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Abstract:
This jointly authored essay reviews recent scholarship in the social sciences, broadly understood,
that focuses on the materiality of energy. Although this work is extraordinarily diverse in its
disciplinary and interdisciplinary influences and its theoretical and methodological
commitments, we discern four areas of convergence and divergence that we term the locations,
uses, relationalities, and analytical roles of energy materiality. We trace these convergences and
divergences through five recent scholarly conversations: materiality as a constraint on actors’
behavior; historical energy systems; mobility, space and scale; discourse and power via energy
materialities; and energy becoming material.
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This jointly authored essay reviews recent scholarship in the social sciences, broadly understood, that focuses on
the materiality of energy. Although this work is extraordinarily diverse in its disciplinary and interdisciplinary
inﬂuences and its theoretical and methodological commitments, we discern four areas of convergence and divergence that we term the locations, uses, relationalities, and analytical roles of energy materiality. We trace these
convergences and divergences through ﬁve recent scholarly conversations: materiality as a constraint on actors’
behavior; historical energy systems; mobility, space and scale; discourse and power via energy materialities; and
energy becoming material.

1. Introduction
Since the founding of Energy Research and Social Science in 2014, the
journal has published more than ﬁfty articles that include “materiality”
in the title or abstract. Many more take up this topic implicitly, as in
recent special issues on energy infrastructure [1] and the spatialities of
energy [2]. Nearly all of these studies participate in a multidisciplinary,
decades-long eﬀort to re-materialize the concept of energy in the wake
of the abstractions that accompanied the concept’s nineteenth-century
origins as the “the capacity to do work”—a deﬁnition that intentionally
elided all manner of diﬀerences among energy sources, scales, and efﬁciencies [see esp. 3]. This rematerialization has, however, now come
to span such a daunting range of theoretical, methodological, disciplinary, and interdisciplinary approaches to energy materiality that it
deﬁes the possibilities and conventions of a standard, single-author
review essay. Our response to the massive heterogeneity surrounding
what has clearly become one of the key terms in energy studies is,
therefore, unconventional: a multiple-author review essay in ﬁve parts
that crisscross our diverse disciplinary backgrounds (geography, anthropology, history, and political science) and our interests in material
aspects of energy and energy systems (infrastructures, energy sources,
human-environment relationships, and much more).
We emphasize at the outset that this article does not identify some

Archimedean point at which all of these various approaches to energy
materiality converge. This is not for lack of eﬀort on our part. As we
conceived, circulated, and commented on multiple drafts of this article,
we periodically stopped to ask ourselves whether we were distilling an
essence of energy materiality, either in a small number of intersection
points within the existing literature we were reading—published in
ERSS and elsewhere—or as a single desideratum toward which we
might direct future research. Instead, we came to understand energy
materiality in current scholarship as a “chaotic concept,” one that, in
the spirit of Andrew Sayer’s formulation “cover[s] an enormous variety
of activities which neither form structures nor interact causally to any
signiﬁcant degree” [4]. Although Sayer, some of our readers—and, in
other contexts, some of us ourselves—would prefer to rationalize, distil,
or otherwise decree order out of chaos, we have found it fruitful to
concentrate mainly on tracing out and explaining to one another the
labyrinthine paths that current scholarship on energy materiality is
taking. We feel that our collaboration in this spirit has moved the rapidly proliferating conversations about energy materiality toward
greater mutual intelligibility, creative recombination, and cross-fertilization. We oﬀer this review, then, not as a distillation but as a moment
to take stock of one crucial, chaotic corner of the interdisciplinary,
human-centered, theoretically robust conversations engaged so centrally in Energy Research and Social Science [see 5].
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1.2. Dorothe’s boiler: a grounding example

After introducing four main questions that guided us and providing
a concrete example to ground the subsequent discussion, our review
begins in Section 2 with a range of conversations that understand the
materiality of energy to be a constraint on actors’ behavior. Section 3
turns to theories of technical complexity in energy systems, drawing
attention to the role of history and materiality in energy-related risk,
vulnerability, and security. This discussion leads us to consider theories
of space, scale, and mobility in Section 4. Section 5 acknowledges the
importance of discourse and power, particularly from the related points
of view taken in Actor-Network Theory (ANT), assemblage, and governmentality/energopolitics approaches. Finally, Section 6 takes up a
set of ways in which energy materiality can be understood as mutable,
contingent, and in constant state of becoming.1 A brief conclusion
draws together the approaches we have covered.

Approaches to energy materiality are useful because they improve
our understandings of particular, real-life situations. To supplement and
ground our four primary questions, then, we begin with the thick description of a single case, a strategy that has helped us hold together our
conversations. Sections 2–6 will then refer back—as our own conversations did—to this example in order to illustrate the ways in which
the diﬀerent approaches we outline illuminate diﬀerent elements of a
single, real-life experience.
Our example is drawn from the real-life experience of Dorothe
Poggel, one of the staﬀ members of the Hanse-Wissensschaftskolleg
(HWK), a residential Institute for Advanced Study in Delmenhorst,
Germany at which this article was initially drafted in June 2018. The
context for Dorothe’s experiences is as follows: the depletion of the
Dutch Groningen gas ﬁelds and the increasing awareness of the environmental impact of their decades-long exploitation has sent
Germany looking for replacement sources to supply Delmenhorst and
the rest of the northwest. Among these new sources will be Russian gas,
which has a higher energy content than Groeningen gas.
Even before this transition to new gas supplies happened, however,
Dorothe was forced—to the amusement of her co-workers and visiting
fellows—to take showers at work for a period of weeks after the boiler
in her apartment was shut oﬀ, sealed, and marked with a large red tag.
She told us how her showers at work were related to the coming
transition in gas supplies: “The energy provider goes around and checks
every single device that runs on gas, to make sure it has a fabrication
sign and fabrication number that shows the company. Mine didn’t. …
Plumbers inspect the boiler for CO2 emissions and general safety every
year, but they don’t care about technical details.” Without the fabrication information that the additional inspection required, it was not
permissible to retroﬁt the boiler to run on Russian gas rather than
Dutch gas, so the boiler was turned oﬀ and sealed.
Dorothe’s story didn’t end with the red tag. The boiler looked exactly like a German Vaillant, but the lack of a fabrication number meant
that it was a fake, probably built cheaply in southeastern Europe and
impossible—or at least so she was told—to retroﬁt safely. The episode
also led Dorothe into a legal dispute with her landlord, who claimed
that the amount by which she had reduced her rent for having no heat
or hot water was simply unpaid rent and warranted eviction.
RadioBremen TV learned of the story and arrived to ﬁlm a short segment that featured Dorothe boiling water in her electric kettle, the
renter’s legal association backing up her claims against the landlord,
and a Wesernetz spokesperson explaining that the utility’s technicians
were just following safety procedures and European Union regulations
when they shut oﬀ and sealed the still-working and certiﬁed-safe boiler
with the transition to Russian gas still at least a year away.2 “Just because something is technically possible, that doesn’t mean that it’s allowed. We have to pay attention to what is permissible as well as to
what is technically safe,” the spokesperson emphasized.

1.1. Four questions: areas of convergence and divergence
Our conversations to date focused on four areas of convergence and
divergence, phrased here as four crucial questions we asked of the literatures we read and debated.
1 Where is energy materiality located? Some perspectives look to the
physical characteristics of energy sources themselves, while others
see materiality in energy infrastructure such as pipelines. Still other
approaches look to more broadly-deﬁned energy infrastructures,
including the roads, schools, and athletic stadiums often built by
energy companies. In the widest lens we consider, all manner of
semiotic connections may be relevant to understanding and theorizing the intersection of energy and materiality.
2 How is energy materiality used and by whom? An exceedingly wide
variety of answers to this central question have been explored in
recent scholarship, among them: to enable or constrain access and
actions; to support—in discourse and practice—diﬀerent agendas; to
exercise various forms of political power or to imagine alternatives
to them.
3 What are the relational characteristics of energy materiality? Energy
materiality is deﬁned in large part by relationality, at multiple
spatial and temporal scales. However, we discern very diﬀerent
perspectives on the units that are related to each other and the
nature of their relationships. Some theorists focus on objects, chains
of objects, or channels through which objects move, others on spatial/territorial or temporal/historical relationships, and still others
on discursive or semiotic relationships. Relationality can be highly
determined or highly contingent, and it can also be considered as
part of a constellation of material/immaterial relationships that
deﬁne reality. This question is especially important—although not
always in the same way—for scholars interested in identifying
causal linkages of energy materiality.
4 What analytical role does energy materiality play in diﬀerent approaches? For many scholars, energy materiality is just a scope
condition—a given, constant factor that does not need to be considered in the analysis. For those who do focus their attention on
energy materiality, it can be an independent variable that is a causal
factor, a dependent variable that needs to be explained in its own
right, or a constraint that is treated as an intervening variable impacting the object of study. For still others, material aspects of energy systems are themselves the actors or agents with which we
should be concerned.

“It’s a funny story,” Dorothe concluded, “it really set a lot of things
in motion.”

2. Materiality as a constraint on actors’ behavior
This section takes up the scenario of Dorothe’s gas boiler ordeal by
focusing on contributions and perspectives emphasizing energy materiality as a constraint on actors’ behavior. This is by no means a coherent, single literature, but comes from a variety of disciplines and
looks at diﬀerent “loci” – from “things” in general to speciﬁc characteristics of speciﬁc types of energy to their related infrastructure.

Each of the following sections notes how the scholarship it reviews
is situated within these four areas of convergence and divergence.
1
Space prohibits us from taking up still other dimensions of recent work on
energy materiality, such as new approaches to energy that take a historical
materialist approach [e.g. [6,7]].

2
The segment can be found at https://www.butenunbinnen.de/videos/gasumstellung100.html (Accessed 1 August 2018).
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However, the focus is on windfall proﬁts (“petrodollars”) received, not
on the conditions which are needed to make these windfall proﬁts
happen. As a result, aspects of energy materiality are ignored, as, despite their having a huge impact on the realization of large-scale exports, they do not directly aﬀect the export revenue received once export facilities are in place.

What these various contributions have in common, however, is an understanding of the material characteristics of natural resources as
creating framework conditions for (human) actors’ behavior. Attention
to these issues puts it in the realm of a family of perspectives emphasizing inanimate goods’ agency and ability to set constraints on human
actors.

2.2. Infrastructure and the politicization of energy materiality
2.1. Loci of material agency
At a higher level of speciﬁcity concerning the locus of attention,
some perspectives within this larger trend focus their discussion of
energy materiality not so much on energy resources themselves, but on
the infrastructure needed to make them into energy services used by
end-consumers, in particular transportation infrastructure. In this perspective, it is this infrastructure which provides key constraints on actors’ behavior. In line with seeing materiality as not always molding to
human desires, most of the political science literature refers to materiality as a given constraint, which either renders speciﬁc infrastructure
projects unfeasible or requires political strategies to adjust to them. At
the same time, the choice between diﬀerent infrastructures is in many
ways linked to politics and political decision-making processes. We will
illustrate this by looking at two examples of how energy materiality
may be politicized.

At the most basic level, we have theories (mainly coming from
cultural theory, sociology and philosophy) of the agency of inanimate
goods, and how these operate in social life and aﬀect human-material
interactions [8,9], how humans and things “co-constitute” each other
rather than being fully separate [10], as well as raising key questions
regarding the agency of both animate and inanimate beings [11–13]. A
somewhat less deterministic strand of this perspective is represented by
those who focus not so much on thing’s “agency” per se, but on how
“how nonhuman actors” and infrastructures “structure the choices of
human actors (…).” [14]. Although not every author discussed here
makes speciﬁc reference to a theory of agency as foundational to their
approach, an understanding of some level of agency of inanimate objects is a key building block for views emphasizing resources as constraints on human activity and choices.3 In this sense, this approach is
related to the perspectives of ecological economists such as Cleveland
and Hall who, working from a biophysical economics perspective, have
emphasized the biophysical constraints on human economic activity
speciﬁcally related to reliance on high- or low-entropy resources, which
aﬀects the degree to which energy sources can actually be transformed
into end-use energy services such as electricity, heat, and transportation
[15,16]. (In a low-entropy situation with a high degree of order, there is
often a high degree of capacity to produce work, while in high-entropy
situations a lot of the energy source cannot be transformed to other
forms of energy.) At a higher level of speciﬁcity concerning the locus of
the attention, stands the literature on natural resources as not always
molding to human desires to use them for their own purposes. As shown
in Bakker’s [17] study of water privatization in the UK, the material
qualities of a resource may complicate attempts by stakeholders to use
it for their own goals. (Anand [18] takes a slightly diﬀerent approach
by focusing on how politics, physics, and technology shape water
supplies.) In addition to the literature on water, the social sciences
literature on “fugitive resources” (sometimes also called “high exclusion cost” resources [19]) makes an important contribution to this
strand of thinking, as it highlights how resources such as wind and
water [20], which move across jurisdictions, may complicate human
actors’ attempts to “capture,” or monetize them.4
As energy infrastructure becomes politicized more often than the
materiality of energy sources themselves, it has received more attention
in the social science literature. At the same time, some of the most
visible social science (especially political science) literatures dealing
with energy exhibit an extreme case of taking materiality as a given
constraint – by simply not addressing it at all. A key example comes
from the rentier state and resource curse family of theories in the social
sciences. Both approaches start from the assumption that natural resources, most prominently oil, provide a state with huge windfall proﬁts
that then have a variety of negative consequences on the domestic
political system [for a summary of the related literature, see [23]].

2.2.1. Politicizing energy materiality I: oil and gas pipelines
The ﬁrst example concerns oil and gas pipelines. The perceived
long-term relevance of Russian gas supplies to Germany, for example,
which is illustrated by the change in suppliers for Dorothe’s household,
is the major rationale behind the decision to build the NordStream pipeline, which runs from the Russian to the German coast of the Baltic
Sea. As the example of NordStream demonstrates, such links can be
highly controversial. Already in 2006 the Polish defense minister
compared the German-Russian pipeline agreement to the RibbentropMolotov (Hitler-Stalin) pact. The US government warned in May 2018
that the construction of NordStream 2 could draw US sanctions [on the
NordStream example see Ref. [24].
The (political) feasibility of diﬀerent pipeline routes, for natural gas
as well as oil, is an important topic in the international relations literature and especially for geopolitical approaches. In this context, pipelines are seen as international projects with at least three major
functions: provision of income for exporting and transit countries,
provision of energy security for importing countries, and creation of
strategic partnerships between the countries involved [25]. The latter
aspect also includes competition between “great powers” over these
strategic partnerships and also over securing long-term access to energy
resources and political inﬂuence in the respective region. This is currently visible in the academic literature on the so-called “New Great
Game”, which describes the rivalry among Russia, China and the US/
the EU over access to oil and gas resources in the Caspian region
[26–28, a critical review of major books on the issue is provided by 29,
for a global perspective see 30].
As the creation of links between countries is at the center of attention, the literature on pipelines and energy infrastructure has a
strong spatial dimension. The advantages of competing pipeline routes
in terms of technical feasibility, economic proﬁtability, and foreign
policy implications are regularly discussed in the literature. Obviously,
the materiality of energy resources has a strong impact on at least the
ﬁrst two aspects, as Balmaceda [31] has shown in detail. Most authors
would probably agree with her elaborations. However, they simply
(and nearly always implicitly) treat energy materiality as given. As
Sovacool [32] argues: “Many in the energy policy community, and even
perhaps some geographers, treat pipelines as black boxes (or in this
case, round pipes) that merely distribute hydrocarbons.” Similarly,
even in situations where there has been a dramatic change in how
energy materiality impacts the transport options for an energy resource
– for example the rise of liquid natural gas (LNG) reducing dependence

3
Although not belonging to the same perspective, this could be related to a
broader discussion on human-material interactions also including discursive
and semantic aspects in the “making” of energy and nature. See Section 6
below.
4
The concept of “fugitive resources” has also been used by economist and
property rights theorists, but in that context emphasizing the fact that these are
resources that “must be captured prior to being allocated” [21, see also 22]
rather than their jurisdiction-ﬂeeting capacity.)
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on pipelines – the literature has adjusted to focus on these new conditions as scope conditions, i.e. not as explaining factor which needs to
be analyzed, but as a constant factor, a constraint. Geography, however,
is more aware of the constrains territoriality creates, including how
those constraints depend on diﬀerent forms of materiality [see, e.g., the
case of LNG in 33].

mostly seen as strategic, i.e. actors are seen as employing speciﬁc
frames or narratives in order to gain support for their position, whereas
a structural approach to discourse, e.g. following Foucault, perceives
discourses as a constraint on actors. (The structural approach will be
discussed in later parts of this review.)
A prominent example for strategic discourses is securitization,
which describes a “speech act” meant to move an issue beyond politics
as usual by turning it into a national security concern. “Extraordinary
politics” are then justiﬁed to urgently deal with the “threat”. Once the
comparison of the NordStream pipeline to the Hitler-Stalin-Pact had
been accepted in the Polish debate about the pipeline, for example,
arguments could no longer focus on the business rationale of the project
or the impact on diplomatic relations with Germany, as the issue at
stake had become a much bigger security-related one [for a critical
assessment of this claim see [24]]. The securitization framework developed by the Copenhagen School [56] is often applied in energy
studies [for a conceptualization see 57, related empirical studies are,
e.g., 58–63].

2.2.2. Politicizing energy materiality II: Nimbyism
A second example of how energy materiality may be politicized
concerns opposition to large infrastructure projects from local populations (ﬁrst and foremost in industrialized countries) even in cases where
there are no substantial damages or risks, because they are afraid of
noise from construction sites, a deterioration of landscape aesthetics, or
related declines in tourism or real estate value. This phenomenon has
been, since the 1980s, termed Nimbyism (from “Not In My BackYard”).
While the original perception of Nimbyism was negative, it has more
recently also been linked to conservationist attitudes and local patriotism. However, in the context of energy materiality the major issue is –
as Wüstenhagen et al. [34] summarize – that “it is increasingly recognized that social acceptance may be a constraining factor in
achieving this target [of increasing the share of renewable energy]. This
is particularly apparent in the case of wind energy, which has become a
subject of contested debates in several countries largely due to its visual
impact on landscapes.”5 A Google Scholar search indicates that more
than half of all publications addressing the NIMBY phenomena are related to energy infrastructure, most prominently to wind turbines [an
overview of the ﬁrst two decades of writing on this topic is provided by
44,45].6 The relevance of the energy sector for Nimbyism can be explained by its spatial dominance. In Germany, for example, land used
for the energy system accounted for almost 10% of total land cover in
2012 [46].
Another focal point for opposition to energy infrastructure projects
– and for the social science literature analyzing it – is environmental
damage and related risks. As these damages and risks make energy
infrastructure controversial, they become subject of political (as opposed to purely business) decision-making. Examples discussed in the
academic literature are oil spills, most recently the Deepwater Horizon
accident [e.g. [47]], the siting of nuclear waste disposals [e.g. [48,49]]
or mega-dams for hydropower [50]. In the cases of hydropower dams
and large-scale open-pit coal production, the materiality of energy infrastructure not only causes environmental risks, but changes whole
landscapes, often with the need to resettle complete villages. In this
context Mathur [51, Ch. 2] has named a book chapter “Mining coal,
undermining people”. The impact of energy infrastructure projects on
indigenous people living in the respective areas has been discussed
broadly [on the example of Russia, where the natural gas soon to serve
the home of Dorothe will come from, see e.g. 52–55].

2.4. A broader perspective on supply chains and networks
By treating energy materiality as a mere scope condition, a given
constraint, the focus is on narrow policy issues while the broader societal implications are often ignored. One starting point for a broader
perspective could be existing work (also scattered among several disciplines) bearing, most often implicitly, on how the materiality characteristics of an energy good aﬀect its supply chains and the dynamics
and relationships within that chain. Work bearing on these issues includes discussions on the impact of power density, in the sense of the
land area needed for production of a set amount of energy [15,64,65]
and its consequences; the role of workers given the production (for
example diﬀuse vs. point-source resources [66]); and the handling and
transportation requirements of various types of energy. Thus, in
Mitchell’s argument about coal production in the ﬁrst half of the
twentieth century, the more cumbersome transportation of coal (requiring direct human intervention) as compared to oil gave workers in
the industry a stronger power at key transshipment nodes, a higher
sense of agency, and made it possible for them to forge alliances with
workers in other areas of the economy, such as “miners, railwaymen
and dockworkers, allowing them unprecedented power” [67]. These
factors were preconditions for the political impact of coal workers as
compared to those in less labor-intensive sectors such as oil. While the
Global Production Networks literature (as well as related literatures on
global commodity chains and global value chains) has recently started
to discuss energy more explicitly [32,68], it has not discussed materiality (in the sense used here focusing on the physical characteristics of a
good) explicitly (see Gibson and Warren for a possible exception analyzing timber and musical instrument manufacturing [69]). More recent
contributions have highlighted how the materiality characteristics of an
energy good may constrain actors’ options not only throughout the
value chain, but through the particular types of supply chain challenges
that they may help create, and the responses to these challenges. Thus,
for example, one of the key supply-chain challenges related to natural
gas’ material characteristics, those related to its high degree of networkness and need for costly dedicated infrastructure related to the
need to manage pressure, have traditionally led to a rigid contractual
system seeking to allocate risk between sellers and buyers over a longertime horizon [70,71].
The scenario provided by Dorothe’s travails with her gas boiler
provides a number of possibilities for implementing such an approach,
which would pay special attention to questions such as the following:
(1) what are the diﬀerent physical qualities of L-gas and H-gas, and
what did the replacement of the ﬁrst by the second mean from that
perspective? (2) What does one of the most important physical characteristics of natural gas as a whole, i.e., its gaseous nature under
standard conditions, add to the question and the scenario? (3) To what

2.3. The linguistic turn and strategic use of materiality-related frames and
narratives
When energy infrastructure projects meet opposition, debates
emerge in the public as well as in closed circles of decision-makers.
Since the linguistic turn of the social sciences in the 1980s, such debates
are seen as a major part of political decision-making. The understanding
of related debates or discourses in the political science literature is
5
For more nuanced (but not opposed) views see e.g. Graham et al. [35],
Groth and Vogt [36], Musall and Kuik [37], Thayer and Freeman [38], Warren
and McFadyen [39], Swoﬀord and Slattery [40], van der Horst [41], Zoellner
et al. [42]. For a broader discussion about the spatial aspects of changes in the
energy mix see Bridge et al. [43].
6
Search conducted on 3 February 2018 with the search function provided by
https://scholar.google.com: 37,300 hits for NIMBY and 19,200 hits for NIMBY
+ energy. NIMBY + “wind turbines” alone generates 8690 hits.
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discursive use of materiality as on the ability of “things” to set limits on
human action. In terms of the relational characteristics of energy materiality [Q3] the focus is mainly on objects and their physical (or, in a
broader sense, infrastructural) characteristics, and the spatial and
technological relationship between them.
At the same time, the perspectives discussed in this section largely
see materiality as part of a constellation of human/thing relationships
(as in the human and non-human ‘actant’ link in Actor-Network theory;
see also Section 5, below). However, even when the perspective remains restricted to materiality as a constraint on human action, the
impact of the materiality of energy (infrastructure) is much more
complex than most of the works quoted here account for. This is one of
the major insights of the Historical Energy Systems Approach.

extent do these physical characteristics aﬀect they work of the system as
a whole? How do they interact with other issues, such as the diﬀerence
in caloric value between L-gas and H-gas?7 (4) Most importantly, such
an approach would ask: in which ways and through which artifacts did
these material qualities constrain or enable human choices and behavior and the range of choices by human actors? — actors including not
only the end user, but also natural gas distribution companies, German
and European gas regulators, and natural gas importers and exporters.
Looking at one of these questions in exemplary fashion provides a
clue as to the possible contributions of such a perspective. For example,
a focus on natural gas’ gaseous physical state adds a lot to the scenario.
While the point has been made that natural gas’ gaseous nature has an
important impact on transportation options, as it is most eﬃciently
transported by pipeline [72,73], the impact is actually even more basic:
as it is lighter than air, natural gas without pressure would not only not
move, but would also dissipate into the air, which makes managing
pressure and keeping the various parts of the system in physical balance
essential for it to function safely [70].8 This high degree of networkness
(higher than in the case of solid fuels or even oil, the functioning of
whose systems does not depend so essentially on ﬁne-tuning pressure)
required by natural gas had a number of implications for the changes
set in motion by the replacement of L-Gas by H-gas in Northwestern
Germany. It ampliﬁed the impact of the 20% diﬀerence in caloric value
between L-gas and H-gas, as each has diﬀerent pressurization requirements; if pressure is not managed properly, serious accidents may
happen in private residences at the end of the supply chain; if H-gas
were to be used in appliances speciﬁed for L-gas, “carbon monoxide
would be emitted” [74]. In terms of options open to actors, natural gas’s
networkness also meant that a capital intensive, complex, and highlyconnected machinery has to be put in place to manage pressure, making
local- and regional-level solutions to the issue unfeasible. Thus while in
our scenario the only visible part of the iceberg was the change in a few
ten-euro gas nozzles (Gasdüsen) in individual boilers, the Gasumstellung
is one of the largest natural gas infrastructure projects in German history [75], involving not only the retroﬁtting of residential boilers, but
the building of new pipelines, as well as the expansion of compressor
stations speciﬁcally intended for H-gas. Thus, natural gas materiality
made Dorothe’s boiler part of a supply chain of unique characteristics
speciﬁcally related to the physical characteristics of the good it was organized around, and which constrained not only her choices, but those of
planners, distributors, importers, and exporters located in a spatial
range spanning thousands of kilometers.

3. Historical energy systems approaches
The history of technology, along with Science and Technology
Studies (STS), is arguably the ﬁeld to which “materiality” in studies of
energy comes most naturally. There has never been a “material turn” in
history of technology, for the simple reason that the ﬁeld has always
been focused on the material world and, in particular, its technical
constituents. For historians of technology the materiality of energy lies
mainly in the technologies and technical systems that enable certain
materials to be transformed into heat, light, and power.
3.1. Explaining material peculiarities
Historians of technology are primarily interested in explaining the
speciﬁcities of energy’s material nature, asking questions like: why are
there two diﬀerent gas systems in Europe, for low-caloriﬁc and highcaloriﬁc gas? Why do the systems span vast geographical areas rather
than being locally organized? Why is the heating system in Dorothe’s
house based on natural gas and not on any other material substance?
Why are the boilers in her house constructed in such a way that they
need to undergo retroﬁtting just because they switch to a new source of
gas? Historians of technology here criticize other scholarly communities for “black-boxing” the material characteristics of energy systems
– that is, for taking them for granted [76,77]. They urge other scholars –
and, even more so, policymakers and stakeholders – to critically scrutinize the technical details of new energy projects, warning them not to
accept technological choices as the nature-given outcome of objective
calculations of the expected eﬀects. There was nothing “natural,” for
example, about petroleum-based fuels becoming dominant early on in
the automotive industry; electricity and steam could also have become
successful fuel bases for engine design. To understand petroleum’s
victory, historians of technology tell us, we must analyze the strategic
manoeuvring of the involved actors, political decisions and regulations,
developments in nearby activities such as oil prospecting, speculative
behavior in the emerging oil market and so on [78,79]. This makes it
natural for historians of technology to critically study how diﬀerent
actors seek to use or mobilize the material characteristics of energy
(systems) for their speciﬁc purposes.
In the past, historians of technology were often criticized for being
too obsessed with material aspects – the “nuts and bolts” – of energy, at
the expense of human involvement. Since the 1980s, however, history
of technology has increasingly become wound up with the human dimension and what in the literature is referred to as the “social shaping”
or even “social construction” of technology [80,81, and many others].
This means that historical studies of energy systems have largely
abandoned their earlier focus on the materiality of energy as such, in
favor of a new focus on relationalities in terms of energy’s interaction
with the social world.

2.5. Four questions: constraints on actors’ behavior
A key characteristic of the works reviewed in Section 2 is that energy predominantly plays the analytical role [Q4] of an independent
variable that is a constraint or a causal factor in a variety of other relationships. In terms of the location [Q1] of energy materiality, in this
perspective it is located in the energy source itself and the infrastructures built upon them. In this perspective, materiality is used [Q2]
by human actors, who act within the opportunities and constraints
created by the material (physical) characteristics of the good. While
such a view of energy materiality does not preclude energy materiality
characteristics from being used discursively and instrumentally by
various actors to support their own energy agendas such as speciﬁc
pipeline options, the emphasis is not so much on human actor’s
7
“L-gas” from Dutch ﬁelds has an upper caloriﬁc value of 44.44 MJ/kg, while
the level of methane (and, consequently, caloric value) of Russian H-gas was
signiﬁcantly higher, with an upper caloric value at 54.30 MJ/kg (INGAS 2011,
11, 76).
8
On this point, see also the discussion of technological lock-in and “synchronous” and “asynchronous” systems in the Large Technical Systems literature (Section 3).

3.2. Messy complexity
At the same time, historians have increasingly targeted the
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accidents and disasters. Nuclear disasters, according to this view, are
constantly “waiting to happen”, because there is always a valve that
might be accidentally left open or closed, a water pipe that has corroded
and failed to attract the attention of maintenance crews or an electricity
circuit that might suddenly fail due to an unexpected computer or
signalling error. However, Perrow’s theories have been challenged by
another group of risk scholars who take as their point of departure the
empirical observation that, given the messy complexity of energy and
other technical systems, large-scale accidents are surprisingly rare. This
is referred to as High Reliability Theory. According to this perspective,
what is most astonishing about, say, today’s electricity supply systems is
not so much that there is a blackout from time to time, but rather how
rare such events are. There are so many things that could go wrong in
this monster system of millions of material components, and yet in the
Western world we are so used to well-functioning electricity supply that
many of us do not even keep candles or torches at home for the
emergency case [cf. [89]]! There is an interesting – especially when the
historical dimension is taken into account – debate still going on between these two perspectives of messy complexity and its eﬀects [for an
overview see [90]].
The notions of “risk” and “vulnerability” in the above studies are
quite diﬀerent from the notion of energy-related risks in geopolitical
studies of energy. As Section 2 showed, students of the geopolitics of
energy rarely take an interest in the technical and material details of
energy supply. Instead, they have primarily focused on risk in the form
of intentional, politically motivated supply disruptions and on economic risks linked to turbulence on world markets and the spectre of
politically induced price shocks. Hence most studies of “energy security” to a great extent lack any reference to material aspects of the
energy systems at hand. Many scholars have tried to construct elaborate
“oil vulnerability indices” and the like [see, e.g., [91]], but these rarely
include key material factors such as the degree of complexity of the
overall material system, the degree to which technical things are kept in
good shape through maintenance works, or the material strengths of
electricity transmission lines, oil and gas pipelines, steam turbines,
uranium centrifuges or LNG regasiﬁcation facilities. Yet authors such as
Högselius [86] have argued, citing historical evidence, that technical
mishaps and lack of maintenance are a far more common threat to
energy security than any political or economic twists and turns.

relational aspects of energy materiality in terms of systemic interconnectivity. Dorothe’s story exempliﬁes what historian of technology
Thomas P. Hughes has called the “messy complexity” of modern technical systems [82]. The term is used to make two points: ﬁrst, that a
full-blown energy system such as the European natural gas system is
necessarily complex, being constituted by a myriad of material components – such as the gas ﬁelds, steel pipes, boilers, seals and red tags
that came to the fore in this case – along with an equally vast range of
organizational (energy companies, technicians, plumbers, landlords,
gas consumers, media agencies) and institutional (laws, rules, regulations) components. Secondly, that the complexity is “messy,” in the
sense that no single person will ever be able to gain a perfect overview
of the system in its totality and that thousands of actors have shaped the
system in a way that, from a bird’s eye’s point of view, may appear far
from logical and quite anarchic and chaotic – illustrated in our story by
the curious fake boilers of unknown origin and the overall confusion
about how to handle the retroﬁtting. While Dorothe’s story attracted
the attention of media and to many in the general public appeared as a
strange case, the Large Technical Systems (LTS) literature in fact suggests that it is a fairly typical story. For Historical Energy Systems approaches, messy complexity in energy and materiality is not the exception. It is the rule.
3.3. Historical legacies and lock-in
Historians of technology are, naturally, interested in long-term
patterns of change – and lack of change – in energy. Among other
things, they are concerned with what is usually referred to as “lock-in”
situations stemming from long-term processes of change, and the corresponding diﬃculties to “change direction” [83,84]. In the case of
natural gas in Europe, many observers are surprised to hear that there is
actually not a single, integrated European system based on a standard
gas quality, but, as already mentioned, two standards that are only
marginally connected with each other in a material sense. Dorothe’s
experience was one of many manifestations of a long-term plan to unify
the two systems by transforming the low-caloriﬁc gas (“L-Gas”) areas
into high-caloriﬁc gas (“H-Gas”) areas. But why did European gas
system-builders not create such a uniﬁed, standardized system from the
outset? If they had, the current transition problems in northwestern
Germany could clearly have been avoided. Here, the relevance of a
long-term historical perspective comes to the fore. Quite simply, at the
time when Groningen and other L-Gas ﬁelds ﬁrst started to be exploited
in the 1960s, it appeared unlikely that H-Gas would ever become the
dominant gas quality in Western Europe. It was in no way clear that a
range of NATO member states – in the midst of the Cold War! – would
want to or be able to access huge volumes of Siberian H-Gas, and it was
still unknown that the North Sea rested on enormous H-gas deposits. In
this situation L-Gas actors managed to mobilize suﬃcient support for a
scheme in which L-Gas became the main standard. Later, things
changed and H-Gas became more dominant. The process of European
integration in natural gas became a slow process where visions of the
future changed only gradually – there was no single grand plan for
creating a uniﬁed pipeline grid spanning the entire continent. In the
end Europe became locked into a double-standard system [85,86]. As
Dorothe’s experience teaches us, it is only with great pain that L-Gas
areas now attempt to break this lock-in.

3.5. Four questions: historical energy systems
To summarize, historical energy systems studies reveal several
things. First, they insist that the messy complexity of natural gas – in
material and non-material terms – that became so manifest through
Dorothe’s story must be understood as a normal state of aﬀairs
throughout the realm of energy systems. There is nothing strange about
this. Secondly, historical energy systems scholars emphasize that the
material characteristics of energy supply need to be explained as the
outcome of complex processes of change, rather than taken for granted.
Thirdly, the analysts take great interest in how the historical shaping of
energy systems creates momentum, inertia, and ultimately lock-in situations that are diﬃcult and painful to break away from. Fourthly,
historical energy systems studies conceptualize risk in material systems
very diﬀerently from risk as understood in (geo)political discourses
about energy.
In this analytical approach, energy materiality (Q4) is something
that needs to be explained as the outcome of complex processes of
change, rather than taken for granted. It is seen as embodied in (Q1)
technologies and technical systems which are themselves changing and
socially constructed; the material characteristics of these systems are
used (Q2) by diﬀerent human actors who seek to mobilize them for
speciﬁc goals. In this perspective, the analytical role played by materiality (Q3) is one that focuses on relationalities in terms of energy’s
complex interaction with the social word.

3.4. Technology and risk
There is close aﬃnity between historical energy systems studies and
the material and social complexity of energy supply as researched
within the ﬁeld of risk studies. Charles Perrow, for example, used the
Three Mile Island nuclear disaster as his prime case when developing
his “normal accidents” theory [87,88, on Fukushima], pointing to the
immense material complexity of nuclear power plants as something that
makes it virtually impossible to rule out the possibility of malfunctions,
6
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4. Mobility, space, and scale

of describing and analyzing these complex scalar relationships. There is
some scholarship on the micro or small scale politics of household/
bodily materialities [13,95,96], as well as on the geographies of large
technical systems (LTS) [97,98], but there is precious little work synthesizing the scalar linkages.

Dorothe’s experience marks an inconvenient encounter with the
complex system that provides for our energy-intensive quotidian existence. While energy use, and therefore energy’s materiality, is a
central feature of life for everyone, the systems put into place over the
past hundred years or more in a highly urbanized place like Northwest
Germany were by their very design out-of-sight and out-of-mind.
Consider what came before: the pre-20th century person in Dorothe’s
situation would have devoted a substantial part of household time and
budget to the tasks of securing access to the energy necessary to sustain
life (collecting and processing biomass such as peat or ﬁrewood;
starting and maintaining a ﬁre; consuming enough calories to maintain
bodily motion; feeding enough calories to animals to do necessary
work; heating water to bathe; disposing of ash and waste, etc.).
Dorothe, like most of us, depends on an intricate, largely hidden,
technical system to do the work when we desire warmth, mobility,
cooked food, or heated water. A dial is turned and a chain reaction is
quietly set into motion. In the case of her shower, that reaction involved
low-energy content natural gas being extracted from subterranean sinks
in northern Netherlands, processed in one or more facilities to ensure a
homogenized, standardized product, transported by pipeline to a storage facility somewhere near Bremen, and transported again through an
underground network of pipes until the gas reaches the boiler. When
someone turns the faucet on, that gas from far away is already there,
waiting to be burned having its carbon and hydrogen converted to heat
and CO2, and its heat was transferred to domestic water, while the byproducts of the transaction—mainly CO2 and used water—are expelled
from the household via yet another set of infrastructure.
Dorothe’s travails present the energy researcher, especially one
concerned with the spatial and scalar aspects of energy materiality,
with a number of possible entry points. That Dorothe turning on a
faucet links her body in some barely perceptible way to larger-scale
processes of EU regulatory frameworks, Eurasian geopolitics, and even
global trade ﬂows of LNG, raises a number of methodological and
theoretical issues that can be unearthed and oﬀer insights into how
scholars of energy have approached such topics. A number of key
points, drawn largely from relevant literatures on energy materiality,
can be made regarding the mobility, spatiality, and scalar characteristics of energy materiality.

4.2. Spaces of ﬁxity and motion
Second, energy materiality encompasses spaces of ﬁxity and spaces
of motion. Like most infrastructure, energy infrastructure is largely
ﬁxed and stable in space—indeed to the point of creating varying degrees of materially-determined path dependencies [99]—but its existence is predicated on enabling the mobility of energy from sites of
production to sites of consumption. In the case above, the interface
between the spatially ﬁxed pipelines, living space, water boiler, etc.,
and the mobile carbon molecules, are central to Dorothe’s nuisance as
much as the bureaucratic, cultural, and even geopolitical dynamics that
help to shape the wider contours of story. Indeed, Dorothe’s story represents a ﬂow disruption that falls under a much broader analytical
category of research on questions such as what happens when, for example, Russia interrupts the ﬂow of natural gas to a neighboring state
[100], when a large technical system such as California’s electricity grid
fails [101], or when a hydroelectric dam is shut down due to low ﬂow.
Some of these ﬂow disruptions are caused by “natural” phenomena,
others by political decisions. The result to those who depend on the
energy at the end of a pipe or wire is, however, largely the same.
4.3. Uneven geographies of energy materiality
The highly uneven spatialities of energy materiality present a third
analytical entry point. Dorothe’s brief period without domestic hot
water is of course trivial when viewed against a backdrop of serious,
endemic energy poverty throughout much of the world, including in
parts of the Global North [93,102–104]. Here materiality means more
than simply the presence or absence of the appropriate infrastructure
and technologies to eﬀectively use energy, but also in a political economic sense of how class structures may inhibit access to energy for
certain groups. While energy poverty is certainly more widespread in
rural areas, important scholarship looks at how the “splintered” provision of infrastructure within cities contributes to these uneven geographies as well [105,106].
A ﬁnal note on thinking through the spatial and scalar aspects of
energy materiality concerns the nexus of geo- and bio-politics and the
various actors that shape outcomes around this nexus. The bodily scale
of energy materiality could open avenues for thinking about biopolitics
of energy access/provision [93,104,107], but also the role of individuals and expertise in shaping energy materiality [108].

4.1. Scalar and relational aspects of energy materiality
The ﬁrst is that understanding energy systems requires scholars to
be mindful of their innately scalar and relational aspects. The question
in the Introduction of where energy materiality is found is not simply
answered with a point on a map; rather, it is important to understand
how energy materiality is constituted at multiple spatial scales. While
not all questions related to energy materiality require accounting for
the bodily, household, regional, national, global and other scales, being
mindful of the relationships among scales—for example, how Dorothe’s
seemingly mundane domestic issue with a water boiler involves material contact points and networked relations between spaces ranging
from the household to the global—is essential [cf. [43,92,93]]. Along
these lines, and speaking to the third question in the Introduction–what
are the relational characteristics of energy materiality?–energy materiality
is by deﬁnition relational, in that the “thing,” whether it be the hydrocarbon molecule, the electrical wave, the conduit in the form of pipe
or wire carrying the energy, or the contraption converting the energy
into something usable, only makes sense when considering the chain of
relations and motions linking human beings with things, but also
linking the various spatial layouts and territorializations of infrastructure and sites of production and consumption to one another [94].
Methodologically, this may mean that a thorough accounting of energy
materiality requires multiple perspectives that are able to ask questions
ranging from the bodily to the global, but also synthesis that is capable

4.4. Four questions: spatiality, mobility, and scale
A rich and growing body of literature approaches the topic of energy
materiality through lenses of space, mobility, and scale. The location of
energy materiality (Q1) is not simply a set of coordinates. It involves
spaces of ﬁxity and motion that are constituted at multiple scales,
which in turn only make sense when put into conversation with the
relational characteristics of energy materiality (Q3), such as how bodies
and households are connected to, for example, territorially vast webs of
physical infrastructure. Analysis of energy use (Q2) should not ignore
the political economy of materiality that makes energy available for
some, even at the expense of others, as important work on energy
poverty and biopolitics shows. As for the analytical role (Q4), this section suggests that energy, its carriers, and users are connected through a
range of actor-networks. The following section provides possibilities for
theorizing energy materiality through the lenses of ANT, assemblage,
and governmentality.
7
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5. Discourse and power: ANT, assemblage, governmentality

assemblage (e.g. chain of actors and actants bound by the gas), whereas
a “de-territorializing role” challenges this very resilience by introducing
new elements (e.g. switch from Dutch to Russian gas) aiming or leading
to replacement of parts of the assemblage. Finally, the linguistic role
comes very close to the concept of discourse, as it is about maintaining
or challenging the territorialized assemblage via socio-cultural practices (e.g. environmental discourses on Dutch and Russian gas).
Müller [112] argues, though, that the assemblage approach is better
understood as a loose toolkit to unfold the connectedness—and, thus,
agency and power of actors, human or non-human—than as an all-encompassing theory. Müller also underlines the closeness of assemblage
approach and ANT, as “(B)oth assemblage thinking and ANT have much
to say about the spatial dimensions of power and politics” (p. 27). In the
same vein as DeLanda, he names the dimensions of assemblages: relational (parts never explain the whole), productive (new realities), heterogeneous (humans, things, ideas), de/reterritorializating (territories
established and broken), and desired (coupling fragmented objects).
Thus, spatiality, as in the ANT perspective, plays a central role in the
assemblage approach. Therefore, many analyses using the assemblage
approach lean on discussions within geography with their implicit interest in spatialities – despite its avoidance of ﬁxation to any particular
scale [113].
Therefore, the actor-networks and assemblages, formed around
Dutch Groeningen gas function with speciﬁc norms, discourses, and
practices that tie people, institutions and (energy) materialities together. The assemblages of Russian gas are interlinked to and overlap
with many sub-assemblages functioning within the Dutch gas system.
Actors try to use these assemblages for their beneﬁt, but the assemblage
approach highlights implicitly that social power, as it is dynamic and
dispersed, cannot be mastered by one or few actors. For example, the
chemical composition of Russian gas, stemming from very diﬀerent
geological conditions compared to the Dutch gas, let alone the natural,
infrastructural and institutional conditions along the Russian –
European gas commodity chain, challenge and change the territoriality
of the North German gas assemblage when the Dutch gas is being
substituted. Moreover, the energy-security and environmental discourses of the Dutch and Russian gas assemblages are certainly very
diﬀerent, yet on the surface the gas infrastructures look very much
alike. The assemblages with a smaller geographic scope, such as the one
formed around household-level gas infrastructures with speciﬁc hardware (boilers, meters, stoves etc.), software, people, and institutions,
are forced to transform and attach to new networks and larger scale
assemblages. This change that detaches smaller scale assemblages from
previous larger (host) assemblages and attaches them, possibly slightly
transformed, to new ones sets people, companies, institutions, even
countries in a new situation in respect to their territorial scope, political
inﬂuence and power.

The story of Dorothe encourages a scholar interested in the material
dimensions of discourses and power to look for methodologies and
theoretical approaches that explicitly elaborate these topics. All approaches, it can be argued, the ones discussed in this paper and beyond,
looking at energy materialities touch the issue of political power and
power-vested discourses in a way or another. Therefore, discourse and
power, can be scrutinized from multiple angles. However, here we focus
on three distinct methodologies: actor-network theory (or ANT), the
assemblage approach, and governmentality. At ﬁrst glance these analytical strategies may seem far apart from each other, but each perspective can help to elaborate a sound methodological tool-kit to
ponder the agency and power of energy related materialities. What they
share, when looking at energy materialities, is a socially constructed
understanding of the scope and limits of those materialities. For example, all approaches can be tuned to unfold the spatial extent of the
gas system, and the sub-systems with independency of a varying kind
that are attached to each other to constitute the web of relations formed
around natural gas, each with a distinctive set of narratives or discourses, separate but also overlapping, “attached” to them. Therefore,
relationality is at the core of these approaches including both the material or contextual and the discursive or semiotic. Moreover, the networks are not ﬁxed, but ﬂuid. Thus, an “engineer’s approach” to energy
materialities – detaching energy resources, energy transport and reﬁning, and energy consumption infrastructures – is not important here.
On the contrary, the networks are discursively held together, thus they
are desired by multitude of actors that may seem unrelated to each
other, and they cross these material boundaries with ease, even going
beyond what is typically thought of as an energy materiality.
5.1. Actor-network theory and assemblage approach
This line of research is interested in the agency formed via interactions of the human and the material. Actor-network theory was developed initially by Latour [108], but has evolved into a large body of
literature that aims to systematize the study of agency of intertwined
human and non-human ‘actants.’ ANT can also be deﬁned as a “material-semiotic” method to understand the social. Thus, the method unfolds the relationships between people and things, and the networks
they maintain and renew. Rather, the networks should be understood as
rhizomes, emphasizing the multi-scaled and many times non-hierarchical nature of those networks. To be more precise: the method
describes relations that exist at the same time between things (the
material) and between concepts (the semiotic). In our electricity-permeated societies with high energy consumption the energy related
materialities and the entangled concepts are thus one avenue to unfold
what the modern ‘social’ is all about. A typical criticism of ANT is that it
devotes too much agency to inanimate objects, such as gas pipelines
and electric appliances, yet the three components of ANT—“the socially
constructed nature of technology, the process of enrollment, and the
creation of socio-technic networks” [109]—if systematically operationalized, counter this critique by bringing the discursive, or semiotic,
explicitly to the fore.
Assemblage as a concept was introduced by Deleuze and Guattari in
their seminal 1980 book [109,110], but it took a long time for this
approach to gain momentum within social theory. DeLanda [111],
using the ecosystem as one metaphor, elaborated the original idea in his
Assemblage Theory. The assemblage is performed via material, expressive, territorializing and de-territorializing as well as linguistic
roles, where the material and the expressive refer to the material itself
(NordStream gas pipeline with high-methane gas, household boilers
etc.) and its form (e.g. gas’s path from the North Siberian subsoil to
European households, and to the atmosphere in the form of CO2 and
other gases and particles). A “territorializing role” refers to the resilience of the assemblage that is maintained via linkages within the

5.2. Governmentality
Foucault’s dynamic understanding of power and its explicit interest
in discourses and practices, and the focus on the strategic thinking and
action, i.e. governmentality, of those in positions of power suits well as
a companion to study the entanglement of the social and the natural/
material within the realm of energy. According to Moss, Becker and
Gailing [114], the Foucauldian dispositive, a context where governmentality functions and can be analyzed, includes the agency of inanimate objects and artefacts, but it does it via the discursive: materiality becomes interesting only via the discourse, that is, after given
meaning within the social. Foucault’s original dispositive, dispositif,
referred to “heterogenous ensemble” brings together discourses, regulations and “architectural forms” [115]. Thus, yet the material and
spatial dimension within the whole Foucaludian power-analytics ﬁeld
may not be central, there is a ﬁrm body of theorizing on that front [e.g.
116].
In dialogue with Foucault on the terrain of energy transitions and
8
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understanding of energy materiality reserved only to those linked to
extraction, reﬁning, transport and consumption of energy. He argues, in
other words, that social infrastructure built and maintained by energy
companies or state ministries can be understood as a materiality of
energy, especially when it is linked to power-vested discourses utilizing
material dimensions of the energy sector to constructing and maintaining these discourses.
Coming back to Dorothe’s case, a scholar inspired by possibility of
combining the ANT, assemblage, and governmentality approaches
would frame the story by highlighting the varying types of assemblages
found in diﬀerent networks from production sites (geological formations) to consumers (and to the atmosphere and biosphere), and how
these networks and assemblages along the gas trail are territorialized
and desired with the help of discourses. The North German case reminds us about the diﬀerent ways the material and the discursive
constitute each other, highlighting the methodological strengths and
weaknesses of the three approaches: neither energy materialities are
dictating the political, nor is the discursive unimpacted by the agency of
the material.
First, when looking at the issue of energy via the prism of security,
the gas assemblage of Germany is very diﬀerent than, for example, the
Finnish. In Germany households are directly part of energy-security
constellations, practices, and materialities: Dorothe’s boiler is directly
linked to Russian gas. Whereas in Finland the energy security practices
are very diﬀerent as households are linked to Russian gas only via other
assemblages, such as centralized heat and power plants and urban heatpipeline systems that partly rely on gas. In Finland the high dependence
on Russian energy – half of all energy consumed is of Russian origin – is
justiﬁed by maintaining a diversiﬁed energy mix. This gives room to
argue that dependence is not something threatening, but instead a sign
of a trustworthy neighbor that keeps energy in the realm of economics,
not entangling it with issues of security [e.g. [120]]. In Germany, yet
with a lower share of Russian imports, energy-security discourse leans
on “consumer power” as a source of leverage vis-à-vis Russia, and
therefore constructs energy as something in no need of politicizing in
oﬃcial accounts [e.g. [121]]. This comparison reveals that, despite
very diﬀerent nature of gas assemblages, the oﬃcial energy-security
discourses in both countries resemble each other – thus, the opportunities and risks brought about by the material and spatial constellations
of energy are justiﬁed discursively in a unique way.
Second, looking at the environmental dimension of energy, the very
cause—the environmental discourse on problems caused by gas extraction—that set the assemblages in motion, changing their territorial
scope, is to a large extent ignored when it comes to extraction of
Russian gas. The fact that in the Russian hydrocarbon-production areas
the assemblages of oil and gas have been largely separated has led to
excessive emissions in extracting Russian gas, for example, in the form
of gas ﬂaring [e.g. [122]]. Then again, extraction of Dutch gas is framed
as an environmental problem as further use of the Groningen ﬁelds
increases the risk of earthquakes that may damage infrastructures.
Whereas the discourse on Russian gas is focusing on its supply – when
Russian gas is discussed it is about quantity, thus about supply security,
not quality incorporating environmental concerns. Hence, gas extraction both in the North Sea and Western Siberia have severe environmental consequences, but of very diﬀerent nature, and the discourses
on these two gas ﬂows include issues on these materialities in a very
selective way.

governmentalities (biopolitics) is Dominic Boyer, whose terms his notion of energopower a “respectful subversion” of Foucault’s human-focused biopolitics. For Boyer [107], energopower is based on the “recognition that conditions of life today are increasingly and unstably
intertwined with particular infrastructures, magnitudes, and habits of
using electricity and fuel” (p. 325). Energopower, Boyer continues, is “a
discourse and a truth condition to be sure, but … one that searches out
signals of the energo-material transferences and transformations incorporated in all other sociopolitical phenomena”. To search for energopower and energopolitics, then, is to search for and historicize the
contingent and shifting links between the governance of life and the
energy materialities with which it is always entangled. Thus, Boyer
elaborates the Foucauldian concepts of governmentality and biopolitics
with an explicit energy materiality take without referring to ANT or
assemblage.
5.3. Seeking common ground among ANT, assemblage, and
governmentality
In energy research there is only a limited amount of studies seeking
explicitly to ﬁnd common ground among the ANT, assemblage, and
governmentality approaches. Rutland and Aylett [117] do not focus on
energy materialities as such, but analyze climate mitigation discourses
and practices linked implicitly to energy materialities, such as greenhouse gas emissions. Thus, the shortcomings of both approaches – too
powerful agency given to “things” in ANT and vice versa to the discursive in governmentality – enables scholars to construct methodological tool-kits that are sensitive to those human – non-human constellations in the speciﬁc context at hand.
In the ﬁeld of energy studies a good example of this kind of theoretical cross-fertilization is the above-mentioned work by Moss, Becker
and Gailing [114]: they use the Foucauldian dispositive, the Deleuzean
assemblage and neo-Marxian metabolism as analytical tools to map
networks of power within the contemporary German energy-policy
scene. Leaving the Marxist approach aside, principally, both Foucauldian and Deluzean approaches are well equipped to analyze the
entanglement of energy, materiality, and power, but with a diﬀering
emphasis given to the agency of “things”. And vice versa, scholars devoted to the ANT and assemblage approaches have previously been less
interested in power per se, but lately within the ﬁeld there is a “growing
interest in unequal relations of power” [114]. Hence, the ANT, assemblage, and governmentality methodologies seem to share a common
interest in the way societal “truths” are produced. That is, despite different starting points and disciplinary traditions, there can be found
fruitful conﬂuence when these three approaches are discussed at the
same tables.
Tynkkynen [118,119] has made another attempt to bridge the
Foucauldian power analysis and the Latourian ANT perspective in the
realm of energy via the concept of geo-governmentality. In this perspective, the goal is to understand better what kind of practical power,
discursive truths, and cultural-political identities are constructed in and
around energy ﬂows and entangled materialities, and how these forms
of political power condition our understanding on energy as a societal
phenomenon. For example, Tynkkynen’s study of the Russian national
gas programme describes how gas-based geo-governmentality is in the
making via powerful discourses [117]. Following the logic of Margo
Huxley [118], he asks how speciﬁc resources and spatialities, and the
materialities involved, act as agents as part of the discursive-practical
use of power or of governmentality. The “geo” in this approach is the
deliberate use of geographical characteristics of gas when building and
maintaining the desired governmentality. This approach can also
challenge where the boundaries of energy materialities are. Tynkkynen
[118] argues it is important to include not only energy infrastructure
but also its “epiphytes” – “ancillary apparatuses and infrastructures,
such as sports halls,” which “potentially serve as conduits of disciplinary power” (p. 78). Therefore, this view challenges the clear-cut

5.4. Four questions: discourse and power
When seeking common ground among ANT, assemblage, and governmentality approaches in analyzing energy materialities, it is important to be precise about how these takes converge and diverge. This
sensitivity towards the strengths and weaknesses of these approaches,
speciﬁcally the diﬀering emphasis and power given to “things” and
discourses, helps to widen the discussion on topics such as energy
9
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obstacles to studying infrastructure—energy or otherwise—is that it
appears “mundane to the point of boredom”: “backstage,” “embedded,”
“naturalized,” and, crucially, “visible upon breakdown.” A number of
studies have taken a similar approach, and the breakdowns on which
they focus run from the regular and nearly routine to the rare and
catastrophic. Closer to the routine end, for instance, Michael Degani
[126] charts the ways in which periodic blackouts caused by Dar es
Salaam’s overwhelmed electricity grid help structure urban social life in
Tanzania, including the timing of meals and pervasive demand for
unlicensed electrician “ﬁxers” called vishoka. On the more catastrophic
end, David Bond [127] shows that the Deepwater Horizon explosion
and oil spill—surely one of the highest-proﬁle breakdowns of energy
infrastructure in recent memory—created new knowledge of the deepwater Gulf of Mexico as scientists and engineers were forced (and
funded) to grapple with the behavior oil and water in unfamiliar ways.
Especially innovative and instructive on the topic of material
breakdown is Andrew Barry’s account of the ways in which the exterior
coating on a particular stretch of British Petroleum’s Baku-TibilisiCeyhan pipeline became a matter of political contention in the British
House of Commons. After a section of the pipeline failed, the properties
of metals and the science of metallurgy—material elements of Europe’s
energy infrastructure that ordinarily attract even less attention than
Dorothe’s boiler—suddenly became, in Barry’s words, an “index of a
much wider set of defects in corporate capitalism and its regulation” as
the failure was picked up and deployed by nongovernmental organizations and, eventually, politicians [128]. This case is instructive, Barry
argues, precisely because its shows that even materials assumed to be
ﬁxed and unchangeable, such as the hard metal of pipelines, are in fact
mutable, subject to breakdown, and easily inserted into political
struggle.

security and environmental responsibility. In this case, these theories
urge us to ask how environmental and security-related practices emerge
within power-vested actor-networks and assemblages that enable the
ﬂow of energy from one place to another. These analytical approaches
(Q4) entail taking energy materialities as phenomena in need of explanation in their own right by focusing on the agency of the material
aspects of energy systems and their ability to bring about and maintain
discourses. Therefore, relationality (Q3) is at the core of these approaches. They urge us to look simultaneously at spatial relationships
(e.g. assemblages on diﬀerent scales, such as local heat-pipeline system
vis-à-vis transnational ﬂows of energy) and discursive relationships,
including how they constitute each other. The questions of location of
energy materiality (Q1) and how energy materialities are used by different actors (Q2) is really the twist in this approach: energy assemblages are unique, yet may seem very much alike seen from the surface.
Moreover, they are maintained via unique set of actors and their conscious and unconscious set of “truths.” Therefore, these entanglements
should be questioned anew in every context [see also 120].
In sum, a certain infrastructural form or physical and economic tie
does not dictate the discourses, and therefore also policies and use of
power—as the comparison of German and Finnish energy-security approaches reveal. Likewise, discourses on energy materialities can reframe how we understand energy materiality, as the comparison of
environmental concerns over Dutch vs. Russian gas shows. Moreover,
looking at materiality-inspired energy discourses we are able to see how
those materialities are utilized by those in positions of power—as the
Russian energy companies do by expanding energy-transport infrastructures with the help of “epiphytes” such as sports halls. The important feature is that these (extended) energy assemblages are maintained, or their territorialized and material scope desired, in ways in
which the material and the discursive constitute each other.

6.2. Transition
6. Energy becoming material
Energy transitions are the less dramatic cousins of energy breakdowns, although the two categories are not mutually exclusive. In energy transition contexts, materiality can serve as a useful lens through
which to account for shifts in one or another aspect of an energy regime—from the sources of natural gas powering boilers in Delmenhorst
to much larger-scale attempts to replace fossil fuels with more sustainable energy resources. Although a great deal of scholarship focuses
on contemporary eﬀorts to make a transition to renewable or sustainable energy, a rapidly expanding historical literature also discusses
earlier energy transitions—from wood to coal, coal to oil, and more
[see, e.g. [6,67,129]].
Studies in this vein are often adept at linking material transformations to social transformations and vice versa. In an exemplary recent
study, Myles Lennon [130] focuses his attention on the “material-discursive” intersection of renewable energy technoscience and the Black
Lives Matter movement in the United States. Conducting ethnographic
ﬁeldwork and interviews New York City, Lennon found that largely
white and male solar technology companies were often including discussions of race and social justice in their conversations and business
plans. At the same time, largely black and female activists increasingly
placed renewable energy technological projects—from communitybased solar installations to anaerobic digestion—at the center of their
visions of a more just future. Lennon discerns, that is, a fascinating
intersection at the heart of energy transition, one between “material
technologies that aim to decentralize the grid and activist discourses
that aim to decentralize social governance.”
Also exemplary in recent scholarship on materiality and energy
transition is Stephen Collier’s study of post-Soviet Russia, Post-Soviet
Social [14]. In this wide-ranging book, Collier shows that attempts to
create what economists advising Russia on the transition from socialism
saw as capitalist energy market was foiled by the entrenched materiality of the Soviet infrastructure. The communal infrastructure of
heating systems that was hard-piped into entire Soviet cities meant, for

It is a fair assumption that Dorothe had thought only occasionally
about her boiler, her gas supply, and Dutch vs. Russian natural gas
before she was reduced to using an electric kettle. An unexpected
rupture in the energy system through which she moved suddenly made
the materiality of energy visible and consequential in ways that it was
not just a day earlier, sending her quickly into new daily routines,
unveiling a previously hidden material connection between her hot
water and appliance counterfeiters, and, before long, sending her and
her belongings into a new apartment altogether. If we focus on these
elements of Dorothe’s story, the materiality of energy appears as mutable and contingent rather than constant or settled. It slips, sometimes
rapidly, in and out of human experience, becomes enmeshed in cultural
expectations and social institutions (like courts) in unpredictable ways,
and varies across time and space.
This mutability and contingency make the materiality of energy an
appealing location for states, corporations, and other powerful entities
to insert themselves into the daily lives of citizens and consumers, as
well as an arena in which alternate energy futures might be imagined.
This section reviews recent scholarship on energy materiality that deals
with three domains in which energy materiality can be proﬁtably understood to be in a constant state of becoming: breakdown, transition,
and visibility politics. Scholars working on these topics often have cause
to draw on expansive analytical approaches to materiality, and their
work situates the “wheres” of energy materiality in correspondingly
expansive domains. Infrastructures have poetics and aesthetics as well
as politics [123]. Images, sounds, and symbols are every bit as material
as objects or technological systems [e.g. 124].
6.1. Breakdown
In her classic account of infrastructure as an object for ethnographers, Stacy Leigh Star [125] suggested that one of the major
10
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energy order that also render energy’s materiality visible. In a key review, Jennifer Gabrys [137] describes a number of technological and
creative projects that make visible ways in which energy is constantly
wasted, ranging from household electrical cords that glow in order to
reinsert themselves into residents’ consciousness of their energy consumption to Hanspeter Kadel and Myriel Milicevic’s 2009 “Energy
Harvests” project, which used innovative installations, such as a wind
turbine in the Berlin metro that captured the wind generated by passing
subway cars and converted it to electricity. In these projects, alternative
energy futures are imagined by rendering current energy materialities
more visible, more open to question and reimagination.
Scholarship on materiality and energy that focuses on visibility
politics, in sum, follows the common material things of the energy
world—objects, images, experiences, and much more—into much
broader material, social, and semiotic ﬁelds. It tracks their movements,
their unpredictable connections and disconnections with other aspects
of the material and social world, and, especially, the ways in which
these materializations recreate or challenge power relations.

instance, that market-making instruments such as energy meters could
not be ﬁtted to individual apartments without rebuilding cities from the
ground up. Collier shows that eﬀorts to speed post-Soviet transition
were confounded by material-social ties, a contrast to Lennon’s case, in
which such ties appear to be facilitating a more systemic agenda of
transformation.9 Both studies, however, are usefully illustrative of a
broader point made by many of the works discussed in this section: the
unpredictable relationships of energy materiality cross and re-cross the
social world and the material world, confounding simplistic causal or
unidirectional accounts.
6.3. Visibility politics
All of this mutability and contingency in the world of energy materiality is well understood by those who occupy powerful positions in
states and corporations. Indeed, the ways in which the materiality of
energy sources is constantly and selectively made visible, in everything
from corporate logos to national spectacles, demonstrates that Star’s
relegation of infrastructure to the domain of the invisible is, at best, half
the story [see also [123]]. An increasing number of studies of energy
follows the ways in which materiality features in state and corporate
attempts to shape the experiences of citizens and consumers, often in
order to defuse critiques of the environmental, social, or other negative
consequences of energy use.
One signiﬁcant strain of this scholarship focuses on Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) in the energy sector, one of the chief ways in
which diverse publics encounter enterprises that specialize in energy. In
a study of energy-sector CSR projects in Russia, for instance, Rogers
[131] pointed to the ways in which the social development projects of
Gazprom and Lukoil drew heavily on the material infrastructures associated with each industry. Gazprom’s imagery and rhetoric focused
on the rebuilding of social connectivity in the wake of the turbulent
1990s, just as its business model sought to connect ever more towns and
villages to its gas network. By contrast, Lukoil’s corporate projects
emphasized the relationship between the physical depths of the oil it
extracted from the subsoil and the metaphorical depths of history and
culture that its sponsorship of cultural revival projected.10
This is not just a corporate domain; for decades, energy producing
states have assimilated representations of oil or gas infrastructure and
other material forms into imaginaries of national belonging. Especially
in so-called petrostates, the issue is often one of de-materialization: the
ways in which the material qualities of oil are stripped away and reincarnated as abstracted oil money or abstracted state power [e.g.
[133,134]].11 But is money—or even price—not itself material? Elizabeth Ferry’s [136] recent commentary on the London Gold Fix, a consortium of London gold traders that set a daily benchmark for global
gold prices, shows that prices, too, can be productively seen as materialsocial actors. Drawing inspiration from the social study of ﬁnance, Ferry
points to these traders’ material and social relationships with each
other—from their habits of socializing over drinks to the electronic
systems that handle bids—and from there to every corner of the global
gold industry. Price, too, is an element of the energy world that is made
visible through traceable material relationships.
If states and corporations are some of the main mobilizers of energy
materiality, so, too, are their critics. A smaller but important line of
research on visibility politics takes up political challenges to the present

6.4. Four questions: energy becoming material
In scholarship on energy breakdown, transition, and visibility politics, the materiality of energy is located in a constant and contested
state of becoming (Q1). Indeed, the rapidly shifting relationships (Q3)
among signs within larger semiotic and material ﬁelds are often central
to these approaches. Although all manner of social and cultural groups
and actors participate in the processes by which energy becomes material, recent scholarship has focused signiﬁcant attention on the
powerful role of states and corporations (Q2). This stance supports a
wide variety of analytical approaches (Q4) within the overall rubric of
energy materiality, and can therefore be combined with many of the
approaches discussed in the sections above—so long as they are open to
viewing both energy and materiality as anything but ﬁxed, contained,
or immutable.
7. Conclusion
The phrase “anything but ﬁxed, contained, or immutable” might
well be applied to the chaotic concept that is energy materiality, at least
as our small group has encountered and wrestled with it. We have refrained from positing energy materiality as a coherent ﬁeld of inquiry
and consciously avoided using this review to distil an “essence” or even
to gesture toward an on-the-horizon point of convergence toward which
future scholarship might be vectored. However, in our view, the present
chaos is neither dire nor lamentable. It is also not absolute. Table 1
presents in succinct form the ways in which Sections 2–6 have outlined
answers to the four questions with which we began. Reading across the
rows summarizes the main points of each section—ﬁve well-travelled
paths of existing scholarship, many of them intersecting at various
points; reading down the columns demonstrates the very wide variety
of answers scholars have arrived at as they have contemplated basic
questions about energy materiality.
A few more general reﬂections may also be appropriate at this stage.
First, our review seems to point to a need for an inclusive deﬁnition of
energy materiality. This is to say that it appears fruitful to engage not
only with one, but with several – often radically diﬀerent – interpretations of what constitutes energy’s material forms, from various
geological and biological features of fuels via a diverse range of technical components that make up our human-made energy systems to
semiotic systems and energy’s material impacts on environments and
landscapes. A perhaps surprising ﬁnd in this connection is the suggestion in several of the available literatures to take into not only “star”
items of energy materiality like pipelines or gas ﬁelds, but also a range
of components that at ﬁrst glance would seem peripheral, unimportant
or simply irrelevant – such as the red tags on Dorothe’s boiler and the
Gazprom-sponsored stadiums.

9
This situation points to issues of material constraint and path dependence
discussed in other sections of this article; Collier himself links the shifts in
material energy structures to theories of biopolitics discussed above.
10
Other studies that take up similar themes in the study of CSR and marketing in the energy sector include Tynkkynen [119] and Shever [132].
11
A number of scholars who are explicit about their eﬀorts to focus on materiality begin by critiquing studies of energy that focus largely on price or
monetary abstraction rather than speciﬁc material ﬂows or connections
[67,135].
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Amenable to a wide variety of analytical
approaches, but focus on change and
power.
Materiality of energy appears as mutable and
contingent rather than constant or settled;
signs, symbols, and semiotic systems often
central.

Actors try to use these assemblages for their
beneﬁt, but social power, as it is dynamic and
dispersed, cannot be mastered by one or few
actors.
Various, but powerful energy companies and
states often play a big role.
In socially constructed understandings of the
scope and limits of those materialities.
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Energy Becoming Material

Discourse and power via Energy
Materialities: ANT, Assemblage,
Governmentality

Diﬀerent human actors seek to use or mobilize
the material characteristics of energy (systems)
for their speciﬁc purposes
Political economy of energy access entails
poverty for some, excess for others
In technologies and technical systems that
enable certain materials to be transformed into
heat, light and power.
Not in a particular location; energy materiality
is constituted at multiple spatial scales
Historical Energy Systems Approaches

Is by deﬁnition relational, only making sense when
considering the chain of relations and motions
linking human beings with things.
Relationality is at the core of this approach
including both the material or contextual and the
discursive or semiotic and power.

Used by human actors acting within the
opportunities and constraints created by the
material characteristics of the good.
In energy sources themselves and the
infrastructures built upon them
Materiality as a Constraint on Actors’
Behavior

Mobility, Space, and Scale

Second, a majority of the approaches discussed in this article, while
being rooted in totally diﬀerent scholarly traditions, stress the importance of studying energy materiality in close relation to non-material aspects of energy. The material and the social world, they agree, are
seamlessly interlinked and must be studied as such. The two cannot be
analyzed in isolation. Hence neither the traditional obsession in a ﬁeld
such a history of technology with the “nuts and bolts” of energy technologies (in which the social dimension is largely ignored) nor the neartotal neglect of material aspects in, say, the resource curse literature
will do.
Third, our review points to a need for recognizing the ambiguities of
energy materiality in terms of stability and change. On the one hand,
notions such as constraints, lock-ins, path-dependencies etc. – as elaborated on in several strands of research – indicate that social actors
often face great diﬃculties in coping with and taking on energy’s materiality, sometimes to the extent that energy’s material characteristics
appear impossible to alter. On the other hand, ﬁnds from disparate
academic ﬁelds convincingly show that energy materiality is moldable
and constantly in the making – although the complexity that resides in
energy’s material features typically make it impossible for actors to
control of such processes.
Fourth and ﬁnally, our review appears to have laid bare a number of
conceptual and theoretical redundancies among the variety of available
disciplinary and interdisciplinary approaches. For example, the literatures on energy systems, energy supply-chains and energy assemblages
obviously have a lot in common, but the scholars studying them almost
always belong to totally diﬀerent academic communities. Could
bringing in a unifying concept such as “energy materiality”, then, serve
as a catalyst when it comes to stimulating creative interaction between
diﬀerent ﬁelds and literatures? This, clearly, has been an implicit hope
in our review exercise.
All in all, our hope is that our review eﬀort will be taken as an
intervention that leads scholars deploying the term “energy materiality”—including the many writing for this journal—to deploy it with a
greater appreciation of both its analytical purchase and its heterogeneity of usage. Indeed, the experience of drafting this article taught
us more than anything else that we need to be much clearer and more
intentional when we use the term energy materiality. In the short and
medium term, we believe that the concept of energy materiality will
likely stay productively chaotic. Our own conversations—and the new
insights with which we have returned to our individual projects—suggest that there remain many possibilities for creative experimentation
and cross-pollination to be gained by stepping oﬀ the well-travelled
horizontal rows of Table 1 and hopscotching into less familiar analytical terrain.

Relations among actors of all sorts are mediated by
shifting energy materialities and processes of
breakdown, transition, or visibility/invisibility
politics.

Largely independent variable that is a
constraint or a causal factor in a variety of
other relationships

Focus mainly on objects and their physical (or, in a
broader sense, infrastructural) characteristics, and
the spatial and technological relationship between
them.
Focus on relationalities in terms of energy’s
interaction with the social world.

Something that needs to be explained as
the outcome of complex processes of
change, rather than taken for granted.
Energy, energy infrastructure, and users
are connected through complex actornetworks
A phenomenon in need of explanation in
its own right

[Q4]
What analytical role does energy
materiality play in diﬀerent approaches?
[Q3]
What are the relational characteristics of energy
materiality?
[Q2]
How is energy materiality used and by whom?
[Q1]
Where is energy materiality located?

Table 1
Four questions about energy materiality.

M. Balmaceda, et al.

The authors are grateful to the staﬀ of the HanseWissenschaftskolleg in Delmenhorst, Germany, especially Wolfgang
Stenzel, for his support and encouragement, and Dorothe Poggel, for
her patience and good humor in the face of extensive questioning about
her boiler. Andreas Heinrich provided helpful references and comments
for Section 2, and three ERSS reviewers provided generous and detailed
suggestions for improvement.
12

Energy Research & Social Science 56 (2019) 101220

M. Balmaceda, et al.

References

[37] F.D. Musall, O. Kuik, Local acceptance of renewable energy—a case study from
southeast Germany, Energy Policy 39 (6) (2011) 3252–3260.
[38] R.L. Thayer, C.M. Freeman, Altamont: public perceptions of a wind energy landscape, Landsc. Urban Plan. 14 (1987) 379–398.
[39] C.R. Warren, M. McFadyen, Does community ownership aﬀect public attitudes to
wind energy? A case study from south-west Scotland, Land Use Policy 27 (2)
(2010) 204–213.
[40] J. Swoﬀord, M. Slattery, Public attitudes of wind energy in Texas: local communities in close proximity to wind farms and their eﬀect on decision-making, Energy
Policy 38 (5) (2010) 2508–2519.
[41] D. van der Horst, NIMBY or not? Exploring the relevance of location and the
politics of voiced opinions in renewable energy siting controversies, Energy Policy
35 (5) (2007) 2705–2714.
[42] J. Zoellner, P. Schweizer-Ries, C. Wemheuer, Public acceptance of renewable
energies: results from case studies in Germany, Energy Policy 36 (11) (2008)
4136–4141.
[43] G. Bridge, S. Bouzarovski, M. Bradshaw, N. Eyre, Geographies of energy transition:
space, place and the low-carbon economy, Energy Policy 53 (2013) 331–340.
[44] P. Devine-Wright, Reconsidering public attitudes and public acceptance of renewable energy technologies: a critical review, Beyond Nimbyism: A
Multidisciplinary Investigation of Public Engagement with Renewable Energy
Technologies, School of Environment and Development, University of Manchester,
Manchester, 2007.
[45] P. Devine-Wright, Renewable Energy and the Public: From NIMBY to
Participation, Routledge, London, 2014.
[46] L. Gailing, A. Röhring, Germany’s Energiewende and the spatial reconﬁguration of
an energy system, in: L. Gailing, T. Moss (Eds.), Conceptualizing Germany’s Energy
Transition: Institutions, Materiality, Power, Space, Palgrave Macmillan, UK,
London, 2016, pp. 11–20.
[47] K. Starbird, D. Dailey, A.H. Walker, T.M. Leschine, R. Pavia, A. Bostrom,
Social Media, Public participation, and the 2010 BP deepwater horizon oil spill,
Hum. Ecol. Risk Assess. 21 (3) (2015) 605–630.
[48] M.-F. Fan, Risk discourses and governance of high-level radioactive waste storage
in Taiwan, J. Environ. Plan. Manag. (2018) 1–15.
[49] J.L. Mumpower, S.Y. Luk, Siting high-level radioactive waste disposal facilities:
lessons from a half century of many failures and few successes, Int. J. Policy Stud.
8 (2) (2017) 1–28.
[50] M.F. Keating, International political economy and the global governance of hydroelectric dams, in: A. Goldthau, M.F. Keating, C. Kuzemko (Eds.), Handbook of
the International Political Economy of Energy and Natural Resources, Edward
Elgar, Cheltenham, 2018, pp. 199–213.
[51] H.M. Mathur, Displacement and Resettlement in India: The Human Cost of
Development, Routledge, London, 2013.
[52] F. Stammler, Oil without conﬂict? The anthropology of industrialisation in
Northern Russia, in: A. Behrends, S.P. Reyna, G. Schlee (Eds.), Crude Domination.
An Anthropology of Oil, Berghahn, Oxford, 2011, pp. 243–269.
[53] N. Yakovleva, Oil pipeline construction in Eastern Siberia: implications for indigenous people, Geoforum 42 (6) (2011) 708–719.
[54] F. Stammler, A. Ivanova, Resources, rights and communities: extractive megaprojects and local people in the Russian Arctic, Europe-Asia Stud. 68 (7) (2016)
1220–1244.
[55] R. Sidortsov, A. Ivanova, F. Stammler, Localizing governance of systemic risks: a
case study of the Power of Siberia pipeline in Russia, Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 16
(2016) 54–68.
[56] B. Buzan, O. Wæver, Jd. Wilde, Security: A New Framework for Analysis, Lynne
Rienner Pub., Boulder, Colo, 1998.
[57] A. Heinrich, K. Szulecki, Energy securitisation: applying the Copenhagen School’s
framework to energy, in: K. Szulecki (Ed.), Energy Security in Europe: Divergent
Perceptions and Policy Challenges, Springer International Publishing, Cham,
2018, pp. 33–59.
[58] A. Judge, T. Maltby, European Energy Union? Caught between securitisation and
‘riskiﬁcation’, Eur. J. Int. Secur. 2 (2) (2017) 179–202.
[59] O. Khrushcheva, The creation of an energy security society as a way to decrease
securitization levels between the European Union and Russia in energy trade, J.
Contemp. Eur. Res. 7 (2) (2011) 216–230.
[60] E. Kirchner, C. Berk, European energy security co-operation: between amity and
enmity, JCMS J. Common Mark. Stud. 48 (4) (2010) 859–880.
[61] M. Natorski, A. Herranz Surrallés, Securitizing moves to nowhere? The framing of
the European Union’s energy policy, J. Contemp. Eur. Res. 4 (2) (2008) 70–89.
[62] J. Nyman, J. Zeng, Securitization in Chinese climate and energy politics, Wiley
Interdiscip. Rev. Clim. Change 7 (2) (2016) 301–313.
[63] E. Stoddard, A common vision of energy risk? Energy securitisation and company
perceptions of risk in the EU, J. Contemp. Eur. Res. 8 (3) (2012).
[64] V. Smil, The Bad Earth: Environmental Degradation in China, Zed Press, London,
1984.
[65] V. Smil, Power Density: A Key to Understanding Energy Sources and Uses, MIT
Press, Cambridge, MA, 2015.
[66] P. Le Billon, The political ecology of war: natural resources and armed conﬂicts,
Polit. Geogr. 20 (5) (2001) 561–584.
[67] T. Mitchell, Carbon Democracy: Political Power in the Age of Oil, Verso, London,
New York, 2011.
[68] G. Bridge, Global production networks and the extractive sector: governing resource-based development, J. Econ. Geogr. 8 (3) (2008) 389–419.
[69] C. Gibson, A. Warren, Resource-sensitive global production networks: reconﬁgured geographies of timber and acoustic guitar manufacturing, Econ. Geogr.
92 (4) (2016) 430–454.

[1] G. Bridge, B. Özkaynak, E. Turhan, Energy infrastructure and the fate of the nation: introduction to special issue, Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 41 (2018) 1–11.
[2] V. Castán Broto, L. Baker, Spatial adventures in energy studies: an introduction to
the special issue, Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 36 (2018) 1–10.
[3] G. Bridge, S. Barr, S. Bouzarovski, M. Bradshaw, E. Brown, H. Bulkeley, G. Walker,
Energy and Society: A Critical Perspective, Routledge, London, 2018.
[4] R.A. Sayer, Method in Social Science: A Realist Approach, 2nd ed., Routledge,
London, 1992.
[5] B.K. Sovacool, What are we doing here? Analyzing ﬁfteen years of energy scholarship and proposing a social science research agenda, Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 1
(2014) 1–29.
[6] M.T. Huber, Lifeblood: Oil, Freedom, and the Forces of Capital, U of Minnesota
Press, Minneapolis, 2013.
[7] A. Malm, Fossil Capital: The Rise of Steam-power and the Roots of Global
Warming, Verso, London, 2016.
[8] A. Appadurai, The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspective,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1986.
[9] B. Latour, When things strike back: a possible contribution of ‘science studies’ to
the social sciences, Br. J. Sociol. 51 (1) (2000) 107–123.
[10] I. Hodder, Entangled: An Archaeology of the Relationships Between Humans and
Things, Wiley-Blackwell, Malden, MA, 2012.
[11] A. Gell, Art and Agency: An Anthropological Theory, Clarendon Press, Oxford,
1998.
[12] P.-P. Verbeek, What Things Do: Philosophical Reﬂections on Technology, Agency,
and Design, Pennsylvania State University Press, University Park, PA, 2005.
[13] J. Bennett, Vibrant Matter: A Political Ecology of Things, Duke University Press,
2009.
[14] S.J. Collier, Post-Soviet Social: Neoliberalism, Social Modernity, Biopolitics,
Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2011.
[15] D.J. Murphy, C.A.S. Hall, M. Dale, C. Cleveland, Order from chaos: a preliminary
protocol for determining the EROI of fuels, Sustainability 3 (10) (2011)
1888–1907.
[16] C.J. Cleveland, Net energy from the extraction of oil and gas in the United States,
Energy 30 (5) (2005) 769–782.
[17] K. Bakker, An Uncooperative Commodity: Privatizing Water in England and Wales,
Oxford University Press, Oxford, New York, 2003.
[18] N. Anand, PRESSURE: the PoliTechnics of water supply in Mumbai, Cult.
Anthropol. 26 (4) (2011) 542–564.
[19] R.A. Young, J.B. Loomis, Determining the Economic Value of Water: Concepts and
Methods, 2nd ed., Routledge, London, 2014.
[20] D. van der Horst, S. Vermeylen, Wind Theft, Spatial Planning and International
Relations, Renew. Energy Law Policy Rev. 1 (1) (2010) 67–75.
[21] M.H. Zacks, From Table to Trash: The Rise and Fall of Mullet Fishing in Southwest
Florida, Department of American Studies, University of Hawai’i at Manoa, Manoa,
2013 p. 327.
[22] S.V. Ciriacy-Wantrup, R.C. Bishop, "Common property" as a concept in natural
resources policy, Nat. Resour. J. 15 (4) (1975) 713–727.
[23] A. Heinrich, Challenges of a Resource Boom: Review of the Literature,
Arbeitspapiere und Materialien Nr.114, Forschungsstelle Osteuropa Bremen,
Bremen, 2011.
[24] A. Heinrich, Securitisation in the gas sector: energy security debates concerning
the example of the Nord Stream pipeline, in: K. Szulecki (Ed.), Energy Security in
Europe: Divergent Perceptions and Policy Challenges, Springer International
Publishing, Cham, 2018, pp. 61–91.
[25] A. Heinrich, H. Pleines, Mixing geopolitics and business: how ruling elites in the
Caspian states justify their choice of export pipelines, J. Eurasian Stud. 6 (2)
(2015) 107–113.
[26] M. Edwards, The New Great Game and the new great gamers: disciples of Kipling
and Mackinder, Centr. Asian Surv. 22 (1) (2003) 83–102.
[27] P. Kubicek, Energy politics and geopolitical competition in the Caspian Basin, J.
Eurasian Stud. 4 (2) (2013) 171–180.
[28] K. Smith Stegen, J. Kusznir, Outcomes and strategies in the ‘New Great Game’:
China and the Caspian states emerge as winners, J. Eurasian Stud. 6 (2) (2015)
91–106.
[29] N. Contessi, Central Eurasia and the new great game: players, moves, outcomes,
and scholarship, Asian Secur. 9 (3) (2013) 231–241.
[30] A. Grigas, The New Geopolitics of Natural Gas, Harvard University Press,
Cambridge, MA, 2017.
[31] M.M. Balmaceda, Diﬀerentiation, materiality, and power: towards a political
economy of fossil fuels, Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 39 (2018) 130–140.
[32] B.K. Sovacool, Reconﬁguring territoriality and energy security: global production
networks and the Baku–Tbilisi–Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline, J. Clean. Prod. 32 (2012)
210–218.
[33] G. Bridge, M. Bradshaw, Making a global gas market: territoriality and production
networks in liqueﬁed natural gas, Econ. Geogr. 93 (3) (2017) 215–240.
[34] R. Wüstenhagen, M. Wolsink, M.J. Bürer, Social acceptance of renewable energy
innovation: an introduction to the concept, Energy Policy 35 (5) (2007)
2683–2691.
[35] J.B. Graham, J.R. Stephenson, I.J. Smith, Public perceptions of wind energy developments: case studies from New Zealand, Energy Policy 37 (9) (2009)
3348–3357.
[36] T.M. Groth, C. Vogt, Residents’ perceptions of wind turbines: an analysis of two
townships in Michigan, Energy Policy 65 (2014) 251–260.

13

Energy Research & Social Science 56 (2019) 101220

M. Balmaceda, et al.

117–135.
[102] C. Harrison, J. Popke, ‘Because you got to have heat’: the networked assemblage of
energy poverty in Eastern North Carolina, Ann. Assoc. Am. Geogr. 101 (4) (2011)
949–961.
[103] International Energy Agency, Energy Poverty: How to Make Modern Energy
Access Universal? IEA & OECD, Paris, 2010.
[104] S. Petrova, Encountering energy precarity: geographies of fuel poverty among
young adults in the UK, Trans. Inst. Br. Geogr. 43 (1) (2018) 17–30.
[105] S. Graham, S. Marvin, Splintering Urbanism: Networked Infrastructures,
Technological Mobilities and the Urban Condition, Routledge, London, New York,
2001.
[106] M.-H. Zérah, Splintering urbanism in Mumbai: contrasting trends in a multilayered
society, Geoforum 39 (6) (2008) 1922–1932.
[107] D. Boyer, Energopower: an introduction, Anthropol. Q. 87 (2) (2014) 309–333.
[108] A. Mason, M. Stoilkova, Corporeality of consultant expertise in arctic natural gas
development, J. North. Stud. 6 (2) (2012) 83–96.
[109] G. Deleuze, F.L. Guattari, Mille Plateaux, Éditions de minuit, Paris, 1980.
[110] G. Deleuze, F. Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia,
University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 1987.
[111] M. DeLanda, A New Philosophy of Society: Assemblage Theory and Social
Complexity, Continuum, London, 2006.
[112] M. Müller, Assemblages and actor‐networks: rethinking socio‐material power,
politics and space, Geogr. Compass 9 (1) (2015) 27–41.
[113] S. Höysniemi, Assembling Energy Security in Extractive Industries: The Cases of
Fennovoima and Neste, forthcoming.
[114] T. Moss, S. Becker, L. Gailing, Energy transitions and materiality: between dispositives, assemblages and metabolisms, in: L. Gailing, T. Moss (Eds.),
Conceptualizing Germany’s Energy Transition: Institutions, Materiality, Power,
Space, Palgrave Macmillan, UK, London, 2016, pp. 43–68.
[115] M. Foucault, The confession of the ﬂesh" (1977 interview), in: C. Gordon (Ed.),
Power/Knowledge. Selected Interviews and Other Writings 1972-1977, Pantheon
Books, New York, 1980, pp. 194–228.
[116] J.W. Crampton, S. Elden, Space, Knowledge and Power: Foucault and Geography,
Ashgate, Aldershot, England, Burlington, VT, 2007.
[117] T. Rutland, A. Aylett, The work of policy: actor networks, governmentality, and
local action on climate change in Portland, Oregon, Environ. Plann. D: Soc. Space
26 (4) (2008) 627–646.
[118] V.-P. Tynkkynen, Sports ﬁelds and corporate governmentality, in: N. Koch (Ed.),
Critical Geographies of Sport: Space, Power and Sport in Global Perspective,
Routledge, London, 2016, pp. 75–90.
[119] V.-P. Tynkkynen, Energy as power—Gazprom, gas infrastructure, and geo-governmentality in Putin’s Russia, Slavic Rev. 75 (2) (2017) 374–395.
[120] V.-P. Tynkkynen, K. Pynnöniemi, S. Höysniemi, Global Energy Transitions and
Russia’s Energy Inﬂuence in Finland, Governments Analysis, Assessment and
Research Activities, (2017).
[121] T. Dyson, Energy security and Germany’s response to Russian revisionism: the
dangers of civilian power, Ger. Polit. 25 (4) (2016) 500–518.
[122] V.-P. Tynkkynen, Introduction: contested Russian Arctic, in: V.-P. Tynkkynen,
S. Tabata, D. Gritsenko, M. Goto (Eds.), Russia’s Far North: The Contested Energy,
Frontier, Taylor and Francis, London, 2018, pp. 1–8.
[123] B. Larkin, The politics and poetics of infrastructure, Annu. Rev. Anthropol. 42 (1)
(2013) 327–343.
[124] W. Keane, Semiotics and the social analysis of material things, Lang. Commun. 23
(3) (2003) 409–425.
[125] S.L. Star, The ethnography of infrastructure, Am. Behav. Sci. 43 (3) (1999)
377–391.
[126] M. Degani, Emergency power: time, ethics, and electricity in postsocialist
Tanzania, in: S. Rupp, S. Strauss, M. Love (Eds.), Cultures of Energy: Power,
Practices, Technologies, Left Coast Press, 2013, pp. 177–192.
[127] D. Bond, GOVERNING DISASTER: the political life of the environment during the
BP oil spill, Cult. Anthropol. 28 (4) (2013) 694–715.
[128] A. Barry, Materialist politics: metallurgy, in: B. Braun, S.J. Whatmore (Eds.),
Political Matter: Technoscience, Democracy and Public Life, 2010, pp. 89–117.
[129] A. Kander, P. Malanima, P. Warde, Power to the People: Energy in Europe Over the
Last Five Centuries, Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2014.
[130] M. Lennon, Decolonizing energy: Black Lives Matter and technoscientiﬁc expertise
amid solar transitions, Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 30 (2017) 18–27.
[131] D. Rogers, The materiality of the corporation: oil, gas, and corporate social technologies in the remaking of a Russian region, Am. Ethnol. 39 (2) (2012) 284–296.
[132] E. Shever, Engendering the company: corporate personhood and the “face” of an
oil company in metropolitan Buenos Aires, PoLAR: Polit. Legal Anthropol. Rev. 33
(1) (2010) 26–46.
[133] F. Coronil, The Magical State: Nature, Money, and Modernity in Venezuela,
University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1997.
[134] A.H. Apter, The Pan-african Nation: Oil and the Spectacle of Culture in Nigeria,
University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 2005.
[135] RETORT, Aﬄicted Powers: Capital and Spectacle in a New Age of War, Verso,
London, 2005.
[136] E. Ferry, Gold prices as material-social actors: the case of the London Gold ﬁx,
Extr. Ind. Soc. 3 (1) (2016) 82–85.
[137] J. Gabrys, A cosmopolitics of energy: diverging materialities and hesitating
practices, Environ. Plann. A: Econ. Space 46 (9) (2014) 2095–2109.

[70] M.M. Balmaceda . Chains of Value, Chains of Power: Energy Value Chains and the
Remaking of Social Relations from Vladivostok to Brussels Book manuscript in
preparation.
[71] M.M. Balmaceda . Energy Materialities and the Governance of Post-soviet Value
Chains Unpublished manuscript.
[72] V. Smil, Natural Gas: Fuel for the 21st Century, John Wiley & Sons, Chichester, UK,
2015.
[73] A. Pustišek, M. Karasz, Natural Gas: A Commercial Perspective, Springer, Cham,
2017.
[74] C. Morris, Germany runs out of Dutch gas, Energy Trans. (2017) (Accessed 26 June
2018), https://energytransition.org/2017/03/germany-runs-out-of-dutch-gas/.
[75] Energie Experten, Gasumstellung: Pﬂichten, Fristen & Kosten im Überblick, (2018)
(Accessed 26 June 2018), https://www.energie-experten.org/heizung/
gasheizung/erdgas/gasumstellung.html.
[76] N. Rosenberg, Inside the Black Box: Technology and Economics, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, UK, 1982.
[77] N. Rosenberg, Exploring the Black Box: Technology, Economics, and History,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, 1994.
[78] J.M. Utterback, Master the Dynamics of Innovation: How Companies can Seize
Opportunities in the Face of Technological Change, Harvard Business School Press,
Cambridge, MA, 1994.
[79] B. Black, Crude Reality: Petroleum in World History, Rowman & Littleﬁeld,
Lanham, 2012.
[80] W.E. Bijker, T.P. Hughes, T.J. Pinch, The Social Construction of Technological
Systems : New Directions in the Sociology and History of Technology, MIT Press,
Cambridge, Mass, 1987.
[81] G. Hecht, Being Nuclear: Africans and the Global Uranium Trade, MIT Press,
Cambridge, MA, 2012.
[82] T.P. Hughes, Rescuing Prometheus, 1st ed., Pantheon Books, New York, 1998.
[83] R. Cowan, Nuclear power reactors: a study in technological lock-in, J. Econ. Hist.
50 (3) (1990) 541–567.
[84] A. Kaijser, A. Mogren, P. Steen, Changing Direction: Energy Policy and New
Technology, National Energy Administration, Stockholm, 1991.
[85] P. Högselius, A. Åberg, A. Kaijser, Natural gas in cold war Europe: the making of a
critical infrastructure, in: P. Högselius, A. Hommels, A. Kaijser, Evd. Vleuten
(Eds.), The Making of Europe’s Critical Infrastructure, Palgrave Macmillan,
Basingstoke and New York, 2013, pp. 27–61.
[86] P. Högselius, Red Gas: Russia and the Origins of European Energy Dependence, 1st
ed., Palgrave Macmillan, New York, 2013.
[87] C. Perrow, Accidents Normal: Living With High-risk Technologies, Basic Books,
New York, 1984.
[88] C. Perrow, Fukushima and the inevitability of accidents, Bull. At. Sci. 67 (6)
(2011) 44–52.
[89] M. De Bruijne, M. Van Eeten, Systems that should have failed: critical infrastructure protection in an institutionally fragmented environment, J.
Contingencies Crisis Manag. 15 (1) (2007) 18–29.
[90] E. van der Vleuten, P. Högselius, A. Hommels, A. Kaijser, Europe’s critical infrastructure and its vulnerabilities: promises, problems, paradoxes. General introduction to the making of Europe’s critical infrastructure, in: P. Högselius,
A. Hommels, A. Kaijser, E. van der Vleuten (Eds.), The Making of Europe’s Critical
Infrastructure: Common Connections and Shared Vulnerabilities, Palgrave
Macmillan, Basingstoke and New York, 2013, pp. 3–22.
[91] E. Gupta, Oil vulnerability index of oil-importing countries, Energy Policy 36 (3)
(2008) 1195–1211.
[92] S. Bouzarovski, Post-socialist energy reforms in critical perspective: entangled
boundaries, scales and trajectories of change, Eur. Urban Reg. Stud. 17 (2) (2010)
167–182.
[93] S. Bouzarovski, S. Tirado Herrero, S. Petrova, D. Ürge-Vorsatz, Unpacking the
spaces and politics of energy poverty: path-dependencies, deprivation and fuel
switching in post-communist Hungary, Local Environ. 21 (9) (2016) 1151–1170.
[94] N. Brenner, Between ﬁxity and motion: accumulation, territorial organization and
the historical geography of spatial scales, Environ. Plann. D-Soc. Space 16 (4)
(1998) 459–481.
[95] P.B. Wood, J.E. Young, A political ecology of home: attachment to nature and
political subjectivity, Environ. Plann. D: Soc. Space 34 (3) (2016) 474–491.
[96] M. Kärrholm, The materiality of territorial production: a conceptual discussion of
territoriality, materiality, and the everyday life of public space, Space Cult. 10 (4)
(2007) 437–453.
[97] T.P. Hughes, Networks of Power: Electriﬁcation in Western Society, 1880–1930,
Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 1983.
[98] A. Kaijser, Striking Bonanza. The Establishment of a Natural Gas Regime in the
Netherlands’, Governing Large Technical Systems, Routledge, London, 1999, pp.
38–57.
[99] C. Johnson, Mobile energy and obdurate infrastructure: distant carbon and the
making of modern Europe, in: S. Bouzarovski, M. Pasqualetti, V. Broto (Eds.), The
Routledge Research Companion to Energy Geographies, Routledge, London, 2017,
pp. 95–105.
[100] C. Le Coq, E. Paltseva, Assessing gas transit risks: Russia vs. the EU, Energy Policy
42 (2012) 642–650.
[101] C. Zebrowski, D. Sage, Resilience and critical infrastructure: origins, theories, and
critiques, in: R. Dover, H. Dylan, M.S. Goodman (Eds.), The Palgrave Handbook of
Security, Risk and Intelligence, Palgrave Macmillan, UK, London, 2017, pp.

14

