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I find the paper very well written. It gives a clear overview of what it wants to do and also does 

it. Gives a nice introduction to an interesting area and a good comparison. The subject is 
highly relevant and important. 

 
Where I think the paper is maybe a bit week is in its lack of being thought provoking and a lack 

of controversy, a problem, something to discuss. Why is it important for me to know this? 
Why is it relevant, and what can I take with me for further research? I think the paper stays to 



much on ‘safe grouds’, not really daring to take up a discussion. As it is now, the discussion 
part is only containing discussion on the method used. I would personally find it more 
interesting to discuss some of the findings, such as: Why do you think that it is exactly the 6 
analyzed ‘themes’ that are continuing being in the center of imaginaries? Why is it 
interesting that the imaginaries of the future house has not changed much over the last 50 
years, when the technologies has? What does it say about innovation, about us humans, about 
dreams and technology, that it does not change? What are the political implications of such 
houses? What does the houses tell us about the relation between humans and technology?  

 
Furthermore I would consider focusing more on some of the differences, because there are 

significant differences – maybe not so much over time, but from home to home: ex. Corning 
is all about being with friends and family, whereas the HP man is all alone in the world and 
end up choosing tech over girl friend. Another interesting issue is the one that the Ford movie 
asks: “How much they got right, and how much they got wrong?” All the homes are about 
saving time and labor, but why are people more stressed than ever then? 

And finally I find it a bit odd that you have not chosen any smart houses including energy-
management systems? I visited IPA this year where it was all about that. 

 
So, all together my recommendation is to find out something really important (for you important 

and interesting) question you wanna ask yourself and discuss – something which you might 
not find direct answers to in your cases, but which you need to develop arguments to discuss. 
If you do that, I believe this will be a really interesting and intriguing contribution to the 
academic field of smart houses. 

 
It might sound like ‘major revisions’, but I think the main part of the paper works as it is, it is 

simply to find a good discussion to engage with.  
 
Suggestion to reference: Energy impacts of the smart home – conflicting visions 
Sophie Nyborg & Inge Røpke 
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