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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1!Insights !From lthe IConception !oflan!Economic!Good!

On a windy day in October 1975, the Danish carpebristian Riisager decided to
reconfigure the range of his 15 kW wind turbinejahhhe had constructed in the backyard of
his home in central Jutland a few years earliethWie oil crisis of 1973 in mind, he decided
to further develop his life-long interest in nafueaergies and test his turbine on the public
electrical grid. He was thinking that if the elédty produced from his wind turbine could be
integrated into the energy system through the gridd could potentially help ensure national
electricity supply and decrease his own, and eventually the national, depematefassil
fuels (Jersild 2000; Jensen 2003).

Rather than asking for permission at the locaitytiRiisager went on to test his turbine, an in
vivo and illegal experiment; he plugged in the windbine to the electrical grid through the
outlet of the family’s washing machine. He then wen to observe the effects of this
somewhat uncontrolled experiment. For four days, Riisagehifturbine connected to the
grid, all the while checking his household’s instibns for malfunctions as well as visiting
the neighbours to ask whether their installationske® as usual. The Riisager family varied
their electricity consumption in order to test wieat fluctuations affected the integration of
the wind turbine into the electrical system. Howewviae connection seemed to remain
undetected by everyone, including the local utiliynd not least important, the family’s

electrical meter ran backwards (Karnge 2012; Jersild 2000).

After four days of producing electricity and serglihinto the grid, Riisager disconnected the
turbine and went to visit the local utility, calldderning Elveerk, to ask whether any
disturbances had occurred during the past few days. As Riisager expected, no distubance ha

been noticed at the utility, and the director, Mund, was quite interested in not only hearing






1.2!Connecting 'to!alField!

The idea of connecting the turbines to the gridabsz a central point for starting the
fieldwork of this thesis. During my fieldwork, th@mnection between turbines and grid kept
surfacing as a crucial moment in wind power prge€n my first fieldtrip in France, on the
highway from Paris to Orleans, the landscape waslyi‘decorated’ with turbines, and
during an interview with a developer, | asked abthése turbines, and he stressed the
possibilities of getting connected to the grid a® @f two major factors for choosing a

location for a project:

“As a wind site, it [North of Orleans] is actually horrible! There is not much wind. But the
area is so far from beautiful, even ugly, and tifieme no one objects to the construction of the
turbines. And finally, the existing electricity éi;m between Orleans and Paris facilitate the
connection, and that is why you see so many tusbinethe area (Int. Lefebvre, my

translation).

Today, many developers of wind power projects experience that getting a wind turbine
connected to the grid, and doing so legally, isa@ss much unlike the experiment made by
Riisager. The negotiations between developer ardl gperator may take years and often
constitute between 10% and 15% of a project’s dveoats of constructing a wind parkhe
different modalities of this connection have beegaaizing the work leading to this thesis. |
build on fieldwork in France, and common for ak tsites that | have visited and investigated
Is that they appear as being ‘behind the grid., ptaces, negotiations, and arrangements that
enable and organise the eventual connection betéeeturbines and the electrical system.
Among these sites are municipalities in the Frenohntryside, the French Parliament,
Transmission System Operators, Energy Agencies ath b-rance and Denmark, and
industrial associations, etc. All of these sitegehbeen part of the making or exploration of
devices that arrange the connection in some wal/ ttaus they become examples of some of
the work that goes into the making of an economiadg They have dealt with, and some are
still dealing with, what turns wind power into aroeomic good, and, how different modes of

connections advance the process. This thesis @gpbmpart of the void in the making of a

2 Developers and grid operators formulated thesggrestimates during interviews. Furthermore fiished
contracts between developers and grid operators h@wome an object of exchange in itself, and neso
French regions, half of the projects with signedtracts with EDF are sold. Thus, the possibilitygefting
access to the grid to undertake the connectiom&ea@me a valuable right in itself.



1.3!IFree"and!'Regulated"Markets !!

The agenda mobilized by Riisager as a backdrophifoibackyard experiments was the oil
crisis of the 1970s, and his grid-connected windmwihs a proposed translation of the
‘security of energy supply’ theme. Today, proposenit wind power are generally enrolling

climate change and global warming, in particularitee backdrop of their arguments for the
increase of wind power in the energy system. Butifd power is accepted as one potential
part of the solution to global warming, the questi@mains: How do we organise this

solution, and more precisely, are markets to play aimdlas solution?

This question is not left unaddressed by econométs, Nicholas Stern’s report (2006)
stressed global warming as the biggest market éiithe 28 century, i.e., CO2-emissions
being left out of the market calculus. Nonetheldélss, debate continues with regard to the
relation between the market, in a general sengk ttes natural environment (e.g., Reijonen
and Tryggestad 2012). As a rough caricature, prepisnof free-market environmentalism
insist that efficient markets will emerge if markeechanisms are allowed to work freely. In
their view, climate problems arise because markeds ‘iafected’ by politics/laws. Eco-
socialists, on the other hand, argue just the apasarkets (and capitalism at large) are the
root of environmental problems and should not hestéd as a means of solving these
problems. Disagreement about the role to be plé#yethe market in solving climate change
is also found at the political stage; Vaclav Klavs, president of the CzsahbRc, proposed
that we put our trust in the market to solve globarming (see Callon 2009). This
disagreement may be summed up as a choice of memieeti- or less market — to encounter

the challenges of global warming.

Not surprisingly, the organisation of wind poweMfestern capitalist societies is moulded on
the market model, but a rather specific ‘market efocand not the generic ‘all-fits-one’
market figure found in neo-classical economic thedhis model is sometimes referred to as

a ‘political market’:









1.4'Reconfiguring 'the IMarket !Figure #!and!Markets !in lthe IMaking !!

The potent figure of the ‘free’ market discussedweis the figure of economic theory, but it
is also a figure that is dominant in everyday ldegality we all engage with on a daily basis.
This market figure is best described as an abs$tagtture that organizes scarce resources
through the mechanisms of supply and demand. However, economécscigsice, has over
the last few decades been increasingly criticizedhbt investigating this ‘vessel of growth’
of capitalist societies, i.e., the market (e.g.ytNd.977; Callon 1998; Aspers 2011). Rather
than attempting to explain the market, this striectartreated as ‘natural’; in other words, the

market may serve as explanan but rarely explanandum.

* This is not to say that Hvelplund speaks in favafua free market structure, quite the oppositeéscase.









1.5! Wind! Power! Markets: ! Making! Assemblages! and! a! Research!

Question!

As explained above, the connection between turbameisthe grid is no longer a simple and
straightforward affair. Rather, it is a tedious amubtly business, sometimes taking years to
settle between developer, grid operator as wdb@d communities. In the present thesis, this
connection serves as an entry point to the assemblark of market-making; the minimal
ontology underlying the approach allows for devitiesemerge as crucial to the marketization
of wind power, and consequently as objects for aedse Approaching the process of
marketization openly, without a pre-fabricated list ofgdlole constituents, allows an image of
market configurations thatcbmbine devices that we previously attributed eittze the

economy or to expression and political acti¢@allon 2009: 543).

In order to study marketization, | have chosendioW two specific devices: One is the
formulation of the feed-in tariff. When the wind wer developer wishes to connect their
turbines, it is to obtain a specific price — ant fbrice is determined in the tariff. Following
the formulation of the tariff is the study of a pess of valuation; how the value of wind
power is determined as well as who calculates —vamal does not calculate. The other is the
connection of wind turbines. Wind turbines must benazted in a specific place, a location;
something that is being orchestrated, in Franaeutdh a device called the ZDEZ@ne de
developpement d’eoli@nThe ZDE is a device that divides the regioroiohe or more zones
suitable for wind power development. Furthermore, being located iasd@¥ has become a

prerequisite for accessing the tariff.

These devices frame connections to a price asasdl specific location, including landscape
and grid, but the devices are also part of thenalslgye that eventually takes a part in the

marketization of wind power.

Research Question:

How do the two devices, i.e., the feed-in tariff #mel ZDE, affect the marketization of wind

power? And how are processes of politicization and ecaration framing the two devices?



1.6!The!Deviceslat!Stake!

The overall argument of this thesis is that themdsage of these devices is at the heart of the
marketization of wind power. And to attempt to grasp the marketization, thedwces are
unpacked; it is in their making, and in their framing, thatboundaries between the political
and the economic are drawn. Rather than seeingdhiees as having inherent properties,
e.g., the feed-in tariff being an economic toold éime ZDE a planning tool, what is traced is

the effects of the devices as they unfold.

1.6.1IFeed"in ITariffs !l

The feed-in tariff as a device is designed to ared#t investments in renewable energy
technologies. This is achieved through long-termtraxts (for on-shore wind power, it is
often 15 years) at a set price or as a fixed premadded to the market price (Couture et al.
2010). The design of the feed-in tariff may takH#edent forms, but they generally entail a
guaranteed access to the grid (ibid.). The pricéten fixed at a degression rate, i.e., the price
decreases over the time of the contract to creatntives for technological cost reductions
(Edenhofer et al. 2012). Furthermore, differentiasi in tariff-levels are often made according
to the type of technology (wind power, solar powhgdro power), capacity/size of

installations, resource quality, location, etc. (Cozitet al. 2010).

First designed in the US in 1978, the feed-in tdré$ spread to a range of countries; the first
country in Europe to adopt the feed-in tariff wasr@any in 1990 (The Electricity Feed-in
Law, or StromeinspeisungsgesgtZollowed by Switzerland (1991), Italy (1992) and
Denmark (1993) (Mendonca 2007). The most commuamreltives to the feed-in tariff are,

as mentioned briefly above, call to tender systems and quota-obligations, generally
categorized as quantity-based instruments (e.@nliafer et al. 2012).

The French feed-in tariff is designed as a purcloadigation, meaning that EDF is obliged to
buy the electricity produced from the wind turbing@fe feed-in tariff was first adopted in
France in 2001, replacing tHeole 2005tendering scheme, and has so far remained the

dominant governance model for wind power in France.



1.6.2IWind IPower Development !Zones!(ZDE)!

The wind power development zones were an integrpsetl of the French law on energy
policies, POPERrogramme fixant les Orientations de la Politiqueekgétique, adopted in
2005. The period between July 2005 and 14 July 2683 made a transition phase during
which developers could choose under which legistaiamework to operate; however, from
14 July 2007, the development zones became an atdmig framing for wind power
developers in France if they were to access theeiked in the tariff. The development
zones are argued to be an important, or even reagessep towards the further development
of the wind power industry in France. Firstly, witre development zones, the local resistance
is officially defined as a serious obstacle to the further developmewinof power; and
secondly, the local communities are engaged inptAening process, which is expected to
increase local acceptance and sustain an untrouldeelopment process in the future
(Ministere de 'Economie et al. 2006). The design of the zésmenade based on the following

criteria:
' The wind potential of the zone.
I The possibilities of connecting the turbines toekextrical grid.
I Respect of the landscape, historical monuments, ancctedtsites.

In contrast to the feed-in tariff, the ZDE was degid and developed by French bureaucrats
in the months predating its adoption by parliamést.such, the ZDE was experimental and
the outcome of its introduction not entirely foreable.

1.6.3IThe!Status!oflthe IDevices!

The devices, i.e., the feed-in tariff and the ZDErve as entry points to the analysis of
marketization of wind power. As such, these devimescentral to the organization of wind
power as a good, all the while organizing the catioe of wind turbines to the existing

electrical system. As already indicated, this cotinea@ntails a technical dimension in which
lines, loads, and frequencies are at stake in theting between the grid, itself a large and
complex assemblage (Karnge 2012; Hughes 1983; Bouwgtealu 2007; Bennet 2005), and



1.7!Brief IDescription !oflthe IFrench!Electricity !Sector!

Electricity in France seems to have become alnussitical to nuclear power. This was true
for the interviews | conducted in Denmark beforaviag for France, where | was constantly
met by quotes such asvéll, France is all about nuclear powefe.g., Int. Moesgaard, my
translation). Gabrielle Hecht, in the afterwordher now classic work, “The Radiance of
France”, portrays sequences of the only televisedatd between Nicolas Sarkozy and
Ségolene Royal, the two presidential candidates. Sarkozy asked Royal whether:

“...she would continue to support nuclear power if &ldc She replied with her own
guestion: did he know what proportion of French electricity came froakear power? Yes,
he answered: around 50 percent. No, she retortedias 17 percent. Wrong he shot back.
Right, she insisted. He changed tack: would shéroorthe recent decision to build an EPR
(European Pressurized Reactor)? No, she said, shddasuspend the EPR as soon as she
took office. You would suspend new nuclear plantispralong the life of old ones? He asked
derisively. The EPR isn't a plant, she answered; & prototype. Did he even know what
generation of nuclear technology it represented® dtfourth generation reactor, he replied,

and it’s not a prototype. Wrong again, she snapjtéda third generation reactor, and it is a
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1.8!0utline loflthe IThesis!

Apart from this introductory chapter, this dissedatconsists of the following elements:

The following chapter (Chapter 2) outlines the tletical framework, which | draw upon
throughout this thesis. In many ways, the outlseat intended as a genealogy of this thesis
but introduces certain discussions from new economic sociology, broadlyediefio
eventually elaborate on the strand of research aféerred to as constructivist market

studies, or the marketization program, that undetpe study. The chapter introduces the









2.'THEORETICAIFRAMEWORK

This chapter introduces the underlying theorefi@hework of this thesis. Taking an interest
in the marketization of wind power, the chaptertstavith a brief introduction to the new
economic sociology, and the different ways in whietarkets have been approached,
analytically, within this field. This chapter doe®t provide a genealogy of economic
sociology per se, but stresses specific elememisatd¢o the development of the perspective
on which this thesis builds. Next, the frameworkhifived in this thesis is introduced, what
we may call constructivist market studies. In dosay this chapter follows the movement
from the opposition towards the singular, universarket structure of economic theory to the
different versions of markets found in economic slogy, and in particular, the depiction of
‘market as politics’ proposed by Neil Fligstein, tventually present the notion of

marketization, found in constructivist market studies.

With this presentation of a general framework foidging marketization, the chapter stresses
the research agendas this thesis wishes to cormexs tvell as its heritage (i.e., science and
technology studies and actor-network theory). Imtipalar, it emphasises the notion of
devices, and more narrowly market devices as well the processes of
politicization/economization, as these are certovahe research question. Finally, it briefly
discusses the notion of ‘civilizing markets’, a d@stion used in relation to carbon markets
(Callon 2009; McKenzie 2009), but also a concept thay eventually become useful for the

discussion on the marketization of wind power.

This chapter operates at a general and introductory level. More concrete and thorough

elaborations of the theories will be unfolded and discussed during the analytical chapters.



2.1INew!Economic!Sociology'and'its IMarket(s) !

As already mentioned in the opening chapter, preptsof the new economic sociology have
framed their work as a critique of economic theory, stressinghbicomings and the lack of
ability or will of economists to understand or engage with certain pher®imwieeconomic
life. This critique may be formulated as: The eauorsts get it all wrong because their theory
of society is simplistic and reduced to a theoryaiional action. In general, one could say
that what these contributions share is the mobitineof a certain ‘theory of society’ to frame
their approach to markets, or economic behaviour more generally (Fourcade 2007A%025
such, the underlying claim of new economic sociglggthat because of the reductionism of
economic theory, economists are unable to prouwdadequate description of a phenomenon
such as the market. Moreover, it is not only neaneenic sociologists who have remarked
on this shortcoming; economists such as Ronald €aad Oliver Williamson have brought
attention to this flaw within economics. Coase stesl thatih modern economic theory the
market itself has an even more shadowy role tharfithi’ (Coase 1988: 7), and Williamson
pointed to a similar observation when he, in hisisal work on ‘Markets and Hierarchies’,
stated fi]n the beginning there were markét@Villiamson 1975: 20). This section describes
some of the attempts at filling this void, articelhtby representatives of the new economic

sociology.

2.1.1'The!Embeddedness!of!'Economic!Action !

The new economic sociology, it is claimed, was beith Mark Granovetter's seminal article
from 1985,Economic Action and Social Structure: The ProbldrBmbeddednegSwedberg
1994 and 1997). In many ways, Granovetter's coutioin elaborated Karl Polanyi’s ideas of
‘embeddedness’ (Polanyi 1944). Polanyi, who introduced the notiembéddedness, used it
to describe the economy as immersed in socialioekt Consequently, it (the economy)
should not, and cannot, be separated from, or likeraa autonomous sphere vis-a-vis society
as a whole (Polanyi 1944; Block 2001; Machado 2011):

“One can state the issue succinctly. The kinship, status, hierarchy ancapolitreligious
affiliations which underlie these economic structures are not explicable in terms of

economizing behaviour — one can only understand #rel therefore the functioning of the









2.1.2IMarkets laslFields!and!Structures: IMarkets las!Politics !

This section briefly discusses the work of NeilgBtein, who, a part from being one
prominent contributor to the field of new econonsicciology, proposes a very specific
programme of markets as politics. Fligstein’s applo to markets carries some family
resemblances with constructivist market studies,thod forms a link to the later discussion

of constructivist market studies.

Fligstein’s critical agenda is less oriented towardiquing the apparent social naivety of
neoclassical economics, and rather stresses tkeofatieoretical coherency, and clarity, of
approaches to economic life within new economic sociology its€he “element that holds

the field together is its opposition to the neosieal model of perfect competitib(Fligstein

2001: 8). The project Fligstein elaborates is patiht of creating some unity in the field as
well as creating the foundation on which neocladsiheory and new economic sociology
may start to collaborate (Fligstein 2001). In other words, new economic sociology must move
beyond concentrating its critical capacities onuhoenting the shortcomings of neoclassical
economic theory. To this end, Fligstein emphadisesmportance of a theory of institutions,

something that he claims to be missing in (economic) smpialFligstein 2001).












2.2Markets laslConstructed ¥ Towards !Socio"technical lAssemblages!

The marketization programme presented in the foligvgection may be seen as the synthesis
of the last twelve to fifteen years of growing aumitions to the emerging field of
constructivist market studies. Often referred totlas crucial motivator of this strand of
research, Michel Callon’s collection ‘The Laws betMarkets’ was published in 1998 as a
collection of essays, including articles by key tcitnutors from the new economic sociology
(e.g., Mark Granovetter, Viviana Zelizer, and M#thAbolafia), as well as authors
representing a constructivist perspective (e.g.¢cheli Callon, Franck Cochoy, and Peter
Miller) (Callon 1998). As such, the volume bringgéther authors taking an interest in the
ways markets are shaped, put together, and asstintdebroad sense. In the opening chapter
of the volume, Callon raises an elaborate critiglithe new economic sociology: They have
replaced the under-socialized image of economicvigctof economics with the over-
socialized image of economic sociology. By stregsire embeddedness of market behaviour,
one risks loosing sight of what constitutes ecomoamd calculative behaviour altogether
(Callon 1998a and 2008; McFall 2009). Instead, w@atlon proposes is an alternative
programme: To study markets at the intersection of economic sociology, science and
technology studies (STS), and more especially awtrork theory (ANT).

This branch of literature, sometimes referred tthasnew’ new economic sociology (McFall
2009), is often presented as expressing a ratlierathit perspective to that informing the
overarching agenda of economic sociology, namebgipy ‘the social’ at the heart of the
study of the economy (Fligstein and Dauter 2007|izBe 2007}°. The ambition of
constructivist market studies extends beyond te&atament of sociology as the prime motor
of explanation for economic processes; rathereeainss to address the economic sociologists
(even more than the economists) and criticizes #ptacement ohomo economicusvith
homo sociologicugCallon 1998a; Callon 2008). According to Caliskard Callon, because
of the ambition of the new economic sociology ‘embed the economy in society and
economics in sociologyCaliskan and Callon 2009: 383), a number of intg@at questions

about the constitution and operation of markets Haeen pushed into the background. In

2 There seems to be a tendency to limit the cortiibwf the anthropology of markets to the idea of
‘performativity’, or performation (Zelizer 2007; Brcade 2007; Fligstein and Dauter 2007).






2.2.1!Calculative !Agency!

According to Callon, at the heart of the markes kalculation (Callon 1998a). But seen from
the perspective of constructivism, the ability técotate is not an inherent feature of rfan

or of homo economicudhe root of what Callon chooses to call ‘calavkatess’, following
Oliver Williamson, cannot be explained simply by oitiye or institutional competences.
Rather, calculativeness is an effect of networks made up of socialstieellas distinct
instruments and tools. Again, the contribution mdye proponents of the marketization
programme in regard to their description of caltuémess is found at the nexus between the
under-socialized agent often portrayed by econgntigsvhom calculativeness is made part
of human nature, and the over-socialized agentoaiobgy, describing calculation as
rationalizations made ex post. In other words, Watoveness is neither an inherent capacity
of humans per se, nor something we can simply ignore or disregdrel, riite sources of
calculativeness lie in the nature of the equipnoérigencies (Callon 1998a). As Muniesa and
Callon suggest,[&]conomic calculation is not an anthropologicattibn, precisely because
it is not a purely human mechanical and mental ogteapce; it is distributed among human

actors and material devicégCallon and Muniesa 2005: 1245).

To Callon and Muniesa, enabling calculation in neéskconsists of three analytically
different elements, namely, making goods calculainiaking agents calculative, and lastly,
organizing the calculative encounter (Callon and Msa 2005). Together these three
elements tefine concrete markets as organized collective devices that calculate compromises
on the value of gootigCallon and Muniesa 2005: 1230). The three eledmémat correspond
to the stages of a process include sorting outtaathing the relevant entities and arranging
them within a single space. Examples of single epage a shopping cart, an invoice, or a
grid (ibid.). Moreover, the entities are associateith one another; relations are created
between them through manipulations and transfoonatiLastly, the result is extracted. This
result — or this new entity — whether in the forfnaosum, a ranking, a calculation, etc.,
corresponds precisely to the relations and martipnis performed in the previous stages
(Callon and Law 2005). In other words, it is nothing other than the effect ofdmipulations

and associations it has been submitted to.

13 This is arguably the assumption made by neo-dabkstonomics:Agents calculate because they are
calculative by naturg(Callon and Muniesa: 1229).



2.2.2IMarket IDevices!

In the following chapters of this thesis, market-mgkwill to a large degree be followed
through the analysis of devices, dispositifs In sociology, Foucault is usually credited for
the introduction of the notiordispositif (commonly translated into device in English)
(Beuscart and Peerbaye 2006; Raffnsge and GudmaperH2005; Callon et al. 2007);

Foucault sees thdispositifas a network that can be traced between different elements in:

“a thoroughly heterogeneous ensemble consistingisabuarses, institutions, architectural
forms, regulatory decisions, laws, administrative measures, scientific statements,
philosophical and moral propositions — in shortetbaid as much as the unsa({goucault,

from Dumez and Jeunemaitre 2010: 30).

Extending the Foucauldian understanding of theonaib science and technology studies, and
stressing the heterogeneity of the assemblage agaisted out by Foucault, the device is
used to designate all of these socio-technical nalslsgies of humans and non-humans,
pointing to them as action programmes (Latour 1996), or as scriptsibed into objects

(Akrich 1992). With the notion of thsocio-technicadevice, the distribution of agency as

1 with the notion of qualification, Cochoy pointsduaalification as a prerequisite of calculation ¢Boy 2008;
Callon and Law 2005).






2.2.3The!Performativity !Programme !!

One of the major elements in the constructivistkeastudies programme is the notion of
performativity. Resonating with a general upsurge imterest within the larger STS
‘community’ in studies of performativity, studied the effects of ‘economics’ on the
‘economy’ has sparked great interest in the lastdn years and has proved particularly
fruitful within the studies of financial markets.ge McKenzie and Millo 2003; McKenzie
2004; Beunza and Stark 2004). The upsurge in isttémethis phenomenon is often linked to
Callon’s (1998) “The Laws of the Markets”, in whible arguesthat economics, in the broad
sense of the term, performs, shapes and formatedbeomy, rather than observing how it
function$ (Callon 1998a: 2). In other words, economics is seen as adegy that is
involved in the production and reproduction of nesk When Callon argues that homo
economicus exists, it is because he/she has beemedr, formatted and equipped; and

economists are often a central part of constituting tnesature’ of their theories.

The objects of economic theory, such as detached goods, rational agency, and calculative
behaviour are all part of the reality of the economy, but they are made to happen (Callon
2007b; Cochoy 2007). For markets to work, they niigstome ‘practical enactments’ of the
models of economists (Holm 2007). This approach has been criticized for eventually
returning to simply a defence of the economist’stpos (e.g., Miller 2002), and seeinghe

market as an ideological model rather than an empirical core to economic dctMitler

2002: 219), something that Miller claims has beemanstrated through anthropological and
sociological studies. In particular, the disentengiént that Callon claims to be a first

requirement for market transactions to be undentakbasically impossible to Miller (2002).

In a response to Judith Butler, who raises the toqpreof whether the performativity of

economics does not imply a depoliticization of dises of the economy (Butler 2010; Callon
2010), Callon discusses two relations between thfonpeativity of economics and politics

(Callon 2010). Firstly, he stresses the pluralifynodels and theories to account for and
describe different aspects of market functioningedretical frameworks, e.g., evolutionary
models, are not the same as those proposed bylaesieal models (ibid.), and accordingly,
there is room for negotiations regarding the typmodels according to which a given market
is conceived and enacted. These negotiations imglitical debate in which economics is

one stakeholder (ibid.). This relation between tpsi and economics corresponds to a



2.3Marketization !l

In their article from 2010, Caliskan and Callonlduon the numerous studies undertaken
under the broad heading of constructivist marketiss to flesh out what they call the
marketization programme. This approach implies @asement of the object to be studied
from ‘the economy’ to ‘economization’ or from ‘theamket’ to ‘marketization’ (Caliskan and
Callon 2009 and 2010). This shift implies looking reew places as well as a different
ontology. Instead of taking the economy or marketstading points, the perspective to be
unfolded here is based on the premise that thesgesni.e., the economy/markets, are
achievements or resulting arrangements, rather pnewexisting realities that may serve as
starting points for an analysis of the market (@all998; Caliskan and Callon 2009). More
precisely, speaking of economization or marketirgtthe conjugation of the words stresses
the distinct activities and investments undertat@mender something economic (Caliskan
and Callon 2009).

To define markets, Caliskan and Callon take tha&imtpof departure in a generalized
perception of markets as institutions, enabling treduction of values through the
organisation of competition. Markets are socio-techinassemblages and have the following

characteristics (Caliskan and Callon 2010):



2.3.1Marketization las!Five!Types!of!Framing!
How does one then approach marketization? Giventtieggt view a market as a distinct
arrangement configured by a specific marketizapmtess, Callon and Caliskan (2010) point

to five types of framings crucial to the diversity ofnkets:
1. Pacifying goods

2. Marketizing agencies

3. Market encounters

4. Price-setting

5. Market design and maintenance

These five framings may provide the focal point tGallon and Caliskan argue (2010) to be
necessary for understanding the process of maskietiz In the following, these five

framings will be unpacked.

Framings 1-3: Goods, Agencies, and Encounters

The existence of markets are premised on the digim between the ‘things’ to be valued

and the ‘agencies’ capable of valuing them (Caliskan and Callon 2010). This ontological









2.4!Hot!and!Cold;!Politicizing !land!Economizing!

“There is [..] a great deal to be gained from comesidg marketplaces as yet another sort of
assembly and from detecting their many techniqiiesmesentation. No matter how much
effort they might make to look “natural”, they aadways fully inside the domain of politics.
So much that a close inspection of their ways tigyang, deciding and enforcing their edicts
might go some way toward enriching the usual diédims of politics (Latour and Weibel
2005: 613).

In this final section, the contributions of Calland others toward an understanding of the

political and the economic as effects are discus8edording to Latour and Weibel quoted


















3.IMETHODOLOGICAICONSIDERATIONL

The following chapter outlines the methodologicglimttions informing this thesis. As such,
this chapter is intended to tie together the priegedhapters and extend the rationale of the
inquiry they have initiated, not least by beginniogunpack the empirical field and the data
examined in the chapters to follow. Located withirconstructivist theory programme, as
described in the preceding chapter, the aim igmatcount for the ‘accuracy’ of an existing
reality depicted in the study, but rather to ddsemy ‘ordering’ of French markets for wind
power. This ordering, as an activity, points to teexivity of the process of doing research
and prompts questions as to how the material ad lgah ordered in the manner it did (Law
1994). In what follows, this ordering is describexdaagradual crystallization of an object of
research as something which may resemble a chrdonalagcount, but a process which has
continuously moved back and forth between theory, fieldwork, and the formulatian of
research question (see Andersen et al. 1995).idnsénse, there is no intention to depict a
linear process of a research project, but ratheleszribe its choices and challenges as they
appeared over time, and to stress the gradually emerging understanding of what a

marketization of wind power could mean and practicallpiént

As such, | will begin by describing the assemblaigéne object of research, both as a product
of being interested in the phenomenon of the ‘malit market' as well as the distinct
understanding of markets outlined in the previcuspter. Without presenting all the detours
and retours of the ‘tiresome journey’ out of whibits study has grown, | will begin to draw
out the distinctive way of approaching marketizatdeveloped here. This also means that a
description of the marketization of wind power could potentially have appeasedariety of
ways. The argument stressed here is that the nmethioave used, and the way | have gone
about doing my fieldwork, is intimately linked witthe results | produced:We can
distinguish a_way of acting, and discuss it bylitseut the way_exists only as a way-of-
dealing-with-materidl (Dewey 1916: 165, emphasis in original). This pfea is dedicated



3.1Towards 'an!Object!for Research!

The underlying curiosity feeding this study is framed by two contrasting discourses. On the
one hand, the way in which market failure is routinely blafoedreating the issue of global
warming (the most prominent being Stern 2006), andh@ other, an insistence that the
market provide the best means for organizing ptssiblutions to this issue, e.g., renewable
energy technologies. One result of this ‘doubleff#iuis the creature referred to as the
‘political market’, something which | conceptualiz@ the view of markets as assemblages,
but a notion that seems to imply a knitting togetbetwo distinct, and easily separable,
spheres: politics and economics. However, by drgwim the idea of the market assemblage,
as outlined in the previous chapter, agency is seeibeing the effect of heterogeneous
networks. This is constitutional to the framing bk tresearch object. What allows wind
power a role or status as an economic good, nobention the exchange of wind power
between producers and consumers, is a web made l@jeittrical infrastructure, i.e., the grid,
transformer stations, rules and legislation on rakesl identities of those involved in
generating electricity, and the maintenance ofrtfagket setup. The notion of the political
market seen from this perspective becomes a somewddacreature; it seems to single out
and praise two distinct domains, the political @dnel economic, rather than acknowledging
the heterogeneity of the elements which make up the network. Most, if naftthk nodes in
the network could easily be tied to the spheredditips, or economics, or technology, etc.
But rather than discarding the claim that wind powwarkets are political markets, | have
chosen to follow some of these devices that aralsmeously central to the functioning of
the market, and on the other hand, devices thasesa as (politically) prosthetic in some

way.









3.2IThe!Market !Devicelaslan!Object!of!Study!

“Markets are probably the least researched form of coordination — @nthe same time,
perhaps the most enigmatic. This may appear straogethere is one clear explanation of
why this is the case in economics ... since marketSratural’, and therefore a starting
point, they are often used to explain other phena@mather than considered as objects in
need of explanatidr(Aspers 2011: 40).

What Aspers describes here is, to economic sogjoligleast, amongst the fundamental
fallacies of economic theory. The ambition of tliegent study — to follow the two devices as
they contribute to the marketization of wind poweas t0 demonstrate tr@nstructednessf

the ‘natural’ market; it is exactly what the notiohthe political market points to, i.e., it is
nothing but natural and only kept alive becauspddtical will and ambitions. Both the feed-
in tariff and the ZDE are examples of that whiclpdditical in the political market; i.e., they
are distinct framings of obstacles to wind poweveleoment. Why then refer to them as
market devices rather than policy devices or gauece devices (e.g., du Gay et al. 2012)?
This decision is not simply a pressing empiricallitgago much as a choice motivated by

interest/ambition:

“Contextualization works in more than one direction. The trick is to select the paths flou wis
to follow, and those you wish to ignore, and dasoording to the assemblage you wish to
chart’ (Miller 1997: 363).

As in their study of three ‘governance devices’, du Gay.aetescribe the devices as operating
as ‘interrealm translation apparatuses’ (du Gaglef012: 1086), combining the sphere of
economics and politics. Associating the two devices with the marketizatgnamme helps

construct one among several possible realitieghBumore, this construction is dual; on the
one hand, taking an interest in marketization lem@sto stress certain aspects of the two
devices, and on the other, addressing marketizétem the perspective of the two devices
narrows my vision to whatever negotiations and emgrgractices unfold within the world

of the feed-in tariff and the ZDE. This is not, ¢lieve, a reduction of the devices, i.e.,

stressing their relation to the market and itsdaation:



3.3!Assembling !Market IDevices!!

Referring to the feed-in tariff and the ZDE as ‘plyi two devices may seem to imply that
they have the same status in the larger assembdagelbas how they are approached in the
study. However, a few differences relating to theirt history and design should be stressed.

The feed-in tariff is a device that was developedhe US in the 1970’s, and has been









3.3.1!Deviceslas!Performed !!

The feed-in tariff, in the account to be presentede, has become a device for framing
valuation. Whether the price to be defined wasegmtsl as ‘purely’ a political number or as a
carefully calculated price based on the costs oistacting wind parks, a number had to
eventually be settled for and at least temporagigbilized. As | started to inquire into the
making of the tariff, it was clear from the outdedttit was a controversial number, and it was
contested in various places (Poignant 2003; CRHE 20@ 2006; Le Monde 2007; Le Figaro
2008). As | will describe in more depth in the feliag chapter, once | reached what |
thought to be my final destination, the DGEMRwho eventually signed authorship for the
tariff), the fabric of the number disappeared. Frdme interview with an employee at
DGEMP, actual calculation, he assured me, was Hetiie number — but | could not be
allowed to see the calculation. Therefore, my inquiry into the price-making becamdianques
of finding traces of inputs, which are used to thekenthe tariff, rather than opening the
black-box of calculation. Some of these traces @dad counter-calculations, others simply
manifest non-calculating, e.g., refusing the ‘e#ficy’ or ‘accuracy’ of prices generated at
desks rather than through the market. Following these traces, five specific attdmpts
valuation kept appearing as reference points or simply spurring controvetsibsas: Well,

in principle you could fix a tariff, as for exampIHRE’s weird methodologyInt. Durant, my
translation). Common to them all is that they, amge way, address the value of wind power
as well as the role of the tariff to the developtr&rwind power. This creates a patchwork of
gualifications of wind power, electricity systemend price mechanisms, and eventually
creates what Callon refers to as a polyphonic narrative:

“The choice of method obeys no epistemological iatiper since it is entirely dictated by the

state of the network. If the network standardizsslfi then one is bound to count and

0 Direction Générale de I'Energie et des Matiérestiteres, a French agency for energy and naturaliress.






3.3.2ICdAdu!Paysldella!Serre!

The inquiry into the practices of defining wind pemdevelopment zones is studied through
the case of CdC du Pays de la Serre. Settlingierp#rticular case, rather than the two other
cases (CdC du Pays Neslois and CdC de Rosiereanter®, both situated in Picardie) that |
also followed in the initial phase, was primarilygaestion of the stages of the process in
which the projects were at the time of my fieldwodne being already accepted by the
prefect, the other still in its early phases ofategion. | conducted interviews with mayors
from both CdCs as well as the engineers in chafgleeoprocess. Though my plan was to do
observational studies of the practices of the ezggs, my stay in France heading towards its
end, forced me to limit my study to interviews. Aseltling with CdC du Pays de la Serre,
who had just finished their proposal, | was allowwedaddress questions towards the entire
process of making the proposal while people welleasbund and able to remember the work
they had contributed to. Interviews may not be tiest way of grasping practice, so to
construct a situation that could evoke rich acceuinivould use the maps (the outcome of the

practice) as a way of ‘triggering’ descriptions.

Amongst other criteria that led me to eventuallg e with the case of CdC du Pays de la
Serre was its location in the Picardie region. Tégion’s proximity to Paris, where | was
living, allowed me to visit the field frequentlyiGe visits in all) as well as the large number
of ZDE projects emerging in Picardie (partly due togt®d wind regime), as | mention in
Chapter 5. Furthermore, the CdC du Pays de la 3mmehired an engineering company,
Airele, to undertake the project. Airele had beenducting other ZDE projects for several
other CdCs, and thus the experience and the diginactice they were developing allowed
me to consider my findings; not as generalizablé, dsuanchored in a practice extending
beyond my specific case. Plichon, the engineer responsiltieefgroject in Airele, would on
several occasions speak of his and his colleaguesk as a practice under constant
evaluation and continuous development. But thegeriean of selection were, at the same
time, providing some of the distinctiveness of thse; whereas the study does not find many
traces of a strong local opposition, be that giealiis NIMBYism or something else (for a
further discussion, see Chapter 5), this would probably have been differesther ZDE
projects. To CdC du Pays de la Serre, CdC du Pag®l8, and CdC de Rosieres en Santerre



3.3.3!CasdStudies#Multi "sited land !Multi "temporal !

The inquiry into the ZDE-device has made me visahgsites, from the offices of the French
Parliament to engineering companies, as well aoffiges of the CdC, DRIRE, EDF and
RTE, and eventually, the (very) small village oftAamencourt. Therefore, as a case study, it
was not easily delimited within a single locationavganization (Bryman 2004), but rather
took place in multiple and fragmented contexts (@&Agrcus 1995; Czarniawska 1998). All of
these places have been important to my gradualrstaskeling of the ZDE as device, both in
terms of its origins and the issues it associai#s, Wwut also the practice of engineers as they
analyse and deconstruct the landscape until thegteally present a map of zones favourable
to wind power development. But it was an ‘open-ehd&ocess where one interview or
document would guide me to the next, rather tharelkdefined list of people to speak to or
reports to read. The three reports produced byléiae the project went on (Airele 2006a,
2006b, and 2007) were the anchors in this prodbsy, would help me ask about different
particularities of the practice, e.g., why zonesuldochange status (from constrained to

favourable). Also, the reports would help me fraguestions about the production of the

21 The Regional Office for Industry, Research andiE&mment.






3.4!Gathering 'Field Materials !

This study is based on fieldwork undertaken in Eeabetween 2007 and 2008. Before
leaving for France in July 2007, | conducted sewg¢arviews with employees at the Danish
Energy Agency, the Danish TSO (Transmission Sys@perator), and the Danish wind
industry association, and another two interviewsraiy return. These interviews served as
an introduction to my broader understanding of issae stake in getting wind power
connected to the grid, as well as tracing the history of the Danish feadfinAfter arriving

in France, and over the course of the next yearterviewed twenty-four people, some on
several occasions. They covered a broad rangeodégsions, e.g., developers, consultants
from engineering companies, grid operators (frothbl®TE and EDF), economists from
agencies such as DGEMP and ADEME, politicians (lacal national) and members of the
bureaucratic staff of the French Parliament, and DRIRE. Furthermore, | followed asemin
at Ecole des Mines on renewable energies in thek gnid read through a variety of legal

documents and debates in the senate.

3.4.1lInterviews !

The interviews were all semi-structured (e.g., kva897, Bryman 2004). The first round of
interviews was related to my inquiry into the tardhd | would use each interview to find out
where to go next, not unlike ‘snowball samplinge€sNoy 2008). Given the distributed
character of my objects of inquiry, in particulbetfact that they could not be located within a
single organization such as a particular hospitaidwor a distinct unit of a company, | would
use the accounts as a way of detecting new plamksew people to talk to. It was during the
interviews themed around the feed-in tariff thae BDE kept surfacing, and | eventually

decided to follow the trajectory of this device too. As an example, a devalopét tell met!

“The instatement of the ZDE, which is presently bapm, will have the effect that EDF,
especially through RTE, will decide on the congiouc of large electrical transformer

stations (Int. Lamarre, my translation).

This would take me to EDF and RTE to pursue this line of inquiry,aanglich, the ‘follow

the actor’, though this was not a material objéett tl could simply follow as it moved






3.4.2IDocuments land!Maps!

In both analyses, documents, reports, and memas eegrtral to mapping either the valuation
process or the practice of the ZDE. Given thatvihleation of the feed-in tariff was taking
place years before my fieldwork, the reports and o®emere central to following the traces
of those contributing to the process. That being said, contributions thadtchcbke their way
into these documents were less likely to be madbleis and thus heard — in the study of the
feed-in tariff. Often, the reports and memos would include calculations or counter-
calculations and are often referenced in other oh@cus. My intention has been to approach
calculations and statements symmetrically, by dgdbnstressing the qualification work of
the individual valuation processes, as somethirignecessarily expressed in numbers. The
‘relaxation’ of calculation into the notion of qualation (see Chapter 2) enabled the
symmetrical approach to these statements as ‘eguafessions of qualification, whether

expressed in numbers or as statements.

In the study of the ZDE-device, the three phaseab®fpractice, well-documented in reports,
are used as background for interviews as well asatmlysis. A central element of these
reports are the maps, which both mediate the zaimition and are the tools of the
engineers; mapping layers of constraints accortlindistinct criteria is at the heart of the
engineering of the landscape as it was demonsttatet, and as such, the maps perform the
engineers emerging practice. During the intervigwgswould flip through the maps, and the
engineer would point out how constraints would i zones unfavourable to wind power
development, something that | would note down on theéqarirof each map. Few of the maps

are used in the analysis, but they become illustratof the results of the practice. As | began



3.4.3!From 'Fieldwork 'to!Analysis!and!Texts!

My empirical analysis is framed around the two desj but in many ways, this distinction —
though guiding me throughout the fieldwork — was elear-cut during the interviews. Many
interviews would include discussions on both of de®ices regarding their intersections, but
also as some of the primary tools of organizing dvipower development in France.
Therefore, writing the two analyses included amrmelet of differentiating and sorting the
accounts provided around the two devices into ®magate studies; though inter-related, they
were still made singular studies. As | went throulgé transcripts of the interviews, and |
realized the extent to which the accounts of the devices were intertwined, | nonetheless
ordered the sequences of the interviews accordingpe two devices and eventually wrote
two separate analyses. The way | have structured the twesasdyhapters 4 and 5) attempts
partly to capture some of these connections; Yirstley are presented chronologically as the
devices were adopted, and secondly, the landscagenaatter of concern being partly the

effect of the feed-in tariff is discussed as a naiton for developing the ZDE-device. This



3.4.410nBeing!Lost!in ITranslation !

Finally, a few words need to be said about the miagslations of this inquiry. Though
translation — both from the technicalities of aidist profession as well as from one language
to another — is often the conditions for doing eesk, these studies present an abundance of
translations; the technicalities of the grid, ok, electrons and their transformations, and the
economists and their tools and models, all of whvehe very unfamiliar to me. My approach

in these situations has been to make my statusea8niienuous outsider a resource for
asking naive questions, something that has oftempted interesting answers. This would
often need some explanation, as in France | wassearcher from Ecole des Mines (an

engineering school) and therefore often taken fokrmwledgeable insider’. Therefore, |



3.5!And!SdWhat?!

So what does all of the above do for a study, ensific account, like the one at hand? Well,
first of all, the result has become a demonstratibthe nitty-gritty details of two market
devices, the controversies they span, the trialstangth that they eventually fold, the
relating to landscapes as well as the technicslitiethose involved in defining prices and
zones for wind power projects. A quote by Homer [&on, referenced by Liz McFall,
immediately comes to mind:[yJou take forever to say nothifig{McFall 2009: 276).
Obviously, | believe that something is to be gained feostudy such as the one at hand, but |
also believe that the criticism underlying Homestatement should be addressed. As McFall

continues:

“Despite all the jargon and terminological noveltyet main result [of the ‘new’ new
economic sociology] has been regarded, in some quarters and with some justificaon, as
plethora of banal description of processes and digjef limited, if any, general interest. This









4 VASSEMBLINGVALUEB#ORVALUABLEASSEMBLAGES

Christian Riisager was happy to see, that the @xeatal connection of his backyard wind
turbine to the electrical, mentioned in the openaighis thesis, led to his meter running
backwards. But an economic compensation was neitigedriver nor the first priority for
either Riisager or the utility. Therefore, a price on windi@owas not the immediate result of
his successful connection to the grid. Rather,agis, at least retrospectively, argued that
renewable energy as part of the energy sector quolke valuable, not least in light of the
energy crises of the 1970’s. As such, the conneafdhe small wind turbine to the grid was
yet again a connection to a larger societal framalwe, in particular, independence from the
dominant owners of fossil fuel resources. Todayydner, wind power producers in many
European countries have, over the last few decadesived compensation through different
governance models such as feed-in tariffs, calletwder programs (bidding systems), and
sometimes green certificate systems. These syswaply that wind power has become
priced, albeit in different ways, and it is thisopess of valuation that is stressed throughout
the following chapter. As such, this first analysiddresses one central theme of both

economics as well as the marketization programme, nathalyof pricing.

This chapter presents the making of value for vigader through the feed-in tariff. By means
of inquiring into the device, the analysis alsoduces insights on the marketization of wind
power, in general. Firstly, the chapter retracesntiaking of the French tariff; from the black
box of ‘8,38 c€/kWh’ emerges a process of qualifmabf both wind power as well as of the
device (the feed-in tariff) through which value, some sense, is articulated. Here, the
underlying concept of the assemblage points usdditiks that are made with the nuclear
energy market as well as the configuration of teeiak itself. Through the assemblage with
the nuclear power system, prices are made compaaatdl®ecome inputs to qualifications of
the proposed device, i.e., the feed-in tariff. Ehemialifications are traced through five



4.1Images'of!alNumber !

At the outset, one aim of my fieldwork was to folldkhe emergence of the French feed-in
tariff system, and not least the negotiations imedlin finally reaching 8,38 c€/kWh of wind
power. Voting for a certain governance systemhigs tase the feed-in tariff, is one thing, but
settling on a tariff — or a price — to expressttréf is another thing. Having read a number of
articles by former ADEME employee, Bernard Chabot, and his discussion of the calculative
methods leading to the French feed-in tariff (Chab00la; Chabot and Saulnier 2001,
Chabot et al. 2002; Chabot and Buquet 2006; Gigke@mabot 2006), | set out to find the

calculation used to ‘value’ wind power in France.

This chapter is about the making of the French -faet@riff. However, my interest in the
‘calculation of a tariff was partly raised earlidbefore arriving in France. While | was
conducting an interview with a bureaucrat from Benish Energy Agency, | asked him how
the Danish tariff had come about, and he answered with the following comreatntt a
calculation as such ... it is a politically fixed noben’ (Int. Lawaetz, my translation). He
continued: ®.. if you have offered [the wind power develope@]gte, and nothing comes
from it, well, then you have to come up with a higihembef (ibid.). So, on the one hand, |
had an elaborate presentation of a calculation method (called the Profitaiéx Method)
developed by Bernard Chabot and his agency (ADEMAIich was argued to have been part
of fixing the French feed-in tariff. On the otheand, the tariff was presented as a ‘politically
defined’ figure by a Danish bureaucrat, and not the conclusion of a caloubata method.
The latter presentation again raises the questiom #oes one define a number politically?
Does it mean that it reflects the political climate, ‘simply’ that it is the outcome of a






4.2'From!!Callslto 'Tender"!Towards !"Feed'in 'Tariffs" #!Devices!at!Play!

Historically, France has generated little impetnsrélation to renewable enefdy(Szarka
2007). But in 1996, a tender program called ‘EOLE 2005’ was laundtediormulated aim

was to trigger the development of the French wiodgr capacity to reach a target of 250-
500 MW by 2005 (Laali and Benard 1999). However, followimgr frounds of calls to tender,

only 70 MW were issued (though submission and selection rounds accepted up to 324 MW
(Cochet 2000; Nadai 2007; Szarka 2007). In a rapd000, Yves Cochet named the limited
success of the EOLE 2005 programntbe” [French] invention of virtual wind power
(Cochet 2000: 41, my translation).

Later in 2000, the EOLE 2005 was abanddhemd the Electricity Act set the scene for a
new dual system that combined calls for tenderfaed-in tariffs. This turn towards feed-in
tariffs was influenced by the Green party and wagivated by the success seen in other
European countries, such as Germany and Denmaitk,regard to their relatively high rate

of wind power development (Int. Yves Cochet).

The dual system made the distinction between smalled parks, with a maximum capacity
of 12 MW, and large projects beyond 12 NMWOnly the small installations qualified for the
tariffs (fixed in 2001 at 8,38c€/kWh). Larger intdtions remained organized according to a
call for tender principle. In practice, however,stthas generally resulted in developers
breaking down their projects into smaller projentst exceeding the 12 MW limit (Int.
Lamarre; Int. Lefebvre) simply because the feedanfftappeared more ‘economic’ than the

uncertain price that emerged from the call to tender.

In its main features, the French system reprodulcedserman Renewable Energy Sources
Act of 2000 (Szarka 2007; Int. Cochet). Firstly, tfeed-in tariff contains a ‘purchase

obligation’, i.e., that all wind power projects apted as qualified for the feed-in tariff are

22 ppart from the large hydro projects undertakemieen the two wars (Szarka 2007).

% Though the general argument for calls for tengi¢hat it keeps costs controlled, it was criticifediowering
the price below what was feasible for the develsg€ochet 2000; Nadai 2007).

4 The 12MW threshold was described as a pure cancig, as Cochet described iEhere was put a cap on —
one was not entitled to more than 12 megawattsthe]12 megawatts, it was an amendment to the Act of
February 10, 2000, 8 years ago, an amendment thatweted at 3 am during a parliamentary debate.pgReo
were going crazy at 3 am, you lose your reasonsaig 12 megawatts, it could have been 50 megaviiatts,
could have been 100. People voted anything! Welhs remained arbitrary, it is not based on teclahstudies
at all, it is purely one can say randdifint. Cochet, my translation).



4.3'Priceland!Value(s)!

If we consider the feed-in tariff to be a pricedame do, the description made by Weber of
the price system as the result of a market struffggéween men); i.e. the result between












4.4'Qualification !and!Disqualifications !of!the !Tariff #Tracing !

Controversies !

In the following, five different approaches to the tariff as a price are followed. Thegg)ar
Yves Cochet, former minister and member of Parlisinand the author of the 2000 report
“Stratégie et moyens de développement de l'efftéaénergétique et des sources d’énergie
renouvelables en France”; (2) Bernard Chabot, former employee at ADEME; (3) CRE, an
independent Commission charged with the surveidaot the electricity sector; and (4)
DGEMP (Direction générale de I'énergie et des mesigpremieres), the place where the tariff
was actually defined; and finally (5) Serge Poignarember of Parliament, and the author of
the 2003 report Rapport d’'information sur la politique de soutien au developpement de

énergie renouvelablés

These five approaches towards the feed-in tariffehaontinuously appeared during my
fieldwork, through interviews, in reports, as wa#l in academic articles. Their selection is
based on their strength in seeking to reconfighee dxisting system, and at other times,
attempts at reconfigurations that remained visilas, they left traces in the shape of
references, calculations, qualifications, ®t€ertainly, other approaches could have been
added, e.g., SER (Syndicat des energies renoues)atal French industrial organisation for
renewable energy, who did participate in the wagkigroup leading up to DGEMP’s
definition of the tariff. However, traces of thgiarticipation seemed to vanish in the field.
Rarely were they mentioned, and never in relationattempts at defining/altering the

governance model or the tariff.

27 All of the following accounts of value were contausly referred to during field visits, in repors,
sometimes in academic articles (e.g., the Coclpetrtés referred to in a number of articles on [efeanergy
policy; Poignant and Chabot are also referredaquently in various materials).



4.4.11Cocheti#!Framing !the !Forum !for Valuation !

The feed-in tariff as a means of governing the Emewind power production was set in
motion in a report authored by Yves Cochet in 20D0chet was at that time a Member of
Parliament representing The Green Party, and wiesigent of the National Assembly. In
July 2001 (to May 2002) he became Minister of Emwiment and Regional Planning, and he
is today a member of the French National Assemlinly2000, Prime Minister Jospin gave

Yves Cochet the task of drawing up an account efrémewable energy situation in France.









Procedure Country Average price | MW connected | MW connected
(cF/kwh) in 1998 in 1999
793

Guaranteed price | Germany 57
Guaranteed price | Denmark 50
Guaranteed price | Spain 49

Guaranteed price | Italy 45

Calls to tender France 32
Calls to tender Great Britain | 30
Calls to tender Ireland 29
Green certificates | Holland Unknown










4.4.2!Chabot!#Making 'Fairness!and!Efficiency !Calculable!

An important contributor in the forum set up by ¥wW€ochet is Bernard Chabot. Chabot is an
engineer and economist, recently retired from then€h Environment and Energy Agency
(ADEME), where he worked as a senior expert. ADEMEN industrial and commercial
public agency under the joint supervision of the Ministry for Ecology, Sustainable
Development and Spatial Planning (MEDAD) and thenistry for Higher Education and
Research. Today Chabot works as an independentltamis Chabot has published a number
of articles on the calculation of the tariff (Chabot 200081d, 2002), and is often referenced

in the field (e.qg., Int. Cochet, Chrupek, Durant)wasdl as in academic articles (e.g., Szarka
2007a; 2007b; Nadai 2007). The following discusssopased on interviews with Chabot, his









but also a comfortable margin to ensure continuathovatio

and research investment, development, and productidinternal correspondence 20

emphasis in original, my translation). The ‘fairdesfsa Pl of 0,3 is thus questioned by o

employees at ADEME, who argued that an ‘extra’ nmawgas included by Chabot to sus
the further development of the technology. In kisly, where Chabot retains the Pl of O,
also writes: By the way, historically all the tariffs having lédl wind power success sto

(DK, Germany, and Spain), ‘by chance’ lead to Rpexinr or equal to 0,3(Chabot, interng

correspondence, June 2000, my translation). Thoiggm&in arguments for a result of a H

0,3 remains vested in the PIM method, Denmark, @agnand Spain are again enrolle
models to follo

According to the above, what is entailed in the PBVa calculation of ‘fairness’ a

‘efficiency’, respectively. To illustrate the ‘faiess’, Chabot (2001a) and Chabot and Sa

(2001) present the following two graphs of the padility index (Figure 4.2) and the inter

rate of return (Figure 4.



Figuré4.2:IProfitability!IndeX

(Chabot 2001a:

Figure4.3I1ThdlnternallRatdof!'Retur

Chabot 2001a:



4.4.3ICRB#!Disassociation !land!Displacement !

The frame of valuation set up by Yves Cochet was &® indicated, uniformly accepted as
legitimate. One opponent to the framing of the devs CRE, the French Energy Regulation
Commission (Commission de Regulation de I'Energ@RE was established in 2000 as an
independent public organisation charged with thevesllance of the proper functioning of
French energy markets. In particular, CRE is chéinggh managing the access to the grid,
monitoring the transactions between suppliers, ycets and traders within energy markets,
and ensuring the consistency of their offers.

Of interest here, CRE has published so-called estan the rulings (arrétes) fixing the feed-

in tariffs in France in both 2001, following thedi tariff, as well as in 2006, following the
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4.4.4Chrupek, IDGEMP#!Stabilization !as!Black "Boxing?!

The fourth account is based on an interview with eanployee, Chrupek, at DGEMP
(Direction Generale de I'Energie et des Matieres Premieres). Part of the Wiafistdustry,
DGEMP (General Directorate for Energy and Raw Matsyiis responsible for defining and
implementing French energy policy and policy foe teupply of raw materials. DGEMP
hosted the working group undertaking the initisgdadissions around the first French feed-in
tariff, and they defined the tariff of 2001. As such, the DGEM#eéscentre of calculation,

the place from where the tariff is actually diffused.

Getting the interview is a bit difficult, and | aiinally referred to Mr Chrupek by his head of
department. Once we arrive in his office, | ask parmission to record the interview;












4.4 .5!Poignant #Defying !Calculation !!

The last contribution to be presented here is arteuahored by Serge Poignant on behalf of
the Committee for Economic Affairs, Environment and Territory. Serge Poigrmakéed out

his report, Tnformation report on the support policy for the development of renewable
energy in 2003. Poignant is, and was at the time, a member of the National Blgsama of
UMP (Union pour un Mouvement Populaire). The discussion below is based @pdbiit as

well as an interview with Durant, a bureaucrat frdta Commission for Economic Affairs
who specializes in the energy area and providdmieal assistance to the members of the

National Assembly. Durant played an active part in pregahe report.

The main conclusion of the report is that Frenameveable energy policy, at the time of
writing the report, was unsatisfactory in the fight against intensifying climate change
(Poignant 2003). However, in suggesting distindicgoareas to target, Poignant and his co-
authors elaborate the problematizations made by.GREHis report, Poignant makes an
important distinction between electricity and thestr of the energy sector, stressing in
particular transportation and the residential and tertiary sectors as premgeystfor new
energy policy initiatives. He bases this proposition studies demonstrating that French
electricity production was responsible for only %,®f the total volume of carbon dioxide
released into the atmosphere in France (2001 numbErss, potential policy instruments
should accordingly target the sectors responsioléhie major carbon dioxide emissions. As
such, stressing the fight against climate changthegprincipal value, Poignant disqualifies
wind power as a technology that may contribute éorelasing carbon dioxide emissions.
According to this contribution, the value of windvger is negative in the French electricity
sector, as it only increases costs for the consumers buioh@svironmental effect — or, as
stressed by Durant, wind power may even increasbonadioxide emissions because
fluctuations in production means falling back on thak production technologies to obtain

balance in the grid (Int. Durant). In other worBgignant continues the problematization of



Should we conclude on the effectiveness of thenpsecobligation?(Poignant 2003: 49,

translation). No, he answers, there is no systenwatirelation between the device and

development of renewable energy based on the fallpwbservations: (1) These same t

countries have not succeeded in developing othreawable energy technologies at the {
rate using the same governance model; (2) neither have other countries than

mentioned, though developing similar feed-in tasifstems obtained the same steep inc

and (3) other renewable energy technologies hawvagly developed without such a sys

(e.g., biomass in Finland and Sweden). Hereby, ttemats to disentangle the associ

between the device and the successful increase in wind power instg









4 5IDiscussion!

Viewed through the lenses of the marketization m@oygoutlined in Chapter 2, we eventually
get a glimpse of the ‘messy’ business of makingieepNaluation, as it unfolds within the
frame of the feed-in tariff device illustrates tin@estments and the controversies entailed in
price-making; it is a ‘costly and irregular actwjtas stressed by Muniesa (2012). If we
accept the premise that goods do not possess agi@ri, and that goods may experience
changes of status (Caliskan and Callon 2009), theriive accounts depicted above become
more than an exercise of visualizing or identifyifnigherent’ value. The five attempts at
framing the tariff described above, in some seaglace a value on wind power, and this
value is related to the feed-in tariff. In otherrd®, price and value are continuously collapsed
and separated, made the same and ‘unmade’ the Aarttas study illustrates, valuation may
be seen as a process of folding, unfolding, anoldigfg value in the singular, and values in
the plural. And even though two of the valuatiorpmaches (Poignant and CRE) stress
valuation as a matter of configuration of the eletty system (wind power has one value in
systems dominated by fossil fuel technologies,y@tdnother value in systems dominated by
nuclear power), value or price is still presented samething that should be ‘unveiled’
through the market. So even though they concludewind power might have one value in a
Danish or German setting, and yet another in tead¥r setting, they still point us towards an
understanding of value as something that may kaggid out’ from the distinct assemblage,
e.g., the particular configuration of national enetgchnologies. What we miss from this
account is the construction of valaad values as two intertwined processes, as well @as th

role of the methods and devices mobilized throughmaiprocess.

The idea that the price should reflect an inhevatie which may be made visible through
(pure) market transactions makes the price somewatiaparable to the notion of ‘facts’
described by Latour:Scientists define facts... they leave to politicamd moralists the even

more daunting task of defining valiékatour 2004: 95). Making this (rather daring)akel

between scientists and facts, and economists and prices, we end up in the separation of
spheres discussed in the opening chapter: the economic and the political. When CRE and
Poignant argue for prices to be defined by market$ not at a desk, they advocate for the
existence of these distinct spheres; numbers created at the desk of economists, be it at
DGEMP or ADEME (i.e., Chabot), are ‘political’ numbers and not true prices. However,



4.5.1'Figures!of'Valueslin lthe IProcesslof!Valuation !

Though this chapter represents an attempt at following and sketching a process of valuation,
one key element is the continual attempt at establis'value’ as an objective category. Each

of the five contributions to the valuation presenédove has one or more version(s) of value

or translates wind power into a distifigure of value These figures are framed as certain
properties of the technology itself or as qualittdsa certain exchange form, and when |
choose to refer to them as figures, it is becaoeg $eem to emerge as strong categories that
are referred to as distinct and accepted references for undertaking valeattbermore, the

five valuations all refer to at least one of thégeres of value as definitive for the price of

wind power.












4.5.2'The!Device,Value,land!'Fairness"!

As a device, the feed-in tariff sets a very spedifame for the exchange of wind power; as
mentioned in Chapter 2, roles and identities aréneleé, and property rights and the
conditions for transferring these become articalatéhe purchase obligation, which is a
central element of the feed-in tariff device, imstaand enforces the roles of exchange
between producers and EDF: EDF is forced to buglatitricity from wind power producers
eligible for the feed-in tariff. This element is ookthe qualities of the device that remains
highly criticized by, amongst others, CRE. Furthermdre cost associated with this purchase
obligation is transferred to all electricity buyerre., the consumers, equally and through their
electricity bills. All electricity consumers thergbecome contributors to the development of
wind power. Finally, the prices to be paid for wipdwer decrease according to two
principles: (1) Production rates, i.e., after thetffive years, the numbers of kWh produced

determines the rate at which the producer is paid; () over time the rate decreases. As






4.5.3!Tinkering lor!Calculation?!

Throughout the five valuations described abovegutation plays a central role. As already
stressed, calculations are made both as part ofetmmomizations and politicizations.
However, some of the valuations are distinguishethbyabsence’ of calculation or avoiding
the proliferation of calculations. During an interview with Bernarclti, he stressed that
EDF, during the discussions of the tariff, avoiddwaring the calculations and assumptions
but simply proposed a price. This sealed off any possible critique of the fabric of the number.
On the other hand, his own contribution seems tonbeely a presentation of a calculative
method. This illustrates one important aspect okingathe calculation public; it makes the
extracted result open to contestation. Chrupek @dimat calculative devices such as PIM and
NPV, and the result they may generate, are highpedédent upon the numbers and prices
they mobilize. Presenting simply the extracted tegud., the price rather than the production
may then be a strategy of forestalling attacks. fgit@es and numbers mobilized to perform
the calculation are prosthetic formpréduced, deployed, resisted and at times, abused...
(Caliskan 2007: 257). At some points, the tariff888 €/kWh itself becomes a prosthetic
price when mobilized in the calculations of CREl&nonstrate the ‘unfairness’ of the tariff.

In the opening pages of this chapter, | describbedd deemingly opposed descriptions of
making a tariff: One as a politically fixed numbsithout any calculations; a number that

could be adjusted until the development of wind poweached an acceptable level. On the






4.6!Concluding IRemarks: Prices!andValues!

This study has followed the making of prices axpsses of folding and unfolding value and
values. Rejecting a priori distinctions between fiwditical and the economic as distinct
spheres, or the opposition between calculationpatitics (Barry 2002), and instead stressing
the associations and dissociations between windepamd emerging values, the study
demonstrates how the process of translating windepanto a price includes opposing
gualifications of the technology: ‘Wind power reéscCO2-emissions’ or ‘wind power
increases CO2-emissions’. Also, the feed-in taigffqualified as a device allowing the
construction of fair numbers as well as a devictipfairness’. The object to be qualified is

replaced: from wind power, to its defined price, awdntually to the device itself.

Values, of the sort that we would often relate torah or political agendas, are made
reference points in all five valuations presentetlisTis maybe not surprising; after all,
markets for wind power are often referred to agtipal markets. But the making of the price
fold (or unfold) these values with notions of efficiency and fairness, expressingos$izes
development rates (and market shares) and prdityalevels. As such, the extracted result is
a folding of a long range of concerns, sometimggessed as numbers and at other times as
concerns. Stressing these rather complex associationsigtontpe making of the price, the
study contributes theoretically (and empiricallg)explicate this new understanding of price
making as a highly controversial process of qualifying wind powerdaridte as well as the
values to be made reference points. The valuatimtess portrayed in this chapter
demonstrates how the making of the price drawsits off) relations between wind power
and other forms of energy as well as transactiométs and CO2-emissions. Finally, the
valuation process is central to the making of matté concern; wind power as the source of
increasing CO2-emissions, costs to be paid by thadh electricity consumers, and not least
the ‘pollution’ of the landscape. This matter ohcern and its framing through yet another
device (the ZDE) is addressed in the following chaptHowever, before directing my












5.JASSEMBLINA_ANDSCAPESTHE!ZDH

In the previous chapter, the landscape emerged \adua from the process of valuation
centred on settling a price for wind power. Thisuter pursues this question of valuing
further by studying a device (the ZEffEfor developing specific development zones for wind
power projects in France. The ZDE has been orgdrazea very manifest obligatory passage
point to the feed-in tariff; from July 2007 and camds, only wind power projects constructed
within a ZDE are eligible for the tariff. Thus, théer of the landscape as a valuable entity,

and its qualifications, serve as a backdrop forftfiewing analysis.

The ambition of the following chapter is twofold:r&ily, the making of the device, i.e., the
wind power development zones, is described as aepsoof politicization. During this
politicization, the ‘pollution’ of the landscape ame among several disqualifications of wind
power; secondly, the practice of defining wind power development zones performed by
engineers is followed. This practice transformsl#mscape into one-dimensional layers of
constraints that are eventually piled up to becamees of no or only small constraints to
wind power development. By stressing these two nmisnef the device, i.e., its conception
and its practice, this chapter illustrates the seha¢ unanticipated effects of the device.
Echoing the discussion by Dumez and Jeunemaitd®jaif Foucault’s and Callon’s work on
the ‘dispositif’, they stress how the dynamics of a device emerge eagftbct of the
structuring of a given device along two phdses

“The creation of devices is marked by an ‘urgendhéas Michel Foucault puts it). Then,
during the second phase, new, unanticipated functions, strategies, and processes emerge and

contribute to stabilize and entrench the devicat(does not rapidly disappear). So Michel

% n the following, ZDE and wind power developmeahes will be used interchangeably.

*! Dumez and Jeunemaitre argue that the disposifibatault and Callon, respectively, has strong
resemblances, not least its heterogeneously assémature, but the dynamics of the two phases se&a
lost, at least partially, in the contributions médyeCallon (Dumez and Jeunemaitre 2010).



5.1!Situating 'Location !

To Riisager, the connection of his turbine to the grid involvechectng a wind turbine
situated in his own backyard to an outlet in hisnko Thus, the location of his early
configuration of wind power as an economic good naisa concern affecting the calculative
agency emerging around wind power. To wind poweeltgers today, however, location is
among the most important concerns in wind power gotsj (Int. Lebfevre, Lamarre,
Legrand). Choosing the location in which the tuesinare constructed often implies
qualifying the site according to several dimensjagh as: wind potential, distance to the
grid, willingness of landowners to sign long-teremtal agreements, etc. Land, or location, in
the hands of the wind power developers is transédrinto a calculable entity, singling out a
distinct set of qualities. This comment of a depelo referred to in the first chapter, stresses
the ordering of these qualities:

“As a wind site, it [North of Orleans] is actually horrible! There is not much wind. But the

area is so far from beautiful, even ugly, and tifieme no one objects to the construction of the






5.1.1'Associating 'the IFeed"in ITariff land!the ILandscape!

As mentioned, since 2007 eligibility for the feedtariff requires that wind power projects
are situated within a ZDE; i.e., the ZDE is made argalbdiry passage point to the tariff. This
association goes even further; the feed-in tasifpioposed as central to the making of the
ZDE as a device in at least two ways: Firstly, ater of location, and secondly, the level of
the tariff. Concerning the former, the replacemainthe tender device by the feed-in tariff
effaces the central planning element of future wpaaver projects, which was part of the
tender device. Whereas the tender system would invite proposalsnbipaiver projects in
predefined locations, the feed-in tariff was, frdhe early days, eligible to all projects
otherwise following the prescribed legislation (fr@001 to 2007, where the ZDE was made
an obligation). The feed-in tariff may therefore &&d to lead to ‘anarchy’ regarding the
location of wind power projects. Thus, the transitioom one market device to another is
arguably amongst the triggers of an emerging matter of concern, namely, the locatien for
development of wind power projectsttie ZDE is there to avoid what we call ‘sprawling’.
Sprawling is the anarchistic construction of turbsn destroying the landscape - its
everything, anywhere, and anyHo{nt. Lamarre, my translation). Secondly, the feed-
tariff, and more precisely the level of the tariff,said to lead to anarchy, too; the level of the



5.1.2INIMBYism!and!Public !Goods!
The idea of the landscape being a threatened Velseften been raised in relation to wind

power development, and local opposition to projectaid to be amongst the major obstacles









5.2IThe!Making !of'the IDevice!!

The legal text of the ZDE argues for its introdantias a means of continuing the positive
French development of wind power seen in 2808Ve must now consolidate this dynamic
by pursuing this growth, within a framework favayithe good local integration of the [wind
power] projects (Ministere de I'Ecologie et du Developpement Dhlmet al. 2006: 1). The
origins of the device, however, seem to have endeoge of a somewhat different ambition,
as will be described below. As such, this sectididrasses the first phase feeding the
dynamics of the device stressed by Foucault. Ifdhewing, the conception of the device is
described as an act of politicization, i.e., arerafit to problematize wind power by
associating it with emerging issues related toldéinelscape. Next, the device as it eventually
took shape is described, and finally it is discdsseterms of ‘planning’ and ‘siting’ as two

distinct approaches to wind power policies (Nadai 2007).

5.2.1'An!Actlof!Politicization !

During an interview with an official of the FrendParliament, Duraft regarding the
gualification of wind power and the fixing of theed-in tariff, the conversation touched upon
the ZDE. Durant immediately claimed to be the ‘@&athof the device and presented an
elaborate description of the birth of the ZDE. grihis presentation of the making of the
wind power development zones, it was unfolded sisadegic device aimed at putting an end

to, or at least slowing down, French wind power development

“...when the second PPI... it was in 2003, something like that... it setaready very

ambitious goal, but at the time everyone thoughtas pure display. It's a bit like.... there is

% 400 MW installed in the year 2005 (Ministere dedblogie et du Developpement Durable 2006).

% Durant is identical to Durant from the previousypter.

%" The PPI (Programmation Pluriannuelle des Investients de production électrique) is a multiannual
investment program for electricity production.



If ... the tariff is lower, thg

would be fewer projects, which makes good senkat'stthe first point. Second

cannot, "one" being the Parliament, the legislattannot reduce the tariff, since it ig

decree. However, the legislator did ask the Pankat, the government, to remake a tari

asked to redo the tariff by writing in the law thilie tariff should not lead to exces:s



advantages [to the developers], meaning an entegick made to end the tariff dec
precisely because there were arguments to saythledevel was excessive, and therefors

tariff bill was probably illegal and thereby coulthve been overridden by a judgeé (Int.

Durant, my translatio

topic is the tariff... one, it’s the tariff... and twbe political angle of attack by which you
protection of the heritag@t. Durant, my translation). Stress

this involves an evaluation of three different matters of concern related to wind pad

their potential for becoming the backdrop of a fdl discourse impeding French

power development. It is the potential for creatpuplic attention and understanding

which is stressed during the evaluation of thesetters®a of concern, and th

problematizatio

Int. Durant, my translatio



Int. Durant, my translatio



re critics were less harsh thagimally envisaged, so it's normal thal

slows less down ... it does not slow down as it wasdateri (Int. Durant, my translatio



5.2.2IFrom Politicization !to!Policy!!

Following Durant’s conception of the ZDE as a poitation through which the association
between wind power and the landscape is enfordezlwind power development zones
became an integrated part of the French law on grpaiicies, POPERrogramme fixant les
Orientations de la Politique Energétigde adopted in 2005. From 14 July 269 7he wind
power development zones were made an obligatiomirid power developers in France for
their projects to be eligible for the feed-in tarffccording to a letter addressed to the French
Prefects, and the attached instruction letter (Laidtere de I'Ecologie et du development
Durable 2006), the devicestiould encourage communities to participate in tloism of
decentralized energy production while taking intcc@amt the protection of landscapes,
historical monuments and remarkable and protecitgt’'s(La Ministere de I'Ecologie et du
development Durable 2006: 1, my translation). Asdsach, the development zones are
argued to be a means of obtaining the overall Frasigective of increasing the share of
energy from RETs from the present 15% to 21% inO2(ikesently, wind power represents
between 1% and 2% of French electricity consumption).

¥ According to Nadai, these discussions were cemtnetie centralization/decentralization of the Ereanergy
infrastructure: The analysis of the French legislative debate dvemew energy policy shows that landscape
and local acceptance have been recurring issuéisardebate. However, these issues were not examisach
in the political debate. They were pushed forwaydhe protagonists in order to fight a battle, whigoiled
down to a major issue for French energy policy:atgcalizatiori (Nadai 2007: 2724). Even though the ZDE is
argued to be an attempt to allow the local comnmesnib take over the initiative of the future wipolwer
development, the planning of the electrical gridthe infrastructure connecting the turbines todiséribution,
remains in the hands of RTE.

39 As such, the ZDE is characterized as an ‘eledtdesice’ rather than an urban planning tatispositif
d’'urbanism@. This ambiguity is born from the fact that the telasses of instruments are coupled in the ZDE
(5eme colloque national éolien, synthese;32).

0 The period between July 2005 and 14 July 2007mamde a transition phase during which developerkicou
choose under which legislative framework to operate






5.2.3lIncreasing !'Red!Tape"!

The idea of the ZDE is not to undertake a full gsial of the ‘very local’ constraints, i.e., the
device does not replace the construction permitstha related impact study. As such, the
device is rather that of territorial planning theam accurate tool for the micro-level insertion.

As a consequence, the procedure does not investigatther landowners of the appointed
zones have any interest in renting their land to the potential developer (Int. Plichon, Int.

Piedvache):

“So it's not an impact assessment. The study we dorsultants is really a study at the scale

of a territory, so it's not a local stud/EEEEG—_—— N <.
I, of
I )

As such, the device ensures that wind power has been on the local agenda, andatet the |
community accepts the idea of installations. HoweN@oes not, per se, do away with any of
the procedures that the developer is legally obligedperform; as argued by Francois
Pelissiers, director of ERELIA,The ZDEs seem to represent a supplementary stepawgd

“! From the Frenchépartementa sub-regional administrative division.

“2 Until 14 July 2007, it was still possible to canst turbines outside of the development zonesstitidbenefit
from the purchase obligation — as long as the ptajel not exceed 12 MW. The real increase is thesenot
expected before July 2007.



5.2.41The!ZDHaslalFrame Ifor |Overflows !

Alain Nadai, a French environmental economist, ki&scussed wind power policies
developed in France since the Eole 2005 programiramérticular the local acceptance of
wind power (Nadai 2007; Nadai and Labussiére 2009), invoking the concepts of ‘planning’
and ‘siting’ (Nadai 2007). Planning refers to ameégrated approach’ of the territoryyHich
allows planners to decide on land uses in time sraté (Nadai 2007: 2716). Methods such

as the ecological planning developed in the siXtiés Harg 1969), also referred to as rational

planning, implies an analysis of the territory accordong humber of criteria and the drawing






5.3IThe!Making !of!lalZDEin IPicardie !

I will now turn to the second phase of the devisestmessed by Foucault, i.e., the practice of
defining wind power development zones. The pradticbe followed is that of engineers, as
they translate the territory of the CdC du Pay$ad®8erre into zones more or less favourable
to wind power development; a process that may exadigtbe described as an economization

of the territory.

The ZDE to be followed is situated in Picardie, giosa north of Paris. Picardie covers an
area of 19,399 kfn consists of three departments, Aisne, Somme, Qisé'* and has a
population of approximately 1890.000. Within Pidardhe intended politicization described
above does not seem to have worked quite the wanteagled by the originators of the ZDE,
as already indicated. As illustrated in the figbedow, ZDEs have been proposed in most
Communautés de Communes in the Picardie regiornwemd, at the time of following the

process of CdC du Pays de la Serre, at different states of preparation.

4 CdC Pays de la Serre is situated in Aisne, an€t@ du Santerre in Somme.



5.3.1!CdQdu!Pays!dellalSerre!!

The CdC du Pays de la Serre regroups forty-twagds (see figure below), working together
since 1986 and has approximately 16.000 inhabitdiis CdC is placed in the eastern part of
Picardie, a region often mentioned as one of tts¢ teeritories in France for wind power due
to the region’s wind regime. The interest in winower projects in the CdC dates back to
2002. In theJournal des Elusa journal for the elected representatives in @, the
German developer, Eoles Futur, is described asngaspproached the CdC for future
investments in the region and inviting a delegatimm the CdC as well as neighbouring
CdCs on a field trip to Northern Germany in Septen2002. In the note, the interest of the
developer is explained firstly referring to the Kygrotocol, and secondly making reference

to the characteristics of the region:

“Ratifying the Kyoto protocol, France is committedattively participating in the promotion
and development of so-called ‘clean’ energy. Thamany Eoles Futur has therefore realized
an important research study in the North-eastern part of France, to determine most favorabl

geographical areas for the establishment of wimtbines. The result of this study show that






5.3.2!AIProcessl!of!Qualification !

In very rough terms, the entire process of analysig be described as a process of qualifying
areas of the territory as favourable — or not wiod power development. The main tool in
this process of qualification is the map. Mappihg tjualities of the territory along a wide
range of dimensions is what eventually leads tdfithed proposal together with its definition
of power limits. Maps are constructed, each deiigitareas of constraints, and eventually

they are layered allowing areas without constraimtsmerge (Int. Plichon). Airele organized






























5.3.3!From IMapsl!to ILandscape:!AlVisit Ito !|Autremencourt #!'alCorner lofINo!Interest™ !

In June 2008 | visited the small village of Autremeurt, where one of the zones was to be
situated. | met the mayor of the village, DominidR@art, who insisted on driving me around
to visit the area. Once in the car, he immediatellg me that he was born in the village — his
mother did not get to the hospital in time, so thisruly his village. Our first stop is the site
where the turbines are to be constructed. Fromhithevhere the turbines will eventually
stand, we can see the village of Autremencourt & as the neighbouring village.

Describing the location makes Potart comment on ldslaa neighbouring village:

“If they should have been closer to our village, | Mdwave said no to the project... Actually,
| do not understand that the mayor of the [neighibag] village accepted — had | been him, |
would have made sure that at least some of theneshwere cancelled... As it is, it will seem

as the turbines fall down on théifint. Potart, my translation).

From the site where the turbines are to be consty®otart points to a hill close by and tells
me that there used to be a windmill there wheraltmilled their grains. So the windmill

‘thing’ is nothing new around there, and he adds; the way, it shows that it is a good spot
for mills” (Int. Potart, my translation). He also points téfefient areas of the landscape where
hangars were located earlier; they were ugly addndt in any way look good on the land,

but as such, the landscape has always been ‘entbosse

Some years ago, tells Potart, the government ihdtiethe mayors of the region to a meeting;
plans had been made for a nuclear waste depasie iregion. The planned deposit was to be
800 meters underground. The area appointed was well suited, geologindlly was said to
be entirely safe. But the farmers did not agreey™ere afraid that the land would become
polluted, and that it would decrease the valueheirtproperties. North of the village is a
‘retired’ nuclear power plant; it simply stands there as a ‘life-threateningEaagus’ — no
one knows what to do with it. At least, it is guaeed that the wind turbines will be

dismounted once they stop working.

From the spot where the turbines are to be cortettuwe drive off to the marshland, ‘Marais
de la Souches’, nearly 3500 hectares and consisfingpse to 1000 ponds. Potart indicates
that the marshes have a unique fauna and floraatiratt scientists from all over Europe.
While we drive through the marshes, he repeats &nek again: ft is so beautiful around

her€’ (Int. Potart, my translation).






5.4!Discussion!!

The emergent dynamic of the device, as described in the introduction as an effectwas th
phases of the device fleshed out by Foucault, éstbat translates the location into a variety
of objects. To the developers, location is crumaihte economics of developing a wind park,
and to them, location translates into both costs (grid connection, rent oétandind size of
production (wind regime). The politicization penioed by Durant makes landscape and
national heritage the primary focus of attention, all the while distribakaagsion power and
initiative to the locals. Debates in the parliamewér centralization versus decentralization
translate location into a question of grid capaqigrticularly a problem in rural areas where
the grid is prepared for moderate production input also a question of energy system
control. The second phase, where the device isfttemed into a practice undertaken by
engineers, is rather a process of qualification along well-defined criéach, allowing the
mapping of constraints. From this process emergeprasentation of the territory in the form
of a map that defines zones favourable to wind powere, location is translated into a
technical object. Finally, to the mayor of Autrerneart, Mr. Potart (and probably many of
his neighbours), the landscape is history, industng aesthetics all at the same time. Potart
stresses the dynamic aspect of relating to thestapk; from windmills of the past, to future
turbines, and the territory as a possible souraeaime. And these dimensions are not easily

disentangled.

It is hardly surprising that location (and even en@p landscape) may be translated into a
variety of things, and that is recognized by th@iegers as they constantly stress that
landscape/territory is a subjective matter. But fdet that the ZDE is linked to the feed-in

tariff as an obligatory passage point brings largtiin all its shapes, to the midst of the
marketization of wind power. With the ZDE, the diftnt modalities of framing and
gualifying location are connected and mediated through the practice of the engineers. These
seem to reflect the distinction discussed in tlevipus chapter between value and values; the
former being related to the transformation intorggl& currency, and the latter the subjective
commitment/dedication of the locals to their enmireent. The politicization performed by



5.4.1'The!Absencelof!Opposition !

As an attempt at constructing a NIMBY figure through the ZDE-device by the framihg of t
landscape as values rather than value, the aaté@ting of a ZDE at the territory of CdC du
Pays de la Serre does not seem to support, oore@fthe attempt at creating an issue of
concern. Though opposition is not entirely abseanbnly plays a very limited place in the
accounts. The group called ‘Vent de col&&Wind of fury) is mentioned a couple of times,
but rather than being ‘born out’ of localness (d8&IBYism is generally said to be), it is
referred to as a critique decoupled from the l@caitext: ‘I think that there were ... how to
say, arguments that were actually the same andhwtan be found on any territory; saying
that finally wind power, it is useless, it's ug(int. Vonfeldt, my translation).

One reason why the ZDE, rather than politicizing tAndscape, seems to have almost the
opposite effect, | suggest, has to do with the tmmaemerging around the making of wind
power development zones. The dynamic of the deveferred to in the opening of this
chapter as unfolding around two phases, consista gpecific framing of wind power
established through the politicization, and the (dicgpated) ways in which it unfolds, and a
process emerging once it is put to use (Dumez andemaitre 2010). In the case of the ZDE,
the practice of the engineers does not ‘open ug’lémdscape to make it debatable and
controversial (not least vis-a-vis its use as wind turbine territory). Theeps of
accumulating layers of concern, each layer beingngles variable, to finally present the
overall favourability of the territory in a unifiedhap seals off rather than opens up
controversies and possible differences in viewtheflandscape. The first phase of analysis is

undertaken without any visits to the field and synpy mapping constraints from already

47+ent de Colére’ is a national federation againdustrial wind power in France.



5.4.2!Going!Beyond !the IDevice!

The phases undertaken by the engineers of Airelénamany ways processes through which
the territory is qualified as suitable, or evenysuitable, for wind power projects. Whereas
the regulation regarding the ZDEs underline thraeerta for what constitutes a suitable
territory for wind power projects, i.e., wind potah grid connection, and

landscape/monuments, the engineers rework the parameters that must be included:

“So in principle, we should define the zones acogrdo these three criteria ... however we
realize once conducting the studies, that thereraagmy other constraints on the territorial
level that should be taken into account to refine ... the zones whichsarelevant as
possible... such as the constraints of civil and amyjitaviation, for example ".(Int. Plichon,

my translation).

Just as illustrated through the description of pihecesses performed by Airele, the three
criteria are far from categorical, in practice, toe ZDE. Rather, at least two of them are
disqualified as important to the practical work drwing boundaries between suitable/not

suitable wind turbine territory, both by engineasswell as those responsible at ERDF.

“It is true that the wind resource is perfect, thereno worries. The instruction criteria for a
ZDE is set very low since the wind resource mugjreater than 4 meters per second at 50
meters of height — for a wind turbine to be profiegbt must at least at 50 meters reach 5.5
meters per second, so they set the level rather low. But also becaaslashe, we base it on
atlases, and the atlases are very, very impresisdhere is a market and therefore the wind






5.4.3!Loosing!Sight!of!Site!
Potart’s description of the surroundings of Autreeswurt stands in stark contrast to the

process of the engineers. His account defies aegefined framing of the landscape such as

















































































































































































