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Abstract
In 1987, in the context of the risks posed by climate change, the Brundtland Report defined
sustainable development as meeting the needs of the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their needs. This widely employed definition has
successfully promoted a sustainable approach to social and environmental policies and
human rights across countries which have signed up to it. While climate change discourses
have prompted discussions about of the future trajectory of human society, this thesis argues
that the concept of sustainability has failed to be anchored conceptually to the everyday
practices of global citizens.
These discourses have encouraged social and technological innovations which focus on
meeting these risks. There remain, however, significant inequalities among the world’s
citizens in their capacity to access resources and their capacity mitigate climate risks. This
thesis explores some of the risk factors which climate change poses, the sustainability
discourses which have emerged from these debates, and their role in promoting an equitable,
open, transparent and accessible form of cosmopolitan ecological citizenship.
I propose a model of ecological citizenship based on the premise that climate change poses
risks to the physical, social and psychological health and wellbeing of the individual and
communities, and that these risks are universal. I argue that these risks represent breaches
of fundamental rights to health. Further, upholding the right to health is a collective
responsibility for all human beings and these collective responses to these risks emerge in the
form of social and technological innovations which address them. Finally, I argue that they
are realisable through equal access to these fundamental rights.
Therefore, a holistic model of ecological citizenship can be developed by recognising the
scientific evidence for the causal connections between risks to human health and wellbeing
and environmental health, and arguing that these risks represent infringements upon
individual’s fundamental rights.
The sociological challenge is in the exploration and articulation of a generalizable means by
which to frame a form of ecological citizenship that addresses this collective responsibility in
the risk society. The model presented in this thesis supports the promotion of inclusive
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discourses founded on public participation and the normalisation of responsibility for
addressing environmental risks through collective action. It is entitled a Biopsychosocial
Model of Ecological Citizenship (BiMEC). The connectivity between its four main themes is its
foundation: human health, human rights, sustainability, and innovation.
I examine the validity of the approach by exploring the connections currently being made
between these four themes across a series of case studies. Case studies include social
innovators (social movements and drivers of sustainability projects) and technological
innovations (involved in the advancement of information and communications technologies
which support and promote sustainability discourses and the sharing and encouragement of
new forms of collective responsibility- specifically Collective Awareness Platforms for
Sustainability and Innovation). I examine the benefits of employing technological innovations
in support of the promotion of social innovation. These case studies illustrate how health and
wellbeing are viewed as a catalyst for encouraging socio-technological innovations which
support sustainable practices based on the fundamental human rights to be free from
environmental risks.
The purpose of this work is to establish a model, and supply empirical evidence, which
supports the argument that the realisation of the Biopsychosocial Model of Ecological
Citizenship is a series of incremental processes, and that adopting a socio-technological
approach to innovation promotes attitudinal and behavioural change towards sustainability.
Further, this model establishes health and wellbeing as a human right and the basis of a new
cosmopolitan sustainability paradigm though which it is possible to build an open, equal, and
accessible culture of cosmopolitan collective environmental responsibility.
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1. Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1. Health, citizenship and the environment
Human beings’ mastery over nature emerged as far back as the agricultural revolution
between 7000 to 5000BC1. This created access to plentiful food and fresh water supporting
great population explosions prompting the spread of the human species to areas of previously
wild natural habitats. This relationship remained largely unchanged for millennia. It was after
the industrial and medical revolutions in the 1800’s that the relationship between human
beings and nature was dramatically altered from one of dominant symbiosis (where humans
had power over nature) to one of dominant manipulation and destruction (where human
beings’ sheer numbers and their consumption of natural resources prompted divorced the
human species from its ecosystem and cocooned it in a socially constructed reality)2. Changes
in the relationship between human beings and nature have carried on into on to the present
day through the scientific knowledge and technological revolutions.
Climate change now threatens the sustainability of finite resources such as air, land, and
water. Anthropocentric activity leads directly to changes in the climate including rises in sea
levels, extreme weather patterns, the spread of disease, the extinction of species, as a direct
result of greenhouse gas emissions and the destruction habitats by human beings (IPCC,
2013a, 2013b). Human beings, therefore, generate risks to their health by means of
environmental

destruction

(Environmental

Protection

Agency

2016,

and

the

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007, 2013 a/b, 2014 a/b).
These risks are risks to human and non-human life. Climate change, observable through
radical changes in the global weather patterns, provides evidence of the beginning of the age
of The Anthropocene (Crutzen, 2000). The Anthropocene, or the Age of Man, in which “human
beings have become a force of nature reshaping the planet on a geological scale and a host
of natural processes have been interrupted, refashioned and, most of all, accelerated”
(Hernes, 2012:27). It is only now, in this context, that we are becoming aware of the effects
human activities are having on the natural environment and the risks they pose to society.

1
2

BBC: How many people can live on Earth? http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dN06tLRE4WE
Ibid.
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These risks are universal as they effect, and are resonant with, all human beings, yet they are
unequal in their consequences. This is due, in part, to their proximity to loci of climate events,
and their access to economic, political, social, cultural, and technological resources.
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR3) establishes the right to be free from risks
to health as a right of all global citizens. Environmental risks are precipitated by the actions of
the human species are likely to threaten the continuation of life, and the quality of life, of the
human species itself (IPCC, 2007, 2013 a/b/c, 2014). An individual’s ability to mitigate the
effects of climate change is referred to as adaptive capacity. This prompts a sustainability
discourse centred on what humans’ relationship with nature should be, and what form
citizenship, which now includes responsibility to the environment (ecological citizenship)
should take4.
This paradigmatic shift towards sustainability requires innovative ways of thinking, acting and
living on a fundamental level. This represents an appreciation of the Earth as finite and fragile,
recognition that local action and global processes are elements of the same system’, and
awareness of the impact of human actions on the natural environment. Further, we must
recognise the ecosystem as being without boundaries and beyond political jurisdictions.
For example, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) State of Environment Report
Ireland’s Environment - An Assessment 2016 state that the ‘health and wellbeing of the people
[and] individual communities’ is based on the health and wellbeing of the environment in
which they live. The International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) highlight that as the rights
to scarce resources (water, air, food, and energy) become increasingly contested, the
possibilities of achieving environmental sustainability decrease and inequalities between
humans become more pronounced (IPCC 2007, 2013a/b, 2014 a/b). This highlights that in the
medium to long-term (from 50 to 100 years onwards) the repercussions of climate change on
human health will become more profound (ibid). It will affect human beings most
fundamental biological needs through a reduction to access to these resources. As the
continuity of good health in human beings is linked to, and reliant upon, these resources,
equitable access to them is a central issue for ecological citizenship. This argument implies

3
4

Universal Declaration of Human Rights: http://www.un.org/en/documents/udhr
See chapter 1 for details
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that risks to human and environmental health are interdependent. This is a socio-legal
approach which requires a holistic model of health and wellbeing as a basis upon which to
build a rights-based argument. The challenge of translating environmental awareness into
responsible action is to make the connection between our current behaviour and the
repercussions of climate change for all human beings and the natural environment. This
message is supported by growing scientific evidence and is now being reflected in national
and international policies and legislation. The research (presented in this thesis) would
suggest that this connection is not yet made among Irish citizens.
Health and wellbeing are measurable on biological, psychological and social levels: this is
referred to as the biopsychosocial approach to health and wellbeing (Engel, 1977). I argue
that an awareness of the right to be free from risks to health imposed by climate change is a
fundamental right, is a prominent issue in institutional sustainability discourses, and yet has
failed to translate into actions which reduce the risks to human health and environmental
wellbeing.
Further, for all human beings, technological advances and scientific breakthroughs have
proven ineffective in keeping pace with the depletion of resources and the deterioration of
the environment. I argue that we need to foster and support social and technological
innovations by which we can enable these discourses to drive a governance based form of
ecological citizenship which is participative, inclusive, and promotes new ways of living and
being which are themselves co-designed by a range of citizens.
It is this model that this dissertation presents: A Biopsychosocial Model of Ecological
Citizenship (BiMEC) based on health and sustainability as human rights and supported by
social and technological innovations.
1.2. The sociological challenge
Climate change discourses have prompted discussions about of the future trajectory of
human society. They have also encouraged innovations in the areas of technology and
communications to meet these risks. This dissertation explores the role of these discourses in
promoting an equitable, open, transparent and accessible form of cosmopolitan ecological
citizenship (Dobson, 2007). This form of citizenship is based on an awareness of
12 | P a g e

environmental risks, founded on fundamental and universal rights, and collective
responsibility (ibid). This suggests that universal human rights exist in international treaties
yet the resources and the capacity to access human rights are not equally distributed among
the worlds’ population. These resources include access to other resources such as finance,
political freedom, social justice, and a clean and healthy environment.
The IPCC (2007) report defines this as adaptive capacity:
“Adaptive capacity is the ability or potential of a system to respond successfully to
climate variability and change and includes adjustments in both behaviour and in
resources and technologies. The presence of adaptive capacity has been shown to be
a necessary condition for the design and implementation of effective adaptation
strategies so as to reduce the likelihood and the magnitude of harmful outcomes
resulting from climate change.”
I argue that the concept of adaptive capacity can be applied to measure the ability of the
individual to mitigate risks posed by climate change, and further that this can measure ones
access to basic resources. The argument extends the concept of basic resources itself to
include access to human rights, the capacity to be physically and psychologically healthy, and
the capacity to participate actively in society. This argument defines the citizen’s capacity to
engage in innovative solutions to the challenges posed by climate change and promote
sustainability.
From this position, I suggest that the connections made between environmental health and
human health by the UDHR, the IPCC Reports (2007, 2013 a/b and 2014 a/b) and the EPA
clearly establish a causal link between risks to human health as a violation of fundamental
human rights (UDHR). To effectively articulate this argument requires an innovative approach
to sustainability that considers: 1) environmental threats to the ecosystem and human beings
as physical and biological risks; 2) the repercussions of the effects of these risks on the mental
wellbeing of human beings as unequal; and 3) the influence these physical and psychological
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risks pose to population health. I argue in this dissertation that sustainability is an issue of
social justice on individual, local, national and cosmopolitan levels5.
The BiMEC examines the lack of connection between made health as a human right and
environmental sustainability among social innovators. The model suggests that health is
situated at the centre of the global climate change debate. This approach promotes new and
open governance processes. It represents ways of improving existing systems by opening
them up to a larger number of people from different socio-economic and political
backgrounds who have different levels of access to different resources. That is, through
access to basic technologies both the resource rich and resource poor can become active and
engaged in discourses, and hence become active ecological citizens.
With climate change disproportionately affecting the health and wellbeing of those with the
fewest resources, this is important. The capacity to share existing ideas through
communications technologies can promote new solutions to environmental risks which are
applicable in multiple locations. The challenge for the model presented in this thesis is to
articulate a clear argument where sustainability is founded on the right to health, and health
is the basis of a biopsychosocial model of ecological citizenship.
1.3. Why a biopsychosocial approach to ecological citizenship?
The subtitle of this work, namely ‘collective responsibility in the risk society’ describes my
approach to this challenge. The four main themes of the BiMEC model are health, human
rights, sustainability and innovation which emerged from the examination of academic
articles, scientific reports, and the other research materials gathered during the desk
research. The themes were then examined as they contributed to the social construction of
ecological citizenship at different societal levels. These societal levels (individual, micro, meso,
exosystem, macro) were selected from an examination of these works, cognitive frame theory
(Cicourel; 1973, Strydom; 2000, DiMaggio; 1983, Eder; 1991, Gamson; 1991, Goffman; 1986,
Hárre; 2002, and Bronfenbrenner 1979). The model frames these themes as quadrants in one
system constructed across the societal levels. It allows for a systematic examination of how

5

The term ‘cosmopolitan’ used here includes the transnational and post-national (Habermas, 2001).
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these themes are framed at each level and how the themes are connected at each level. In
this way, it is possible to explore the validity of the model.

Innovation

Macro

Health

Exosystem
Meso
Micro

Individual

Ecological
Citizenship
Individual
MainTopic
Topic
Main
Topic
Main
Main Topic

Main Topic

Sustainability

Human rights
Chronosphere

Figure 1: Sustainability, innovation and ecological citizenship

The four themes represent the key areas where I situate the indicators of contemporary
ecological citizenship:
•

Health: a biopsychosocial approach to health;

•

Human rights: as rights to health, freedom from risk, and to a minimum standard
quality of life through access to basic resources;

•

Sustainability: as a meta-narrative and local and cosmopolitan discourse; and
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•

Innovation: as a driver of new responses in addressing these risks.

The yellow boxes represent the different societal levels including:
•

Individual level made up of individual ecological citizens;

•

Micro: one-to-one, collectives and small groups within the public sphere;

•

Meso: communication mechanisms between the public and societal intuitions;

•

Exosystem: or the institutional level;

•

Macro: or level of the meta-narrative; and

•

Chronosphere: the measurement of the effect of an event on the other levels over
time.

While some themes are more dominant than others, all are fundamental to the functioning
of the model. This next section explores how we frame our realities and why this concept is
useful for the derivation of the model.
It is the variation between the contributions to the discourse and the examination of the
emergence of collectives that is of interest and can be explored through qualitative analysis.
Qualitative analysis allows for the exploration of the individual citizen’s capacity to support
their health and wellbeing by engaging in sustainability discourses. It also describes their
capacity to influence an innovative discourse promoting responses to risk events in the
formation of collective responsibility at all levels. Collective responsibility is, in this context,
the social scientific measures of adaptive capacity: it extends responsibility for
biopsychosocial health from the individual to include the health of other citizens available
through proximal (micro level) and distal (through meso level communications) networks. It
involves a broadening of the capacity for communication with others who are engaged in the
distal relationships which open individuals to a cosmopolitan community of ecological
citizens. New opportunities for communication allow for the inclusion of environmental risks
to health in social and environmental responsibility discourses. Responsibility discourses now
require that citizens recognise that there is a connection between the health of every human
being and the environment in which we live. If we can accept this premise, then we become
ecological citizens by default through conscious recognition, or the normative framing, of
citizenship as including environmental stewardship.
16 | P a g e

1.4. Framing and the BiMEC model
The concept of the frame emerged from a cognitive turn in scientific investigation in the
20thCentury. Cognitive sociology involved a major epistemic shift “towards knowledge in the
discourses of the human and social sciences… in a continuous but interrupted historical
development of cognitive forms [frames]… [which are] less about knowing reality than about
emergent forms of the real and a reflexive relation to the world in which reality is shaped by
cognitive practices, structures and processes” (Delanty and Strydom, 2003: 10).
Cognitive sociology has its roots in micro-sociology and cognitive science (Delanty and
Strydom, 2003; Harré, 2002). It focuses on the individual agency and individual action, faceto-face interaction, intersubjectivity, and the processes of communication in the social
construction of society and the individual. The most prominent of these approaches are
symbolic interactionism, phenomenology, ethnomethodology, and linguistic sociology. It
identifies humans as social actors who act in relation to their worlds and can interpret the
world and give meaning to it. Social events are objects of enquiry and present opportunities
for dynamic discourse. It is the social world that is the starting point for sociological enquiry.
It is not the social act that is the base unit of analysis but the process of the formation of
knowledge structures (Strydom, 2000a, 2002, 2007). If we accept this premise, a powerful
methodological tool for analysing social phenomena can be derived from this approach.
The challenge lies in exploring and articulating how ecological citizenship is framed on
different societal levels. It is met by examining how these framings are relevant to
sustainability and resonant to participants in existing discourses. This is illustrated through an
analysis of the cumulative effect of the construction of the framing of the four main themes
of the model across the different societal levels, the interrelationships between these
themes, and by examining how these themes collectively describe ecological citizenship. This
is illustrated by responses to climate risks as represented by the case studies.
These discourses are examined at the level of social innovation and through new forms of
Information and Communications Technologies (ICT’s) including face-to-face and virtual
discourses. They are used to examine how individuals respond to and articulate their version
of events in the context of media representations. They are mechanisms which facilitate
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communal discourse and promote consensus and trigger conflict. The communications
technologies examined here are Collective Awareness Platforms for Sustainability and
Innovation (CAPS).
1.5. Collective Awareness Platforms for Sustainability and Innovation (CAPS)
CAPS are “ICT systems leveraging the emerging ‘network effect’ by combining open online
social media, distributed knowledge creation and data from real environments in order to
create awareness of problems and possible solutions requesting collective efforts, enabling
new forms of social innovation”6. CAPS represent tools which support “grassroots processes
and practices to share knowledge, to achieve changes in lifestyle, production and
consumption patterns, and to set up more participatory democratic processes”7. Their
purpose is to “enable dialogues and discussions in civil society to collectively orchestrate the
most appropriate actions in a truly democratic, informed and non-mediated manner”8.
“Although there is consensus about the global span of the sustainability problems that
are affecting our current society, including the economic models and the environment,
there is little awareness of the role that each and every one of us can play to ease such
problems, in a grassroots manner.” 9
CAPS represent means of communicating which promote sustainability while supporting
social and technological innovations10. This form of communications innovation allows for the
creation of cosmopolitan discourses in which environmental risks are discussed, and
resolutions to these risks addressed, by sharing individual examples of innovations. They are
also always embedded in other contexts and discourses at the national and international
levels. They reflect political and legal policies, the current state of the national and global
economy, resource availability, population increase, food production, human rights,
population health and other issues. The challenge is to understand how these ideologies are
symbolically constructed and framed, how these framings are articulated and through which

6

Collective Awareness Platforms for Sustainability and Social Innovation: http://ec.europa.eu/digitalagenda/en/collective-awareness-platforms-sustainability-and-social-innovation
7
Ibid
8
Ibid
9
Ibid.
10
These refer to hardware and software innovations including digital and physical innovations.
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media and what differences exist on which societal level. This would define which risks have
the most profound impacts on collective responsibility and the framing of sustainability as a
contemporary societal paradigm.
Apel (1993) defines collective responsibility as societal responsibility for the problems that
human beings have caused (Apel; 1993, 1996; Strydom, 2002)11. It is my view that
environmental responsibility can be defined as the capacity and the willingness to adapt to
environmental risk. I propose that ecological citizenship is built upon the acceptance of
environmental risks as universal to all human beings, that rights are fundamental, and that
responsibility is a collective initiative. It is the establishment of collective responsibility on the
basis of universal rights that represents a significant societal challenge.
1.6. Empirical Material
To examine collective responsibility, I chose a series of case studies including grassroots/niche
initiatives, societal institutions, and organisations which are involved in promoting collective
responsibility. The case studies include social and technological innovations and innovators.
Local activists drive social innovations through cultural and experiential knowledge. They
provide insight and input into the motives of grassroots initiatives. These inputs are critical to
establishing the issues which technological innovations should try to address. Social
innovations, in turn, may benefit from the opportunities new communications technologies
offer.
Examples include encouraging citizens from ones’ own country and different jurisdictions to
engage in sustainability discourses, increasing the reach of the core message of sustainability,
incorporating new sustainability issues within the group’s remit, and creating awareness of
sustainability on a societal level. The case studies presented are analysed across the four
themes, and connections between the themes examined. Finally, I examine the potential for
the employment of information and communications technological innovations by social
innovations: this is socio-technological innovation.

11

Climate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability:
http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/publications_ipcc_fourth_assessment_report_wg2_report_impact
s_adaptation_and_vulnerability.htm
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Finally, I evaluate the potential of situating health as a quality of life issue based on
fundamental human rights as the central catalyst for driving innovation and promoting
sustainability as a paradigm of the 21st century.
1.7. Summary
This thesis proposes the Biopsychosocial Model of Ecological Citizenship (BiMEC) based on
the argument that human rights to health and wellbeing are fundamental and are founded
on the quality of the environment. The model is supported by scientific evidence, the
legislation and policy, and is built on a vision where all social actors across all societal levels
are active environmental stewards. The availability of resources as a measure of adaptive
capacity define their capacity to act as stewards. These resources include the ability to
encourage social innovators to use ICT’s to co-design socio-technological innovations to
environmental problems, achieve their goals, and establish an international mechanism for
governance which promotes collective responsibility. Finally, I ask can new ICT’s act as a
catalyst for local, national, and the cosmopolitan public spheres and encourage open,
transparent, and inclusive governance based sustainability in the form of ecological
citizenship.

20 | P a g e

2. Chapter 2: Theory I: Ecological Citizenship: A Health-Based Approach
2.1. Introduction to ecological citizenship
“As the risk of global ecological disaster intensifies, citizenship must be sensitive to the
needs of the environment ... indivisible from the needs of citizens” (Faulks, 2000: 12).
2.1.1.Citizenship and the environment

In an increasingly globalised society citizenship now extends beyond the nation state to
include global environmental, cultural, political, technological, legal, and economic life:
Malesevic (2013), Heater (2000); Eder and Giesen (2003); Held (1998); Linklater (1998a,
1998b, 1999); Preuβ (1998); Archibugi (1998); and Habermas 2001)12. Contemporary
concepts of citizenship include a conflation of state based/sovereign and cosmopolitan
perspectives. I argue that new concepts of citizenship extend beyond these social constructs
and that citizenship necessarily includes the stewardship of the natural environment.
Cosmopolitan citizenship is imbued with fundamental human rights which involve
conventions and policies are embedded in and transgress European and national legislation
(Archibugi; 2008, Heater; 2002, Beck; 2000, 2012, Christoff; 1996, 2016, Faulks; 2000). This
argument proposes that the individual is a member of an international community and bears
the rights and responsibilities incumbent on the cosmopolitan citizen (Beck, 1996). Further, it
moves discourses about citizenship beyond individual human rights to include the collective
responsibilities each citizen has toward each other as a member of a cosmopolitan collective.
Heater (2002) suggests that this represents a form of citizenship that is ‘multiple’ and complex
in nature.
This ecological form of citizenship and has been addressed by many authors (Archibugi; 1998,
2008, Beck; 1992, 2012, Eder; 2003, Faulks; 2000, Linklater; 1999, 2007, Strydom; 2002, 2011,
vanSteenbergen; 1996). At its core, this form of citizenship includes the capacity for public
participation by all individuals in the democratic processes of political decision-making and
civic engagement. The capacity for public participation is described by Faulks (2000) as the
12

It should be noted that some authors (e.g. Turner, 2007) propose a counter argument, stressing the
prevalence of the increasing securitization creating immobility which is supported by technological
advancements that are now being used to assert political control and spatial regulation.
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‘ethics of participation’ and is based on an individual’s capacity to be a member of a
community differentiating citizenship from subjecthood. It is the “ability to make judgements
about their lives, which is not predetermined by their race, religion, class, gender or any other
single part of their identity” (Faulks, 2000: 4) which establishes a form of citizenship not only
based on human rights but also the responsibilities related to them.
2.1.2. Cosmopolitan democracy and ecological citizenship
In this context citizenship is a concept to be expanded beyond the nation state and open to
local communities as holders of fundamental rights which are based on the realisation that
the natural environment is unbounded by political boundaries and that a holistic form of
citizenship must overcome power imbalances in all spheres of life. For example, in
contemporary western societies the experience of citizenship remains based on a growing
cosmopolitan world while there are also signs of retrenchment into nationalism: ‘Brexit’, and
the nationalist resurgence resulting in the election of the alt-right Donald Trump into the
White House in the USA exemplify this. In this context, the experience of citizenship differs
for individuals depending on their nationality, age, gender, race, and their legal status (e.g.
nationals, refugees, asylum seekers, resident workers, etc.).
Hobbes (2000) argues that, along with nationalism, citizenship includes the concept of
fundamental rights which play an important role in shaping the nature of cosmopolitanism.
New modes of governance, public participation and civic engagement, and the rights to
protest against political and economic hegemony, manifest as social movements and have
had a significant impact on the status and meaning of citizenship. They also promote the
extension of fundamental rights to individuals and groups.
I argue that the advancement of fundamental human rights is crucial to the capacity of
ecological citizens to access their rights, and that the successful implementation of an
inclusive model of cosmopolitan ecological governance. To legitimise rights social
responsibilities must be linked to a participatory ethics: “the ethics of participation is the key
to uniting rights and responsibilities” (Hobbes, 2000: 106). Critical to the goal of ecological
citizenship is removing the barriers to the fulfilment of responsibilities. In this way, rights and
responsibilities can be increasingly interlinked.
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Beck (1996, 2012) argues that globalisation and cosmopolitanism blur old, and erect new,
boundaries to collective responsibility in the areas of religion, economics, the retention of
nationalism, and the struggle over scarce environmental resources. Global communication
networks and technologies open up new spaces where global culture and the nature of
citizenship can be debated. In this space, global culture is not characterised by homogeneity
but is in a state of negotiation (Hobbes, 2000). The resonance of the framing of ideas, beliefs,
and new ways of living as cosmopolitan citizens is based upon communities of interest as well
as traditional concepts of national identity (ibid).
For example, the increasing frequency and severity of extreme weather patterns act as
catalysts which propel sustainability into the centre of human rights discourses. As these
events are global, this forms the basis of an emergent form of cosmopolitan ecological
citizenship and cosmopolitan democracy. Cosmopolitan democracy implies that rights and
responsibilities emerge to deal with this new arrangement beyond the state in a move toward
global governance “concerned with the problem of order and the distribution of … resources”
(Hobbes, 2000: 149).
I argue that cosmopolitan democracy underpins ecological citizenship. The four main themes
of the BiMEC model enable an analysis of ecological citizenship. First, environmental risks
have a direct impact on the biological, psychological and social (biopsychosocial) health and
wellbeing of individual citizens and communities across the world. Second, the right to health
is a universal and fundamental human right and enshrined in international conventions and
treaties, and available to all human beings. Third, social and technological innovators and
innovations drive new responses to environmental risks. Fourth, these themes converge
through discourses around sustainability.
2.2. Health and ecological citizenship
The IPCC (2013a: 4) defines climate change as:
“A change in the state of the climate that can be identified by changes in the mean
and/or the variability of its properties and that persists for an extended period,
typically decades or longer. Climate change may be due to natural internal processes
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or external forcings, or to persistent anthropogenic changes in the composition of the
atmosphere or in land use”.
IPCC (2013a: 4)
The UDHR comprisesss a suite of rights that include the right to life, human health, and a
healthy environment as universal to all people. It also stresses that with these rights come
responsibilities which each individual owes to their community. By extension, these
responsibilities include upholding the rights of current and future generations to a clean
environment (WCED, 1987) and freedom from risks posed by climate change.
The IPCC (2013 a/b) reports identify the risks to human health of global warming as including
a depletion of basic resources, an increase in infectious disease and heat-related issues, and
an increase in severe and extreme weather patterns. Examples include higher global average
temperatures, droughts and floods which affect farming, deterioration in water quality,
deterioration in air quality due to pollution, increased bacterial growth, damage to local
property and infrastructure, the and the rendering of some areas as uninhabitable (ibid). In
the long term, population growth will pose risks to human beings’ capacity to meet our basic
resource needs.
The risks represented by unsustainable practices and overpopulation require that human
beings transform their way of living by the reduction, transfer and sharing of these risks; e.g.
by collectively recognising the threats posed by changing weather patterns and become
equally more resilient to them (ibid). The social factors that define an individual’s vulnerability
to risks are dependent on economic, social, geographic, demographic, cultural, institutional,
governance, and environmental factors including levels of financial wealth and education, and
health, gender, age, and other demographics (ibid).
Khoo (2015) argues that we require a renewed concept of solidarity to human rights and
health to counteract the ‘individualisation of responsibilities’ and ‘deficits of care and
collective responsibility’ (Khoo, 2015: 272). She proposes that solidarity, a founding principle
of human rights, involves “belonging, bonding, and inclusion by focusing our attention on the
practical responsibilities of belonging in a social-moral community” (ibid: 273). She argues,
further, that the ‘statist’ approach taken by Stjernø defines solidarity as a redistributive ethic
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based on the sharing of resources. The challenges to solidarity lie in the capacity for
contemporary citizens to frame a form of ‘contract’, or collective frame, that enables
individuals to move beyond their personal needs, and the tensions inherent in collective
discourses, and to engage in the form of an action orientated collective framing of
environmental responsibility. I argue that this allows the individual to retain their rights while
sharing in communitarian values. Universal norms such as health and the environment are
constructed from these rights. Universal human rights reduce the need for hard community
boundaries and promote a permeable form of a collective frame to form which may coexist
with individual and communitarian framings of human rights, environmental risk and
universal responsibility. Adaptive capacity, I argue, allows us to frame the human right to
health as universal to all the worlds’ citizens, the capacity to access this right as an issue of
justice, and “the way in which health rights are claimed must be truly egalitarian” (ibid: 290).
Local and global environmental events, which promote discourses and awareness, are the
basis for the construction of ecological citizenship. These discourses constitute a paradigmatic
shift in the importance we place on sustainability.
2.2.1. Human rights to health as a part of the sustainability debate
Article 25.1 of the Universal Declaration Human Rights (1948) states that everyone has the
right to a standard of living adequate for the health of him/herself and one’s family13. Article
12.1 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR, 1966)14
states that “the State Parties recognise the right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest
attainable standard of physical and mental health”. General Comments 14 to the ICESCR The
Right to the Highest Attainable Standard of Health15, clarifies many important characteristics
of the Right to Health and recognises the underlying determinants of health. Examples cited
include water/sanitation, food, housing, work, education, gender equity, freedoms for the
individual, and entitlements e.g. access to essential medicines. Further, they include access
to basic health services and participation in health-related decisions. In addition, it states that

13

Universal Declaration of Human Rights: http://www.un.org/en/universal-declaration-human-rights/
A multilateral treaty adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on 16 December 1966 which
commits its parties to work toward the granting of economic, social, and cultural rights.
15
CESCR General Comment No. 14: The Right to the Highest Attainable Standard of Health (Art. 12)
http://www.refworld.org/pdfid/4538838d0.pdf
14
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the individual countries: a) are obliged to provide public health programs, facilities and
services; b) must refrain from interfering with citizens enjoying these rights; c) must prevent
others interfering with the enjoyment of their rights; and d) must adopt appropriate measures
towards the full realisation of these rights. Finally, the United National Sustainable
Development Goals (SDG)16 include 17 goals and 169 targets to improve sustainability
towards 2030). ‘Health in the SDG Era’ clearly situated health and wellbeing at the centre of
protection of health from climate risks and promoting health through low carbon
development17.
Lawrence’s (2001) argues that changes to ecosystems reflect and lead to changes in human
behaviour. Linking human rights and responsibility to the environment is most poignant in the
context of these international treaties and covenants goals. He suggests: a) that there is a
reciprocity in the human being - environment relationship; b) that human ecosystems are
open to external factors; c) that there are influences emanating from human regulatory
mechanisms including from human adaptation and resilience for sustenance; and d) that the
eco and social systems co-evolve over time. In this way, defining health as a quality of life
issue supports universal rights for all human beings as ecological citizens. The following
represent three short examples where environmental risks can affect access to basic
resources and pose risks to human health: water, food and energy.
Water

Water is essential for life and represents a basic resource to which every human being must
have access. According to the World Health Organisation- WHO- (2015)18, each human being
requires roughly 100 litres of water a day. Human beings currently appropriate over half of
the available global water supply to serve our needs such as drinking, bathing, energy,
farming, irrigation, etc. Water can be, and is, recycled, but not to the extent that we can keep
pace with population growth and sanitation needs: there is no more water on the planet than
there was when life first emerged. For example, as of 2015, more than 1.1 billion people on
16

United Nations Sustainable Development Goals:
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustainable-development-goals/
17
World Health Organisation: Health in the Sustainable Development Goals Era:
http://www.who.int/topics/sustainable-development-goals/sdg-banner.jpg?ua=1
18
World Health Organisations Fact Sheet: Water:
http://www.who.int/entity/mediacentre/factsheets/fs391/en/index.html
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earth already lack access to clean, safe drinking water. Yet, roughly 2.6 billion people lack a
simple latrine and 1.6 million people die every year from diarrhoeal diseases19.
If human beings do not develop the capacity to colonise new planets shortly, at the present
rate of population increase, we will be forced to live on less and less clean fresh water per
person in the future. Accessing clean, fresh water will only become more challenging as the
population continues to grow. Like all finite resources, this will mean the least well-off will
have less access to this basic resource which in turn will increase inequalities between global
citizens. For example, by 2050 more than 3 billion people may suffer similar water shortages
at least one month of every year20. The shortages are projected to hit megacities on every
continent, from Manila to Johannesburg to Mumbai. Water is fundamental to the continuity
of human life: responsibility for its preservation is an intra- and inter-generational issue.
Food

The United Nations Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (CESCR) states in its
General Comment 12 that the “right to adequate food is realized when every man, woman
and child, alone or in community with others, has physical and economic access at all times to
adequate food or means for its procurement” 21. According to Olivier DeSchutter (United
Nations Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food Food), food production cannot increase as
rapidly as human reproduction. There is now little more arable land that can be used for
agriculture. Consequently, technological innovation must raise the productivity of land by a
factor of 2. At present, China, Saudi Arabia, and the UK use lands in sub-Saharan Africa to
produce food for export in areas where the land cannot support the production of food to
feed the indigenous populations (Ibid). Also, the populations of these countries are increasing
at the most rapid pace among all the worlds’ populations. This system of renting land not only

19

World Health Organisations Fact Sheet: Water Sanitation:
http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/mdg1/en/index.html
20

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America: Urban growth, climate
change, and
freshwater availability http://www.pnas.org/content/early/2011/03/21/1011615108.full.pdf for more
details
21
United Nations Human Rights: Special Rapporteur on the right to food:
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/Food/Pages/FoodIndex.aspx
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heightens inequalities in accessing basic resources, but it also encourages socio-political
destabilisation.
Challenges to the future of food production exemplify the challenges climate change and
population increase present to resource management and equity among individual citizen in
that those who make the decisions to rent the land to these developed countries are those
who benefit and not those who suffer. The latter have no access to public participation or
decision-making mechanisms highlighting a democratic deficit and a lack of governance in
these countries/areas and governance systems. This implies that the most resource-rich
countries in the world are now using the most fertile land in some of the poorest countries in
the world on which to produce their food: this has become known as ‘the race for food
security’ (ibid).
Energy

One of the resources that has most profoundly transformed industrial and post-industrial
societies is energy (IPCC 2014 a/b). In the 19th and 20th centuries, energy was produced mostly
by the burning of fossil fuels. These production methods resulted in carcinogens being
introduced into the atmosphere damaging the air quality (ibid). The risks these pollutants
pose are to the quality of the air, the damage inflicted on the land during the abstraction of
these materials, and the wars that have been fought over their control (ibid).
Examples in context

Human beings’ capacity to identify risks to life, and to place values on them, highlight the
primacy of economic concerns over and above fundamental human resource needs for fresh
and clean water, nutritious and high-quality food, and access to affordable and reliable energy
sources. It places economic progress above the protection of the environment and fails to
recognise that human rights and environmental health are interrelated systems and reliant
on the continuity of the quality of basic resources. It is, I argue, a fallacy to believe that
continuous progress which places economic gain above environmental sustainability can
ultimately be profitable. Sustainability needs to be defined by access to resources if it is to
address deficits in knowledge, or the lack of the acknowledgement of the long-term
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environmental repercussions of short-term economic actions. Fundamental rights, public
participation, and models of governance are the foundations of this argument.
2.2.2. Participation, adaptive capacity and reframing institutions
Public participation is a core component of any model of governance. Participatory
mechanisms allow citizens to voice their opinions in a discourse based on scientific/accredited
and lay/experiential knowledge’s and contribute to innovations in the management of
approaches to sustainability. There are a variety of possibilities for implementing models of
participation.
Mullally (2011) asks: “what role do ideational factors play? can societies learn to respond
strategically (mitigate or adapt) to climate change? and what role can citizen participation
play in developing the social capacity or resilience to deal with climate change?” (ibid). He
identifies three types of participation: citizen, community or organisation. The various means
of public participation are through political parties, social movements, public consultation and
public enquiries, and referenda. In this way, discourses become more resonant supporting
the reinterpretation of institutionalised practices and regimes (Mullally, 2011). For this model
to function effectively, it is important to provide equal opportunities for all citizens to
participate in decision-making. New ICT’s have opened sustainability discourses to new actors
and the possibility for them to participate in decision-making in new ways. These discourses
are founded on universal human rights. I ask: ‘how should this be framed’ and ‘what
procedures encourage and support innovation’?
2.3. Human rights
2.3.1.Human rights: early to contemporary cosmopolitanism

The UDHR, formally adopted by the UN General Assembly on 10 December 1948, emerged in
response to the unprecedented atrocities that occurred during World War II carried out by
the Nazi regime. These attrocities inspired the establishment of fundamental human rights
which were to be available to all human beings regardless of nationality, age, gender, ethnicity
or religion. The 48 members of the UN General Assembly passed the original treaty in 1948
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establishing the first set of fundamental, universal and natural human rights. Since then it has
been the basis for a variety of international treaties22.
The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights- ICCPR- (1966), and the International
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Right- ICESRC- (1966), entered into force in 1976.
Coupled with the UDHR (1948) they constitute the International Bill of Human Rights. The UN
human rights system was eventually set up establishing a set of fundamental rights and
institutions that could be accepted by the signatory states as binding. Three-quarters, or 140,
of the 190 UN states have ratified this bill to date23. However, as fundamental rights they are
not legally binding in national legislation and ratification of these laws beyond the nonbinding declarations remains a significant challenge. A lack of ratification results in rights not
being applied in the same way in different jurisdictions. Therefore, their compossibility24
(Freeman; 2002) remains a challenge, as does access to equality within different nation states
and jurisdictions. The challenge of implementing fundamental human rights is one of equity
and universality and emerges when attempting to uphold one person’s human rights while
not violating another’s. Simultaneously addressing equity and universality is the foundation
of disagreements about a basis for ‘natural’ human rights. Ultimately, in the context of these
democratic deficits, the role of the implementation of fundamental human rights laws was
taken up, at least partially, by non-governmental originations (NGO’s).
For example, in 1993, the Vienna Declaration stated that all human rights were universal,
indivisible, and interdependent. Universalism could recognise diversity in two ways: 1) certain
moral rules apply in all cultures, in spite of their diversity, and 2) universal principles may
require unique interpretations and applications when applied to different social contexts. This
made it difficult to determine human rights in a culturally specific way without undermining
their universal applicability. Despite this, human rights were still egalitarian; meaning that all
humans have equal rights despite their cultural differences. In 1993, there were 2,970 NGO’s

22

These include the Geneva Convention (1949), European Convention on Human Rights (1952),
Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees (1954), Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial
Discrimination (1969), International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1976), International Covenant on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1976), Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
Against Women (1981), Convention on the Rights of the Child (1990), Charter of Fundamental Rights of the
European Union (2000), and the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (2007).
23
As of June 2015.
24
This refers to the application of human rights in full into national legislation.
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and 28,900 INGO’s in existence. This marked the ‘associational revolution’ (Freeman, 2002).
A significant number of these were established to address the ongoing challenges of
upholding universal human rights (e.g. Amnesty International). A remaining democratic
deficit lies in the fact that these groups still, largely, operate in specific areas and jurisdictions.
2.3.2.Conventions, rights and public participation

In 1972, in Stockholm, the international community met for the first time to consider global
environmental and development needs at the UN Conference on Human Environment. The
Brundtland Report (1987) framed much of what would become the 40 chapters of Agenda
2125 and the 27 principles of the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development. In fact,
its first principal states that “human beings are at the centre of concerns for sustainable
development [and] are entitled to a healthy and productive life in harmony with nature.”26 It
outlined key policies for achieving sustainable development that meet the requirements of
those with fewest resources by recognising the limits of economic development to meet
global needs. In this context, I interpret need as referring to economic interests, and to a
holistic model of global sustainability incorporating risks to social and environmental systems.
The real political dawn, or hardening, of environmental legislation of the European Union,
originates from this meeting and was founded in the United Nations Conference on
Environment and Development (UNCED), Rio de Janeiro, Brazil in June 1992; otherwise known
as the Rio Summit. It was at this meeting that an emphasis was placed on environmental risks
as current issues; no longer possible future. The evidence of environmental risk was now
apparent, and changing weather patterns and rising temperatures measurable with scientific
instruments. This provided real evidence of the fact that we were now living in the age of the
Anthropocene.
In A Sustainable Europe for A Better World: A European Union Strategy for Sustainable
Development (2001)27 the EU adopted the definition for sustainable development from the
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United Nations Conference on Environment & Development
Rio de Janerio, Brazil, 3 to 14 June 1992:
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/Agenda21.pdf
26
Ibid
27
EUGRIS: portal for soil and water management in Europe:
http://www.eugris.info/displayresource.aspx?r=5614
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Brundtland Report. This proposes that these risks present real threats to human health, that
the solution to economic, social and environmental sustainability are interlinked, and
solutions are necessarily only possible by addressing all three simultaneously.
The Brundtland Report, further, puts forward the argument that a fundamental change in
attitude and behaviour is necessary to achieve equity in the ability to react to environmental
risks. This was the catalyst for a global impetus to encourage the development of political
solutions to these escalating crises. This marked the beginning of the recognition by national
governments of the need to redirect international and national plans and policies to ensure
that all economic decisions fully consider environmental risks. It was at this point that the
political establishment became engaged in meaningful discussions focused on addressing
climate change at an international level. The recognition of the seriousness of the threat was
evidenced by the attendance of 172 countries, with 108 heads of State or Government. Also
some 2,400 representatives of non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and a total of 17,000
people attending the parallel NGO Forum. It was one of the first major milestones in the
emergence of ecological citizenship.
Changing plans into action, or awareness behaviour, remains the main challenge for
ecological citizenship even today, nearly a quarter of a century after the Rio Summit.
2.3.3. Europe and ecological citizenship: treaties, conventions and challenges to
their implementation
International treaties and conventions have gone some way to address the deficits in public
participation and the implementation of risk mitigation strategies. The Treaty of Maastricht28
defined the parameters of European citizenship of the European Community. The Treaty,
signed in 1992, aimed at strengthening the protection of the rights and interests of the
citizens of its Member States through the introduction of a citizenship of the Union. In
addition to the rights attached to citizenship of the EU explicitly mentioned in the Treaty,
there are a series of fundamental rights and obligations which stem from the case-law of the
Court of Justice of the European Communities, the Council of Europe’s Convention on Human

28

Treaty of Maastricht on European Union: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legalcontent/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=URISERV:xy0026&qid=1428941970473&from=EN
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Rights and the constitutional traditions of the Member States. The Charter of Fundamental
Rights29 is consolidated at EU level expanding human rights legislation to include the
protection of dignity, bio-ethics, freedoms, equality, solidarity, citizens’ rights and access to
justice. It connects health, defined as physical and mental integrity (Article 3), with the right
to life (Article 2); it identifies freedom of thought and expression (Article 10) and the freedom
of assembly (Article 12). It recognises intergenerational rights (Article 24: rights of the child),
the right of collective bargaining (Article 28), and a high level of human protection as a right
to health care (Article 36). It connects these with environmental protection and quality of the
environment (Article 37) and a right to access to fair justice system (Articles 39 through 41,
43 and 45 through to 50). It also supports access to information (Article 42), and the right to
petition and protest (Article 44). Collectively these rights constitute the political
institutionalisation of ecological citizenship. Again, the effectiveness of the implementation
of this charter varies according to national and local social, economic and political
circumstances.
The Åarhus Convention (1998)30 provides guidelines for the development and application of
public participation models and access to the decision-making process for all citizens of those
member states who sign up to the agreement.
“The objectives of the Åarhus Convention is the desire to guarantee rights of public
participation in decision-making in environmental matters in order to contribute to the
protection of the right to live in an environment which is adequate for personal health
and wellbeing.”31
It also details the right to participate in decision-making around the management of
environmental risks. It provides for citizens to have the right to challenge perceived risks to
breaches in environmental law as issues relating to social justice. This treaty represents a
global and EU directive clearly establishing the rights of the citizen to an environment of
sufficient quality which can support a specific quality of life.

29

Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/charter/pdf/text_en.pdf
30
Convention on Access To Information, Public Participation in Decision-Making and Access To Justice in
Environmental Matters : http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/pp/documents/cep43e.pdf
31
Aarhus Convention: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32003L0035
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In the EU Directive 2003/35/EC on Public Participation states that:
“Effective public participation in the taking of decisions enables the public to express,
and the decision-maker to take account of, opinions and concerns which may be
relevant to those decisions, thereby increasing the accountability and transparency of
the decision-making process and contributing to public awareness of environmental
issues and support for the decisions taken.”32
This directive is among many policies and legislative documents whose contents assure rights
to public participation but fail to address the practicalities of its implementation. Policy
makers are now required to hold public hearings where they take account of the opinions of
interested stakeholders while retaining the possibility of taking no heed of opinions raised.
A Sustainable Europe for a Better World (Brussels, 15/5/2001) identifies the EU member
states, national, regional and local governments as most responsible for implementing
environmental policies. It suggests that the public has a central role in policy making through
widespread public participation, and are ultimately those who will build sustainability into our
daily lives. Ideally, this will improve inclusion of cosmopolitan ecological responsibility at all
societal levels.
“Action must be taken by all and at all levels: many of the changes needed to secure
sustainable development can only successfully be undertaken at EU level. Clear
examples arise in policy areas where the Community has exclusive legal competence,
or where integrated European economies mean that uncoordinated action by Member
States is likely to be ineffective. In other cases, action by national, regional or local
governments will be more appropriate. However, while public authorities have a key
role in providing a clear long-term framework, it is ultimately individual citizens and
businesses who will deliver the changes in consumption and investment patterns
needed to achieve sustainable development”.33
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The Environment Directorate General of the European Commission argue that sustainable
development now means “a better quality of life for everyone, now and for generations to
come [that] will not be brought about by policies only [but] ... be taken up by society at large
as a principle guiding the many choices each citizen makes every day, as well as the big
political and economic decisions that have to be taken”34. Again, the principals of this strategy
fall short of providing detailed means of its practical implementation.
For example, the Irish National Economic and Social Council (NESC)35 suggest that public
confidence has been damaged by human and animal health scares (BSE, swine flu, etc.). They
voice concerns that the policy responses have been driven more by narrow sectional interests
than the wider interests of society. Further, they suggest that perception is part of a wider
malaise of the observing public, that policy has become too technocratic and remote, and is
too much under the influence of vested interests. To tackle this rising disaffection with the
political process, they suggest that policymaking must become more open. Widespread
popular ‘ownership’ of the goal of sustainability depends not only on more openness in
policymaking but also on the perception that individuals can, through their actions, make a
real difference. Access to decision-making can be tested through measures of the
effectiveness of the implementation of these policies36. This suggests that sufficient scientific
evidence, and legislation, which guide sustainability exist and public participation of citizens
in the decision-making processes also exist. These treaties and conventions establish rights in
law, yet we have failed to develop effective means for their implementation. The public has
no real power outside submitting appeals to the courts and judiciary which is complicated,
time-consuming, and beyond the capacity of many individuals. This makes the ecological
citizen an active participant with limited recourse to action in the decision-making process.
For example, the Special Eurobarometer 41637 conducted a survey of 27,998 European
Citizens on environmental consciousness and opinions across all 27 EU in 2014. 76% believe
that environmental problems have a direct impact on their everyday lives, illustrating a high
level of risk awareness. 85% believe they can participate in protecting the environment, yet
34
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the proportion of people who separate waste for recycling varies considerably from country
to country; from 92% in Luxembourg and Slovenia, to 23% in Bulgaria (6). 77% feel that big
companies are not doing enough to protect the environment. 75% state that they are willing
to pay more for environmentally friendly products. Concern over natural resources is growing
with 75% believing that the state of the environment has an impact on their quality of life.
79% believe using environmental resources more efficiently can lead to economic growth.
65% reported television as their primary source of information (down from 72% in 2011), with
those reporting that they obtain information about the environment through the internet and
social media rising from 31% in 2011 to 41% in 2014. Scientists (40%), environmental
protection agencies (37%), television (34%), newspapers (19%), consumer associations (18%)
and the Internet (18%), all rank higher than the European Union (7%) and the national
government (6%) as trusted sources of information about the environment. While many EU
citizens felt well informed about environmental matters, most felt that they did not know
enough about the impact of pollutants on human health and that they were not empowered
to affect change and mitigate these risks. This illustrates risk awareness, rights consciousness
and yet a lack of capacity to engage in the political process. I suggest that this reflects a
growing engagement with environmental discourses in the European public sphere,
supported by a belief that joint decision making between national and EU organisations
should include scientists and NGO’s as trusted sources of accurate environmental
information. I ask can interactive ICT systems help to addresses this democratic deficit by
institutionalising a form of citizenship based on universal rights which are available to all.
2.3.4. International treaties and universal rights for ecological citizenship
The IPCC (2007, 2014a) argues that the first of these rights is demonstrable through the
measure of the direct impact on human health by the deterioration of the environment.
“The health of human populations is sensitive to shifts in weather patterns and other
aspects of climate change. These effects occur directly, due to changes in temperature
and precipitation and occurrence of heat waves, floods, droughts, and fires. Indirectly,
health may be damaged by ecological disruptions brought on by climate change (crop
failures, shifting patterns of disease vectors), or social responses to climate change
(such as displacement of populations following prolonged drought) ... Biological and
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social adaptation is more difficult in a highly variable climate than one that is more
stable.”
(IPCC, 2007: Chapter 14: 3)
The joint Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) and United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP) report Human Rights and the Environment38 states that
there are three essential components to good environmental decision-making: the right to a
safe, healthy and balanced environment as a human right; the right to access to information,
participation in decision-making; and, access to justice in environmental matters. Firstly,
these rights represent an aspirational collective moral and ethical responsibility (Apel, 1996)
codified in the interpenetration of national and international policies and laws (Christoff,
1996; Habermas, 2001). Secondly, they frame global discourses on human rights and
constitute a global normative order (Apel, 1996; Habermas, 2001) encouraging national
governments to ratify international treaties (Beetham, 1998; Archibugi 1998). The first of
these rights establishes a connection between the condition of the environment and human
health, based on human rights. The second of these rights represents the main democratic
deficit highlighted by the BiMEC model: the awareness of ecological citizens of their rights
and their capacity access their rights to expression and to be free from environmental risks.
2.3.5.Thin cosmopolitan rights and thick local responsibilities

The cosmopolitan concept of citizenship represents the globalisation of culture associated
with the growing interconnectedness of the world economy, global polity, technologies and
new media which open up new discursive spaces. These encourage individuals and societies
to conceive of themselves as part of a world system.
Thick and thin moralities are central to understanding the emergence of cosmopolitanism
(Delanty and Strydom, 2003a). Thin moralities are represented by universal and moral human
rights and exist on fundamental levels applicable to all. They are not culturally, socially,
economically or politically specific. The UDHR represents a thin film of universal rights
underlain by a thick web of local and national responsibilities. These represent specific issues
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that arise in the process of upholding universal rights in local settings: a thin (universal)
moralities upheld in thick (local) ways (Delanty and Strydom, 2003a).
For example, in a knowledge society - based on the premise that sharing knowledge has the
power to transform lives and societies - perceptions of risk are shared via information and
communications technologies on a cosmopolitan scale: while action may be local, discourses
can be geographically dispersed. Knowledge sharing empowers communities and opens local
issues up to cosmopolitan socio-political discourses. It situates the collective dimension of
citizenship, as well as an individual sense of identity, within the cosmopolitan public sphere.
Further, this collective application of thin moralities does not negate the sense of
responsibility to the abstract other. Abstract others, in this instance, are cosmopolitan citizens
with whom one has no prior connection yet one has a relationship with through shared
collective responsibility for the environment. In fact, it inculcates a global sense of risk
through a collective responsibility at the cosmopolitan level (local and global). Therefore, it is
risks and rights awareness at the thin cosmopolitan level that promotes a global culture of
responsibility which is universally relevant and yet locally specific. Environmental actions are
implemented by social innovators supported by a thick culture of local responsibility.
Cumulatively these actions frame collective global environmental innovations and actions,
and are evident in the actions of the global environmental movement.
Strydom (2004c) argues that the environmental movement began in the 1960’s with
normative innovation based upon a concern with global environmental risk signposted by the
appearance in scientific, and soon popular, media of articles detailing the risks posed by
climate change promoting a high level of awareness and resonance of global environmental
risk issues. Eder (1996) argues that the environmental movement broadened its membership
and its knowledge base significantly through the second transformation of the public sphere
(ibid):
“Ecological discourse shapes the public space of modern societies through
restructuring the ideological cleavages which mobilise social groups and actors. This
change is theorised as the second structural transformation of the public sphere.”
(Eder, 1996b: 205)
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Delanty (2000) contends that classical theories of citizenship fail to grasp the significance of
the public sphere as a location of citizenship. This approach emphasises the role of collective
citizenship based upon participation and identity, rather than rights and duties. The expansion
of global multiculturalism and local particularism in political discourses, alongside a growing
EU and world civil society, infuses individual citizens with a sense of collective responsibility
which cannot reasonably be ignored. The cosmopolitan discourses of risk, rights and
responsibility allow for the expansion of national concepts of citizenship and collective
interests without succumbing to the symbolic disassociation of generalised meaning (ibid)
required to abstract these concepts to the cosmopolitan. Consequently, universal and moral
requirements cannot claim authority over political and social relations and each citizen is, to
different degrees, simultaneously a member of many collectives through different discourses
at different times.
Extending this argument further, Bellamy and Castiglione (1998) maintain that human rights
are cosmopolitan, self-standing, and justified without referring to a specific sovereign state.
They argue that their scope is uniform and universal. Here, citizenship is attributable to
human beings and not specific to states. Active discourses promote a shared sense of fate
around the resonance of an event encouraging collective responsibility through universal
rights (Apel, 2000). From this perspective, individual citizens can negotiate rights in culturally
specific ways yet from a cosmopolitan perspective.
Cosmopolitanism necessarily involves a complex model of citizenship enabling individuals to
become simultaneously engaged with discourses around single issues (e.g. risks to health,
water quality, food scarcity, and access to clean and affordable energy) and with the global
economic, political, and cultural risk issues that are not always consistent with sustainability.
Cosmopolitan rights and responsibilities only make sense embedded in local settings (Bellamy
and Castiglione, 1998; 162) which support local action.
For example, non-face-to-face mediums dominate modern communication (Bellamy and
Castiglione, 1998). Eder (Eder, 1996b) argued that global media have become the prime
intermediaries of discourses in contemporary society. It is through ICT communications tools
that discourses, including the practices of justice and rights in which they are jointly
responsible, can emerge across the globe. What is emerging through new global interactive
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communications mechanisms is the capacity to implement thin and thick moralities on
cosmopolitan levels while encouraging local action simultaneously across multiple sites. This,
in turn, can promote collective action in the form of empowering global political movements.
These global political movements constitute overlapping networks of communicators who
impart experiential knowledge in the promotion of innovation at the cosmopolitan level. To
be effective they must be able to move beyond socio-political and cultural boundaries.
2.3.6.The cosmopolitan public sphere: public participation, governance and ecological

citizenship
Human beings have constructed artificial boundaries in the form of political borders.
Ecological boundaries do not recognise these anthropogenic constructs. ICT’s open up the
possibility of unbounded discourses which goes some way towards counterbalancing these
political constructs. It is in this context that the cosmopolitan ecological citizen can evolve.
The ecological citizen is, therefore, local and global and hence cosmopolitan. By logical
extension, as every human being lives on the same planet and is affected by their
environment and environmental systems are necessarily global, every human being is an
ecological citizen. Not all, however, are affected by risks equally and not all have access to the
same suite of rights.
An extreme example of an ecological citizen is the environmental refugee defined by the
National Geographic as people who must leave their homes and communities because of the
effects of climate change and global warming39.
To summarise, a significant risk to human health and wellbeing lies in the destruction of
human habitats and environments. If climate change is not addressed, the failure to put in
place remedial actions to prevent risks to human and environmental health will be in violation
of human rights to health. I argue that addressing these democratic deficits, and supporting
the development of a model of ecological citizenship, forms the basis of a cosmopolitan
democracy. This form of democracy needs to be supported by individuals and institutions who
are advocates of an egalitarian form of ecological citizenship. It is by improving equality in the
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access to resources and rights that we can address imbalances among citizen’s adaptive
capacities through the formation of collective responsibilities.
2.4. Sustainability and human rights
2.4.1.Cosmopolitan democracy and global communications networks

Held (1998) identifies the need for new international democratic institutions in which all
citizens of the world participate. He proposes a movement towards cosmopolitan governance
which includes national and international governments and civil societies. He views power as
“the capacity to transform material circumstance – whether social, political or economic –
and to achieve goals based on the mobilisation of resources, the creation of rule systems, and
the control of infrastructures and institutions” (Held, 1998: 14). New institutions and
mechanisms of accountability are required in a cosmopolitan democracy. In the exploration
of the forms these institutions might take new types of governance systems emerge which
include overlapping spheres of influence. Cosmopolitan democracy, then, can be understood
as “the development of an administrative capacity and independent political resources at
regional and global levels as a necessary complement to these in local and national polities”
(Held, 1998: 24). This approach includes broad access to civic participation on national and
regional levels and is underpinned by transparency, accountability, legitimacy, and access to
the decision-making process at all levels for all citizens.
Christoff (1996) suggests that ‘ecological democracy’ supports this vision. Ecologically guided
democracy includes a hierarchy of values where universal ecological values (such as the
conservation of biodiversity, the basic needs of future generations) are given priority over
particularistic ones (such as the survival of a specific species) and narrow anthropocentric
values (such as the right of an individual human, classes, or nations to subdue the Earth). It
supports the argument that validity claims by cosmopolitan citizens, articulated through
global communications networks, can challenge the (re)production of these power relations
in the institutionalisation and constitutionalisation of the (new) allocation and distribution of
resources. These networks have uneven power relations and affect the life chances and
wellbeing of cosmopolitan citizens based on the individual’s access to resources. I argue that
these networks and validity claims improve access to resources and that it is by making
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communication resources available to all global citizens that equity in accessing these
resources can be improved.
2.4.2. Europe, cosmopolitanism and the ecological citizen
The EU has made some progress towards the establishment of cosmopolitan and ecologically
guided democracy. Cosmopolitan citizenship in Europe fulfils the conditions of the European
Union Treaty40 specifying that every person holding a nationality of a Member State shall be
a citizen of the Union, enjoy the rights conferred by this Treaty, and shall have the right to
travel, vote, representation, and the right to petition. A thick concept of citizenship, in this
European context, includes the right to legislative appeal beyond the state to EU courts of law
in defence of the rights and identity of the citizen. The European Union has the opportunity
to support its citizens in becoming cosmopolitan ecological citizens by simultaneously
upholding their sovereign rights, European rights, and fundamental rights and
responsibilities. It is in this context that European (cosmopolitan) civil society has emerged
from discourses around specific risks, supported by rights of EU citizens, and from the national
and cosmopolitan public spheres.
Linklater (1998) suggests that the state is only a temporary socio-political organisation which
displaced previous and alternative sites of subnational and transnational power. He suggests
that in the future the state may adopt a different role in a social, political, legal and cultural
network of interconnected global networks:
“The recent impact of globalisation and fragmentation on the constitutionally stable
societies in Europe suggests that the era of consolidated states is drawing to an end.
The erosion of state monopoly powers has increased the possibility that alternative
sites of power and competitors for human loyalty will emerge. This is the context in
which the moral resources which were accumulated in the course of extending and
deepening the meaning of citizenship can be harnesses to create a multi-ethnic,
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transnational social democracy which protects the legal, political, social and cultural
rights of all members.”
(Linklater, 1998: 118)
Therefore, if sovereign political boundaries are being opened to cosmopolitan public spheres,
global issues are being discussed on this level. Proposing a form of cosmopolitan citizenship
that asks, ‘what am I a citizen of?’, ‘what does cosmopolitan mean?’ is the current challenge
(Linklater, 1998). I describe the concept, and practice, of cosmopolitan ecological citizenship
in this diverse and inclusive way, and argue that this is achievable by inclusive and
participative co-design of innovative solutions to environmental risks.
2.5. Innovation and ecological citizenship
2.5.1. Innovation and ecological citizenship
Beck defines risk as the probability of physical harm (Beck, 1992: 4). The challenges of climate
change require innovative solutions (innovations). I suggest that these innovations should be
inclusively co-designed to ensure that they are technologically fit for purpose and meet needs
of the social actors who may adopt them. This participative co-design approach supports
knowledge sharing, creativity and learning.
Social innovations are defined as “the new ideas (products, services and models) that
simultaneously meet societal requirements (more effectively than alternatives) and create
new social relationships or collaborations” (Vega; 2013). The Bureau of European Policy
Advisers (BEPA) identifies three categories of social innovation: niche or grassroots;
local/national addressing a societal wide need (e.g. NGO’s); and a system or institution which
“relates to fundamental changes in attitudes and values, strategies and policies,
organisational structures and processes, delivery systems and services” (BEPA, 2010: 12).
In response to risks posed by climate change new social, scientific and technological
innovations, and new economic and political models are required which focus on reducing
the effects of climate change on all the worlds’ citizens, while also addressing the cause of
climate change itself. To effectively articulate sustainability discourses it is necessary to
identify a central issue that has a meaning for all human beings: in this case health. From this
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standpoint, innovations should address risks universally (through the thin concept of
responsibility) and be flexible enough to account for diversity in local vulnerabilities and
differences in access to resources (through the thick application of innovations). Innovations
should also offer immediate/short term benefits based on underlying longer term goals to
reduce vulnerability and reflect individuals and collectives access to resources.
As new communications technologies enable interactive discourse across the world they
broaden the boundaries of discourse through the involvement of social actors on a global
scale, have the capacity to open individuals up to new ideas and perspectives and challenge
their pre-existing boundaries of their perception of environmental risk. Through these new
mediums of communication boundaries between different types of knowledge
(scientific/accredited, tacit/experiential) are reduced inviting input from a variety of actors
who bring various forms of knowledge into sustainability discourses. ICT’s have a significant
role in facilitating these discourses.
2.5.2. Communication technologies and public participation in a cosmopolitan public
sphere
According to the Global Internet Report (2015),41 the percentage of the global population who
have access to the internet globally rose from 23.2% in 2008 to 38.1% in 2013 and is forecast
to be at 71% by 2019. This rise is driven by the increasing availability of internet access
through rapidly expanding infrastructures, improvements in bandwidth, decreasing prices,
ease of use through increasingly intuitive software packages, and recently through the rapid
growth in the availability of cheap mobile technologies. Improvements in digital literacy also
enhance the internet’s utility as a global communications tool and improve the opportunities
for global citizens to engage in sustainability discourses. Further, the increased ease by which
individuals can publicise their opinions to a global audience has the potential to empower
individual citizens by enabling them to articulate their specific interpretation of an event,
exercise some control over the construction of the framing of the narrative. These new global
communications mediums promote discourses “involving new social movements and an
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increased intensification of communication about locally significant global issues” (Strydom,
2004c). For example, sustainability as a meta-narrative can now be democratically expressed
by multiple social actors (Snow and Benford, 1998) through the rights-based discourse. The
encouragement of this form of discourse, I argue, is fundamental to cosmopolitan ecological
democracy and at the heart of the responsibility of the ecological citizen. By extension,
supporting functional collective responsibility and promoting an active European civil society
is the role of ecological citizens. This implies that participation in the cosmopolitan public
sphere (Archibuigi, 1998) represents citizen engagement in sustainability discourses across
many societal levels at the same time. New communications technologies offer increased
access to information and open new possibilities for participation in ecological politics which
can promote the emergence of new forms of local and transnational communication. New
ICT’s make this possible by improving access to new communication spaces which promote
social action. They are not, however, a singular solution which offers equal access to all.
Howard and Schwartz (2010) argue that ICT innovations in isolation do not answer societal
challenges. They do, however, offer world disclosing functions through interactive
engagement with environmental risk discourses for social innovators. Social innovations, in
this context, can become engaged in responses to societal risks working with, and adding a
public voice to, economic and political interests which have traditionally driven technological
innovation and technocratic ideation (Howard and Schwartz, 2010). I argue that the social
and technological innovation approach, or socio-technological innovation, places social
innovation as more than a requirement of technological innovation, and situates it at the
centre of contemporary advances in responses to environmental risks as a driving force
behind their participative collective design.
For example, the rights to political participation constitute a self-referential model of
citizenship that stretches over, between, and through national and international societal
constructs. Under the cosmopolitan constellation, globalisation necessitates the opening of
national institutions to these new cultural forms (Habermas, 2001). These new structures
constitute a highly complex and loosely organised system of proponents and opponents of
the sustainability paradigm. Cosmopolitan citizens negotiate this complex discourse, as well
as a variety of mediums of communication, through which these discourses take place. The
settings in which these negotiations take place range from formal (e.g. a working
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environment, a law court, or political meeting) to the informal (discourse or sharing of
knowledge- such as a casual conversation with friend or family). These articulations produce
a myriad of communicative typologies and require participants to be at least knowledgeable
of them, and preferably to know how to negotiate the discourses within them to allow them
to participate effectively. New communications typologies open these discourses to all
ecological citizens and encourage citizens to become involved in the development of
innovative solutions to these risks.
2.5.3. Innovation and the sustainability paradigm shift
Burns (2012) argues that there has been a radical increase in the pace, scale, and spread of
human impacts on the global environment which “touches upon every facet of human
existence—health, diet, leisure, quality of life, every day practices; production, consumption,
education, research, politics, and societal values” (Burns, 2012: 1119). In this context,
sustainability can be defined as the ability of individuals and species, and social and ecological
systems, to endure over time and continue to exist. This includes the ability of human beings
to endure as biological creatures while retaining a quality of life close to those experienced in
the 21st Century. In this Anthropocene, human beings are all ecological citizens and are
collectively responsible for society as environmental stewards. To paraphrase Burns, I ask,
which forms of contemporary life are indicators of the growth of risks, such as increases in
population and consumption patterns of the late 20 th and early 21st Centuries, and are there
sustainable alternatives (Burns, 2012: 1121). He argues that the sustainability paradigm shift
refers to an emerging awareness of environment risks, and that sustainability is now a political
norm which can be operationalised when applied to concrete issues. He identifies one of
these issues as the risks environmental damage pose to human health illustrating the utility
of employing human health as a human right in sustainability discourses.
These innovative ways of thinking, acting and being, emerge in response to environmental
risk events and promote new ways in thinking about governance through risk, rights and
responsibility discourses. Sustainability evolves through these niche, or ‘bottom-up’,
transformations: “bottom-up changes in values become incrementally perceptible in the
ideas and practices of individuals, associations, communities, business and political networks”
(Burns, 2012: 1192). This shift is advanced by new forms of inclusive communication and
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“diffuse and collective learning” (ibid: 1129) through new information and communications
systems. If the shift towards a sustainability paradigm is to be effective in promoting changes
in our ways of living, it requires a socio-political model of governance through which it can be
implemented. One way of addressing this challenge is through the effective use of ICT systems
by existing proponents of the sustainability paradigm to disseminating the narrative
establishing it as a cosmopolitan social norm.
2.5.4. Environmental events, social discourse and unbounded governance
For those with access to it the internet has created the opportunity for them to access a global
network of information, including the aforementioned opportunity to publish their opinions
to a global audience. Publishing in this way is becoming increasingly simple through social
media such as Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn as well as individual groups sites and discussion
forums, e.g. www.boards.ie. As new information is transmitted about local, national and
international events across the globe instantly they, in turn, are interpreted through the prism
of social, political and cultural constructs. These constructs represent the views of the
organisation and the individual rapporteur who presents the information, direct
interpretations of environment events (such as camera footage of extreme weather events)
shared through the media sources. This has increased the availability of information about
climate change, changed the nature of the types of knowledge available, and the role of this
type of knowledge.
For example, Lakoff (2010) argues that we need better communication systems through
which we can enable social actors to contribute to discourses which include moral values. It
is in bringing moral, cultural and social values based on fundamental rights into a sociopolitical discourse that accredited/scientific (scientific, political, etc.) and experiential/tacit
(local, lay, moral, etc.) knowledge can become instrumental in guiding policy-based decision
making.
For instance, extreme and sudden climate events inspire the most profound reactions from
social actors. As a variety of framing of local events are simultaneously published through
social media and other ICT’s instantly to global audiences, social actors who find that these
events are relevant to them can engage in discourses. In this way, virtual communities begin
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to emerge. They consist of individuals who share a similar interpretation of the meaning of a
risk event and are actively engaged in promoting awareness of the human rights to be free
from these risks. If managed effectively, such mediums establish a consensus-based response
to climate risks that are not based solely on individual rights but are socially, collectively and
morally focused. This requires new ways of communicating in which: social and cultural
responses are a central aspect of the debate; political, scientific and economic systems of
communication are revised to be more transparent, accessible, and inclusive; the ways in
which technologies are used is questioned; and, new technologies which support
sustainability are collectively designed.
2.6. Summary
In summary, I argue that environmental risks represent threats to the health and wellbeing
of all human beings and the natural environment. As all human beings are subjects to their
biopsychosocial health, and health subject to environmental conditions, it can be argued that
all human beings are ecological citizens. I argue for a model of ecological citizenship based on
a culture of collective responsibility which involves defining each citizen as an ecological
trustee. This can only come about through the development of new participatory forms of
democratic, cosmopolitan and ecological governance. Granting fundamental and universal
rights to be free from these risks to all citizens who are bound together in morally (and
physically) interdependent collectives is central to this form of ecological citizenship. It is
together that ecological citizens learn to identify the signs of environmental risk and promote
innovative and equitable adaptive strategies to the mitigation of these risks and address
democratic deficits which exist in the current systems. Further, socio-technological
innovations may emerge from these discourses leading to the development and promotion
of new ways to collectively address these challenges. This is a basic outline of the BiMEC
model of ecological citizenship.
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3. Chapter 3: Theory II: A Biopsychosocial Model of Ecological Citizenship
(BiMEC)
3.1. Introduction to a Biopsychosocial Model of Ecological Citizenship (BiMEC)
The previous chapter presented the argument for a human rights-based approach to
ecological citizenship which positions health and wellbeing at the centre of a cosmopolitan
model of ecologically guided governance. This chapter examines the Biopsychosocial Model
of Ecological Citizenship arguing that it is through this that it is possible to promote creative
and sustainable responses to societal and environmental challenges.
Embedded within the model are all four interrelated themes of the model of ecological
citizenship: health, human rights and sustainability represent the central elements of the
model while innovation is a driver of change. For example, human rights anchor health to the
socio-political citizenship debates, and innovation supports the development and continued
evolution of the model enabling the debate.
The principles of this approach to ecological citizenship suggest that innovation should focus
on social and environmental health concerns. In this way, human health and the environment
are linked not only to biological risk, but also by the embeddedness of environmental and
social risks, situating the actor at the centre of the BiMEC and sustainability. The depiction of
the BiMEC presented in Chapter 1 is explored here in more detail. I examine how it connects
health, human rights, innovation and sustainability across the different societal levels
(individual through to macro) and examine the potential for the evolution of the model over
time.
Individual level

At the individual level, biopsychosocial health, individual predisposition to sustainability, and
their proximity to an event are determinants of the subjective resonance of an environmental
risk event for the individual.
Micro level

The world of proximal relationships, including face-to-face or virtual immediate/personal
interactions, defines the micro level. Here individual encounters are the most relevant
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element. It is an intersubjective space which exists in the real and virtual worlds where oneto-one, or one-to-many, relations are now possible through new communications media (e.g.
Skype, Google Hangout, WhatsApp, etc.). The collective interpretation of the meaning of
events emerges through discourses in real world settings and online interaction. It is here that
the construction of a collective interpretation around an event can connect two or more
previously incongruent perspectives, and indicators of individual ecological citizenship are
identifiable.
Meso level

The communications space where one moves beyond the proximal and dyadic to the
employment of distal relationships as collective identities (Melucci, 1998) to which individuals
ascribe is definable as the meso level. The communicative space refers to the space where
societal discourses are examined. For example, the communications between a collective, or
local group / NGO, and a state organisation. It is here that new ways of thinking about an issue
are proposed in the development of the collectively interpreted meaning of events.
Exosystem level

The exosystem relates to the societal structures and institutions in which the individual does
not have a direct decision-making role (local government sustainability strategies, legal
institutions, economic operators, etc.). Individuals can only operate through their democratic
rights to vote, protest, as a representative organisation, etc. It is at the exosystem level where
the individual participates in official (legal, political, economic) institutions and organisations.
Institutional approaches to sustainability are largely based on accredited knowledge and
official reports.
Here interaction is guided by formal rules and regulations. It is here that public participation
is practised and challenges are presented to established institutions. For example, community
groups employing their collective right to articulate their framing of events may challenge the
current institutional structure which does not support their point of view, nor implement
policies that are congruent with the environmental risks. It is here that citizens may articulate
their interpretation of an event in a social, legal, political, and economic context based on
fundamental human rights to health. The institutions which are of most relevance to
examining sustainability, and this study, are: a) the political, as they relate to opening up
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democratic processes; b) the economic, as they support sustainable practices; c) formal
community and collective institutions, as they encourage discourses and innovative solutions
to social problems and actions promoting responsibility; and d) the technological, as they can
improve access to decision making. The case studies examined in this thesis include
institutions and organisations of the state as well as civil society organisations and other
collectives engaged in sustainability discourses.
Macro level

The macro level refers to meta-narratives, dominant cultural or societal discourses, and
normative structures which characterise a society. In this case, it is the sustainability metanarrative.
Chronosphere

Finally, in this case, the chronosphere refers to the patterns and changes in the structure of
the BiMEC over time and the sociohistorical conditions under which it exists. This change is
examined through the influence of key events (major weather events, political decisions,
scientific publications, etc.) and how this reframes the sustainability paradigm.
Summary of the BiMEC model

In summary, the illustration presented here is the biopsychosocial model of ecological
citizenship (BiMEC) which enables the researcher to examine how climate risk events emerge
through individual, local, national and cosmopolitan discourses. It also allows for the
examination of innovative responses to them. As these risks are different at each of these
levels and are subject to local conditions, it is important to examine environmental risks on
all societal levels. This model is situated in the socio-historical context of the current
information age, the knowledge society, the ongoing medical revolution, and of the
communications, digital and technological revolutions. The four themes of this model are
discussed in more detail to elucidate its potential in supporting ecological citizenship.
3.2. Health
Doherty and Clayton (2011) identify three main classes of psychological and social effects of
climate change. First are direct and are exemplified by acute or traumatic effects of extreme
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weather events and a changed environment. Second are indirect, exemplified by threats to
emotional well-being based on observation of impacts and concern, or uncertainty, about
future risks. Third are the psychosocial, exemplified by chronic social and community effects
of heat, drought, migrations, and climate-related conflicts, and post-disaster adjustment.
For example, the EPA (2016) states that there are:
“local environmental issues such as air quality, water pollution, odours and noise that
need to be resolved [and that] many of these problems can be masked by national
level assessments but can have severe impacts on the health and wellbeing of the
people in individual communities and on the quality of the local environment.”
(EPA, 2016: 10).
These psychological and social effects of climate change define a minimum level of
biopsychosocial wellbeing measurable through physical health, psychological wellbeing, and
the capacity to act as an active citizen in part defined by an individual’s, and communities,
capacity to adapt to climate change. This includes asking such questions as: how many people
are at risk of food shortages, water shortages, disease, coastal flooding, and extreme weather
now and into the future? What is the geographical distribution of risk? Where do people live
and under what physical exposures to environmental risks (e.g. for floods, landslides,
increasing temperatures, heat waves, disease patterns, storms)? What is the quality of the
local infrastructure? What are the social conditions in the locality? Which groups are most
likely to suffer the most adverse effects and what are their likely responses (e.g. the elderly
and younger populations, lower socioeconomic groups, etc.)? What can be done to prepare
for and minimise impacts? What changes in infrastructure and institutions can reduce risk and
enhance the capacity to cope? Who is likely to have to bear the costs – or protest
interventions? (IPCC 2007, 2013a/b, 2014 a/b; EPA, 2016; Hernes, 2012: 24).
Answers to some of these questions inform how health and wellbeing are viewed as a catalyst
for encouraging socio-technological innovations which support sustainable practices based
on these fundamental human rights to be free from these risks. This represents an
environmental perspective to the biopsychosocial approach to health and wellbeing. I
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contend that biopsychosocial measures of health and wellbeing provide the basis upon which
a cosmopolitan model of ecological citizenship can be examined.
3.2.1.Ecological citizenship, human health and collective responsibility

In this model, health represents the physical connection between the natural world and
human society as they are both subject to the direct repercussions of poor environmental
conditions. Risks to health define environmental damage or pollution, or inaction in
preventing environmental risks, as an imposition on fellow citizen’s universal human rights.
These include the right to live in an environment where citizens have access to clean air, land,
and water free from pollution and contamination (IPCC, 2013a). Further, the model allows for
the examination of substantial physical threats through environmental evidence, the direct
psychological impacts of risks (e.g. the loss of one’s home, or the fear of the repeated flooding
of one’s business, destruction of local infrastructure, and risks to the lives of the family)42 and
the social repercussions of environmental damage posed by climate change. These risks
negatively impact on the availability of resources. This suggests that society and nature can
no longer be thought of as a dualism and must be recognised as inter-systemic.
Addressing these risks requires a collective response. To properly implement a programme of
human rights based on the recognition that health risks are natural and societal in origin,
institutions such as the UN and EU are required to be formal (institutional) and informal
(civic). They must traverse the levels of governance including governments and civil societies
(Beetham, 1998). There are normative foundations of human rights claims illustrated by
common need (Beetham, 1998): the rights to life, quality of life in the form of health, the right
to a healthy environment, security, peace, respect, access to the decision-making process and
reflexive choice. These rights are facilitated through sustainability discourses in the form of
knowledge of shared risks, increased environmental awareness supporting further access to
universal rights, and the freedom and capacity to engage in responsible action.
The challenge of implementing a model based on equal access to human rights, and adaptive
capacity for all ecological citizens, lies in the fact that access to resources are not distributed
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RTE News: ‘Evacuations in Limerick after severe flooding
“ http://www.rte.ie/news/2014/0201/501557-weather/.
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equally to all ecological citizens and, by extension, not all citizens have the capacity to act in
the same responsible manner. Even in this context, I argue, human rights cannot take
precedence over responsibilities (Beetham, 1998; Strydom, 2002; Apel, 1996). The cost of the
denial of responsibility is not only direct and immediate but distal, temporal (intragenerational) and cultural (inter-generational). Simply put, while rights may be universal,
responsibilities are relative to contexts. These contexts are defined by an individual’s capacity
to respond to risks relative to their access to resources.
By extension, universal human rights can be interpreted as a set of minimum standards which
define an individual’s capacity to access resources by which they can mitigate the threats of
climate change. Therefore, I argue that fundamental human rights define what the universal
access to resources for every individual should be, and the target toward which we should
aim. These targets include creating awareness of environmental risks and, critically,
encouraging responsible attitudinal and behavioural change. This realisation allows for the
cultivation of a global culture of ecological responsibility based on the connection of each
human being to every other through natural/biological determinants, and collective social
and psychological constructs. Our co-inhabitation in the one ecosystem, and our shared
human vulnerability to environmental deterioration, affect and are affected by the
biopsychosocial health of all human beings.
3.2.2.The biopsychosocial approach

Engel first proposed a biopsychosocial approach to health in 1977 and argued that the
traditional biomedical model ignores the social, psychological, and behavioural dimensions of
illness (or more appropriately wellbeing) and that the “biopsychosocial model … provides a
blueprint for research … and a design for action in the real world” (Engel, 1977: 129). Although
originating with medical science, the model has been adopted by and adapted to other areas
such as education (Borrell-Carrió, 2004) and child development (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).
While the origin of the model itself is old, new approaches to it are being employed in active
research (e.g. Growing Up in Ireland43), and it is an excellent model for examining individual
and societal determinants of health and wellbeing. The elements of the model employed in
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this dissertation pertain to the ecological citizen. This approach provides a foundation upon
which connections between an individual’s physical health, their mental wellbeing, and their
social activity can be examined from a societal and environmental standpoint. It also
highlights the embeddedness of these layers. The exploration of this biopsychosocial model
from a sociological perspective serves to provide a series of themes across societal levels
through which I can examine ecological citizenship and individuals and groups adaptive
capacities.
For example, the IPCC report (2007- reiterated in the 2014a report) states that:
“Health includes physical, social and psychological wellbeing. Population health is a
primary goal of [sustainability]. Human beings are exposed to climate change through
changing weather patterns … and indirectly through changes in water, air, food quality
and quantity, ecosystems, agriculture, livelihoods and infrastructure”.
(IPCC, 2007: 393 – 394)
From a sociological perspective, this problem requires an innovative approach to
sustainability. This takes into account: environmental risks to the ecosystem and human
beings as physical and biological entities; the unequal repercussions of the effects of these
risks on the mental wellbeing of human beings and their ability to act as social beings; and,
the influence of these physical and psychological risks to population health. It is for these
reasons that a biopsychosocial approach is an effective tool for examining adaptive capacity,
ecological citizenship and sustainability. It is also for this reason that the pursuit of
innovations which are cosmopolitan (local and global) in their reach are important to the
emergence of means of addressing challenges posed by climate change.
3.3. Innovation, innovation spaces, and ecological citizenship
Innovations that support open governance and ecological citizenship are, therefore, driven
by the identification of a societal, or collective, need to respond to an immediate challenge
or risk, and the realisation that the current systems for managing these risks are inadequate.
In this section, I explore what role socio-technological innovations play in supporting the
BiMEC model.
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3.3.1. Innovation spaces, health and ecological citizenship
Innovation spaces are defined by the capacity of a setting, context or environment to support
open and inclusive innovation. They can be both physical and virtual. The concept emerged
from business and management studies in the exploration of the potential of new physical
and cognitive environments which foster innovation:
“Physical space helps promote deep engagement, while the virtual space allows you
to capture what you’ve learned in the physical space and turn it into something real.
The mind space cuts across both aspects “44.
It is in this context that the emergence of virtual and real world innovation spaces as settings
which foster inclusive cosmopolitan ecologically guided democracy should be examined. For
example, Collective Awareness Platforms for Sustainability and Innovation (CAPS) are
innovation spaces which promote, and allow for the inclusion of, complex interpretations of
sustainability through interactive discourses across real and virtual communities. In this
example, the risk to life, health and quality of life represents the most profound risk and
inspire the most profound responses. Theses risks put into doubt what is currently taken for
granted (Schutz, 1967). When ‘what is taken for granted comes into question’ (ibid), and the
boundaries of one’s experiences are disturbed by a risk, this stimulates a reflective process
upon how one interprets one experience of reality. Reflecting upon resolutions to these
threats engages individuals in the process of interpreting risks and seeking out others who
articulate their responses to these risks in a way that is resonant to the individual. In this way,
one may deem others to be in possession of cultural tools and able to construct collective
responses to these risks. Resolutions to these uncertainties are sought through this social
interaction, which in turn open up innovation spaces which foster intersubjectivity, discourses
and possibly consensus. The risk event, in this way, encourages debate among social actors
with whom the event is relevant and promotes a collective resolution to the risk.
By situating innovation in this context, events are located in a timeline, and their resonance
commensurate with current social, economic, political and technological discourses. It is
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through the development and support of innovation spaces situated in these cultural and
historical settings that it is possible to make events resonant to as large a group of ecological
citizens as possible.
For example, new ICT’s and socio-technological innovations based on health and the
environment present new opportunities through which knowledge can be shared among
communities from different geographic locations about risk prevention measures while
engaging people in issues that are critical to their existing identities; i.e. risks flooding or poor
water quality present to health and wellbeing. These innovations support the evolution of a
cosmopolitan culture of collective responsibility in the current era of environmental risk.
3.3.2.Socio-technologic innovation and adaptive capacity and the BiMEC

The basis of a successful socio-technological innovation space is its capacity to enable
individual citizens to identify exposure to risks presented by climate change. It should provide
the potential for equality in the capacity to access one’s human rights and the capacity for
individuals to be able to act as a responsible ecological citizen. These are measures of adaptive
capacity.
The IPCC (2007 and 2014a) reports suggest that these measures include education, income
and health. They also suggest that involvement in innovation is a critical aspect of adaptation,
yet they caution that this should not be viewed only in technological terms but emphasise the
important role of social supports including human capital and governance structures:
“Although economic development may provide greater access to technology and
resources to invest in adaptation, high income per capita is considered neither a
necessary nor a sufficient indicator of the capacity to adapt to climate change (Moss
et al., 2001) … There are many examples where social capital, social networks, values,
perceptions, customs, traditions and levels of cognition affect the capability of
communities to adapt to risks related to climate change.”
(IPCC, 2007)
This approach to adaptive capacity includes a broad definition of the term resource and the
effective use of socio-technological innovations to support adaptive capacity.
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For example, health, as the central resource in the BiMEC model, is a universal and important
indicator of adaptive capacity for all global citizens. This includes identifying the risks to
human health that climate change presents to the individual at a local level, their capacity to
mitigate these risks through accessing basic health care via institutional structures,
technology, social supports, and the capacity to help and support immediate others such as
their family and community. It can also be extended to abstract others who are not known
to the individual who are also ecological citizens and hence are tied together through the
collective responsibility of environmental stewardship; this is the basis upon which a social
justice approach to sustainability is established at the cosmopolitan level.
It is in this way that health and wellbeing act as catalysts for promoting socio-technological
innovations by finding new ways and means of addressing environmental risks. They coincide
with the proliferation of discourses and technologies that empower citizens to be free from
these risks. For example, new methods of producing energy on a small scale, or individual
level, through the installation of solar panels on one’s home. Therefore, socio-technological
innovations can enable the emergence of forms of ecological citizenship on a global level and
encourage action at the local level.
3.4. Sustainability and collective awareness platforms as drivers of ecological citizenship
I have discussed the conflict and consensus that arise in the process of the interpretation of
the meaning of events. To have an effect, the event must be resonant with a variety of
individuals and form a discourse around the event. The discourse can emerge from either
individual or multiple themes of the BiMEC model. For example, Hernes (2012) suggests that
events change outlooks and attitudes. Certain events are diagnosed and discussed by political
and scientific experts. Although, he argues, that this is not the main reason that the
sustainability paradigm has evolved so rapidly in the late 20 th and early 21st century. He
proposes several types of events which have significantly influenced public opinion. They
include:
•

events that promote a sudden change in the status quo or global crises such as extreme
weather events;
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•

events that inspire the critical examination of preconceptions and require the significant
reframing of our understanding of climate change, such as new scientific discoveries;

•

events that inspire the reinterpretation of social discourse, such as new ways of
communicating;

•

cohort defining events- e.g. loss of land or homes which leave people homeless and make
them environmental refugees;

•

events that affect an individual's primary sense of security, such as risks to life and health;

•

events that slowly permeate different aspects of society at different times, yet which are
resonant- such as local environmental risks that occur on multiple local areas
simultaneously but the communication of which takes time for this information to filter
through; e.g. the slow deterioration of water quality due to diffuse source pollution;

•

events that juxtapose political agendas such as different global risk issues; e.g. risk to food
security;

•

events that are highly resonant yet are not directly threatening and inspire discourse on
a wide level- such as melting of the polar ice-caps, global temperature increase, and
habitat destruction for species such as the polar bear (Hernes, 2012: 97).

Articulating risk events in the context of fundamental issues (e.g. health) make them more
resonant to individuals. In this way, they have the potential to influence the direction of
sustainability discourses of a large number of individuals and across all societal levels
simultaneously. The capacity to reach a broad audience can increase the chance of convincing
them of the credibility of this argument encouraging them to support it. For example, the EPA
(2016) report identifies “our most basic needs [as] clean air, safe drinking water and healthy
food” (EPA, 2016: 123), and that “environmental degradation and vulnerability to extreme
events, adversely affect health and wellbeing” (ibid). Further, the report highlights “the
intimate interconnections between sustainable environments and healthy lives” (ibid). The
EPA argue that we do not live in isolation and that the direct impacts of environmental
degradation are measurable in the deterioration of the quality of life of individuals and
communities. Further, the report states that the regulation of environmental management is
only one aspect of risk management and it is through the articulation of these fundamental
issues that we can encourage better individual choices: “at an individual level, our choices
influence our health and that of our family and neighbours. Choices such as the fuel we use,
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the water we drink, how we manage our waste, the chemicals we use in our homes and
gardens, household ventilation, the noise we create, etc., demonstrate our values and
attitudes to our environment, community, health and wellbeing” (Ibid: 128). Health risks from
environmental degradation have become embedded in the Irish, European and global
sustainability meta-narratives through these types of actions (IPCC 2007, 2013 a/b and 2014
a/b). For example, the recent protests against the introduction of charges for water in Ireland,
which began as a protest by the left leaning political minorities, formed into a national
movement led by elected politicians. This movement successfully placed sufficient pressure
on the political establishment that the electoral promises of some the main parties in the
2016 election included the abolition of the water charges. This has resulted in the suspension
of water charges and established a commission to make recommendations on a long-term
sustainable funding model for domestic water and wastewater services45.
Example of socio-technological innovation: Collective Awareness Platforms for
Sustainability and Social Innovation (CAPS)
The Digital Agenda for Europe (DAE), according to the European Commission (EC), is a
mechanism which was established to promote socio-technological innovation and empower
citizens with tools which enable them to contribute to solving societal challenges by
maximising the network effect and collective intelligence. The DAE was established to act as
a strategic guide for research to enable the development of an infrastructure supporting
sustainable and innovative digital growth. This infrastructure, they argue, maximises the
social and economic potential of ICT technologies (most notably the internet) driving activities
which form the basis of improvements in the quality of life of EU and global citizens. Key
objectives of the DAE include:
a) the digital era should be about empowerment and emancipation;
b) background or skills should not be a barrier to accessing this potential;
c) smart use of technology and exploitation of information will help to address the
challenges facing society like climate change46.
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In its vision of future innovation scenarios, the European Commission describe digital social
evolutions, current multidisciplinary research interests, and the potential of social innovation
for impacting on the quality of life of the European citizen, as lying within and beyond
sovereign borders47. The vision proposes that the digital agenda serves to harness concepts
from open information sharing platforms such as Internet of Things (everyday objects have
network connectivity) and Big Data (collecting data from the environment), Facebook (social
interaction) and Wikipedia (production of new knowledge).
For example, the 'network effect' of the internet allows the evolution for co-production and
sharing of content. Platforms for social innovation, supporting informed and sustainabilityaware decisions, are based on an extended awareness of the environment and of the
consequences of citizen actions. I argue that by including participative co-design as a core
component of innovation it is possible to engage citizens who can access these technologies
(either personally or through a collective) through open, transparent, and action focused
discourses. In turn, this can cultivate better innovations which the equitable use of, and access
to, resources at local, national, European and global levels in different sectors (public, private,
civil) leveraging the active engagement of society itself through each single ecological citizen.
CAPS are one means of enabling this form of engagement. It is through CAPS that European
Commission envisages sustainability as becoming mobilised through bottom-up/niche and
social innovations. This coordinated self-regulation is based on collective situational
awareness through non-commercially-driven platforms that can support new ecological
innovations. I argue that it is through promoting a new form of ecological citizenship based
on health as an environmental risk and a human right that innovations emerge from social
settings. Further, CAPS may have a role in enabling these innovators to engage in wider
discourses promoting sustainability which is, in turn, based on fundamental human rights to
health.
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3.5. Human rights: cosmopolitan ecological citizenship and ecologically guided
democracy
Risks are calculated by reviewing the long-term damage to the environment (for example the
costs of repairing the damage caused by natural disasters) and weighing them up against the
immediate benefit of industrial and technological growth. Christoff (1996) argues that a
hierarchy of universal ecological values (such as the conservation of biodiversity, the basic
needs for future generations, and adaptive capacity) should be given priority over
particularistic ones and narrow anthropocentric values (such as the right of an individual
human, social class, or notions to subdue the Earth) (Christoff, 1996). In this way, ecologically
guided democracy (ibid) focuses on the hidden costs of environmental damage/risks and
externalises them by measuring adaptive capacity.
In this context, the extension of citizenship to include citizens as ecological trustees can only
come about through new participatory forms of democratic governance. I argue that effective
governance can be achieved through the formation of collective identities. This approach
suggests that it is increasingly important to treat the collective as constitutive of a voice of
risk consciousness, the site of reflective and conscious rights-based discourses, and the locus
of cosmopolitan responsibility. This includes situating the future of ecological citizenship in
socio-technological innovation and placing increased importance on innovation spaces which
include real and virtual locations.
3.6. The BiMEC model
Can socio-technological innovation reverse the trends towards the ‘tipping point’ beyond
which the ecosystem cannot recover, and is the damage to the climate irreversible? Westley
et al. (2011) argue that strong connections between social actors, institutions and innovation
are critical in promoting successful shifts towards radical new ways of thinking about climate
change to address these risks as a matter of urgency. They define sustainability transitions as
those which:
“Require radical, systemic shifts in deeply held values and beliefs, patterns of social
behaviour, and multi-level governance and management regimes [which require
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harnessing] human creativity and innovation potential to tip the interlinked social and
ecological systems in the direction of greater resilience and sustainability.”
(Westley et al., 2011: 762).
Sustainability requires new ways of thinking and living economically, politically, culturally,
socially and environmentally. Most importantly, innovation must be rooted in sustainability
discourses to prevent economic forces driving innovation programmes towards financially
profitable, but unsustainable, practices. I argue that sustainability is driven by ensuring that
socio-ecological issues, such as health, are central to innovation (ibid: 764). This proposition
will be explored through the BiMEC model.
3.6.1. BiMEC model across societal levels
The model of ecological citizenship presented here includes the four themes and is discussed
across the different societal levels.
Individual level

At the individual level, human rights to health and quality of life are based on their existence
as a single citizen. From this point of view, contradictions may arise between sovereign and
cosmopolitan rights and individual responsibilities and environmental risks. It is through the
identification of risks at the individual level (biopsychosocial risks to health and wellbeing)
that individual rights are evoked based on risks to the individual as part of a collective. It is
through sustainability discourses and collective responses to the challenges they represent
that creative responses may emerge.
Micro level

At the micro level tensions and/or consensus may arise through discourses between the
various social and technological innovators in their pursuit of creative responses to risks. At
this level the biopsychosocial approach to ecological citizenship is a model for achieving
sustainability through socio-technological innovation in support of inclusive risk and rights
discourses which open innovation spaces and promote collective responsibility.
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Meso level

The meso level is where collectives form in response to risk events, and the need to produce
a response. These formations emerge in the background of the existing normative conditions
as defined by the exosystem level institutions (scientific, economic, political, legal, etc.). They
are also influential in the constitution of these institutions.
Exosystem level

An ideal form of innovation should be inclusive and represent the opinions, value and beliefs
of social actors, groups, organisations and institutions on all individual and societal levels. This
is driven by agency and active participation in the innovation process. While agency is critically
important, the subject matter itself must be relevant to encourage engagement in the
discourses which surround it: e.g. life, health, and quality of life. This occurs on all levels
simultaneously.
Macro level

The macro level is where cosmopolitan collectives employ new communications platforms
which are supported by fundamental human rights and form the context in which the global
meta-narratives of sustainability emerge. I argue that collective awareness platforms as sociotechnological innovations inspire the construction of new normative structures on all levels.
At this macro level, different interpretations of ecological citizenship support the
normalisation of sustainability as a complex, yet coherent, meta-narrative.
The capacity to support the numerous niche initiatives and innovations (clean energy,
conservation, biosphere reserves) through governance based mechanisms, and ICT
innovations which promote a basic quality of life for nine billion human beings without
transgressing critical planetary boundaries, presents a significant challenge (Hernes, 2012:
775). As different individuals have different interests, they propose different approaches,
have different values, beliefs, and attach different meanings to environmental risks which
stem from their unique life histories. Consequently it is not possible to adequately predict
how social actors are going to react to risks. I propose that creating a coherent and complex
model of ecological citizenship that is based on core categories (e.g. health and human rights)
and allows for multiple framings of peripheral issues (water, food, risks of extreme weather
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conditions) focused on perpetuating the meta-narrative of sustainability is one way of
addressing this.
Chronosphere

I suggest that enabling conditions to support durable and inclusive discourses which support
socio-technological innovation, the establishment of ecological citizenship, and mechanisms
for institutionalising sustainability over time are required. The model, and the boundaries
therein, are in a permanent state of oscillation, the BiMEC model is itself sustainable over
time.
3.7. Summary
Climate change is the responsibility of human beings as reflected in international treaties and
various IPCC reports discussed in this chapter. Further, environmental risks pose risks to
human health, to society, and consequently infringe upon citizens’ human rights. This
represents what Hernes calls “a confluence of crises - climatic, environmental, social and
political” (Hernes, 2012: 89). A consensus around what can be done to address these risks is
only achievable through the identification of common issues that are relevant to all the
worlds’ citizens. I argue that health (human and environmental) is a common issue that acts
as a catalyst for discourses on all societal levels that (re-)frame sustainability and promotes
innovative solutions to social and environmental risks. This establishes health as a catalyst for
socio-technological innovation and supports collective responsibility in the risk society.
I contend that a biopsychosocial approach to ecological citizenship and sustainability based
on socio-technological innovation is likely to appeal to many (if not all) societal innovators in
Ireland and globally. BiMEC, as presented in this thesis, is used to critically examine the role
of CAPS in supporting sustainability discourses based on the adaptive capacities of individuals
and local communities. In what follows, an evaluation of case studies of social innovators in
Ireland is carried out through qualitative fieldwork. A review of case study materials provided
an analysis of CAPS and CAPS-like projects and initiatives in Ireland and Europe. Finally, a
critical examination of the strengths and weaknesses of their approaches was carried out
through the prism of socio-technological innovation.
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I use these approaches to examine the power of the BiMEC model, illustrate the current status
of ecological citizenship, and explore the way in which this research can point to new means
of supporting equitable sustainability now and into the future.
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4. Chapter 4: Methodology and Research Design
4.1. Introduction
Qualitative methodology supports the researcher in exploring, understanding, interpreting
and mapping emerging social phenomena (Ritchie et al., 2013), focusing on the ‘how’ and
‘why’ rather than ‘how many’ of the quantitative field. It allows for flexible and responsive
examination of emergent concepts and narratives, and yields rich and detailed content which
captures a depth and breadth of the experiences of participants.
Qualitative research identifies specific ways and approaches taken by the subjects of the
study and makes no claim to representativeness (in the statistical sense of the term). The
rationale for the research design is to “understand, explain, explore, discover, and clarify
situations, feelings, perceptions, attitudes, values, beliefs and experiences of a group or
people” (Ritchie et al., 2013: 132-3) and situate those in their discursive, institutional and
socio-political contexts. The sampling and data collection methods are described below.
The purpose of taking a new approach to collective responsibility in the risk society is to
explore how society, and individuals, can best form collective responses to the risks posed by
climate change. It was the conceptual launching pad for the derivation of the four themes of
the theoretical BiMEC model. The idea is that situating health at the centre of the
sustainability discourses would make it resonant and that employing ICT’s would enable social
innovators to engage in these debates as ecological citizens more effectively.
As a fundamental basis of all good research, I designed a research protocol which included
desk research and appropriate primary data collection methods. I examined a series of case
studies located in Ireland, specifically North Tipperary, due to its an ease of access for
qualitative interviews and the high number of social innovators48 in sustainability. I chose case
studies which represented a range of approaches to the main themes of the BiMEC model
Interviews were carried out with representatives of the case studies. The approach is
illustrated in the following diagram:

48

It is the site of a high concentration of sustainability initiatives including the Cloughjordan Ecovillage
“registered educational charity and an internationally recognised destination for learning about sustainable
living”, the Tipperary Institute, and a number of socio-ecological innovators.
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Figure 2: Study design flow diagram

In this chapter, I outline my methodological approach to examining how discourses around
health, human rights, sustainability, and innovation emerge from the arguments put forward
in scientific publications, government strategies policy and legislation, political and legal texts.
An exploration of the academic literature included social and behavioural sciences,
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citizenship, sustainability, and public health texts. The main goal of this study was, to test the
empirical validity of the BiMEC model through real cases of socio-technological innovation.
Situating health as the central concept which connects sustainability to citizenship via human
rights discourses is central to the empirical phase of this research. This desk research
informed the choice of the qualitative approach taken.
I hypothesise that establishing health as a driver of human rights based sustainability
discourses, also requires that we explore the means of how socio-technological innovation
can become a driver of new ideas to address ecological risk in a collective way. I examine how
these innovations promote collaboration and open new avenues to collective problem
solving, knowledge sharing, media use, social exchange and community-wide participation at
local, national and cosmopolitan levels in the real and virtual worlds.
4.2. Desk research
In conducting the desk research, I choose documents relating collective responsibility in the
risk society; examples include risk and sustainability, citizenship, and community and
collective responsibility. From an examination of these works, cognitive frame theory and
Bronfenbrenner’s model of bioecology (1979), the idea of developing a model that would
enable analysis across all societal levels and focused on a collective form of ecological
citizenship built upon human rights and access to decision making through public
participation emerged. Social innovation as a driving force of collective responsibility also
emerged from this literature. Social movements proved to be the most interesting case
studies, while also fulfilling the criteria of being involved in innovation. In the interest of
examining new and emerging models of citizenship, I then decided that examining the forms
of communication that they used allowed for the examination of the formation, and
evolution, of these discourses. The concept of employing health as a core element to define
ecological citizenship emerged from scientific reports in the area; mainly the IPCC reports in
2007, 2013 and 2014. As the study evolved, it became apparent that examining how ICT’s can
enhance the capacity of these social innovators to improve their access to resources emerged
in my examination of CAPS.
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This constitutes the empirical approach to examining how technological and communications
innovations enable individuals and groups to open up new discourses, share information, and
frame the sustainability debate at all societal levels from the grassroots.
4.2.1. Desk research approach
The Formal Analysis Process (FAP) derived by Ritchie et al. (2013) was the method taken to
the project design, empirical research, and analysis. It involved the construction of initial
themes from desk research (as described above); indexing and sorting perspectives about the
same issue/event; reviewing data extracts and organising them into subthemes; summarising
data and displaying synopsis of analysed data; constructing categories and identifying linkages
between sets of information; and, determining patterns emerging from communication and
discourses (Ritchie et al, 2013).

Abstraction and Interpretation

Data Management

Constructing
initial thematic
framework
Familiarisation

Reviewing
data extracts
Indexing
and sorting

Organising

Data summary
and display

Constructing
categories

Describing

Accounting for
patterns

Identifying
linkages

Explaining

Figure 3: The Formal Analysis Process

‘Framework’ is a formal qualitative data analysis method (Ritchie et al., 2013). Its sequential
approach aims to order data which facilitates the exploration of the data based on the
interpretation involving thematic analysis, typologies and explanatory analysis. It was derived
from a review of existing qualitative research methods and derived for the UK Governments
Chief Social Research Office by Ritchie and Spencer (2004) to appraise the quality of
qualitative evaluations concerned with the development and implementation of policy,
programmes and practice. The authors have systematically updated it in their 2013
publication Qualitative Research Practice (Ritchie, 2013). As such it is designed to allow for
the systematic thematic analysis and collation of desk research findings and primary research.
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4.2.2. Academic
Initially, I chose academic documents which discuss each of the main themes. After a review
of core articles, I examined some of the most relevant references in each of them. A snowball
approach was taken to identify new articles and books. It allowed me to gather a variety of
relevant publications across the topic areas.
The connection between human rights, citizenship and sustainability, emerged from my
exploration of the academic texts. These documents guided me to make connections
between some previously unrelated concepts and extrapolate a new approach to the
combined analysis of these themes. For example, exploring community and social movement
theories illustrated the importance of access to knowledge, the capacity to engage in the
decision-making process, and the value of social innovation in the advancement of
contemporary models of citizenship. It became clear that the advances in the availability of
the internet, new technologies (particularly mobile phones), new free and open access
software, improved access to education, and new means of interactive communication, laid
the foundations for the radical transformation of the cosmopolitan public sphere in which the
contemporary citizen has become a prosumer49. The rise of the prosumer prompts a
fundamental shift in the way ecological citizens access and experience information. By
including them in active sustainability discourses, they are encouraged to become more active
social innovators. This assumption led me to examine public documents that provided
examples of current scientific approaches to these issues and policy and legal positions taken
by the Irish and European institutions to ecological citizenship.
4.2.3. Official documents: scientific publications and official reports, and strategy
statements, policy documents and legislation
In addition to the academic research, the desk research included a comprehensive review of
official reports, strategy statements, policy documents and legislation. Documents from both
national and European organisations were gathered and screened for relevance to the main
themes. They included international conventions and treaties, European and national policy
documents, non-legislative policies and publications, and legislation which influence policy

49

A person who produces and consumes media content.
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directly on EU and national levels. For example, particular attention was paid to documents
that addressed a combination of the themes of the BiMEC model (health, environment,
innovation, sustainability) in parallel (e.g. the IPCC reports, UN Declaration on Human Rights,
European Union Convention on Human Rights etc.) allowing for an exploration of the
interrelationship between these themes. The outputs of this review provided a summary of
the institutional approach to the environment, human rights, and health which allowed for
the construction of an overview of the political, legal, and scientific framing of sustainability.
Cumulatively, the analysis of the literature and reports provide an overview of the current
view of these themes as they relate to sustainability and ecological citizenship. These
documents are particularly useful in illustrating the institutional approach to sustainability,
and the meta-narratives of health and environmental sustainability. The results of this study
influenced the process of choosing empirical case studies.
As a result, this research does not attempt to review and analyse global socio-political
processes in the formation of institutionally based models of sustainable development. It
explores the ideas emerging through European and Irish sustainability discourses which
involve grassroots activists, scientists, researchers, and political and economic actors. As such
it can be examined through qualitative sociological methods.
4.2.4. BiMEC model: themes and subthemes
By employing the FAP approach to structure the desk research, I analysed the relevance of
the four main themes to the model and was able to derive a structure by which to analyse the
social innovator and technological innovator case studies which were chosen as the empirical
data for this thesis.
Finally, a social network analysis (Scott, 2014) was carried out examining the links between
case studies based on these subthemes. At this stage, several links between the main topics
began to emerge; e.g. between health and sustainability, health and collective responsibility,
ecological citizenship and sustainable development, etc. The diagram below represents a
basic network analysis of how these the main themes and subthemes of the BiMEC model
relate to each other with each node representing a link between themes and subthemes
found in the data.
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Figure 4: Thematic network representing connections between the themes found in the desk research

The themes and subthemes emerging from the desk research are summarised as follows:
Health:

•

Biological: physical health of the individual human being.

•

Psychological: mental health and wellbeing of the individual.

•

Social: health as a human right and the social context in which one lives including the
micro level connections, family, community, as well as the national, international and
virtual collectives of which one is a member.

Human rights

•

Grassroots processes

•

Promoting environmental awareness

•

Establishing participatory democracy processes

Sustainability

•

Resource management

•

Production and consumption of information
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Innovation

•

Forms of innovation and new opportunities

•

Changes in lifestyle/choice

For example, while not always obvious or explicit, concepts such as inter- and intragenerational responsibility and governance are illustrated by the inclusion of advocacy and
human rights, raising awareness, sharing resources and knowledge, online tools, and links to
sustainable resource management through the model above. Applying this method allowed
me to build the connections between health and sustainability through this rights-based
model of citizenship. This thematic analysis can be portrayed in the BiMEC model as follows.

Discourse level
Innovation

Health
Macro

Institutional

New ways of communicating

New health and environment
awareness systems

Communicative /
Meso

Support organisations,
systems and services

Health system

Micro

New communications
tools
Social: niche or
grassroots

Individual

Creative
response

Negotiation of risk
as health issue
Social context
of risk

Physical and
mental risk
Main Topic

Ecological
Citizenship
Individual
MainTopic
Topic
Main
Topic
Main
Main Topic

Vicinity to risk
Local risk
Negotiating rights
to be free from risk
Accredited knowledge
Sustainability paradigm
shift

Sustainability

Individual
rights
Social networks
Civil society
Legislation and legal
systems
Fundamental rights

Human rights

74 | P a g e

Figure 5: Themes and subthemes emerging from the desk research by societal level

The case studies presented below illustrate the relevance of these themes and subthemes in
the emergent governance structures, and the remaining challenges for the emergence of
ecological citizenship in Ireland.
4.3. Primary research
4.3.1.Sampling and Data Collection

Sampling is defined as the identification of a subset of the population that will take part in the
research. In qualitative research, one targets a subgroup of the sample population who can
answer the research questions most effectively and provide useful information. The three
questions that sampling should answer include: a) which group or sub-population is of
interest and will provide the richest and most relevant information? b) should any sub-sets of
the central population be excluded? c) should any additional groups or sub-populations be
included? (Ritchie et al., 2013).
The selection of sampling units (e.g. participants, case studies) is criteria based and purposive.
The sample units for this research were chosen deliberately to represent characteristics
deemed to be relevant to the main themes of the BiMEC model which emerged from the desk
research. The sample frame was defined by two purposive non-probability samples. They
were taken to represent a breadth and depth of expertise within the study populations: social
innovators and ICT/technological innovators.
The study design allowed for a thematic analysis of the different approaches taken by social
and technological innovators, as well as identifying the traits that are common to both. It
enabled the measurement of the importance given to health as a catalyst for innovation in
both sets of case studies, and across them. It also highlighted their different approaches to
sustainability and the existing challenges to the establishment of ecological citizenship.
Sample 1: Social Innovators in the field of Sustainability in Ireland

Social innovations are defined as new ideas (products, services and models) that
simultaneously meet societal requirements (more effectively than alternatives) and create
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new social relationships or collaborations50. Innovation in this thesis refers those new ideas
and practices that emerge in response to an environmental risk.
Relevant organisations which represented a variety of social innovators in the area of
sustainability were selected. They include NGO’s, policy makers, politicians, technologists,
scientists and researchers, education, industry, and grassroots/local environmental groups.
Case study materials were taken from their websites and any official reports and publications
publicly available. In total, thirty case studies of organisations that were involved in
sustainability and innovation and that contribute significantly to the sustainability discourse
in Ireland were examined. All were reviewed to provide an understanding of their role in the
promotion of sustainability discourses in the Irish public sphere.
One-to-one, face-to-face interviews were carried out with a selection of eight of case studies
that represented organisations with different interests who approached the main themes of
the BiMEC model emerging from the desk research from different perspectives. Interviews
were conducted with between one and three members of each organisation and lasted
between forty-five and ninety minutes. All interviews were recorded, transcribed,
summarised and reviewed. A thematic analysis of each interview was carried out. The findings
were then summarised. The results were categorised. All analysis was carried out employing
framework method defining the contribution to the sustainability discourse made by each
case study.
In choosing the social innovation cases, South Tipperary was selected as it was physically
accessible, has a long history of engagement in the sustainability movement, and had a
concentration of grassroots level initiatives involved in niche sustainable innovations.
In addition to the qualitative research carried out, an extensive web search of Irish
environmental NGOs was conducted which included environmental networks and their
participants. From this position, I established an overview of some of a range of grassroots
environmental movement actors and social innovators in the area of sustainability in Ireland.

50

Code of EU Online Rights: https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/sites/digitalagenda/files/Code%20EU%20online%20rights%20EN%20final%202.pdf
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Sample 2: Technological innovators in the field of sustainability

Innovations in Information and Communications Technologies (ICT’s), generically referred
here to as technological innovation, include digital, technological and communication
innovations. These innovations use collective intelligence and mass collaboration enabled by
the internet’s network effect to enhance the capacity for communication. It is a collaborative
and social environment in which innovators, users, and communities engage with each other
using technologies to co-create knowledge and solutions for a wide range of social needs and
at a scale that was unimaginable before internet-based communications51. While desk
research, case studies and in-depth interviews were possible in gathering the data from social
innovation, interviews with ICT innovators were not possible due to access issues. I studied
eighteen ICT/technological innovations. While no interviews were carried out, I analysed
materials available online and publications from these organisations, as well as their
connection with other groups. The empirical questions were asked of these case studies also.
The implementation of the tools and methods described above allowed for the collection of
rich data across the main themes identified in the desk research.
When choosing the case studies, I began with active CAPS and CAPS like projects. These
projects include networks of individuals that produce and promote sustainability discourses
and practical solutions to environmental risks through the implementation of the initiatives
or individual projects.

51

Ibid
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Figure 6: Illustrative Graphic of CAPS projects52

Material from online sources was examined including reports, documents and publications.
In total eighteen projects were examined.
4.3.2. Selecting questions
The relevance of their activities, and the importance they place on the individual themes and
subthemes of the BiMEC model were examined for each group. This approach allowed for the
examination of the case studies and their contribution to the sustainability discourse. A
thematic analysis was carried out via a series of questions which cumulatively provided for a
picture of the relevance of the themes to each case study.
Several questions emerged from the desk research under each theme which allows for the
investigation of the relevance of the theme to the case studies. These questions also allow

52

Currently active as per July 2016: https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/collective-awareness.
This is not a representation of the projects examined but the means of accessing the sample of projects to be
studied.
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the examination of how the findings of the desk research might reflect the case studies. For
example, while health is connected to the environment frequently in scientific literature, is
this a common occurrence within the NGO groups, communities, social innovators, among
technological innovators? Examining the case studies through these questions allows me to
ultimately define how they frame sustainability and what form ecological citizenship takes
within these groups/organisations. They are organised under each theme below:
Health

•

Is health a central issue in sustainability discourses?

•

What connections are made between health and the environment?

•

Does this refer to biological, mental, or social aspects of health and wellbeing?

•

What are the main risks to health reported by actors interviewed and in the case studies?

•

What do those involved understand the key concepts which link health and the
environment to be?

Human Rights

•

What are the main environmental risk factors identified?

•

Who are the main actors involved in discourses around sustainability?

•

Is this initiative improving environmental awareness?

•

Who produces the knowledge that promotes further debate and how do they do this?

•

What knowledge of sustainability is most important: lay/tacit/experiential, political, and
scientific/accredited (ecological research, earth sciences, medicine, and economics)?

•

How have local communities been engaged in designing sustainable policies?

•

How do grassroots discourses influence and (re-) direct policies and development
programmes in the areas of health, the environment and innovation?

•

What mechanisms are effective (e.g. local government, public participation practices,
European Citizens Initiative, etc.?)

•

What

changes

do

grassroots

discourses

have

in

directing

knowledge

paradigms/worldviews such as the Anthropocene?
•

How have human rights frameworks been implemented to support participation?

•

What form is the emergent culture of collective responsibility through collective
awareness platforms taking?
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Innovation

•

What forms of innovation have emerged in response to environmental risks? Do they
include 1) social media, online communities, forums to engage citizens through shared
knowledge information; 2) teaching and learning as tools for enabling communities and
groups; and 3) do online tools exist to facilitate participatory democracy?

•

What role does social media play?

•

Do knowledge sharing platforms support governance?

•

What activities are evolving and what priorities are changing through innovation?

•

What role does the wider community play in the innovation?

•

What role do technologies play?

•

Does this include collective intelligence creation/shared longitudinal data; scenario
building, backcasting and roadmapping techniques; generating data on real-world
incidences; mobile; future internet; internet of things; 3D printing; etc.?

•

How is knowledge transferred and how are the application of innovations organised?

•

Are citizens taking more responsibility for the environment on local and global levels?

•

What behavioural changes have emerged as a result of collective action?

•

Does this have an influence on social policy?

Sustainability

•

What resource is the focus of the organisation: water, carbon reduction, air quality,
energy production, food, waste prevention?

•

What is the emphasis on sustainability?

•

Does this place the environment at the centre of social and economic policy?

•

Does the sharing of collective knowledge support sustainable and collective
consumption?

•

Are there practices of self-monitored energy consumption; food management; waste
management; water preservation and other resources?
4.4. A Framework approach to data analysis from multiple sources

The Framework approach sort data from different sources (e.g. desk research, case studies)
by theme portraying findings of a matrix with themes displayed vertically and data sources
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and case studies horizontally. It allows for a reduction of data through a synthesis of critical
issues emerging from it. It allows for a review of links to original sources producing outputs
which allow for comprehensive and transparent data analysis.
Data
Sources

Themes

Desk
Research

•

Social
Innovators

•

ICT
Innovators

•

•
•
•

Horizontal
Analysis

Health
Summary
text

Human Rights
• Summary
text

Sustainability
• Summary
text

Innovation
• Summary
text

Summary
text

•

Summary
text

•

Summary
text

•

Summary
text

•

Summary
text

•

Summary
text

•

Summary
text

Summary
text

Compare and
contrast
findings across
themes
Identify
subthemes
Linkages
between
themes

The frequency of issues that arose and emphasis on issues.
Thematic links between data sources.
Compare and contrast findings.

Figure 7: Example of simplified table to support Framework

The data is ordered in descriptive ‘categories’ (columns) which aids question-focussed and
thematic analysis. The matrix keeps the context of the data in these categories and supports
the search for an explanation (looking across rows). The analytical process is systematic,
comprehensive, and transparent, and encourages the display of diversity and the avoidance
of bias. The outputs produced are not a single, definitive explanation but a framework or
model that accounts for all cases in the sample (ibid). This approach systematically reduces
the quantities of data into manageable sections.
Situating the subthemes which emerged from the desk research into this framework allows
for the establishment of the following framework:
Data
Sources
Desk
Research

Themes
Health
• Biological
• Psychological
• Social

Human Rights
• Grassroots
processes

Sustainability
• Resource
management

Horizontal
Analysis
Innovation
• Forms of
innovation and

Compare
contrast

and
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• Promoting
environmental
awareness
• Establishing
participatory
democracy
processes

Case
Studies A
Case
Studies B

•
•
•

• Production and
consumption of
information

new
opportunities
• Changes in
lifestyle/choice

findings across
themes
Linkages
between
themes
and
subthemes

The frequency of issues that arose and emphasis on issues.
Thematic links between data sources.
Compare and contrast findings.

Figure 8: Framework for the analysis of themes and subthemes

The analysis of the different subthemes allowed for the cross-referencing of any
commonalities across the case studies and between themes. Further, it allowed for a
comparison of the approaches to, and effectiveness of, the employment of health as a catalyst
for the promotion of sustainability as a contemporary meta-narrative. The analysis of social
innovations and technological innovations in this way allows for the identification the
different aspects of each form of innovation which are most effective in promoting
sustainability, the factors that differentiate one from the other, and what aspects constitute
good practice. This approach allowed for the examination of social meaning emerging from
data as it illustrates the discourse around events. Further, it allowed for an exploration of the
relevance of these social phenomena by examining the resonance of key events with a variety
of ecological citizens (represented here by the case studies) and their attitudes and opinions
to these events.
This approach situates the case studies in the context of the different perceptions of the same
event, the societal debates, and allows for a comparative analysis of the perceptions of
innovators and scientific, social, political and economic narratives within the sustainability
discourse at different societal levels. This comparative analysis defines the boundaries of the
sustainability discourse and identifies where to target new actions to promote further
engagement with environmental responsibility (e.g. through technological innovations).
4.5. Summary
This Framework approach is a suitable qualitative analysis method from which to explore the
themes of the BiMEC model individually and how they contribute collectively to the model. It
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is through the examination of a risk discourse in the context of human rights and collective
responsibility that sustainability emerges as a cosmopolitan discourse in response to, and
through, ever-changing knowledge constructs which promote innovative solutions to these
risks. These solutions include the exploration of how innovation opens decision-making
processes to the public by creating vehicles for communication which inspire environmental
responsibility. In this thesis research findings are analysed in the context of the legal, policy
and scientific dominant discourses/meta-narratives, constituting a sustainability metanarrative. The following two chapters present the findings of the empirical research.

83 | P a g e

5. Chapter 5: Findings I: Social Innovation for Sustainability in Ireland
5.1. Introduction
This chapter presents an overview of the current socio-political context in which the
sustainability debate exists in Ireland and examples of social innovators active in creating and
promoting sustainability discourses. I provide an overview of each of the social innovation
case studies and examine them in the context of the main themes of BiMEC model. The
purpose of this is to illustrate the usefulness of the model via empirical examples that either
proves the prevalence of these themes in the public sphere discourses or highlight their
absence. The latter illustrate areas where social innovators can improve their capacity to act
as ecological citizens through the better use of knowledge to access public participation
mechanisms in decision making.
The case studies illustrate the main organisations involved in driving sustainability as a
contemporary meta-narrative, the emphasis placed on different themes within the model by
these different actors (who are themselves ecological citizens), and how this illustrates the
current state of the sustainability discourse in the public sphere. This information allows for
the examination of prominent social innovators and the forms of communication employed
in driving the sustainability agenda. Finally, I also identify the main challenges which remain
for social innovators.
Specifically, this highlights the importance of the concepts of health and human rights in
driving the sustainability discourse, and the role innovation plays in opening these spaces up
to ecological citizens who themselves support democratic processes. This model of ecological
citizenship allows for the critical evaluation of collective responsibility in the risk society.
This chapter sets out the socio-political landscape in which social innovation driving
sustainability are emerging; namely Ireland.
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5.2. Ireland, the environment and health: a background and policy context to the
sustainability discourse
The following sections provide an overview of Irish civil society, the use of media among the
general population, the state of the sustainability discourse, and the role of health and
sustainability as it exists in this Irish context.
5.2.1.Overview of the Republic of Ireland

The Republic of Ireland covers 26 of the 32 counties on the island, the remaining six being
under the jurisdiction of the UK. The Constitution adopted in 1937 gave the state a republican
character, with an elected but non-executive President as head of State. There are two houses
of the Oireachtas (parliament) which is the supreme law-making body, subject to the
Constitution and since 1973, to the EU. The Constitution can only be changed by referendum.
The Republic of Ireland has been a very stable liberal democratic state, influenced by the
beliefs that power resides in the people and is exercised only on their behalf by elected
representatives inspired by the American and French revolutions (Mooney et al., 2008).
The government department responsible for environmental law and sustainability in Ireland
is the Department of Communications, Climate Action and Environment. Other departments
who are heavily engaged in the development and implementation of policy relating to the
main themes of the BiMEC model are the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine
and the Department of Housing, Planning, Community and Local Government. The
Department of Health oversees health policies and state bodies. Innovation policies are
mainly under the remit Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation. Human rights law and
access to justice are within the remit of the Department of Justice and Equality. Other
important actors include the resource management, energy and waste sectors operators such
as Electricity Supply Board (ESB), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Sustainable and
the Energy Authority Ireland (SEAI).
Science Foundation Ireland and other research focused institutes, universities and private
innovators represent the scientific and academic sectors. Innovation within Small to Medium
Enterprises is supported by Enterprise Ireland, Ibec and the Irish Small and Medium Enterprise
Association, and the Small Firms Association. There are also a plethora of large businesses
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and organisations/groups in Ireland (e.g. Google, Facebook, IBM, the Dublin Chamber of
Commerce, etc.) who contribute to the sustainability discourse.
Finally, the media play an important and central role in Irish life with a large newspaper
readership and a very high number of the population online, a high smartphone saturation,
and a high volume of the population active on social media: this is examined below in more
detail53.
5.2.2. Traditional and contemporary media and Ireland
Ireland traditionally has had a high rate of newspaper readership and a wide range of both
local and national newspapers. Public service broadcasting on radio and television remain the
most popular way to receive news54. Several radio stations support public discourse through
the practice of live phone-in, RTE’s Liveline, or interactive programmes where listeners
participate directly in discussions, submit questions, or offer comments to the presenters to
read out or ask of guests. It is an important public service in Ireland and heightened the
awareness, and resonance, of issues of public concern via a vibrant national public sphere.
The employment of online communications (e.g. Email and Twitter) have become a central
aspect of these shows where members of the public can send an immediate response, share
their thoughts, or opinions about news items.
Between 2000 and 2015 the number of households in Ireland with access to the Internet
increased from 60% to 81%, while the number of households with access to computers rose
from 25% to 83% (OECD, 2015)55. As of the 4th quarter of 2013, there were over 1.5 million
internet subscriptions in Ireland, with 99.5% of these being Broadband internet
connections56. There was also 5.6 million registered mobile phone SIMS, 2.5 million were
smartphones, and just under 4.5 million of these SIMs had 3G access57. However, as of
2013/2014 only 16% of Irish adults claimed to read the newspaper online, with 80% preferring
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Virgin Media Digital Insights Report:
https://www.virginmedia.ie/pdf/VM_IE_Digital_Insights_Report.pdf
54
Special Barometer 78: http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb78/eb78_media_en.pdf
55
OECD Innovation and Technology Data: http://data.oecd.org/ireland.htm#profileinnovationandtechnology
56
Commission for Communications Regulation- Irish Communications Market:
http://www.comreg.ie/_fileupload/publications/ComReg1419.pdf
57
Joint National Readership Survey: http://www.jnrs.ie/pdf/Intro2013-2014.pdf
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the printed copy. These percentages equate to over half a million and 2.9 million adults
respectively. The Joint National Readership Survey (JNRS, 2014) states that online access is
maintaining levels of readership of newspapers58.
The Irish Digital Consumer Report tells us that there are over 2.3 million active Facebook users
in Ireland as of 2013, with 1.7 million people accessing Facebook via their smartphones. There
are approximately 600,000 active Twitter users in Ireland as of 2013. 33% of Irish people do
not use social networks (Ibid).
The Special Eurobarometer 416 shows that 62% of Irish people report receiving information
about the environment through television, 45% through newspapers, and 43% through social
media59.
These findings demonstrate the importance of the internet as a form of communication and
medium of information sharing between individuals and between businesses. The large
growth in access to the internet combined with ever increasing social network use highlights
this. It is, of course, not an Irish but a European and global phenomenon. 65% of the EU
population use the internet daily in 2014, compared with less than a third (31%) in 200660.
Eurostat figures also show an increase in the percentage of individuals participating in social
networks with an increase of individuals creating profiles or posting messages on social media
sites such as Facebook and Twitter by 10% over the last four years61. The fact that 65% of
individuals use the Internet daily demonstrates the growing importance of the internet in the
day to day lives of Irish citizens. For example, the percentage of individuals who never use the
internet has halved from 32% in 2008 to 16% in 201462.
5.2.3.Ireland, civil society and the environmental movement

Between 1922 and the 1950s Ireland was essentially a subsistence farming country (Baker,
1990). In the period between 1922 and 1958, the prevalent policy was of economic
nationalism or self-sufficiency evident in the Republican-Nationalism of the time. From 1958,
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the Industrial Development Authority (IDA) was re-orientated to attract foreign investment.
The economic strategy changed welcoming the newly emergent multinational companies to
establish themselves in Ireland. By the late 1960s, the island had undergone a radical change.
It had developed an urbanised economy through the growth of export-orientated economic
expansion. Changes in economic policies reflected other radical social changes including
population growth for the first time since the 1840s, a rise in the general standard of living,
the introduction of non-fee paying secondary level education and increase access to third
level, the arrival of television in 1962, and a decrease in Irish censorship. These were the first
signs of the emergence of a non-Irish centric cosmopolitanism spurred on by increased
employment, and an increase in travel and cultural exchange. Ireland remained far behind its
European neighbours at this stage regarding industrialisation.
As many Multi-National Corporations (MNCs) began investing in Ireland from the mid to late
1970s, the early 1980s saw substantial opposition to the perceived risks these companies
brought with them. The rapid pace of development from this time until the end of the Celtic
Tiger era in 2007 prompted a rapid onset of ecological problems for which Ireland and Irish
legislation was unprepared and ill-equipped. A national risk consciousness grew out of these
single issues and, concurrently, general environmental awareness arose which was mediated
through the potential health risks from climate change. This encouraged an early sense of
collective responsibility on a national level.
Historically, Irish civil society has been deeply influenced by two key 'non-state' arenas, which
are religion and sport (Mooney, 2008; O’Sullivan, 2007). A third key element of the social
dimension developed around political organisations. Between them, these three institutions
provide dense networks, at both national and local levels, within which practices of
community-building take place (Mooney et al., 2008). A second tier of the institutional system
in Ireland are the social partners - a formally established committee of representatives from
business, trade unions, and farming who lobby the government on behalf of their
representatives. In 1996, an additional pillar was added to Social Partnership, the ‘community
and voluntary pillar’ representing NGOs and community groups (for environmental
protections and heritage groups). This pillar valorises the implementation of policies that
require public participation which corresponds to risks to human rights. A vibrant civil society
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does not, however, imply that Irish citizens have access to political decision making. It is
retained by centralised government structure (Mooney et al., 2008).
Social Partnership was established in 1987 as a way of improving governmental policy
decisions by incorporation the advice of the members from different sectors of society
including enterprise and business, and trade unions. Social partnership emerged in Ireland in
response to an economic crisis and collapsed in the face of one. After its collapse, there was
little to discuss in the context of the worst recession in the history of the state, under the
conditions of the bailout programme and the diktats of the Troika. The main labour relations
agreements active in the public sector during this period were the Lansdowne Road and
Haddington Road Agreements.
Two strands in state policy towards civil society in Ireland still exist. On the one hand, the
state is prepared to fund much voluntary effort, recognising that this is an economically
effective way of achieving goals for society. Voluntary groups are funded alongside the
provision state of services. In return, the positions of voluntary groups are considered within
the parameters laid down by the state for defining 'important social problems’ and the
appropriate way to deal with them. The practice is most evident in the areas of poverty,
health, drug and alcohol use, and rural development. On the other, the state has taken
organised interest groups within the society into an official 'partnership' arrangement which
allows them to provide input in public policy-making. In theory, this approach enables the
establishment of a 'consensual' form of policy making and secures the compliance of the
membership of the interest organisations with policy decisions. In reality, policy and decision
making remains the remit of political actors only. Improvements in the access to decision
making is a central issue for ecological citizenship and grassroots social movements/niche
level innovators.
New social movements (NSM’s) began in Ireland in the 1960s and 1970s (Baker, 1990; Peillon
1995; Clancy 1995). Examples include the women’s movement, single issue groups (e.g.
against the establishment of the incinerator at Ringaskiddy in Cork), consciousness raising,
gay rights and the environment. NSM’w brought a variety of issues to the Irish public sphere
including health risks, lifestyle and quality of life, economic reform, alternative energy
resources leading to Green Politics. Comhaontas Glas, an alliance of environmental groups,
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became the Irish Green Party. The Green Party represents the formal institutionalisation of
the rise in environmental awareness in Ireland. Their remit was to engage environmental
discourses across a wide range of issues on national and international levels.
In Ireland, social movements and the NGO sector represent one part of civil society. Cohen,
in 1999, argued that this underestimates its capacity 'as a dynamic, innovative source for
articulating new concerns, developing projects, forming new identities, and generating and
contesting new norms' (Smelser et al., 1999: 266). Informal social networks and social
movements provide dynamism and innovation in the public sphere. Grassroots,
institutionalised social movements, and networks define this form of civil society. They are
less focused on ameliorating the effects of Irish socio-economic development on marginalised
groups, and more focused on interventions which encourage public awareness and
behavioural change. These groups include social justice and development aid groups
(Amnesty International, International Organisation for Migration), a wide range of
environmental groups and networks (see case studies below), food (Irish Organic Farmers and
Growers Association, Irish Farmers Markets), cultural and civic (Migrants Rights Centre
Ireland) groups. Many of these groups advocate an alternative vision of Irish social, economic
or cultural life to that which they perceive to be endorsed by the state. They often achieve
high public visibility but lack the access to policy communities which would give them some
influence over policy makers.
The environmental movement in Ireland remains fragmented, complex and duplicitous, even
disparate and contradictory. This history suggests that the movement towards ecological
citizenship is a series of projects responding to the environmental crisis creating a governance
based political system that, as of yet, does not exist “premised upon global or species
solidarity...and co-responsibility” (Falk, 1996: 139). I argue that it can become coherent by
situating the core issue of health as a human right at the centre of environmental discourses.
If this process is to be imagined as a political project, and not the expression of ideology, it
will need to develop a constitutive character.
The making of decisions leading to policy formation in a democratic society involves the
multifaceted interaction of many groups including government ministers, civil servants,
politicians, media and lobby groups / collective organisations (Barry, 2009). In theory, it is
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open for any citizen to make a case to government for changes in policies. In theory, the
government also listens carefully, weighs options and makes the best decision for everyone.
In reality, an individual’s capacity to influence policy decisions is dependent on other factors
including their access to key resources (e.g. education, social class, current socio-economic
status, finance), and related peripheral factors (having access to policy-makers,
understanding how the political and legal systems work, and the capacity to communicate a
message in an articulate and effective manner). The failure of the traditional centrist decisionmaking procedures which involved the legislation for, and implementation of, policies relating
to environmental protection can be viewed, in part, as a failure to incorporate the broader
opinions of the public into proceedings. Inclusive actions have the potential to improve
decision-making procedures and encourage innovations in democratic processes.
Since 2008 there has been a momentum within Irish civil society to address the risks posed
by climate change and around sustainable energy production (Davies, 2005). An increasing
number of new environmental grassroots initiatives are emerging which address local issues,
but who also use new sustainable technologies to address climate risks, promote their causes
by using new communications technologies to disseminate their message, and empower
themselves by accessing larger communities of interest. In some cases, these were, as a result,
autonomous initiatives, in others, they were projects and networks facilitated by government
agencies and funds from the EU (ibid). Meanwhile, Irish environmentalism became integrated
into social partnership structures and now constitutes the fourth societal pillar.
A systematic governance based model that enables open and consistent public participation
has yet to emerge in Ireland. Proper governance could define the parameters of social policies
which support the effective administration of social services. To examine the dynamics of
sustainability discourses, I examine networks of organisations engaged in health and
environmental discourses in the public sphere, as well as those involved in the design of
strategies and policies. It is at the communicative level that mechanisms can be identified
which support the engagement of groups with the formal state, and semi-state, institutions
in decision-making processes. In the next section, I examine the history of the environmental
movement in Ireland, the challenges that it has overcome since its inception, and current
trends towards ecological citizenship in Ireland.
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5.2.4. Environmental governance in Ireland
A landmark in Irish environmental policy was the establishment of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in 1993 and the adoption of a new approach to the regulation of
industry and other bodies which had significant environmental impact. Local authorities
continue to have responsibilities for implementing environmental policy, including EU policy.
The EPA has a monitoring role and powers of sanction over local authorities and economic
entities operating in Ireland. They also have a central role in disseminating information about
the Irish environment to the public and policy makers alike.
The EPA report on Irelands Environment (2007) summarises the main challenges for Irish
environment as: a) addressing the risks presented by climate change (e.g. flood prevention);
b) reverse environmental damage was already done (e.g. water pollution, soil contamination,
air quality); and c) make environmental considerations an integral part of everyday life63. In
2012, the EPA report on Irelands Environment focuses on the following revised goals: a)
valuing and protecting our natural environment; b) building a resource-efficient low-carbon
economy; c) putting the environment at the centre of our decision making; and d)
implementing environmental legislation64. The recent EPA report on the Irelands
Environment (2016) refocuses its main goals as: a) environment, health and wellbeing; b)
national response to climate change; c) the implementation of legislation; d) the restoration
and protection of water quality; e) sustainable economic activity; f) preservation of
biodiversity; and g) community engagement65.
While there have been improvements through the inclusion of environmental issues within a
diverse range of policies (e.g. energy, housing, health, transport, waste, and transport)66 there
remains a need for greater integration of environmental considerations across all areas which
would bring Ireland into compliance with international and European legislation and
agreements. Even as these policies are ratified in Irish law, their enforcement has been
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applied poorly. There is a need for a stronger willingness and culture of compliance to advance
and effectively implement environmental legislation in Ireland. The focus of 2016 represents
a welcome approach to the implementation of policies which have direct impacts on the
quality of life of individuals and communities.
This reflects the contemporary state of environmental sustainability which is recognised in
government policies and national development programmes67 and the increasing
appreciation of the importance of collective responsibility for the environment by a growing
number of social actors in Ireland68. What remains a challenge is the inclusion of sustainability
as a fully integrated feature of Irish citizenship.
For example, while Ireland generally has good quality air and water, in some instances, a
variety of respiratory and gastrointestinal illnesses can be associated with poor air and water
quality. Continued action to enhance air quality and to limit public exposure to pollution,
hazardous chemicals and noise are key priorities in reducing the impact of environmental
factors on public health69. While the EPA are highly effective in monitoring the Irish
environmental and polluters, the Irish government can still do more to engage the local
knowledges of their citizens in the promotion of innovative ways of identifying and addressing
environment risks. The failure of successive governments to engage the people fully, and
promote ecological citizenship, represents a failure of the current models of governance to
address these democratic deficits and support a new model of ecological citizenship which
focuses improving these governance structures. The BiMEC model invites all citizens to take
part in decision making processes.
The empirical evidence examined here illustrates the current state of social innovation and
ecological citizenship. By analysing this data, we can explore the democratic deficits and
suggest means by which this form of citizenship can be implemented. In this case grassroots
activities represent an existing momentum exemplified by niche innovators which may be
dispersed at present and may be more effective when coordinated- e.g. anti-austerity and
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anti-water charges campaigns in Ireland which have proven to be a platform for left of centre
political movements such as the Anti-Austerity Alliance, and the People Before Profit political
parties.
For example, the Community Renewable Energy in Ireland70 (2011) report by Comhar provides
a comprehensive overview of community-based energy generation arguing that it is now an
emerging phenomenon in Ireland and can play an important role in job creation, income
generation for local economies, enhancing support for renewable projects, and ensuring
community involvement in Ireland’s transition to a low carbon society (2011:1). Other
examples include the SEAI Sustainable Energy Communities Network and the Energy Smart
Communities in Dublin and the EPA BeGreen programmes. Each of these programmes
provides information freely available to individuals and communities interested in employing
new techniques and technologies to make their home and community more sustainable
through energy saving, waste management, reusing and recycling, and developing
community-based programmes. The connections between climate change and human rights
are also prominent in the work of organisations such as Social Justice Ireland who are
increasingly integrating sustainability and deliberative democracy into their narratives
supporting equity in adaptive capacity.
These case studies illustrate the growing attempts to integrate and experiment with
deliberative democracy in Ireland. There is also considerable resilience within the sociopolitical and socio-cultural domains that may prove inertial. Niall Crowley, former CEO of the
Equality Authority, in 2012 argued that the community sector in Ireland had become ‘lost in
austerity’. He suggested that it was embroiled in the agenda of survival and it had failed to
transform itself into a movement in society and remain a vibrant force for the advancement
of values of equality, justice, environmental sustainability and participative democracy.
Therefore, one can argue that while support for deliberative democracy gathers momentum,
distinct structural and cultural barriers to ecological citizenship exist in the Irish context
(Hardiman, 2012; Mullally, 2012; Fox and Rau 2017).
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5.3. Case Study of Irish social innovators in the field of sustainability
Employing the Framework analytical approach to social innovation, it becomes possible to
identify the gaps between strategies which support sustainability and their implementation
to (e.g. health as a human right). Identifying these gaps illustrates the strengths and
weaknesses of each theme at each societal level and identifies where democratic deficits
exist. It also allows for the identification of deficits in this draft BiMEC model, highlighting
areas that require refinement. In this way, the BiMEC model becomes efficient in identifying
and supporting the management of democratic deficits.
5.3.1. Case study overview
While many of the case studies could be used to illustrate multiple themes, I chose to analyse
the case studies in the context of individual themes most clearly represented by the main
aims of the innovation. Conducting a qualitative analysis of this type allowed for clearer
interpretations of the data and what it says about the BiMEC model. I present a brief outline
of the case studies below.
#

Theme

1

2

3

4

Name

Description

Health

Cahir Farmers
Market

The Cahir Farmers' Market is a prime example of a local
economic collective involved with the agri-food industry
supporting sustainable development through the production
and distribution of local food to local people, often
sustainably produced.

Health

The Suir
Fishermen’s
Federation (SFF)

The SFF is an independent social movement that works to
ensure the sustainable use of Ireland’s inland waterways
(with emphasis on the protection of inland fisheries) by
carrying out a range of monitoring and regulatory actions.

Shell to Sea

The aims of the Shell to Sea project include renegotiation of
the terms of pipeline that will not expose the local community
in Erris to health, safety and environmental risks. They also
seek justice for the ‘human rights abuses’ suffered by their
campaigners.

COMHAR and NESC

Comhár was a social partner whose operations have been
taken over by the National Economic and Social Council
(NESC). NESC is a social partner that advises the Department
of An Taoiseach on environmental and sustainability issues.

Human Rights

Human Rights
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Human Rights

Eco-Unesco

ECO-UNESCO is Ireland's Environmental Education and Youth
Organisation affiliated to the World Federation of UNESCO
Clubs, Centres and Associations (WFUCA). Its key aims are to
promote understanding and awareness of environmental
issues as well as the protection and conservation of the
environment.

6

Human Rights

Environmental
Pillar

Environmental Pillar is made up of 28 national environmental
NGOs who work together to represent the views of the Irish
environmental sector. Its primary function is to act as an
advocacy coalition.

7

Human Rights

Friends of the Irish
Environment (FoIE)

FoIE is a group of environmental activists that seeks to ensure
Ireland implements European environmental law adequately,
through various monitoring and advocacy actions.

8

Human Rights

Heritage Ireland

9

Human Rights

Irish Environmental
Network (IEN)

Innovation

Cloughjordan
Ecovillage

5

10

Heritage Ireland remit is to maintain the built heritage in State
care. It has an active role in the presentation of, and
facilitation of access to, these heritage sites.
IEN is an advocacy group that represents a variety of
environmental, social innovators in matters of capacity
building and funding needs to policy makers at the
government level.
Cloughjordan Ecovillage is a registered educational charity
and an internationally recognised destination for learning
about sustainable living. The ecovillage has over 100 residents
living in high-performance green homes, over 20,000 newly
planted trees and Ireland’s largest renewable energy district
heating system.

Innovation

Cultivate

Cultivate is a practical sustainability organisation that
operates out of the Cloughjordan Eco-village in Co. Tipperary,
operating a variety of credited and formal education
programmes in areas such as permaculture and sustainable
building design. Additionally, Cultivate operates a national
network of partners, strengthened by associations with
industry experts, entrepreneurs and educators, which
spreads awareness about sustainability practices with which
they are involved.

12

Innovation

Foundation for the
Economics of
Sustainability
(Feasta)

FEASTA is an independent social enterprise that operates as a
think tank, exploring the characteristics of a truly sustainable
society, while disseminating the results of this exploration to
the widest relevant audience.

13

Innovation

Friends of the
Earth (FoE)

14

Innovation

Green Business

15

Innovation

South Eastern River
Basin Management
(SERBMD)

11

FoE is an international network of social innovators that
campaign for environmental justice and sustainability via
coordinated actions at national level.
Green Business operates in conjunction with the EPA to
provide free advice and resource efficiency services to all
types of SMEs in Ireland.
The SERBMD is an administrative body that is responsible for
the protection and improvement of all surface waters in the
South East of Ireland, in accordance with the EU Water
Framework Directive.
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South Regional
Fisheries Board
(SRFB) / Inland
Fisheries Ireland

Inland Fisheries Ireland and the South Regional Fisheries
Board are responsible for the protection, management and
conservation of inland fisheries and sea angling resources.

Innovation

Teagasc

Teagasc is the agriculture and food development authority in
Ireland whose main aim is to support science-based
innovation in the agri-food sector and the broader economy
that will underpin profitability, competitiveness and
sustainability.

Innovation

The Tipperary
Energy Agency
(TEA)

TEA was established in 1998 as a collaboration between the
various Local Authorities in Tipperary and Limerick IT, as a 3rd
level education institute and an independent social enterprise
with a goal to support sustainable energy use in all sectors.

19

Innovation

Tipperary Institute
(TI)

TI is an offsite campus location of the Limerick Institute of
Technology that, due to its situation in the environmentally
progressive area of South Tipperary offers a range of 3rd level
and professional courses in sustainability.

20

Sustainability

An Taisce

An Taisce is the National Trust for Ireland that works to
preserve and protect Ireland’s natural and built heritage.

21

Sustainability

Bird Watch Ireland

22

Sustainability

Carraig Dulra
Organic Farm

23

Sustainability

Consensus

16

17

18

Innovation

24

Sustainability

Coomhala Salmon
Trust

25

Sustainability

Ecobooley

26

Sustainability

Global Action Plan
Ireland

27

Sustainability

Irish Seal Sanctuary

Bird Watch Ireland is a registered charity dedicated to
protecting Ireland’s wild birds and their habitats.
Carraig Dulra is an independent social enterprise in Co.
Wicklow which assists and educates people in day to day
sustainability practices.
CONSENSUS uses social science and collaborative research
methods to explore innovative solutions for sustainable
household consumption in Ireland with research centred
around six key themes: Water, energy, food, mobility, lifestyle
and governance.
Coomhola Salmon Trust has produced the innovative and
compelling ‘StreamScapes’ Aquatic & Biodiversity Education
Programme which is used throughout Ireland and
internationally, hosts important freshwater biology research
projects, and contributes to the development of the
Integrated Catchment Management approach in supporting
the implementation of Water Framework Directive.
Ecobooley was established in 1998 as an Eco-Tourism
initiative supporting the idea of the Irish Eco-Cottage as a
sustainable destination for holiday makers.
Global Action Plan (GAP) is an environmental NGO focusing
on people and how they can take practical action in their
everyday lives for a better world. GAP is part of an
international network of organisations working for a common
goal: to empower people to live and work increasingly
sustainably.
The Irish Seal Sanctuary is a professionally run wildlife
hospital, rescue and rehabilitation facility that operates as an
independent charity acting to protect and conserve various
marine mammals (including seals) and birds.
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28

29

30

Sustainability

Sustainability

Sustainability

Sustainable Water
Network of Ireland
(SWAN)

SWAN acts as a coalition of various environmental
organisations involved in the protection and conservation of
Ireland’s water resources and advocates for these
organisations at national level.

VOICE

VOICE is a member-based Irish environmental charity that
empowers individuals and local communities to take positive
action to conserve our natural resources. It also lobbies at a
governmental and corporate level for the development of
stronger policies, particularly about waste and water issues.

Waterways Ireland

Waterways Ireland has responsibility for the management,
maintenance, development and restoration of inland
navigable waterways principally for recreational purposes.
The waterways under the remit of the body are the Barrow
Navigation, the Erne System, the Grand Canal, the Lower
Bann, the Royal Canal, the Shannon-Erne Waterway and the
Shannon Navigation.

Table 1: Brief overview of the social innovation case studies analysed.

I analysed the case studies presented above in accordance to the emphasis placed on the
main themes of BiMEC model and what this says about the promotion of sustainability and
ecological citizenship.
5.3.2. Health: social innovation case study analysis
The subthemes that emerged during the examination of the health theme from the desk
research include biological/physical health, psychological, and social health and wellbeing. I
made connections between health and the environment are in the areas of water (Suir
Fishermen’s Federation) and the local food chain (Cahir Farmers Market).
Example 1: Water and Health: The Suir Fishermen’s Federation (SFF)

The Suir Fisherman’s Federations (SFF) was set up by a Dutch national who realised the
potential for water and fisheries as resources to be used sustainably in Ireland. The SFF is
primarily an umbrella organisation that represents the views of anglers in the South
Tipperary. The group comprises of a board of five full-time members and liaises with the other
members through their activities as fishermen and their individual clubs.
The interviewee from the SFF identified that water quality in the area was in decline. The SFF
was established to combat this decline, to maintain fish stocks, the quality of water in the
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Suir, to add to the development of angling tourism, and improve the quality of life for the
local population.
“Managing fish stocks is the main thing. That’s completely out of our control. All we
can do is try to influence the people who have the influence on who do it. We see what’s
there and what should be there and we try to influence the politicians.”
(Founding member of the SFF)
Several small fishermen’s clubs in the local region comprised this group. They have regular
contact with the Inland Fisheries Ireland (the state agency responsible for the protection,
management and conservation of Ireland's inland fisheries and sea angling resources).
The SFF are engaged locally, with national bodies, and other groups in different countries
(anglers, water preservation communities, etc.). They also bring together diverse
stakeholders such as farmers, fishermen, individual, local and national policymakers, engage
in local and global discourses and are advocates for the national and international
implementation of sustainable practices based on experiential and accredited knowledge.
They are social innovators whose remit is to protect water and have a locally specific yet
globally relevant remit.
“The rivers and streams are an amenity for the area, and that resource was sliding
back, it was getting worse every year. On the other hand, there are more people who
want to enjoy the water; there's more leisure time, there's more time to stand at the
river bank, or at lakes or whatever. Mostly for catching fish or just walking there. So
that was our aim.”
(Founding member of the SFF)
I discussed the potential for angling tourism with the interviewee. He suggested that it is a
sustainable economic model which would be the basis of protecting water quality while
focusing on economic activity. Focusing on the development of sustainable salmon fishing on
the Suir would improve the quality of life of the community.
One of the main challenges to sustainable salmon fishing, they identified, was driftnet fishing
off the coast catching salmon in the sea on their return journey to spawn upriver. Catching
the salmon in this way prevents them from replenishing their stocks in the river. A member
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of the SFF provides an analogy: “we are building a beautiful highway [but] there’s no point in
building it if there are no cars to use it”. He suggests that the sustainability of the fish stocks
relies on their immediate protection, precluding fishing with drift nets, and the commercial
fishing of salmon in offshore fishing for 5 to 10 years.
Inland Fisheries Irelands position:
“The ICES [International Council for the Exploration of the Sea] Advisory Committee on
Fishery Management has advised that both Southern European Sea Winter and
Multiple Sea Winter stocks are considered to be at risk of suffering reduced
reproductive

capacity

and

has

recommended,

that:

reductions in exploitation are required for as many wild salmon stocks as possible to
increase the probability of the complex meeting conservation limits.”71
The SFF argue that angling can be a lucrative sport with individuals venturing as far as Russia,
Alaska or Iceland, where there is not enough availability for the current angling tourism
market. Individuals are willing to go to extreme lengths to avail of these facilities paying
€7,000 or 8,000 for a week to fish rivers in these countries. Ireland is considered a more
accessible country/area and, at roughly €5,000 a week, could prove substantially cheaper to
the aforementioned markets while also providing better facilities in the local communities
than these other resorts.
Among the Suir Fishermen’s Federations membership, directly links to health and human
rights were not made in their responses. They did, however, focus heavily on awareness
raising, encouraging participation of the local community in sustainable projects and
innovations, the importance of good water quality to the quality of life of the individuals and
the communities in the area, and public participation in the discussion to solutions to these
problems. Encouraging actions which address environmental risks to health indicates that it
is the biopsychosocial approach to wellbeing is, in fact, commensurate with their philosophy.
The SFF promote increased consciousness of environmental risk, their awareness of their civil,
economic and political responsibilities to act on behalf of the community and the

71

Fisheries Ireland: http://www.fisheriesireland.ie/Salmon-Regulations/salmon-regulations.html

100 | P a g e

environment itself building a better quality of life that is inclusive of sustainable economic
and environmental resource management. The continuous decline in commercial fishing
catches, in size and number, are illustrative of the increasing unsustainability of existing
fishing practices. Awareness of the interconnectedness of nature and society must be
recognised. Actions need to be taken to ensure that awareness is translated into collective
responsibility. Damaging rivers and fish have social, economic and cultural repercussions for
the quality of life for ecological citizens. Consequently, I argue that they should have a say in
determining the future of their natural resources. Therefore, adaptive capacity is measurable
by ones’ access to resources and their access to the decision-making processes that
determine how their management.
In summary, good water quality is a fundamental indicator of environmental wellbeing and
links the social and environmental health on a basic level. It links the quality of the local water
sources with the individual citizen by their consumption of the water, the aesthetically
pleasing quality of water on mental health, the availability of water as a basic resource for
consumption, the availability of water as an amenity for the community, and economic
activity (e.g. agriculture, manufacturing, pharmaceuticals). Finally, the SFF promote
innovative ways of protecting this fundamental resource by encouraging others to engage in
the discourses around water quality, illustrating why it is a fundamental resource which
supports all human being’s quality of life.
Example 2: Food: Cahir Farmers Market

Cahir is a small town in South Tipperary about 18 miles from the county seat, Clonmel. It is
sited on the banks of the river Suir and has grown up around a 16 th century fortified castle
which attracts a lot of tourism, mainly day-trippers, during the summer months. There was a
centuries-long tradition of ‘fair days’ in small towns around Ireland when farmers brought
their cattle into town to sell. Cattle fairs often included street entertainers (musicians, ballad
singers, etc.) and some stallholders selling butter and other home produce, or clothing for
farm work (overalls, Wellington boots, etc.). These fairs came to an end in the 1970s, when
the national farmers' organisation (IFA) established a series of marts at which cattle are
auctioned. Cahir Farmers' Market was set up in 2001, the first one in Tipperary. The Cahir
Farmers' Market is a prime example of a local agri-food collective supporting sustainable
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development through the production and distribution of sustainably produced, and local food
to local people. It has been followed by markets in Clonmel and Carrick on Suir and has
inspired the establishment of more food markets in Tipperary Town, Thurles, Nenagh and
elsewhere.
The Cahir Development Association established the Cahir Farmers Market as they felt that
“there should be some focus on bringing people into town on Saturdays because the town of
Cahir every Saturday was practically deserted” (stallholder informant) and thought a market
would be the answer. They envisaged the market at which a wide variety of produce,
particularly products which were 'indigenous to the area', were sold. They found a suitable
site, in the car-park of an old grain store which had been converted into a craft shop, and
persuaded the county council to provide water and electricity to the site. Most of the
stallholders come from within a 10-mile radius of Cahir:
“As the [shopkeepers] will tell you now that Cahir on a Saturday morning is as busy as
it is on a Thursday, it is every bit as busy as it is on Thursday. Saturday morning is just
as good, and there is as much traffic in town from 9 o'clock onwards…We have brought
people back into town, we have done what the traders wanted, and we are doing for
ourselves something as well. We are doing a service for ourselves.”
(Trader and Development Association Member)
I interviewed stallholders and engaged customers in informal discussions through which I
gathered perspectives on the purpose of the market from representatives of both
producer/seller and buyer groups. More than half of the customers I talked with were regular
customers at the market. This is commensurate with the stallholders' perception that they
sell largely to known and regular customers illustrating the discourse around food existing as
vibrant in the process of ‘re-traditionalising’ the local concept of community. For most of the
stallholders, the Farmers' Market does not offer a full livelihood, but it does offer a better and
more convenient return on production than other outlets such as selling to retail shops or
even at the Country Markets. Traders rely on other sources of income (a pension from
previous employment, cattle and other commodity farming, off-farm work, farm support
payments and REPS payments, small LEADER grants, etc.) to supplement their income.

102 | P a g e

Networks of producers and direct sellers in Tipperary appear to have a high degree of 'local
embeddedness' (Winter 2003). Besides relationships within Cahir market, many stallholders
have extensive relations with traders at other markets and take a keen interest in how they
are progressing. They also build up a considerable knowledge of other artisan food producers
in the region, whether or not these are selling at Farmers' Markets. Local organic networks
support relationship development. Visits are encouraged between producers, such as farm
walks, and create occasions for the sharing and exchange of knowledge of organic growing
and producing practices. Wider networks deriving from LEADER, local authorities or semistate agencies also help to bring local producers and direct sellers into contact with each
other.
All the Farmers' Market stallholders are, to a greater or lesser degree, embedded in local
networks of relations, between stallholders, with other producers, and between producers
and customers. However, these local networks are overlaid by larger regional and national
networks, which both shape and support local patterns of interaction and create tensions
within them. The tensions arise particularly around the idea of 'local food' itself, and what it
is expected to contribute to rural development.
Most of the Cahir stallholders are interested in the re-localising the food system, even if there
is some ambiguity around what to define as 'local'. The aim of the stallholders is to build up a
regular pattern of transactions with residents and to convert their communities to the idea
that ‘local food is better’. Other higher-level networks which shape the opportunities and
practices of local food producers include the local authorities and their development and
regulatory officers. The Environmental Health Officer regularly visited the Cahir market. They
pay particular attention to anyone selling food products processed ‘at home’. There are those
who are interested in it as the expression of an 'alternative' food movement and want to
assess how much of a challenge it represents to the social organisation of 'conventional' food
systems. There are others whose primary interest is in evaluating the contribution local food
systems make to rural sustainable development. Without these movements, it seems
probable that a local food project would not have been present at all in South Tipperary, and
it is almost certain that networks around re-localised food exchanges would not have come
into being.
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The Healthy Ireland Report (2015) suggests that 37% of the Irish population are now
considered overweight and a further 23% obese. The Cahir Farmers Market represents local
social innovation heavily involved in the improvement of the physical health of the
community through the production, and provision of, local and healthy foods. Readily
available locally produced natural foods represent a benefit to the physical health of the
individual through the reduction in the consumption of artificial pesticides, additives, sugars,
salts, fats and other preservatives found in processed foods which have proven to contribute
to a poor diet and in many cases increased weight.
The market also has a direct impact on the psychological and social health and wellbeing of
the community. Specifically, health and environmental issues are now recognised as
beginning to change consumer tastes: they are making links between the consumption of
organic and natural food, the physical health of the individual, and the sustainability of the
environment. These connections are exemplified by the impact of the Slow Food Movement
in Tipperary. It acts as a catalyst for promoting a sustainable way of thinking about food and
food production, and reinforces social and cultural connections through local activities,
improving the quality of life and the wellbeing of the local inhabitants. It also provides
opportunities to supplement incomes for local producers and farmers. Collectively it
constitutes a physical innovation spaces. It is in these spaces that various stakeholders can
engage in sustainability discourses focusing on innovation, and develop active sustainable
practices. It also serves to connect the wider social community with the physical environment
through an improved understanding and appreciation of food as a basic and valuable
resource.
Summary of Health and the Environment Case Study Findings

The depletion of salmon stocks in the river Suir was the single issue around which The Suir
Fishermen’s Federation was founded. They engaged different actors involved in the
management of water quality in Ireland across all levels of society. Other examples from the
case studies illustrate active networking and collaboration in this area. For example, the Cahir
Farmers Market link closely with networks of producers, and direct sellers in Tipperary thus
appear to have a high degree of 'local embeddedness' (Winter 2003). Besides relationships
within Cahir market, many stallholders have extensive relations with traders at other markets
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and take a keen interest in how they are progressing, such as local organic food and artisan
networks. Visits to producers, such as farm walks, create opportunities for the sharing and
exchanging of knowledge of organic growing and producing practices.
Each of the case studies presented above illustrates the connections between health and the
environment as catalysts for social innovation and how health is framed as an environmental
issue. They illustrate the networks which emerge through the sustainability discourses and
the effective the framing of risk events (evident in social interactions). They also highlight how
these discourses support innovative solutions to environmental risks and promote the
sustainable use of finite resources. Collectively, they confirm health that is a central category
in the framing of sustainability and ecological citizenship. They also exemplify the potential
social innovations spaces in promoting active ecological citizenship.
The second theme of the BiMEC model argues that health is a human right.
5.3.3.Human Rights: social innovation case study analysis

The subthemes which emerged in the desk research under the main theme of human rights
included the support of raising environmental awareness, grassroots processes and practices
to share knowledge, and establishing more participatory democratic processes. Few
organisations were focused on the establishment of more participatory democratic processes
as it relates to the environmental and health and wellbeing.
The case studies reviewed were found to be active in promoting behavioural change as a
result of collective intelligence. Few, however, used interactive sharing platforms to help
empower individuals who indicate a suboptimum use of technologies by organisations
examined in their communications strategies. They were found to be mainly active in
promoting environmental stewardship and self-efficacy.
Example 4: Raising Environmental Awareness: Irish Environmental Network

The Irish Environmental Network receives funding from the Department of the Environment,
Community and Local Government. It supports and coordinates NGO activity and increases
the impact of their individual efforts through engagement with sustainability discourses. They
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also raise the public awareness of environmental risks and conservation challenges through
campaigning and lobbying and practical conservation work:
“These organisations make a difference to the local environment through active
research, conservation and protection programmes … They encourage current decision
makers to take care of our natural resources through advocacy, planning and
submissions to government policy. They help educate the decision-makers of the future
through an array of individual education and awareness programmes, and they work
together through liaison and co-operation to become ever more effective in ecological
and environmental protection.” 72
They are involved in “capacity building and funding needs of its member organisations, all of
whom are involved in one way or another in the well-being, protection and enhancement of
the environment”73. They achieve this through the support of individual projects and
organisations who are involved in conservation work and protection of biodiversity, raising
public awareness and education directly and in support of their organisations and national
initiatives- e.g. through their support of the Green Schools Initiative. Advocacy, supporting
individual and collective campaigns and lobbying at the local, national, and European level,
also constitutes a central goal of the IEN.
The IEN acts as a form of broker between the micro level collective NGO organisations groups
and the societal institutions as well as influencing the macro level sustainability discourse.
They identify the health and well-being as fundamental rights, and the protection and
enhancement of the environment as a valuable resource.
Example 5: Policy Implementation: The Environmental Pillar74

The Environmental Pillar creates and promotes policies that advance sustainability. It acts as
an advocate coalition, promoting the agreed joint policies of its members to government at
national, regional, and local levels. It also provides a channel for government and the other
social partners to engage with the environmental sector on policy matters.
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Irish Environmental Network: http://ien.ie/
Ibid
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Environmental Pillar: http://environmentalpillar.ie/about-2/
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It is again a socio-legal collective which enables engagement between collectives and
sustainability networks. They are also engaged in Public Participation Networks (PPN’s)75, an
initiative launched by the Local County Councils enabling organisations from these groups to
engage with each other and act on behalf of the public to ensure that these initiatives are
more than discussion groups but are participatory. It has a network of 28 Irish environmental
NGO’s.
They have a significant online presence disseminating national and international research and
recent reports, policy changes and new legislative measures. Their representatives speak at
national and international fora on climate matters. They are also promoters of the local
participatory democracy through the PPNs.
“[Local] Council will look to for nominations to all the local authority
bodies/committees that the public is included in, as well as the new Local Community
Development Committees (LCDCs). Local groups when registering with the local
authority will self-select into one of three “Electoral Colleges” in the PPN, Community
and Voluntary, Environmental or Social Inclusion”.76
Through these mechanisms, they meet their role as advocates on behalf of their members.
They represent an important and well-connected voice in the sustainable discourse. As an
advocate group of a large number of organisations, they would benefit from the additional
communications capacity an online discussion platform would offer. It would open the
discourse up to daily and weekly interactions enabling their members to engage in active
discussions. It would also enable them to moderate discussion with other organisations and
policymakers at the local and the national levels. It could represent a PPN type network based
in the public sphere. It would enhance the provision of the mechanisms of governance they
currently support for their members and their capacity to act in support of their member’s
rights to health and wellbeing.

75
76

Ibid.
Environmental Pillar: http://environmentalpillar.ie/public-participation-networks/
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Example 6: Biodiversity and Heritage: The Heritage Council

The Heritage Council is a statutory body which acts as a policy advisor to the government and
coordinated actions of other state bodies and International NGO’s. Its main priorities include
providing advice to the government, education through their Heritage in Schools Scheme and
professional programmes, and their work with local organisations and communities and local
partners. Through these mechanisms, they engage with lay actors, civil society, the national
government, and the EU.
They are environmental advocates for the Irish citizens, engaging with the political institutions
of the state providing policy advice and submissions to national government. They promote
research through the provision of funding for projects in the areas of heritage management,
walled towns grant, grants supporting County Heritage Plan projects, traditional farm building
grants, and other projects which support the preservation, promotion, and enjoyment of
Ireland national heritage. They also work with industry, helping to develop national
biodiversity

plans,

working

with

NGO’s,

and

making

the

links

between

experiential/tacit/lay/local and accredited/expert/scientific knowledge.
The national advisory function of the Council appears to be the one where the highest number
of difficulties arise in their attempts to implement their strategic goals. An interviewee
suggested that in its early years the Council tried to be too independent; 'in retrospect, I can
see it was quite naïve, the way that we went about our business'. When they 'hit a brick wall'
with their advice to some government departments, they decided to circumvent the state
and, in some cases, turned to lobbying the EU Commission for support. From 2000 on,
however, the then Department of the Environment 'clipped their wings', and they were
brought ‘a lot more under the cosh of the department’. However, they retain good links with
European Commission officials.
Ambivalent relations with the central state contrast with the close relations the Council is
building up with local authorities. They argue for the management of heritage at the lowest,
or most local, level appropriate. For example, under the Actions for Biodiversity 2011-2016
local authorities are required to develop Local Biodiversity Plans for their areas in support of
increasing public awareness and participation.
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The Council also works closely with NGOs (Birdwatch Ireland, Eco-Unesco, etc.) and voluntary
groups. It operates a local heritage grants scheme, where it invites applications from local
community groups to apply for funding, assesses the applications, and assigns officers to work
with the successful ones. One staff member argued that 'the only future for nature
conservation [is through] empowering people and tapping into what's out there and making
it into a feel-good factor, stop focussing on what they're doing wrong but focus on what
they're doing right'. The interviewee reviews an example of a local conservation project with
mixed views:
“They were hugely committed, and they have great energies to achieve what they had,
but I felt that they probably didn't see the potential for the site… I'm not too sure they
appreciated just how important it was because of its geographical location, I mean
there's very few wetlands in the vicinity, and the nature of birds is that any little bit of
wetland acts as a magnet in the area... If they wished to try to attract wildfowl, for
example, you do need quite specific habitat requirements, I mean with wet grasslands,
you do need to know things like water level, what kind of vegetation, does it need to
be heavily grazed in winter… They did have, you know, they wanted to do something
in the locality, and they'd achieved a huge amount, I was impressed with what they
had done there you know, but … the area could have benefited I think from a clear
concept of the land, what could we use it for… I mean do they want to increase the
areas for a different range of species, do they want it to become more important for
breeding waders for example, then they'd have to implement a series of fairly specific
management regimes.”
(Interviewee from The Heritage Council)
The Council acts as a mediator, as a scientific body established to give sound advice to
government agencies, and as an agency which is semi-independent from government and
working to expand conservation on the ground promoting the inclusion of lay input and
experiential knowledge. The approach taken by the council proves that accommodating
public participation in decision-making processes is an effective platform for encouraging
environmental awareness and socio-ecological innovation through sustainability discourses
on a variety of societal levels. The activities of the council could be simplified and enhanced
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by the provision of new forms of ICT which support better communications and encourage
the implementation of their projects across a wider network of community groups, local
authorities, and organisations in Ireland, and possibly Europe.
Example 7: Shell to Sea

The Shell to Sea campaign directly linked the risks to the environment and the health of the
local individuals and the local community. According to their website:
“The Corrib Gas Field is a reserve of natural gas situated 80 km off the west coast of
County Mayo containing at least 1 trillion cubic feet (TCF) of natural gas. The Corrib
Gas Project, directed by a consortium of companies led by Royal Dutch Shell, seeks to
bring the gas ashore at Glengad in the Barrony of Erris in North West Mayo and to
pump the unrefined gas 9km inland through an inhabited area to a refinery located on
a boggy hill where it would be cleaned and depressurized for sale and export... The
Enterprise Consortium sought a site to build a gas terminal, and in 2003 they
purchased 400km2 of state forestry land from Coillte the state forestry agency...
Instead of processing the gas at sea, the consortium intends to pump high-pressure
raw gas to an unprecedented inland refinery where it would be processed for sale and
consumption. The design concept of an inland refinery was drawn up to facilitate the
further exploitation of Ireland’s offshore oil and gas reserves. No other development
models were meaningfully explored by the Corrib consortium, nor did the relevant
government authorities ask the consortium to seriously examine other models. The
main work on the ground began at the refinery site in spring 2005. Preparatory work
began, and attempts were being made to stake out the route of the pipeline. All the
problems regarding environmental and community concerns result from the refinery
location.”77
The main risks identified include:
•

Raw, unprocessed gas carried at extremely high pressure through a pipeline in an
unstable bog where landslides are common.

77

Shell to Sea: http://www.shelltosea.com/content/overview-corrib-gas-project
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•

Waste water from the refinery flowing into Carrowmore Lake, the source of drinking
water for 10,000 people in Erris.

These represent real health and safety risks to local communities. The aims of the project
include the renegotiation of the terms of pipeline that will not expose the local community in
Erris to health, safety and environmental risks. They also seek justice for the ‘human rights
abuses’ suffered by their campaigners to date. The organisation has arranged protests,
brought court cases to the Irish courts based on the human rights and health risks, and
promotes action through their provision of information on their website. It is the failure of
this discourse to be engaged through participatory democratic discourses that represent a
failure of the existing governance systems in Ireland.
Summary of Human Rights and the Environment Case Study Findings

Overall, human rights are a central issue for the case studies presented here. Through their
networks, they act as advocates for the ecological citizens who voice concerns about the
health risks posed by direct and indirect risks to the environment and heritage in which they
live. These groups make a link between wellbeing and the environment and “a safe, clean,
healthy and sustainable environment as integral to the full enjoyment of a wide range of
human rights, including the rights to life, health, food, water and sanitation.” 78
They interpret these rights as the right to the sustainable management of the natural and
built heritage, the right to decision making, the right to engage in collectively responsible
social innovations and action, and the right to effective legal representation. These rights are
enshrined in national and international legislation, and evident in policies, conventions and
treaties (UN, EU, and Ireland). For example, in Ireland, access to information on the
environment is a fundamental human right under international, EU and Irish law. The right to
participate in decisions which may affect the environment is a basic human right secured by
international, EU and Irish law. Detailed rules define when Irish citizens must be consulted on
activities, plans, programmes and policies relating to the environment.
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Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights of the United Nations:
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/Environment/SREnvironment/Pages/SRenvironmentIndex.aspx
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The findings of the case studies suggest that these grassroots movements, for the most part,
support open, communicative forums with defined boundaries where the meaning of events
are collectively interpreted. They suggest that a discourse promoting health as the foundation
for sustainability as a fundamental right could serve as the basis of a platform upon which to
build sustainability discourses which promotes practical action and social innovation. These
collectives emerge at the cosmopolitan and the local levels and are the basis for the
establishment of collective responsibility through the real and virtual public spheres.
5.3.4. Sustainability: social innovation case study analysis
The subthemes emerging from the desk research under the theme of sustainability included
resource management and the production and consumption of information.
Example 7: Water and the Water Framework Directive: Sustainable Water Network (SWAN)79

The Sustainable Water Network (SWAN) is an umbrella group of 25 leading environmental
organisation groups whose agenda includes the maintenance and improvement of Ireland’s
water resources.
“Ireland’s waters are the final recipient of many of the chemicals & pollutants that we
release while going about our daily lives & business.
Our business, domestic, leisure & development activities all have impacts on the water
environment. A change in the way we treat our waters is essential if their wildlife,
amenity & economic values are to be protected.
SWAN is a network of Ireland’s leading environmental organisations working to ensure
that new Water Framework Directive water management plans provide this
protection.”80
The Water Framework Directive (WFD) is a piece of EU legislation that aims to improve the
quality of all waters (river, lake, estuarine, coastal, marine, surface waters and groundwater)
through management at the river basin level. This legislation has implications for industries
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SWAN: http://www.swanireland.ie/about/swan-%E2%80%93member-details/
Ibid
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and communities that are likely to have significant impacts on water quality (household,
agriculture, power generation industries, etc.). The monitoring programme of the EFD in
Ireland provides information about threats posed to water safety, legislation and directives,
water safety and preservation advice for a range of social actors, and information about
monitoring and the current state of the quality of Ireland's rivers lakes, and coastal waters
environment.
The implementation of the WFD is a project involving inputs from all levels of society. SWAN’s
expressly stated aims and objectives reflect this approach. They refer to cooperation between
and contributions from national and local groups with a wide range of specialist and local
knowledge and expertise in all areas of Ireland’s aquatic environment. SWAN aims to facilitate
the participation of its member groups in the implementation of the WFD and improvement
of water quality at local and river basin district levels by representing: “the SWAN position to
government, statutory bodies and other agencies in all relevant matters and to advise and
assist, where possible, the statutory authorities in the exercise of their responsibilities in
relation to implementation of the Water Framework Directive.”81 They facilitate participation
through the exchange of information between members and through information workshops,
seminars and other events. SWAN also seeks to make representations for its cause at the
national level to the government, statutory bodies and other agencies. In this way, they have
advisory and support roles. SWAN also aims to increase public awareness around the
importance of water quality and its links to health. It specifically highlights the importance of
the WFD and the sustainability of water resources and points out the dangers and pressures
that are present upon Irish water resources such as eutrophication and contamination from
sewage and point, and diffuse, sources of pollution.
By acting as an advocacy group for its member organisations, SWAN aims to influence policy
at the national level. Under the sustainability theme, SWAN acts as a meso level
communications platform allowing grassroots movements to engage effectively with
institutions. They promote sustainability discourses which focus directly on water as a primary
resource for the biological, psychological and social health and wellbeing of the individual,
society and the environment across all societal levels. They also represent an institutionalised
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form of public participation as defined in Section 14 of the WFD82. In this way, they represent
the socio-legal discourses around sustainability and health as a human right which promotes
improvements in the application of models of governance.
Example 8: Tourism: EcoBooley

EcoBooley was established in 1998. It began with a response to an advertisement seeking
submissions to the Department of Tourism, Sport and Recreation for a ‘Pilot Initiative on
Tourism and the Environment’ taken from the Irish Independent of April 2nd, 1998. The overall
concept was for the owners of such properties, who are mostly farmers, to reinstate some
old and unused rural homesteads using eco-friendly technologies and materials, and turn
them into desirable places for tourists to engage in a sustainable and immersive experience
in rural Ireland. These self-catering accommodations would expand the eco-friendly tourism
market. The plan was to brand-label the concept, using a symbol scheme method like the
organic food industry, and thus maintain the integrity of the product. The brand name chosen
is EcoBooley. It is taken from Booleys, the Irish ‘Buaile’, which were temporary upland
summer milking places of old Ireland. The concept behind the project was to develop a
sustainable form of tourism through the retraditionalisation of an ‘authentic Irish experience’:
to stay in an EcoBooley is to stay in an old place in the knowledge that one “will leave the
environment as you found it”.
While the government played an important part in the initial set up of the company through
Teagasc and Departmental grant aid, their ongoing interest in the project was lacklustre:
“There is a problem there between the agencies that they are not connected together
that you have maybe an agency thinking one way another agency going the other …
there is a need for coordination of all these groups and information, and so forth, you
have an awful lot of different groups doing different things, but there is no
coordination.”
(Farm Owner)
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S.I. No. 722/2003 - European Communities (Water Policy) Regulations 2003:
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One of the main expenses and problems with the small enterprise business is in marketing.
The website and links to other websites such as Bord Failte, advertising in some organic
magazines and tours of the space itself have been the main contributors to marketing the
project, using technologies to widen the awareness of eco-tourism and sustainability. The
Internet83, via is the main means of dissemination of information on the project.
“It is very important as well that people pull together, for example, when we tourists
here we send them to Keating’s Cheese in Clogheen they are a small cheese makers,
that makes the experience of the holiday, you have X making apple juice, it is very
important to have a network of people organic farmers and stuff, the type of people
that come on holidays want and to experience the natural food, natural environment”
(Farm Owner)
This quote illustrates the importance of informal networks of communication in the
development and success of small sustainable enterprises.
A series of reports were produced which:
•

Explore and set out the concepts (e.g. eco-aware, design and build), justifications (e.g.
tourists - who are the paying guests - generally love old, quirky buildings, add to that
the opportunity to experience living simply, in the physical surroundings of our
forefathers, tempered by eco-aware technology and design influences), and strategy
(e.g. scenario - buffered design).

•

Describes all works carried out and the materials used and acts as a definitive technical
report on the project which can be used as an information source for all who seek to
replicate the concept elsewhere in Ireland.

•

Support strategic direction of the rehabilitating for the eco-tourism market segment.

Branding the EcoBooley label as a new environmental standard for eco-tourism was a goal of
the founders of the project, leading them to go beyond the existing building and regulation
standards and create some of their own. For example, the location of the cottage must be an
unspoilt area of the countryside, and it must be an existing old homestead. The immediate
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area (i.e. gardens) around the house must be to organic standards, all materials used in
construction must be natural and renewable, and all services (lighting, heating, cooking, etc.)
must only use renewable energy sources i.e. wood, solar, wind, water, geothermal, etc. The
wood for fuel and construction must be taken only from managed and sustainable forests
(preferably from the immediate local area). The furnishing and fittings used to decorate the
cottage must, likewise, use natural and renewable materials. All materials and products used
on an ongoing basis (toilet paper, washing up liquid, etc.) must be to the highest
environmental-friendly standards available.
The project aims were to (1) provide an income from an alternative source for the farmer,
and (2) attract some social activity and contact with the non-farming community to an
isolated area. It was an attempt to introduce new, and external, forms of environmental
knowledge in addition to, not in conflict with, local experiential knowledge. Its aim was to
help preserve the historical heritage of the area and refocus this to contribute to new
environmental awareness.
As a business and an environmental project, the marketing of EcoBooley included the
dissemination of the information to the widest possible audiences using workshops and open
days including on-site workshops with suppliers of the technology presented to organised
groups. Further, many individuals have visited the Cottage, open days and project members
are available to give illustrated talks and lectures on the EcoBooley project and concept.
“I know when we were involved with the local community development group there is a
tendency to lean towards environmental projects for the community, so that is the
knowledge that we have gained filtering out to the community.”
(Farm Owner)
Relations are good with the local community. The founder of EcoBooley is a member of the
REPS, Galtee Vee Tourism Group, the South Tipperary Tourism Group, and maintains an
official liaison with Tipperary Institute regarding environmental matters i.e. willow cutting,
energy generation, etc. He has become increasingly environmentally aware since the
commencement of the project. There are no conflicts in the market or with business partners.
There was an array of special constraints and conditions at planning and design stages;
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sometimes producing conflicts that needed attention and resolution regarding financial
constraints, planning regulations, self-catering guidelines, eco-friendly/organic guidelines,
conservation/architectural considerations, general environmental, and location and safety
issues.
The local context is imperative to the branding tool of EcoBooley. The owner himself is on
hand to answer questions and to introduce visitors to the local surroundings. The entire
concept of EcoBooley is particular to its rural setting, is an environmental experience, is
individual due to the renovations of one off cottages and has a deeply traditional and
historical value inherent in the history of the cottage and the surrounding area. All goods,
where possible, are also sourced locally due to the transport costs and effects on the
environment, integrating the local setting as part of the ideological concept of the
environmentally friendly tourist experience.
“[The EcoBooley concept] has to be connected up to foods, and maybe even organic food,
but definitely local food maybe local culture. The whole thing needs packaging and
integration … not only is a thing green but you can get local food locally be they organic
or conventional, but at least they are local or specialised. [Simultaneously] you are
connected up to local festivals or local music or culture, so maybe the package needs a
bigger package than just green maybe has to really have to be sustainable in a social and
cultural way as well.”
(Teagasc)
Ties of reciprocity and exchange, either within localised business networks or other social
networks facilitate collective learning and collective responsibility, and organisational agility.
Informal networks are of paramount importance to the ongoing EcoBooley project. For
example, building techniques came from official research and informal discussions. Other
interested parties in the location have heard about the project through conversations with
neighbours or other members of the community. Originally, traditional farmers in the area
were sceptical as they thought that it would focus the attentions of the EPA on them.
However, as they have seen the project grow they have become more and more interested
and enthusiastic:
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“Conventional farmers … had an idea maybe that you were going to bring real “greenies”
to the place, they were going to cause some environmental problems, bring the EPA or
something down on top of them. But as the project went on they saw the type of people
that had turned up, and I think …a lot of the people of the community are very happy with
… the whole thing.”
(Farm Owner)
EcoBooley represents an experience of the environment in the Irish countryside. It represents
a retraditionalisation of existing cultural models, specifically tourism. It uses existing
resources and repurposes them using sustainable techniques, engaged in innovative practices
to do so, and produced a socio-economic service that preserved the environment and culture
of the area. The plan was to patent the concept and the innovative techniques (building,
restoration, energy production) and promote it across Ireland and further as an alternative
income source. In this way, this case study illustrates the potential sustainability as an
economic practice, driven by innovation, and one which promotes sustainability through the
repeated implementation of the innovation across multiple sites.
Example 9: Resource Management: Voice84

VOICE is an Irish charity that encourages environmental awareness and individuals and local
communities to take positive action to conserve natural resources; primarily in the areas of
waste management and water issues. It also advocates on behalf of the public engaging the
government and the corporate sector. They promote the adoption of environmentally
responsible behaviours and the development of strong national policies. VOICE acts as a
leading lobbyist making policy submissions to the Irish government including issues such as
the operation of waste incinerators in Ireland and various resource management policies
including the plastic bag tax (2001). It helped to co-found the Irish Environmental Network
(IEN) and has significant connections with other Irish environmental groups including the
Sustainable Water Network (SWAN), Stop Climate Chaos, the Environmental Pillar and the
Environmental Protections Agency (EPA).
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They are an important environment actor engaged in encouraging and guiding grassroots
movements to become actively engage in resource management activities and acting as a
medium enabling sustainability discourses across all societal levels.
Summary of Sustainability Case Study Findings

The concept platform of sustainability in the Irish context, as above, is borrowed directly from
the standard as defined in the Brundtland Report. Political actors use this standard to
encourage greater awareness of sustainability. The networks of innovative organisations such
as VOICE and SWAN represent grassroots initiatives which need to be encouraged in their
local social innovations. Critical for the sustainable management of environmental resources
are open and transparent mechanisms for the engagement of these collectives with
institutions and decision makers.
Access to knowledge illustrates the resonance of an event, the initial emergence of discourses
around events, and the negotiation of the meaning of an event. It opens access to social
discourses in the present and may promote new ways of thinking about resolutions to risk
events. It also promotes niche level innovations across a wide spectrum of activities ranging
from local solutions to improving water quality (Suir Fishermen’s Federation) or new means
of communicating and disseminating information (IEN, Environmental Pillar).
It is important to remember that the environmental movement began as a fringe movement
represented by individual scientists and individuals affected by climate changes. The
effectiveness of the individual actors, collective organisations, and institutions in establishing
sustainability discourses at the centre of global politics are a testament to their tenacity. A
collective of cosmopolitan citizens including scientists, legal professionals, political activists,
lay citizens and industry representatives have successfully articulated this discourse
positioning it at the top of the global socio-economic and political agendas. It has become
resonant with a majority of Europeans (with 95% of citizens questioned consider that
protecting the environment is important to them personally85 and 85% of Europeans believing
that they can play a role in protecting the environment) and is embedded in local politics and
national policies. Different grassroots actors and institutions engage in this sustainability
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discourse from different perspectives, which is a testament to the effectiveness of ecological
citizens in establishing it as a meta-narrative of the 21st century. The sustainability movement
could, however, benefit from a more coherent and consistent approach which would give its
voice more credibility in political debate. I argue that these social innovators exemplify the
potential for local level initiatives and effective environmental communications in building
mutually beneficial economic, social, cultural and political relationships.
5.3.5.Innovation: social innovation case study analysis

The subthemes emerging from the desk research examined were forms of innovation and new
opportunities and changes in lifestyle/choice.
Example 10: Education: The Tipperary Institute

The Tipperary Institute (TI) is a third level institute which teaches rural sustainable
development and business development programmes. The integration of these courses
ensures that learning relates to real-life environmental and economic contexts. The primary
goals of the TI are to promote sustainable social and economic development by educating the
next phase of graduates. The Institute utilises leading-edge information and communication
technology (ICT) in the delivery of its learning, rural and business development programmes.
They run courses in business, technology and sustainable rural development, liaising with
European agencies, national government departments, local County Councils, local
businesses and individuals. They provide education courses which promote sustainable
business practices which are, in part, aimed at the Small to Medium Enterprise sector. The EU
recognise SMEs as the most significant sector for the future economic development of
Europe. They are particularly important to Ireland where 98% of businesses are SMEs who
employ 68% of all employees86. In response to the demand this creates for skilled business
enterprise graduates, the Tipperary Institute has designed its business studies courses
emphasising both the traditional and emerging aspects of business. The courses also include
additional subjects which TI has identified as important to business in Ireland and Europe,
such as languages, entrepreneurship, ICT, eCommerce, and project management.
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Sustainable development is defined as recognising a national and international need utilising
scarce environmental resources preserving them for the future while meeting social and
economic needs of the present. Its status reflects the importance of sustainable development
as a strategic direction for the Institute. Graduates of the institute's course in Sustainable
Rural Development (SRD) are equipped with the skills and insights necessary to assist in this
decision-making process engaging in the discourses around the sustainable rural communities
of the future, and the policies and structures that will support them. Although the Institute is
a national body, the recruitment of students is 75% from the local area, adding directly to
local development. Networks of knowledge exchange and the development and promotion
of innovative solutions to the challenges presented by environmental risks are, therefore, a
central remit of the Institute. Consequently, they act as conduits of knowledge transfer
through education of students and supporting small rural sustainable projects.
There is also a rights-based discourse prevalent within the institution. For example, they view
energy as an inalienable right for all. They also view some of their most important work to be
helping to provide innovative solutions for those who in situations of fuel poverty (such as
those from lower socio-economic groups- e.g. the elderly or infirmed).
Through their schools’ programs, they encourage citizens to engage with and learn about
sustainable energy, encouraging knowledge of sustainable practices. It is in and through
education that citizens imbibe power through knowledge as capital.
The agencies role is, therefore, a promoter of innovation. They view their remit not only as
including fundamental responsibilities for the community but being responsible for
empowering the community to become responsible for themselves and encouraging
practical, economical, and innovative solutions to environmental risks.
Example 11: Innovation and Lifestyle: Cloughjordan Ecovillage

Cloughjordan Ecovillage, Cloughjordan, Tipperary, is an example of the implementation of a
practical active grassroots programme which promotes an innovative, holistic, and
biopsychosocial model of health and wellbeing.
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Supported by Sustainable Projects Ireland, it is a neighbourhood demonstrating best practice
in community development and rural regeneration. It is a registered educational charity and
an NGO. It is founded on the concept of collective responsibility toward the environment and
advocates consensus-based decision-making within its organisational structures with all
important decisions made communally at the monthly Members’ Meetings.
The goal of the Ecovillage is to provide a practical example of the sustainable living, promoting
environmental awareness, education, and attitudinal and behavioural change. These include
energy conservation and production, reduction and recycling of resources, sustainable
livelihoods, sustainable (local) food production and broad community understanding of the
converging environmental, social and economic challenges. They nurture relationships with
other agencies across Ireland at the local, regional, national and international level and to
innovate, and forms connections with other key environmental organisations in Ireland
including Cultivate, the Irish Environmental Network, the Environmental Pillar and many
others. They have a pragmatic approach to economic sustainability and host ‘laboratories for
economic experimentation’ (including FabLab manufacturing base offering co-working,
shared workspaces for local businesses, entrepreneurs and projects). They are actively
involved with local enterprises (RiotRye bakery, Sheelagh na Gig, a bookshop and coffee shop
on Cloughjordan’s main street), ecotourism (Django 34 bed eco-hostel), and social
entrepreneurs and innovators (VINE -Village Internet Network Engineering- provides internet
and telephone services to ecovillage residents). Eco-education also constitutes a central remit
of the Eco-Village (running courses in low-energy and sustainable building techniques, and
renewable energy and working with local schools).
The main aim of the Cloughjordan village is to illustrate, by example, that a sustainable way
of living which is “democratic, healthy and socially enriching”87 supports a holistic model of
physical and psychological health and wellbeing through an immersive social experience. This
demonstrates that this way of life is possible and represents a good quality of life. Through
the process of building this village they have collaborated with a wide range of actors
(political, academic, economic, etc.) involved in the development of innovative solutions to
environmental challenges. They not only develop these innovations, but they also have well-
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established education and training courses across a wide range of discourses in the areas of
sustainability and health and wellbeing (e.g. Bees and Willow, Measuring our Ecological
Footprint, food production, Lucid Dreaming and Mindful Sleeping, Permaculture Design
Course, etc.). In this way, they share their knowledge which may be employed in other areas
and by other communities. They also do this by publishing strategies, promoting services and
products online, and by hosting a series of education courses.
Summary of Innovation and Sustainability Case Study Findings

While engaged in innovative practices, there is such a diverse range of sustainability initiatives
they run the risk of lacking coherence as a force driving a change towards sustainability and
supporting ecological citizenship. Some organisations attempt to establish effective networks
through these groups, which is useful. They could, however, more effectively promote and
encourage engagement with local innovations at national and international levels. Innovative
communications technologies, such as the CAPS, represent a mechanism through which a
more coherent approach could.
5.4. Summary
At the policy level, the definition of sustainable development in Ireland follows the
Brundtland Report. Political actors use this standard to encourage greater awareness.
Sustainability appears to have the same meaning for all actors, political or lay. However, the
case studies suggest that while all parties are interested in achieving health, wellbeing and
environmental security, political actors support policies which may be contrary to this.
The case studies presented here are of organisations who exemplify and promote, innovative
solutions to sustainability. Employing health as a link connecting the environment throughout
these societal levels is not an attempt at creating an idealistic cosmopolitan community of
ecological citizens. This is the premise upon which environmental discourses become
embedded within an existing normative construct resonant with, and important to, all human
beings.
The case studies presented here show that a basic network of communications around
different approaches to sustainability exists which highlights the complexity of the
sustainability debate. For example, the Suir Fishermen’s Federation developed a local
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connection with Ecobooley through tourism, which further engaged parallel issues such as
energy production (the Tipperary Energy Agency), resource and water management (VOICE),
food producers and farmer’s markets (Cahir Farmers Market,) and education (Tipperary
Institute). They also establish connections to other environmental collectives engaged in
discourses around other water and resource management issues (SWAN, SFF). The local
nature of the collective allows them to act and think locally, while these approaches can easily
apply to other settings. The challenge is, therefore, not only to derive innovations but to
improve the effectiveness of the employment of existing ideas.
While I argue, that the case studies represent examples of environmental innovation, a
remaining challenge is to promote improvements in the ways in which these innovators act
and think locally and globally. Interactive communications technologies can facilitate this.
Sharing the experiences of local innovators can encourage these discourses exploring the
potential these innovations have for other citizens in other localities.
For example, water is fundamental to the quality of life of all EU citizens. Access to a clean
and healthy water supply adds greatly to the economic viability of an area, the quality of life
of the residents, and environmental sustainability. Water and air quality are now major
concerns of the EU and Irish Environmental programs, ensuring that these two resources are
of ‘good or high status’ ensures that other resources must also be sustainable managed.
Policy does not always, however, necessarily translate into responsible action. The challenge
is to suggest ways in which the empirical evidence may highlight the real-world challenges
faced by citizens and how the lack of implementation of environmental policies affects them.
Actionable procedures and methods which allow individuals access to decision making which
empowers communities to determine actions need to be defined and implemented.
I suggest that what is required is the examination of the extent to which participants in local
projects for sustainable resource draw on the 'platform' character of the concept of
sustainability. How is it used at national and regional policy levels as a means of generating
support for their project? To what extent is the concept of sustainability at regional levels
negotiated by the stakeholders?
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At the individual and micro levels, the network effect of the promotion of sustainability in the
case studies analysed shows an inconsistent and impermanent, yet integrated, a network
supporting sustainability in Ireland. Some attempts to bring these disparate groups together
are now emerging through the Irish Environmental Network and the Environmental Pillar with
limited success. Innovators are constrained by a lack of resources and a lack of a coherent
national and interactive platforms. For example, in the Suir Fishermen’s Federation case study
interviewees identified risk as the depletion of fish stocks and the deterioration in water
quality as a threat to a quality of life (individually and collectively) and environmental
destruction, loss of a natural resource, loss of cultural heritage, and aesthetic and economic
community resources. They have identified water, and other resources, as resources which
are fundamental for the biological and psychological health of the individual and the social
wellbeing of the community. Innovative solutions to its preservation and sustainable
management were also encouraged.
Overall, the case study material illustrates how social innovators articulate ecological and
rights-based discourses by connecting health and the environment, which supports
innovative ways of thinking about environment risks, and promotes sustainability as a
fundamental aspect of ecological citizenship.
It is my contention that new communications platforms (e.g. CAPS) can open discourses and
connections between groups and organisations allowing for the widespread application of
innovative ideas in other localities. Further, sharing these ideas can support the co-creation,
or participative, collaborative design, of better responses to environmental risks by sharing
knowledge across wider groups of citizens.
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6. Chapter 6: Findings II: Socio-Technological Innovation and Collective
Awareness Platforms
6.1. Introduction
The previous chapters have established the status of the ecological citizen in Ireland and
described the types of social innovations currently employed in driving sustainability. This
chapter examines where existing democratic deficits lie in the communications systems
employed by social innovators across all societal levels. I make some suggestions as to how
technological innovations can bridge these gaps and enable ecological citizens better access
to resources (ranging from water to accessing governance mechanisms) and reduce the risks
posed to them by climate change. In short, I argue that they represent the capacity to share
existing ideas, engage a wide variety of social actors in sustainability debates, and promote
innovative solutions to environmental risks on a cosmopolitan level.
The basis of the argument presented in this thesis is that technological innovations enhance
the capacity for social innovators to act as ecological citizens. They are a means of improving
communications system by opening them up to more people from different social, cultural,
and political backgrounds who have access to different levels, and types, of resources. This
reduces the inequalities between those with little access, and those with abundant access, to
resources by providing access to information, enhancing their capacity to articulate their
experiences within local, national and cosmopolitan discourses. They allow individuals
convert that information into usable knowledge and that knowledge into action.
Socio-technological innovations can involve local social actors in local projects which include
the use of advanced communication and digital technologies by which to better support
cosmopolitan collective responsibility and communicative action (Habermas, 1987). At
present, the inability to make connections between global issues and the individual
interpretations of risk events represents a significant barrier to sustainability. To engage
stakeholders from different backgrounds who are concerned with different environmental
issues in sustainability discourses requires effective open, democratic ways in which to
manage these discourses. To achieve this the derivation and establishment of shared
cognitive-normative frameworks (Burns, 2012: 1120) at all societal levels is required. I suggest
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that barriers, and boundaries, to these frameworks, are broken down by making these issues
resonant to other core societal challenges which are already resonant to the individual and
groups. By analogy, this approach encourages people to realise that they are directly affected
by the health of the environment and that they affect it in their actions and inactions. I suggest
that access to resources allows individuals to mitigate the risks to environmental health by
promoting changes in attitudes and behaviours. Personal efficacy is promoted through
collective empowerment maximising the adaptive capacity of the individual and collective.
Addressing these deficits are, at least partially, achieved by empowering those with fewer
resources by improving their access to better information, sharing innovative solutions, and
opening access to governance mechanisms. This, I suggest, can be accomplished by engaging
individuals in sustainability discourses, sharing knowledge and encouraging participative codesign of innovative action-oriented solutions to environmental risks. These solutions emerge
in the form of social innovation and are facilitated through new ICT’s. The examples of new
socio-technological innovations which may be most effective in achieving this goal explored
here are the Collective Awareness Platforms for Sustainability and Innovation (CAPS).
A central goal of CAPS projects is to have a clear societal impact as a central deliverable by
supporting the improvement of collective awareness of environmental risks and promoting
realisable solutions to these risks with special emphasis on innovative mechanisms which
support open governance (Arniani, 2014: 13). Valid research supports the political aspects of
CAPS programmes which include the identification of the root causes of a problem, the
identification of the relevant stakeholders involved, the experience of those it affected, and
the objectives to be pursued to resolve it (ibid: 47). These projects include local groups by
whom the programme (and its implementation) must be accepted at the local level to make
it effective. These types of innovation are by their nature social and technological (or sociotechnological) and work across local, national and transnational levels.
The case studies examined above illustrate some of the activities of social innovators. In
exploring the utility of CAPS, it becomes possible to explore the relationships established
between the collectives and the local, national and cosmopolitan institutions and what
influence can ICT’s have on the implementation of sustainable practices at the local level.

127 | P a g e

This chapter sets out the background for the relevance of CAPS to the BiMEC model and
presents the benefits of the utilisation of ICT platforms by social innovators, and the
promotion of socio-technological solutions to social and environmental problems. It also
explores empirical examples of these types of initiatives and project as they illustrate how the
model relates to the promotion of the sustainability discourse as a contemporary 21st Century
paradigm.
6.2. Sustainability, social and technological innovation: a European perspective
The Bureau of European Policy Advisors (BEPA) report Empowering people, driving change
defines social innovation as the “new responses to pressing social demands by means which
affect the process of social interactions” (BEPA, 33). Further, the BEPA identify three
categories of social innovation:
•

Niche, local, or grassroots social innovation (at the individual level);

•

Local/national level social innovation addressing a wide societal need (e.g. NGO’s at
the micro, meso and exosystem levels); and

•

System, or macro level change that “relates to fundamental changes in attitudes and
values, strategies and policies, organisational structures and processes, delivery
systems and services” (Ibid) (at the macro level).

This approach to innovation allows for the examination of the reaction to events and their
societal repercussions across all societal levels as well as the communications mechanisms
employed in the discourses, and innovations they inspire. BEPA suggest that as ICT plays a
leading role in enabling communication, energy efficiencies, scientific data gathering, and
other societal challenges in transport, climate, and resource efficiency.
Sagar (2013) describes technological innovation as:
“The process through which new (or improved) technologies are developed and
brought into widespread use. In the simplest form, innovation can be thought of as
being composed of research, development, demonstration, and deployment, although
it is … not a linear process [and] there are various interconnections and feedback loops
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between these stages, and often even the stages themselves cannot be trivially
disaggregated”) (DAE, 2014)
Technological innovations can, therefore, be driven by the interests of the innovators, the
identification of a gap in the technology market, scientific interest, curiosity or economic
need. In addition to a response to economic issues, social innovations have emerged from
grassroots movements which effectively employ innovative uses of new technologies.
6.2.1. Digital Agenda for Europe (DAE) revisited
The Digital Agenda for Europe (DAE) is the EU’s strategy through which it endeavours to
“deliver smart sustainable and inclusive growth” (ibid). It targets individuals and economic
actors encouraging them to employ digital and technological innovations in support of social
and economic development. Development is achieved “most notably through the internet as
a vital medium of economic and societal activity for doing business, working, playing,
communicating and enable discourses and decision making processes freely and openly”
(Ibid). It also identifies some of the main barriers which may reduce the capacity for social
innovators to participate in societal wide discourses such as privacy and security, insufficient
internet access, insufficient usability, a lack of accessibility, and a lack of relevant skills. These
issues need to be addressed by the co-design of social and technological innovations by all
stakeholders.
For example, the DAE suggest that the broad deployment and effective use of new
technologies will enable Europe to address its key challenges and will provide Europeans with
a better quality of life. Improved quality of life may be achieved through access to better
health care and health care information which open up discursive spaces to debate the
implementation of environmental policies. It may also involve the advancement of new media
and communication mechanisms, and, easier access to public services and cultural/digital
content and media.
The DAE’s goals include:
•

promoting more effective interoperability between IT products and services to build a
digital society increasing and promoting better standards in ICT;
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•

fostering of greater trust and security and hence willingness of citizens to express their
opinions freely without fear of repression by ensuring the right to privacy and protection
of personal data;

•

providing fast internet access to all citizens;

•

greater investment in R&D to ensure ICT ventures include joint technology roadmaps
defining the steps from research to harnessing innovation for social need;

•

effective management of knowledge transfer activities;

•

empowering and emancipating users in the digital age by enhancing participation and
digital competence which are increasingly fundamental in the knowledge economy; and

•

supporting the smart use of technology and information/data in enabling social
innovative.

Further, the DEA suggests that socio-technological innovation works with, and supports,
“collective intelligence and mass collaboration enabled by the internet’s network effect”88. It
supports collaboration and “innovation in which innovators, users, and communities
collaborate using digital technologies to co-create knowledge and solutions for a wide range
of social needs and at a scale that was unimaginable before the rise of Internet-enabled
platforms… [such as] the capacity to reduce energy consumption, support ageing citizens’
lives, revolutionises health services and deliver better public services”89.
The rise of social media as a global information provision system illustrates the potential of
employing ICT’s in the dissemination of social innovaitons. For example, as of the 28th of
August 2015, Facebook reported having over 1 billion users in a single day90; this represents
1/7 of the world’s population connected to a single form of social media.
The case studies presented in this chapter examine the validity of these claims, identify where
gaps remain in the projects and the approach of these innovators, and suggest a model of
good practice.

*88 New Study On Digital Social Innovation: http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/news/new-studydigital-social-innovation
89
Ibid.
90
BBC: http://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-34082393
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6.2.2. Collective Awareness Platforms for Sustainability and Innovation (CAPS)
In the CAPS programme, technological innovation is a driver and facilitator of social
innovation. The challenge to the CAPS model, at present, is that there are relatively few social
innovators who are aware, and capable, of using these platforms (as compared to the total
number of social innovators who are actively engaged in environmental sustainability).
Therein lies the challenge for technological innovators: to engage the ‘user groups’ in
employing the innovation to support its main purpose. It is in making these platforms
accessible and easy to use and making them appeal to a wide user group, which may become
possible to encourage users to modify their existing practices and participate in the co-design
of new ones. For example, if existing NGO network organisations (e.g. IEN, SWAN or the
Environmental Pillar) promote their messages around collectively resonant definitions of
sustainability, they can engage social innovators in virtual discourses through interactive
platforms. Promoting knowledge sharing can radically increase the potential for the
implementation of local sustainability programmes across multiple sites simultaneously.
Consequently, they become central catalysts for broad-ranging sustainability discourses
supporting ecological citizenship.
In this way, CAPS represent innovation spaces which allow new forms of collaboration to
emerge. They represent environmental risks as global risks91. These challenges need new
ways of thinking from the grassroots which can propose “models to open and collaborative
innovation that can unleash the power of collective intelligence, generating social
awareness”92.
From this perspective sustainability:
“Consists of a socially shared cognitive-normative framework—in values, norms, beliefs,
and strategies—and typically entails new principles of social organisation... It need not be
coherent or complete… [it need only be] a paradigm concept [that] is very suitable to the
analysis of societal, institutional, and public policy developments which are shaped and
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Sestini, F: http://caps2020.eu/wpcontent/uploads/2013/11/CollectiveAwarenessPlatformsEngineforSustainabilityandEthics-1.pdf: 54
92
Ibid: 54/5
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governed by societal agents (scientists included) sharing and developing cognitivenormative frameworks.”
(Burns, 2012: 1120)
The fundamental goal of CAPS is to create these real and virtual innovation spaces which can
generate awareness and use this awareness to lead to positive attitudinal and
behavioural changes.
“A strong enthusiasm and passion for citizen engagement in several facets of society
is the common denominator for the CAPS community. Ranging from better-informed
deliberation, collaborative decision making, grassroots movements, new currencies,
sustainability, behavioural change and social inclusion, the CAPS community brings
together researchers, industry and community networks to build a new engine for
sustainability and ethics in the digital world.” 93
The CAPS model aims to promote collective responsibility as follows:
•

incorporate social innovation through the engagement of local individuals in local
projects,

•

support the promotion of scientific and technological innovation through addressing
critical environmental risk issues,

•

support the promotion of political innovation through European Union mechanisms,

•

promote participation and inclusivity,

•

allow for individuals to debate critical sustainability issues at cosmopolitan levels,

•

promote local discourses while encouraging the derivation of methods which apply to a
wide variety of problems and project types in a variety of locations.

These goals for CAPS projects help evaluate how socio-technological innovations promote an
innovative and a more sustainable model of ecological citizenship. Consequently, this form of
citizenship supports an open, credible, transparent, and inclusive model of ecological
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Planet News: http://news.kmi.open.ac.uk/11/18587
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governance. It considers how innovation can spread across the entire society through new
communications media which enable the wider distribution of cultural and creative content.
The next section examines some case studies of CAPS, or CAPS-like, platforms and how sociotechnological innovations can best support ecological citizenship.
6.3. CAPS as a means of supporting social - technological innovation
To reiterate, the main aim of this thesis is to present a model which investigates the validity
of employing health as a catalyst for human rights based argument promoting sociotechnological innovation as a driver of ecological citizenship. From this point of views, CAPS
have the capacity to open innovation spaces up to coherent, transparent and ongoing
communications situating health at the centre of the sustainability and ecological citizenship
discourses. It explores the different approaches taken in these initiatives to addressing: a)
biopsychosocial measures of health at the individual level); b) access to resources and the
capacity to participate in social innovations; and c) the availability of resources to different
stakeholders.
The BiMEC model does not try to compartmentalise the case studies into the main themes
but emphasises the different approaches taken to address these themes in the context of
health and ecological citizenship.
Number

Theme

Case Study

Summary

1

Health

DecarboNet

DecarboNet is a research project funded by the European
Commission to investigate the potential of social platforms
in mitigating climate change. Particularly DecarboNet aims
to adjust people’s behaviour about energy consumption and
reducing individual’s carbon footprints.

2

Health

CAP4Access

CAPS4Access is a Collective Awareness Platform that utilises
collective knowledge sharing and Open Maps to highlight
accessibility issues for disabled members of society.

3

Health

Patients Like Me

A communications space where people with chronic health
conditions get together and share their experiences living
with disease

4

Health

fit4cancer

A fitness training programme specifically designed to
promote exercise as part of recovery programmes for
patients in remission from cancer.
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5

6

7

Human
Rights

Human
Rights

Human
Rights

Scicafe 2.0

Scicafe 2.0 will manage sharing by enabling and enable more
efficient participation of citizens in the discussion through
the management and organisation of online debate using
semantic web technologies.

IA4SI

IA4SI (Impact Assessment for Social Innovation) is a support
action aiming at developing a structured methodology able
to evaluate the potential socio-political, economic and
environmental impacts of collective awareness platforms for
sustainability and social innovation.

Edgesense

Drupal module that adds social network analytics to Drupal
forum and community sites. By augmenting online
conversations with network analytics, we hope to be able to
foster collective intelligence processes. The vision behind all
this is to contribute to building a format for participatory
democracy that works at the global scale.

8

Human
Rights

Assembl

A software application that allows hundreds or even
thousands of people to work together productively
simplifies working with a large group and facilitates the
emergence of innovative, new ideas. -Move quickly from an
unstructured discussion to a structured debate -Stimulate
members of your community with our creativity widget Bring in outside discussions and information from the Web
-Capitalise knowledge through syntheses after each cycle of
the debate.

9

Human
Rights

LiteMap

This platform allows online communities a place to map out
visually a debate that may be happening in other forums or
Website.

DebateHub

Developed by the Open University’s Knowledge
Management Institute, DebateHub is a tool for online
communities to: raise issues; share ideas; debate the pros
and cons; and prioritise contributions in order to organise
and progress good ideas forward collectively. DebateHub is
distinctive in its use of advanced analytics to show the bestargued ideas and visualisations of a community.

Loomio

Loomio is open source software, built by a worker-owned
cooperative social enterprise. It supports groups in
practising effective, inclusive decision-making can change
organisational dynamics on a global scale. Loomio exists to
make it easy for anyone, anywhere, to participate in
decisions that affect their lives.

Collective
Intelligence
Dashboard

This is a tool aimed at mon monitoring, measuring and
understanding the nature and quality of the collective
intelligence processes emerging with the community
debate. In other words, it is the place in which advanced
analytics on social and conversational dynamics can be
made visible and fed back to the community for further
awareness and reflection on the state and outcomes of
public debate.

10

11

12

Human
Rights

Innovation

Innovation
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13

14

15

Innovation

Sustainability

Sustainability

SPREAD
Sustainable
Lifestyles 2050

Different societal stakeholders – from business, research,
policy and civil society – are invited to participate in the
development of a vision for sustainable lifestyles in 2050.
This process will result in a roadmap for strategic action for
policy makers and will deliver innovative ideas for business,
research and society, regarding the enabling of sustainable
lifestyles in European society.

Catalyst

Catalyst is a CAPS project funded under the FP7 that seeks
to support grassroots initiatives in the area of social
innovation and sustainability through the organisation of
online debate into clear arguments that will hopefully
enable and promote collective discussion and influence
policy decisions.

Wikirate

Wikirate is a CAPS project that provides a platform for users
at all societal levels to increase awareness and create
collective intelligence about various ethical issues
associated with private corporations. In doing so it is
envisaged that users/contributors will make sustainable and
ethical consumer choices and businesses will become more
socially and environmentally conscious.

16

Sustainability

D-Cent

D-Cent (Decentralised Citizens Engagement Technologies)
will see the development of new open source,
decentralised and privacy-aware digital tools and
applications for direct democratic and economic
empowerment. D-Cent will enable citizens together with
social innovators and developers to create a distributed
social networking platform for large-scale collaboration
that will solve social problems such as climate change.
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Sustainability

USEMP

USEMP (User Empowerment for Enhanced Online
Management) is a project that seeks to empower individuals
regarding privacy of personal data in online interactions.

CHEST

CHEST (Collective Enhanced Environment for Social Tasks)
is a collaborative project that aims to provide a forum that
will enable social innovators to realise their potential in
tackling societal issues through collective discussion and
provision of funds.

P2P Food Lab

P2P Food Lab is a collaborative platform that aims to help
citizens produce and consume food in a sustainable
manner through collective knowledge sharing and
facilitation of local level social innovation.
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Sustainability

Sustainability

Table 2: Overview of socio-technological innovation case studies

6.3.1. Health: technological case study analysis
The intrinsic connection between health and the environment in sustainability discourses is
evidenced by the desk research and implied in the social innovation case study analysis. Of
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the case studies examined only a few included health as a central theme. The key concepts
which relate to health and the environment emerging from the case studies include:
•

the reduction of the use of water,

•

social and economic sustainability,

•

the sharing of resources and expertise/knowledge,

•

collaborative sharing of ICT resources and the self-monitored/self-reported resource
management; and

•

waste prevention practices.

For example, the reduction of carbon emissions (Decarbonet) arose as a key issue which
identifies the biological wellbeing of the citizen as a key concern. Caps 4 Access, and Patients
Like Me focus on the biological, psychological and (by the nature of the social aspect of the
platform) health and wellbeing of the individual and community as key issues for ecological
citizens.
I argue that if health is employed as a central concept (as in the case studies examined), this
concept can be used to anchor other discourses to sustainability. Further, they show that the
main reasons why individuals become engaged in CAPS include:
•

a pre-existing interest in climate change and sustainability;

•

the nature of it as climate change as a risk to the individual, their family and community;

•

the issue as a global meta-cultural risk (e.g. climate change);

•

the availability and format of information;

•

the credibility and salience of its source; and

•

the individual’s capacity to become engaged in societal debates measurable by indicators
of biopsychosocial health and their access to resources.

The DEA suggest that the main benefit of advances in this area are that they can empower
citizens to be increasingly aware of their health care needs. They argue that the future of
health care removes the patient from a hospital and towards a patient-centred health care
model as exemplified by Connected Health approaches.94 According to University College

94

Managing Health Data: https://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/managing-health-data
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Dublin,95 there is no standard definition of Connected Health. It is about connecting people
and information within a system:
•

“Connected health consolidates information from many different spheres of one person’s
world to give a more complete picture of their health. This includes biological, genetic,
medical, lifestyle and sentiment/mood data.

•

Connected health puts the patient at the centre of the healthcare system gathering,
linking and interpreting information from many different sources to enable informed
patient-centred care decisions.

•

Connected health allows the clinician to make decisions in a context, to communicate
better with patients and to aggregate data to inform practice/system-level decisions.”96

Connected Health includes terms such as eHealth, Digital Health, mHealth, Telehealth,
Telecare, remote care, and assisted living. The biopsychosocial approach to health and
wellbeing clearly illustrates the potential for socio-technological innovation in support the
model of ecological citizenship presented here. Connected health approaches include: a) the
identification of environmental factors that influence health and wellbeing; b) expanding the
individuals involved, the types of data included, and the subjects which are prevalent in the
sustainability discourses; and c) establish biopsychosocial indicators of health and wellbeing
by which to measure adaptive capacity. It provides a subject specific example of a field that
is now well developed and which in many cases combines ICTs and a biopsychosocial
approach to health and wellbeing.
Connected Health tools offer the potential to gather large-scale personal health data using
mobile wearable devices on the person which measure a range of biological data (heart rates,
illness, temperature, etc.), psychological data (recording feelings and mood), and social data
(GPS data, network activities, socialising/taking part in community activities). This
information can be collected using an anonymised identifier which allows the researcher
analyse the complex factors which support a holistic (biopsychosocial) model of patient
centred health care. This information is increasingly important, for example, allowing
clinicians and other researchers to identify contemporary risks to health and trends in
95
96

UCD - What is Connected Health: http://www.connectedhealthireland.com/what-is-connected-health/
Ibid
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population health (e.g. obesity, cancer treatments) including environmental factors (e.g. the
effects of living near incinerators, extreme weather conditions, poor water quality, poor air
quality). I argue that connected health illustrates the strength of the argument that
consciousness of health risk posed by environmental conditions (e.g. air pollution
contributing to annual mortality rates) connects the health of the environment with individual
health and embeds the two systems as one part of a single normative construct in support of
ecological citizenship. I suggest that this implies that as innovation is a medium for
development, information and data are the currencies of innovation.
For example, fit4cancer which is a fitness training programme specifically designed to
promote exercise as part of recovery programmes for patients in remission from cancer has
recently begun the process of including Connected Health tools in the implementation of the
programme. The strategy includes: a) monitoring the physical wellbeing of the individual; b)
linked to a practitioner who can monitor the health data; c) being used by a group of
individuals in the same situation who can organise group exercise programmes; d) acting as a
support group in dealing with the psychological issues relating to the disease; e) providing
feedback to the designers and implementers of the mechanism in the process of co-design;
and f) act as a mechanism to gather, analyse and interpret reliable data supporting the
refinement of the programme and the institutional procedures to best support them.
The example provided above highlights the promotion of health and sustainability as issues
of risk to the self and the immediate other. The provision of information is an effective way
of engaging individuals to whom an issue is not currently resonant. This is achieved by
establishing links between a risk event as a risk to the health of the self and health as a human
right. Socio-technological innovations create a series of real and virtual innovation spaces
through which individuals can, with the minimum of disruption and drain on their resources
(financial, political, cultural and biopsychosocial) become actively engaged in communities of
interest which develop and implement innovative solutions to environmental risks. This
requires the inclusion of social innovators in the design of technological innovations. The next
section examines the role of socio-technological innovations in promoting human rights.
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6.3.2. Human Rights: technological case study analysis
The subthemes which emerged in the desk research under human rights included the support
of raising environmental awareness, grassroots processes and practices to share knowledge
and establishing more participatory democratic processes. Also, the case studies were actively
engaged in the support/advocacy for group members and providing direct assistance to user
groups. This highlights the importance of the role of technological innovations in the creation
and sharing of collective knowledge.
These subthemes point to the importance of the relevance of collective intelligence and
knowledge sharing to the functioning of technological innovation. Many of the case studies
examined included the establishment of more participatory democratic processes. They
created and used knowledge sharing platforms to help empower individuals. Other goals
included collecting and making better use of citizen-generated data. IA4SI and SciCafe 2.0
were particularly focused on these themes.
For example, in an online platform, the influence that an individual has within a democratic
debate is defined by the rest of the participants and is measurable by the
popularity/resonance of their comments and the analytical mechanisms within the platform
that prioritises their argument. The more central a concept is to more participants the more
resonant the discourse is across the entire group. Linking sustainability to these highly
resonant concepts in public discourse increases the resonance of sustainability and the
number, and type, of discourses with which it is resonant. New communications platforms
elevate these discourses from the local to the cosmopolitan.
Cosmopolitan civil society represents a transformation of the public sphere as a real and
virtual interactive, open, inclusive, and intersubjective cosmopolitan innovation space. These
new communications platforms support this public sphere in becoming innovation spaces
where participants can share knowledge, generate ideas, and form collectives. This framing
itself stimulates new cosmopolitan characteristics which may include rudimentary
institutional constructs supporting arenas of action and allegiance no longer bounded by or
centred upon, the formal relationship that an individual has with a community or nation-state
(Habermas, 2001). Building this form of citizenship relies upon establishing a stronger global
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rights agenda stimulating simultaneous grassroots actions. The main actors involved in
sustainability debates include local activists, policy makers, NGO’s, scientists, and now ICT and
network analysts, moderators, and collaborators from many different localities across Europe
and the world.
For example, within the Edgesense97 platform, this is referred to as the ‘self-sustainability of
debate’. In this instance, comments that are considered poor by the collective will filter into
the background of the overall discussion. This balance the influence of different participants
on a debate and promotes increased equality and representativeness within debates. It also
provides a platform from which governance based cosmopolitan civil society can emerge.
According to CAPS, Web 2.0 is founded on the premise that “social computing principles
motivate the importance of placing useful, usable analytical tools in the hands of users
themselves” (Arniani, 2014: 34). If individuals (such as social innovators) are engaged at the
very beginning of the participative co-design stage of the innovation, it may inform them how
to use technologies, and illustrate the power of these platforms in achieving their goals. These
platforms, therefore, have the potential to facilitate the inclusion of individuals, communities
and organisations in public deliberation and collective intelligence creation through the
internet.
For example, in response to a growing demand for information and data sharing98, many
internet based platforms have been created which allow sensemaking in online debates
(Collective Intelligence Dashboard). Others enable the construction of meaning emerging
from interactive open debate (Assembl). Some collate debates from across the web
(LiteMap), the most popular ideas emerging from debates (DebateHub), and even augment
online conversations through advanced network analysis (Edgesense).
Further to these capacities, some of these platforms include moderators who are responsible
for steering the online discourses. As they do not have the same formal rules as face-to-face
interactions, these platforms support the formation of collectives around key events and
themes with a moderator acting to implement procedures specific to the goals of the online
97

CATALYST: http://catalyst-fp7.eu/open-tools/edgesense/
Digital Social Innovation: http://waag.org/sites/waag/files/public/media/publicaties/dsi-2nd-interimreport.pdf
98
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discourse. This is achieved through the collection and examination of data emerging from the
discourses including text, interactions and networks analysis. The user moderated nature of
these platforms means that any individual (or group) can start a discussion on a subject matter
of his/her choice which may contribute to the framing of an event. For example, the Assemble
platform highlights areas where their software may have specific advanced applications, such
as in businesses and politics. LiteMap has an advantage over other platforms through the
ability to drag content from the entire internet, thus gathering information from other
communities and data sources.
Many of these platforms focus on structuring debates via the use of data analytics that
organise and prioritise user contributions within each platform (Loomio, LiteMap, DebateHub
and, DebateHub). Assembl goes one step further by facilitating the co-production of
knowledge by (potentially) hundreds and thousands of people. The curation of arguments
within a debate by administrators/harvesters on platforms such as Assemble, DebateHub and
Edgesense means that debates are mediated and can be progressive. The Assembl platform
promotes the use of invite only, privately moderated discussions to enable group
communication in this way. It highlights the application of its software to debates where
experts in certain topics, or members of a specific organisations or groups, can formulate
policies, ideas and action plans. It allows individuals greater access to a wider audience but
decreases the relativity of their position as they are engaged in a large group with no
immediate personal connection.
The platforms reviewed here are designed to promote environmental awareness and engage
with social innovators encouraging open public participation through collective interpretation
of the meaning of events through structured discourse. Methods for increasing participation
in the wider community include identifying critical societal issues around sustainability
(Arniani, 2014: 34-38), inquiring into user’s motivations, incentives for participation, and the
distributed network effect: or the distribution of concepts/categories through a myriad of
communications systems.
One of the greatest advantages of these platforms is the use of advanced software to
synthesise and organise debates that are coherent and relevant and then analyse the outputs
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from them providing feedback and transparent insight into the collective framing process for
all participants. This has the potential for enhanced sensemaking.
These collaborative tools allow individuals play a pivotal role in the production and
management of information. Therefore, the benefits of virtual framings lie in the capacity for
large audiences to interact, opening discourses up to potential participants at the
cosmopolitan level with the purpose of then empowering individuals and communities (social
innovators) on local levels. This shared knowledge creates attitudinal and behavioural change
by promoting active involvement in the virtual debate about real-world challenges as sociotechnological innovators.
A challenge for the development of CAPS is the use of technology to implement value
judgment and decision making that beneﬁt the individual and the collective in an
emancipatory manner. In CAPS, the communication follows a complex pattern that varies
from one-to-one (micro) to many-to-many (meso) relationships. These relationships are
horizontal and vertical across and through societal levels. Those engaged in these discourses
have the same rights to express themselves and participate on an equal basis in the decisionmaking process99. Translating these outputs into inputs to policy making remains an
additional challenge for collective awareness platforms. This requires an innovative way of
thinking about the use of the data emerging from these discourses.
6.3.3. Social innovation technological case study analysis
The subthemes emerging from the desk research under the main theme of innovation were:
forms of innovation and new opportunities; changes in lifestyle/choice; promoting integration
and collaborative action from the wider community; and achieving changes in lifestyle to bring
about changes in participant’s quality of life. The area where the greatest number of case
studies were active was, unsurprisingly, influencing behavioural change as a result of
collective awareness (e.g. Decarbonet and Wikirate). This indicates a spread of the importance
of collective awareness across different initiatives with a range of different agendas: i.e.
creating awareness of the harms of carbon emissions and encouraging individuals to make

99

Speeding up the transition to collective awareness:
http://www.academia.edu/3383999/Speeding_up_the_transition_to_collective_awareness
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changes in their lifestyles to actively reduce them; and collaborative consumption and
responsible consumerism.
There is little awareness of innovative communications platforms among social innovators.
Barriers to the adoption of CAPS platforms include a lack of awareness of these technologies,
a lack of connection between local issues and global risks, a lack of access to the internet, and
a lack of ability to use the internet. Engaging communities represents a significant research
challenge:
“Communities of interest … may be geographically bound to one location or they may
be widely dispersed, but they are all centred around a common interest. The
participatory research approach involves them in the conception/development process
to reveal some common, shared concerns as well priorities and needs that may be
unique for one particular segment.
How to approach and mobilise these target groups will be different depending on the
role they are given within a CAPS project. Some CAPS projects address localised and
contextualised social problems within the community of interest, while others bring to
light global problems, but presented and addressed from specific perspectives.”
(Arniani, 2014: 49)
Connecting social innovators with technological innovations, therefore, remains a significant
challenge. From the perspective of social innovators it is prudent to ask: a) what is the nature
of communication in CAPS and how does it work; b) what methods do CAPS projects use in
the identification of individual and/or groups; and c) what influences the perception, adoption
and continuous usage of such technologies (ibid: 36).
For example, Loomio has a clearly defined interaction mechanisms and procedures as defined
by their stated goal: “Loomio empowers organisations and communities to turn discussion
into action, wherever people are”.100 Loomio is “a free open-source web app to better enable
groups to reach consensus and make decisions together”.101

100
101

Loomio: https://www.loomio.org/
Ibid
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Through their online platform Loomio enables online debate:

Figure 9: Example of Loomio screenshot

“A group member suggests a proposal. Discussion among members ensues, with each
person giving a short statement summing up their view, and voting on the idea (yes,
no, abstain, block – or other definitions defined by the group). As the discussion
progresses, the proposal is modified to try to turn all the No’s into Yes’s. People can
see at any time just how many people are in agreement, who has abstained, etc.”102
This simple tool illustrates the interactive potential of the platforms in guiding discourses and
collecting data and providing analysed data in real time.
The Collective Intelligence Dashboard (CID) takes this further. It can analyse and visualise the
nuances of the debates and its participants:
“Collective Intelligence Dashboard is a tool aiming at monitoring, measuring and
understanding the nature and quality of the collective intelligence processes emerging

102

Loomio: http://idealog.co.nz/venture/2012/05/loomio
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with the community debate. In other words, it is the place in which advanced analytics
on social and conversational dynamics can be made visible and fed back to the
community for further awareness and reflection on the state and outcomes of a public
debate.”103
The CID provides several different possibilities for visualising data entered into the
conversation. In this platform, each contribution to the discussion is a node, each participant
is a node author, each interaction/communication creates a connection, and the frequency
of interaction and reaction is monitored. Some of these are illustrated and explained in the
pictures below.

103

CATALYST: http://catalyst-fp7.eu/open-tools/collective-intelligence-dashboard/
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Figure 10: Collective Intelligence Dashboard 1104

The graphics above illustrates the potential for analysing data quickly and easily. CID provides
insights into how different discourses, themes, categories and subcategories emerge (through
Conversation Nesting). It shows how individual users are engaging with the discourse (User
Activity and Activity Analysis) and the tools available to the moderator/researcher such as an
overview of the state of the discourse (Quick Overview). It illustrates the attention that a
conversation receives from different contributors across time (Attention Map). It identifies
participant clusters based on activity patterns (Activity Bias) which are useful in identifying
who may form collectives in the future. It also points to where new collectives may emerge 7
through the shared interpretation of the meaning of events (Rating bias). It also tracks the
contributions to a discourse over time (The Contribution River).
These visualisations allow the presentation of data about the subject matter in different ways
subject to nature of the discourse; e.g. social network analysis for consensus forming within
a specific group; conversation nesting when analysing the most important issues arising
104

Collective Intelligence Dashboard: https://cidashboard.net/
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within a discourse; or conversation networking for identifying the most prominent frame
articulators etc.

Figure 11: Collective Intelligence Dashboard 2105

This new communication and networking mechanism supports:
•

the active involvement of social innovation programmes enabling individuals to frame
environmental risk as health issues;

•

advancing representativeness of the wider contributions to debates informing European
policy;

•

the provision of robust data which can inform new institutional regulations and
procedures; and

•

the establishment of sustainability as a social justice issue.

For example, the main objectives of some of these platforms (CHEST, Decarbonate, Focal,
Wikirate, CAPS4Access, SciCafe2.0) are to motivate individuals to participate in online

105

Ibid.
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platforms by establishing online meeting points for the discussion around specific issues
between individuals who may have a variety agendas and adaptive capacities. Once debates
are active, the organisation of a debate relies on content curation by harvesters (a system
enabling the capture, management and provision of access to digital/web-based content) or
moderators (who review content and edit, approve or reject content before publishing it in
the space). These harvesters and moderators may or may not also participate in the
discussion.
These analytical tools allow the user to examine how individuals and issues are linked (People
and Issues), what conversations emerge and evolve, and who is engaged in what discourse
(Conversation Network). It allows us to examine the contribution to different discourses and
review their importance over time. Most usefully it allows for the mapping of discourses and
the frequency of engagement by the participant across the social network. This can be
examined to explore the evolution of the ways in which events are framed in and through
discourses over time.
All the platforms were reviewed to highlight the important role they can play in providing
open innovation spaces which facilitate the contribution of individuals and groups in decisionmaking processes within collectives, and potentially organisations. The ability for community
managers and public representatives to participate in these discussions enables them to
identify and prioritise a community’s resources and shape plans and policies based on the
trends identified within debates and discussions. It represents a mechanism to support sociotechnological innovation and allows for better democratic decision making. It is engaging the
social and niche level innovators where the current challenge lies. It can also feed into the
promotion of active decision making and can define clear inputs into policy making.
6.3.4. Sustainability: technological case study analysis
As with the social innovators, the subthemes emerging from the desk research under the
theme of sustainability and ICT’s included resource management and the production and
consumption of information. Subthemes, or goals, relating to these prominent in the case
studies reviewed include carbon reduction strategies, resource efficiency, and the use of local
and online forums. There was a strong link to the use of online forums as a means for raising
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awareness, particularly in relation to environmental sustainability and carbon reduction
strategies. Over two-thirds of the case studies reviewed focused on collaborative methods for
innovative solutions and ICT led sustainability approaches. These case studies attempt to alter
users’ production and consumption patterns through collective awareness and knowledge
sharing discourses, creating awareness of sustainable practices, and in the attempt to reduce
carbon emissions.
For example, the P2P Food Lab is active in the education and the sharing of knowledge via
online communities and the collaborative production/consumption of food. Increased
participation of the wider community is promoted on DebateHub using the Collective
Intelligence Visualisation Dashboard which uses analytics to summarise the discussion of
content to enable contributions from newcomers. This promotes the scalability and
transferability (Arniani, 2014) of ideas, in the journey towards promoting increased
consensus, and collective approaches to environmental risk events. Some approaches try to
reduce these barriers and overcome individual boundaries through online deliberation which
enables large group’s debate, share understandings, explore solutions and make collective
decisions (e.g. Catalyst).
Examples include:
•

the self-reporting of environmental pollution (DecarboNet);

•

empowering and encourage communities to act on sustainability topics, and change
their behaviour and reward ethical companies (Wikirate);

•

the creation of social platforms focusing on sustainable living, moving, consuming,
health and wellbeing and setting up a people’s forum and an online community in
order to host an ongoing dialogue open to the public (SPREAD);

•

collective assessment which provides the opportunity for contributors to review the
outputs of a debate through voting (SciCafe2.0) and system ranking (WikiRate);

•

crowdsourcing which enables groups to reach out to and include specific experts in a
topic area;

•

e-Democracy, e-Participation, and direct democracy which support the gathering of
ideas and examples of actions which may be implemented by others which triggers
collective action through online communities (e.g. Change.org);
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•

geo-mapping, geo-planning, and geo-navigation which inform people with mobility
impairments of accessible facilities and public amenities and raising awareness of
accessibility issues (CAPS4Access);

•

new economic models for the redistribution of resources (CHEST, DCent);

•

open Data which supports the integration of user data from different media through
media mining producing new and valuable insights (Wikirate, Web-Cosi); tools which
support increase privacy standards in online networks (D-Cent);

•

social networking and social media which create new online meeting
places/innovation spaces where special interest groups can engage in active debates.

As collective awareness projects and programmes represent new innovation spaces, it is
difficult to make any conclusive remarks about their macro-level impact on the sustainability
paradigm. What is clear is that they have the potential to reach a range of environmental
stakeholders, and most importantly improve the resonance of sustainability among them. For
example, as it is an online mechanism, it can also include existing social media platforms to
enhance awareness of the discourses that are prominent on that platform. While the majority
of these software tools remain open access, they require the participant to sign up with a
username and password to encourage those who are engaging in these discourses to do so in
critical and constructive ways. In this way, these platforms support the widespread
dissemination of environmental risk issues, the emergence of an informed and interactive
European public and civil society, actively engaged in cosmopolitan discourses which promote
sustainability as a contemporary global paradigm.
6.4. Summary
CAPS and other forms of interactive online platforms represent a vehicle for social innovators
to effectively share information and create awareness, engage in citizenship debates, and
encourage behavioural change. The main issues which these ICT innovation programmes
should address, as identified by the DAE, are sustainability and the democratic deficit in the
digital divide by increasing access to technology and ability to use these technologies. The
goal of this is to open them up to be used by all ecological citizens. This supports the social,
cultural, and political ideological changes toward sustainability on local, national and global
levels.
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This approach opens new routes to participation in collective discourses, and reduces
barriers, opening local and political boundaries to new inclusive decision making processes. It
opens possibilities for inclusive discourses that may be hampered by either face-to-face/real
world communication (such as access to information, involvement in closed group
discussions, the capacity to become involved) or virtual communications (skill sets to engage
in virtual communication). These platforms, I argue, can support engagement and
involvement in sustainability discourses on all levels simultaneously by creating and
supporting these social and virtual innovation spaces as the one and same space. What they
lack is the ability to engage individuals and existing communities in these debates in the first
place.
The aim of situating socio-technological innovation at the heart of sustainability discourses is
to promote an inclusive form of ecological citizenship and allow one to identify the gaps in
the strategies and policies and the practical realities of the implementation of these initiatives
at the local and cosmopolitan levels. The BiMEC model is structured to facilitate the
examination of these main themes and subthemes on each pillar and at each societal level.
The analysis of the empirical materials and case studies points to the existence of current
democratic deficits in ecological citizenship. The next chapter examines how sociotechnological innovation can address these deficits individually and promote an equity of
access to resources among ecological citizenship through the effective design and
employment of these innovations.
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7. Chapter 7: Socio-technological Innovation Spaces, Ecological Citizenship and
Sustainability
7.1. Overview
7.1.1. BiMEC and behavioural change
Clear connections exist between human health, environmental integrity and human rights in
scientific reports (e.g. IPCC), policies and treaties (e.g. UDHR, Aarhus Convention), and
strategy documents (e.g. EPA State of the Environment Reports 2016). These represent the
sustainability paradigm at the exosystem level. Moreover, the case studies have shown that
there is an awareness among local actors and social innovators of the risks that climate
change poses to human health, and that these risks represent breaches of human rights.
However, their collective approaches do not explicitly address these risks.
The empirical studies presented in his thesis highlights the lack of connectivity between the
themes of the BiMEC model and micro-level sustainability action by niche-level actors and
social innovators. This shows that this information is available, part of public policy and
strategies, and yet is not being communicated effectively and is not translating into social
innovations. The ICT case studies examined illustrate the possibilities that these forms of
online discourse offer. They include the presentation of information to individuals
encouraging them to engage critical discourses; collect, collate and analyse the data; and the
capacity to convert awareness into behavioural change.
The significant difference between the provision of information through digital platforms such
as the website, and the capacity to enable interaction and communication via a discourse
mechanism, lies in the capacity to analyse and understand that discourse by examining data
in a meaningful way. At its core, this understanding includes the capacity to enable those
involved drive innovation through meso level communications at all societal levels (from the
individual citizen to micro level organisations, exosystem level institutions) and influence the
macro level normative construction of sustainability as a contemporary paradigm. The
fundamental principle upon which the model of ecological citizenship presented here is
established includes all the features of improving awareness and supporting attitudinal and
behavioural change.
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In this way, the democratic deficit identified by the model exists at the exosystem, or
institutional, level and is exemplified by a lack of mechanisms which enable public
participation. A lack of awareness of the connections between health as a human right
illustrates the risks posed to human health by poor environment conditions, and the
individual and collective rights to health and wellbeing as provided for in national legislation
and international treaties.
This is not to imply that by applying this model that every ecological citizen will become
cognisance of these connections between health and the environment, and therefore
translate this knowledge into attitudinal and behavioural change. Nor can it be expected that
every citizen can, or would ever, become engaged as a social or socio-technological innovator
in the development and promotion of resolutions to environmental risks. The goal of this
thesis, and the model presented here is to outline an approach which provides better access
to information and describes real and virtual communications mechanisms as innovation
spaces which cultivate new and more equitable opportunities for ecological citizens to
become involved in sustainability discourses, and promote public participation in policy
making.
For example, employing health as the core category of this model ensures that this discourse
is resonant with all citizens (as biological, psychological and social beings), and the discourse
itself is inclusive of tacit/experiential, scientific/accredit and socio-legal knowledge. Further,
these discourses encourage inclusivity. The benefits of the BiMEC model are that it reduces
barriers to inclusion in sustainability discourses for ecological citizens. This, I argue, addresses
existing democratic deficits by opening access to public participation and the decision-making
processes.
Further, the means of communicating sustainability to a wider audience through existing
channels (such as NGO’s community groups, online websites, etc.) generate connections to
issues already resonant with them (e.g. access to resources, health, quality of life). In this way,
social actors can be engaged in active participation. The BiMEC model addresses the
challenges that social innovators and ICT innovators face individually. It also offers procedures
and mechanisms which support collective discourses which focus on the retention of
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members of the collective over time. This, I argue, is the next challenge in the sociotechnological innovation and the promotion of ecological citizenship.
7.1.2. The BiMEC model and sustainable socio-technological innovation
The socio-technological approach optimises the potential for effective communications and
their translation into action. It does this by understanding what motivates people via usergenerated information (e.g. offering platforms specific to age, gender, language, physical and
mental abilities, the standard of living, the level of education (Arniani, 2014)) and by including
them in the design of the tools of engagement. These platforms are increasingly being
employed in virtual communications (text, websites -e.g. WhatsApp, MeetUp, Facebook), and
can simultaneously promote wellbeing (an inclusive society, cost-effectiveness -e.g. online
health systems) and social cohesion (through sharing information; promoting virtual
discourses; real life interaction through the identification of other interested ecological
citizens located in accessible real-world locations; the generation of information by users
which contributes to the collection of social, psychological and physical data; and social
network data). These represent means by which ecological citizens may be encouraged to
become, and remain, involved and engaged in sustainability discourses through real and
online networks via reward mechanisms. They also encourage engagement with the model
of ecological citizenship aimed at improving the quality of life of the individuals and
communities by increases in their adaptive capacity. I suggest this supports the
reconfiguration of the concept of sustainability as a 21st-century paradigm.
The BiMEC model allows for the establishment of ecological citizenship as a normative
cosmopolitan construct.
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Christoff (1996) argues that democracy has become unbounded and that formal citizenship
and civil rights have evolved beyond traditional national boundaries. Environmental issues
have expanded beyond the conventional borders of political decision making. He implies that
civil and fundamental rights must become the core of national rights if they are to protect
against environmental risk and set equal standards for all human beings irrespective of their
nationality, gender, age, religion and (I argue) adaptive capacity. The extension of citizenship
to include citizens as ecological trustees can only come about through new participatory
forms of cosmopolitan democratic governance. A formal mechanism which will allow citizens
access to decision making beyond the nation state should be established. This will require a
new biopsychosocial approach to adaptive capacity which frames the right to be free from
risks posed by a poor-quality environment as an issue of social justice.
The abundance of information available in the global knowledge society represents a
challenge to this approach. Here the ecological citizen struggles to filter what is relevant from
what is not and consequently interpret the meaning of events. This involves the simultaneous
management, and negotiation, of real (local and national) and virtual/cosmopolitan
identities. Once individuals interpret events and choose to act on them, they are required to
articulate their interpretations by choosing from a myriad of performance management
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options (Goffman, 1959). This represents an increasingly complex challenge. The values,
beliefs, and ideologies that represent the individual, and collective framing of the meaning of
the events are formed through this process. Boundaries are drawn. Effective boundary
maintenance (ibid) allows for the establishment of normative structures specific to the
individual or collective by which to maintain a coherent narrative within a discourse. This form
of boundary maintenance is paramount to coherence within the identity of the individual or
collective, and hence the effective articulation of their framing of events in communications.
For example, supporting knowledge sharing in social innovation includes effective knowledge
transfer activities and the smart use of technology and information. One possible risk of this
approach is the de-contextualisation of the collective framing of events by individual groups
of social innovators by moving away from the local narrative through an overemphasis on the
cosmopolitan debate. CAPS involve the social dimension and real world activity in addition to
the virtual discourses. This ensures that the consistent revalidation of the discourse in the
local context, the examination of the applicability of the framing to the local agenda, and the
influence of the local collective responsibility on the cosmopolitan collective. Shared initial
contexts emerging from single issue driven discourses (e.g. health, food, water) are effectively
framed within the sustainability discourse ensuring that a normative reference to
sustainability. This, in turn, ensures that discourses and actions can be resonant to all
participants and that they can engage actively in the discourses. In this way, sociotechnological innovations are guided closely by the co-design and governance focused
evolution of the platform which increases access to digital resources and reduces the digital
divide106. This improves equity among ecological citizens by merging virtual and real framing
and increases access to decision making.
This innovation space is, therefore, not free from barriers to engagement nor conceptual
boundaries. Boundaries exist and are represented by the resonance of an idea or an event to
an individual, collective, or with an institution. While these are spaces of rapid change, they
area also spaces of rapid innovation, and the rapid evolution of collective framings. They are

106

See Broadband Commission for Sustainable Development: EU ministers commit to digitising Europe
with high-performance computing power:
http://www.broadbandcommission.org/documents/broadband_challenge.pdf, the
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en and Coderdojo: https://coderdojo.com/ as examples.
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spaces where new ideas and communicative possibilities emerge. The maintenance of the
individual or collective boundary is if anything, more complex in the virtual world. Online
worlds include spaces where members can enter and leave multiple communities quickly.
They do, however, remain anchored to the real world via social innovators where discourses
are framed in actual events and the formation of collectives: it is from these discourses that
social innovations emerge and define sustainability as a normative social cosmopolitan
construct.
Cosmopolitan ecological citizens are, therefore, concerned with the inequality of the
distribution of risks faced by every citizen. Equal access to the decision-making process is a
fundamental component of this form of citizenship. They are increasingly aware of the issues
that those who are least able to manage these risks face. Collective responsibility, in this
sense, now includes the redistribution of resources to balance these inequalities. For
example, human rights to health (contextualised by the quality of the environment) are
universal to the all cosmopolitan citizens and remain relevant to the future citizenry.
In short, the sustainability paradigm shift includes the establishment of ecological citizenship
as a universal form of citizenship based on access to human rights to health and wellbeing.
This is supported by the capacity to engage in governance based participatory decisionmaking processes. It establishes socio-technological innovation as a medium for the inclusion
of human rights in the everyday practices of the individual, part of their discourse at the micro
level, and between the individual/micro and exosystem levels through real and virtual
communications platforms at the meso level. It also establishes attitudes and behaviours
which enable access to human rights at social and institutional levels.
Example: health and sustainability as drivers of socio-technological innovation and cosmopolitan
ecological governance

A New Global Partnership107 (EESC) makes a series of recommendations which relate to
sustainability, including:
“Participants from local, regional and national authorities, EU and UN level policymakers, social partners, environment, development, human rights, agriculture and

107

A New Global Partnership: http://www.eesc.europa.eu/?i=portal.en.publications.31415
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consumer organisations; industry, business and academia brought a wealth of
perspectives into the debate. This summary of key points, prepared by the Conference
organisers, will be brought to the attention of EU decision-makers in order to
contribute to the formulation of a strong EU negotiating position on the Post-2015
Sustainable Development Agenda.”108
The main recommendations of the document include a human rights approach to adaptive
capacity measures by key indicators of biopsychosocial health and wellbeing as the
foundation of sustainability as:
“…based on social justice, non-discrimination, and the advancement of human rights,
equitable sharing of global resources and respect for the planetary boundaries …
developed and implemented through global partnership … [founded] on
accountability and policy coherence”109.
They recognise the need to pay special attention to vulnerable groups emphasising the
importance of reliable data collection and business becoming involved in eradicating poverty
to reduce “inequality, social and [establish basic and fundamental] environmental standards
and ensuring corporate accountability”110. Their responses to sustainability emphasise “the
production of an ambitious, universally applicable and integrated … agenda … [which would
transform the current] … fragility into a century of sustainability, and to ensure well-being for
present and future generations … including setting social and environmental standards
including global resource use goals”111. Finally, they recognise socio-technological innovation
and education as the tools by which to engage and retain the active participation of
cosmopolitan citizens empowering them to inspire the establishment of active sustainable
collective responsible communities of “transparent local and national governments
empowering citizens … [and] participation … [is] not limited to the design of the framework
but be a central piece in its implementation, monitoring and evaluation”112.

108

Ibid
http://www.eesc.europa.eu/resources/docs/qe-02-14-295-en-c.pdf:
http://www.eesc.europa.eu/resources/docs/qe-02-14-295-en-c.pdf
110
Ibid
111
Ibid
112
Ibid
109
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The following scenario represents the effective implementation of the EESC’s strategic goals
supported by the BiMEC model. This scenario focuses on social and technological innovators
engaging with each other through risk issues resonant to them; e.g. health. This illustrates
how ecological citizens might promote sustainability at all societal levels.
•

First, knowledge processing mechanisms can be established which identify knowledge,
those who accept knowledge from who, and in which format. It identifies who refuses to
engage with/uses/accept the validity of/disputes the credibility of certain kind of
knowledge, and ultimately how consensus may be reached. In this way, grassroots
discourses can be represented in the (re)direction of policies and development
programmes in the areas of health, the environment, and innovation at all societal levels.
This provides the opportunity to ask whether knowledge sharing platforms support
governance, and what forms emergent cultures of collective responsibility are possible.
Further, we can ask which forms of collective retain the engagement of local social
innovators in the participative co-design of resolutions to risk, and in the formation of
socio-technological innovation spaces.

•

Second, semi-state organisations whose role it is to engage in, and contribute to, national
discourses around sustainability issues (National Economic and Social Council- NESC- in
Ireland and the European Economic and Social Committee- EESC- in Europe) provide a
bridge between the political establishment and organised civil society. Specifically, the
EESC are responsible for:
“a) helping to ensure that European policies and legislation tie in better with
economic, social and civic circumstances on the ground, by assisting the European
Parliament, Council and European Commission, making use of EESC members'
experience and representativeness, dialogue and efforts to secure consensus
serving the general interest;
b) promoting the development of a more participatory European Union which is in
touch with popular opinion, by acting as an institutional forum representing,
informing, expressing the views of and securing dialogue with organised civil
society; and
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c) promoting the values on which European integration is founded and advancing,
in Europe and across the world, the cause of democracy and participatory
democracy, as well as the role of civil society organisations.”113
•

Sub-committees are set up for specific issues. The EESC maintains regular links with
regional and national economic and social councils throughout the European Union. These
links mainly involve exchanges of information and joint discussions every year on specific
issues. This body, in collaboration with local government representatives and the NESC
could easily establish active CAPS platforms to enable systematic, yet open and inclusive,
public participation around defined sustainability issues. Members of these groups could
be assigned to roles on what could be entitled CAPS cooperation committees as part of
their overall duties and responsibilities where they could become involved in these
debates and work with projects. Also, I suggest, this EESC CAPS Committee or rapporteur
could be established whose purpose is to review, summarise and include policy papers
and recommendations which emerge from CAPS projects. This would act as a mechanism
through which collaborative discourses between policy makers and European citizens
could be nurtured. As local, national and European CAPS representatives would also be
involved this would establish a clear line of communications between the EESC and civil
society at all levels.

•

Third, the awareness of environmental risk as a social justice issue should be effectively
communicated at all societal levels. Further, when faced with risks to their health and
wellbeing, information relating to the mechanism by which an individual can access their
human rights through existing systems (Rights Commissioners, Courts) should be included
as part of the programme. This would provide the clear delivery of practical information
in what is currently a complex legal and policy arena. It would simplify access to
information about fundamental rights, increase awareness of the connections between
health and environmental risks, and simplify access to justice.

•

Fourth, existing public participation mechanisms should be made more transparent and
streamlined through these programmes. The current mechanisms by which a citizen can
have their opinion heard include lobbying directly through a local government
representative, through the Committee of the Regions, through a national government
113

A new global partnership: http://www.eesc.europa.eu/?i=portal.en.about-the-committee
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representation in the Council of Europe, through local MEPs, through European Policy
Committees, and through submission to the European Commission. These mechanisms
could be simplified through the establishment of the special CAPS Committee of
Regions114 at the European level which could report on outputs from CAPS programmes.
These platforms highlight the importance of the inclusion of experiential knowledge and
effective procedures for the moderation and mediation of discussions in the formulation of
consensus-based ideas which are resonant with, and likely to influence, policies and their
implementation. By extension, these platforms offer the opportunity to co-design new
institutional structures which themselves streamline public participation processes at all
societal levels. In this way, the BiMEC model represents the opportunity for a form of
governance to emerge which is inclusive, participatory, transparent, and therefore salient and
credible. This, I argue, improves the likelihood of the wider acceptance of the sustainable
innovations. It is explored further through the other themes of the model.
7.3. The relevance of socio-technological innovation in creating real and virtual
innovation spaces
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in public participation and decision making. This section explores the potential benefits of this
approach to innovation through the main subthemes of forms of innovation, new
opportunities, and changes in lifestyle.
A challenge to the BiMEC model is in helping to identify, examine and deconstruct the barriers
to engagement with social and technological innovations which can empower ecological
citizens, enable organisations to reach their goals, and support sustainability. Understanding
the motives of participants and non-participants and what is resonant with them, supports
the strategical direction of campaigns targeted at individuals. This approach should improve
the capacity to attract and retain cohorts of social innovators and other interested
stakeholders. Existing activists, grassroots actors, and social innovators who are already
prominent in climate change debates represent mediums through which local actors may be
encouraged to get involved in CAPS. These local actors are trustworthy and aware of the
issues in the local setting. This approaches maximises the potential for engaging a diverse
group of citizens which more adequately reflects a representative cross-section of society.
“To positively impact a social group, identifying the priority real-life issues they face
and understanding some of the problems they are coping with are crucial steps. Not
explicitly going through this process may lead to solving a non-existent problem.
Local organisations or institutions somehow related to the community of interest may
help in paving the way to establish a dialogue between people. Community leaders
who are trusted can also act as spokespeople or ambassadors for the CAPS project,
establishing a sense of trust between the users and researchers. Workshops, seminars,
interviews, surveys and online platforms are examples of strategies that can be applied
to dialogue. The best strategy for establishing the dialogue differs according to the
social groups and to the project, but it is clear that people will only take part in it if
they trust and believe in the positive impact to their lives.”
(Arniani, M, 2014: 49)
There is significant variation in how individuals access information, react to risk events, and
the forms of knowledge exchange which support the formation of different types of
collectives. The identification of the type of knowledge exchange that is most appropriate is
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influential in the design of the procedure for engaging and retaining individuals in collective
discourses among online groups and in the active inclusion of other social actors such as
businesses, environmental networks and policy decision makers. The effective articulation of
sustainability discourses requires parallel processes where individual groups form face-toface links at the local level, and online communities form collectives through mediated
platforms. Both groups should have different mechanisms for the engagement of policy
makers in these discourses.
The advantage of adopting a socio-technological approach to innovation is that it can involve
different contributors concurrently in the same discourse. Some examples presented in this
thesis highlight the potential of a new interactive global communications systems which can:
1) open up sustainability discourses to citizens from across the world engaging in local and
national discourses supporting the promotion of this form of ecological citizenship; 2) share
ideas (create awareness) and innovations which may inspire new collective responsibilities
(attitudinal change) and promote active sustainability practices (behavioural change): e.g.
improved resource management systems, new socio-ecological and socio-economic models
such as environmental tourism practices (e.g. Ecobooley), improving the capacity of
individuals to engage as ecological citizens at a local, national and international levels, etc.; 3)
inspire local organisations and groups to implement some of these innovative solutions to
environmental risks (e.g. the Suir Fishermen’s Federation); and 4) inspire the further evolution
of the ideology and culture of cosmopolitan sustainability.
ICT’s open communicative opportunities and offer the potential for multiple forms of
engagement and real and virtual innovation spaces; they also present challenges. As with all
resources they are currently unequally available to global citizens; this is the definition of the
digital divide:
“The digital divide is the gulf between those parts of the population that have access
to the internet and other digital technologies, and those sections of the population that
do not. There is concern that as so many services (both commercial and governmental)
become available online, groups without digital access (caused by, among other
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things, high cost, lack of skills, location, or a combination of these) will be left behind,
and miss out on opportunities in life and in work.” 115
Consequently, while new communications technologies can be emancipatory, they also
represent a boundary to equality between ecological citizens in their access to adaptive
capacity and, by extension, to sustainability. A challenge for socio-technological citizenship is
to devise a means of addressing the challenges of the digital divide through increasing access
to new technologies and digital communication resources for social innovators enabling them
to become socio-technological innovators.
The key challenges identified by the Digital Agenda for Europe (DAE) are summarised in the
headings below. The implementation of a collaborative programme which is open and
inclusive of all stakeholders will include significant practical and ideological challenges.

Figure 14: DAE: Virtuous Circle of the Digital Economy: (DAE, 2010:4)

Examples of these barriers include cultural differences, language, internet access, computer
literacy, and national intellectual rights. The “Virtuous Circle of the Digital Economy (DAE,

115

Digital Agenda for Europe Broadband Glossary: http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/broadbandglossary#D
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2010: 4) suggests that these issues may be addressed individually and through collective
innovative approaches. Here, the flow of activity (represented by the external three goals
illustrates in the external green ring) may become reinforcing and address inequalities of
access and hence improve adaptive capacities of all citizens.
Not everyone, however, believes that becoming involved with these discourses is necessarily
worth the trade-off of having to engage with a broader range of citizens through online
platforms. The level of involvement and commitment required of each individual depends
greatly on the nature of the innovation. For example, in Cloughjordan they have been working
on innovative ways to recycle waste to make fuel. This is to be open and shared knowledge
provided without intellectual property rights and available for free. If they were to collaborate
on the development of these technologies with researchers, technologists, academics, and
industrial collaborators freely sharing intellectual property rights may not be possible.
Projects such as this should, therefore, be supported by mechanisms that allow for the free
sharing of information (e.g. open data and open software) which emerge out of the collective
discourses and are for the benefit of all ecological citizens.
The parameters for participating in a CAPS platform, or socio-technological innovation
project, should be based on several key issues:
•

knowledge sharing,

•

growth and the development of means of communicating information,

•

the promotion of inclusive political and economic practices that reduce inequality,

•

situating health at the centre of innovations, and

•

be formally, or informally, attentive to fundamental human rights.

The ‘open’ nature of the innovation needs to be clarified at the earliest stages of the
programme. While the same platforms are used to support different discourses and different
output/impact procedures for arriving at consensus, the use of the data emanating from the
programme should be made clear at the beginning.
The vision behind BiMEC is one in which individuals can collectively support environmentally
responsible actions if they are given the opportunity to act socially, based on open,
transparent, accurate and trustworthy information.
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Examples include:
•

empowering and motivating citizens to make informed decisions as prosumers and
foster more direct democratic participation,

•

accessing real-time and easily understandable information on resource consumption;
defining and accessing complex environmental information through models and
simulations, and

•

promoting sustainable and collaborative consumption as a basis for an effective lowcarbon economy.

The provision of open data and open software promotes the development of innovation
spaces that can sustain engagement to maximise inclusivity in discourse and the impact of a
collective initiative on an institutional and policy levels. The barriers to engagement must be
broken down, and appropriate motivations to engagement identified to achieve this. This can
be achieved as follows:
•

Choosing an effective medium of initial contact,

•

Ensure that the issue is presented in a manner that is highly resonant across all social
bodies and all social levels (e.g. health),

•

Enabling participants to articulate their interpretations in the contexts of their specific
socio-cultural settings as evident in the normative language used which makes sense for
all participants,

•

Interpreting this language and its meanings in enabling collective responses to problems
raised allowing them to articulate their framing of events in participatory discourses at
the institutional level,

•

Measure and recognise the ability to improve the adaptive capacities of individuals,
collectives, and institutions, and

•

Identify and issue rewards (in a variety of guises) for remaining involved in responsible
actions.

Ultimately, these innovation spaces enable the sharing of knowledge through these
platforms. This approach enables effective dialogue by identifying the narratives and
promoting consensus and promotes public participation and governance. It also includes
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outreach to, and the inclusion of, decision makers and policy makers in meaningful and
participatory discourses with grassroots movements. CAPS are vehicles for linking individuals
and collective grassroots movements to policy making as part of a coherent local, national
and European governance programme. At the exosystem level, all state and non-state
institutions that are engaged in the programme of sustainability may be provided with a
vehicle for engaging in an active discourse with a diverse range of environmental groups
through an interactive medium. This can be built into a model of socio-technological
innovation in the real-world exosystem level setting (i.e. local government, policy panels, etc.)
through broader reaching participatory forums. This inclusion of institutional level
stakeholders in the process of the negotiation of meaning also allows for the identification of
areas where citizen’s views may be accommodated in a more open and discursive way, and
consequently more effective in supporting these institutions in implementation their
mandates. For example, many policy makers in Ireland are already using many social media
formats (e.g. Twitter) to engage with their constituents. Adopting a CAPS based approach is
simply taking this approach to the logical next step by building interactivity into the discourse,
and the capacity to capture, analyse and visualise the data.
For example, a significant benefit of this type of programme is in its capacity not only to
involve social innovators in policy making around sustainability at all stages of its co-design
but also to implement evaluations of the efficacy of this approach at each stage. For instance,
if innovators have local experience, often crucial for the effective implementation of
sustainable practices, an improved communicative mechanism has the potential to engage
these, and other, local communities and social actors. These new participants may have
unique

perspectives

on

events

and

may

suggest

unique

solutions.

These

insights/opinions/framings emerge in response to environmental risks.
When shared with different groups, these individual framings contribute to and enrich, the
collective framing of the event. It then becomes possible to identify and compare what
activities are evolving, and what priorities are changing, through innovation and what role
technologies play, and could play, in the future.
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Figure 15: Example of the potential CAPS enabling socio-technological innovation spaces

For example, employing CAPS platforms we can capture the data stemming from individual
collaborations in the form of qualitative data (discussions), and social network data and/or
quantitative data (connections, networks, number of contributors, frequency of
contributions, resonance of key issues) allowing for the examination of the process of
consensus formation through a mixed-mode approach to data analysis. We can examine the
most important communications procedures, interpretation of innovations in the local
setting, and the format socio-technological innovations take in the local activity relative to
those which best support consensus at the local and cosmopolitan levels.
Some examples include:
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•

collective intelligence creation/shared longitudinal data and scenario building;

•

backcasting (setting goals for the future and deciding what we need to do to achieve them
now);

•

roadmapping (what roadmap do we need to employ to achieve these goals);

•

generating and sharing data on real-world incidences;

•

the employment of semantic web;

•

the use of new and future internet technologies;

•

the relevance of the internet of things to the implementation of effective, sustainable
solutions;

•

the potential for 3D scenario development, modelling and printing; and

•

mobile technologies such as eHealth/connected health and their capacity to capture and
manage personal information through user feedback tools.

It is possible to identify the main characteristics required for the development of systematic
procedures for effective communications. For example, analysing the implementation of the
Digital Agenda for Europe (DAE) through the lens of BiMEC, we can conclude that there are
several characteristics required which allow for the formation of a socio-technological
innovation space:
•

Accessibility: current standards in IT should support the drive and development of systems
which are accessible across a variety of devices, open source software, and different
platforms, are free or cheaply available, and easy to use for a range of service users.

•

Privacy: The Charter of Fundamental Rights supports the right to privacy of data. The
privacy of their data is a central concern for European citizens (Special Eurobarometer
431). There are several ways to protect one’s data and privacy, while also allowing for an
open and inclusive discourse. One is added security within a programme itself. Another is
by defining the ethical boundaries which govern the anonymity of participants. One
outcome of these approaches is that they may improve the right to privacy and protection
of personal data and simultaneously foster greater trust and willingness of citizens to
express their opinions freely without fear of repercussion or repression. In this way
engaging in online platforms and mechanism where knowledge is shared openly directly
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allows equal access to the discourse by all participant’s, and addresses democratic deficits
for those who have fewer resources.
•

Digital literacy and competency: empowering and emancipating users in the digital age,
enhancing participation and digital competence which are fundamental in the knowledge
economy.

•

Infrastructure: providing fast internet access to all citizens. A lack of access to broadband
reduces the capacity of many to participate in these forms of innovation. Engaging in
these debates by active and empowered ecological citizens can drive the agenda for the
roll out of broadband and other forms of digital technologies. These may include
broadband initiatives such a satellite broadband (Satellite broadband is network
connectivity provided through low-earth-orbit -LEO- or geostationary satellites) or the use
of mobile technologies in remote areas for the dissemination of health care advice in
developing countries. The Broadband Commission for Digital Development represents an
organisation working on these initiatives. They advance the debate that access to
communication is a human right and that Broadband is a critical modern infrastructural
resource. Further, this right spans the digital divide including regions within developed
countries, less economically developed countries, and a range of cosmopolitan citizens
who do not share the same access to digital technologies.

•

Collective design: promoting the co-design of socio-technological innovations including all
citizens at all stages of the innovative process. This inclusivity encourages not only
innovation but the co-design of communications, technologies, programmes and the
methodologies for their implementation. This promotes knowledge and usability of the
ICT resource, tailors it to a specific setting and community, encourages creative responses
to environmental risks, and promotes better standards in ICT.

•

Investment: greater investment in research and development to ensure best sociotechnological innovations are explored that lay out joint technology roadmaps, from
research to harnessing innovation for social need.

•

Policy and human rights: health and humanitarian policies support inclusivity in
cosmopolitan ecological governance.
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•

Meta-narrative: these socio-technological innovations should be based on the progressive
institutionalisation of sustainability as a meta-narrative as a fundamental underlying
concept from which to build the innovation space.

This approach clearly frames the socio-technological innovation and the evolution of
ecological citizenship, within an open, transparent and credible sustainability paradigm.
Sustainability and health, I argue, represent the most stable socio-political and human rights
based arguments from which to build these inclusive spaces, and from these spaces establish
the BiMEC model as a normative construct.
7.4. Sustainability, health and the BiMEC model as a normative construct
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Figure 16: BiMEC model health and sustainability quadrants
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There is a disconnect between the use of the health theme in the official language at the
institutional level and the implementation of policy and its employment in the framing of
sustainability among niche social innovators. Linking human health and wellbeing and
environmental health at all societal levels is a key outcome of this research and an area that
could be the focus of future work. This work should continue to employ health as the
fundamental catalyst establishing the BiMEC model as the basis of a socio-legal argument in
support of the recognition of sustainability as a human right.
This, I argue, could be the foundation of innovation spaces which include communications
systems that enable the sharing of information, and implementation of innovative solutions
to environmental risks at different local levels simultaneously. This enables innovators to
participate in the development of cosmopolitan collectives which support innovations and
promote sustainable practices.
Further, discourses through these innovations spaces focused on the improvement of
governance practices serve to normalise and institutionalise the model of ecological
citizenship. Once this becomes a normative societal construct, it emerges that this supports
the institutionalisation of sustainability at local, national and cosmopolitan levels.
7.5. The biopsychosocial model of ecological citizenship (BiMEC): its contribution to
social science and potential research directions
The sustainability paradigm is based on the premise that events occur at specific times and in
specific societal contexts which include: the current disposition of individuals; contemporary
social and civil society movements and institutions; and societal trends/macro frames/metanarratives such as sustainability and climate change. These factors influence the resonance of
events to individuals and inform their responses to them which emerge as collective
responsibility. The model presented here defines this emergent responsibility and situates it
in the context of a multi-stakeholder narrative including ICT innovators, social
innovators/activists, environmental scientists, the lay public, policy advisors and other social
bodies/actors.
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I argue that BiMEC can support a vibrant and inclusive form of open governance based on
equity and mechanisms which empower citizens by providing them with increased capacity
to mitigate the risks of climate change. This improves their adaptive capacity based on the
four key themes of the model: improved access to better health; increase capacity to enact
their human rights to be free from environmental risk; improved capacity to engage in
innovative solutions to address these risks; and the ability to engage with (and define) a more
sustainable lifestyle. This allows for the identification and examination of critical societal risk
issues through a cross-section of society. It allows for the measurement of the effect of the
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implementation of the risk mitigation strategies via local action groups across multiple sites
simultaneously through the collation and analysis of the cumulative effect of their combined
efforts on improving the adaptive capacity of the individual ecological citizens. It allows for
the documentation of the changes that the implementation of the model has on each societal
level. This situates the sustainability discourse at the core of cosmopolitan citizenship/human
rights and health discourses, and as a contemporary 21st-century paradigm.
7.6. Summary
Development, based on the exponential global population growth and increases in quality of
life which consequently require the extraction and exploitation of more and more resources,
is unsustainable. Human beings must move away from the concept of sustainable
development and towards sustainability. If there is a way to achieve sustainability, health as
a basic human right is a core component of the solution.
ICT’s, and the access to information they provide, open boundaries to diverse representations
of events and the potential for a variety of interpretations of these events. This, in turn, opens
up the potential for the inclusion of many new discourses. These discourses around global
issues, such as sustainability and climate change, occur across the cosmopolitan public
sphere. They contain global risk, rights, responsibility and sustainability debates. These
constellations (Habermas, 2001) have local, national and cosmopolitan contexts through
which they challenge individuals to become more innovative and to reconstruct, redefine,
and reinterpret what is taken for granted.
Promoting socio-economic and socio-political practices based on sustainable sociotechnological innovations promotes equal access to fundamental resources. Through the
exploration of this way of thinking, and being, it may become possible to move beyond a
position where economics acts as the primary driver of sustainability and innovative decisionmaking processes, and we avoid the traps of localisation of solutions. I argue that to situate
fundamental concepts of health and wellbeing of all human beings at the centre of the debate
mitigates this by emphasising the requirement of upholding all citizen’s rights through
collective responsibility.
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Within the BiMEC model, individuals may become engaged in discourses through
communities of interest such as grassroots movements and NGO networks. CAPS
programmes may be used as vehicles for these groups to communicate their messages to a
larger audience. In this way, grassroots discourses have a voice in directing knowledge
paradigms (e.g. the sustainability paradigm) as they emerge through new information sharing
systems (e.g. a local representative, or interested stakeholder, can be designated to act on
behalf of a collective in the online forums by the group). I argue that it is this model can act
as an empirical-theoretical tool which enables the social scientist to identify the following:
•

a means by which awareness of environmental risks can be improved;

•

effective methods by which to encourage more individuals to become involved in these
debates; and

•

methods by which these participants may be inspired to become actively involved in
programmes which address local environmental risks.

The BiMEC model presented here supports the effective integration of human rights, health,
innovation, and national and international sustainability discourses. This acts as a means for
social and technological innovators to form collectives via a series of real and virtual
innovation spaces. It is through these hubs that we can increase public participation in rightsbased discourses, support the formation of a culture of collective responsibility, and promote
better policies and treaties and their implementation. This, then, improves the adaptive
capacity of ecological citizens, and equity in society.
In summary, ecological citizenship is emerging at the policy level, supported by scientific
evidence, and is being driven by social innovators. It acts as a socio-legal manifestation of the
sustainability meta-narrative that is continuously being constituted, contested, reproduced,
and transformed as part of the ongoing construction of social reality (Berger and Luckman,
1996). This dynamism ensures its continuous relevance to changes in societal structures,
communications, human rights, institutions, and environmental challenges. It establishes
sustainability as an emerging contemporary cosmopolitan paradigm in the 21st century.
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8. Chapter 8: Conclusion
Can sustainability be realised in a world of finite resources and a population which is
increasing exponentially? Can social and technological innovations enable human beings to
escape the physical laws of entropy? I would argue no; a finite system driven by endless
growth is unsustainable. However, I argue that communications technologies set in sociopolitical and socio-legal frames based on the human right to health can at least open
sustainability debates to include all social actors and ecological citizens. This provides all
citizens with a voice in the discourses around our fundamental right to survive.
The effective development and implementation of socio-technological innovation spaces
require the engagement of communities of interest in discourses around risk to the use of,
and access to, resources. It involves them in the co-design of the space and includes them in
its implementation. This maximises the potential of the engagement of innovators as
ecological citizens. Further, if these resource issues are common to citizens from different
localities, this will allow for the identification of common global environmental risks, relevant
narratives, and the barriers to sustainable practices. It will also identify the availability of
resources across different regions and begin to set realistic and sustainable standards for
collective responsibility measured by the adaptive capacity of the individuals and collectives
involved. New technologies (e.g. CAPS) and new skills (through new education programmes,
innovation practices) support this.
The realisation of the model of ecological citizenship, in this context, is based on series of
incremental processes which serve to build a culture of collective environmental
responsibility. A series of events and discourses which construct identities that emerge as
forms of ecological citizenship constitute the sustainability paradigm. The cosmopolitan
public sphere (Heater, 2002; Hutchings, 1999; Linklater, 1999; Archibugi, 2000; Habermas,
2001) is saturated with vertical and horizontal communications which position these
ecological citizens as drivers of innovations supporting social justice and global governance.
What is important is the capacity to engage and retain active participants in sustainability
discourses through these effective and inclusive communication mechanisms.
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The BiMEC model supports universal access to human rights and the formation of collectives
engaged in resolving the challenges of sustainability. These collectives are formed through
open and inclusive discourses. As consensus is reached through the participative processes
and the facilitation of structured sustainability discourses involving multiple stakeholders, the
possibility of the rejection of the proposed innovation decreases by maximising the resonance
of the innovation, increasing the potential for its implementation across multiple sites
through collective action, and reducing the influence of antagonists.
The model includes: clear indicators of adaptive capacity upon which socio-technological
innovations should be based; the parameters for sustainable socio-economic transformation
through innovation; an emphasis on the importance of the expansion of social
communication; the fundamental inclusion of biological and psychological health as issues of
social justice; and the formation and implementation of new policies and treaties based on
adaptive capacity.
I suggest, therefore, that it is possible to use the BiMEC model to identify the adaptive
capacities of ecological citizens based on their access to specific resources. Based on this
analysis, the model will then allow for the identification of democratic deficits which prevent
individuals in accessing these resources and identify mitigation strategies which reduce these
barriers to the participative co-design of socio-technological innovations. Further, it is
possible to argue that these adaptive capacities are measures of the potential individuals have
in becoming ecological citizens through the following: how they can engage in risk discourses;
how they can access their human rights to health; and, how they can participate in collective
responses to these risks.
This thesis argues that the Biopsychosocial Model of Ecological Citizenship (BiMEC) supports
the effective integration of policies and human rights across thematic areas of health,
innovation and sustainability. It does so by offering the opportunity to connect the local
grassroots civil society actors and initiatives with cosmopolitan digital discourses via
structured and open discourse. This enhances the capacity for governance based ecological
citizens to promote sustainability as the contemporary cosmopolitan meta-narrative for the
21st century. This model itself is dynamic and adaptable to changes over time. The adaptability
of the model, and its potential for the enhancement of the capacity for the individual to adapt
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to climate change risks, supports ongoing usability of the model and its continuous relevance
to changes in societal structures and institutions, communications, human rights, and
environmental risks. In short, it increases the potential for the sustainability of the model of
sustainability.
The impact of this research will include the provision of a methodological tool and model
which will increase inclusivity in public participation and decision making around issues of
environmental concern. This can drive further research in national and international contexts
examining the resilience of health as a fundamental measure of adaptive capacity, and
adaptive capacity as a fundamental measure of ecological citizenship. It can also inform the
development of new forms of collective awareness platforms and socio-technological
innovation spaces which support the developments of strategies and policies which promote
citizenship engagement, increasingly equitable models of governance, and the promotion of
the sustainability paradigm as a driver of social and political decision making into the 21 st
century.

178 | P a g e

Bibliography
Adam, Barbara (1990), Time and Social Theory, Polity Press, Cambridge
Adam, Barbara (1998), Timescapes of Modernity: The Environment and Invisible Hazards,
Routledge, London
Adam, Barbara (2002), Re-Vision: The Centrality of Time for an Ecological Social Science
Perspective in Risk, Environment and Modernity, Scott Lash Et al. Ed., Open University
Press, Buckingham
Alvesson, Mats and Skoldberg, Kaj (2000), Reflexive Methodology; New Vistas for Qualitative
Research, Sage, London
Archibugi, Daniele (2008), The global commonwealth of citizens: toward cosmopolitan
democracy, Princeton University Press
Archibugi, Daniele (1998), Re-Imagining Political Community, Polity Press, Cambridge
Apel, Karl Otto (1993), How to ground a universalistic ethics of co-responsibility for the
effects of collective actions and activities? Philosophica, 52 (1993, 2) pp. 9-29
Apel, Karl Otto (1996), Macroethics, Responsibility for the Future, and the Crisis of
Technological Society: Reflections on Hans Jonas in Selected Essays Volume Two: Ethics
and the Theory of Rationality, Humanities Press, New Jersey
Apel, Karl Otto (2000), Globalisation and the Need for Universal Ethics, European Journal of
Social Theory, Volume 3 (2): 137-155
Apel, Karl-Otto (1980), Towards a Transformation of Philosophy, Routledge and Kegan Paul,
London
Arniani, M., Badii, A., De Liddo, A., Georgi, S., Passani, A., Piccolo, L.S.G., & Teli, M., (2014),
Collective Awareness Platform for Sustainability and Social Innovation: An Introduction:
http://booksprints-for-ict-research.eu/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/BS5-CAPS-FIN-003.pdf

Bader, Veit (2001), Institutions, Culture and Identity of Transnational Citizenship: How Much
179 | P a g e

Integration and 'Communal Spirit' is Needed? in Crouch Colin, Eder, Klaus, and Tambini,
Damian (Eds.), Citizenship, Markets and the State, Oxford University Press, Oxford
Baker, Susan (1990), The Evolution of the Irish Ecology Movement in W. Rudig (Ed) Green
Politics I., Erasmus University Press, Rotterdam
Baker, Susan (2013), Social Innovation and the Governance of Sustainable Places, Local
Environment: The International Journal of Justice and Sustainability,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2013.842964
Bankowski, Zenon and Christodoulidis, Emilio (1999), Citizenship Bound and Citizenship
Unbound in Hutchings, Kimbery and Dannreuther, Roland (Eds.), Cosmopolitan
Citizenship, Macmillian Press, London
Barnes, Samuel H. and Kasse, Max and Kaase (1979), Political Action: Mass Participation in
Five Western Democracies, Sage, London
Barry, Frank (2011), Towards Improved Policymaking in Ireland: Contestability and the
Marketplace for Ideas, Irish Journal of Public Policy Volume 3, Issue 2, Dublin
Barth, Frederik (1969), Ethnic Groups and Boundaries: The Social Organisation of Culture
Difference, Johansen & Nielsen Boktrykkeri, Oslo
Beck, Ulrich; Giddens, Anthony; and Lash Scott (1994), Reflexive Modernisation, Cambridge,
Polity Press
Beck, Ulrich (2012), Twenty Observations on a World in Turmoil, Polity
Beck, Ulrich (1992), Risk Society, Sage, London
Beck, Ulrich (1995), Ecological Politics in the Age of Risk, Polity Press, Cambridge
Beck, Ulrich (1996), World Risk Society as Cosmopolitan Society? Ecological Question in a
Framework of Manufactured Uncertainties, Theory, Culture and Society, Volume 13 No.
4
Beck, Ulrich, (1999), World Risk Society, Polity Press, Cambridge

180 | P a g e

Beck, Ulrich, (2000), What is Globalisation?, Polity Press, Cambridge
Beetham, David (1998), Human Rights as a Model for Cosmopolitan Democracy in Archibugi,
Daniele et al. (Eds.), Re-Imagining Political Community, Polity Press, Cambridge
Bellamy, Ricard and Castiglione, Dario (1998), Between Cosmopolis and Community: Three
Models of Rights and Democracy within the European Union in Archibugi, Daniele et al.
(Eds.), Re-Imagining Political Community, Polity Press, Cambridge
Benford, Robert (2013), The Wiley-Blackwell Encyclopaedia of Social and Political
Movements, Blackwell
Benhabib, Sheyla (1989), Autonomy Modernity and Community in A. Honneth et al. Eds.
Zwischenbetrachtungen im Prozess der Aufklaerung, Frankfurt, Suhrkamp
Bureau of European Policy Advisory (BEPA) (2010) Empowering People, Driving Change:
Social Innovation in the European Union,
http://www.net4society.eu/_media/Social_innovation_europe.pdf
Berger, Peter and Luckmann, Thomas (1967), The Social Construction of Reality, Penguin
Press, London
Biener, Derk; Rittberger, Volker; and Wagner, Wolfgang (1998), Democracy in the United
Nations System: Cosmopolitan and Communitarian Principles in Archibugi, Daniele et al.
(Eds.), Re-Imagining Political Community, Polity Press, Cambridge
Bloch, Maurice (1977), The Past and the Present in the Present, Man, Volume 12 Issue 2,
278-292
Bohman, James and Lutz-Bachmann, Matthias (1997), Perpetual Peace: Essays on Kant's
Cosmopolitan Ideal, MIT Press, Cambridge
Borrell-Carrió, F, Suchman, A.L., Epstein R.M. (2004), The Biopsychosocial Model 25 Years
Later: Principles, Practice, and Scientific Inquiry, Ann Fam Med, 2004; 2: 576-582
Brow, James (1990), Notes on Community, Hegemony and the Uses of the Past, in
Anthropology Quarterly, Volume 63 Part 1
181 | P a g e

Brown, Chris (2001), Cosmopolitanism, World Citizenship and Global Civil Society in Caney,
Simon and Jones, Peter (Eds.), Human Rights and Global Diversity, Frank Cass, London
Brown, Jennifer Ed. (1989), Environmental Threats: Perception, Analysis and Management,
ESRC, London
Brundtland Report, (1987), Our Common Future, http://www.un-documents.net/ourcommon-future.pdf
Burns, Tom (2012), The Sustainability Revolution: A Societal Paradigm Shift, Sustainability,
2012, 4, 1118-1134
Calhoun, Craig Ed. (1992), Habermas and the Public Sphere, MIT Press, Massachusetts
Calhoun, Craig Ed. (1994), Social Theory and the Politics of Identity, London, Blackwell pp. 936
Caney, Simon and Jones, Peter (Eds.) (2001), Human Rights and Global Diversity, Frank Cass,
London
Capra, Fritjof (1983), The Turning Point: Science, Society, and the Rising Culture, Simon and
Schuster, Bantam paperback, USA
Carlstein, Tommy (1982), Time Resources, Society and Ecology Volume 1, George Allen &
Unwin, London
Castells, Manuel (1997), The Power of Identity, The Information Age: Economy, Society and
Culture Vol. II. Cambridge, MA; Oxford, UK: Blackwell.
Christoff, Peter (1996), Ecological Citizens and Ecologically Guided Democracy in Doherty,
Rian and de Geus, Marius (Ed's) Democracy and Green Political Thought: Sustainability,
Rights and Citizenship, Routledge, London
Cicourel, Aaron (1973) Cognitive Sociology, Penguin Ed., London
Clancy, Patrick; Drudy, Sheelagh; Lynch, Kathleen; and O’Dowd, Liam Ed.'s (1986) Ireland: a
Sociological Profile, Institute of Public Administration, Dublin
182 | P a g e

Cohen, Anthony P. (1982), Belonging: Identity and Social Organisations in British Rural
Cultures, Manchester University Press
Cohen, Anthony P. (1985), The Symbolic Construction of Community, London, Routledge
Cohen, Stanley (1972), Folkdevils and Moral Panics: The Creation of the Mods and Rockers,
St Martins Press, New York
Cohen, Robin and Rai, Shirin M. Ed's (2000), Global Social Movements, The Athlone Press,
London
Coulter, Colin and Coleman, Steve (Eds.) (2003), The End of Irish History: Critical Reflections
on the Celtic Tiger, Manchester University Press, Manchester
Crouch Colin, Eder, Klaus, and Tambini, Damian (Eds.) (2001), Citizenship, Markets and the
State, Oxford University Press, Oxford
Curtin, Chris and Varley, Tony (1995), Community Action and the State in Clancy, Patrick, et
al. Eds.: Ireland: A Sociological Profile, Dublin
Davies, A. (2005), Local Action for Climate Change: Transnational Networks and the Irish
experience, Local Environment, The International Journal of Justice and Sustainability
Volume 10, Issue 1, 2005
Delanty, Gerard (2000), Citizenship in a Global Age, Open University Press, Buckingham
Delanty, Gerard and Strydom, Piet (Eds.) (2003), Philosophies of Social Science, Open
University Press, Maidenhead
Denzin, Norman K. and Lincoln, Yvonna S. Ed. (2011), Handbook of Qualitative Research,
Sage, International Educational and Research
Digital Agenda for Europe (DAE) (2014), http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/digitalagenda/index_en.htm
DiMaggio, Paul (1997), Culture and Cognition, Annual Review of Sociology, Volume 23 pps.
263-287
183 | P a g e

DiMaggio, Paul; Powell, Walter (1983), The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional Isomorphism
and Collective Rationality in Organisational Fields, American Sociological Review,
Volume 48 No. 2, 147-160
Dobson, Andrew (2007), Environmental Citizenship: Towards Sustainable Development,
Sustainable Development 15, 276–285 (2007)
Doherty, Brian and DeGeus, Marius Ed. (1996), Democracy and Green Political Thought:
Sustainability, Rights and Citizenship, Routledge, London
Doherty, Thomas and Clayton, Susan (2011), The Psychological Impacts of Global Climate
Change, American Psychologist, Vol. 66, No. 4, 265–276
Douglas, Mary (1966,) Purity and Danger, Routledge, London
Douglas, Mary (1994), Risk and Blame, Routledge, London
Douthwaite, Richard Ed. (2003), Before the Wells Run Dry: Irelands Transition to Renewable
Energy, Feasta, Dublin
Drysek, John S. (1997), The Politics of the Earth, Oxford University Press, Oxford
Drysek, John S. and Schlosberg, David Eds. (2005), Debating the Earth: The Environmental
Politics Reader, Oxford University Press, Oxford
Dunn, John Ed. (1992), Democracy: The Unfinished Journey, 508 BC to AD 1993, Oxford
University Press, Oxford
Eder, Klaus (1991), Framing and Communicating Environmental Problems: Public Discourse
and the Dynamics of Environmental Consciousness in Europe: Outline of a Research
Proposal, Unpublished, Florence
Eder, Klaus (2001), Social Movements Organisations and the Democratic Order:
Reorganisation the Social Basis of Political Citizenship in Complex Societies, in Crouch
Colin, Eder, Klaus, and Tambini, Damian (Eds.), Citizenship, Markets and the State,
Oxford University Press, Oxford

184 | P a g e

Eder, Klaus (1996a), The Social Construction of Nature, Sage, Frankfurt
Eder, Klaus (1996b), The Institutionalisation of Environmentalism: Ecological Discourse and
the Second Transformation of the Public Sphere, in Scott Lash, Bronislaw Szerszynski and
Brian Wynne Risk, Environment and Modernity, Sage, London
Eder, Klaus & Giesen, Bernhard (2003) European Citizenship, Oxford University Press, Oxford
Eisenstadt, Shmuel Noah (1968), Introduction in Max Weber: Charisma and Institution
Building, London, The University of Chicago Press
Eisenstadt, Noah Shmuel and Giesen, Bernhard (1995), The Construction of Collective
Identity, European Journal of Sociology, Volume 36 Part 1
Elam, Mark, and Bertilsson, Margareta, (2003), Consuming, Engaging and Confronting
Science: The Emerging Dimensions of Scientific Citizenship, European Journal of Social
Theory, Volume 6 Number 2
Eleftheriadis, Pavlos Z. (1999), The Future of Environmental Rights in the European Union, in
Philip Alston Ed. The EU and Human Rights, Oxford University Press, Oxford
Engel, George (1977), The Need for a New Medical Model: A Challenge for Biomedicine,
Science, Vol. 196 no. 4286 pp. 129-136
Engel, George (1980), The Clinical Application of the Biopsychosocial Model, American
Journal of Psychiatry, 137:535-544
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (2016) State Of Environment Report Ireland’s
Environment - An Assessment 2016:
http://www.epa.ie/pubs/reports/indicators/SoE_Report_2016.pdf
Eurobarometer- Special, (2014), Attitudes of European Citizens Towards the Environment,
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_416_en.pdf
Ewing Duncan, David (1999), The Calendar, Fourth Estate, London
Eyerman, Ron and Jamison, Andrew (1991), Social Movements: A Cognitive Approach, Polity
185 | P a g e

Press, Cambridge
Falk, Richard (1996), The Making of Global Citizenship in van Steenbergen, Bart (Ed) The
Condition of Citizenship, Sage, London
Falk, Richard (1998), The United Nations and Cosmopolitan Democracy: Bad Dream, Utopian
Fantasy, Political Project in Archibugi, Daniele et al. (Eds.), Re-Imagining Political
Community, Polity Press, Cambridge
Faulks, Keith (2000), Citizenship, Routledge, London
Featherstone, Mike (2002), Undoing Culture: Globalisation, Postmodernism and Identity in
Global Culture, London, Sage
Fill, Alwin and Muhlhausler, Peter (Eds.), (2001) The Eco-linguistics Reader, Continuum, New
York
Fine, Robert (2000), Crimes Against Humanity: Hannah Arendt and the Nuremberg Debates,
European Journal of Social Theory, 3: 293-311.
Flick, Uwe (2002), Qualitative Research - State of the Art in Social Science Information,
London
Frankenfeld, Philip (1992), Technological Citizenship: A Normative Framework for Risk
Studies, Science, Technology and Human Values, Vol. 17, No. 4, 459 - 484 (Autumn,
1992)
Freeman, Michael (2002), Human Rights: An Interdisciplinary Approach, Polity Press
Gamson, William A. (1992), Talking Politics, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
Gibbens, John R. & Reimer, Bo (1999), The Politics of Post-Modernity: An Introduction to
Contemporary Politics and Culture, London, Sage
Giddens, Anthony (1984), The Constitution of Society, Polity Press, Cambridge
Giddens, Anthony (1987), Social Theory and Modern Sociology, Polity Press, Cambridge

186 | P a g e

Giddens, Anthony (1990), The Consequences of Modernity, Polity Press, Cambridge
Giddens, Anthony (1991), Modernity and Self-Identity, Polity Press, Cambridge
Gill, Preetinder (2012), Technological Innovation and Public Health: A Descriptive Exploratory
Investigation of Relationship between Technological Innovation Indicators and Public
Health Indicators in the United States from 2003 to 2007, Global Journal of Medical
Research, Volume 12 Issue 6 Version 1
Goffman, Erving (1963), Behaviour in Public Places: Notes on the Social Organisation of
Gatherings, Macmillian, New York
Goffman, Erving (1967), Interaction Ritual: Essays on Face-to-Face Behaviour, Pantheon
Books, New York
Goffman, Erving (1982), The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, Cox and Wyman, Britain
Goffman, Erving (1984), Stigma, Penguin, Middlesex
Goffman, Erving (1986), Frame Analysis, North-Eastern University Press Edition,
Pennsylvania
Gottdiener, M (1985), Hegemony and Mass Culture: A Semiotic Approach, American Journal
of Sociology, Volume 90, No. 5 979-1001
Gottlieb, Roger S. (1997), The Ecological Community: Environmental Challenges for
Philosophy, Politics, and Morality, Routledge, New York
Granovetter, Mark (1985), Economic Action and Social Structure: The Problem of
Embeddedness, American Journal of Sociology, Volume 91, Issue 3
Gusfield, Joseph (1975), Community: A Critical Response, Basil Blackwell, Oxford
Habermas, Jürgen (1987), The Theory of Communicative Action Volume 2: Lifeworld and
Systems: A Critique of Functionalist Reason, Polity Press, Cambridge
Habermas, Jürgen (1987), The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity, Polity Press, Cambridge

187 | P a g e

Habermas, Jürgen (1987), The Theory of Communicative Action Volume 1: Reason and the
Rationalisation of Society, Polity Press, Cambridge
Habermas, Jürgen (1992), The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere, Polity Press,
Cambridge
Habermas, Jürgen (1994), Citizenship and National Identity, in van Steenbergen, Bart (Ed)
The Condition of Citizenship, London, Sage
Habermas, Jürgen (1995), Reconciliation through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John
Rawls's Political Liberalism, The Journal of Philosophy, Volume 92, Number 3
Habermas, Jürgen (1996), Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of
Law and Democracy, Polity Press, Cambridge
Habermas, Jürgen (1998), The Inclusion of the Other, Blackwell, Massachusetts
Habermas, Jürgen (2001), The Post-national Constellation, Polity Press, Oxford
Habermas, Jürgen (1972), Knowledge and Human Interests, Heinman, London
Hannigan, John A. (1995), Environmental Sociology: A Social Constructionist Perspective,
Routledge, London
Haraway, Donna (1991), Simians Cyborgs and Women, Free Association, London:
Hardiman, Niamh; (2005), Politics and Markets in the Irish Celtic Tiger Experience, The
Political Quarterly, 76 (1):37-47
Harré, Rom (2002), Cognitive Science: A Philosophical Introduction, Blackwell, Oxford
Hassner, Pierre (1998), Refugees: a Special Case for Cosmopolitan Citizenship? in Archibugi,
Daniele et al. (Eds.), Re-Imagining Political Community, Polity Press, Cambridge
Hawking, Stephen (1988), A Brief History of Time, Bantam Books, Berkshire
Hawking, Stephen (2001), The Universe in a Nutshell, Bantam Press, London

188 | P a g e

Heater, Derek (2002), World Citizenship: Cosmopolitan Thinking and Its Components,
Continuum, London
Healthy Ireland (2013) A Framework for Improved Health and Wellbeing 2013 – 2025
http://www.hse.ie/eng/services/Publications/corporate/hieng.pdf
Healthy Ireland (2015) Summary of Findings http://health.gov.ie/wpcontent/uploads/2015/10/Healthy-Ireland-Survey-2015-Summary-of-Findings.pdf

Health Service Executive, (2008), HSE Transformation Programme,
http://www.hse.ie/eng/About/Who/Population_Health/Population_Health_Approach/
Population_Health_Strategy_July_2008.pdf
Hebdige, Dick (1975), Resistance Through Rituals, Hutchenson, London
Heidegger, Martin (1973), Being and Time, Blackwell, Oxford
Hejl, Peter in Rigney, Ann and Douwe, Fokkema Ed. (1993,) Cultural Participation: Trends
Since the Middle Ages, John Benjamin’s Publishing Company, Amsterdam/Philadelphia
Held, David (1998), Democracy and Globalisation in Archibugi, Daniele et al. (Eds.), ReImagining Political Community, Polity Press, Cambridge
Held, David Et Al Eds. (2003), Global Transformations: Politics, Economics and Culture, Polity
Press, Cambridge
Hernes, Gudmund (2012), Hot Topic – Cold Comfort: Climate Change and Attitude Change,
Nordon Top level research, Oslo
Heyd, Thomas (2003), The Case For Environmental Morality, Environmental Ethics, Volume
25
Hollis, Martin (2002), The Philosophy of Social Science, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge
Howard, Judith A (1994), A Social Cognitive Conception of Social Structure, Social Psychology
Quarterly, Volume 57 No. 3, 210-227
189 | P a g e

Hutchings, Kimbery (1999), Political Theory and Cosmopolitan Citizenship in Hutchings,
Kimbery and Dannreuther, Roland (Eds.), Cosmopolitan Citizenship, Macmillian Press,
London
Hutchings, Kimbery and Dannreuther, Roland (Eds.) (1999), Cosmopolitan Citizenship,
Macmillian Press, London
International Panel on Climate Change (2014a), Climate Change: Impact, Adaptation and
Vulnerability Report, http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/wg2/
International Panel on Climate Change (2014b), Synthesis Report,
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/syr/SYR_AR5_FINAL_full_wcover.pdf
International Panel on Climate Change (2013a), Managing the Risks of Extreme Weather:
Summary Report for Policy Makers, https://ipcc-wg2.gov/SREX/images/uploads/SREXAll_FINAL.pdf
International Panel on Climate Change (2013b), The Physical Science Basis Summary for
Policy Makers, http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/wg1/#.UrQ9--Jcmrg
International Panel on Climate Change (2007), Climate Change: Impact, Adaptation and
Vulnerability Report
http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/publications_ipcc_fourth_assessment_repo
rt_wg2_report_impacts_adaptation_and_vulnerability.htm
International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUNC) Report (2006), The Future of
Sustainability http://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/iucn_future_of_sustanability.pdf
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) (1966):
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/ProfessionalInterest/Pages/CESCR.aspx
Irwin, Alan (1995), Citizen Science, Routledge, London
Isin, Engin F. (2000), Democracy, Citizenship and the Global City, Routledge, London
Isin, Engin F. & Wood, Patricia K. (Ed's) (1999), Citizenship and Identity, Sage, London

190 | P a g e

Ittleson, William, H. (1973), Environment and Cognition, Seminar Press, London
Jahoda, Marie (1988), The Rhythms of Society, Michael Young and Tom Schuller Ed.,
Routledge, London
James, Peter (1997), The Sustainability Circle: A New Tool for Product Development and
Design, Journal of Sustainable Product Design, 0.120104166666667
Kaldor, Mary (1998), Reconceptualising Organised Violence in Archibugi, Daniele et al. (Eds.),
Re-Imagining Political Community, Polity Press, Cambridge
Kates, Robert, Ausubel, Jesse et al. Eds. (1985), Climate Impact Assessment, John Wiley and
Sons, New York
Keyes, Ralph (2004), The Post-Truth Era: Dishonesty and Deception in Contemporary Life,
New York: St. Martin's
Kingston, Suzanne, (2010) Human Rights and the Environment: Overview of a Legal
Framework:
https://www.ihrec.ie/app/uploads/download/pdf/presentation_by_dr_suzanne_kingst
on_bl_on_human_rights_the_environment.pdf
Kirby, Peadar, Gibbons, Luke and Cronin, Michael (Eds) (2002), Reinventing Ireland: Culture,
Society and the Global Economy, Pluto Press, London
Knorr-Cetina Karin (1994), Primitive Classification and Post-Modernity: Toward A
Sociological Notion of Fiction, in Theory, Culture and Society Volume 11
Knorr-Cetina, Karin and Fielding, Nigel Ed. (1988), Introduction to Actions and Structure,
London, Sage
Knorr Cetina, Karin and Cicourel, Aaron Ed. (1981), Advances in Social Theory and
Methodology, Routledge and Kegan Paul, Boston, London and Henley
Kohler, Martin (1998), From the National to the Cosmopolitan Public Sphere in Archibugi,
Daniele et al. (Eds.), Re-Imagining Political Community, Polity Press, Cambridge

191 | P a g e

Kovel, Joel (2002), The Enemy of Nature, Fernwood Publication, Nova Scotia
Lakoff, George (2010), Why it Matters How We Frame the Environment, Environmental
Communication: A Journal of Nature and Culture, 4:1, 70-81:
http://www.uri.edu/sustainability/documents/Lakoff_Why%20it%20matters.pdf
Lee, Henry Ed. (1995), Shaping National Responses to Climate Change, Island Press,
Washington DC
Levy, Daniel, and, Sznaider, Natan (2002), Memory Unbound: The Holocaust and the
Formation of Cosmopolitan Memory, European Journal of Social Theory, 5: 87-106.
Leydesdorff, Loet (1997), The Non-Linear Dynamics of Sociological Reflections, International
Sociology, Volume 12: 25-45
Leydesdorff, Loet (2000), Luhmann, Habermas, and the Theory of Communication Systems,
Research and Behavioural Science, Volume 17 No. 3, 273-288
Leydesdorff, Loet (2003), A Sociological Theory of Communication, Universal Publishers, USA
Linklater, Andrew (1998a), Citizenship and Sovereignty in the Post-Westphalian European
State in Archibugi, Daniele et al. (Eds.), Re-Imagining Political Community, Polity Press,
Cambridge
Linklater, Andrew (1998b), The Transformation of Political Community: Ethical Foundations
of the Post-Westphalian Era, Polity Press, Cambridge
Linklater, Andrew (1999), Cosmopolitan Citizenship in Hutchings, Kimbery and Dannreuther,
Roland (Eds.), Cosmopolitan Citizenship, Macmillian Press, London
Luhmann, Niklas (1982), The Differentiation of Society, Columbia University Press, New York
Luhmann, Niklas (1989), Ecological Communication, Polity Press, Cambridge
Luhmann, Niklas (1990), Essays on Self-Reference, Columbia UP, New York
Luhmann, Niklas (1993), Risk: A Sociological Theory, Walter de Gruyter, Berlin, New York

192 | P a g e

Luhmann, Niklas (1995), Social Systems, Stanford University Press, California
Lyotard, Jean-Francois (1991), Inhuman Reflections on Time, Polity Press, Oxford
Maines, David (2000), The Social Construction of Meaning, Contemporary Sociology, Vol. 29,
No. 4 (Jul., 2000), pp. 577-584
Malesevic, Sinisa (2013) Nation-States and Nationalisms: Organization, Ideology and
Solidarity, Polity Press, Oxford.
Mannheim, Karl (1936), Ideology and Utopia, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London
McGrath, Ray and Lynch, Peter (2008), Ireland in a Warmer World Scientific Predictions of
the Irish Climate in the Twenty-First Century, Environmental Protections Agency,
Ireland,
Mead, George Herbert (1934), Mind, Self and Society, University of Chicago Press, Chicago
Melucci, Alberto (1996), Challenging Codes: Collective Action in the Information Age,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
Melucci, Alberto (1996), The Playing Self: Parsons and Meaning in the Plenary Society,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
Merton, Robert K. and Sorokin, Pitirim A. (1937), Social Time: A Methodological and
Functional Analysis, The American Journal of Sociology, Volume 42 Issue 5, 615-629
Miller, David (1999), Bounded Citizenship in Hutchings, Kimbery and Dannreuther, Roland
(Eds), Cosmopolitan Citizenship, Macmillian Press, London
Mintzer, I.M. and Leonard, J.A. (1994), Negotiating Climate Change: The Inside Story of the
Rio Convention, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
Money, R. and Kerr, A (2016), Dialogue for Advancing Social Europe (DIADSE) Project Country
Report: http://hsi.uva.nl/en/diadse/reports/reports.html
Mooney, Robert (2014), A model supporting research on children growing up in asylum systems,

193 | P a g e

Geary Institute for Public Policy, University College Dublin:
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ucd/wpaper/201511.html
Mooney, Robert (contributing author) (2015), Severe labour exploitation: workers moving
within or into the European Union: European Agency for Fundamental Rights,
http://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2015/severe-labour-exploitation
Mooney, Robert (2014), Social Fieldwork Research (FRANET) Severe forms of Labour
Exploitation: Supporting victims of severe forms of labour exploitation in having access
to justice in EU Member States Ireland, European Agency for Fundamental Rights,
http://fra.europa.eu/en/country-data/2015/country-reports-comparative-reportsevere-labour-exploitation-workers-moving
Mooney, Robert (2015), New forms of employment: Eurofound:
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/report/2015/working-conditionslabour-market/new-forms-of-employment
Mooney, Robert, and O’Brien, Nolan (2014), New forms of employment: Casual work,
Ireland: Case study 61: Company Case Study Ireland, Eurofound:
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/sites/default/files/page/field_ef_documents/61_ef1461_-_ie_-_casual_work.pdf
Mooney, Robert, and O’Brien, Nolan (2014), New forms of employment: Casual work,
Ireland Case study 62: Policy analysis, Eurofound:
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/report/2015/working-conditionslabour-market/new-forms-of-employment
Moultrie, J. Et. al. (2007), Innovation Spaces: Towards a Framework for Understanding the
Role of the Physical Environment in Innovation, Creativity and Innovation Management
Volume 16, Issue 1, pages 53–65
More, Thomas (1965), Utopia, Penguin Classics, London
Morgan, David L., and Schwalbe, Michael L. (1990), Mind and Self in Society: Linking Social
Structure and Social Cognition, Social Psychology Quarterly, Volume 53 Issue 2
194 | P a g e

Morris, Aldon D. and Carol McClurg Mueller (1992), Frontiers in Social Movement Theory,
Yale University Press, New Haven and London
Mouffe, Chantal (1982), Dimensions of Radical Democracy: Pluralism, Citizenship,
community, London, Verso
Mullally, Gerard, and Dunphy, Niall (2015), State of Play Review of Environmental Policy
Integration Literature, A Report for the National Economic and Social Council (NESC)
Mullally, Gerard (2013a), Sustainability and Modern Society Trans-disciplinarity in Education
for Sustainability, Unpublished
Mullally, Gerard (2013b), Fear and Loading in the Anthropocene: Narratives of Transition
and Transformation, Unpublished
Mullally, Gerard (2012a), Stories of Sustainability, Unpublished
Mullally, Gerard (2012b), Crisis, Which Crisis? Reframing Growth in a (Democratic) PostCarbon World, Unpublished
Mullally, Gerard (2011), Climate Citizens? Concepts, Contexts, Capacities and Comparisons,
Unpublished
Nash, Kate (2000), Contemporary Political Sociology: Globalisation, Politics and Power,
Blackwell, Oxford
Naussbaum, Martha (2011), Creating Capabilities: The Human Development Approach,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, Belcamp Press, Harvard University Press
Neff, Stephen (1999), International Law and the Critique of Cosmopolitan Citizenship in
Hutchings, Kimbery and Dannreuther, Roland (Eds.), Cosmopolitan Citizenship,
Macmillian Press, London
Neuman, Lawrence W. (2003), Social Research Methods: Qualitative And Quantitative
Approaches: Fifth Edition, Allyn and Bacon, London
Newell, Peter (2000), Environmental NGO's and Globalisation, The Governance of TNC's in
195 | P a g e

Cohen, Robin and Rai, Shirin M., Ed's, Global Social Movements, The Athlone Press,
London
Nowoty, Helga (1994), Time: The Modern and Postmodern Experience, Polity Press,
Cambridge
Nugent, Neill (1995), The Government and Politics of the European Union, Macmillian Press,
London
O’Mahony, Patrick and Delanty, Ger (1998), Rethinking Irish History: Nationalism, Identity
and Ideology, Macmillan, London
O’Mahony, Patrick Ed. (1999) Nature, Risk and Responsibility, Macmillan, London
Orchard, Vivienne (2002), Culture as Opposed to What? Cultural Belonging in the Context of
National and European Identity, European Journal of Social Theory, 5: 419-433.
Peillon, Michael (1995), Interest Groups and the State in Clancy, Patrick, et al. Eds.: Ireland:
A Sociological Profile, Institute of Public Administration, Dublin
Pellizzoni, Luigi (2003), Knowledge, Uncertainty and the Transformation of the Public Sphere,
European Journal of Social Theory, Volume 3 Part 3
Pels, Dick (2003), Unhastening Science: Temporal Demarcations in the Social Triangle,
European Journal of Sociology, Volume 6, Number 2
Piaget, Jean (1965), The Moral Judgement of the Child, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London
Pojman, Louis P. (2001), Environmental Ethics, Wadsworth, USA
PreuB, Ulrich K. (1998), Citizenship in the European Union: a Paradigm for Transnational
Democracy? in Archibugi, Daniele et al. (Eds.), Re-Imagining Political Community, Polity
Press, Cambridge
Prins, Gwyn and Sellwood, Elizabeth (1998), Global Security Problems and the Challenge to
Democratic Process in Archibugi, Daniele et al. (Eds.), Re-Imagining Political Community,
Polity Press, Cambridge
196 | P a g e

Redman, C., Grove, M. J. and Kuby, L. (2004), Integrating Social Science into the Long Term
Ecological Research (LTER) Network: Social Dimensions of Ecological Change and
Ecological Dimensions of Social Change, Ecosystems, Vol 7(2), pp. 161-171
Ritchie, Jane, Lewis, Jane, McNaughton Nicholls, Carol, Ormston, Rachel (2013), Qualitative
Research Practice, Sage, NatCen Learning
Robert Fine (2003), Taking the ‘Ism’ Out of Cosmopolitanism: An Essay in Reconstruction,
European Journal of Social Theory, 6: 451 - 470
Roeland J. in t’Veld (2011), Transgovernance: The Quest for Governance of Sustainable
Development, Science for Sustainable Transformations: Towards Effective Governance
(TransGov) Project, Potsdam
Rorty, Richard (1980), Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, Blackwell, Oxford
Rose, Gillian (1995), Hegel: Contra Sociology, Athlone, London
Rosenau, James N. (1998), Governance and Democracy in a Globalizing World in Archibugi,
Daniele et al (Eds.), Re-Imagining Political Community, Polity Press, Cambridge
Rousseau, Jean Jacque (1968), The Social Contract, Penguin Classics, England
Rowlands, Ian (1995), The Politics of Global Atmospheric Change, Manchester UP,
Manchester
Rumford, Chris (2003), European Civil Society or Transnational Social Space, Conceptions of
Society in Discourse of EU Citizenship, Governance and the Democratic Deficit: An
Emerging Agenda, European Journal of Social Theory, Volume 6, Number 1
Sabaen, David Warren (1987), Power in the Blood, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
Sagar, Ambuj (2013), Technological Innovation,
http://www.eoearth.org/view/article/156452/
Santosh, Krishna, Austin Boren, Suzanne, and Balas, Andrew E., (2009), Healthcare via cell
phones: a systematic review, Telemedicine and e-Health 15.3, 231-240.
197 | P a g e

Schutz, Alfred (1932), The Phenomenology of the Social World, Heinemann Educational
Books, London
Schutz, Alfred (1967), Collected Papers I, Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague
Schutz, Alfred (1996), Collected Papers IV, Kluwer Academic Publishers,
Dordrecht/London/Boston
Schutz, Alfred and Thomas Luckmann (1973), The Structures of the Lifeworld, North-western
University Press, Evanston
Schwartz, Norbert (1998), Warmer and More Social: Recent Developments in Cognitive
Social Psychology, Annual Review of Sociology, Volume 24 pps. 239-64
Sen, Amartya (1993), The Quality of Life, Oxford University Press, London
Shore, Cris (2004), Whither European Citizenship? Eros and Civilization Revisited, European
Journal of Social Theory, Volume 7 Number 1
Smit, Barry (2005), Adaptation, Adaptive Capacity and Vulnerability, Global Environmental
Change 16 (2006) 282–292
Smith, Dorothy (2004), Ideology, Science and Social Relations: A Reinterpretation of Marx's
Epistemology, European Journal of Social Theory, Volume 7 Number 4
Smith, Mark J. (1998), Ecologism: Toward Ecological Citizenship, Open University Press,
Buckingham
Snow, David A and Benford, Robert D (1992), Master Frames and Cycles of Protest in
Frontiers Social Movement Theory, Yale University Press, New Haven and London
Snow, David A.; Rochford E. Burke Jr.; Worden, Steven K.; Benford, Robert D. (1986), Frame
Alignment Processes, Micromobilisation, and Movement Participation, American
Sociological Review, Volume 51 Issue 4
Somers, Margaret R. (1993), Citizenship and the Place of the Public Sphere: Law Community,
and Political Culture in the Transition to Democracy, American Sociological Review, Vol.
198 | P a g e

58 Issue 5: 587-620
Somers, Margaret R. (2001), Romancing the Market, Reviling the State: Historicizing
Liberalism, Privatisation, and Competing Claims to Civil Society in Crouch Colin, Eder,
Klaus, and Tambini, Damian (Eds.), (2001), Citizenship, Markets and the State, Oxford
University Press, Oxford
Soysal, Yasemin Nuhoglu (1994), Limits of Citizenship: Migrants and Post-National
Membership in Europe, Chicago Press, London
Spencer, Liz et al. (2003), Quality in Qualitative Evaluation: A Framework for Assessing
Research Evidence, Government Chief Social Researcher’s Office, London
Spinoza, Benedict (2001), Ethics, Wordsworth Classics, Hertfordshire
Stets, Jan E., and Biga, Chris F. (2003), Bringing Identity Theory into Environmental Sociology,
Sociological Theory, Volume 21 Part 4
Strauss, Anslem and Corbin, Juliet (1998), Basic of Qualitative Research; Techniques and
Procedures for Developing Grounded Theory, Sage, and London
STRIVE Programme 2007–2013 (2013), Report Extreme Temperatures and Mortality in
Ireland: http://www.epa.ie/pubs/reports/research/health/STRIVE_102_web.pdf
Strydom, Piet (2002), Risk, Environment and Society, Open University Press, Buckingham
Strydom, Piet (1999a), Triple Contingency: The Theoretical Problem of the Public in
Communication Societies, Philosophy and Social Criticism, Volume 25 Number 2
Strydom, Piet (1999c), The Challenge of Responsibility for Sociology, Current Sociology,
Volume 47, Number 3
Strydom, Piet (2000a), Discourse and Knowledge, Liverpool Press, Liverpool
Strydom, Piet in Vladimir Kultygin and Vassily Zhukov, (Eds.), (2003a) Resonance: Triggering
a Dormant Dimension of the Public Sphere, European Social Theory: Sources and
Challenges, pp. 83-99
199 | P a g e

Strydom, Piet (2004b), Cognitivism in A. Harrington, B. Marshall and H.P. Muller (eds.)
Encyclopaedia of Social Theory, Routledge, London
Strydom, Piet in Gerard Delanty (Ed.) (2005d), Handbook of Contemporary European Social
Theory, Contemporary European Cognitive Social Theory in G Delanty (ed.) Handbook
of Contemporary European Social Theory, Routledge, London
Teubner, Gunther (2002), Braking Frames: Economic Globalisation and the Emergence of lex
mercatoria, European Journal of Social Theory, 5:2 199-217
Thompson, Janna (1998), Community Identity and World Citizenship in Archibugi, Daniele et
al. (Eds.), Re-Imagining Political Community, Polity Press, Cambridge
Touraine, Alain (1995), Critique of Modernity, Polity Press, Cambridge
Tovey, Hilary (1997), Food, Environmentalism and Rural Sociology: On the Organic Farming
Movement, Sociologia Ruralis, Volume 37 Number 1: 21-37
Tovey, Hilary and Share, Perry (2003), A Sociology of Ireland, Gill and MacMillian, Dublin
Trens, Hans Jorg and Eder, Klaus (2004), The Democratising Dynamics of a European Public
Sphere: Towards a Theory of Democratic Functionalism, European Journal of Social
Theory, Volume 7 Number 1
Turner, Bryan S. (2007), The Enclave Society: Towards a Sociology of Immobility, European
Journal of Social Theory, Vol 10, Issue 2, 2007
Turner, Bryan S. (2004), Democracy in One Country? Reflections on Patriotism, Politics and
Pragmatism, European Journal of Social Theory, 7: 275-289.
Turner, Bryan S. (2001), Cosmopolitan Virtue: On Religion in a Global Age, European Journal
of Social Theory, 4: 131-152.
Turner, Bryan S. (1996), The Blackwell Companion to Social Theory, Blackwell, Cambridge
Turner, Bryan S. (1996), Postmodern Culture/Modern Citizens in vanSteenbergen, Bart (Ed)
The Condition of Citizenship, Sage, London
200 | P a g e

Turner Bryan S. Ed. (1993), Citizenship and Social Theory, Sage, London
van Gunsteren, Herman (1996), Four Conceptions of Citizenship in vanSteenbergen, Bart (Ed)
The Condition of Citizenship, Sage, London
Van Loon, Joost (2002), Risk and Technological Culture: Towards a Sociology of Virulence,
Routledge, New York
vanSteenbergen, Bart (1996), Toward a Global Ecological Citizen in vanSteenbergen, Bart
(Ed) The Condition of Citizenship, Sage, London
vanSteenbergen, Bart (Ed.) (1994), The Condition of Citizenship, Sage, London
Vogel, Steven (1996), Against Nature: The Concept of Nature in Critical Theory, State
University of New York Press, New York
Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948): http://www.un.org/en/documents/udhr/
Weber, Max (1958), The City, Free Press, New York
Westley, Frances (2011), Tipping Toward Sustainability: Emerging Pathways of
Transformation, Ambio, 40:762–780
World Health Organisation (WHO) (2006), Constitution of the World Health Organization,
Forty-Fifth Edition, Supplement, October 2006:
http://www.who.int/governance/eb/who_constitution_en.pdf

World Health Organisation, Health and Human Rights, 2015,
http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs323/en/
Yearley, Steven (1995), The Social Shaping of the Environmental Movement in Ireland in
Clancy, Patrick, et al. Eds.: Ireland: A Sociological Profile, Institute of Public
Administration, Dublin
Young, Iris. M (1986), The Ideal of Community and the Politics Of Difference, Social Theory
and Practice, Volume 12 Part 1
Zerubavel, Eviatar (1997), Social Mindscapes: An Invitation to Cognitive Sociology, Harvard
201 | P a g e

University Press, Cambridge
Zhouri, Andrea (2004), Global-Local Politics: Conflicting Paradigms in the Rainforest
Campaign, Theory, Culture and Society, Volume 21 Number 2: 59-89

202 | P a g e

