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On the 16 of Oct. 2008, the Environmental Technology Action Plan (ETAP) 
devoted its 5th Forum to emerging technologies for eco-innovation. After 
introducing ETAP (origin, policy context), this article reports on some of the 
key aspects addressed by the participants. It then addresses two factors likely 
to affect eco-innovation development: education and policy integration. It 
identifies the inadequacy of knowledge and cognitive responses as an 
important risk and stakeholders' engagement as an opportunity to mitigate 
this risk. The conclusion formulates a series of recommendations centred 
around clarification, education and policy integration. 
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1. ETAP: origin and policy context 
 

ETAP: a landmark in the greening of the Lisbon Strategy 
The integration of environmental issues into policy-making is a process that 
has been unfolding over almost four decades. One of its landmark outcomes 
is the Environmental Technology Action Plan (ETAP), jointly launched in 
2004 by the European Commission's services for Research and for 
Environment [CEC 2004b]. The Action Plan for Environmental Technologies 
seeks to (i) remove the obstacles so as to tap the full potential of 
environmental technologies for protecting the environment while 
contributing to competitiveness and economic growth; (ii) ensure that over 
the coming years the EU takes a leading role in developing and applying 
environmental technologies; and (iii) mobilise all stakeholders in support of 
these objectives (Ibid: 3). 

ETAP was endorsed by the Kok Report, which in turn largely inspired the 
revision of the Lisbon Strategy. In its mid-term assessment of the Lisbon 
Strategy, the Kok Report called for reinforcing the integration of 
environmental considerations, and making it ‘part of Europe's competitive 
advantage' [CEC 2004a: 35]. One of the five policy areas identified by the Kok 
Report as requiring urgent action is environmental sustainability (Ibid: 6). 
Echoing ETAP, the Kok Report put unprecedented emphasis on the concept 
and the promotion of eco-efficient innovations, or eco-innovations (Ibid: 36). 
It called for 'spreading eco-innovations and building leadership in eco-
industry; pursuing policies which lead to long-term and sustained 
improvements in productivity through eco-efficiency' (Ibid: 6). From then on, 
eco-innovation had entered the European policy jargon, as exemplified by 
President Barroso's address to the subsequent European Council [CEC 2005: 
3, 9, 23]. 

Lisbon is also about governance 
Lisbon is commonly equated with growth and jobs. It is worth stressing the 
fact that another drive behind the revision of Lisbon was the Kok Report's 
unforgiving appraisal of the governance at play during the first term of the 
Strategy. The failure to communicate effectively and to mobilise popular 
support for Lisbon was acknowledged by President Barroso when he urged 
the European Council to implement a 'radical improvement of the governance 
of the Lisbon Strategy' (Ibid: 10). 

Quite logically, along with eco-innovation, the knowledge society belongs to 
the five policy areas identified by the Kok Report as requiring urgent action. 
The Report calls for 'promoting the use of information and communication 
technologies' [CEC 2004a: 6], and stresses that 'the challenges facing Europe, 
why policies are developing as they are and the importance of acting together 
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need to be understood much better by the European public' (Ibid: 43). 
Echoing the Kok Report, the Commission launched in 2005 the i2010 Strategy, 
a new policy framework embracing all aspects of the information, 
communication and audiovisual sector1. 

 

Photos 1 and 2: Eco-innovation and the knowledge society are two major, 
yet lesser-known objectives of the revised Lisbon Strategy2 

 
 

2. 5th ETAP Forum - Emerging technologies for eco-innovation: opportunities 
and risks   
The 5th ETAP Forum took place in Budapest, under the auspices of the 
Hungarian Ministry of Environment & Water and the European Commission. 
It brought together over a hundred stakeholders from the industry, policy-
making, research and civil society. Like the previous Forum in Vienna, this 
event was formatted to allow considerable space for participation. Beside 
plenary presentations, the agenda included panel discussions and 
presentation of key stakeholder perspectives, case studies, and focus group 
discussions. The event resulted in a range of recommendations to be used in 
the on-going review of ETAP. The following section reports on four plenary 
presentations3.  

 

Highlights from the presentations  
Timo Mäkelä (DG Environment) started his presentation by listing a number 
of alarming environmental trends. He emphasised the scope of economic 
opportunities offered by the 'green revolution' (e.g., 2 million new jobs in EU 
in the renewable energy sector alone by 2020), but expressed his concern 
about the pace of green innovation as measured through the number of 

                                                
1 http://ec.europa.eu/information_society  
2 Photo courtesy of the European Commission's Audiovisual Services (montage by author). 
3 Most presentations given to the Forum are available on 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/ecoinnovation2008/2nd_forum/presentations_reports_en.htm  
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patents. A series of success stories illustrated the opportunities offered by 
emerging technologies in bio-technology, nano-technology, ICT, robotics, eco-
building, or eco-packaging (such as the first biodegradable mineral water 
bottle, already on the UK market). The presentation also addressed issues of 
risk analysis (precautionary principle) and dialogue with stakeholders 
(European Technology Platforms). 

Willy De Backer (Ecological Footprint Network), after an introduction of the 
Ecological Footprint concept4, stressed the importance of a political vision for 
guiding innovation and technology development, instead of letting 
technology guide policy development. He advocated a technology policy that 
would trigger 'business as unusual', i.e. that would not just promote 
'environmental technologies' but also help imagine new business models. W. 
De Backer provided illustrations of 'preferable innovations' (new metrics of 
sustainability - beyond GDP, a global institute for the durability of consumer 
goods...) and 'questionable innovations' (agrofuels, nuclear renaissance, etc). 

 

Photos 3 and 4: Plenary presentation and panel session 

  
 

Ernö Fleit (Budapest University of Technology and Economics) in his 
presentation on waste treatment, emphasised the importance of multiple 
criteria for assessing any technological solution: technical, financial, 
environmental, social, institutional, political... For example, a change in 
attitude toward our wastewater may in itself be part of the solution to 
widespread sanitation issues (see Box 1). He argued that recycling the urinal 
nitrogen produced by the Budapest human population (22,000 tons urea 
annually), instead of eliminating it in traditional and costly wastewater 
treatment plants, could generate over 30 millions euro annually from the 
saving on treatment costs (nitrification, denitrification) and from the sale of 
urea as nitrogen fertiliser. He pointed out that the technologies necessary for 
collecting the urea upstream of the treatment plant do exist (microfiltration, 
ionic exchange, simple adsorbers, sedimentation...) but are being ignored 
                                                
4(http://www.footprintnetwork.org 
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because we keep wastewater at a distance - an attitude that should be 
reconsidered. 

 

 

 

Armand Klein (DuPont Applied BioSciences EMEA), stressed that bio-based 
products are ubiquitous in a global market expected to increase by two third 
between 2005 (77 billion EUR) and 2010 (125 billion EUR). They form the so-
called Knowledge-Based Bio-Economy (KBBE), a major economic sector that 
is the focus of much policy and research effort. Compared with conventional 
processes, biotechnological processes globally enhance labour productivity, 
and reduce energy use, chemicals use and emissions to water and air. Still it is 
important to verify the social and environmental conditions of production of 
the biomass ('biomass sustainably made available'). A. Klein introduced a 
word of caution against the challenges potentially facing any technology. 
Remarkable, yet unnoticed technologies with high eco-innovative potential 
have been ignored in the past due to factors that are not primarily 
technological. That's the case of the soybean car developed by Henry Ford 70 
years ago, and which was 'killed by cheap oil'.5  

 

3. Commentary   
Through the active promotion of eco-innovations, ETAP transforms the 
conventional environmental approach to competitiveness, rather limitative 
('don't do that'), into a positive challenge fostering change ('can you do that 
better?'). Since 2004 ETAP has undertaken in-depth mobilisation missions 
targeting i) Member States, who have developed their own environmental 
technology road maps, with concrete results in terms of revising state aid 
rules, focusing research, and developing technology platforms, and ii) new 
financial instruments at the EU level specifically dedicated to eco-innovation 
(Structural Funds, venture capital for eco-innovative businesses, etc). 

                                                
5 http://www.thehenryford.org/research/soybeancar.aspx#  

 

Box 1 - Urea: CO(NH2)2 
A valuable resource we keep 

wasting - at a great cost 
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Nobody among the Forum participants disputed the global potential held by 
eco-innovation as a driving force for a competitive Europe. However a 
number of questions were raised about the ways to realise this potential, and 
the risks facing could-be eco-innovators. Drawing on the Forum’s material 
and on three exclusive in-depth interviews held during the event this section 
focuses on the barriers to the mobilisation of all eco-innovation stakeholders, 
and on the fragmentation between policy domains. 

 

3.1 Mobilising all stakeholders requires education and communication   
The mission of ETAP explicitly includes the mobilisation of 'all stakeholders' 
in support of environmental technologies. However important barriers keep 
hampering eco-innovation development, a process which appears poorly 
understood and poorly addressed by education. 

Barriers to knowledge circulation threatens eco-innovation 
During the Forum, knowledge was mentioned almost exclusively with 
reference to the 'knowledge base' resulting from R&D. The circulation of this 
knowledge through education appeared somewhat overlooked. Education, 
awareness-raising and their target audiences were not given much attention 
(the Aquawareness programme presented by Lionel Platteuw being a notable 
exception). One Forum Recommendation did mention 'awareness-raising 
among consumers', and Timo Makela's presentation did mention awareness-
raising and training activities albeit in very general terms. 

In some sectors knowledge and education represent serious and documented 
barriers to the take-up of eco-innovations6. The corresponding risks were not 
given much coverage by the Forum. Moreover, it doesn't sound fair to assume 
that some categories of stakeholders (such as decision-makers) have no 
particular learning needs with regards to eco-technologies. The striking 
example Jan Haemers presented at the Forum about soil remediation 
technologies7 suggests that decision-makers are not exempt from the necessity 
to learn and innovate, among other things for the sake of enhancing policy 
integration. 

Eco-innovation and related policy initiatives lack popular understanding  
Overall it seems rather important to better communicate why 'eco-innovation 
will hold the key' as stated by President Barroso to the European Council 
[CEC 2005: 23]. Can we assume that the message has got across all 
governance levels, let alone social levels? My personal experience in the 
Europe INNOVA project (as member of the Eco-innovation Panel), and in a 
                                                
6 These barriers do vary greatly across sectors. For a general view of the factors affecting eco-innovation, 
see e.g., Technopolis Group [2008: Chapter 3]. 
7 www.deep-green.com  
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series of events associated with EU-funded research projects and with 
informal discussion groups such as about the CAP reform, with DG Agri 
officers, have let me recurrently observe the general lack of pre-existing 
knowledge regarding ETAP. Europe-INNOVA's final report on eco-
innovation sectoral watch, for example, offers a good review of data sources, 
barriers and drivers, and policies, relevant to eco-innovation in Europe; 
however it doesn't mention ETAP, even in its chapter on the determinants of 
eco-innovation, (p. 34-49) or in its chapter on eco-innovation as a ‘fourth 
generation innovation policy’ (p. 50-69) [Technopolis Group, 2008]. This again 
suggests that the emphasis on education and communication should not be 
restricted to consumers or businesses, but should be extended also into 
decision-making and research arenas. 

Education is an underused lever  
Pressed about the potential role of education, all the participants interviewed 
acknowledged the necessity to better address education and learning issues 
(e.g., see Box 2). Education appears as a powerful lever for virtually all eco-
innovations, new and old, but this lever remains often underused. Beside 
awareness-raising activities such as this Forum, ETAP's education mission 
appears to rely substantially on European Technology Platforms (ETPs). It is 
striking that ETPs have been recently assessed as 'underachieving' in this 
respect [Idea Consult 2008]. Among other things, the assessment recommends 
scaling up the use of ICT and interactive approaches likely to engage platform 
stakeholders, and identifying learning needs. 

Europe has no environmental education policy 
Looking back to the historical development of the policy relevant to eco-
innovation, strongly suggests that environmental and governance initiatives 
have emerged in isolation from each other until the last few years (see Fig. 1). 
On the one hand, in the area of governance, direct engagement of citizens and 
civil society organisations in the preparation and implementation of policy 
decisions materialised in the 1980s, with the decentralisation thrust 
(regionalisation and devolution across Members States), leading to a series of 
other governance initiatives (subsidiarity, IMPEL, LEADER), up to the 
Agenda 2000 and the open acknowledgement that Europe is facing 
governance challenges. The i2010 Strategy brought together information 
society policy initiatives in 2005. 

On the other hand, in the area of environmental policy, most of the policy 
efforts were devoted to secure the very recognition of this relatively new 
policy domain born around 1972, directly competing with the established 
Directorates stemming from the primary drive of the European Economic 
Community. Policy events such as he Cork Declaration (1996), the 
Amsterdam Treaty with its Integration Principle (1997), the Cardiff Process 
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(1998), the 6th European Environmental Action Plan (2001-2010) gradually 
ushered in education issues in the environmental policy agenda. 
Environmental governance got an 'institutional boost' in the mid-2000s with 
the UN Decade of Education for Sustainable Development (2005-2014), the 
revision of the Lisbon Strategy and the subsequent revision of the Sustainable 
Development Strategy. 

 

Fig. 1 - Europe has no environmental education policy yet 

 
 

These developments are still recent and no environmental education policy 
seems to be formulated yet at the European level (see Box 2). It is probably 
quite telling that education issues and bodies, such as the European 
Commission's DG Information Society and Media and the DG Education and 
Culture, were not mentioned in the ETAP Forum. These issues would 
arguably be of some relevance, but their representation in the eco-innovation 
debate is still, at best, rather discrete. 

 

Box 2 - Environmental policy is not matched by an education policy  
at the EU level 

Question - Some environmental technologies fail arguably because of a lack of 
social acceptance: is education part of ETAP? 
Ian Clark8 - ... It depends, what you mean by ‘education'. If you consider 
governance involving stakeholders, and trying to develop ideas on the basis of 
deep debate with stakeholders, that has been part of ETAP from the beginning. 

                                                
8 Ian Clark is Head of the Unit Research, Science & Innovation (DG Environment), which is responsible 
for the environmental part of ETAP. 
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But if you mean going wider, actually making education as such, addressing 
learning needs, yes, I think there might have been less involvement. Partly, 
perhaps because it's not an EU competence. Education as such is very much 
national policies. But on the other hand, where there is EU competence, it 
could be that we need to do more to bring eco-innovation onto the agenda. 
That's an issue we can look at in the review of ETAP which is starting now. 
On the awareness-raising side, these ETAP fora are an example of something 
that is considered a success. On the education side, less has been done. And 
that's something that needs to be looked at in the future. The social acceptance 
of technologies is another issue that should be looked at as well. 

 

 

3.2 Policy integration requires conceptual clarification   
Another obstacle to the engagement of stakeholders in eco-innovation 
development is arguably the lack of policy consistency and integration. This 
situation stems at least partly from the concepts used, and this has 
implications for measurement issues. 

The traditional concept of innovation in economics is misleading 
The last decade has seen an unprecedented move in favour of policy 
integration, in the sense of making selected priority policies transversal to all 
other policy domains. Environmental concerns were formally integrated in 
1997. With the Lisbon Strategy, the third generation innovation policy made 
the coordination of actions in policy areas and the formulation of innovation-
friendly policies, one of the core principles of any policy and institutional 
reform: it effectively recognised the centrality of innovation to all policy areas, 
and called for the integration of innovation in all policies [CEC 2002]. 

This integration process has not yet safeguarded the corresponding policy 
domains against fragmentation. On the one hand, a considerable part of 
environmental policy is not innovation-friendly, particularly in agri-
environmental policy and nature conservation policy. On the other hand, 
innovation, raised at the top of the political agenda by the Lisbon Strategy, 
traditionally remains ‘neutral' vis-à-vis environmental concerns, and fails to 
consider the ‘direction and content of progress' [Rennings 2000: 322]. This 
neutrality finds an expression in popular definitions of innovation where 
entrepreneurs are focussed on ‘productivity enhancing processes', ‘cost 
advantages' and rent-seeking, with little consideration for broader social or 
environmental standards, norms or ethics. 

Such ‘neutral’ definitions are perhaps not the most helpful for conceiving 
environmentally- and socially-friendly innovation policy. It may be argued 
that the literature underlying those definitions, because it pays little attention 
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to sustainability issues and the pluralist assessment of innovation, conveys a 
short term and technico-commercial view that does not seem to fully meet the 
requirements of sustainable development. The latter view, known as 
reflecting a ‘technological bias’ [Rennings 2000: 323], is worth mentioning also 
because it omits another essential aspect of the sustainability equation: the 
social dimension. 

 

Box 3 - Comparing definitions of eco-innovation 

A. For Peter James, one of the authors on this concept, eco-innovations are 
‘new products and processes which provide customer and business value but 
significantly decrease environmental impacts’ [James 1997: 53]. 
B. I am aware of only one definition given at the Budapest Forum [De Backer 
slide 19]: 'Eco-innovation is the creation of novel and competitively priced 
goods, processes, systems, and procedures designed to satisfy human needs 
and provide a better quality of life for everyone with a life-cycle minimal use of 
natural resources per unit output...' (this definition is comparable to the one 
used as a reference in [Technopolis Group 2008: 2]). 
C. DG Environment9: 'Eco-innovation is a fairly recent business & technology 
area which may be described as the production, assimilation or exploitation of 
a novelty in products, production processes, services or in management and 
business methods, which aims, throughout its life cycle, to prevent or 
substantially reduce environmental risk, pollution and other negative impacts 
of resources use (including energy use).' 
D. Definition resulting from the FP6 project 'Measuring Eco-Innovation' (MEI): 
'Eco-innovation is the production, assimilation or exploitation of a product, 
production process, service or management or business method that is novel to 
the organisation (developing or adopting it) and which results, throughout its 
life cycle, in a reduction of environmental risk, pollution and other negative 
impacts of resources use (including energy use) compared to relevant 
alternatives' [Kemp and Pearson 2008: 7]. 

 

Toward an integrative concept of eco-innovation 
 How do present day conceptions of eco-innovation improve the 
technological bias presumably associated with the traditional definition of 
innovation? Box 3 above gathers a pioneering formulation of eco-innovation 
(A), two popular definitions (B, C) and a more recent one (D). Definition D 
results from one of the first EU-funded research initiatives explicitly devoted 
to eco-innovation, which have devoted considerable efforts to the concepts of 

                                                
9 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/etap/ecoinnovation/def_en.htm, accessed 

20/11/08. 
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environmental innovations, eco-innovations, sustainable innovations, eco-
efficiency, etc10. 

In my opinion definition D is the most relevant for at least three reasons. 
Firstly, it emphasises the actual effects (the environmental performance) over 
the stated aims. By focusing on the environmental effects rather than the 
environmental aims/intentions, this definition escapes to a large extent the 
vagueness associated with intentionality: almost anything could be designed 
with the aim of being green, and there is no easy way to verify an 'aim', or a 
'design intention'. Both are less relevant than 'results', even if verifying results 
can in turn also prove a challenge. 

Secondly, definition D emphasises the eco-innovation's institutional context, 
through the notion of novelty to a specific group. This is relevant because 
innovativeness is highly context-dependent: what is innovative for a certain 
group at a certain time in a certain place may be totally trivial for another 
group at another time elsewhere. The formulation of this aspect is also 
interesting because it opens up the nature of concerned actors to any 
organisation developing of adopting an innovation. Definition C, by contrast, 
still appears to restrict the eco-innovation playing field. 

Thirdly, the comparison to relevant alternatives is also innovative because it 
emphasises more than in the other definitions the necessity to take stock of 
pre-existing knowledge. As shown with the urea example, there are many 
cases of environmental problems for which solutions do exist but are not 
mobilised. Forgetting to consider existing, even 'old', knowledge, is 
treacherous because it could open the door to an endless technological rush 
('Innovate! No matter what!'), precipitate the obsolescence of technically valid 
technologies, and result in adverse environmental impacts. It would also give 
credit to the idea that inventing new technologies is a goal in itself, which is a 
disputed idea - and perhaps a major factor of misunderstanding and even 
rejection, of the Lisbon Strategy. 

The second and third reasons above could tentatively be associated with the 
‘social pillar’, i.e., the social and cultural acceptance of innovation, which the 
MEI project has introduced in the definition of eco-innovation (definition D). 
This introduction is necessary because the social pillar plays a major role in 
learning and thus in the effectiveness of eco-innovations. This social pillar, 
together with the economic and environmental pillars, makes eco-innovation 
an integrative concept. Such a concept is required to promote compromises 
instead of conflicts between the various legitimacies involved in sustainable 
development. Additionally, definition D insists on environmental effects, 
instead of claimed intentions, which is more favourable to environmental 
technology verification. 

                                                
10 In particular the following EU-funded RTD projects: Measuring Eco-Innovation (MEI), Ecodrive, 
Fundetec and ETTAR. 
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Broaden measurement frameworks 
As the definition of eco-innovation takes on board a social pillar, its 
measurement requires a similar adaptation. One of the very few quantitative 
indications of eco-innovation development given during the Forum relied on 
the number of patented innovations. This measurement framework should 
arguably be broadened beyond the 'new-to-market' innovations linked to in-
house R&D and patenting. At least two other modes of innovation could be 
brought forward: 'process modernising' (use of embedded technologies, 
training of staff), and 'wider innovation' (organisational and marketing-
related innovation strategies) [OECD 2008: 7]. 

A number of interventions and remarks made at the Forum reflected this 
need for a systemic and pluralist perspective on eco-innovation. It is worth 
reminding that the policy focus on innovation is shifting from specific 
product innovations toward the analysis of larger scale, longer term system 
innovations [Berkhout 2007]. In this perspective, again, the institutional 
setting in which innovation occurs, and not merely the market, does matter. 
Measuring eco-innovations exclusively in terms of growth and jobs would be 
betraying other aspects of European policy such as the current initiative 
aiming to go beyond GDP [see e.g., EESC 2008]. It would jeopardize the 
difficult attempts made towards greater policy integration.  

The way we choose to define eco-innovation has implications for data 
generation and analysis. A number of issues such as data relevance, data 
reliability, and scale of observation, deserve consideration when monitoring 
eco-innovation. Innovation patterns are far from being homogeneous across 
firms, sectors and locations, and the data currently provided by Community 
Innovation Surveys, in particular, have been shown to give little insight into 
eco-innovation [Technopolis Group 2008]. An immediate implication of 
adopting an integrative definition of eco-innovation is thus to complement 
current measurement frameworks, e.g. with socio-cognitive, environmental 
(based on actual impacts and not only on intentions), institutional and 
learning aspects of eco-innovation. 

 

4. Conclusion - Mitigating knowledge and cognitive risks by using 
engagement opportunities   
The promotion of environmentally-friendly technologies by ETAP represents 
a concrete and innovative example of the integration of environmental 
concerns into economic development policy. Generally speaking, policy 
fragmentation (i.e., the lack of integration between policy domains) remains a 
major obstacle to the development of eco-innovation. Education does too, but 
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the Budapest Forum reflected much less this latter point than the former. The 
risks associated with inadequate knowledge responses strongly suggest that 
more ambition is needed with respect to engaging stakeholders. 

 

Inadequate knowledge and cognitive responses are a widespread yet overlooked risk   
Turning a 'pollutant' into a resource - like in the urea example - is in itself an 
innovation with a potential for radically transforming widespread production 
systems and the way we assess their 'productivity'. What hampers this 
potential eco-innovation is not so much the lack of technological knowledge 
than its circulation and effective use by a range of stakeholders. In this light, 
one major risk facing environmental technologies is the risk of inadequate 
knowledge and cognitive response within a population of stakeholders that 
varies enormously across sectors and from one innovation to the other. 
Following the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment [2005: 22 ff and 98 ff], who 
identified this risk as a major factor affecting the sustainable management of 
ecosystems, inadequate knowledge can be defined as the lack of adequate 
knowledge and information available to those who make management 
decisions, and inadequate cognitive responses as the failure to use adequately 
the information that does exist in support of management decisions. This risk, 
even though it might appear trivial, is real for existing technologies and even 
more so for emerging technologies. 

Inadequate knowledge and cognitive responses themselves may increase two 
other risks. Firstly, the risk of confusion among relevant stakeholders. Loose 
definitions of 'green' technologies and the lack of verification and certification 
system, open the door to recurrent misunderstanding. It also makes the 
strategic use of this confusion possible through green-washing strategies, for 
example in marketing or in policy-making. Even though eco-innovation 
development holds promising perspectives in terms of growth and jobs, the 
permanent measurement of eco-innovation exclusively by market indicators 
may also mislead stakeholders into risky assumptions such as efficient 
technology transfer (of any green technology exported anywhere), adequate 
regulatory framework, energy efficiency (of food production systems, even if 
labelled 'organic' or 'biological'), or social equity. Secondly, confusion 
regarding the supposed benefits of innovations 'aimed' at being green, 
increases distrust. Distrust, in turn, increases the risk of technologies being 
rejected for no economic and no environmental reasons. 

 

‘Mobilising stakeholders': an objective with broad implications 
Inadequate knowledge and cognitive responses, confusion and rejection 
potentially threaten many existing eco-technologies. These risks are mutually 
reinforcing as a vicious circle. One of the core objectives of ETAP, which 
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arguably holds important keys to reducing the risks facing eco-innovation, 
was not given much attention at the Forum: mobilising, equated here as 
engaging, all stakeholders. What meaning does ETAP give to this 
engagement? How are stakeholders 'engaged'? At least three main 
opportunities can be examined to mitigate the above risks: clarification, 
education, integration. The numbered items represent suggested areas of 
action. 

 

Conceptualise better 

The social, institutional and cognitive factors identified above need 
addressing. It is likely that eco-innovation at large will remain under-
developed as long as these factors are not seriously addressed. Eco-
innovation has a social component. This approach specified by definition D 
(Box 3) gives eco-innovations a status that is more than a new type of 
commodity, or a new sector, even though environmental technology and eco-
innovation are associated with the emergence of new economic activities or 
even branches (e.g., waste treatment, recycling, etc). This approach considers 
eco-innovation in terms of usage rather than merely in terms of product. The 
social pillar associated with eco-innovation introduces a governance 
component that makes eco-innovation a more integrated tool for sustainable 
development. It is thus innovative with regard to common approaches of eco-
innovation somewhat restricted to the intentions associated with 
environmental technology. It is fortunate that ETAP reflects this dimension in 
its third objective, even if mainstreaming it appears a challenge likely to 
require considerable effort in education and monitoring. 

1) Broaden the concept of eco-innovation so as to include all innovation 
patterns, all relevant stakeholders, and pay due attention to their institutional 
context (including knowledge). Consolidate a consensus definition of eco-
innovation that includes a social pillar, building on definition D.  

2) Encourage the reflexion on the meaning of stakeholders' engagement - an 
essential part of ETAP. For example, what is a 'plan' in terms of the 
institutional framing of personal engagement [Thévenot 2001]?  How do 
technologies emerge in the pre-market phase, from a socio-cognitive 
evolutionary perspective [Geels and Raven 2007]? 

3) Encourage the development of new eco-innovation indicators such as those 
including organisational innovations (marketing, production systems) and 
learning elements. 
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Educate better 

The ETAP Forum in itself represents an excellent communication event where 
exemplary logistical conditions enabled a range of actors to confront their 
views. Beyond awareness-raising and communication events, environmental 
education has been identified as a possible 'policy gap' that needs addressing. 

4) Communicate the broader meaning of eco-innovation (e.g., a consensus 
definition) in order to avoid the pitfalls of narrowly defined innovative 
activities. 

5) Define Community educational competencies in synergy with national 
educational initiatives. 

 6) Complement information campaigns and awareness-raising, by designing 
and implementing initiatives fostering effective education and effective 
learning (see below), formatted to different stakeholders needs and 
capabilities. 

 

Integrate better the environmental, educational, and innovation aspects of 
eco-innovation 

It seems inevitable that some sort of integration of education and 
environment concerns will take shape at the EU level. One way to address the 
lack of environmental education policy could be to seek a better integration 
between environmental policy and information society policy. The limited 
scope, to date, of sustainable development education strongly argues in 
favour of innovative actions in this domain. 

Among other things, the new Lisbon Strategy has emphasised two aspects: i) 
eco-innovation and ii) the use of ICT to foster acceptance, understanding and 
embrace of change. To some extent these two aspects have gone separate 
paths. Europe has built a unique environmental policy unmatched in any 
other geopolitical block. But the effectiveness of the EU environmental policy 
could be enhanced with policy initiatives in the field of education, looking 
e.g., across the Atlantic11. Moreover, first indicators are emerging about new 
US environmental policy ambitions that could possibly overtake the EU's, for 
example in terms of greenhouse gas emissions targets. The economic reason 
for concern is quite evident and well publicised: jobs, competitive power, 
growth. However, reasons for consolidating the European edge in sustainable 
development go well beyond the economic sphere. Beyond GDP, policy 
integration could also be presented as an engine of the European identity and 
heritage. 

7) Promote the transversality of eco-innovation, for example by reinforcing 
the popularity of eco-innovation among existing European Technological 
                                                
11 See e.g., http://www.edutopia.org/encouraging-innovation-our-schools  
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Platforms: e.g. by establishing platform modules for monitoring, pooling and 
socialising eco-innovation quality information. This could help balance the 
technological innovation rush (Europe needs emerging technologies but not 
regardless of the direction and content of progress). 

8) Go beyond the dominant entertainment environmental media and support 
the design of effective learning tools. Integrate innovative learning into eco-
innovation policy. Innovative learning and education innovation have to be 
considered as a strategic part of eco-innovation policy, perhaps up to the 
point where verification systems would include information systems 
provided to relevant stakeholders and formatted as to match their own 
specific learning resources. Introducing educational keywords such as 
'understanding', 'deep learning', 'effective learning', 'problem solving', 
'creative thinking', etc into eco-innovation policy could arguably enhance its 
effectiveness. 

9) Communicate on the European environmental differentiation edge as a key 
part of the European cultural heritage - and its associated environmental, 
social, economic, and moral benefits. 
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