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Research interests 
The aim of this TATuP Special topic is to present new research and experience with care 
concepts, approaches and practices in the context of sustainability transformations and thus 
to provide new impetus to technology assessment (TA). We therefore invite scholars to present 
and discuss the empirical value of different concepts of care in critically assessing the role of 
technologies in the appropriation and economic valorization of nature and related regulatory 
issues in sustainability transformations. The following questions could be addressed: 

• How is the concept of care used as a lens, as a political category, or as a transformative 
principle to contribute to TA? How can it contribute to a more sustainable and caring 
economy? 

• What empirical evidence is available on whether and how care goes beyond and adds 
to existing debates and concepts such as the precautionary principle or frameworks for 
responsible research and innovation (RRI)? 

• What are the achievements, obstacles, and constraints associated with this approach? 
Given its historical background, why has it not been effectively incorporated into TA 
practice? And what potential shortcomings or unintended consequences might arise 
from the application of this concept? 

• How can concepts of care be used in practice to inform technology policies, governance 
processes, and regulation on digitalization, artificial intelligence, genome editing, etc. 
toward sustainability transformations?  

• How can care contribute to or be enriched by decolonial or degrowth perspectives when 
assessing the role of technologies? 

This Special topic invites scholars from political science, sustainability studies, sociology, 
anthropology/ethnography, science and technology studies, or innovation studies to critically 
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engage with practices of care in TA of sustainability transformations. We expect contributions 
on the importance of care for the empirical analysis of technological innovations and as a 
guiding principle for designing policies and governance processes in sustainability 
transformations. The research articles should illustrate how the concept of care can be applied 
and how such a perspective on technologies can add important aspects to current debates in 
TA. 

Background: The concepts of ‘care’ in technology assessment and sustainability 
transformations 

This TATuP Special topic explores practices of care in the assessment of technologies and 
their contribution to sustainability transformations. It directs attention to the socio-ecological 
transformation processes that must align with the political institutions and the production and 
lifestyles in industrial capitalism (WBGU 2011; Brand and Brad 2019). Such transformations 
can only succeed if social inequalities are addressed and overcome. Critical approaches to 
sustainability such as the concept of ‘care’ allow to take into account these social dynamics 
(e.g., Gottschlich and Katz 2020; Anderson 2021). 

We refer to care in a broad sense “as a species activity that includes everything that we do to 
maintain, continue, and repair our ‘world’ so that we [and other earth others] can live in it as 
well as possible” (Fisher and Tronto 1990, p. 40, cit. in Tronto 1993, p. 103). Existing work on 
the concept of care and technology policy highlights its potential to draw attention to issues 
often neglected in innovation theory or risk assessment – such as responsibility, relationality, 
contextuality, dependency, or power relations – and to caring institutions that regulate and 
govern social or technological innovations, political processes, and everyday economic 
practices (e.g., Curry 2002; Groves 2015; Martin et al. 2015; Preston and Wickson 2016; 
Whittingham and Wynberg 2021).  

The aim of this Special topic is to explore the value of concepts of care in order to highlight 
and enable alternative imaginaries of technologies and practices of TA in sustainability 
transformations. A key hypothesis is that any kind of technological innovation, assessment, 
related economic activity, and political governance to which the concept of care is extrinsic will 
ultimately prove incapable of achieving sustainable economies and societies.  

Policy initiatives for sustainability transformation, such as the green economy, the bioeconomy, 
and the circular economy, have all been criticized for being too focused on economic growth 
and technological fixes (Boyer et al. 2023; Eversberg et al. 2023; Gottschlich et al. 2014). 
However, despite this legitimate criticism, some technologies such as biotechnology or 
precision farming applications already play an important role in producing biomass for the 
bioeconomy, and digital technologies are key to smart infrastructures for the energy transition. 
Others are considered highly promising for future developments such as genome editing, 
synthetic biology, and biobanks (Grunwald 2012; Priefer et al. 2017; Karafyllis 2020; Hackfort 
2021). This Special topic aims to address these technologies that shape our society, while 
arguing against technological solutionism. As the risks and impacts of existing and emerging 
technologies on society and nature are often uncertain, unknown, or controversial, they need 
to be assessed with a focus on precaution and care. 

To some extent, this has already been done in participatory TA, expert assessments (Sauter 
2005; Albrecht et al. 2017; Stirling et al. 2018; Reinermann et al. 2022), responsible research 
and innovation (Asveld et al. 2015; Felt 2018), and other risk assessment approaches in key 
sectors relevant for sustainable development, such as energy, planning and infrastructure, or 
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food and agriculture (e.g., Levin-Keitel et al. 2018; BfR 2019; Thompson 2020; CSPO 2021; 
Participedia 20231). 

However, it has been argued that many of these approaches remain within flawed and overly 
narrow technology and risk assessment frameworks that do not sufficiently consider the 
existing societal and political context with its complexities and uncertainties (Groves 2015; 
Garnett 2021; Whittingham and Wynberg 2021).11 

Recent work using care as a lens to assess the role of technologies includes decolonial or 
degrowth perspectives to critique the “objectification of nature” (Arora and Van Dyck 2021, p. 
254) and the solutions that emerge from the very same underlying paradigms. Developed in 
political science, gender studies, ecological economics, and technoscience, “the principle of 
care replaces the techno-scientific ideal of control” (McGreevy et al. 2022, p. 3). The latter is 
characteristic of a notion of modernity and progress that is inherently oriented toward the 
degrading industrial use of nature based on science and technology. 

In contrast, care as a concept calls for the acknowledgement of uncertainty and complexity, 
and a broadening of our understanding of appropriate technologies and their implications for 
other non-technological or low-technology approaches to maintaining nature’s reproductive 
capacity as key for sustainability (Arora and Van Dyck 2021). Care not only represents an 
ethical principle for individual agency and collective action; it is also a democratic and 
transformative principle (Gottschlich et al. 2014). Concepts of care aim at a greater awareness 
of our relationality with nature and, against this background, a more precautionary economic 
and technological policy to meet the challenges of justice and sustainability (Gottschlich and 
Hackfort 2022). For example, a precautionary approach to farming considers, among other 
things, nature’s own time, aims to preserve and improve soil fertility (Puig de la Bellacasa 
2011), combines ecological and social justice issues, and applies the principle of care and 
precaution when assessing the use of new technologies such as genetic engineering 
(Whittingham and Wynberg 2021).  

  

                                                           
1 A crowdsourcing platform on different pTA procedures in fields such as energy, food, infrastructure, and 
agriculture. 
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Guest editors of this TATuP Special topic 

Sarah Hackfort, Dr., Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin, Berlin, DE, sarah.hackfort@hu-berlin.de, 
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6678-8759  

Julia-Lena Reinermann, Dr., FernUniversität Hagen, Hagen, DE, julia.reinermann@fernuni-hagen.de, 
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8571-6563 

Daniela Gottschlich, Prof. Dr., Hochschule für Gesellschaftsgestaltung, Koblenz, DE, 
daniela.gottschlich@hfgg.de, https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5675-8556  

Submissions 

• Please send your abstract by e-mail to redaktion@tatup.de by 29 April 2024 at the latest. 
• Length of the abstract: max. 1.5 pages. 
• The editorial office will contact the author submitting the abstract. 
• Please state full names, e-mail addresses, and institutional affiliations of all co-authors. 

Schedule 

29 April 2024 Deadline for abstract submission 
May 2024 Notification of invitation or rejection to submit research articles 
August 2024 Deadline for submission of research articles, followed by peer review 
October 2024 Feedback from the reviewers, followed by revision by the authors 
November 2024 Submission of the revised research articles 
December 2024 Further revisions, if necessary 
February 2025 Editorial deadline 
March 2025 Publication (print and online) 
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