Group activities
1. Dimensions of sustainability
Submitted by: Blanche Higgins and Martin Mulligan, RMIT University, Australia 
Background to the activity
In 2010, the Academy Award-winning film-maker Josh Fox made a documentary about his personal encounters with the practice of hydrological fracturing (‘fracking’), which aims to release relatively small pockets of natural gas for subsequent collection. The documentary, called Gasland, helped to build public opposition to growing fracking operations in the United States and evoked a strong reaction from the natural gas industry. 
For this activity the group should watch the trailer for the documentary at http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dZe1AeH0Qz8 and a response from the gas industry at http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Y1W8MnveFq8.  Participants should be advised to watch the full documentary before participating in the activity if possible.
Activity purpose
To consider how the Social Ecology sustainability model might sort out rival claims about the sustainability of the fracking industry.
Activity description
Taking the standpoint of people living in an area where fracking is being mooted, the group will do a quick cost-benefit analysis of the proposal under the headings below. Note that while it may not be possible for activity participants to weigh up the accuracy of rival claims about the impacts of fracking, the group should aim to list as many potential costs and benefits as they can, even if some of them require subsequent verification or research.
1. Personal: Costs and benefits of fracking to individual people who will feel the impacts of fracking operations and/or be able to consume the harvested gas.
2. Environmental: Costs and benefits of fracking for the non-human environment.
3. Social: Costs and benefits for society in the United States as a whole, including perceived economic costs and benefits (not to be precisely quantified).
Having carried out the cost-benefit analysis under the three headings, the group must reach a majority decision on whether or not it supports or opposes the fracking operations.
Discussion questions
1. Which factors carried the most weight in influencing the decision you made?
2. Is it simply a matter of weighing up competing costs and benefits or are some costs too high to be allowed? What kinds of costs are non-negotiable?
3. How convinced were you by the gas industry response to Gasland? What was it about the gas industry response that swayed your feelings one way or the other?


2. Introduction to scenarios mapping
Submitted by: Blanche Higgins and Martin Mulligan, RMIT University, Australia 
Description
A proper scenarios-mapping workshop requires a lot of preparation and time to work towards a range of plausible future scenarios related to a particular context. This exercise is aimed at providing a glimpse into what is involved. It asks the group to contemplate what life might be like in their city or town 50 years into the future.
Step 1
If the group has more than eight people present, break it into smaller groups of 4‒6 each. Each group should aim to identify ‘drivers of uncertainty’ that are likely to pose major challenges for the city or town during the next 50 years.
Step 2
Once key drivers of uncertainty have been collated by the group as a whole, each small group can pick one or two to focus on. They should then discuss how the driver(s) of uncertainty might affect daily life in the town or city 50 years from now.
Step 3
Each small group should aim to write a concise description of life in the city or town in 50 years time which takes into account changes that have occurred and possible adaptations to disturbances that have unfolded.
Step 4
Small group descriptions to be read out and then discussed by the group as a whole.
Discussion questions
1. What is most surprising about the descriptions of the future?
2. Do the descriptions provide grounds for hope that the city or town will cope with changes and uncertainties that have unfolded?
3. [bookmark: _GoBack]What could be done to avoid the worst scenarios depicted in the descriptions?

3. Tragedy of the Commons game

Submitted by: Arley Marks, RMIT University, Australia

Group is split into five groups (nations) which all have a cup of lollies (carbon emissions). In the centre of the room/table is an empty bowl which represents the amount by which emissions need to be reduced worldwide to contain global warming to less than two degrees centigrade. The overall goal of the game is for groups to negotiate and ensure that the bowl (the ‘commons’) is filled with lollies. Nobody gets to eat any lollies until the bowl is full.
However, the individual group/nation that manages to reduce their own emissions/lollies the LEAST wins a super exciting mystery prize (the ‘commons’ bowl) (plus whatever lollies are left in their cup).
If you want to make it more complicated/realistic, allocate different amounts of lollies to different countries based on ratio of emissions per capita.
Supply the following data to each of the nations (I used sticky labels on the lolly cups). What factors will influence their decision about what is a ‘fair’ input from each?
China: 26% (8,286,892 thousand tonnes annually) (4.9 thousand tonnes per capita)
USA:  17% (5,433,057 thousand tonnes) (16.4 per capita)
Australia: 1.19 % (373,081 thousand tonnes) (18.8 per capita)
Cambodia:  0.01% (4,180 thousand tonnes) (0.3 per capita)
Denmark: 0.15% (46,303 thousand tonnes) (8.4 per capita)

Discussion questions:
1. What were the arguments/decision making criteria that came up in deciding who should allocate the most lollies to the commons bowl?

2. What worldviews are evident? Did we frame this as a shared problem that everyone should play an equal role in solving (equality of input), or a problem stemming from some players having to give more than others (diversity of input)?

3. What was our goal? (Equity in outcomes, or diversity?) Why?

4. Who became the most powerful and the most vulnerable in this game?

5. What was the complexity in the situation? How did competing vested interests hinder this process?

6. What would have made it easier to fill the commons?



