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00:00 Speaker 1: What we would like to hear from you. So, first question, can we record the interview? So that we...

00:08 Interviewee: Yes. Absolutely, no problem. Yeah, absolutely.

00:11 S1: Thank you.

00:12 Interviewee: Absolutely.

00:14 S1: Okay, we start the recording and maybe you can start by very briefly introducing yourself, your position and also how you would describe yourself in terms of maybe as a researcher.

--Interviewee describes their affiliation and research to date, removed for anonymit—

01:52 S1: Yes. I'm quite aware also of your broader work on fossil and nuclear. So also a reason why we involved you. But, the focus of this interview is really on the emergence of renewables and to explore the social science and humanities aspects that are related to it. So you already referred to the political dimension. Can you start by reflecting a bit on how you have seen research in this area evolve over the last 20-30 years? So we're looking for a bit of a historical perspective, are there...

02:38 Interviewee: Over the last how many years? 

02:41 S1: Well, we said 20-30 years, it depends. We also have some younger researchers. They... Let's say during your career and you can also make it from personal experience. What are the main changes you have seen in this area? 

03:01 Interviewee: Well, I have seen three traditions I think in this research, emerging kind of quite independently of each other. One is tradition of like this social technical transitions where people who study new technologies and one renewables, you're like a very, very new technology, it was very sort of appropriate. They had a lot to say, like a typical question would be why kind of Danish carpenters design better windmills than German aerospace engineers.

03:30 Interviewee: And that would be a totally fascinating question in the 1980s, 1990s. And then this tradition is still kind of... I think in large part, the largest one people talk about all of this like transitions in terms of kind of transition from the old to the new and from niches to regimes and then the all of this. And this comes from sociology, it has very strong focus on social science, sociology and history of technology.

04:02 Interviewee: Then the second tradition I think comes from energy economics and this basically is very heavily relying on when you get what is cheaper, how much support it is. Where are the resources? How big the demand is growing, is it enough to meet the demand? Can you match it to what hour? Can you match it like with the year? How big is the market you have to match it? What is the cost of capital and then how it matches the hidden tariffs and stuff like that. So it's kind of very heavily reliant on analysis of flows of energy and how they can be matched with monetary flows and this like how much people need and it's economics and then all the incarnations. And then there is also interests of political science in that and I think that started like little bit later, maybe, 20 years ago or so, like in the early 2000s.

05:02 Interviewee: And kind of there is political scientists. Not economists, not sociologists and they basically started thinking, well, it's a political choice which society makes, it doesn't really matter, or it matters less like how it costs, or like which engineers are more clever than some other engineers. It matters what society goals it meets and who is for and who is against and which society has like motivation and capacity to introduce it. So, these are the sort of typical genre of research and this last is to compare how renewables develop in different societies and like different varieties of capitalism, different democracies, under different regimes and the policy kind of coalitions.

05:50 Interviewee: So I mean, and I think that like from my view, all of these are very respectable branches of knowledge, but they all have limitations and sort of, I think it is my question, I mean, they can answer various questions, but my question is... I think it's important questions how feasible it is to expand renewables to the levels that they will make a material difference in emissions and whether we can do it fast enough, and then you have to kind of somehow bring these fields together to answer it, or you can create a new field if you want, but none of them are enough because they all too much dependent on each other.

06:38 S1: Yes. That's a very clear distinction. I would go a long way to agree with you. So, you say the third one, the more the political energy politics, let's frame the third one tradition as such, emerged by the end of the '90s or around 2000s? 

07:05 Interviewee: Yeah.

07:05 S1: Do you have the feeling that since then, there has been more integration across the three or do you still feel alone in that respect? 

07:21 Interviewee: Well, I mean, I think a lot of people, well, a lot of people, I think there are people who kind of talk about integration. I think sometimes integration to some people means that they develop this overarching theory and everyone should integrate into this theory, which kind of never happens because it's now like established scientific disciplines. I specifically emphasise that they come from... Their roots are in different scientific traditions. So [07:50] ____ just political science and economics and it's like saying that you can integrate them under one umbrella is like saying let's nudge sociology, economics and political science together into one like super... And I think that... No, well, one problem here is, which I think it stands in the way, is that a lot of people, especially in social technical transition sort of studies, they speak of sustainability transitions and they're a little bit reluctant to speak about energy transitions specifically, which kind of prevents them from like going to the necessary level of specifics of what is so specific about energy.

08:32 Interviewee: Because, if you speak of like food transitions, forest transitions, or I don't know, behaviour transitions and all the other things, right? I mean, I am sure there are interesting questions there, but they are not necessarily the same questions or the same integrations. So, like, for example, energy economics doesn't play a role in food transitions research but it does play a role in energy transition research, a very important one.

09:00 Interviewee: So, I mean, I think that there is a kind of a certain barriers for people, because also like, I mean, disciplines, meaning the journals, doctoral schools, promotions, chairs, and if you... And you have to promote your discipline, you cannot promote some energy kind of transitions theory, right? Like in political scientists have to write something clever from a political science perspective, and I think that that has been a tremendous barrier to develop reasonable scientific knowledge. I mean, there is a progress, but it's a very, very slow... Because the competition among scientists is mostly who can develop a more elegant kind of theory or explanation within their domain rather than to address these closed domain issues in energy transitions.

09:53 Interviewee: So, the progress... Let me try to answer and I'm just trying to recall... Well, I think there is a little bit... Well, I mean, there is a progress in each of these areas, particularly in... I think in political science, there is... I mean, there are more data, kind of, more knowledge. It all started with individual case study analysis and then there were comparisons between a few countries and now there are studies which compare like 150 countries and more than that, but in... Yeah, I mean, I don't know, like you see I recently was writing an article and the main text I'm relying on is written in 1957. So... [chuckle] it tells you about the space of scientific knowledge and that's not really relevant and many people who write today, they're not quite familiar with those insights from 1957.

[chuckle]

10:55 S1: No. So, maybe we should have gone back a bit longer. So, if I understand you correctly, you say, okay, there is progress within these more disciplinary traditions, but it is largely contained to those three traditions you identify, and there's very slow and maybe fragmented progress across these different traditions? 

11:28 Interviewee: Yeah. Yes. Yes. That's my kind of perception. And, yeah. So... Well, I mean, one progress I should kind of mention, which I think is very big progress, is the progress of modelling, right? We've developed very good computers so that we can make global models, and that means that we have an idea of what is compatible with climate targets and what is not. Now, that question is kind of resolved scientifically with that. I think many political scientists are still not quite in line with it still, but there is quite well established, verified knowledge that you have to do it like that fast, or in this corridor at least or that you will face certain consequences which kind of sharpens up all other questions, right? Without this...

12:25 S1: Do you feel that this filtering through into these traditions, you make the side remark, yeah, political science may have not come to terms with this, but if we know now what is scientifically necessary, which is obviously also the big debate, but politics and governments are failing to live up to that, shouldn't that lead to much more fundamental rethink of political sciences? 

12:54 Interviewee: Oh, yes. Yes. Well, yeah, no, I mean, I actually, it's maybe not the... If you compare how each discipline respects each other, and listens and understands, I think that political scientists understand the sort of climate [13:07] ____ better than energy modellers understand some basic truths about political science.

13:14 S1: Yes.

13:15 Interviewee: So that... [chuckle] it's clearly, political scientists are like better here. And once again, you shouldn't forget technology scholars who are like, the innovation system scholars, they also did quite... Quite certain progress, as there is a progress in understanding, for example, I really like how now we understand these global innovation systems and the systems that function on different levels of technology innovation, that it's not only you invent technology in Denmark and kind of happens in Denmark but you invent it in Denmark and it happens in Bangladesh and how this works. I think we understand a little bit better. Yeah, but I think that it's imperative that if you do research in political science, you have to... If it is relevant to this question, whether it's feasible to have the transitions that we need, you have to start with saying, well, this is how much you need and let's research it whether it's feasible to do that, not just to do something. So at one level, it is like these models they bring to us understandings at one level, it's a game of numbers. It's not a qualitative game.

14:33 S1: No, but some would argue it's a game of numbers. But even then it's also a matter of interpretation or, I hesitate to use the word framing, but of embedding in a social context that makes the assessment whether something is feasible or not. And I think now of the cost discussion and how much is it worth to shift more rapidly to renewals. And now a lot of it is based on a cost-benefit logic that is really primarily quantitative.

15:20 Interviewee: Well, as any science kind of probably can ask more explanatory and more normative questions. So I'm... And I think that the question of feasibility links them together. So that you kind of... You say what is normatively feasible, learning from the description what happened, like this was that way, right? Then you can of course expand your horizon. So I think if you, like... I often tend to take very hard position against kind of framing, and all sort of constructivist sort of propositions in social science, on the very simple kind of empirical grounds that I want to see how and what material difference the constructivist propositions made in the past, and start with that as a benchmark and where we observe phenomena, which cannot be explained in other many way except by framing, or constructional, like people's imagination.

16:22 Interviewee: And then I'm not saying that there is no such thing. I'm just saying that it's very hard to come with such examples usually and then say, well, then we can use it. Then we can say that, let's say reframing increases feasibility or decreases feasibility. So once again, we need to speak the same kind of language. Another language here is that what is considered empirical evidence. Of course, there are different disciplines and what is admitted in one discipline is not necessarily admitted in another.

16:58 S1: Yes. So that relates to a point that we are also interested in. What are sort of specific examples of contestation or difference in debate and conflict? Like this one is a very specific one. What is considered as evidence is very different across these different traditions. But how do you in general look at it? Is there enough, or no, that's a normative question. Are there specific...

17:33 Interviewee: Overlap is enough [17:34] ____, if you defined enough for what? 

17:39 S1: Well, I'll rephrase it. Are there more contestations or debates or discussions in this area in general or across these three traditions in particular? 

17:57 Interviewee: Yeah.

18:00 S1: What are the [18:03] ____ them.

18:03 Interviewee: Yeah. Well, once again, if I come back to like, I'm trying to be, to stay kind of narrow-focused on the issue of feasibility, I think there is quite a lot of a large number of scholars who believe that feasibility is a question of political will, which is essentially a kind of... And almost all engineers believe that. So it's a question of political will and the political will in there is kind of almost like of my willpower to do exercise in the morning. It's kind of a very sort of, free will volition kind of open-ended thing. And then it kind of links it if we kind of show the evidence how dangerous is a climate, then if you kind of communicate it in very strong terms, then this will will be triggered and the changes will occur. So the theory of change is like it's kind of emanating from a political will. And it's a very, very powerful view usually not coming from social scientists.

19:22 Interviewee: Now, there is another view. I think it's very strong that there is, society is composed of different groups and there are groups who are opposing the change [19:41] ____ and then things don't happen because, and there is no political will also because there is very strong... There is a special interest, a vested interest and look in. And I think that, and once we are dealing with this, when we are done, [19:49] ____ is that people will just overcome whatever barriers. And I think that there is kind of... Well, I think that there is not much sort of agreement over this, but these are very strong views, and I think they're also blocking scientific progress, those views, so...

20:18 Interviewee: I think in a... I think a very big kind of contestation which we run into, when this discussion is whether things are material, and you can calculate them objectively or whether they can be kind of framed and reframed in different ways. So that that's a dimension of contestation. I think that all of these traditions they have kind of limitations, and then they become very sort of stubborn when you try to pull them out of this limit of comfort. Like for example, a lot of [21:00] ____ theories when you kind of remark that there are things like energy security and modernisation or whatever, which has nothing to do with history of population growth, which has nothing to do with tradition there, they try to say, "Well, it can be framed. It can be put into this energy securities part of social function of energy of social technical system, etcetera."

21:21 Interviewee: Which is a very kind of nice, elegant way of putting it, but it doesn't solve the problems that transition scholars have not worked with energy security. They don't know how to do deal with that. And it doesn't have to solve the problem if you just rephrase it in a different kind of way. Or like in political scholars, there is something called contingency. Very often all material factors are attributed to contingencies, which are not interesting to study. It was a contingency that Chernobyl occurred or England ran out of coal or that shale gas was discovered. And it's nothing to do with political science, and therefore it is not interesting. And it can be kind of assigned to these sort of not interesting factors which sometimes affect everything else.

22:11 S1: So would you say that these different traditions not only have limitations, but also blind spots? So if things happen, they either try to just embed it in their own frame or ignore it when it's inconvenient or it doesn't, they don't know enough or... Yes.

22:35 Interviewee: Yeah, yes. That's what happens, yeah.

22:40 S1: So what we are interested in also is how have the changes in the research landscape and orientation been... How have they co-evolved with maybe social events or the social context change. And yeah, what is its direction? So you mentioned a few, the discovery of shale gas and coal and Chernobyl, so are there specific things that you feel have accelerated or pushed the developments in a certain direction? Either in a positive...

23:22 Interviewee: You mean developments of science? 

23:25 S1: Well, I don't want to... You have to give your answers. But what I also got back in previous interviews is, for example, that emerging political urgency has maybe also pushed for more research in the area of just transitions, and this cost benefit, and the sharing of who pays what. So the economic agenda has become much more important over maybe other issues. So the influence of the social political reality on the development of...

24:16 Interviewee: I mean, political realities, I think, they affect funders. And if funders kind of change their language, then the scientists, they are forced to change their language as well. Which I don't think is such a good kind of outcome for some. [24:42] ____ think that, kind of developments that they should be focused on. So then things which you can then frame in different ways. So, for example, you say there is an issue of emergency...

25:03 S1: Well...

25:10 Interviewee: As long as I remember being in this community, it's always been an emergency. So it's always the question of doing something very quickly and very radically has always kind of dominated the discussion. And it kind of... It framed the question of how soon certain things can happen. Which is still, a lot of the science. How soon, on a certain scale. So I mean... I think what if you...

26:00 S1: Sorry, the connection's...

26:01 Interviewee: Yeah. The connection...

26:04 S1: Well, the emergence in terms of new things happening, rather than emergency. But I get your point on the whole narrative already for 20, 30 years is one of emergency. And things need to happen quickly. But this project is also about maybe becoming a bit more pro-active.

26:26 Interviewee: Well, I did not see... I didn't see a lot of new science that maybe I'm engaged [26:37] ____. I've seen how people sort of write their proposals differently now, write their grant proposals. Yeah, they change like their models, for example, or they come... I mean, there is this one thing that... But of course, like fashions come and things come. For example, there is this... Mention two things which I remember very clear, and one was the idea of disruption. And that was like maybe it's now [27:21] ____ a little bit, but the thing [27:24] ____ that something should [27:29] ____ the kind of experience. And one is the idea, and it is pretty kind of significantly studied, and I think it is kind of useful sometimes to like think how renewables can reshape energy systems in a way we currently don't quite imagine. For example, is that renewables can be used not only to produce electricity, but also to produce liquids.

27:53 Interviewee: And if you produce liquid fuels, then, on the one hand, you can overcome a lot of issues with renewables. On the other hand, you create a sort of globalised economy because they probably will be produced in one place and transported to another, of the type you have now, so that's some other problems you don't quite address. And the second issue, I think, which you [28:19] ____ the disruptions and kind of something very unusual, right? The second issue I think was this attention to like... Cities and particularly...

28:34 S1: Sorry, Allai, sorry...

28:35 Interviewee: Clearly I don't think it's [28:35] ____ but it's clearly a trend. It's clearly like...

28:39 S1: Sorry, the connection is disrupting, so I'm closing off my camera just to see if that works better. Maybe you can do the same? 

28:46 Speaker 3: I would restart the call completely. I think that helps better, maybe.

28:54 Interviewee: Let me close my camera and see how it works. If I close my camera, is it better now? 

29:00 S1: Can you repeat the last point? 

29:01 Interviewee: Yeah, I will try to retain your faces in my memory.

[chuckle]

29:10 Interviewee: What I said is that the agenda of cities was very sort of [29:13] ____...

29:13 S1: Ah, yes.

29:15 Interviewee: Mobilised a lot of researchers. I don't know how much it helped to... Once again, to answer these questions on [29:24] ____ science was focused, but it clearly generated like a specific research community. Yeah. Then you mentioned this idea of just transitions. I don't think it relates to renewables that strong. I think it relates more like to fossils, or to like any type of sectors which would be harmed by transitions, but...

29:50 S1: Yeah? 

29:51 Interviewee: Yeah. Like I mean... What else I think is very important? Well, I don't know. I don't know.

29:56 S1: I think that's quite clear. This is recognisable, how policy funding influences the direction of research. But from your perspective, and you've already made some comments about it, what are sort of marginalised perspectives or questions that should be addressed? 

30:35 Interviewee: There are a couple of questions I think are super important. Let me start with one which is very obvious, but people still don't appreciate how important it is. And this is a question of kind of the rest of the world how, not Europe and North America, but the rest of the world where kind of most of energy will be used in 21st century, and how much renewables will be used there. And I don't think we have a very clear kind of conception or understanding, because all of our studies, all technology studies, like 95% of technology diffusion studies are done either on historic technologies or even on... Can I just mute myself for a second? I need to just take a call just a second.

31:24 S1: Yes. [name], are you still there? 

31:34 Speaker 4: Yes, I'm still here.

31:34 S1: Yes, hi. Now that [name] is taking a call, anything to pitch in or are you happy listening in? 

31:43 S4: Okay, so I'm very interested listening in.

31:47 S1: Okay, good. Good.

31:48 S4: It's a very interesting call, but where is [31:52] ____? 

31:53 Interviewee: Give me just one minute or 30 seconds, okay? 

31:55 S1: Yes, go ahead, [name]. Yeah. Okay, good, [name]. Sorry that we haven't been introduced or met...

32:05 S4: Oh, no, not at all. It's nice to see you both, at least.

32:10 S1: Yes. The connection was not so good, I don't know how it worked for you but we had to kill the cameras.

32:16 S4: No, no, indeed, I was having the same difficulty you were having, hearing [32:19] ____ at times. [32:19] ____ at times. So, yep.

32:23 S1: But I quickly checked your background, I think already very interesting part. It would also be interesting to have a bit more in-depth exchange, but I think that will come into the next phase of the project.

32:39 S4: I was thinking that. Yeah, as we get into the next phase that then we will get to know each other better, but also to think more deeply about this one. I've been involved in a lot of projects over the years in the use of social sciences in climate and environment policy, so it's quite interesting to hear [name] views and yours reflected.

33:04 S1: Yeah. I'm doing my best to keep my opinion to myself.

33:10 S4: Yes, I'm [33:11] ____.

33:13 S1: Hi, [name], okay.

33:14 Interviewee: Hi, hi.

33:16 S1: Just immediate reflection. Yes, go on.

33:18 Interviewee: Good. Okay, so... Right. So basically what you... What did you... Yes, one question.

33:22 S1: Well, basically, the question was [33:26] ____ marginalised.

33:26 Interviewee: Yeah. I will start to talk about [33:28] ____, yeah. We have... We are facing unique situation where we develop the technology in the West, but we expect this technology to be used outside on the periphery. And in the past, like these things happened, but in the past, still the majority of technological and energy use was in technological core. Like England developed coal power and they also used most of coal power in the 19th century, right? Like countries around it used most of it like in the 20th century.

34:01 Interviewee: But now, really, what we need to understand is whether we can use that technology which is developed in Western countries in other societies and other electricity markets, for example, which are organised differently. So that's one big question, and not whether like in principle, the answer to this question philosophically, of course we can, like we use everything else. But the question is, always comes back to numbers, how fast? Is it like as fast as mobile telephones or will it be as fast as democracy? 

[laughter]

34:36 Interviewee: [34:36] ____.

34:36 S1: Which is in the retreats...

[chuckle]

34:40 Interviewee: And probably, it's in between but how in between? Because if you have... Whether we have 30 years or whether we have 70 years, and it can be either, then it has huge implications for like how fast we should move ourselves on negative emissions [34:58] ____. Now, the second question, I think is... So we have to understand really like what drives renewable deployment across countries, why some countries have more and some countries have less. And we have huge disparities. We have enormous, astronomical disparities and how many people live in countries which basically don't use any renewables at all, and tiny proportion lives in countries which use quite a lot of them. And what is the difference? Yeah.

35:26 Interviewee: So, the second question, I think, and it is somehow related, but which is a very different question, is not a question of how fast we can expand them but rather the question up to what level we can expand. All right. And it sounds like almost as an engineering question, but it has, it's not an engineering question. Here I start believe a little bit in almost framing, right? Because you have... In many pioneering markets, now renewable deployment slows down in the recent years. And if you look kind of mathematically, if you look why, you look at analogies of past technologies, it may actually be not a transient phenomenon, but it may be like a long-term phenomenon. Like it basically hits some boundaries which we don't quite understand. And you know, there is almost no research on that and...

36:33 Interviewee: What did I want to say? I'm thinking about the limits of expansion. Yeah, and basically, if we deploy renewables very fast but if our separation levels are like 40%, 50% and not like 80% as we imagined, maybe that also is very, very different for climate.

36:51 S1: Yeah.

36:52 Interviewee: And, which kind of I think closely relates to the question of just transitions, and how fast they can get into whole technologies, because that might be a limiting factor or there might be something else also limiting into these very high levels of deployment. So, yeah, I think, I just cannot think very clearly about, like anything else, I think these are clearly...

37:17 S1: I think it's a very clear...

37:20 Interviewee: Yeah? 

37:20 S1: It's interesting from a technological diffusion point of view. I mean, it's an S-shaped curve, because at some point there is a limit to the market or to the resources or to whatever.

37:35 Interviewee: Yeah...

37:36 S1: And in renewables, of course, it's also the system in which it is embedded, the necessity to combine different sources of production or production technologies.

37:49 Interviewee: And these limits may become and get done faster than we kind of usually imagine when we are collating it, so that... And if they do, we have to once again react very quickly and figure out what is... Why they are there, what is actually limiting, and that will be, require completely different responses than we had in like funding the research and development in the early stages of [38:09] ____.

38:11 S1: Yes. And why would you say that you didn't... Because you brought in framing, you almost start to... Think about...

38:24 Interviewee: Sound like constructivist.

[chuckle]

38:26 S1: Yes. Why? 

38:29 Interviewee: I'll burn in hell for that.

[chuckle]

38:32 Interviewee: No. Well, why? Because you see, like, maybe there is limits of how many wind kind of turbines a person is prepared to see out the window.

[chuckle]

38:45 Interviewee: So it may be these limits are kind of, sort of not... Most likely, there is not enough available land. But what does it mean available land? Which lands should be available? How many kilometres from a village could you zone out? And, in densely populated countries, it may be a very important question. Like if you set a zoning of like 10 kilometres or 1 kilometer or 100 metres, it's suddenly, your saturation level can be affected by an order of magnitude.

39:22 S1: I think, but that's thinking out loud, that combining your perspective of these different traditions, but then taking this to, let's say, potential limits to growth of renewables as a starting point, I think in part these different traditions can shed light on maybe the ranges or the determinants of these limits.

39:49 Interviewee: Absolutely.

39:49 S1: Their political choice partly, they have to do with how much investments people are willing to make, but also about...

39:55 Interviewee: Social or technical issues, yeah.

39:57 S1: Yeah, the realities of...

40:00 Interviewee: How like the countryside is organised in a particular country... So that is a... Yeah, so that I think is two big questions.

40:11 S1: Maybe one short to follow up. Do you feel that in addition to maybe modelling that you referred to, are there specific ontologies or theories or maybe disciplinary approaches that you would like to see more of, or you expect... Would expect to see more of, given these kind of perspectives you mentioned? 

40:44 Interviewee: Well, I would like to see more of causal reasoning, which applies across domains of social science, and there is... There are actually recent breakthrough in formalising it more properly in developments of artificial intelligence. There is this... Which is used increasingly in psychology and other places, and it's... Well, there's a seminal book that I think is called The Book of Why by Judea Pearl who is a mathematician and he kind of tries to explain, probably reasoning was [41:24] ____ out of much of social science and particularly political science, which like the types of studies I read, they almost entirely based on statistical correlations, or sort of very complicated constructivist discussions, but I would like to see more like almost mechanicistical explanations, causal reasonings that, well, there is kind of interest, there is this limitation, it can be political, doesn't need to be economic.

41:54 Interviewee: There is this limitation, there is this kind of space of manoeuvre and I can manoeuvre here or there, because it can be very complex even in this kind of simple terms, and that's how I arrive at this particular decision or policy or capacity limitation, and of course, across different types of societies, across different political systems, because as I can repeat, it's not the Western political systems which are probably constraining customs at the moment.

42:28 S1: Yeah, I'll get to the political question in two minutes, but before that a question on the marginalised geographies. So part of the discussion is always which areas or regions are under-represented or under-addressed. So also this question, you mentioned already the rest of the world as a marginalised category, but also...

42:55 Interviewee: Outside those Netherlands...

43:00 S1: Yeah, but this applies to the EU context, so yes.

43:02 Interviewee: Well, it... Yeah...

43:07 S1: Eastern and Southern Europe, a typical, [43:11] ____ but you would take this perspective, so... Yeah.

43:13 Interviewee: It is, but you know what, there is one thing about Europe is very interesting that, Europe is part of the world, so even if you talk purely about EU issues, there are two very strong connections to the outside world, and one is export of equipment, of course, right, so you have to know your markets in order to grow all this kind of equipment manufacturing technologies, and you have to know situation levels.

43:37 Interviewee: Then, the second connection is through climate, the climate is decided, not within, but outside of Europe. So that is also important for EU and the short is... What I was going to say? Yes, the short is this issue of if you hit limits in Europe and the limits are applying to all geographies, all geographies are neglected here, then do we want to still go 100% carbon-free, and we can do that by developing renewables outside of Europe, through this [44:10] ____ of producing hydrogen in Brazil or whatever. And how would European social science or European policy relate to that. Are we prepared to develop renewables which will be harvested outside of Europe in certain way. Are we prepared to kind of invest in it. Right.

44:31 S1: Yes.

44:32 Interviewee: So I'm not quite prepared to just draw the boundaries in this kind of map, physical territories, even though I know I understand it's an EU issue. I think EU issues are a bit wider.

44:44 S1: Yeah. That's a very clear point. That is... Then we come to the relationship between the policy and the research communities. This is the final question, then we can go to what's next. Well, you're already... Well, you know from the Central European University, there's specific science policy relation... Maybe you want to reflect on that, but the question is also tend to be broader.

45:20 Interviewee: Broader, yeah.

45:22 S1: Yeah, what are your feelings or opinions about that? 

45:31 Interviewee: Yeah, I don't have very sort of strong and detailed views, I think that about that. I think... It's interesting that when you do natural science, right, nobody asks you about policy implications. You kind of, you understand that you do a discovery or you do a mathematical formula, whatever. Of course there are implications. Of course, you can think about them and of course you can comment and worry about them, but it's not like what drives your discovery and not what kind of you have to think all the time about. And I wish there would be a little bit of such attitude in social science as well, because that what enables science, that what kind of science was created as a institution.

46:25 Interviewee: Speaking truth to power, it's separate from policy, the institution of truth. And I think that we are a little bit forgetting about it, there is a danger of co-opting science into policy and judging it to whether it has policy impact, whether we like its policy impact, how it can be used in the next elections, and how it can be used in elections afterwards.

[chuckle]

46:51 Interviewee: And I think these are obstacles to answering some of these questions in a very sort of honest scientific way, because... Yeah.

47:01 S1: Do you mean that the social sciences are too much following policy agendas or are too hungry for policy...

47:12 Interviewee: Yes. No, they are too much enmeshed. There is too little distinction, I think. Distinction becomes less and less between social science and policy and that kind of... CEU, with Central European University have set this example of it, right, when basically policy-makers just couldn't imagine that there can be science which is not political, right? 

[chuckle]

47:35 S1: Yeah.

47:36 Interviewee: And it was entirely social science and humanities, and they just could not... Well, I mean, they didn't want to, of course, to imagine that there is. But I think that they, of course on the dark side, it's very easy to blame them, but a lot of governments that are not on the dark side, they're making a similar mistake by assuming that social science should almost like cook policy recipes.

48:01 S1: Yes.

48:02 Interviewee: And social science is, first of all, there are... Scientists can play different roles. They can inform, they can network people, they can provide unusual perspectives, they can speak truth to power, not... Policy-makers, like consultants or elected politicians, they should make policies. And there should be clear distinction between the two. I'm just afraid that this distinction is becoming quite a blur with all these ideas of co-production and kind of policy impact and stuff like that, that it becomes more difficult to do science without...

48:51 S1: It's also being pushed by funders.

48:56 Interviewee: Yes. Exactly. No, the push comes from funders, yeah. Now, every proposal, you have to do co-production, you have to do stakeholders and you have to do like all other things and policy relevance. Which is wonderful things, right, but you have to draw a boundary between them and the science.

49:19 S1: My experience is this is also pushed by universities whether or not under the pressures of limiting budgets to show that you're socially relevant or to have social impact or to...

[chuckle]

49:34 Interviewee: Yes, exactly.

49:35 S1: Yeah. So there's also a...

49:39 Interviewee: Yeah.

49:41 S1: Do you feel that this has changed in the last 20 years? That is certainly my impression. It's more...

49:52 Interviewee: Yes.

49:52 S1: Yes.

49:52 Interviewee: Yes, it's more of this. And it's more... And I don't quite understand. I think social scientists have to plan because they kind of, they probably stopped being able to... Well, I mean, they probably were never able to come with this kind of sexy results as natural scientists, where you could say, "Well, we discovered a new planet, look how beautiful it is. Like why do we want any policy implications of that? Give us money for more telescopes." I wish social scientists could say something like that, right? 

50:19 S1: Yes.

50:20 Interviewee: But they cannot. And that therefore, they can say, "Well, we came up with a new business model." Something like boring.

[laughter]
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