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The Constituents of Reconciliation

 A review of contemporary efforts to reconcile lay and specialist knowledge in environmental decision 

making and to redesign deliberative environments to improve citizen participation. 

During a recent conversation with James Hoggan, one of Western Canada's most successful PR 

practitioners and an impressive environmental communicator, we both agreed that a central challenge 

of communicating Climate Change is marrying what Dessai et. al would term “external” or expert 

(what Beck would label “techno-scientific”) definitions of dangerous climate change with “internal” or 

lay definitions. Dessai et. al argue that, “...it is not possible to make progress on defining dangerous 

climate change, or in developing sustainable responses to this global problem, without recognizing the 

central role played by social or individual perceptions of danger.” (Dessai et al., 2004, p.11). 

Reconciling the tension between “external” and “internal” constituencies within Beck's theorized risk 

society and post normal science is the not unsurprising goal of much research in the fields of 

environmental and health risk communication and public participation theory (themselves 

manifestations of the self-reflexivity that Beck sees as defining late modernity), the thrust of which 

evaluates the communicative environments and strategies through which society attempts such 

reconciliation. To borrow roughly from Habermas, we are engaged in an attempt to reign in the 

excesses of instrumental rationality within deliberative environments, while being careful not to the 

throw the baby out with the bathwater. Fiorino, a senior policy analyst with the EPA operationalizes the 

challenge with a specific example, “We cannot expect lay participants to master the technical aspects of 

the hazard assessment or exposure modeling, but there may be ways to design institutions that enable 

people to participate more effectively and on a basis of greater equality with agency officials.” (Fiorino, 

1990, p. 230). To continue the Habermas analogy, we are seeking the design of environments 

conducive to the conduct of communicative rationality, and even more basically, environments founded 



 

on Habermas' ideal presuppositions of communication. 

In evaluating society's instruments of deliberation, Habermas' ideal presuppositions would make 

excellent criteria, however, in reviewing the literature and considering the scope of this work, it is more 

feasible to apply a model with higher-level considerations for organizing, evaluating and perhaps even 

offering solutions to this process. Enzensberger's Constituents of a Theory of Media, and more 

specifically his seven emancipatory uses of media, are particularly attractive. First, the model is 

literally revolutionary, offering reactionary conceptualizations while also embodying the pragmatic, 

self-critical ethos of the New Left. Second, the institutional origins and motivations of the 

consciousness industry (Enzensberger's target) and the technocratic institutions responsible for 

environmental risk definition and the creation of public policy are the same. Where Enzensberger saw 

in the electronic media, a superstructure overextending itself and opening itself to forms of more 

equitable interaction (unintentionally self-reflexive), the social tensions of Beck's Risk Society have 

also forced techno-scientific institutions (e.g. the EPA) to at least pay lip service to more equitable 

forms of public participation, and increasingly (in step with the rising social pressures associated with 

post normal science) such efforts have become more sincere, effecting more substantive pursuits in the 

research of reconciliation.  

By reverse engineering the emancipatory qualities Enzensberger saw in the new media, and 

operationalizing those qualities within the context of contemporary public participation theory and 

environmental risk communication research, we can provide an organized (albeit brief) review of 

contemporary research and rationalize new and emerging approaches in the design of new mediums for 

public participation and deliberation for the purposes of reconciling the “external” and “internal.” 



 

While the analytic analogy and application of Enzensberger's model is not expected to be 

perfect, and there are natural points of departure between what he saw as the crucial steps for putting 

the electronic media in the service of social revolution and this paper's own modest project of 

recommending high-level considerations for the design of new deliberative environments, the “fit” of 

his seven emancipatory uses of the media with some of the recent findings in contemporary research in 

the fields of public participation and environmental and health communication is striking. Those uses 

are utilized as organizational signposts for this paper, and where appropriate, similar constituents are 

paired with one another to form an individual section. 

Decentralized Program 

 “...a linked series of communications or, to use the technical term, switchable network, to the 

degree that it exceeds a certain size, can no longer be centrally controlled but only dealt with 

statistically... supervision on the basis of approximation can only offer inadequate instruments 

for the self-regulation of the whole system in accordance with the concepts of those who govern 

it.” (Enzensberger, 2003, p. 262)

Research into decentralized forms of public consultation and decision making is a common 

thread in the fields of risk communication and public participation theory. It is a pursuit that is often 

cited as being motivated by technocratic institutions seeking to perform oversight with fewer resources 

- a common contradiction in modern governance that in many ways opens the opportunity of 

decentralization at least as wide as the opportunity originally envisioned by Enzensberger, and without 

the revolution. This is a positive development. There is a growing realization among those seeking to 

improve public participation and environmental decision making (and in the face of rapid 



 

environmental collapse), that the speed and decisiveness necessary to deal with environmental 

challenges begs for decentralized, local, citizen-driven deliberative environments: “In the end, we will 

need engagements with the climate issue in communities and local areas across the land. The issue 

must come alive where people live.” (Speth, 2005, p.228). In fact, there are some in the environmental 

movement who have come to see their own organizations and their special interest relationship with 

government as part of an institutionalized bottleneck: “We have set ourselves up. The environmental 

movement, with its 'experts' is a bottleneck to making the type of changes we need to make.” 

(anonymous personal conversation with the executive director of one of Canada's largest environmental 

groups). The executive director went on to explain that the expert bottleneck produces misplaced 

citizen dependency and even apathy as citizens assume ENGOs are solving the environmental crisis, 

via an inaccessible specialized knowledge. According to public choice theory, this kind of assumption 

can increase “free riding” behaviour and reduce the likelihood of local grassroots initiative and the 

creation of social capital for addressing issues such as climate change on a local scale (Rydin & 

Pennington, 2000, p.157).

If we are to assess the decentral qualities of new deliberative approaches, it seems a good idea 

to start with the process of evaluation itself. Evaluation is a formative component in the design and 

implementation of public participation and decision making initiatives. Evaluation goals can determine 

the scope, breadth and longevity (funding support) of participation efforts and much of the research in 

the area is supported directly and indirectly by the very institutions seeking reform (the EPA is a key 

funder). Given the role evaluation plays both in the initial design of public participation programs as 

well as their ongoing refinement in the field, it's worth considering evaluation methodologies that lend 

themselves to decentralization. One such methodology, singled-out by Chess in a recent literature 

review is Scriven's Goal-Free Evaluation (GFE). “Scriven's approach is meant to safeguard against 



 

undue bias that might result from evaluators focusing on vague or politically driven goals articulated by 

evaluation sponsors, managers or stakeholders. Instead, goal-free evaluation assesses needs and effects, 

seeks 'payoffs from well-designed research aimed at problem-solving' and is 'policy-oriented' rather 

than 'theory-driven'” (Chess, 2000, p.776). A key strength of GFE according to Scriven is that, “GFE is 

unaffected by – and hence does not legislate against – the shifting of goals midway in a project. Given 

the amount of resentment caused by evaluation designs that require rigidity of the treatment 

throughout, this is an important benefit.” (Scriven, p.58). In general, Scriven points out the 

shortsightedness that categories such as “side effects” “unanticipated effects” and goals themselves can 

engender, “In short, evaluation with respect to goals does not even include all the anticipated effects 

and gives much too limited a profile of the project. Why get into the business of trying to make 

distinctions like this?” (Scriven, p.58). The ethos of GFE, and its practical implementation by third 

party evaluators removed from institutional origins invites unorthodox, decentral approaches to the 

development of public participation that would seem to offer a greater likelihood of better reflecting 

local needs.

With respect to growing the size of the “network” and doing it equitably, research in the field of 

risk perception mapping is valuable and echoes other leading currents in the literature with respect to 

efforts at integrating non-scientific knowledge. In conceptualizing the publics that compose a network, 

Stone makes a vital distinction between etically and emically defined groups, pointing out the failure of 

etic conceptions to address the often multiple social groups with which an individual simultaneously 

identifies. Respecting self-identification, expanding the definition of “indigenous knowledge” and 

widening notions of local affected populations (LAPs) are critical pieces of achieving what Stone calls 

“participatory equity,” an egalitarian conception of effective public participation and environmental 

management: “...participation in environmental decision-making should not be a function of socio-



 

cultural or geographical circumstances that differentially restrict access to the process.” (Stone, 2001, 

p.216). Stone operationalizes participatory equity through a type of ethnographic public consultation 

called Risk Perception Mapping, “...that uses socio-perceptual data to explicitly define the geographical 

extent, sociocultural contexts, and unique behavioral characteristics of a LAP and document the impact 

and mitigation issues raised by its constituent populations.” (p.216). 

How do we rationalize decentralizing opportunities like the ones identified above within the 

constraints of present societal organization and technocratic decision making, including some 

constraints which rightfully exist to safeguard the integrity and value of scientific risk definitions (e.g. 

academic standards for assessing studies of climate change)? Fortunately the field of public 

participation theory provides answers, many of which could easily have stemmed from Enzensberger's 

own emancipatory constituents. Fiorino outlines three arguments against the traditional technocratic 

orientation to environmental decision-making. As a senior EPA policy director, his use of these 

arguments to rationalize new forms of participation within institutional contexts is especially 

compelling. The first argument is substantive, citing other studies Fiorino argues that, “...lay judgments 

about risk are as sound or more so than those of experts.” He also points out that, “Studies of lay 

judgments about technological hazards reveal a sensitivity to social and political values that experts' 

models would not acknowledge.” (p.227). Building on this observation, he cites Barber in suggesting 

that, “The lay public may have a better capacity than experts alone for...'institutionalizing regret,' or for 

accommodating uncertainty and correcting errors over time through deliberation and debate.” The 

second argument is normative: “... a technocratic orientation is incompatible with democratic 

ideals....The normative argument accepts, as an ethical presupposition, that citizens are the best judge 

of their own interests.” (p.227). This is especially important in the context of North American political 

culture where he points out that the sense of “subjective competence” is high. The third argument is 



 

instrumental and its premise is that effective lay participation in risk decision-making increases the 

legitimacy of final decisions and leads to better results. Corollary to this observation, the continuing 

absence of mechanisms for effective lay participation continues and deepens the “crisis of confidence” 

affecting risk institutions. Fiorino rounds out the instrumental argument by praising the diversity and 

multiplicity of ideas effective lay participation can bring, “...broader participation may contribute to 

better decision making, incorporate a broader range of values into decisions, and reduce the probability 

of error.” (p.228). 

Each receiver a potential transmitter

In examining new means of public participation and the design of deliberative environments, 

Enzensberger's model is important because of its piercing treatment of token forms of interaction: 

“Anyone who imagines that freedom for the media will be established if only everyone is busy 

transmitting and receiving is the dupe of a liberalism which...merely peddles the faded concepts of a 

preordained harmony of social interests.” (Enzensberger, p.267). These words are valued here, not for 

their ideological rhetoric, but rather their practical assertion that simply sending and receiving 

information in itself is not meaningful political interaction. This vigilance is critical, especially in the 

face of evolving conceptions of citizen activism such as “armchair environmentalism,” a social 

phenomena observed in cognitive processing studies: 

“...studies suggest that as people become more informed about environmental problems, their 

behaviour becomes more passive...supplanting one cognitive element – behaviour that may 

have lead to environmental action – with another – information about the environment. People 

thus redefine their obligations to solve environmental problems as simply being informed about 

the issues.” (Coppola, 1997, p.10). 



 

Revolutionarily and in line with Enzensberger’s vision, the prospect of decreased citizen 

activism and the further entrenchment of “armchair actors,” begs the need for a re-balancing of 

reception vs. transmission. 

“Even as Enzensberger theorized how the media subjugated progressive potential through 

token, liberal forms – like public opinion forums, broadcast licensing, and fairness protocols – he laid 

out a call-to-arms for radical, alternative productions.” (Caldwell, 2003, p.259). Enzensberger saw an 

opening in the electronic media, a crack in the system where, “...deep social needs...came through even 

in the depraved form of these media.” He saw electronic media as a sight where arbitrary conditions 

imposed by social relations could be revealed and ultimately challenged by the masses, “...these 

outworn elements in today's media aesthetics are demanded by the social relations. They do not follow 

from the structure of the media. On the contrary, they go against it, for the structure demands 

interaction.” (Enzensberger, p.273, my emphasis). Here I want to focus on contemporary efforts to 

realize integral, meaningful interaction within deliberative environments, substantive reception and 

transmission of communication that can be traced through to outcomes. This integrity, as demonstrated 

in the preceding sections, is the foundation of true engagement and is a prerequisite for crafting better 

solutions and courses of action with respect to environmental decision making. Our deliberative 

environments must demand interaction.

A recent case study explored the quality of interaction in deliberative environments, particularly 

with respect to the contribution of methodology in producing statements of public meaning among 

groups of men and women determining specialist knowledge and courses of action in regards to the 

expansion of organ donation programs. The research was focused on, “… the complex ways in which 



 

different identities and rationalities are engaged in processes of deliberation, enact forms of dialogue 

that make judgments about various forms of expertise and redistribute competency amongst different 

groups of citizens.” (Davies & Burgess, 2004, p.359). Through a process of “deliberative mapping” the 

research concluded that this process of deliberation and redistribution was patterned by gender, with 

women expressing a preference for single-gendered groups that, “…enabled them to develop a dialogue 

and competency around things that were important to them.” (p.359). With these gendered conclusions, 

the authors sought to “…bring the work of Habermas and Shapin into a more empirical conversation 

with that of Haraway.” (p.359). In doing so, they outline in broad terms the need for research into the 

development of new deliberative methodologies and spaces that can guard against the creep of 

instrumental rationality into social, emotional and political worlds. They believe that new 

methodologies will require new theoretical commitments to the reflexivity of knowledge, “…reflecting 

on the substantive effects of our forms of engagement and representation.” (p.360).  Most significantly 

they cite Mouffe in suggesting that a consensual approach to public deliberation, “…should be replaced 

by an agonistic one – a confrontation between radically different (but reciprocally respectful) social 

positions and world views.” (p.360). This is something Enzensberger could get behind. It echoes 

Fiorino's normative argument with respect to democratic ideals, and while it calls for some segregated 

decision making, the resultant outcomes can only be strengthened by ensuring as many decision-

makers partake as possible. 

Mobilization of the masses

Enzensberger criticized other thinkers for their contempt of the masses, and held that the 

ultimate goal of the new media artist or author was to “…make himself redundant as a specialist in 

much the same way as a teacher of literacy only fulfills his task when he is no longer necessary…He 



 

can lose himself in them only when they themselves become authors, the authors of history.” 

(Enzensberger, p.275). Much has been said up to this point of the need for making deliberative 

environments as accommodating as possible to lay participants and for growing the number and 

diversity of participants. However, the practical large-scale mobilization of lay participants is less often 

discussed, let alone organizationally tackled with respect to the existing challenges of institutional 

design and the creation of social capital necessary to engender effective public participation. 

Rydin and Pennington make a powerful contribution: “Expanding the opportunities for public 

participation in environmental planning is not always the best option.” (p.153). They point out that 

from the late 1960’s onwards, “…most Western democracies have sought to expand the role of 

participation in the fields of land use planning and environmental policy. The results have tended to be 

very mixed.” (p.156). The authors conceptualize the many instances of ineffective public participation 

as a collective action problem, requiring the generation of social capital to overcome. “Social capital…

constitutes the preexisting elements of social structures, which social actors can use to obtain their 

objectives.” (p.161). Social capital, they suggest, is most often generated through, “…small-group 

situations, where the potential participants know each other and there is the prospect of strategic 

bargaining in an iterative social context.” It’s thought that these situations guard against the free-riding 

behaviour that often sabotages effective public participation at larger more anonymous scales of 

interaction (e.g. region-wide efforts to reduce air pollution). “In an environmental context, these forces 

may account for the ability of local residents and neighbourhood associations to form relatively 

effective campaigns for opposing development proposals.” (p.157). The sense of local accountability 

can also be generated through “size manipulation” strategies, based on either rhetoric or actual practice 

(e.g. “Think global, act local,” or the opening of local chapters of ENGOs and their focus on local 

issues). In general the authors identify six factors that influence the scale and nature of public 



 

participation, ranging from the costs of participation and expected likelihood of influencing the policy 

outcome, to the level of knowledge of the policy issue and the policy process. These factors beg natural 

obverse solutions such as reducing the costs of participation, penalizing non-participation (e.g. “naming 

and shaming”) and making the impact of participation on policy decision more obvious (e.g. 

highlighting success through local media). 

Depending on the severity of a collective action problem, the authors suggest three forms of 

deliberation based on the amount of social capital present, or the potential to generate it. Environmental  

management is provided by the state and is used in situations where collective action problems are 

severe. Public participation is relegated to the role of legitimation. Environmental governance is used 

in less severe situations and involves institutional redesign to incent greater production of social 

capital. Like environmental management it is still a means to an end, but public participation plays a 

role in implementation. Collaborative environmental planning applies to situations where social capital 

exists in such abundance that local actors can take on the various environmental planning and decision-

making processes. It is the purest form of democratic environmental governance, and an end in itself. 

To return to the original aim of this paper, the reconciliation of lay and specialist communities, 

our question is now sharper: How can an abstract environmental issue like climate change, with a 

severe collective action problem, be conceptualized, communicated and deliberated on by the public in 

such a way that it manages to reconcile lay and specialist knowledge, and becomes something capable 

of generating enough social capital that collaborative environmental planning becomes the most 

appropriate form of mobilization? The remainder of this essay, following Enzensberger’s remaining 

constituents, will explore high level practical considerations found in the research that are beginning to 

answer this question. 



 

Interaction of those involved, feedback &  A political learning process

“Representing normally excluded voices, vulnerable groups, or even values attached to the non-

human world, is a transformative process that can both construct institutional innovation as well 

as promote in-depth understanding of the issue at hand.” (Dessai et. al, p.20, my emphasis).

 “Like every learning process, this process too is reciprocal. The specialist will learn as much or 

more from the nonspecialists as the other way round.” (Enzensberger, p.275). 

The case for integration of scientific and non-scientific knowledge is clear. Acceptance of local 

knowledge is critical to increasing interaction and enabling feedback, easing two of the prohibitive 

factors to public participation identified by Rydin & Pennington: changing the terms of knowledge 

required to participate in a deliberative environment and making the impact of participation in policy 

decisions and their outcomes tangible. So what’s holding things up? 

Sally Eden is cogent in her analysis of both the challenges and opportunities of integrating 

counter-scientific and non-scientific contributions (e.g. environmental data collected by concerned 

citizens): “To build successful environmental policy and adequate public participation, these different 

elements need to be conjoined, but this proves a problem for academia because of the disciplinary 

boundaries which divide studies of science from those of publics, cultures and morals…the acceptance 

of local knowledges within policy debates would also help to revitalize public participation by 

redefining expertise so as to recognize the value of lay interpretations.” (1996, p.198). That academia 



 

needs to breakdown the boundaries that divide disciplines is clear, but building something new may be 

more effective. 

The emergence and growing influence of Traditional Environmental Knowledge (TEK) both as 

a recognized knowledge resource and academic field of study, offers symbolic potential for bridging or 

entirely leapfrogging traditional disciplinary divides. Recently successful integration of TEK with 

Western science-based paradigms of environmental management has taken place through the 

development and implementation of GIS applications that have enabled indigenous people to 

demarcate, monitor and manage their environmental and resource issues (Brodnig & Mayer-

Schonberger, 2000, p.9). Additionally, the acknowledgment of TEK by the Canadian government has 

enabled and encouraged its use as part of federal environmental assessments, and has made it more 

feasible for First Nations TEK specialists to partake in deliberative environments. Gouveia et. al have 

found similar benefits in the use of citizen-collected environmental data: “Involving concerned citizens 

within environmental monitoring has allowed to increase, spatially and temporally, the collected data 

on the state of the environment. Furthermore such initiatives have an educative value and promote 

public engagement within environmental protection.” (2004, p.152). Further research in this area is 

likely to explore methodologies to, “…extract useful information from human sensory data.” (p.152). 

Both examples involve the creation of new conceptualizations and methodologies for integrating non-

scientific expertise, changing the bar for entry into the politics of environmental management and 

facilitating environmental education that has the potential to enrich the deliberative process. Platforms 

that simplify accessibility to the decision making process are desirable, and developments such as new 

visualization technologies in the field of urban planning offer great potential, primarily because they 

favor a more accessible literacy (visualization of local environments) or are based on new and 

emerging literacies that no one actor has a clear advantage in having mastered.



 

 “A reciprocal relationship among society, environment and communication is critical to 

successful environmental discourse.” (Coppola, p.13). Coppola references Luhmann’s Ecological  

Communication, and his conceptualization of communication as the, “…nourishment that keeps 

societies alive,” viewing the relationship between social communication and the environment as an 

autopoietic system. If we accept this view, then the recognition and integration of TEK and similar non-

scientific knowledges, combined with a leveling of the literacy required to partake in deliberative 

processes, are positive developments removing barriers to the free flow of communication, an essential 

“nutrient” in the health of social structures and the environment itself (Luhmann sees communication 

as the connection between the social system and its environment). We are essentially removing barriers 

imposed by instrumental rationality to the free flow and political participation of the masses.

Once barriers to local political and deliberative environments are cleared, the first and best step 

we can hope for, assuming that an engaged, educated and emboldened public is desirable, is the small 

scale achievement of collective action: “When individuals have been able to use their ability to 

overcome the collective action problem in small settings they may then be able to deal with more 

complex dilemmas.” (Rydin & Pennington, p.161). Rydin and Pennington go on to cite Ostrom in 

pointing out that, “…when smaller units have managed to overcome the collective action problem, the 

marginal cost of building on that organizational base is considerably less than the cost of starting with 

no prior base.” (p.161). Education programs and opportunities for citizens to experience “taking action” 

are critical, especially in light of work in the field of cognitive processing studies by James Cantrill that 

suggests we filter environmental communication through at least three biases: schema, commitments 

and ideologies (Coppola, p.10). Commitments are the most relevant to this discussion: “We tenaciously 

retain our private and public commitments. When confronted with environmental communication, we 



 

use our past behaviour to guide current appraisals so that our behaviour is consistent.” (p.11). Early 

experiences of successful collective action have the clear potential to shape future behaviour including 

receptivity to environmental communication messages and subsequent willingness to participate in 

deliberative environments.  

Collective production & social control by self-organization

Enzensberger’s related constituents of collective production and social control by self-

organization were clearly aimed at the purist production of social capital, the theoretical lifeblood of 

socialist organization. And while it’s easy to call for collective production and social control by self-

organization, operationalizing it, especially within our preexisting institutional contexts and social 

organization (the accepted social reality of this paper), is a far more difficult task. 

With regard to collective production and self-organization we have seen the case made by Stone 

and others that emically defined groups are an important innovation to consider in the identification of 

stakeholders. Through the work of deliberative processing, we have also seen the importance of 

allowing groups to organize themselves along gender lines and likely other groupings, eventually 

bringing their deliberative products into relation with one another through an agonistic model of 

deliberation. 

Interestingly (though it could also be said “naturally”) many of these high-level findings have 

been found to play a key role in successful instances of institutional redesign that builds social capital. 

Rydin and Pennington stress the importance of institutional redesign in shaping the ways community 

actors interact with one another over the medium to long term, “…including organizational matters…



 

and the norms and routine practice of interaction.” (p.163). They identify factors for success including 

the nature of arenas for interaction, the rules of interaction including monitoring and enforcement, as 

well as the language of interaction, the handling of conflicts of values and the presentation and self-

presentation of actors and the interaction process. They point to Lam’s study of the Taiwanese 

irrigation system as operationalizing, “…various important features of the institutions which are 

necessary for the creation and maintenance of social capital.” (p.163). Some of the features most 

relevant to the findings reviewed in this paper include: 

 “multiple arenas at different levels for working out conflict (“benign” public spaces);

 various domains of autonomy for actors to exercise their problem-solving capacities;

 group-oriented incentives

 constraints on asymmetries in and the abuse of power, which hinder communication and social 

learning, and dampen the incentives of those in subordinate positions: for example the rotation 

of leadership.” (p.163).

As suggested by the authors, self-organization incorporating the measures listed above is 

necessary for successful collective production. Further research into successful forms of self-

organization should yield more of these concrete measures, and when paired with the high-level 

findings from fields such as deliberative processing and risk perception mapping (to name a few), 

should offer concrete, tested and well rationalized approaches to creating more successful deliberative 

environments that break down artificial barriers imposed by instrumental rationality. 



 

Conclusion

Enzensberger's Constituents of a Theory of Media provides an analytical framework for 

surveying and assessing contemporary efforts to design more equitable deliberative environments. 

Enzensberger's revolutionary project and idealistic edicts provide absolute goals for fully socialized 

communication that beg practical questions of operationalization. Because this paper is interested in 

solutions that are not dependent on traditional notions of social revolution, it is in the realm of 

institutional redesign that operationalization is sought and that the work of Rydin and Pennington 

becomes so important.  The reader will have noticed Rydin and Pennington are often referenced in this 

paper. This is because the contribution of their social capital approach to diagnosing problems of 

collective action, and their work in identifying models of deliberation appropriate to varying levels of 

collective action deficit, is ground breaking. Indeed, the social capital model is a rare diagnostic tool 

for assessing the collective action potential of an audience, for diagnosing the obstacles to greater 

participation, and for offering solutions.

As mentioned earlier, Rydin and Pennington's model sharpens the original question guiding this 

paper's review: How can an abstract environmental issue like climate change, with a severe collective 

action problem be conceptualized, communicated and deliberated on by the public in such a way that it 

manages to reconcile lay and specialist knowledge, and becomes something capable of generating 

enough social capital that collaborative environmental planning becomes the most appropriate form of 

mobilization? Without fully recounting the observations made in preceding sections, common threads 

that begin to answer this question can be singled out. The reigning in of instrumental rationality within 

traditional public participation environments requires institutional redesign, and at a minimum that 



 

redesign should follow the high-level ideals expressed in Enzensberger's constituents. Contemporary 

developments and ideas in the field that reflect these constituents include the creation and acceptance 

of new knowledge models that reconcile lay and specialist knowledge; respect for and facilitation of 

self-organization within deliberative environments that are agonistic but respectful and with built-in 

mechanisms that rotate to keep power relations equitable; and perhaps most importantly, the facilitation 

of early experiences of successful collective action, even small “victories” that can begin building 

social capital and individual belief in the power of collective action.    

As we have seen in the preceding sections, there are strong arguments for increased public 

participation and the reconciliation of lay and specialist knowledge in environmental decision making, 

ranging from the  moral to the purely instrumental. Significantly, many of these arguments are 

originating from  researchers affiliated with techno-scientific institutions themselves. We must fully 

appreciate and seize on this self-reflexive opportunity in the same way that Enzensberger did with the 

new media. Like Enzensberger's insistence that society take the promise of the new media spectacle 

literally, as representing an innate human need for utopia that must be realized (and which he was 

certain the media couldn't deliver), we must jump on the same token (or perhaps genuine but nervous) 

language of inclusion offered by those who moderate public participation. We must take their promises 

literally and demand their full realization, operationalizing the constituents of truly emancipatory 

environmental communication and deliberative environments.  
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