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Good energy
– valuation struggles over the energy 
transition 
Julia Kirch Kirkegaard

Climate change and its consequences have led to calls for accelerating 
and upscaling renewable energy developments. Yet, these advances and 
changes to existing energy infrastructures often produce controversy and 
bring with them unforeseen consequences of their own. These contro-
versies are tied to questions of what is ‘good’ and what counts as ‘good 
energy’. Key to understanding this are the tools, devices, and expertise 
that have been used in the design of our energy future. After introducing 
the state-of-the-art on valuation struggles over the energy transition, 
the lecture sets out a new research direction, pointing towards a Critical 
Sociology for the Agencing and Devicing of Expertise to critically probe 
the (often invisible) role of expert devices in valuing what kind of energy 
future should come to count. Empirical examples used are wind energy, 
Power-to-X technology and energy islands. Julia Kirch Kirkegaard is Full 
Professor of Social Studies of Energy and focusses particularly on energy 
transition controversies. 

Towards a study of ‘Good energy’

I suppose it is the combination of my fortuitous jump into engineering 
combined with my natural nerdiness that has given me a particular 
curiosity and hunch for what on surface may seem like tiny technical 
details and artifacts. What really fascinates me in my work is how details 
of technological design can expose deeper societal controversies over 
sustainability and over what is ‘good energy’. What I have discovered 
– after following the development of wind turbines, control systems 
and more in China, the US, and Denmark – is that it becomes possible 

to discover how technology and engineering science is co-producing 
the society we have today and shaping the one we will have tomorrow. 

To explore this discovery, I argue we need to dive into the black 
box of design tools and devices. Such a focus on devices, technology, 
and material matter has been a core interest of the Actor-Network 
Theory-grounded (ANT) strand of Science and Technology Studies 
(STS) that I work within (e.g. Latour, 1983, 1987, 1992; Callon, 1984, 
1986, 1991; Law, 1994). And it was through the lens of STS and its Social 
Studies of Markets that I became equipped to understand the apparent 
conundrum playing out in front of my eyes as I travelled across China 
in the early 2010s during my PhD study on China’s wind power market.

To understand the impressive development in China but also 
to discover why and how so many wind turbines were failing and 
never even got connected to the power grid, I had to not only use my 
knowledge of Chinese language, culture, politics and economy, but 
also had to explore the nature of algorithms in a wind turbine’s control 
system, digital software tools and simulation tools, standards and 
certifications (Kirkegaard, 2015; Kirkegaard, 2019; Kirkegaard and 
Çalişkan, 2018; Haakonsson, Kirkegaard, and Lema, 2020). Without 
an understanding of how turbine ‘quality’ – or, ‘good’ wind energy, if 
you will, is socio-materially construed and valued by engineers all the 
way down to a core algorithm that ensures the optimisation of loads, 
aerodynamics, and control (Kirkegaard 2015, 2018), I would have never 
understood the struggles unfolding in China, and in Sino-foreign R&D 
collaborations. 

To make sense of the ‘quality crisis’ that was emerging in China’s 
wind power market and ensuing controversy (Kirkegaard 2015, 2017, 
2018), I had to educate myself, learning the language of engineers to the 
best of my abilities, to expose what I came to describe as “quality (and 
sustainability) by algorithm” (Kirkegaard, 2015, p. 440) or “algorithmic 
quality” (Kirkegaard, 2018, p. 10). Since then, I have, metaphorically 
speaking, been firmly ‘sucked’ into the ‘control room’ of engineers, and 
into their digital design tools and devices! 
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This experience profoundly changed my outlook on the world, and 
on how to conduct research. Maybe I also challenged some of my 
respondents and colleagues because I came to ask questions that are 
not necessarily expected from a ‘softy’ like me – a social scientist, a 
sociologist! Who am I to ask about electrons, control systems, models, 
algorithms?!

Indeed, when I joined the engineering-dominated Wind Energy 
Department at DTU almost 10 years ago, I did not fit the script assigned 
to me. That script was pretty much that of a social scientist brought in 
to look at ‘social acceptance’ and to solve the issue of ‘local opposition’ 
so the turbine designs being (co-)developed at the department could be 
deployed with minimal hindrance. This instrumental script never suited 
me, but with time and honest conversations, I came to appreciate the 
sometimes weird and challenging cross- or inter-disciplinary space be-
tween social science and engineering. Here, I got embroiled in struggles 
over the introduction of social science into a heavily engineering-based 
department, which in late 2020 resulted in the establishment of the 
section of Society, Market and Policy. 

To manage my role at DTU Wind, I had to put on my STS-glasses 
and came to consider myself doing fieldwork in the ‘laboratory’ almost 
every day, whilst at the same time also actually being active part of the 
‘lab’. A challenging double-faced role: I am sure many of you can see the 
dilemma I faced. The field of STS started out more than four decades ago 
with social scientists and anthropologists entering the laboratories of 
scientists to study the production of knowledge, of new scientific facts. 
In my work at DTU Wind, I had to venture ‘into the wild’ of engineering, 
conducting ethnographic fieldwork on a daily basis. If anything, it is my 
close engagements with engineering that have constructed the kind of 
Social Studies of Energy – studying the making and unmaking of ‘good 
energy’ – that I, together with my growing group of young scholars, 
endeavour to undertake at DTU MAN. 

Intermezzo – an ethnography

It is one of my first days in my new postdoc position. It 
is spring 2015. I have just landed at Risø Campus, the 
Department of Wind Energy, in Roskilde. Inaugurated 
in 1958, it was established by the Danish physicist, Niels 
Bohr as ‘The Research Establishment Risø’, with a focus 
on nuclear energy. But in 1978, five young idealistic 
engineers embarked on what was to become the Danish 
wind energy adventure. At Risø, I have been employed to 
work on the Wind2050 project. This begs me to venture 
into a research field entirely new to me, namely that of 
‘social acceptance’. Made a ‘non-issue’ (inspired by Asdal 
2015) in China and also not part of STS as such, I had 
never heard of this literature before. But I am excited to 
embark on fieldwork to speak to wind farm developers, 
community members, municipal planners and many 
more. I am eager to apply my STS lens of socio-technical 
market assemblages and controversy mapping. Yet, my 
new engineering colleagues expect me to develop a solu-
tion, a tool, to what they see as a barrier to developing 
wind farms. 

“There must be a device we can develop to fix the problem?”, my new 
engineering colleague asks. I try to explain that I as an ‘economic soci-
ologist turned STS’ am not trained in developing tools. Instead, I intend 
to conduct fieldwork to understand the issue. “Fieldwork? Are you a 
farmer?” “No, not in that literal sense. I will go out, conduct interviews 
in the field and adopt a particular theoretical lens. Understanding the 
issue is paramount to actually solving anything”. “But what do you mean 
by interviews? We don’t use those here! And when you say theory, I 
think of Einstein’s theory of relativity”. 

I am baffled by the difference in language, in methods, and theory. It 
seems like Don Quixote’s impossible fight against wind turbines.
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The overlooked role of expertise

It was during many such conversations that I came to appreciate how 
much our disciplinary training forms us and how much effort it takes to 
build a cross- or interdisciplinary language. As a former interpreter (in 
military Russian/Serbian), I took up the fight, though. What I uncovered 
during the years in the engineer’s control-room was the overt and 
hidden valuations, and agency, of different forms of expertise in shaping 
our past, present, and future energy system – and the contestations they 
(inadvertently) co-produce. I also almost came to envy the powerful 
calculative devices developed and deployed by engineers to build and 
prove their ‘facts’. Oh, the power of numbers! 

And I also witnessed first-hand how the energy transition is governed 
as an expert issue, as a techno-economic ‘problem’ to be solved with 
more technical fixes. And so, expertise emerged as an issue in my 
early fieldwork, particularly as ‘opposition’ would often be framed as 
a discrepancy between ‘facts’ of ‘experts’ and ‘irrational feelings’ of 
local communities, the ‘lay people’. This informed my project Co-Green 
(2021-2024) funded by Independent Research Fund Denmark (DFF) 
where we used the case of wind turbine noise to explore controversy 
in the energy transition. We argue that a tendency to frame the energy 
transition – and the issue of noise – as a purely techno-economic matter 
produces more controversy, more politicisation. We show this e.g. by 
diving into the different knowledges and ontologies of ‘what is noise’ 
(Kirkegaard, Cronin, Nyborg, and Frantzen, 2025). Noise, we show, 
is construed differently by expert knowledges, co-produced by their 
different instruments and devices for measuring and governing the 
noise source and impact on nearby residents (Kirkegaard et al., 2025; 
also see Solman, Kirkegaard, and Kloppenburg, 2023). Many of these 
devices and underlying metrics are however often unable to capture 
what noise is in its situational form of embodied experience for local 
residents (Kirkegaard et al., 2025; Kirkegaard, Frantzen, Nyborg, Cronin, 
forthcoming; Frantzen, Nyborg, and Kirkegaard, 2023; Frantzen, 2025; 
Solman et al., 2023). 

With this emerged a budding hypothesis of mine that different forms of 
expertise are charged with different valuations of what and who should 
come to ‘matter’ or ‘count’ – or not – in the design of infrastructural 
transformations like the energy transition. Now, in my two new excel-
lence projects – my Sapere Aude (2024-2028, DFF) and ERC projects 
(2024-2028, European Research Council) – the underlying hypothesis 
is that expertise plays an overlooked role in controversies over such 
societal transformations. Of particular interest is if and how different 
valuations – be they of the economic, technical, social, environmental 
etc. – render particular forms of expertise with more or less agency on 
how the energy future is being imagined and orchestrated, and if and how 
particular expert instruments and devices partake in the devising and 
‘devicing’ of our energy future in particular ways, and with particular 
consequences for whose valuations and concerns come to matter.

This inquiry at the same time extends the call from social science 
energy scholars David Hess and Benjamin Sovacool (2020) for STS to 
contribute to the social study of energy by probing further into issues 
of justice, democracy, and sustainability. They argue that this may be 
exactly what STS can contribute with to the field; by diving into the 
“black boxes” of “expertise, knowledge, technology, and mobilized 
publics” (Hess and Sovacool, 2020, p. 14), we may display the politics 
of design (ibid., p. 2).

Yet, expertise is a slippery concept, and the literature on knowledge, 
disciplines, professions, and expertise is vast (e.g. Knorr-Cetina, 1997, 
1999; Eyal, 2013; Abbott, 1988; Frandsen and Laage-Thomsen, 2020). 
Instead of rendering a full review of this rich literature, I wish to 
briefly define what I mean by expertise: I treat expertise as relational, 
a network effect, an outcome. Rather than found within one person, 
expertise is – in the perspective of the Sociology of Expertise – network 
assemblages of actors, techniques, and devices entangled in a particular 
politico-historical context, as laid out by Gil Eyal (2013, p. 864, building 
on Abbott, 1988, and Cambrosio et al., 1992).
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Accordingly, key words in my research are those of networks of expertise 
and devices – and it also entails that it becomes possible to look out not 
only for those networks of expertise that have become ‘entrenched’ 
and powerful, but also those more ‘alternative’ or even ‘marginalised’ 
networks of expertise, even those of what is commonly termed ‘the 
lay’. My interest here lies in whether and how expertise and devices 
in specific situations are charged, almost like an electrical charge, 
with particular valuations, another key word in my research – that 
carry agency. This also entails an interest in valuations of ‘what is 
good’ (taking inspiration from Kristin Asdal et al.’s notion of ‘the good 
(bio)economy) (Asdal, Cointe, Hobæk, Reinertsen, Huse, Morsman, 
and Måløy, 2021). Indeed, if anything, goodness and sustainability 
are not given. It is situational and constructed. Let us go back to the 
case of failing Chinese wind turbines for a moment. What was seen 
purely as disastrous waste to the ‘Western’ eye was in China often 
seen as sustainable – as ‘good’ – in developmental terms, in terms of 
learning-by-failure for the future, with and through ‘upgrading’ with 
algorithms (see Kirkegaard, 2015, 2018).

‘Good energy’ for a Social Studies of Energy
This brings me to the Social Studies of Energy I endeavour to build 
together with my group at DTU MAN, the Section for Human-Centred 
Innovation. Here, we study the making and unmaking of what I intend to 
unfold today as ‘good energy’. We are interested in understanding by and 
for whom and what energy is made ‘good’, and with what consequences 
for whose energy future comes to matter. What networks of expertise 
have been involved in the making and unmaking of particular forms 
of energy as ‘good’?

Indeed, if we go back a century or two, coal-based thermal energy 
was construed as “good” – for growth, for welfare, made possible by 
experts on thermodynamics and engineering, and with time coupled 
closely to economics (also see Daggett, 2019; Mirowski, 1989; Fourcade, 
2009; Berman and Hirschman, 2018; Hirschman and Berman, 2014, 
Berman, 2022).

 But it did have a series of unforeseen consequences. The framing 
leaked, it overflowed with CO2-emissions and climate change, as we 
well know, calling for the need to include alternative forms of expertise. 

Wind power in Denmark was also construed as ‘good’ by many 
at the dawn of wind energy when entrepreneurs, idealists, and local 
communities formed wind energy cooperatives much in the spirit of 
the Danish priest and reformist Nikolaj Frederik Severin Grundtvig 
(1783-1872) (Kirkegaard, Cronin, Nyborg, and Karnøe, 2019). But 
incumbents in the power system saw wind energy as detrimental e.g. 
to system stability, the national budget, as ‘bad’ if you will (Karnøe and 
Kirkegaard, forthcoming; Karnøe, Kirkegaard, and Çalişkan, 2022). 
Since then, as I have shown in my historical study of the transformation 
of Denmark’s wind power market assemblage, a ‘paradigm shift’ has 
been set in motion e.g. by shifting support schemes and technological 
optimisations (Karnøe and Kirkegaard, forthcoming; Kirkegaard et al., 
2019; Kirkegaard, Nyborg, Georg, and Horst, 2023; Solman, Kirkegaard, 
Smits, van Vliet, and Bush, 2021). 

This has been enabled by experts on wind energy engineering and 
energy economics. Behind the ‘paradigm shift’ and the continuous 
upscaling of wind turbines lies an underlying valuation of (cost)-ef-
ficiency and optimisation. A never satiated desire to drive down the 
cost of energy, harvesting as much energy out of the wind as possible. 
Such continuous optimisation – made possible by engineers always on 
the look-out to reduce waste and optimise the potential ‘work’ (also 
see Daggett, 2019) of the energy resource has made renewable energy 
cost-competitive against fossil fuels, enabling the energy transition to 
unfold in the fight against climate change. Meanwhile, the engineering 
ethos of efficiency, which so easily lends itself to economics where 
everything can be measured, calculated (also see e.g. Fourcade 2009), 
might sometimes lie at the very root of public controversy we witness 
today. 
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The new configuration of wind has overflowed e.g. because small-scale 
actors such as local cooperatives and communities were gradually 
ostracised from participation in the energy transition, co-producing 
controversy (Kirkegaard et al., 2019; Kirkegaard et al., 2023; Kirkegaard, 
Rudolph, Cronin, and Nyborg, 2022). 

We can say that controversy over wind power is thus also the outcome 
of the dominance of particular valuations – of the techno-economic – 
at the expense of softer, more intangible, qualitative concerns and 
valuations. Indeed, what is the value and cost of transforming cherished 
landscapes, for instance? If you for instance look at the golden age 
pictures ‘revised’ recently by the energy company Andel, you may 
understand how and why it has caused a stir. Calculating the cost and 
value of these changes is not straightforward. Also, there’s the question 
of how to calculate the value and cost of lost community cohesion in 
Denmark when locals struggle amongst themselves when it is revealed 
that their neighbour, a local landowner, has benefited financially from 
selling land to a wind farm developer, but at the expense of others – or 
you? (Kirkegaard et al., 2022; Kirkegaard, 2023). And what is the value 
and cost of the rural-urban split in Denmark playing out in the planning 
and development of renewable energy in Denmark? I have explored this 
in various papers with good colleagues (e.g. Rudolph and Kirkegaard, 
2019; Kirkegaard et al., 2022; Kirkegaard et al., 2019, 2023).

The issue of renewable energy and its ‘goodness’ is currently being 
contested and negotiated in valuation struggles of many kinds.   This 
engenders a question of whether and how there is space to value other 
things than the techno-economic in the energy transition? Is there 
space to include concerns and valuations of alternative networks of 
expertise – even of ‘lay people’ – for ‘the social’, democracy, for ‘nature’, 
the planet? Concerns and valuations which do not so easily render 
themselves calculable? 

What is “good energy” in the first place? Who gets to decide? Is it 
affordable energy? Cost-efficient energy? Renewable, green energy? 
Community energy? Safe energy? 

Such questions may run counter to conventional thinking about 
renewable energy since it is often framed discursively as intrinsically 
‘good’. With inspiration from Valuation Studies scholar Kristin Asdal 
and colleagues and their recent notion of “the good economy” (2021), 
one might say that the renewable energy economy has been made a 
‘good economy’ since it is framed as [quote] “innovative, sustainable, 
responsible and environmentally friendly – in short, novel, ethical and 
good” (2021, p. 2). But as should be clear now, its goodness has become 
contested and negotiated. A Social Studies of Energy should ask how 
this has happened. The key question in my research is thus how – and 
by and for whom and what – energy was made good, and with what 
consequences? 

State-of-the-art and new directions

And through  all these questions runs an underlying question of ‘what 
is value’? 

With the long series of key questions just mentioned above, my 
research is rooted firmly in the Economic Sociology-infused STS strands 
of the Social Studies of Markets and Valuation Studies. They have as 
ambition to empirically trace value, its making and unmaking. Value is 
here not treated as either economic value (instantiated e.g. in the idea of 
a ‘true’ price equilibrium) or as subjective “values” we “hold” (Asdal and 
Huse, 2024, p. 32). Rather than speaking of ‘value’ as something that ‘is’, 
a lens of Valuation Studies (e.g. Helgesson and Muniesa, 2013; Muniesa, 
2011; Stark, 2000, 2009; Asdal and Huse, 2024; Doganova and Karnøe, 
2015) speaks of valuation, which denotes value as practice. Not as a 
noun but a verb. It is something that is constantly and socio-materially 
made, forged, construed, maintained (Çalişkan and Callon 2009, 2010; 
Geiger, 2021; Asdal and Huse, 2024; Callon, 1998); a “social practice 
where the value or values of something are established, assessed, 
negotiated, provoked, maintained, constructed, and/or contested” 
(Doganova et al., 2014).
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Such processual and socio-material lens entails a radical break with 
the bifurcated notion of economic value versus social values, which 
has marked, and still marks, much of the scientific fields of economics 
and social sciences, hereunder economic sociology (for an account of 
this bifurcation e.g. see Stark, 2009, p. 5-6; Çalişkan and Callon, 2009). 
The bifurcation is said to originate in the so-called Parsons’ Pact from 
the middle of the last century, a gentlemen’s agreement on a division 
of labour between economics and sociology where economists were 
supposed to look at economic value, and sociologists on social values 
(Stark, 2009, p. 7-11; Hutter et al., 2015; Çalişkan and Callon, 2009). 
Out of this ‘Pact’ was born the field of New Economic Sociology where 
the economy was treated as something that is embedded in society (e.g. 
Granovetter, 1985). Later, as the field of STS emerged and moved out of 
scientific laboratories, economy and markets became empirical objects 
of inquiry also for sociologists and anthropologists, as demonstrably 
laid out by STS and ANT-scholar Michel Callon’s performativity program 
in his edited book ‘The Laws of the Markets’ from 1998 (Callon, 1998; 
Muniesa, 2011; Çalişkan and Callon, 2009, 2010). 

Founded in a ‘pragmatics of valuation’ of American pragmatism with 
roots in John Dewey’s “Theory of Valuation” (1939), value here becomes 
an object of empirical investigation, “something to be grasped in its 
unfolding” (Asdal and Huse, 2024, p. 32). Here, value and values become 
fused in processes of valuation. And here, ‘economy’ and ‘market’ do 
not exist in a natural state; they must be socio-materially constructed. 
As has been forcefully demonstrated by the field of the Social Studies 
of Markets, and the sister literature of Valuation Studies, it takes hard 
work to render and transform things, tangible as well as intangible, into 
market commodities – into ‘goods’ (pun intended). Since then, valuable 
work has been done to shed light on the making of commodities, assets, 
resources, etc., and on how this requires the deployment of a host of 
market devices, which can help to make actors into calculative agents 
(Kirkegaard and Nyborg, 2021), associating the ‘thing’ with value and/
or worth in a particular (and mostly calculable) way. 

Take the sun and the wind. While in their natural state arguably a 
‘commons’ (paraphrasing Ostrom’s (2008) notion of ‘the tragedy of 
the commons’ (critiquing Hardin’s (1968) rendition of it), they have 
over time been organised as market commodities for sale, while the 
land that the equipment stands on has become a lucrative asset held 
by landowners (Labussière and Nadaï, 2018; Birch and Muniesa, 2020; 
Nadaï and Cointe, 2020; Kirkegaard et al., 2023, Bauwens, Wade, and 
Burke, 2024). The making of the natural resource of the wind into 
a commodity has been enabled through meticulous expert work of 
particularly engineering and economics, and through the deployment 
of a variety of instruments and devices such as municipal zoning maps, 
the planning law, Wind Atlas metrics, Power Purchase Agreements 
(PPAs), digital twins, guidelines for the so-called ‘good process’ of 
public engagement (see e.g. Clausen, Rudolph, and Nyborg, 2021; 
Borch, Kirkegaard, and Nyborg, 2023; Kirkegaard et al., 2019, 2023), 
and much more. 

These various devices equip investors to calculate the potential 
return on investment. The Social Studies of Markets has been good 
at exploring processes of economisation particularly in the shape of 
marketisation (Callon, 1998, and Çalişkan and Callon, 2009, 2010). 
Again, renewable energy is a good example. It has been marked by a 
large degree of market liberalisation within the past couple of decades 
(Karnøe et al., 2023; Kirkegaard et al., 2019; Grandclément and Nadaï, 
2018; Karnøe and Kirkegaard, forthcoming; Kirkegaard et al., 2019; 
Christophers, 2022). Meanwhile, as public controversy is mounting 
around renewable energy, causing concern over delays and cancelled 
projects, the literature increasingly engages with how marketisation is 
not the only possible way to economise. Indeed, renewable energy could 
potentially be organised differently, in the shape of energy ‘commons’, 
a ‘shared resource’ (see e.g. Bauwens et al. 2024; Kirkegaard, Pallesen, 
Breslau, and Cronin, forthcoming). 
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Today’s energy communities in the EU, and the Community Choice 
Aggregators in California that I and others have traced (e.g. Hess, 
2011, 2019; Dokk-Smith, Kirkegaard, and Szulecki, 2022) may be 
instantiations of such attempts at ‘commoning’ (Linebaugh, 2008, 
Huron, 2015, Gibson-Graham, 2006; Fournier, 2013; Kirkegaard, 
Pallesen, Breslau, and Cronin, forthcoming) where concerns for local 
community ownership and local engagement become valuable and 
valued (Kirkegaard, Pallesen, Breslau, and Cronin, forthcoming). As 
concerns for local re-engagement and co-ownership surface, it becomes 
evident how energy economies are not purely a techno-economic 
matter, but rather a contested interface between “the economic” and 
“the non-economic”, as also laid out by Asdal and Doganova in their 
special issue on ‘the good economy’ in the journal Valuation Studies 
(2025). The current state of the art of the Social Studies of Markets 
and Valuation Studies are currently engaged in a debate on how to 
refine our current understanding of markets as collective entities 
that are not purely economic (e.g. Coïnte and Asdal, 2025; Asdal and 
Huse, 2024; Geiger et al., 2025; Geiger, 2021; Callon, 2021; Frankel, 
Ossandón, and Pallesen, 2019). One such attempt is the recent notion 
of ‘the good economy’ (Asdal et al., 2021; Asdal and Huse, 2024; Asdal 
and Doganova, 2025), which denotes a ‘double entendre’ (Asdal and 
Doganova, 2025, p. 1) of the economic and non-economic where diverse 
perspectives and value measures exist, with clashes of values and 
morals (Geiger, 2021) (and to some extent a new attempt to account for 
how calculations are never just ‘calculatively’ ‘economic’, but also ridden 
with qualitative (e)valuations, or what Callon and Law (2005) have 
denoted the ‘qualculative’ (see also Çalişkan and Callon, 2010, p. 29)).

Towards a Social studies of energy in STS

This is the research agenda that I intend to take further in the Social 
Studies of Energy that I am pursuing. In exploring the controversy 
over what is ‘good energy’, I intend to trace how the controversy is 
constituted by valuation struggles over how to let the economic and 

non-economic come to matter, and how the economic is co-produced 
by particular networks of expertise and their techno-economic devices 
(e.g. Stark, 2009; Pallesen, 2016). 

Combining the Sociology of Expertise (e.g. Eyal, 2013; Whatmore, 
2009; Collins and Evans, 2007; Frandsen and Laage-Thomsen, 2020) 
with Valuation Studies (e.g. Helgesson & Muniesa, 2013; Muniesa, 2011; 
Lamont, 2012; Stark 2000, 2009) and the recent notion of The Good 
Economy (e.g. Asdal et al., 2021; Asdal and Huse, 2024; Doganova and 
Asdal, 2025), overlaid with insights from the Sociology of Expectations 
(e.g. Beckert and Bronk, 2019, Beckert and Ergen, 2020; Beckert, 2016; 
Ryan, 2025; Borup, Brown, Konrad, and Van Lente, 2006; Brown and 
Michael, 2003), I treat ‘good energy’ as an assemblage. A socio-technical 
agencement . It is an outcome – an effect – achieved in processes of 
valuation performed by those same networks of expertise and their 
“tools, equipment, technical devices, algorithms etc” (Callon 2005 in 
Hardie and MacKenzie, 2007, p. 58) mentioned before.

While the Social Studies of Markets has given plenty of attention to 
market devices which are in and of themselves “material and discursive 
assemblages” (Muniesa, Millo, and Callon, 2007, p. 2) that frame the 
situation, and with which actors ‘cooperate’ (Geiger et al., 2025, p. 
7), we need to also give attention to what Asdal denotes as ‘the little 
tools of valuation’. These may be maps, national politics, innovation 
strategies attached not just to market but also to “labs, production 
sites, parliaments, ministries, research councils, publics” (Asdal and 
Huse, 2024, p. 29). 

In addition, what I want to promote is the idea that we also need to 
give increased attention to the often still ‘missing masses’ (paraphrasing 
Latour, 1992) of technical devices, that is, the hardware and software 
of energy transitions. We must pay attention to how these devices 
organise electrons, electromagnetic waves, molecules, and societies, 
co-producing and co-modifying energy-society relations as well as 
economy-technology relations in particular ways, and in particular sites. 
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Indeed, while the Social Studies of Markets have made invaluable 
contributions to our understanding of the role and agency of economic 
expertise, to understand energy and their multiple versions of economi-
sation and marketisation, we must again revert attention to engineering 
(and other forms of) expertise, and how they co-modify energy and its 
valuation struggles (also see Coïnte and Asdal, 2025, p. 110, in their call 
to pay attention to how markets are not just designed and carried in 
the lab by “economists alone but are based on other forms of expertise 
as well”). This begs us to go back to the laboratories of scientists 
and engineers of early ANT studies, to study work on molecules and 
electrons, wires, and cables, and how they get co-modified by various 
forms of expertise.

I will unfold this perspective below through an account of my two 
current excellence projects. The two projects have strong synergies 
in their interest in valuations and expertise but differ in their respec-
tive focus on agency and devices as well as contributions to different 
literatures.

The Expertise of Expectations – the case of Power-
to-X
Let me start with my Sapere Aude project funded by Independent 
Research Fund Denmark, called ‘The expertise of expectations – the case 
of Power-to-X’. Here, I explore whether and how there might be what 
I coin an ‘expertise of expectations’. Put bluntly: can we detect – much 
like a natural scientist identifying a ‘molecule’ or ‘particle’, a DNA 
string – something that can explain the relative ‘agency’, or ‘power’, 
if you will, of expertise, in mobilising support around an expected, an 
imagined technological future? For sure, there is no such isolated ‘thing’ 
to be found. Yet, I am curious to trace the network effect of expertise, its 
relative agency in terms of how it is sometimes capable – and sometimes 
not –- of mobilising and translating certain concerns and valuations into 
policy documents, modelling  tools, funding instruments, investment 
decisions, and more. 

Agency is thus meant as the ability to have an impact – an effect -– on 
the world and its unfolding, its translation (Callon, 1984), and on the 
mobilisation of support for an expected and imagined future. Building 
on my initial hypothesis that expertise is imbued with particular but often 
hidden valuations that (e)valuatively charge technological expectations 
with a moral of what is ‘good’ and desired futured, it becomes important 
to trace networks of expertise and their potential agencies as this 
may have an effect on our energy future. This in turn raises ‘moral’ 
and ethical questions of what are ‘desirable’ or ‘good’ futures, and for 
whom and for what? It makes critique possible. 

We use the topical case of Power-to-X technology, or PtX, which has 
made it forcefully from laboratories into the decision-making rooms 
of policymakers in Denmark, the EU, and globally. Evidently, some 
networks of expertise gained agency here, but how? PtX denotes what 
many call a hype of the well-known, old technology of electrolysis, which 
is the use of electricity to split water into its two constituent ingredi-
ents – hydrogen and oxygen. Today, it is branded as a ‘good economy’ 
because it is ‘green’ in the sense that it is powered by electricity from 
renewable energy. 

But what is the value of ‘x’ in PtX? The notion of ‘x’ is used as a semiotic 
sign, an attractor: ‘x’ signifies the open-ended possibilities and futures 
(Dalsgaard and Kirkegaard, 2025). The ‘x’ may be constituted as “green 
hydrogen”, but it could also be coupled with other molecules – most 
notably CO2 – to form green e-fuels for use in aviation and heavy 
transport, or green fertilisers in agriculture. The expectations for this 
technological future are gigantic, as PtX offers hope for sector-coupling 
that can decarbonise hard-to-abate sectors (European Commission, 
2020). 

It also offers hope to some that we can continue to travel and fly – 
and our children and grandchildren, too – in the future, without bad 
climate conscience (see e.g. Prime Minister Mette Frederiksen’s new 
year speech from 2022, www.stm.dk). As an example, a graph was 
made by the Danish Energy Agency in 2022, to help forecasting of the 
budding PtX market. 
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It illustrates Denmark’s expected growth in electricity demand. Here, 
you can see the expectation that PtX in 2050 will consume four times 
as much electricity as the whole of Denmark consumes today (Danish 
Energy Agency 2023). This is a powerful expectation with potentially 
dramatic consequences for our energy system, energy landscapes, 
and more. 

Just imagine all the wind turbines and solar panels that need to be set 
up to make this happen, as well as the cables and market interconnec-
tors that are required. The graph has already had great agency, traveling 
around research institutions, companies, government, promoting and 
enacting a particular vision of the future. Yet, multiple concerns are 
already rising over PtX, e.g. over losses when the energy of electrons 
is converted into molecules, over expensive cable infrastructures and 
the risks of leaking gas molecules, the rising demand for electricity 
and imbued expectations of growth and business-as-usual scenarios, 
as well as the use of resources such as CO2, land, and water, the waste 
of heat and oxygen, and safety concerns due to risk of explosion. 
Further, PtX requires heavy investment into infrastructures, making 
the PtX economy costly and contested. Who should pay? The private or 
public? The national budget, or EU? The various concerns and unsettled 
distribution of risks and costs have made investors – both public and 
private more hesitant, and it remains to be seen how and whether PtX 
will become a dominant part of our energy future. 

I use the notion ‘agencies of expertise’, or even practices of agencing, 
to understand how certain expectations to PtX come to matter and 
count, and others not, probing the valuation struggles and morals of an 
expected energy future, and inquiring into the potential for re-agencing 
(Callon, 2021) so that the agencement gets re-formatted (Callon, 2021; 
see Cochoy, Trompette, and Araujo, 2016). Interestingly, the idea of 
green hydrogen is not new. At Risø Campus of DTU’s Department of 
Wind and Energy Systems, there is a picture of Poul La Cour (1846-
1908) – father of today’s dominant wind turbine design – who lived 
in the late eighteen hundreds, and who experimented with the use of 
electricity from wind to conduct electrolysis. 

Apparently, he did not have the devices to mobilise support and 
translate a powerful network of expertise back then. It remains to be 
seen if it is feasible today.

‘Good-by-Devicing – probing how value comes to 
matter’
My Sapere Aude project ties into my project ‘Good-by-Devicing – probing 
how value comes to matter’ funded by the European Research Council 
(ERC). Here, I zoom in on the role of devices in designing the energy 
transition, using the case of energy islands. Combining the lenses of 
Valuation Studies and the Sociology of Expertise with the notion ‘good 
(energy island) economy’, I coin and probe the core concept “devicing” 
as a way to shed light on what is ‘the good energy island’.

Devicing – with the conscious misspelling with C – is my new way of 
examining how important decision-making tools and devices orches-
trate transitions, often invisibly. It is a matter of taking materiality in 
the sense of technological hardware and software more firmly back 
into the social studies of markets and their valuation. 

Devices (e.g. Callon et al., 2007; Geiger et al., 2025; Hardie and 
MacKenzie, 2007)– e.g. Power Purchase Agreements, Wind Atlas figures, 
circuit breakers, tools for calculating energy scenarios, software for 
simulating power flow, or contracts for selling electricity – do more 
than provide numbers. They act – perform things according to values 
inscribed in them, devising (McFall, 2014) values in the sense of invent-
ing them. They partake socio-materially in market-shaping, in devicing, 
as they orchestrate or ‘design’ our energy system infrastructure and 
energy future. Looking at devices as design objects (Geiger et al., 2025, 
p. 11, 20), and markets not only as the result of strategic action, but also 
of “deliberate shaping, engineering or design efforts by diverse market 
actors” (Geiger et al., 2025, p. 8), there may be room for experimenting 
with the potential for reconfiguring ethical and moral infrastructures 
(Geiger et al., 2025) by devicing differently. 
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By opening up the black box of how such devices work, we open up 
for the potential of re-devicing, orchestrating transitions ‘otherwise’ 
(paraphrasing Woolgar & Lezaun, 2013).

We use the case of energy islands to shed light on how the emergent 
energy island economy is framed and deviced as ‘good’ in particular 
ways and in particular sites, and how it may produce controversy. 
Energy islands are central to the engineering vision of a new optimised 
meshed electricity grid, which can transport unprecedented amounts 
of renewable energy over long distances and across national borders. 
Key to this is the shift from today’s dominating Alternating Current (AC) 
to Direct Current (DC). While Thomas Edison (1847-1931) promoted 
the DC nearly 150 years ago in the so-called ‘war of the currents’, its 
potential return to the scene in the context of energy islands comes with 
a power that Edison could never dream of. It comes at high voltage, at 
400,000 volts. Today’s energy island concept relies on innovations of 
so-called HVDC (high voltage direct current) cables.

These in turn rely on power electronics, precise control systems, and 
high power circuit breakers. The HVDC network and energy islands as 
such constitute what some term a ‘Mars mission’ for the energy system 
(DTU & AAU, 2021), since it reconfigures and integrates our energy 
system in a completely new way. Inscribed into the 2020 climate law, 
Denmark plans to construct two energy islands, one artificial in the 
North Sea, and one constructed on the natural island of Bornholm 
(Danish Ministry of Climate, 2021). The power from the Baltic Energy 
island on and around Bornholm, for instance, is proposed to feed 
Germany (and, who knows, maybe Poland and Sweden, too) with 
green energy. Energy islands are thus not only a Danish vision, but 
increasingly also a European one, because an essential facet of energy 
islands is that they interconnect the electrical power systems of various 
EU countries in a cost-efficient way.

So, what is being valued here? What is the value of energy island? Of 
energy transition for that matter? Through the device of, for example, 
HVDC cables and the device of hydrogen pipelines, via PtX, energy 
islands are being construed as ‘good’ in terms of cost-efficiency as 

they reduce losses and waste. They are also ‘good’ in the sense of 
decarbonising Europe, helping to ensure energy independence, enhance 
energy security, and improve European competitiveness through lower 
electricity prices: the basis of the Draghi-report (2024). These par-
ticular valuations of ‘the good’ are construed by entrenched networks 
of expertise, and their devices, simulating power flows and energy 
markets. Concerns of various kinds are, however, being raised, e.g. 
over safety and security. 

An HVDC system might be sensitive. It requires ultra-precise control 
systems, digital systems for monitoring power flows, and most critically, 
advanced DC circuit breakers that can interrupt current at full flow: a 
challenge when, unlike AC, there is no zero-point to provide a natural 
time to open a breaker. Concerns are mounting over the risk of black-
outs and cyber-attacks, and its entanglement with geopolitics, and that 
Europe is lagging behind in the area of innovations necessary to make 
meshed grids a reality. 

Let’s take a last example of a powerful device used in the construc-
tion of a good energy island economy, namely that of procurement 
schemes for developing large-scale offshore wind energy: When the 
state wants wind power capacity, it invites companies to compete and 
meet certain qualifications. So far, the main criterion has been the 
lowest price assessed by a formula expressed as a matter of levelised 
cost of energy, the LCOE. This reflects the valuation of cost-efficiency 
(also see Kirkegaard et al., 2023; Kirkegaard et al., 2019; Ossandon, 
Pallesen, Karnøe, Georg, 2025). Yet, a number of other networks of 
expertise have not been included. They contest the cost-efficiency 
valuation, raising concerns for things like sustainability, biodiversity, 
equity, safety, democracy. Indeed, at the moment critical voices are 
rising, making it uncertain whether and how energy islands will ever 
materialise. 

This is also because of contestations over how to calculate costs 
and value from the energy islands. Are we calculating costs and value 
within or beyond Danish borders? 
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Within a short project timeframe or a long timeframe? Do we see value 
in monetary terms only, or could there be spillovers e.g. in socio-eco-
nomic terms, for innovation? And do we expect the energy transition 
to be cost-neutral, or should we – as nations, as tax-payers – allow it to 
cost? And should Denmark pay for them alone, or should the EU chip in?

All these valuation struggles play out in heated debates on how to 
make a proper ‘distribution key’ for costs and value-creation across EU 
countries. These negotiations unfold not only in research laboratories, 
bureaucratic agencies, ministries of climate, energy, environment, but 
even defence . And in the midst of it all, the energy island in the Baltic 
Sea – Bornholm and its around 40,000 inhabitants were never part of 
the initial design or calculations. This type of top-down planning and 
design has (almost inevitably) provoked local protest movements as 
well as activating counter-valuations to “make energy islands a success” 
(Energy Island Forum, 2024). The regional municipality and other 
proponents of the energy islands are also trying to value the potential 
socio-economic value of the energy island. But it is hard to quantify 
the innovation spillovers, the socio-economic value accrued to local 
society, so they are easily discarded or marginalised. And so, energy 
islands and their future are uncertain. They are currently put on hold. 

So, what does it take to ‘make energy islands a success’? Can networks 
of expertise be reconfigured to include broader valuations and concerns 
for ‘the social’, ‘nature’, for ‘innovation spillovers’? New connections, 
wires, and lines must be drawn, and new calculations must be made 
to demonstrate the value of the energy islands, on a local, national, 
and European scale. 

This requires various instruments and devices to make experts, and 
others, capable of calculation and evaluation equipping them to become 
calculative agents capable of making sound investment decisions for 
the short and long term. And it might require the reconfiguration of 
networks of expertise so their devices can include broader valuations 
and concerns than at present, such as the state of the future global 
climate (see Doganova, 2024, on the role of discount rates to discount 
the future), energy justice (Jenkins et al., 2016), and more.

This requires researchers to venture into the black box of devices. By 
taking technical devices seriously, I apply devicing – with a C – in a 
strong version, in a sense taking Bruno Latour’s dictum that ‘technology
is society made durable’ (1990) to a new level.

Methods - re-devicing as intervention

Energy islands and PtX technologies constitute two examples of valua-
tion struggles over what today counts, or could come to count, as ‘good 
energy’ and ‘good energy futures’. Diving into the agency of expertise, 
its devices and devicings and imbued valuations, renders the space 
where energy transitions are envisioned, mapped, and orchestrated 
open for ethnographic inquiry and for experimenting with how things 
‘could be otherwise’.

In both projects, we start out in the past, following document 
movements (Asdal and Reinertsen, 2022) and engaging with networks 
of expertise that have been involved in the construction of expected 
energy futures, examining how and by whom PtX and energy islands 
were shaped. Only then we can understand current valuation struggles 
before engaging with re-devicing for the future. That is, we are on the 
lookout to discover potential opportune moments for intervention 
in valuation processes, in and through intervention with the devices. 

In the last part of both projects, we enter the control-room to 
experiment with inventive methods for enhanced public engagement 
where the key notion is “re-devicing”: Can transitions be ‘better’ or 
orchestrated differently? This is where the big high-risk, high-gain 
aspect of the projects lie. In the final co-production workshop of the 
ERC-project, we work with a selected key device or two and experiment 
with the inclusion of otherwise marginalised valuations and concerns 
that are less tangible, less settled and stabilised, and more ‘qualitative’. 
To do this, we invite in a broader range of actors, including both ‘en-
trenched’ and ‘alternative’ networks of expertise. Such experimentation 
with key devices has not been done before. 
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What will happen when we experiment with valuing differently? And 
where are the limits for what can be (re)deviced?

Contributions and pointing forward 

Summing up, my two current excellence projects promote a research 
agenda that I term a Critical Sociology for the Agencing and Devicing 
of Expertise. In the following, I will briefly mention three main con-
tributions.

Into the design phase – contributing to Social Acceptance

First, by venturing into the design phase where design tools and devices 
are made, I contribute to the extant literature on Social Acceptance, 
which has focused on local opposition to renewables in the planning 
and development phases (e.g. Aitken, 2010; Devine-Wright and Howes, 
2010; Wüstenhagen et al., 2007). Yet, since most solutions have reached 
a stalemate, I argue that there is merit in searching for opportune 
moments to include otherwise excluded valuations and concerns much 
earlier. That is, in what I coin the ‘early design phase’, or pre-design – in 
the devices – so that more diverse voices are heard. Expert devices 
and their valuations have been overlooked in this literature. It is my 
hope that my research can help reveal some of the exclusion processes 
that take place in devices, long before public consultations (also see 
Kirkegaard, Rudolph, Nyborg, Solman, Gill, Hallisey, and Cronin, 2023), 
and their hidden dynamics of power (see calls for a critical approach 
in social acceptance studies, Batel and Rudolph, 2021; Ellis, Schneider, 
and, Wüstenhagen, 2023) e.g. through engagement with Valuation 
Studies (e.g. Frantzen, 2025).

Agencies of expertise – contributing to sociology of expectations

Second, I contribute to the extant literature on the sociology of expecta-
tions. This literature has described in great detail how expectations for 

the future have agency to shape how the future is enacted (e.g. van Lente 
and Rip, 1998; Brown et al., 2000; Borup et al., 2006, Beckert 2016). 
While the extant literature has engaged with the agency of expectations 
to organise future-oriented action, relatively little attention has been 
given to the role of expertise in shaping the emergence, dynamics, 
and maintenance of expectations (but see Beckert and Ergen, 2020; 
Pollock and Williams, 2010; Budde and Konrad, 2019), as well as to 
how expectations are translated into specific policymaking, energy 
scenarios, or funding actions. By treating issues of expertise and (e)
valuations in unison rather than in isolation, my research examines the 
(potential) agency – and power – of expertise. I do this by inquiring 
into how different forms of expertise (e)valuatively charge an expected 
future with (different) value(s), and the inherent politics. 

STS – ethics and public engagement

Finally, I contribute to STS. Firstly, I endeavour to engage with a more 
interventionist approach than most studies in the social studies of 
markets and valuation studies have done. Indeed, if anything, this 
literature came out of the realisation that theory is performative, so of 
course it begs critical reflexivity when we experiment not only with the 
performative role of theories and instruments but also of our own social 
science experimentations (Ossandón and Pallesen, 2025; Ossandon and 
Onto, 2022; Eyal and Buchholz, 2010; Coïnte and Asdal, 2025, p. 111). 

Secondly, my research agenda encourages critical reflection and 
engagement with the politics and power – and entangled morals – 
imbued in devices and deployed by different networks of expertise. The 
future being a political domain where actors struggle to acquire the 
power to act, intervention in devices to re-orchestrate for an as if future 
constitutes a political space itself. It necessitates the development of 
new methods for enhanced research ethics, reflexively engaging with 
what future we ourselves promote; “new ways of ‘thinking futures’” 
(Ryan, 2025, p. 455; also see Geiger et al., 2025). 
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In a space of energy islands and PtX where local planning and politics 
intermingle with geopolitics, and with proliferation of multifarious 
concerns and calls for accelerated upscaling of the energy transition, 
the question is how one is to decide which devices to set up, and who 
to involve in doing this (Callon, 2021, p. 404), and also to find out how 
politics – a politics with little p – gets enmeshed with ‘the Political’, i.e. 
a Politics with “Capital P” (Geiger et al., 2025: 11, drawing on Mouffe 
, 2011) “’of what markets we want’” (Kjellberg, 2021; Kjellberg, 2025 
in Geiger at al., 2025, p. 11).

Thirdly, my research agenda responds to calls for more acknowledge-
ment of the emplaced nature (Geiger et al., 2025, p. 7) of “concerned 
[energy] markets” (Geiger, Harrison, Kjellberg, and Mallard, 2025) that 
require the socio-material work of insertion into specific sites (Asdal 
and Huse, 2024; Labussière, Banos, Fontaine, Verdeil, and Nadaï, 2018) 
and into specific materialities. Energy transitions and renewable energy 
markets are emplaced processes. 

No wind farm, solar park, energy park, etc. can be materialised 
without land or a seabed. But space is imbued with valuations as well. 
We need to understand how ‘good’ energy economies in response to 
“collective concerns” (Frankel, Ossandón, and Pallesen, 2019) of climate 
change are inserted into space, sometimes creating new concerns of 
an ethical and moral character. This begs enhanced dialogue with 
critical geography (e.g. Bridge, 2009; Kuchler and Bridge, 2018; Kama, 
2015; Nadaï and Labussière, 2018) to ask how ‘good’ energy ‘sites’ and 
‘landscapes’ are shaped to fit the good energy transition economy, but 
also with anthropological approaches to studying energy (e.g. Abram, 
2020; Abram, Winthereik, and Yarrow, 2020). A dialogue that is already 
on the way with recent calls to inquire more into questions related to 
local planning (Ossandón, 2024; Asdal and Huse, 2024).

Looking beyond

Approaching the end of my lecture, this takes us back to the initial 
question of what is good energy? And, relatedly, what is the value of 
energy transition, or, more fundamentally what is the value of value? 
Indeed, there are many ‘good energies’, or what the new notion of 
stacked economisation (Çalişkan, MacKenzie, and Callon 2024) may 
treat as stacking of good (energy) economies. The many versions 
of energy economisation engender variable and contested energy 
ontologies and the need to inquire further into ‘the value of value’, 
which may reside in as of yet unrealised potentials (Dalsgaard and 
Kirkegaard, forthcoming). 

The Social Studies of Energy I wish to promote is hence not tied only 
to the value of energy transition, but also to the value of other forms of 
energy, e.g. of nuclear, biogas, carbon capture, utilisation  and storage 
(CCUS), energy-consuming data centres,  or even mining for rare earth 
metals. The multiple valuations and good energy economies entail that 
we must dive deep into the complexities and politics of energy– and 
economy relations (also see Barry, 2013), using this as a prism to shed 
new light on how they get entangled in particular versions of ‘the good’, 
and how they at times become morally contested as so, and examining 
the potential role of expert (and other) knowledges in this. 

Much like the Danish physicist HC Ørsted was concerned with 
electromagnetism, and Thomas Edison with the currents of electricity, 
I argue strongly that a Social Studies of Energy founded in STS must 
take the subject matter seriously, its materiality, and its devicings: 
the electrons, molecules, currents, circuit breakers, control systems, 
simulation algorithms, digital twins, energy scenarios, and procurement 
schemes, wires, to name but a few. In promoting a return of the ‘missing 
masses’ (Latour, 1992), we need to take seriously the co-modification of 
economy and energy (much like Asdal and Huse’s (2024, p. 6-8) notion 
of the co-modification of economy and nature), of economy-electron 
relations, in particular sites, and with particular consequences. 
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On a mission to bring technology back into the centre  of analysis of 
markets and economy, I suggest more reflexivity of not only what 
concerns valuation devices include, but particularly also what they, 
sometimes inadvertently, overlook and exclude. What are the (moral) 
consequences for what and whose energy future comes to count? And 
what are the consequences for the valuation struggles we see unfold? 
And how are we to take care of those (mostly qualitative) valuations 
and concerns that refuse translation into design tools and devices? 

Is it worth the translation? I believe it is worth the attempt. It is 
worth it for a more ‘just’ and climate-caring energy future. 
So let me end by going back to my first days at DTU. Taken aback by 
the need for translation between different forms of expertise, I came to 
appreciate – at least over time, I did – how I could continue my nerdy 
interest in exotic languages. This time it was not Russian, Serbian, 
or Mandarin, but what I term ‘interdisciplinarian’. And now more 
than ever, in the current geopolitical climate, my language skills and 
interest in translations – across languages, cultures and disciplines – are 
essential as we cannot conceive of energy islands, PtX or any other 
energy without an international understanding in today’s geopolitical 
climate. It is time for further cross-fertilisation of Valuation Studies 
with anthropology, critical geography, political science. 

With that, we have come to this milestone on my journey: the end 
of my inaugural lecture. I am thrilled to have landed at the Department 
of Technology, Management and Economics (DTU MAN), where I will 
continue my curiosity about energy-society relations. With a vibrant 
STS environment with space for conducting ground-breaking, basic 
research, I and my group have a whole new laboratory to work with 
and experiment with, to extend the dialogue across the various forms 
of expertise we have present in the department. Let’s go re-devicing 
and develop new methods for what may be a new wave of ‘critical 
proximity with technology’ (Latour, 2005 in Munk, 2022). 
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