Martin F. Quaas and Stefan Baumgärtner: Natural vs. financial insurance in the
management of public-good ecosystems, October 2006
[forthcoming in: Ecological Economics]

No.33:

Stefan Baumgärtner and Martin F. Quaas: The Private and Public Insurance Value of
Conservative Biodiversity Management, October 2006

No.32:

Ingrid Ott and Christian Papilloud: Converging institutions. Shaping the relationships
between nanotechnologies, economy and society, October 2006
[published in: Bulletin of Science, Technology & Society 2007 (27), 4, 455-466]

No.31:

Claus Schnabel and Joachim Wagner: The persistent decline in unionization in western
and eastern Germany, 1980-2004: What can we learn from a decomposition analysis?,
October 2006
[published in: Industrielle Beziehungen/The German Journal of Industrial Relations 14
(2007), 118-132]

No.30:

Ingrid Ott and Susanne Soretz: Regional growth strategies: fiscal versus institutional
governmental policies, September 2006
[forthcoming in: Economic Modelling]

No.29:

Christian Growitsch and Heike Wetzel: Economies of Scope in European Railways: An
Efficiency Analysis, July 2006

No.28:

Thorsten Schank, Claus Schnabel and Joachim Wagner: Do exporters really pay higher
wages? First evidence from German linked employer-employee data, June 2006
[published in in: Journal of International Economics 72 (2007), 1, 52-74]

No.27:

Joachim Wagner: Markteintritte, Marktaustritte und Produktivität
Empirische Befunde zur Dynamik in der Industrie, März 2006
[publiziert in: AStA – Wirtschafts- und Sozialwirtschaftliches Archiv 1 (2007), 3, 193-203]

No.26:

Ingrid Ott and Susanne Soretz: Governmental activity and private capital adjustment,
March 2006
[forthcoming in: Icfai Journal of Managerial Economics]

No.25:

Joachim Wagner: International Firm Activities and Innovation:
Evidence from Knowledge Production Functions for German Firms, March 2006

No.24:

Ingrid Ott und Susanne Soretz: Nachhaltige Entwicklung durch endogene
Umweltwahrnehmung, März 2006
publiziert in: Clemens, C., Heinemann, M. & Soretz, S., Auf allen Märkten zu Hause
(Gedenkschrift für Franz Haslinger), Marburg: Metropolis, 2006, 233-256

No.23:

John T. Addison, Claus Schnabel, and Joachim Wagner: The (Parlous) State of German
Unions, February 2006
[forthcoming in: Journal of Labor Research 28 (2007), 3-18]

No.22:

Joachim Wagner, Thorsten Schank, Claus Schnabel, and John T. Addison: Works
Councils, Labor Productivity and Plant Heterogeneity: First Evidence from Quantile
Regressions, February 2006
[published in: Jahrbücher für Nationalökonomie und Statistik 226 (2006), 505 - 518]

No.21:

Corinna Bunk: Betriebliche Mitbestimmung vier Jahre nach der Reform des BetrVG:
Ergebnisse der 2. Befragung der Mitglieder des Arbeitgeberverbandes Lüneburg
Nordostniedersachsen, Februar 2006

No.20:

Jan Kranich: The Strength of Vertical Linkages, July 2006

No.19:

Jan Kranich und Ingrid Ott: Geographische Restrukturierung internationaler
Wertschöpfungsketten – Standortentscheidungen von KMU aus regionalökonomischer
Perspektive, Februar 2006

No.18:

Thomas Wein und Wiebke B. Röber: Handwerksreform 2004 – Rückwirkungen auf das
Ausbildungsverhalten Lüneburger Handwerksbetriebe?, Februar 2006

No.17:

Wiebke B. Röber und Thomas Wein: Mehr Wettbewerb im Handwerk durch die
Handwerksreform?, Februar 2006

No.16:

Joachim Wagner: Politikrelevante Folgerungen aus Analysen mit wirtschaftsstatistischen
Einzeldaten der Amtlichen Statistik, Februar 2006
[publiziert in: Schmollers Jahrbuch 126 (2006) 359-374]

No.15:

Joachim Wagner: Firmenalter und Firmenperformance
Empirische Befunde zu Unterschieden zwischen jungen und alten Firmen
in Deutschland, September 2005
[publiziert in: Lutz Bellmann und Joachim Wagner (Hrsg.), Betriebsdemographie
(Beiträge zur Arbeitsmarkt- und Berufsforschung, Band 305), Nürnberg: IAB der BA,
83-111]

No.14:

Joachim Wagner: German Works Councils and Productivity:
First Evidence from a Nonparametric Test, September 2005
[forthcoming in: Applied Economics Letters]

No.13:

Lena Koller, Claus Schnabel und Joachim Wagner: Arbeitsrechtliche Schwellenwerte und
betriebliche Arbeitsplatzdynamik: Eine empirische Untersuchung am Beispiel des
Schwerbehindertengesetzes, August 2005
[publiziert in: Zeitschrift für ArbeitsmarktForschung/ Journal for Labour Market Research
39 (2006), 181-199]

No.12:

Claus Schnabel and Joachim Wagner: Who are the workers who never joined a union?
Empirical evidence from Germany, July 2005
[published in: Industrielle Beziehungen/ The German Journal of Industrial Relations 13
(2006), 118-131]

No.11:

Joachim Wagner: Exporte und Produktivität in mittelständischen Betrieben
Befunde aus der niedersächsischen Industrie (1995 – 2004), June 2005
[publiziert in: Niedersächsisches Landesamt für Statistik, Statistische Berichte
Niedersachsen, Sonderausgabe: Tagung der NLS am 9. März 2006, Globalisierung und
regionale Wirtschaftsentwicklung - Datenlage und Datenbedarf in Niedersachsen.
Hannover, Niedersächsisches Landesamt für Statistik, Juli 2006, 18 – 29]

No.10:

Joachim Wagner: Der Noth gehorchend, nicht dem eignen Trieb.
Nascent Necessity and Opportunity Entrepreneurs in Germany.
Evidence from the Regional Entrepreneurship Monitor (REM), May 2005
[published in: RWI: Mitteilungen. Quarterly 54/ 55 (2003/04), 287-303
{published June 2006}]

No. 9:

Gabriel Desgranges and Maik Heinemann: Strongly Rational Expectations Equilibria with
Endogenous Acquisition of Information, March 2005

No. 8:

Joachim Wagner: Exports, Foreign Direct Investment, and Productivity: Evidence from
German Firm Level Data, March 2005
[published in: Applied Economics Letters 13 (2006), 347-349]

No. 7:

Thomas Wein: Associations’ Agreement and the Interest of the Network Suppliers – The
Strategic Use of Structural Features, March 2005

No. 6:

Christiane Clemens and Maik Heinemann: On the Effects of Redistribution on Growth
and Entrepreneurial Risk-Taking, March 2005

No. 5:

Christiane Clemens and Maik Heinemann: Endogenous Redistributive Cycles – An
overlapping Generations Approach to Social Conflict and Cyclical Growth, March 2005

No. 4:

Joachim Wagner: Exports and Productivity: A Survey of the Evidence from Firm Level
Data, March 2005
[published in: The World Economy 30 (2007), 1, 60-82]

No. 3:

Thomas Wein and Reimund Schwarze: Is the Market Classification of Risk Always
Efficient? - Evidence from German Third Party Motor Insurance, March 2005

No. 2:

Ingrid Ott and Stephen J. Turnovsky: Excludable and Non-Excludable Public Inputs:
Consequences for Economic Growth, June 2005 (Revised version)
[published in: Economica 73 (2006), 292, 725-742
also published as CESifo Working Paper 1423]

No. 1:

Joachim Wagner: Nascent and Infant Entrepreneurs in Germany.
Evidence from the Regional Entrepreneurship Monitor (REM), March 2005
[published in: Simon C. Parker (Ed.), The Life Cycle of Entrepreneurial Ventures
(International Handbook Series on Entrepreneurship, Volume 3), New York etc.: Springer,
2006, 15-37]

Leuphana Universität Lüneburg
Institut für Volkswirtschaftslehre
Postfach 2440
D-21314 Lüneburg
Tel.: ++49 4131 677 2321
email: brodt@leuphana.de
www.leuphana.de/vwl/papers

