
Key Critique: “Zero Effect…    Zero waste is a chronic failure…    doomed for failure…” (Krausz, 2013).

• Thermodynamically unscientific and  captured by NGOs (Clift, 2004),

• Too extreme, pragmatically too expensive and inappropriate in some developing economies
(Ragossnig, 2006, Shekdar, 2009) ,

• Politically and economically untenable (Mauck, 2003),

• Oxymoronic, conflicted and merely rhetorical (Mauck, 2011, Townend, 2010),

• Data compromised (O'Brien, 2011),

• An extremist and horrible idea (Campanelli, 2011),

• Seeking to questionably displace the “well foundered” and accepted integrated waste
management hierarchy (C. Anderson, 2011; Townend, 2010),

• Unjustifiably popularist - potentially undermining otherwise positive developments in waste
treatment and disposal (Clift, 2004; Ragossnig, 2006)

• Part of a ‘be less bad’ human bashing failure of imagination (McDonough & Braungart, 2002),

• Grossly overstating the lack of landfill space and unreasonably promoting recycling (Lomborg, 2001).

Q1. Creating Change - A Platform for ZW? (also ref Q4.)

Confronting  Vested Interest Opposition, Bias and Flawed Criticism of Zero Waste:



New Zealand Product
Stewardship Council (NZPSC)

https://www.nzpsc.nz



Q2. Theory of Change? Living Labs ‘Innovating Innovation’ (Chesbrough, 2003)

• Living Labs played a key role the “innovation spiral” (Schuurman et al.,

2011) driving ICT development  + the “co-design and validation of
new technological products” (Almirall, 2008; Guzman et al., 2013). “Ideas
factories” (Evans & Karvonen, 2011). + R&D in the ‘real world’ to better
innovate for the ‘real-world’ (Liedtke et al, 2012).

• The term ‘Living Labs’ also specifically describes innovation
seeking, via engaging tertiary student learning and research in
community operations R&D within the context of a City-University
relational partnership (Bajgier, et al 1991; Leminen et al., 2012).

• Tertiary Education for Sustainable Development where living labs is
utilised as a framing concept articulates three spheres of activity:

 Demonstrating campus and community sustainability (J. Moore, 2005; Orr, 1994;
Rowe, 2009; Shriberg & Harris, 2012; Stewart, 2010),

 Campuses and incubators of sustainable product and service systems
(PSS) (Vezzoli & Penin, 2006),

 Student engagement and learning development (Bajgier et al., 1991; Dicheva, Markov,
Stefanova, Antonova, & Todorova, 2011; Prince, 2000; Prybutok, Bajgier, Maragah, & Verzilli, 1994).

Hannon, J., Zaman, A. U., Rittl, G., Meireles, S., & Demore-Palandi, F. E. (2018). Moving
Toward Zero Waste Cities: A Nexus for International Zero Waste Academic Collaboration

(NIZAC). In W. Leal Filho & U. Bardi (Eds.), Sustainability on University Campuses: Learning,
Skills Building and Best Practices. Springer Nature. https://doi.org/978-3-030-15864-4_24

 Complex global interdisciplinary issues  vs Recognized global deficit in R&D funding to generate innovation.
 Globally:  180 countries… 1,860 cities (>300,000 Inhabitants)… >16,000 universities… & approx. 215 million students…
 City ↔ University NEXUS = key opportunity for generating innovation & breakthrough!

 Nexus for International Zero Waste Academic Collaboration (NIZAC).



Q3. Relationship between ZW↔CE? What Zero Waste Today?
• Industrial, Municipal and Activist / Community / Individual –Household – Family spheres of practice.

• The Zero Waste Cities movement [Hannon, J., & Zaman, A. U. (2018). Future Cities: Exploring the phenomenon of zero waste. Urban Science, 2(90
- Special Issue Future Cities: Concept, Planning, and Practice), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.3390/urbansci2030090]

• Under-developed to developed socio-economic settings (Allen et al. 2012; Hill et al. 2006).

• Academic, strategic policy-making and governance worldviews (IPLA 2013, 2011, 2012; EC 2014; Lehmann and Crocker 2012).

• ‘Downstream (end of pipe)’ vs ‘Upstream re-design for a Circular Economy (i.e. production, products, packaging
& resource recovery systems).

• ‘Hyper-aspirational ideal’ i.e. complete socio-economic redesign, culminating as a ‘2nd – GREEN - industrial
revolution’ (Murray 2002, 1999; Williams 2013). “waste… too important to be left to the waste industry” (Murray, 2002).

• (Elkington, 2012) ‘ZERONAUTS’ pioneers seeking to break the sustainability barrier

• Strategically controversial = creative tension i.e. formal ZWIA definition vs ZW being simply “shorthand” for
innovation and better resource management (Levitzke 2012).

• The UNEP identifies in ZW a ‘continuum of aspiration’ in responding to “never -ending nature of waste
management tasks” (UNEP, UNITAR, Hyman, Turner, & Carpintero, 2013).

• ‘Transi onal W → ZW Management Spectrum’  [i.e. inc. milieu inc. zero waste (ZW), zero emissions (ZE), circular economy
(CE), industrial ecology / symbiosis (IES), urban metabolism (UM), bioeconomy (BE) and circular-IWMS (CIWMS)] (Hannon, 2020???)

• Yet ZW has unique: Identity, Action-Plan, Heterogeneity, Community of practice, History and Success story, etc…

https://doi.org/10.3390/urbansci2030090


• “The ZW movement promotes the most assertive regime of policy
instruments & interventions aiming to conserve and cycle
resources, avoid pollution, address climate change & to actualise
sustainable development (Zaman, A. U., 2015. Hannon, J. 2015).

• It can be argued that ZW waste is less of a competitor to
traditional solid waste theory than it is a synergist, catalysing a
shift up into the top, ‘largely uncharted’ priorities of the waste
hierarchy (Song, Q & Li, J. & Zeng, X. 2014).

• The ZW movement, enhances the bio-diversity of ideas seeking to
address waste issues & expands reach and resilience of innovation
seeking” (Hannon & Zaman, 2018).
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Q4. The Importance of ZW Goals?
Defining & Implementing ‘Municipal Zero Waste Methodology’



Q5. ZW & UNSDGs?  Waste → Zero Waste are both - just a choice…

• Waste connects to, “everything: energy, food, pollution, water, health, politics, climate, economics.
Trash is nothing less than the ultimate lens of our private lives, our priorities, our failings our secrets
and our hubris” (Humes, 2012 from the Book Garbology).

• Is a critical barrier & conversely an opportunity, to progress towards sustainable development (Hoornweg,
Bhada-Tate, & Anderson from the World Bank Report What a Waste’, 2012; ISWA, 2009; UN-Habitat, 2010).

• Goal of 100 % collec on, eliminate burning  & open dumps = ↓ 15 to 20 % global GHG + ↓ 1.3 billion 
t/yr foodwaste (eliminate  food poverty x 2) +  Est. 9 to 25 million green jobs + Inaction cost 5-10
times vs Action = 50 %  UN SDGs (GWMO, 2016).



Q6. Barriers to Achieving ZW? ‘Super-wicked’ Complexity &  Despair
Disaster waste management, Tech trash, Pharmaceuticals, Ocean plastics, Emerging new ‘NBRIC’ & old

& unresolvable waste issues (Nuclear), ‘Love food hate waste’, Criminality…

• The interrelated aquatic & atmospheric impacts of
anthropogenic terrestrially generated waste is now
recognised as affecting the entire global biosphere (Hodzic,
Wiedinmyer, Salcedo, & Jimenez, 2012; Moore, 2008; Ryan, Moore, van Franeker, & Moloney, 2009;
Thompson, 2014; Wiedinmyer, Yokelson, & Gullett, 2014).

• Globally waste issues are rising to the point of becoming
a public and environmental health emergency,
warranting an urgent and comprehensive response (D.
Hoornweg, Bhada-Tate, & Anderson, 2012; Mavropoulos et al., 2017; Mavropoulos, Newman, &
ISWA, 2015; UN-Habitat, 2010).

• “Our oceans are already the biggest dumpsite for million
tonnes of used plastics per year” (Velis, Lerpiniere, & Tsakona, 2017).

http://www.google.co.nz/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjK0eP79eXPAhUGp5QKHTk4AnsQjRwIBw&url=http://meeraenviro.com/pharma.html&psig=AFQjCNFL_1CgMK8M-cNPh3YzhIR3kp4uLw&ust=1476933939693182
http://www.recenttechinventions.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Nanmedicine-1.jpg


The Antidote… Reality: Theory and Practice of Zero Waste is:
• Successful (Allen et al., 2012; Ecocycle Solutions, 2017a, 2017b; Rosa, 2018; Rosa & Chatel, 2016a, 2016b; Simon, 2015a, 2015b,

2015c; UN-Habitat, 2010; Van Vliet, 2014a, 2014b, 2014c).

• Scientific (Pietzsch, Ribeiro, & Fleith de Medeiros, 2017; SRMG Inc, 2009; Zaman, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016; Zaman & Lehmann,
2011a, 2011b, 2013; Zaman & Swapan, 2016).

• Learning and Evolving (Pietzsch et al., 2017; Song, Li, & X, 2014; Zaman, 2015; Zero Waste Europe, 2017).

• Controversial in Challenging the Status Quo (Silva, Stocker, Mercieca, & Rosano, 2016; Zaman, 2015; Zaman &
Swapan, 2016).

• Measurable [i.e. the ‘Zero Waste Index’ (ZWI)] (Zaman, 2013, 2014; Zaman & Swapan, 2016).

• Socially, Culturally Beneficial (Hogg & Ballinger, 2015; ILSR, 2002; S. Kathiravale & Yunus, 2008; S Kathiravale, Yunus, & Abu,
2007; Living Earth Foundation, accessed 2015; D. C. Wilson et al., 2015b).

• A Sound Economic Investment (Hood & Ministry of Environment British Columbia, 2013; SRMG Inc, 2009; Zaman, 2016;
Zaman & Swapan, 2016).

• Pragmatic and Achievable (Lombardi & Bailey, 2015; UNEP, UNITAR, Hyman, Turner, & Carpintero, 2013; Zero Waste Europe,
2017. Snow & Dickenson, 2002).

• Creative and Innovative (Elkington, J. 2012; Hannon & Zaman, 2018) ...is not ’Crapitalism’.
A Good News Story that is - Proven, Interesting, Inspiring, Popular and Ongoing...


