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Abstract  
In Europe, community energy projects are an increasingly popular form of energy generation from 

renewable sources. However, little work has been done to understand how these communities 

organize themselves to create value for their participants and their communities. This study 

ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǊŜƭŀǘŜΦ Lǘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ 

qualitative methods aiming at theory building. Semi-structured interviews with three Dutch and 

German cases served as an empirical data source. They were analyzed using informant-centric and 

researcher-centric codes in separate steps of coding. Iteration between data and theory suggested 

ΨŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊǎƘƛǇΩ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŜƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΦ One model summarized the 

ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇκŦƻƭƭƻwership behaviour throughout a 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭƛfe-cycle. The degree of trust was made up of three components: trust in other participants 

(interpersonal trust); trust in the organization (social trust); and trust in technology. This was 

measured against an indƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ǿŀǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 

the individual trust-expectation threshold, the current behaviours and the organization of the project 

was re-enforced. If the degree of trust was under the trust-expectation threshold for long enough, 

participants were likely to change their leadership/followership behaviour. Consequently, the 

organization could change. Policy-makers and organizers can help to increase the number of 

participants in community energy projects and thus to decrease carbon emissions per energy unit 

through measures directed at increasing the degree of trust. This would attract more members and it 

would make organizations more resilient in time of crisis. 

 



 
 

Summary  
In the context of liberalizing the European energy market and increasing political willingness to 

support carbon neutral energy sources, a new type of actor - the energy co-provider - has entered 

the stage. Energy co-providers use alternative technologies that enable defragmented, small-scale 

energy production. In this role they create value for themselves and others. When they can create 

this value more easily through realizing an energy project jointly with individuals in a certain space, 

we speak of community energy projects. Because of the co-ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎΩ ŘƻǳōƭŜ ǊƻƭŜ ŀǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 

consumers, community energy projects are considered one example of the sharing economy. 

As well as in other examples of the sharing economy, participants of community energy are 

pooling resources to create value. In this study value was not just monetary, but was also derived 

ŦǊƻƳ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ƴƻǘƛvations to join or support a project. Among these motivations 

were, for example, environmental sustainability; social cohesion; autonomy; convenience; and 

interest in technology. However, little is known about how value is created within sharing 

organizations, thus what participants actually do to achieve the desired outcomes. Value creation in 

sharing organizations can be realized either through co-owning the shared objects or through co-

accessing them. In addition, every project has different agreements on the responsibilities and 

obligations of participants and on which resources are pooled and how. Further, decision-making and 

the role of trust vary. All these organizational features describe άƘƻǿ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǿƻǊƪέ 

(Becker & Kunze, 2014, p.181).  

The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between organizational features 

ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ǾŀƭǳŜ-creating behaviour and its 

organizational context in sharing organization resulted in an inductive approach of this study. The 

aim was to come up with a theory on the mentioned relationship. This study adopted a grounded 

theory approach for theory building using semi-structured interviews with participants of three 

different cases as main method of data collection. The first case, Dorpsmolen Reduzum, was a 

foundation running a wind turbine in the Dutch countryside. The second one was an owners 

association in the city of Nuremberg in Germany. The third case - Nahwärme Schneeren - generated 

heat for households in the German village of Schneeren. The interviews were analyzed using both 

informant-centric codes and researcher-centric codes in separate steps of coding. In addition, cross-

case and within case analyses were performed. Through iteration between data and theory 

ΨŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊǎƘƛǇΩ ǿŀǎ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŜƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΦ 

¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘǊŜŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘǎΦ CƛǊǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ 

life cycle and thus the level of activƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΦ {ŜŎƻƴŘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ 

notable difference between types of behaviour and level of activity of leaders ς the ones who take 

responsibility ς and of followers ς the ones who rely on others to be active. Third, the degree of trust 

ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳŜǘ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΥ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

participants (interpersonal trust); in the organization (social trust); and in the technology (trust in 

technology). 

The ultimate finding of this study summarized the main insights into one model on the 

ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ leadership/followership behaviour throughout a 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ life-cycle. The sum of the three types of trust was ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŜŀŎƘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ 

expectations of the project. Consequently, trust manifested ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ 

individual trust-expectation threshold. If the degree of trust was higher than the trust-expectation 

threshold, the status quo was re-enforced. If the degree of trust was under the trust-expectation 

threshold for long enough, participants were likely to change their leadership/followership 



  

 
 

behaviour. As a consequence, also the organization could change. These changes were most likely to 

happen when the perceived risk was high, i.e. when a higher degree of trust was needed. The degree 

of trust in turn is ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜΦ Lǘ ƘŀŘ ƛǘǎ peak in the running phase and was lower 

during the setting-up phase and the end-of-life phase. In addition, disruptions like technical problems 

could let the level of trust drop as well.  

 This study contributed to the two main bodies of literature it made use of. First, it added to 

the insights about the role of trust for community energy projects. This was mainly due to 

emphasizing its role as a mechanism within a project and due to adding trust in technology as third 

component of trust. Second, this study showed that it is important to consider what is shared and its 

requirements on the sharing organization. For the literature on the sharing economy this means that 

findings from and assumptions about one type of case may not hold for sharing organizations in 

general. In addition, this study emphasized that the relationship between behaviour and organization 

is bidirectional when considering the complete life-cycle of a project.  

 Policy-makers and organizers of community energy projects can help to increase the impact 

of these projects to a sustainability transition. Less carbon emissions per energy unit can be achieved 

by increasing the number of participants per project to a maximum and/or through increasing the 

number of projects. Both options profit from a high degree of trust. Policy-makers can increase the 

level of social trust and trust in technology thorough supporting best-practice projects and making 

them visible to other projects. Leaders on the other hand, have to decide whether fostering 

interpersonal trust serves their desired values. They also have the chance to enhance social trust 

through embedding the project into organizational structures that have proven themselves in the 

local community. To increase the trust in technology they can get the (potential) participants in touch 

with their installation or visit installations of other projects. Maintaining a high degree of trust during 

the running phase helps projects to be more resilient in the face of problems. On the other hand, 

leaders should watch to keep in mind which values the project should create instead of choosing for 

ΨǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ǿŜƭƭ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎΩΦ For longstanding projects change is inevitable. Thus, it 

should be anticipated and be leading to organizational structures which allow changes. 

To increase the value community energy projects ς and the sharing economy in general ς can 

contribute to a sustainability transition, this study suggested three directions for further research: 

the interplay of the three types of trust and their importance relative to one another in different 

local communities; the meaning of (perceived) ownership for the degree of trust; and studying more 

ŎŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƛȊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ Ψƴƻǘ 

ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŦƛǘΩ ǾŀƭǳŜǎΦ  



 
 

Zusammenfassung 
Im Zuge der Liberalisierung des europäischen Energiemarktes und des zunehmenden politischen 

Willens, CO2-neutrale Energiequellen zu unterstützen, ist ein neuer Aktor in Erscheinung getreten ς 

der Co-Provider von Energie. Co-Provider nutzen alternative Technologien, die defragmentierte 

Energieproduktion im kleinen Maßstab ermöglichen. Auf diese Weise schaffen diese Personen Werte 

ς sowohl im finanziellen als auch nicht finanziellen Sinn ς für sich und andere. Wenn es einfacher ist, 

diese Werte gemeinsam mit anderen innerhalb eines bestimmten Umkreises zu verwirklichen, 

sprechen wir von gemeinschaftlichen Energieprojekten (community energy projects). Wegen ihrer 

Doppelrolle als Produzent und Konsument funktionieren gemeinschaftliche Energieprojekte nach den 

Prinzipien der Ökonomie des Teilens.  

 Wie in anderen Beispielen der Ökonomie des Teilens legen Teilnehmer von 

gemeinschaftlichen Energieprojekten Ressourcen zusammen, um Werte zu schaffen. In dieser Studie 

wurden nicht nur der Geldwert, sondern auch Werte, die aus der Motivation der Teilnehmer 

entspringen, sich für ein Projekt einzusetzen, betrachtet. Dies bezieht sich auf Motivationen wie zum 

Beispiel Nachhaltigkeit, sozialer Zusammenhalt, Autonomie, Verbraucherfreundlichkeit und Interesse 

an der Technologie. Allerdings ist wenig darüber bekannt, wie diese Werte in solchen Projekten 

zustande kommen, also was die Teilnehmer tatsächlich tun, um das gewünschte Ziel zu erreichen. 

Innerhalb der Ökonomie des Teilens werden Werte auf zwei Arten realisieren. Entweder sind die 

Teilnehmer zu gleichen Teilen Besitzer (co-owning) oder sie erwerben das Recht auf Nutzung (co-

accessing). Hinzu kommt, dass jedes Projekt andere Absprachen über Rechte und Pflichten der 

Teilnehmer macht und die Regeln darüber, welche Ressourcen wie zusammengelegt werden, anders 

handhabt. Außerdem unterscheiden sie sich bezüglich der Entscheidungsfindung und der Rolle, die 

Vertrauen in der Organisation spielt. All diese organisatorischen Merkmale beschreiben, wie ein 

solches Projekt tatsächlich funktioniert. 

 Ziel dieser Studie war es, die Beziehung zwischen den organisatorischen Merkmalen und dem 

Verhalten der Teilnehmer zu untersuchen. Ein Mangel an Theorien auf diesem Gebiet, insbesondere 

in Bezug auf die Ökonomie des Teilens, erforderte ein induktives Vorgehen mit dem Ziel, eine Theorie 

über die oben genannte Beziehung aufzustellen. Hierzu diente die Methode der 

Gegenstandsbezogenen Theoriebildung (grounded theory) mit halbstandardisierten Interviews mit 

Teilnehmern dreier gemeinschaftlicher Energieprojekte. Das erste Projekt - Dorpsmolen Reduzum - 

war eine niederländische Stiftung im Besitz einer Windkraftanlage. Das zweite war eine Nürnberger 

Eigentümergemeinschaft, die ein Blockheizkraftwerk betreibt. Das dritte Projekt - Nahwärme 

Schneeren - produziert Wärme im niedersächsischen Schneeren. Die Analyse der Interviews basierte 

auf einer Kodierung in zwei Schritten. Im ersten Schritt standen die Kodes der Interviewten im 

Vordergrund, während im zweiten Schritt die der Forscher mehr Gewicht bekamen. Außerdem 

wurden alle drei Projekte einzeln analysiert und miteinander verglichen. Wiederholtes Vergleichen 

von bestehenden Theorien und der Daten hatte zur Folge, dass das Verhalten der Teilnehmer als 

ΰǳƴǘŜǊƴŜƘƳŜƴŘΨ ōŜǘǊŀŎƘǘŜǘ ǿǳǊŘŜΦ 

 Die Studie kam zu drei Ergebnissen. Erstens bestimmt die Technologie den Lebenszyklus 

eines Projektes und somit auch die Art und Intensität des Verhaltens der Teilnehmer. Zweitens stellte 

man einen erheblichen Unterschied zwischen der Art und der Intensität des Verhaltens von 

sogenannten Anführern ς denjenigen, die Verantwortung übernehmen ς und des Verhaltens des 

Gefolges ς denjenigen, die sich auf andere verlassen ς fest. Drittens bestand das Ausmaß des 

Vertrauens, dass die Erwartungen der Teilnehmer erfüllt werden, aus drei Komponenten: Vertrauen 

in andere Teilnehmer, Vertrauen in die Organisation und Vertrauen in die Technologie.  



  

 
 

Die Studie fasste ihre Ergebnisse in einem Modell zum Maß an Vertrauen und dessen Einfluss 

auf das Verhalten von Teilnehmern als Anführer oder Gefolge während des Lebenszyklus eines 

Projektes zusammen. Die Summe der drei Komponenten von Vertrauen wurde gegen die 

Erwartungen der Teilnehmer bezüglich des Projektes abgewogen. Folglich manifestierte sich 

Vertrauen in einem individuellen Vertrauens-Erwartungs-Schwellenwert. War das Maß an Vertrauen 

größerr als dieser Schwellenwert, verfestigte sich der Status Quo. Wenn andererseits das Maß an 

Vertrauen für längere Zeit unzureichend war, änderten Teilnehmer ihr Verhalten als Anführer oder 

Gefolge. Hierdurch konnte sich auch die Organisation ändern. Das Maß an Vertrauen hingegen hing 

vom Lebenszyklus eines Projektes ab. Das Vertrauen hatte seinen Höhepunkt, wenn das Projekt sich 

bereits etabliert hatte (running phase) und hatte seine Tiefpunkte zu Beginn (setting-up phase) und 

am Ende (end-of-life phase), weil dann die Unsicherheit am größten war. Dieses galt für Dorpsmolen 

Reduzum und Nahwärme Schneeren. Zusätzlich konnten technische und organisatorische Probleme 

das Maß an Vertrauen sinken lassen, wie für die Eigentümergemeinschaft in Nürnberg. 

 Diese Studie trägt mehrfach zur bereits vorhandenen Literatur bei. Erstens unterstreicht sie 

die Rolle von Vertrauen in gemeinschaftlichen Energieprojekten als Mechanismus innerhalb eines 

Projektes. Des Weiteren fügt sie der Literatur, die sich mit gemeinschaftlichen Energieprojekten 

befasst, das Konzept des Vertrauens in Technologie als dritte Art des Vertrauens hinzu. Zweitens hat 

diese Studie gezeigt, dass man bedenken muss, was geteilt wird und welche Voraussetzungen für 

dieses Objekt geschaffen werden müssen, wenn man die Ereignisse auf die Ökonomie des Teilens 

insgesamt übertragen möchte. Für die Literatur zur Ökonomie des Teilens bedeutet das, dass 

Erkenntnisse und Annahmen über eine Art des Teilens nicht zwingend auf die Ökonomie des Teilens 

übertragbar sind. Zusätzlich hebt diese Studie hervor, dass die Beziehung zwischen dem Verhalten 

der Teilnehmer und der Organisation eines Projektes wechselseitig ist.  

 Politische Entscheidungsträger und Organisatoren können helfen, den Effekt 

gemeinschaftlicher Energieprojekte auf eine nachhaltige Entwicklung zu vergrößern. Ein geringerer 

CO2-Ausstoß pro Energieeinheit kann entweder durch mehr Projektteilnehmer bis hin zu deren 

maximaler Teilnehmerzahl und/oder durch eine größere Anzahl an Projekten erreicht werden. In 

beiden Fällen ist ein größeres Maß an Vertrauen günstig. Politische Entscheidungsträger können das 

Vertrauen in die Organisation und in die Technologie erhöhen, indem sie best-practice-Projekte 

fördern und ihre Erfahrungen für  geplante Projekte zugänglich machen. Anführer hingegen müssen 

entscheiden, ob es erforderlich ist, das Vertrauen der Teilnehmer untereinander zu fördern. Sie 

haben auch die Möglichkeit, das Vertrauen in die Organisation zu fördern, indem sie Strukturen 

nutzen und übernehmen, die sich in ihrer Gemeinschaft bewährt haben. Indem Anführer (weitere) 

Teilnehmer mit der Technologie bekannt machen, steigern sie das Vertrauen in diese. Ein hohes Maß 

an Vertrauen macht ein Projekt widerstandsfähiger gegen auftretende Probleme. Zu beachten ist 

dabei aber, dass altbewährte Methoden nur dann eingesetzt werden sollten, wenn sie tatsächlich 

sinnvoll für das Erreichen der gesetzten Ziele sind. Ist dies nicht der Fall, sollten mögliche 

Veränderungen durch flexible Strukturen in der Organisation abgefangen werden können. Folglich 

sind Veränderungen für langjährige Projekte unvermeidbar. 

 Um das Potential, das gemeinschaftliche Energieprojekte und die Ökonomie des Teilens 

insgesamt für eine nachhaltige Entwicklung haben, zu vergrößern, schlägt diese Studie drei 

Richtungen für weitere Forschung vor: das Zusammenspiel der drei Arten von Vertrauen und ihre 

Wichtigkeit relativ zueinander in verschiedenen Gemeinschaften, die Bedeutung von 

(wahrgenommenem) Eigentumsrecht für das Maß an Vertrauen und das Untersuchen weiterer 

Beispiele der Ökonomie des Teilens um die Generalisierbarkeit der Ergebnisse zu verbessern und um 

das Potenzial von ΰnot-only-for-ǇǊƻŦƛǘΨ-Organisationen für eine nachhaltige Entwicklung zu 

vergrößern.  



 
 

Samenvatting  
Door de liberalisering van de Europese energiemarkt en een toenemende politieke bereidwilligheid 

om CO2-neutrale energiebronnen te steunen, is de nieuwe rol van energy co-provider ontstaan. Deze 

co-providers maken gebruik van alternatieve energiebronnen die een gedefragmenteerde en 

kleinschalige energieproductie mogelijk maken. Op die manier creëren ze waarde voor zichzelf en 

anderen. Als ze deze waarde gemakkelijker met anderen in een bepaald gebied kunnen creëren, 

spreekt men van gemeenschappelijke energieprojecten (community energy projects). Omdat de co-

providers een dubbele rol als producenten en consumenten van energie hebben, worden hun 

projecten als voorbeelden van de sharing economy beschouwd.  

 Zoals in andere voorbeelden van sharing economy brengen deelnemers van 

gemeenschappelijke energieprojecten hun middelen onder één beheer. Dit onderzoek beschouwde 

ƘŜǘ ōŜƎǊƛǇ ΨǿŀŀǊŘŜΩ ƴƛŜǘ ŀƭƭŜŜƴ ŀƭǎ ƎŜƭŘŜƭƛƧƪe waarde maar ook als product van de drijfveren van de 

deelnemers om deel te nemen. Hieronder vielen drijfveren zoals duurzaamheid en milieu, sociale 

cohesie, autonomie, gemak en interesse in de techniek. Er is echter weinig bekend over hoe deze 

waarden binnen voorbeelden van sharing economy gecreëerd worden, dus wat deelnemers concreet 

doen om hun doelen te bereiken. Projecten kunnen óf eigendomsrechten delen (co-owning) óf het 

recht tot gebruik (co-accessing). Bovendien hebben de projecten verschillende afspraken over de 

verantwoordelijkheden en verplichtingen van hun deelnemers. Ook variëren besluitvorming en de rol 

van vertrouwen per project. Deze kenmerken beschrijven hoe een project daadwerkelijk werkt.  

 Het doel van deze studie was om de relatie tussen kenmerken van de organisatie en het 

gedrag van deelnemers te onderzoeken. Een gebrek aan theorieën op dit gebied, en specifiek met 

betrekking tot sharing economy, vergde een inductieve onderzoeksopzet met theorievorming als 

doel. Hiervoor werd de methode van de gefundeerde theoriebenadering (grounded theory) met 

semigestructureerde interviews met deelnemers van drie gemeenschappelijke energie projecten 

gebruikt. De eerste casus, Dorpsmolen Reduzum, was een Friese stichting die een windmolen 

exploiteerde. De tweede was een vereniging van eigenaren in Nürnberg (Duitsland). De derde casus, 

Nahwärme Schneeren, produceerde warmte voor zijn leden in Schneeren (Duitsland). De analyse van 

de interviews was gebaseerd op codering in twee stappen. Tijdens de eerste stap werden codes van 

de geïnterviewden gebruikt, terwijl in de tweede stap de interpretatie van wetenschappers meer 

gewicht kreeg. Bovendien werden de projecten apart geanalyseerd en met elkaar vergeleken. Iteratie 

tussen bestaande theorieën en de data leidde ertoe dat het gedrag van de deelnemers als 

ΨƻƴŘŜǊƴŜƳŜƴŘΩ ƎŜƠƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŜǊŘ ǿŜǊŘΦ  

 De studie kwam tot drie hoofdconclusies. Ten eerste bepaalde de energieinstallatie de 

levenscyclus van een project en dus ook het niveau en de aard van gedrag dat van de deelnemers 

nodig was. Ten tweede bestonden er verschillen tussen het niveau en de aard van het gedrag van 

leiders ς degenen die verantwoordelijkheid namen ς van dat van volgers ς degenen die op anderen 

vertrouwden. Ten derde bestond de mate van vertrouwen in de vraag of het project aan de 

verwachtingen van een deelnemer zal voldoen uit drie componenten: vertrouwen in andere 

deelnemers, vertrouwen in de organisatie en vertrouwen in de technologie.  

 De uiteindelijke bevinding van deze studie vat de hoofdconclusies samen in één model, dat 

de mate van vertrouwen en de invloed daarvan op het gedrag van deelnemers als leiders of volgers 

betreft gedurende de levenscyclus van een project. De som van de drie componenten van 

vertrouwen werd tegen de verwachtingen van een deelnemer over het project afgezet. Zo 

manifesteerde de mate van vertrouwen zich door de verwachtingen van een deelnemer. Wanneer de 



  

 
 

mate van vertrouwen hoger lag dan de individuele vertrouwen-verwachtingen-drempelwaarde, 

consolideerde de status quo. Als de mate van vertrouwen lang genoeg onder de drempelwaarde lag, 

was het waarschijnlijk dat de deelnemers hun gedrag als leiders of volgers veranderden. Zodoende 

kon ook de organisatie veranderen. De veranderingen waren het meest waarschijnlijk wanneer de 

deelnemers het risico om deel te nemen hoog inschatten, oftewel wanneer vertrouwen het hardste 

nodig was. De mate van vertrouwen was wederom gekoppeld aan de levenscyclus van een project 

met een piek als een project al geëtableerd was lager aan het begin en het eind van een project. 

Bovendien lieten verstoringen zoals technische problemen de mate van vertrouwen ook dalen.  

 Deze studie droeg bij aan zijn twee hoofdtypes van literatuur. Ten eerste droeg de studie bij 

aan de literatuur over vertrouwen in gemeenschappelijke energieprojecten. Dit was in het bijzonder 

doordat de rol van vertrouwen als mechanisme binnen een project erkend werd en door het 

toevoegen van vertrouwen in technologie als derde component van vertrouwen. Ten tweede heeft 

deze studie laten zien dat het belangrijk is wat men deelt en welke eisen het object aan het project 

stelt. Voor de literatuur over sharing economy betekent dat dat bevindingen en assumpties over één 

soort casus niet noodzakelijk overdraagbaar zijn aan andere voorbeelden van sharing economy. 

Bovendien benadrukt dit onderzoek dat de relatie tussen gedrag en organisatie twee richtingen heeft 

wanneer men de hele levenscyclus van een project in acht neemt.  

 Beleidsmakers en organisatoren van gemeenschappelijke energieprojecten kunnen helpen 

de impact van de projecten voor een duurzaamheidstransitie te vergroten. Ze kunnen een lagere 

CO2-uitstoot per energie-eenheid bereiken door het aantal deelnemers per project tot aan het 

maximum te verhogen en/of door het aantal projecten te bevorderen. Beide opties profiteren van 

een hoge mate van vertrouwen. Beleidsmakers kunnen het niveau van vertrouwen in de organisatie 

en de technologie verhogen door best-practice projecten te ondersteunen en ze zichtbaar te maken 

aan andere projecten. Leiders moeten echter beslissen of het bevorderen van het vertrouwen in 

andere deelnemers bijdraagt aan de waarden die ze willen creëren. Zij kunnen het vertrouwen in de 

organisatie ook bevorderen door gebruik te maken van beproefde structuren in de gemeenschap. 

Om het vertrouwen in de technologie te vergroten kunnen leiders (potentiële) deelnemers bekend 

maken met de installatie of de installaties door andere projecten te bezoeken. Een hoge mate van 

vertrouwen na de start van een project helpt om beter om te kunnen gaan met problemen. Aan de 

ŀƴŘŜǊŜ ƪŀƴǘ ƳƻŜǘŜƴ ƭŜƛŘŜǊǎ ŘŜ ǿŀŀǊŘŜƴ ŘƛŜ ȊŜ ǿƛƭŘŜƴ ŎǊŜšǊŜƴ ǾƻƻǊǊŀƴƎ ƎŜǾŜƴ ōƻǾŜƴ ƻǇǘƛŜǎ ΨŘƛŜ 

ǎƛƴŘǎ ƘŜǘ ōŜƎƛƴ ƎƻŜŘ ƘŜōōŜƴ ƎŜǿŜǊƪǘΩΦ ±ƻƻǊ ƭŀƴƎŘǳǊƛƎŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜƴ ƛǎ ǾŜǊŀƴŘŜǊƛƴƎ ƻƴǾŜǊƳƛƧŘŜƭƛƧƪΦ 

Daarom moet verandering al in het design van de organisatie ingebouwd worden zodat de structuren 

verandering toelaten. 

 Om de waarde van gemeenschappelijke energieprojecten, en dus ook sharing economy, voor 

een duurzaamheidstransitie te verhogen, stelt dit onderzoek drie richtingen voor verder onderzoek 

voor: de wisselwerking tussen de drie delen van vertrouwen en hun gewicht ten opzichte van elkaar 

in verschillende soorten gemeenschappen, de invloed van perceived ownership) op de mate van 

vertrouwen, en het bestuderen van meer casussen van sharing economy om de generaliseerbaarheid 

van uitkomsten te bevorderen en dus ook de impact op waarden zonder winstoogmerk. 
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1 Introduction  
During the last few years, European energy policy has increasingly pushed towards the development 

and application of reliable, inexpensive and renewable energy sources. In the EU alone, the 

percentage of energy consumption produced by renewable energy sources (solar, wind, hydro, 

ōƛƻŜƴŜǊƎȅΣ ƎŜƻǘƘŜǊƳŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀǘ ǇǳƳǇǎύ ǊƻǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ уΦт҈ ƛƴ нллр ǘƻ мпΦм҈ ƛƴ нлмнΦ ¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ 

target for 2020 is to produce 20% of energy consumption through renewables to achieve both 

carbon reduction and energy security (IEA, 2014). Across the EU, renewable energy projects have 

been initiated in various forms, but in the end, large utilities, community-based projects and 

households are all different forms of social arrangements that use renewable technologies and make 

them useful (Walker & Cass, 2007).  

Traditionally, since the 1950s and 60s, centralized systems have generated energy, which 

offered few opportunities for localized production (van Vliet et al., 2005). Lately however, 

decentralized technologies to produce heat and electricity have become more efficient and less 

expensive. Technology also has advanced in the field of small-scale energy storage systems; 

communication between devices; and optimizing the use of heat and electricity in accordance with 

environmental standards (van Vliet et al., 2005). Technically, the defragmentation of energy supply 

has never been easier, which can be seen from the recent rise in the number of small-scale 

initiatives. Along with the technical developments, the modes of organization shifted from being top-

down and centralized towards a more decentralized mode involving end-consumers (van Vliet et al., 

2005).  

This study examined community energy projects as one example of organizing decentral 

energy production. Community energy unites those individuals who wish to be involved in the 

production, distribution and/or consumption of locally produced renewable energy in a certain space 

- such as a neighbourhood or village. This makes such individuals both producers and consumers at 

the same time (Boon & Dieprink, 2014) or as van Vliet et al. (2005) put it: they are co-providers. In 

this role they create value for themselves and others.  

The double role of producer and consumer is typical for sharing organizations (Dentoni et al., 

2015). With the rising popularity of both community energy and sharing organizations (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2011), studying the factors that make individual cases successful becomes more important. 

Dóci et al. (2015, p.86) describe renewable energy communities as άŘǊƛǾŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴǎέΦ 

Their role in the energy transition is multi-faced. On the one hand, they provide the structures for 

individual consumers to boycott the present modes of energy supply and to set standards on how 

alternatives can take shape. On the other hand, they can raise awareness, promote green 

consumption and encourage citizens to experiment with alternative ways of consumption (Hoppe et 

al., 2015). A transition is necessary to address challenges of the current energy system, such as 

greenhouse gas emissions, resource depletion, air pollution and risks associated to nuclear power 

(Dóci et al., 2015; Kunze & Becker, 2015; Wirth, 2014). The power of community energy projects lies 

in its potential to foster social innovation. The technology is developed and available, but the wide 

application is lagging behind. Studying social factors in these organizations enables policy makers and 

project leaders to adequately support them (Dóci et al., 2015; Haggett et al., 2013; Hoppe et al., 

2015).  

Community energy projects as sharing organizations are part of the sharing economy. In 

general, the sharing economy is associated with concepts such as carpooling, bike sharing, crowd 

funding and couchsurfing (Belk, 2007; P2P Foundation, 2012). A known example in the realm of 
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energy is Yeloha ς a network organization which enables sharing of solar power between energy 

hosts and users (Owyang, 2015). What these examples have in common is that individuals realize 

that pooling resources creates more value for themselves and others than without collaboration 

(Dóci & Vasileiadou, 2015; Lamberton & Rose, 2012). Usually, we understand value as monetary 

value which we can exchange for goods and services on the market. In sharing organizations 

individuals try to circumvent this exchange. Instead, they directly create the desired value within the 

sharing organization. Consequently, individuals do not necessarily make money, but create another 

kind of value useful or desirable to them (Bowman & Ambrosini, 2000; Shane & Venkantaraman, 

2000). For community energy the meaning of use value can be derived from ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

to join or support a project. The majority of projects are driven by economic motives. However, other 

motives play a substantial role as well. Among them are environmental concern; the wish for local 

empowerment and autonomy; more social equity; and supporting disadvantaged social groups 

(Bomberg and McEwen, 2012; Becker & Kunze, 2014; Boon & Dieprink, 2014; Dóci & Vasileiadou, 

2015; Haggett et al., 2013). 

 Value often does not create itself, but needs people to come about. Although the sharing 

economy has recently gained popularity as an alternative or complementary economic system, little 

is known about how use value is created within sharing organizations ς in other words which value-

creating behaviour of the participants is needed (Dentoni et al., 2015). Therefore, the first aim of this 

study was ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǾŀƭǳŜ-creating behaviours within 

community energy projects.  

Value creation in sharing organizations can be realized either through co-owning the shared 

objects or through co-accessing them. Belk (2014) views co-ownership - that is the joint acquisition of 

the shared object - as the only true form of sharing. In the view of Bardhi & Eckhardt (2012) and 

Lamberton & Rose (2012), sharing also includes cases where people access objects - often in return 

for a fee - without the transfer of ownership rights. These two forms are distinct from one another, 

because they imply a different relationship between oneself and the shared object as well as 

different rules to regulate this relationship (Belk, 2014; Lamberton & Rose, 2012).  

Apart from either access to or ownership rights over the shared objects, every project has 

different agreements on the responsibilities and obligations of participants and on which resources 

are pooled and how. Additionally, the degree of formality varies. The categorization of projects based 

on their legal model (for example Blokhuis et al., 2012; Boon & Dieprink, 2014; Haggett et al., 2013) 

tells relatively little about άƘƻǿ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǿƻǊƪέ (Becker & Kunze, 2014, p.181). Since 

this is what this study wanted to investigate, its second aim was to understand how the mentioned 

rights and rules are put into practice. 

All these rules, i.e. how a sharing organization is governed, influence the (value-creating) 

behaviour of participants (P2P Foundation, 2012). However, the relationship between individual 

behaviour and organization has been subject to few studies. Hence, the third aim of this study was to 

investigate this relationship. It is a topic worthwhile studying if we want to understand how and why 

participants create value within community energy projects and sharing organizations in general. 

Policy-makers and organizers of community energy projects could use this knowledge to increase a 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ Due to a lack of theory in the 

field of value-creating behaviours and its organizational context in sharing organizations, this study 

followed an inductive approach. Three research questions served to address the identified gaps in 

literature: 
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(1) Which behaviours do participants show related to community energy projects? 

(2) How are the organizational features typical of the sharing economy put into practice 

in community energy projects? 

(3) What is the proposed relationship between organizational features typical of the 

sharing economy and the ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ behaviour in community energy 

projects? 

Ultimately, answering these three questions led to a model proposing how trust ς one of the 

organizational features typical for the sharing economy - relates to the leadership/followership 

behaviour of participants in community energy projects. 

This study was limited to three Dutch and German cases in which the projects were planned, 

set up and/or run by local people. In addition, the individuals who pooled their resources were the 

ones benŜŦƛǘǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ƻǳǘǇǳǘǎ - that is heat, financial profit and indirect benefits 

through re-investing in the local community. They did so in the form of co-ownership or co-access. 

The first case, Dorpsmolen Reduzum, is a foundation running a wind turbine in the Dutch 

countryside. The electricity is sold and the profits are invested in the infrastructure of the three 

surrounding villages to increase quality of life. The second one was an owners association in the city 

of Nuremberg (Germany) labelled as CHPP Nuremberg. Twenty households jointly own and are 

responsible for a Combined Heat and Power Plant (CHPP). They sell the electricity to the grid and 

used the excess heat for their homes. Also the third case - Nahwärme Schneeren - has a CHPP to use 

excess heat from a biogas installation for households. The cooperative is situated in Schneeren 

(Germany).  

 The next chapter (2) presents the methodology in three main steps. It follows theoretical 

background information. This chapter (3) is composed of theory that I deemed relevant prior to data 

collection and that emerged during the research. The following four chapters (4-7) present the 

results with Chapter 4 to 6 addressing the three sub-research questions. Chapter 7 summarizes the 

previous results in a model that proposes an answer to the main research question. The discussion in 

Chapter 8 comprises reflections on changes in the research path and how the choice of method 

supported or limited this path. In ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ 

presents its implications for practice. The last chapter (9) summarizes this study presenting its key 

contributions and suggestions for further research. 

2 Methodology  
This research used multiple case studies and mimicked an inductive approach according to the 

grounded theory method. As mentioned in the introduction, an inductive approach was appropriate 

for this study because the literature offered little theoretical insight into how to conceptualize the 

value-creating behaviour of individuals, into how to describe the organization of community energy 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ŀ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻǊ ƛƴǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ 

relates to the organization of the projects. The aim of the study was to yield about the relationship 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦ  

I chose a case study design, because each community energy project is unique and I expected 

them to be a complex social construct, which should be studied in its context (Eisenhardt, 1989; 

Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007; Yin, 1999). According to Eisenhardt (1989) the same characteristics 

which make theory building from cases studies strong also represents its weakness. Applying 

grounded theory usually leads to the collection of a large body of rich data. Consequently, 

researchers are tempted to build complex theory in an attempt to capture everything. Good theories 
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however, are mostly low in complexity. The data voluƳŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƻǾŜǊōǳǊŘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ 

ability to assess the most important relationships in multiple case studies. On the other hand, the 

resulting theory might be very specific, because the researcher only describes a specific phenomenon 

or is unable to generalize (Eisenhardt, 1989). Eisenhardt (1989) further suggests that this specificity 

of theories often found in theory building from case studies might only be a cry for more studies with 

different cases and theory testing. For this research I chose a set of three cases with in total 11 

interviews as a compromise between amount of data, expected variety of relationships in data, 

available time and willingness to participate. 

2.1 Strategy of inquiry  
The research followed a grounded theory approach as presented by the authors Anselm Strauss and 

Juliet Corbin (1994 and 2015). In addition, I drew on other authors to learn from several perspectives 

in this interpretative field of research (Birks & Mills, 2010). Glaser and Strauss developed grounded 

theory in 1967. They challenged the assumption that the purpose of social sciences is to discover 

universal explanations for social behaviour. Scientific truth is instead derived from observation and 

emerging consensus within a community of observers on what it is they have observed. In fact, this 

ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƻ ŀ Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǊŜŀƭƛǘȅέ ōȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƛǘΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

grounded theory is thus not hypothesis testing, but developing new theory and άŦǳǊǘƘŜǊώƛƴƎϐ ǘƘŜ 

development of effective thŜƻǊȅέ (Strauss & Corbin, 1994, p.278; Suddaby, 2006). Even though 

ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ƴŀƛƴ 

interest is to make these subjective experiences more abstract to generate a theory (Creswell, 2009).  

Grounded theory fits the explorative nature of this research. Although the research question 

has not yet been applied to community energy, theory to examine organizational aspects was 

available.Figure 1 gives an overview of the typical elements of a grounded theory methodology on 

the right. How I put these steps in to practice is shown on the left.  

 
Figure 1- Overview of grounded theory elements and related activities in this research (insipred by Bitsch, 2005) 
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When using grounded theory, data is collected in several stages and the understanding of the 

interrelationship of categories evolves during the research. To begin with, the researcher generates 

or collects data from initial cases. The results from coding this data is then used to determine which 

cases will be examined next, i.e. which cases or participants contribute most to the research 

question. The researcher choses new cases or interviewees based on which information is needed to 

systematically get more perspectives and to obtain the information needed to further the theory 

building. This strategy is called theoretical sampling (Birks & Mills, 2011; Bitsch, 2005; Creswell, 2009; 

Strauss & Corbin, 1994). It gives the researcher the opportunity to react to their findings and to direct 

the research in a way that benefits the soundness of the emerging theory (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 

2007). 

Ideally, research is closed when it has reached theoretical saturation ς a state in which a new 

case does not provide new theoretical insight (Suddaby, 2006). This happens when the researchers 

recognize that the collection and analysis of new data, i.e. adding a new case, does not lead to new 

concepts or that it is not necessary to change the existing theoretical construct, because the latest 

acquired data has not required any changes (Bitsch, 2005; Eisenhardt, 1989; Suddaby, 2006). The 

question on when to stop iterating between theory and data describes another closure issue 

(Eisenhardt, 1989). The latter argument for closure was more relevant to this study, because the data 

set was limited to three cases. 

2.2 Structure of the research  
Overall, the research consisted of three major steps as Table 2 shows. This section serves to inform 

the reader about the main activities of the three steps, which methodology and sources of 

information I chose and what I assumed to answer the questions I posed myself in each step. 

In addition it summarizes the measures taken to increase methodological rigour in the form 

of Table 1. Methodological rigour is important for any kind of research to be a relevant contribution 

to research (Gibbert et al., 2008). In theory development a lack of rigour in an early stage will have 

effects on the later stages when the theory is elaborated and tested (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). 

The literature on methodology in qualitative research proposes measures to address validity and 

reliability. Throughout the methodology chapter I refer back to the measures at appropriate places. 

2.2.1 First step ɀ Preparation of case selection and data collection  
During the first phase of the research I focussed on positioning community energy within the concept 

of sharing economy. This yielded the theoretical insights based on relevant literature, which I 

extended throughout the research due to its iterative nature, as presented in Chapter 3. The rather 

practical part of the preparation phases was about developing an initial interview blue print and 

interview guide. I altered both in the course of the research, but their general outline stayed 

constant throughout the process. 

Grounded theory requires the use of mainly qualitative data. I collected both primary and 

secondary over a period of about four months (November 2015 ς March 2016) to explore three 

community energy projects in depth. To achieve triangulation, I made use of multiple qualitative data 

sources of evidence ς 11 interviews with participants and written/online data produced by 

participants. The main method was individual interviews with participants, because they provide rich 

in-depth data on the internal relationships. Every interviewee was interviewed once so the 

developments within the organization were retrospective and presented from their personal point of 

view. When interviewing, the researcher has the possibility to focus the data collection directly on 

the study topic and gets information which has been filtered through the views of the interviewees 
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(Creswell, 2009; Yin, 1999). Additionally, interviews are useful to investigate perceived causalities. On 

the other hand, interviews may be prone to reporting bias (Meier et al., 2015; Yin, 1999) and 

reflexivity and may be biased due to poorly constructed questions (Yin, 1999).  

Although unstructured interviews are, according to Corbin & Strauss (2015), the richest data 

source for theory development, I mainly used semi-structured interviews for data collection. Even if 

the semi-structured interview design somewhat restricts the respondent in choice of topics, it still 

offers the flexibility which grounded theory requires to obtain rich data on the research questions. 

This flexibility is given through not structuring how and when the predefined topics are presented, 

the possibility to probe and ask for clarification and offering the interviewee to add anything they 

deem important (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). The disadvantage of semi-structured interviews is the 

difficulty to be certain that all issues relevant to the interviewee are covered, because some 

interviewees are shy to deliver information beyond the questions. This might lead to gaps in data and 

consequently information that cannot be used for theory building (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). 

The interview questions ς the interview guides (see Appendix A) ς were designed with help of 

an interview blueprint (see Appendix B; Emans, 2004). In the blueprint the objectives of the research 

questions, i.e. what I hope to learn from each research question, were expressed more concretely. 

These objectives I used later to derive the questions, which I actually asked. Each research objective 

can cover different aspects. Noting down aspects derived from literature, which might occur during 

the interview helped me to check whether the interview blueprint covered the desired content and 

to formulate questions for probing. Two pilot interviews with participants of eligible cases (fulfil all 

criteria, but data was not used for theory building; Turner, 2010) helped to improve the interview 

guide. 

Table 1 - Strategies to increase methodological rigour of this research (based on Bitsch, 2005; Creswell, 2009; Eisenhardt, 

1989; Gibbert et al., 2008; Yin, 1999) 

 Meaning Planned measures  

Reliability 

The research needs to ensure 
that their approach would 
enable other researchers to 
arrive at the same conclusions 

Use of a case study database to organize evidence 

Transcribing interviews and checking for obvious mistakes  

Transcribing data from observations and field notes  

Taking notes to document decisions on how and why coding, 
concepts and questions changed over time 

Checking codes for a shift in meaning using a list of definition 

Cross-checking of coding by supervisor  

Construct 
validity 

The researcher is responsible 
for using the appropriate 
methods which lead to an 
accurate observation and 
which help to investigate 
what they promised to 
investigate  

Establishment of a clear line of evidence so that the reader can 
Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ reasoning from the initial research 
question to conclusion  

Triangulation of data sources (different interviewees per case, 
interviews, observations etc.)  

wŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ōȅ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άŘŜǾƛƭΩǎ 
ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜέ  

Clarify how access to data has been achieved  

Internal 
validity 

Refers to whether the 
reasoning and argumentation 
the researcher provides 
during the data analysis is 
plausible, logic and powerful  

1
st
 and 2

nd
 order coding  

Use of literature for theory building 

Theory triangulation verifies findings through viewing a finding 
from various perspectives 

External 
validity 

The established theories must 
be generalizable to other 
settings than the studied 
cases 

Clarify details of each case study context  

Explain why each case study was chosen and why it is appropriate 

Cross-case analysis  
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Table 2- Overview of the three major research steps (inspired by Hoyer & Steyaert, 2015) 

 What How Main information source Assumption Questions asked Outcome 

Step 1 a) Identifying 
features of 
sharing 
organizations in 
community 
energy projects 

b) Designing 
interviews 

a) Literature study 
(extended 
during analysis) 

b) Desk work 

a) Literature on 
community energy, 
organization and the 
sharing economy 

b) Literature on 
interviewing 
techniques and 
interview designs 

a) Community energy is an 
example of the sharing 
economy 

a) What does the 
concept of sharing 
mean for an 
organization? When is 
an example of 
community energy no 
longer an example of 
the sharing economy? 

a) Set of relevant 
organizational features 

b) Initial interview blue print 
and interview guides 

Step 2 a) Identifying a 
theoretical 
lens for 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 
behaviour 

b) Marking the 
extremes of 
community 
energy in a 
sharing 
economy 
setting  

a) Coding of data 
and 
comparison 
with literature 

b) Theoretical 
sampling; 
within-case 
analyses; 
cross-case 
analysis, 
memos and 
diagrams 

a) Dorpsmolen Reduzum; 
literature on 
community energy, 
entrepreneurship, rural 
innovation, social 
entrepreneurship, 
entrepreneuring and 
managing 

b) Internet, initial contact 
with cases, personal 
network; Dorpsmolen 
Reduzum; CHPP 
Nuremberg 

a) There is on theoretical lens 
which can cover most of the 
reported behaviours 

b) Extremes based on clear 
example of co-ownership 
and co-access; environment 
of project plays a role; 
changes in organization and 
behaviours reveal relation 
between them 

Which activities are 
performed in the 
organization and by 
whom? How are they 
performed? What are the 
environments and the 
circumstances of the 
projects? 

a) Entrepreneurship (in the 
broad sense of the concept) 
as theoretical lens 

b) Case selection framework; 
shifting the focus from the 
concept of subjective 
performance (part of initial 
research questions) towards 
newly identified points of 
interest: the role of time in 
changes, the dependency of 
leadership and the 
willingness to be active in 
the organization, the role of 
trust and the local 
community  

Step 3 Further 
investigating the 
meaning of the 
points of interest 
from step 2 

Within case 
analysis; cross-
case analysis; 
comparison with 
literature 

Dorpsmolen Reduzum, 
CHPP Nuremberg, 
Nahwärme Schneeren; 
literature on trust, 
leadership, community 
energy, entrepreneurship 

Hybrid of the extremes 
(organization; local 
circumstances; motives) creates 
insight about points of interest 

Why do Dorpsmolen 
Reduzum and CHPP 
Nuremberg differ? Is it 
because of the nature of 
the organization, the local 
circumstances or different 
leaders? 

Model integrating trust, 
ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ 
behaviour throughout a 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ-cycle  
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IThe pilots seemed suitableΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ Ψƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŘƎŜ ƻŦΩ ōŜƛƴƎ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŎŀǎŜǎΦ ²ƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ 

strategy I also got a better intuition for eligible cases. Zonne-Energie Centrale Keltenwoud 

(Bennekom) had mainly financial motives and the majority of members were not consuming the 

ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘΦ ±ŀƭƭŜƛƴ9ƴŜǊƎƛŜ ό9ŘŜύ ƛǎ ŀ ΨŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜǎΩΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ 

citizens could become members and volunteered for different tasks.  

As the research evolved I adjusted the interview blueprint and the interview guide according 

to my theoretical insights (Gioia et al., 2013). Table 3 provides a summary of the most important 

changes. A major change to the overall research set-up cannot be found back in Table 3. During data 

analysis I realized that three of the initial six research questions ς the questions on subjective 

ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ς were redundant. The 

concept of subjective performance did not add to the insights of the research. Therefore, I reduced 

the number of research questions to three ς the ones mentioned in the introduction. Because I 

realized this only after data collection, the interviews are designed using six research questions.  

Table 3 - Main changes in interview blueprint and interview guide per case (D1-3 and R1-3 refer to the codes of the initial 
research questions, compare Appendix B) 

 Main changes in interview blueprint Main changes in interview guide 

Dorpsmolen 
Reduzum 

- - 

CHPP 
Nuremberg 

- Aspects of D1 tailored to information 
from initial phone call 

- Probing for entrepreneurial behaviour 
in D2 

- Changes in objectives of D3 (directly 
asking for positive and negative 
evaluations) 

- Formulation of the R-questions to be able 
to better establish a common 
ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ΨōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
interviewee 

- Order of questions 

Nahwärme 
Schneeren 

- Questions of R1 focussed on 
leadership, people interviewees 
describe as key persons and 
characteristics of the village. 

- Other questions related to emerging 
concepts have been integrated in 
aspects of D1 to make the topics 
more coherent, e.g. keeping looking 
for information and opinions related 
to decisions in the past and for 
current changes of plans. 

- Changes in the questions were made based 
on the blue print 

- Questions of R2 and R3 partly reformulated 
- Per interviewee different aspects were 

chosen based on their expected knowledge 
and missing information. This lead to 
different aspects for the regular 
participants and the board members. 
Especially in the interview with the first 
chairman missing aspects were covered. 

2.2.2 Second step ɀ Initial data collection and analysis  
During the second research step the two first cases ς Dorpsmolen Reduzum and CHPP Nuremberg - 

set the stage for the analysis. Together they marked the extremes of community energy in a sharing 

economy setting, while only the first case ς Dorpsmolen Reduzum - served to identify the theoretical 

ƭŜƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ - entrepreneurship. The main purpose of this step was to look into 

which activities are performed in the projects and how. In addition, I wanted to know more about 

the local circumstances of each project. During the analysis of the first two cases the focus shifted 

away from the concept of subjective performance (as part of the original research questions) 

towards new points of interest which came up during the research: the role of time in changes; the 

dependency of leadership and the willingness to be active in the organization; the role of trust and 

the local community.  
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In an iterative process the lines between different research steps are naturally blurred. Also 

in this study I used theoretical sampling and different tools for analysis both in the second and in the 

third step. To increase readability this section focuses on the case selection and processing of data, 

while the following section on the third research step goes into depth about data analysis in theory 

building. However, both sections present information relevant to the other research step (compare 

column 2 of Table 2).  

2.2.2.1 Case selection 

Yin (1999) points out that it is crucial to have a clear definition of a case when starting a research. 

This should prevent that the researcher produces findings about phenomena which are not subject 

to the study. In the case of a multiple case study, a clear definition ensures that cases are comparable 

with one another. In this research a suitable case met the following basic criteria: 

- The case involved a group of people ς the participants - which are bound together by some 

sort of contract, e.g. membership. 

- The participants lived or worked in the same geographically well-defined entity, e.g. one or 

more neighbouring zip-code areas, one or more neighbouring villages or neighbourhoods 

- The installation of renewable energy equipment to produce electricity and/or heat has 

already been achieved or an agreement has been made with external installers as to when 

this will happen 

- The renewable energy equipment was placed in the same geographical entity as where the 

participants lived or worked 

- The responsibility for running the project was with the participants 

- The benefits from the project (energy, profit, indirect benefits through use of energy for the 

local community) were distributed among the participants (and possibly other inhabitants of 

the geographical entity). 

- At least two knowledgeable participants were willing to be interviewed. 

In the following I describe how I selected cases from a theoretical point of view. The main goal of the 

case selection process was to get a sample as heterogeneous as possible from an organizational point 

of view. To achieve this I made use of a case selection framework based on Grandori & Furnari (2008) 

and the distinction between co-access and co-ownership (compareTable 4 and Section 3.2.2). 

Grandori & Furnari (2008) put forward a description of an organization in terms of four elements: 

market elements, bureaucratic elements, democratic elements and communitarian elements. Each 

element is made up of distinct practices. Appendix C presents which practices of community energy 

belong to which element. It helped to assign a position within the case selection framework based on 

secondary data from the internet and initial phone calls. Table 4 depicts the position of each case in 

the framework. 

To get several cases to choose from I examined the organizations which Blokhuis et al. (2012) 

had listed in their work. Additionally, I checked the partners of all the organizations from Blokhuis et 

al. (2012). Finally, I conducted intŜǊƴŜǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘŜǊƳǎΥ άŘǳǳǊȊŀŀƳέΣ άŜƴŜǊƎƛŜέΣ 

άƎǊƻŜƴέΣ ŘƻǊǇέΣ άƎŜƳŜŜƴǎŎƘŀǇέΣ άŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛŜέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ȅƛŜƭŘŜŘ ǎŜǾŜƴ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ όŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ 

Appendix D) which met the basic case selection criteria. A full overview of which cases I contacted 

how and with which result can be found in Appendix E. Two of these addresses, BoerEnBuur and 

Friese Dorpsmolens, consisted of sub-cases of which I contacted some. Of the initial list only 

Dorpsmolen Reduzum and Dorpsmolen Pingjum were interested in participation. Unfortunately, 
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these cases were very similar to one another. As I intended to start with two extreme cases, I 

accepted the case in Reduzum, because it was a clear case of co-access. As finding new cases through 

the internet proved difficult, I started to look around in my personal network, which yielded initial 

contacts of three additional cases. One of these cases agreed to find additional volunteers, but after 

the initial contact I was not able to get in touch with them again. 

Table 4- Preliminary assessment of dominant organizational elements of the cases 

 Only Co-access 
Both co-access and 

co-ownership 

Market elements   

Democratic elements   

Bureaucratic elements   

Communitarian elements   

 I selected the three cases of this research based on theoretical sampling evolving throughout 

the research. Figure 2 provides the main reasons to choose a case. During the data collection of 

Dorpsmolen Reduzum I started to look for a second extreme case. I found CHPP Nuremberg in my 

personal network. It proved to be a good choice, because it occupies the opposite position in the 

case selection framework compared to the first case (Table 4). The insights from comparing both 

cases were inconclusive, because they differed considerably. Therefore, I looked for one or two cases 

in between those two extremes. A cooperative seemed suitable, because I expected the element of 

co-ownership to be less prominent when no risks are shared as in Nuremberg. In addition, a 

comparison of the first two cases showed that the type of the local community and the type of 

technology might influence how sharing takes place. To further investigate these alternatives, I was 

explicitly looking for a rural and an urban setting using either solar energy or distributing heat. I 

found two eligible cooperatives through my personal network. Finally, only Nahwärme Schneeren 

was willing to participate.  

 
Figure 2 - Main reasons to choose a case 

Step 2 - Dorpsmolen Reduzum 

 First case to agree to 
participate 

Clear case of co-access 

Step 2 - CHPP Nuremberg 

Clearly co-ownership as 
opposed to co-acces in the 
first case 

 Anything but 
communitarian as opposed 
to the first case 

No cooperative willing to 
participate at that time 

Step 3 - Nahwärme 
Schneeren 

Co-ownership, but without 
sharing risks  

Combines aspects of the first 
two cases: 

ωRural setting and 
organization with board of 
first case 

ωTecnology and market-
focus of the second case 

Dorpsmolen 

Reduzum 

Nahwärme 

Schneeren 

CHPP 

Nuremberg 
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2.2.2.2 Access to data and interviewee selection 

This section describes how access to data was achieved and how interviewees were selected for each 

case individually, which increases construct validity (Gibbert et al., 2008). Triangulation within cases 

strengthens the grounding of the theory in data (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 1999). It has been achieved 

through interviewing several participants in the same project with different perspectives. I assumed 

different perspectives, because they had diverse positions in the organization and had been 

participating for different amounts of time (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). This can be seen in Table 

5, which summarizes the key interview data per case. Interviewing is an effective way of measuring 

ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƴǘǎΩ ōackground and thus prone 

to bias (Schachter, 2010). Additionally, Eisenhardt & Graebner (2007) point out that data based on 

interviews are often accused of being biased, because the interviewee wants to make a good 

impression and had time to retrospectively make sense of a phenomenon. According to Meier et al. 

(2015), managers especially, or in this case leading figures in projects such as chairpersons or 

founders, tend to overestimate the performance of their organization, both with respect to 

comparable organizations and the objective performance. Naturally, my view has been influenced by 

ǘƘŜ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŜŜǊǎΩΣ ƛΦŜΦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ό±ŀƴ ŘŜ ±ŜƴΣ нллтύΦ ¢ƘŜ ōƛŀǎ ƻŦ 

this specific group makes triangulation through interviewing participants with diverse roles and 

positions even more important.  

Table 5- Key interview data 

Case 
 

Code of 
interviewe
es 

Number and position 
of interviewees  

Type of 
interview 

Language  Time frame 
of interviews 

Additional 
interviews 

Dorpsmole
n Reduzum 
 

1-4 

3 board members 
(secretary, treasurer, 
additional board 
member), 1 former 
certificate-holder  

Face-to-face 
at a private 
home, 
telephone 

Dutch 
9

th
 January 

2016, 18
th

 
March 2016 

Expert 
interview 
with 
Buurkracht 

CHPP 
Nurember
g 

5-6 
1 representative of 
the home-owners ,  1 
regular participant 

Telephone  German 
7

th
 - 10

th
 

February 
2016 

Expert 
interview 
with N-Ergie 

Nahwärme 
Schneeren 

7-11 

3 board members 
(first, second and 
third chairperson),   2 
regular participants 

Face-to-face 
at private 
homes and at 
biogas 
installation 

German  
14

th
 ς 23

rd
 

March 2016 

Interview 
with co-
owner Biogas 
GbR, who also 
is a regular 
participant 

 

Reduzum 

In a report on participation in Dutch wind energy projects by Kort & Louter (2011) I came across the 

Friese Dorpsmolens (Frisian wind turbines for the village). These wind turbines have been 

constructed in the Frisian country side or as part of a commercial wind park to earn money for 

ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦ L ǘƘŜƴ ƎƻƻƎƭŜŘ άCǊƛŜǎŜ 5ƻǊǇǎƳƻƭŜƴǎέ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ potential cases with contact 

details: Pingjum, Reduzum and Skuzum. Because the projects in Pingjum and Reduzum had more 

information about their activities online (Dorpsbelang Pingjum, 2014; Stichting Dorpsmolen 

Reduzum, 2015a), I e-mailed them first. Dorpsmolen Reduzum was the first one to agree to 

participate. On 9th January 2016 I took three interviews in Reduzum.  
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Secondary data, mainly in the form of contents of the official website of the villages 

(www.reduzum.nl) and news, were obtained either through ǎŜŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ǿƻǊŘǎ άƳƻƭŜƴέΣ 

άŘƻǊǇǎƳƻƭŜƴέ ŀƴŘ άwŜŘǳȊǳƳέ ƻǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƭƛƴƪǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΦ  

I selected the interviewees based on their functions within the foundation, the length of their 

commitment to the foundation and their availability. The first interviewee, the secretary has been 

working for the foundation since about 2012. The second interviewee, one of the general members, 

has been active for about a year. The third interviewee, the treasurer, is one of the founding 

members and has been working for the foundation since 1994. During the interviews in Schneeren I 

realized that for the development of concepts it is useful to add an interview with a villager to 

investigate the different perception between certificate and non-certificate holders. Through a lucky 

co-incident I organized a telephone interview with a villager through a friend. 

CHPP Nuremberg 

When telling my family about my thesis topic, one of them mentioned that old family friends had 

moved to a house with a shared combined heat and power plant (CHPP) system. I decided to give 

these friends a call to confirm that the case was eligible and to find out if they are willing to 

participate. Another objective of the call was to collect initial information. To my best knowledge I 

suspected the group to be dominated by anything else, but communitarian elements and they 

shared both ownership and all risks. My contact person had also asked other interviewees, 

participants of the same CHPP-system, to participate in the study via e-mail. In the same week, I 

interviewed my contact person and the only other willing interviewee, the representative of the 

home-owners, on the phone 

 The selection of interviewees in CHPP Nuremberg ǿŀǎ ǇǳǊŜƭȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

willingness, bŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŎǘ ǘƻ Ƴȅ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ Ŝ-mail presenting my research. From a 

methodological point of view this is justified, because the participants form a homogenous group 

both in time they have been members and their position. Between the two interviews I had two days 

to transcribe and analyze the first interview and to prepare the second one.  

Nahwärme Schneeren  

I knew that in the village of some of my relatives they had plans to install a district heating system 

some years ago. I first asked my relatives about the status of the project and they gave me the 

number of one of their friends of whom they knew that he was a member of the project. This 

particular friend gave me some basic information which I used to assess the suitability of the case 

and agreed to show me how they integrated the new heating system in their home and to give an 

interview. Meanwhile, I was able to arrange interviews with all three board members. Additionally, I 

interviewed one of the co-owners of the Biogas GbR for background information. During the 

interview it turned out that he is a user himself, so we continued the interview in this manner. I got 

hold of his contact information, because he is an acquaintance of my relatives.  

 Prior to the interviews I searched the local newspapers Neustädter Zeitung and HAZ for 

relevant information. Another secondary data source was information material the first chairman 

sent me after our interview. It contained pictures, graphs and figures to explain the functioning of 

the biogas installation and the district heating system and newspaper articles. 

In Schneeren I tried to both interview board members and users of the energy, because 

leadership had become an interesting topic. The interviews with one of the participants, the expert, a 

local farmer, and the first chairperson had been arranged first. During my stay in Germany I also 

arranged interviews with the remaining two board members. Between the interviews there was 
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sufficient time to transcribe and perform an initial analysis as a preparation for the following 

interview. The visit to Schneeren also included a small excursion to the biogas installation and I had a 

look at the pipes and how the heat is transformed in the homes.  

2.2.2.3 Processing data 

 I audio-taped and transcribed all interviews within one day. The Atlas.ti software for qualitative 

research helped me to organize the data. There, I grouped evidence according to the source cases 

and the research questions they address. Its purpose was to simplify the analysis and to make citing 

ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ό¸ƛƴΣ мфффύΦ 

Additionally, I took notes to record my observations and thoughts during the interview to 

ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΦ {ƘƻǊǘƭȅ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ L ǇƻǎŜŘ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƭƛƪŜ ά²Ƙŀǘ ŀƳ L 

ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΚέ ŀƴŘ άIƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘΚέ ό9ƛǎŜƴƘŀǊŘǘΣ м989). Copies of the findings 

were e-mailed to the main contact person t to give them the opportunity to give feedback on the 

analysis. Apart from that, letting the interviewees double check, helped to increase internal validity 

(Gioia et al., 2013).  

As an addition I conducted three expert interviews. As opposed to the interviews with 

participants, expert interviews did not generate data for analysis, because they were not about the 

cases as such. Instead, they increased my background knowledge on general developments and 

trends on regional or community level. Therefore, they were not transcribed and analyzed. Firstly, 

the expert from Buurkracht, an organization which helps communities/neighbourhoods to save 

energy and to collectively purchase and manage renewable energy installation (Buurkracht, 2015), 

helped me to improve insight into the technical side of community energy (energy supplier, network 

administrator, double metering, etc.). Further, he helped to get a better overview of which activities 

projects need to perform. Secondly, I talked to a staff member of the Nuremberg-based energy 

company N-Ergie. Because they also facilitate the construction and management of CHPPs, I better 

understood the context of the second case. Thirdly, I interviewed one of the three farmers who run a 

biogas installation in Schneeren, the heat source of the third case. He informed me about their 

motives, the conflict in the village around biogas and the basic structure of the biogas installation.  

2.2.3 Third step ɀ Refining initia l insights  
In the third step I further investigated the points of interest that resulted from the previous step. As 

mentioned earlier, the third case was suited to do so, because it lay in between the two initial cases 

and which showed a combination of additional features (technology, local circumstanced and 

motives) In addition to theoretical sampling, within-case analysis, cross-case analysis, constant 

comparison with literature, memos and diagrams contributed to a successful research closure. The 

third sǘŜǇ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘǊǳǎǘΣ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ 

ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ-cycle. All the aforementioned strategies of analysis were already key in the second 

research step as well, but are explained in more detail in this section, because I used them more 

intensively during this third and final step. 

Qualitative data analysis acknowledges different possible interpretations of meanings. The 

basic assumption is that participants construct their organizational reality. Therefore, they can 

explain their thoughts, intentions and actions regarding what they are doing in the organization. As a 

ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜΣ Ƴȅ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ŀƴ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

experience (Gioia et al., 2013). Disciplinary and professional knowledge, research and personal 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƘŀǇŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ ƛΦŜΦ Ƙƻǿ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŀǘ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ 

ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŦǊƻƳ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ άƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴέ ό.ƛǘǎŎƘΣ нллрΣ ǇΦ79). 



  

14 
 

Often subjective decision-making goes hand in hand with the risk of bias. During the research I 

initially used a research diary to document decisions. Later, during analysis, I incorporated the 

decisions in the working documents to make them easily available to myself. This way, I was able to 

tract the development of my reasoning during theory development (Bitsch, 2005; Creswell, 2009; 

Suddaby, 2006). In the following I describe which steps I took in the data analysis based on Bitsch 

(2005), Creswell (2009) and Eisenhardt (1989). 

2.2.3.1 Data analysis and theory building  

In accordance with the iterative nature of grounded theory, I moved between data, codes, emerging 

themes, concepts, relationships and relevant literature to advance the analysis and the case selection 

criteria (Gioia et al., 2013). I made use of three different approaches towards analysis: First and 

second order coding (Gioia et al., 2013), memos and graphs and within-case and cross-case analysis 

(Eisenhardt, 1989).  

First and second order codin g 

The heart of the analysis was interpreting the data and labelling pieces of information according to 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ό9ƛǎŜƴƘŀǊŘǘΣ мфуфύΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀōŜƭǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƻ-called codes (Creswell, 

2009). This research only used codes which have been developed on the basis of emerging 

information, i.e. it did not use predetermined codes and fit the data to it. I used the Atlas.ti software, 

which helped me to code at various stages in accordance with the evolving nature of the generated 

insight. To start with, it was useful to get a rough overview of the data and identify important words 

or groups of words and to label them. The actual coding started with organizing the data into 

segments and labelling them one by one, i.e. initial coding (Birks & Mills, 2010; Corbin & Strauss, 

2015; Creswell, 2009).  

The coding procedure applied the method of first and second order analysis as proposed by 

Gioia et al. (2013). It increased the rigour of the research, because both the terms of informants and 

those of researchers are used in the analysis. This way, both voices are heard and the link between 

ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ ǘǊŀŎŜΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƻǊŘŜǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ L 

used άƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƴǘ-ŎŜƴǘǊƛŎ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻŘŜǎέ (Gioia et al., 2013, p.18) in the original language ς Dutch or 

German, but with approximate English translation as in the examples in Table 6 (for a full overview of 

all first order codes per case see Appendix F). The method proposed by Gioia et al. (2013) proved 

useful in the iterative analysis, because the first order codes allowed me a quick access to the quotes 

without having to look up every single quote when comparing. 

To begin with, I coded the entire transcripts of the first three interviews. However, during 

coding the fifth and sixth interview I decided to classify only those quotes as first order codes which 

had a slight relation to behaviour. This saved time and madŜ ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŘƛƴƎΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ 

ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ŀ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΦ ²ƘŜƴŜǾŜǊ L ŦƻǳƴŘ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ 

remarkable or interesting which did not quite describe behaviour, I marked the quote with a #. This 

not only helped me to navigate through the document more easily, but also proved valuable in a 

later stage, because after revising the #-codes some - like #trust - made it into the analysis.  

This generated a considerable number of codes (as can be seen in Appendix G). To get a 

better overview, I decreased the number of codes through grouping similar terms together. 

Naturally, the labels of these categories started to distance themselves from the original informant-

centric labelling and second order coding began (Gioia et al., 2013). At this stage I consulted 

literature to firstly determine the theoretical lens through which to look at the behaviour and to find 

appropriate terminology for the codes. Literature also helped to formulate definitions of the codes. 
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This in turn increased the reliability, because comparing the quotes later with the assigned codes 

helped to track a change in meaning or interpretation of the code.  With increasing involvement of 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƭŀōŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΣ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀnd construction of 

ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻǊŘŜǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ōŜƎƛƴǎΦ 5ŀǘŀ ƛǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ ǘŜǊƳǎ 

and grouped into second order themes. The language of second order coding was English - the main 

language of the data analysis.  

Table 6- Examples of informant-centric first order coding 

Quote (case/interviewee) First order code  

Das kommt immer auf die Themen an. Es gibt Themen, die 

manche Leute interessieren und dann sind die dann aktiv. Und es 

gibt Themen, die die Leute überhaupt nicht interessieren und 

dann sind sie nicht aktiv. 9ƛƴ .ŜƛǎǇƛŜƭΥ ώΧϐκ It always depends on 

the topics. There are topics, which interest the people and then 

they are active. And there are topics, which do not interest the 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǳƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀŎǘƛǾŜΦ hƴŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΥ ώΧϐόнκсύ 

Leute werden aktiv, wenn ein Thema 

sie interessiert/ home-owners get 

active when a topic captures their 

interest 

Dat is mooi in het dorp. Er zit vrij veel kennis en daardoor krijg je 

steeds meer mensen die je in kan schakelen en je leert er ook zelf 

ook weer van./That is the nice thing about living in a village. There 

is a lot of knowledge and this way you get more and more people 

you can activate and you learn from it yourself. (1/3) 

kennis in het dorp inschakelen/ 

activation of knowledge in the village 

CƻǊ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŎŀǎŜ L ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜƎƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻǊŘŜǊ ŎƻŘƛƴƎ άŀŦǊŜǎƘέΣ ƛΦŜΦ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŘŜǎ 

of the previous case in mind. This again yielded a relatively large number of second order codes with 

overlaps. To increase the reliability of the study I created a list with all codes and a definition per 

code (for the definitions of all codes and their categories compare Appendix G). This helped to check 

if I had used the codes consistently over time and to determine how to treat overlapping codes 

ό/ǊŜǎǿŜƭƭΣ нллфύΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ Ƴȅ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŘŜǎ ŀǎ άŘŜǾƛƭǎΩ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜǎέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ 

not visit the cases. This increased the construct validity, because it brings in another interpretation or 

view on the study (Eisenhardt, 1989). !ǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ΨŎƻŘƛƴƎ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴΩ  (one per case) I grouped 

related codes and revisited the quotes and literature to determine their relationship. This way, I 

formed new codes as an umbrella for the existing ones, I renamed codes to be consistent or I formed 

categories. For example (compare also Table 7), when finishing the initial second order coding of the 

ǘƘƛǊŘ ŎŀǎŜ L ŦƻǳƴŘ ŦƻǳǊ ŎƻŘŜǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƛƴ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΥ ΨƳƻōƛƭƛȊƛƴƎΩΣ ΨƛƴǎǇƛǊƛƴƎΩΣ ΨŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻƴ ȅƻǳǊ ǎƛŘŜΩΦ ²ƘŜƴ ǊŜǾƛǎƛǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǉǳƻǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƪƴƻǿƴ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ό5ǊŜǎŎƘŜǊ et al., 

нлмпΤ DŀƴȊΣ нллн ŀƴŘ IŀƎƎŜǘǘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмоύ L ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƳƻōƛƭƛȊƛƴƎΩ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǘŜǊƳ 

ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƛƴŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ Ƨƻƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ 

this could be done in different ways describeŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻǊŘŜǊ ŎƻŘŜΦ ΨLƴǎǇƛǊƛƴƎΩ 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ƛŘŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǘƻ ŀŎǘΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ΨŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻƴ ȅƻǳǊ ǎƛŘŜΩ ōƻǘƘ ƘŀŘ ǉǳƻǘŜǎ ƻƴ ǇŜǊǎǳŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ ƧƻƛƴΦ 

I thereŦƻǊŜ ǎǇƭƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳƻǘŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘǿƻ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΥ ΨŀǘǘǊŀŎǘΩ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ΨƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƭƛƪŜ-minded people behind 

ȅƻǳ ƻǊ ǘƻ Ƨƻƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƻƴǾƛƴŎŜΩ ǘƻ ŎƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎǳŀǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƪŜ-

minded people.  
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Table 7 - The emergence of the second order code 'mobilizing' 

2
nd

 order code 
Definition 2

nd
 

code 
Categories  Definition categories Notes 

Mobilizing 

Getting 
previously 
inactive people to 
join the project or 
support it 
otherwise. 

Convincing 

Persuading initially 
not like-minded 
people of your 
standpoint 

aŜǊƎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ΨƳƻōƛƭƛȊŜΩΣ ΨƛƴǎǇƛǊŜΩΣ 
ΨŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎƛƴƎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ΨƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻƴ ȅƻǳǊ ǎƛŘŜΩΦ !ǇŀǊǘ 
ŦǊƻƳ ΨƛƴǎǇƛǊŜΩ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ŎƻŘŜǎ 
had both quotes on convincing 
and getting like-minded people 
behind you/into the organization, 
ǿƘƛŎƘ L ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨŀǘǘǊŀŎǘΩ 

Attracting  
Getting like-minded 
people behind you or 
to join the project 

Inspiring 
Giving people ideas 
and energy to act 

The use of memos and diagrams  

Throughout the research memos and diagrams supported me in capturing impressions and lines of 

ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ άƛƴǎƛƎƘǘǎ ǎƻ ŦŀǊέΦ L ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ƳŜƳƻ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǇƛƭƭŀǊ ƛƴ 

analysis next to coding. While codes changed in the course of the research, memos captured 

thoughts and ideas which emerged during coding. Their content remained unaltered and I used them 

to report on the line of reasoning and to capture initial hypotheses like this small comparison 

between CHPP Nuremberg and Nahwärme Schneeren shows: 

ά.ƻǘƘ bǳǊŜƳōŜǊƎ ŀƴŘ {ŎƘƴŜŜǊŜƴ ǳǎŜ the same technology, but organize themselves differently. 

Curiously enough, [Interviewee 7 [Nahwärme Schneeren)] says, and I believe that the rest would 

agree, that you cannot bother all the participants with any little details. On the other hand, in 

Nuremberg they need to vote on everything or have outsourced the decision over the necessity of 

reparation. The difference in Nuremberg between big and small is made through a majority and a 

100% vote or when fixing or maintenance is indisputable, the maintenance firm decides themselves. I 

guess, that both projects would say that their way of deciding is right. Why is it right for them and 

ƴƻǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΚέ 

[Ideas for reasons:] old vs. new neighbours; ownership vs. borrowing capital; delegating decision-

ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ǾǎΦ ƴƻǘ ŘŜƭŜƎŀǘƛƴƎέ 

Another function of the memos was to support the cross-case analysis and to make the meaning of 

the local circumstances explicit like in this memo on how the initial idea got moving (as a comment 

on Interviewee 9, Nahwärme Schneeren):  

ά¢ƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ wŜŘǳȊǳƳ ƘŜǊŜΦ {ƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƛŘŜŀΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ 

inform their neighbours personally through a visit. I get the feeling that they don't necessarily do it, 

because they organize themselves in a certain way [in a cooperative or a foundation], but rather 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŘƻƴŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦέ 

Graphs were my constant companion during the investigation. I used them either to describe ideas 
on interrelationships, like an early idea on trust and shared leadership (compare Figure 3) or I used to 
put events into a time-perspective, like in Figure 4. 
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άǿŜ ƪƴƻǿ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊέ  Shared leadership  
Trust trough person Delegate decision-

making rights to board 
= formalized 

  
   
άǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘΩǎ ŘƻƴŜ 
ƘŜǊŜέ  
Trust through 
structure and 
approach 

  

    
 

 

Figure 3 - Initial idea on the relationship between trust and shared leadership in Dorpsmolen Reduzum and Nahwärme 
Schneeren 

 

Figure 4- Ideas on how entrepreneurial behaviour was triggered in CHPP Nuremberg 

Within -case and cross-case analysis 

An emergent theory gets it shape through the recognition of patterns and relationships and the 

underlying logical arguments. These relationships can be established both within and across cases 

(Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). Within-case analysis serves to generate insight and a better overview 

over each case separately. Usually, it involves writing down a detailed description of each case, which 

helps the researcher to deal with large amounts of data and with preliminary theory generation 

based on discrete cases (Eisenhardt, 1989). In addition, I applied four process theories as proposed 

by Van de Ven (2007) to each case as part of the within-case analysis. This mainly served to help me 

to reveal processes which were not obvious in the first place. 

Cross-ŎŀǎŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ Ƙŀōƛǘǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ 

information poorly and tending to be biased by first impressions, the discomfort of disconfirming 

evidence or drawing conclusions from limited data. When forces to look beyond their first 

impressions and examine evidence from other points of views, researchers are less prone to bias 

(Eisenhardt, 1989). Eisenhardt (1989) suggests using three tactics for cross-case analysis. Firstly, she 

recommends selecting pairs of cases in order to list their similarities and difference. Recognizing 

similarities in seemingly different cases can improve understanding. Similarly, recognizing differences 

in seemingly similar cases can prevent over-simplification. Secondly, the researcher can select a 

Realization of 

problem 
Ideas for 

solution 
ñIdyllic startñ Activity  

Implementation/ 

experiments Evaluation 

Prone to be blocked by institutional arrangements 

New decision in 

next technological 

cycle 

OK 

Not OK 

Schneeren 

Reduzum 

tŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ Ҍ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ Ҍ αǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘΩǎ ŘƻƴŜά Ґ 

foundation of organization 
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category based on what seems most relevant from the research question or literature. Then, they 

look for similarities and differences within the categories or compare different categories with one 

another. Third, in a next step, whatever theoretical insight has been gained is compared to each case. 

As a result of constantly iterating between data and theory, the researcher will know how well or 

poorly the insight matches with the evidence. The good matches can then advance to an empirically 

valid theory (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

 

To sum up, the centrepiece of theory building was the interaction between data and literature during 

the second order coding and during cross-case analysis. I ended up with a collection of memos, 

diagrams, lists of behaviours and case descriptions. Initially, I planned to focus on changes in 

organization and behaviour during data analysis. This however, seemed inappropriate after realizing 

that in only one case notable changes had been reported by the interviewees. Instead, I decided to 

look deeper into what I noted to be interesting during the analysis. I ended up with three topics: 

trust, technology and motivation. Per topic I went back to the data to see what it told me about its 

relationship to the organizations and behaviours. Finally, only trust made it into the presentation of 

results, because the link to organization and behaviour was most evident.  

3  Theoretical background  
Ideally, theory-building research starts άŀǎ ŎƭƻǎŜ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀƭǎ ƻŦ ƴƻ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴέ (Eisenhardt, 1989, p.536). This is hard - if not impossible - to achieve, but being free of 

predetermined theoretical assumptions helps to reduce bias and broadens the perspective on the 

findings. The first part of this chapter summarizes theoretical concepts that I knew to be relevant 

before this study (Section 3.1 and the majority of 3.2). The second part of this chapter elaborates on 

the concepts that proved to be relevant during the iteration process (elaboration on Section 3.2.4 

and Sections 3.3 to 3.4).  

3.1 Definition and features of community energy projects  
Recently, researchers have identified the growing role of communities in the generation of 

renewable energy (Armstrong & Bulkeley, 2014; Bomberg & McEwen, 2012; Becker & Kunze, 2014; 

Boon & Dieprink, 2014; Walker & 

Devine-Wright, 2008). Boon & Dieprink 

(2014) studied factors that stimulate 

the emergence and development of 

community energy, while Haggett et al. 

(2013) present policy measures to 

improve the survival of community 

energy projects in different phases and 

Wirth (2014) takes an institutional 

perspective on biogas installations. 

Walker (2008) on the other hand, 

discusses policy implications of barriers 

to community energy projects. Re-

occurring topics haven been the local 

acceptance of community energy 

Figure 5 - Understanding of community renewable energy in relation to 
project process and outcome dimensions (taken from Walker & Devine-
Wright, 2008) 
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(Warren & McFadyen, 2010; Wirth, 2014; Wüstenhagen et al., 2007) and different forms of barriers - 

for example barriers to community mobilizations (Bomberg & McEwen, 2012), general and 

institutional barriers (Allen et al., 2012). The transition towards a more decentralized electricity 

production has been analyzed both from a socio-technical (Verbong & Geels, 2010) and a technical 

perspective (Passey et al., 2011). Blokhuis et al. (2012) conducted a study on the performance of 

Dutch local energy companies (companies involving a partnership between citizens, municipalities 

and/or local housing organizations). As with other studies (Boon & Dieprink, 2014; Haggett et al., 

2013) they distinguish community energy projects based on their legal model and put them into 

broad categories of, for instance co-operatives, partnerships, Limited Liability Companies and 

development trusts. These categories however, hardly acknowledge variations between members of 

one category. Sören Becker and Conrad Kunze (2014; 2015) distinguish themselves from other 

authors in the way they address the organization of community energy. They examined several 

European collective and politically motivated renewable energy projects. They used the categories of 

participation of members, collective ownership, joint decision-making and benefit allocation 

mechanism to describe άƘƻǿ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǿƻǊƪέ (Becker & Kunze, 2014, p.181). As these 

are key words re-appearing in literature on the sharing economy, their work gave important insights 

for this study.  

As Walker & Devine-Wright (2008) and Kunze & Becker (2015) point out, authors interpret 

the term community energy differently, as they undoubtedly have in the above mentioned literature. 

However, the definition can be boiled down to two questions: who is the project run by and who is it 

for? These two questions represent the two dimensions of community energy. First, the άǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ 

dimension [is] concerned with who a project is developed and run by, who is involved and has 

ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜέ (Walker & Devine-Wright, 2008, p.498). Second, the outcome dimension is άŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ 

with how the outcomes of a project are spatially and socially distributed ς in other words, who the 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ ŦƻǊΤ ǿƘƻ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǘŜǊƳǎέ (Walker & Devine-

Wright, 2008, p.489). These dimensions serve as axes (Figure 5) to be able to place different energy 

process relative to each other with respect to their process and outcome.  

In the case of community energy, the project should be run by the community and for the 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŜŀǾŜǎ ǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ƻŦ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩΦ Community is an 

ambiguous term, also in research, and describes social arrangements of different scale, which in turn 

leads to confusion about the aims and scopes of community energy projects (Rae & Bradley, 2012; 

Walker & Devine-Wright, 2008). Rae & Bradley (2012, p.6498) point out that many existing 

definitions cover the themes of άǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜΣ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΣ ƭƻŎŀƭƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎέ ƻŦ ŀ 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΦ !Ŏcording to the authors, the recent focus on community energy within 

policy demonstrates an emphasis on social issues (and its importance within energy policy) instead of 

ƻƴƭȅ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƻƴŜǎΦ tǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ΨŜƴŜǊƎȅΩ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ŎƻǾŜǊ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ these areas: 

energy efficiency, energy conservation and switching to renewable energy sources (St. Denis & 

Parker, 2009). This work focuses on cases of energy communities that are involved in switching to 

renewable energy sources, although they possibly may cover the other themes as well. 

Although the majority of projects are mainly driven by economic motives, environmental 

concern, the wish for local empowerment and autonomy, more social equity or supporting 

disadvantaged social groups play a substantial role as well (Bomberg and McEwen, 2012; Becker & 

Kunze, 2014; Boon & Dieprink, 2014; Haggett et al., 2013). Thus, they are άƴƻǘ-only-for-profit 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ όKunze & Becker, 2015, p.427). Bomberg and McEwen (2012) point out that in their 

study the most important driver behind the economic motives was community survival with the help 
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of a local source of income. The income from these projects and their technical efficiency are 

relatively easy to measure, but they are no adequate indicators to determine whether the 

community is well-functioning and likely to survive, i.e. has created its desired use value. Heat and 

electricity are no usual commodities. What people pay for is not the resource, but the services it 

enables. In fact, the service is the object which is used and not the electricity, which makes the 

service and its attributes part of the created use value (van Vliet et al., 2005). 

As soon as a group of people decides to engage in joint production and consumption, issues 

around organization, rewards and access to benefits or outputs and ownership need to be 

addressed. How this is done depends on what the participants have agreed on (P2P Foundation, 

2012). Usually, the projects are informal in the set-up and development phase. In a later stage they 

get a formalize structure, although many volunteers prefer informality and a trust-based approach, 

because formalization facilitates the interaction with government and market actors. These actors 

tend to forget that in communities, people also have other roles than being a citizen or consumer. 

They are neighbours, family, friends and colleagues. This intimacy means that many projects start 

with a group of people who wish to informally design their energy supply (Avelino et al., 2014). 

Another reason to formalize organization is growth. At a certain point - for example when the size of 

projects exceeds the borders of a village - formal structures replace the informal every-day contact, 

which participants had merely because they live/work in the same space (Kunze & Becker, 2014) 

When the transition towards a more or less formalized organization happens, many Dutch 

community energy projects opt for the cooperative model (Blokhuis et al., 2012). According to 

Blokhuis et al. (2012) this model is based on community pŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άcooperative is said to 

fit perfectly with social trends of a growing need for transparency, local bonding, self-organization, 

ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅέ (p.682). Often, these cooperative projects have the structure of an association 

with citizen-members who try to meet common social, cultural or economic needs (Viardot, 2013). 

According to Viardot (2013) cooperatives follow the core principles of being open to new members, 

being democratic, being independent and autonomous, performing tasks to educate, train and 

inform citizens, being concerned with community and cooperation between cooperatives. The 

members usually are the owners of the cooperative and the investment capital is made up of the 

membership fees. In return, the members get heat/electricity and shares of any profit (Blokhuis et 

al., 2012; Viardot, 2013). Next to the cooperative model, community enterprises such as community 

charity and development trusts are other ownership models. These organizations invest any profit 

back into the community depending on their focus (social, economic and/or environmental). Also 

these are mostly organized as associations (Blokhuis et al., 2012). From a legal perspective, the 

financing of a project is crucial to determine which rights the participants have. In the models 

mentioned above, membership rights can be obtained through subscription obligations (fees, time, 

etc.). In addition, an investment institution can be established in which the participants partly own 

the assets or are shareholders. The institution in turn participates in the energy project (Blokhuis et 

al., 2012). Although these distinctions based on legal terms and distribution of ownership rights is 

ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƛƴŦƻǊmality is 

impossible to derive from their formal organization.  

3.2 Organizational features of community energy projects in the context of 

the sharing economy  
Some authors (Botsman & Rogers, 2011; Dentoni et al., 2015; P2P Foundation, 2012) mention 

community energy projects as an example of the sharing economy without going into detail about 

the reasons. As stated in the introduction, blurring the traditional roles of buyers and sellers, and 
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producers and consumers in a marketplace is both a trait of the sharing economy and community 

energy projects. When people get together to create use value, new social interrelationships 

between participants and new models of governance are necessary (P2P Foundation, 2012).  

Potentially, there is a relationship between partiŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

structure of a community energy project. In Alternative Food Networks the organization of the 

ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊƛŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ό5Ŝƴǘƻƴƛ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмрύΦ DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ōƻǘƘ 

community energy and Alternative Food Networks are instances of the sharing economy in which 

goods and services are co-produced and consumed, it is likely that in community energy projects a 

similar relationship between individual behaviour and organization exists. In addition, Blokhuis et al. 

(2012) recognize that different organizational and ownership structures influence variables such as 

ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭΤ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΤ Ǌƛǎƪ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΤ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘŀȄ 

incentives; and the complexity of the project. Ultimately, these variables have an influence on the 

technical and cost performance of local energy companies. Kunze & Becker (2014, 2015) on the other 

hand, introduce the idea of collective and politically motivated renewable projects in which collective 

ownership stands at the centre of the concept. Further, they emphasize the importance of the 

organizational structure - that is the participation of participants; collective ownership; joint decision-

making; and benefit allocation mechanism - for the functioning of a project. However, they narrow 

their discussion to politically motivated projects which go beyond mere energy production. 

Sharing includes άǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ ƭŜƴŘƛƴƎΣ ǇƻƻƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛȊŜŘ ǳǎŜ 

of public prƻǇŜǊǘȅέ (Belk, 2007; p.127). Belk (2014) suggests limiting the use of the term sharing to 

cases in which people distribute their possessions to others for their use or vice versa. The act is thus 

not necessarily reciprocal. In contrast to gift giving, sharing does not involve a permanent transfer of 

ownership. However, the sharing economy describes more than sharing in the sense of Belk (2014). 

Other authors have highlighted features of sharing organizations which are relevant to community 

energy and its organization, i.e. the organizational structure. General features of a project are a) the 

participants; b) the created value; c) the board; d) the activities the participants have together; e) 

communication; and f) relation to external parties. These general features are important for mapping 

out a projŜŎǘΩǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ functioning. However, the organizational features that are 

most relevant for how sharing is organized are presented in the following sections. 

3.2.1 Pooling of resources and inputs  

According to John (2013), sharing economies of production - those where actually a good or service 

comes about - are based on shared inputs and outputs. Tangible and intangible resources that are 

needed for organizing the participants and eventually purchasing and running renewable energy 

installations are a) capital, b) space, c) knowledge and d) external networks (Haggett et al., 2013). 

Different projects may pool different resources under different conditions. Understanding which 

inputs are shared how, helps to understand the organization of these projects. The three most 

frequently shared outputs are a) money, b) energy, so heat and/or electricity, and c) indirect benefits 

through re-investing in the local community (Boon & Dieprink, 2014). Organizing the sharing of 

inputs can be viewed as pooling of resources by the participants.  

Depending on the project there are different rules for which resources are pooled and how. 

Some organizations might be run by a board or steering group which provides time, knowledge and 

networks and the other members contribute through a membership fee (Blokhuis et al., 2012). In 

other cases some participants may offer space (for example rooftops for solar panels) to the pool. 

How likely a participant is willing to pool their resources partly depends on how they perceive the 

value they get from the outputs in relation to the input (Lamberton & Rose, 2012).  
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3.2.2 Ownership and access 

Lamberton & Rose (2012) state that sharing is more likely to occur when people expect that owning 

objects together or sharing access creates a higher value relative to when owning or accessing the 

object on their own. Usually, participants either are co-owners of the installations, have access to the 

generated energy or have rights to benefit from the project in another way (for example profit) ς all 

in return for an agreed contribution. Although Belk (2014) would dismiss co-access as sharing, 

because it does not entail the feeling of ownership over the accessed object, Bardhi & Eckhardt 

(2012) and Lamberton & Rose (2012) accept it as a form of sharing. Consequently, the authors also 

accept that the perception of ownership over the accessed good is not necessary for co-access to be 

viewed as sharing. However, according to Bardhi & Eckhardt (2012), access is substantially different 

from (co-) ownership, because the relationship between the object and oneself is different as well as 

the rules which regulate the relationship.  

In theory there are three possible ways to have co-access and co-ownership present in 

community energy projects. First, when ownership is shared without sharing access, the case is one 

ƻŦ άƎǊŜŜƴ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘέ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

the participants is to generate profit without actually changing their consumption. These cases are 

excluded in this study, because they are not representative for the sharing economy. Second and 

indeed relevant to this study, participants can co-access benefits without actually owning part of the 

installation. In this situation they are similar to customers of a utility. Third, when co-access and co-

ownership are both present in a project - that is the participants use at least part of what they 

produce - it is a powerful example of sharing. In this situation the participants take the role of 

prosumers (Kunze & Becker, 2014; P2P Foundation, 2012). In their role as owner they are interested 

in profit, which is balanced against their need for a service in the role of a consumer.  

Bardhi & Eckhardt (2012) establish that the feeling of ownership over a shared object or 

resource differs in the forms of access. They classified different types of access along six dimensions. 

Following their reasoning, the feeling of ownership over the installations in community energy 

should generally be high, because (1) committing to a utility provider is usually done over a longer 

period of time (dimension of temporality, van Vliet et al., 2005) and a longer commitment means 

that it is more likely that social experiences and interactions become important (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 

2012). However, not all examples of community energy entail the use of the generated energy by the 

participants. (2) Due to geographical boundaries of a community in energy projects it is likely that 

participants know each other. On the other hand, in community energy projects where the use is 

private and production is organized only by a few, anonymity may be higher (dimension of 

anonymity). (5) Energy is a functional product, which means that sharing during use is not necessary 

unless the energy is used for common space which are accessible to the community (dimension of 

type of accessed object); (6) some of the motives behind community energy can be viewed as 

promoting a certain ideology. Among them are the environment, empowerment and autonomy 

(dimension of political consumerism; Bomberg and McEwen, 2012; Boon & Dieprink, 2014; Haggett 

et al., 2013). Both the dimension of market mediation (3) and the dimension of consumer 

involvement (4) are difficult to generalize for community energy. 

3.2.3 Distribution of rights and decision -making  

There are two different types of rights participants may be granted. First, decision-making power is 

distributed differently in different projects. Collective decision-making in one form or another is a key 

ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ όYǳƴȊŜ ϧ .ŜŎƪŜǊΣ нлмрύΦ 9ȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ .ƭƻƪƘǳƛǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ όнлмнύ ǎǘǳŘȅ 

include shareholders, only participants and all residents of the local community having a decision-
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power. However, from their description it remains unclear over which issues these groups have 

decision rights and if participants with a leading role have more rights. Second, the right to access 

outputs may differ and depend on the type of outputs and practicability. Ostrom (2003) describes 

different types of goods. These types are characterized by their excludability, that is how easily 

people can be excluded from using the good, and their rivalry, that is whether the consumption of 

the good of one person makes it impossible for another person to consume the same good. Public 

goods and club goods are both non-rivalrous. While nobody can be excluded from using a public 

good, club goods can only be used by members of the club; they are excludable goods. The opposite 

of public goods are private goods. They are both rival and excludable. Some technologies predestine 

the type of good that can be shared. If for example heat for private homes is to be distributed, one 

has to consider that it can only be distributed in a certain area and that it has to be transported 

physically, mostly through pipes. Because the homes physically have to be connected to the system 

and heat can be consumed, it is more likely that it will be treated like a private good. However, if the 

heat is used for a village facility, it becomes a public good if all villagers have access to this facility or 

a club good, if access is granted to members only. In some cases the profit from the project is used to 

benefit the entire local community (Kunze & Becker, 2014). This way, also non-participants have 

access to the outputs of a project. 

As discussed earlier, co-ownership and co-access are accompanied by decision rights. 

However, the proportion of the rights and decision rights over which object or process can vary. 

According to Dentoni et al. (2015) and Kunze & Becker (2014) a project in which participants are 

prosumers is the most democratic compared to one based on co-access only or on co-ownership 

only. In projects with only prosumers the participants have more rights than participants of projects 

composed of only consumers, because prosumers have both rights over the process, as the 

consumer does, and are entitled to more decisions around the installations and the distribution of 

revenues (Kunze& Becker, 2014), as a producer does. Table 8 provides an overview over the 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊƻƭŜǎΣ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΦ 

Table 8- Differences in community energy projects due to co-access and co-ownership (Dentoni et al., 2015; P2P Foundation, 

2012; Kunze & Becker, 2014) 

 Co-access Combination of co-access and co-
ownership  

Role of the 
participant

1
 

Consumer: Participants pay a membership 
fee for which they (virtually) consume the 
energy produced by their project or they 
benefit indirectly from the project through 
re-investment in the local community or 
social or ecological projects 

Prosumer: Participants both invest in a 
renewable energy installation and 
(virtually) consume the energy or 
indirectly benefit otherwise from the 
project 

Focus  Utility/service Balance between service and profit 

Level of 
democracy 

Increasing 

                                                           
1
 It is possible that within one project the several roles exist next to each other. Kunze & Becker (2014) 

illustrate this situation with the case of Retenergie in Italy. In this project they had consumer members who in 
ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘ ƻŦ плϵ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ рллϵ ƛƴ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ŦƻǊ 
shares.  
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3.2.4 The role of trust  

Several researchers describe trust to be relevant to both community energy (Avelino et al., 2014; 

Goedkoop & Devine-Wright, 2016; Walker et.al, 2010) and sharing (Lamberton & Rose, 2012). Mayer 

et al.(1995, p.712) define trust as άǘƘŜ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŀǊǘy to be vulnerable to the actions of 

another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to 

ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǎǘƻǊΣ ƛǊǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘȅΦέ According to the 

authors, trust is not a matter of being present or absent, but moves in a continuum and changes in 

time. In trust between people ς interpersonal trust - two parties are involved: the one who accepts 

its vulnerability - the trustor - and the one who is expected to perform in a certain way - the trustee 

(Watson, 2005). Every individual trustor has a different inherent willingness to trust. This, combined 

with how the trustor perceives the trustworthiness of the trustee, determines the degree of trust 

between the two parties. To determine the trustworthiness of the trustee, the trustor asks 

themselves following questions: Are they able to do so? (ability); Do they want to do good to me? 

(benevolence); Do they follow principles I would support? (integrity). If the sum of all three parts - 

ability, benevolence and integrity ς forms a sufficient degree of trust, that is surpasses an individual 

threshold, the trustor trusts the trustee. How high this threshold is not only depends on the degree 

of trust, but also the expectations an individual holds. Interpersonal trust is a desirable element in 

cooperation and often precedes it. It increases the likelihood of a participatory, cooperative and 

consensual process, but can only evolve when people feel treated fairly and respectfully. However, 

cooperation can also occur without prior trust in the presence of external control mechanisms. 

Like Mayer et al. (1995) Walker et al. (2010) label a situation where both the trustor and the 

trustee are persons as interpersonal trust. Lamberton & Rose (2012) point out that interpersonal 

trust increases automatically when people get to know each other or when the people have the 

same background (for example same profession). Increased trust in turn decreases the fear that 

others will abuse their access rights (Lamberton & Rose, 2012). Overall, it is assumed that trust re-

enforces itself if it is not abused (Goedkoop & Devine-Wright, 2016; Walker et al., 2010). Walker et 

al. (2010), similar to Avelino et al. (2014) also distinguish a second type of trust ς social trust. Here, 

the trustee is an institution like for example the organization of a community energy project. 

Depending on the type of institution, it is comparable to interpersonal trust. The more people trust a 

project and its people to be able to deliver the energy, the higher the chances that people will 

support it and participate (Avelino et al., 2014; Goedkoop & Devine-Wright, 2016; Kalbrenner & 

Roosen 2016). 

According to McAllister (1995), trust relies on two different bases. First, cognition-based trust 

is grounded in the facts the trustor has about the trustee, for example about their competencies and 

experience. Second, affect-based trust relies on emotional relationships (McAllister, 1995; Watson, 

2005). For affect-based trust in any of the mentioned types of trust ς interpersonal and social - a 

relationship has to be present prior to the engagement with the project. Cognition-based trust on the 

other hand can rely on second-hand information.  

Coming back to the definition of trust by Mayer et al. (1995), the willingness to be vulnerable 

does not mean that one actually risks anything. The trustors only risk something when risk is 

assumed. Consequently, risk taking is the outcome of trust. For example, potential followers can 

perfectly trust the board members (high personal trust), but without actually joining or supporting 

the organization, which often is related to investing or depositing money, the trust remains a 

ΨǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎΩ ǘƻ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ Ǌƛǎƪ instead of becoming a trusting behaviour. With an increase in 

predictability the perception of risk decreases meaning that less trust is needed to engage in risk 

taking behaviour (Mayer et al., 1995).  
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Community energy projects that operate according to sharing principles are to be placed in the top 

right corner of Figure 5. Combining the definition of Walker & Devine-Wright (2008, p. 489) and 

principles of sharing economy, this means that these projects are based on the resource pooling by 

local people who jointly plan, set up and/or run the project. Additionally, the ones who pool their 

resources are the ones who have the right to co-access the outputs and sometimes to co-own the 

renewable energy installation.  

3.3 Entrepreneurship as theoretical lens for behaviour  
Community energy projects need to agree on different matters and organize them, for example 

matching energy demand with supply (St.Denis and Parker, 2009); the organization of legal and 

financial matters (Haggett et al., 2013); issues around ownership and rules of ownership 

(Wüstenhagen et al., 2007); and questions on trust and power (Avelino et al., 2014). Organizations 

need people to function and to give them shape. People act, organize and engage with one another 

to create value for themselves, others and the community. This study addressed behaviour through 

events which can be reported or observed on different levels of abstraction (Bird et al., 2012). 

9ƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊǎƘƛǇ ŜƳŜǊƎŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŜƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ 

3.3.1. Three of these behaviours are briefly presented in Section 3.3.2. 

3.3.1 Choice of entrepreneurship as theoretical lens  

This study used entrepreneurial behaviour as a theoretical lens to study the behaviour of the 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ participants. On the one hand I had to decide quickly ς after analyzing the first case -due to 

a tight time frame. So I picked up hints from the community energy literature. Allen et al. (2012, 

p.272) describe άŘƻŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƻŦŦŜǊ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ŎƻƳƳƻŘƛǘƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘime 

ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦƻǊǘέ as enablers of community energy. Haggett et al. (2013) get some more specific on what 

άŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊǎέ need to do. They need to empower others, build relationships, create action for 

social change, have expertise, be well-known and respected locally and be successful at mobilizing 

local knowledge and expertise. Indeed, the behaviours of the board of the foundation in Reduzum 

overlapped with what Allen et al. (2012) and Haggett et al. (2013) described as entrepreneurial in a 

community energy context.  

On the other hand, I did not decide rushed without considering alternatives. Theories on 

entrepreneurial behaviour appeared more appropriate than the literature on rural innovation (for 

example Leeuwis & van den Ban, 2007) and managing (for example Bratton, 2015; Malavé & Piñango, 

2012), which initially were competing views. From my point of view the literature on 

entrepreneurship only partially covered the behaviours I have heard about and the people I have 

met. Therefore, I considered social entrepreneurship (for example Basu & Sharma., 2014) a good 

addition to capture the non-economic motives of the participants. Eventually, this was not satisfying 

either, because doing good on the social and/or environmental level had been merely added to what 

I have learnt from the traditional literature. 

Literature on entrepreneurship from a practice-based perspective broadened my 

understanding of entrepreneurship. Johannisson (2011) states that there is άǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ 

framework that acknowledge entrepreneurship as an (everyday) hand-on practice, including routines 

ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŎƻǇŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƛƴŎƛŘŜƴŎŜΦέ (p. 136; based on Steyaert, 2004). 

Further, Johannisson (2011) states that άώǘƘŜƛǊϐ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƛƴǉǳƛǊŜ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 

entrepreneurship as a practice, a creative and social/collective organizing process that materializes a 

ǾŜƴǘǳǊŜΦ Χ LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŘƻƴŜέ (p.137). Although it was not dealing with ventures, I felt a 

strong sympathy for this approach, because it takes entrepreneurship out of the business-arena into 
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the arena of collectively organizing everyday-life, thus my arena. However, this strand of literature 

did not alter my approach to data collection and analysis; it simply made it easier to code on the 

second level.  

3.3.2 Examples of entrepreneurial behaviour  

This study used a broad view of entrepreneurial behaviours, which allowed registering a variety of 

behaviours and thereby helped to not miss out important information. First of all, the behaviours had 

to be observable by the interviewees (Bird et al., 2012). The main criterion to classify a type of 

behaviour as entrepreneurial was that it contributed to creating use value, i.e. not (only) monetary 

value. This allowed behaviours to be labelled as entrepreneurial that usually are not. As a 

consequence, there are many types of behaviour that could be entrepreneurial. Some of these are 

directly applicable to any other venture, while others are more specific to a community project. In 

the following I present three examples of behaviours that evolved as relevant to this study: 

Mobilizing ς Mobilizing refers to getting previously inactive people to join the project or support it 

otherwise. There is more to it than getting people to buy your product, because you jointly act as co-

producers. Those who mobilize can be regarded as managers coordinating others (Drescher et al, 

2014) or inspiring forces (Ganz, 2002). The latter closely relates to the motivation and the desired use 

value. The more people are necessary to reach ones goal, e.g. environmental impact, the more 

important this behaviour becomes.  

Identifying and pursuing opportunities ς When people identify and pursue and opportunity they 

recognize that a certain action or change creates value for the organization and act accordingly 

(Ucbasaran et al., 2008). It is easier to identify opportunities when one is up-to-date about relevant 

developments - for example through maintaining a network (Felício et al., 2012) - and consequences 

for the project. For actually pursuing opportunities, sometimes the willingness to carry a risk is 

necessary (Suddaby et al., 2015). Within community projects pursuing opportunities is often subject 

to a collective decision. To a certain degree becoming a participant of a project is pursuing an 

opportunity, as well.  

DIY-attitude (Do-it-yourself-attitude) ς In the context of energy production a DIY-attitude results in 

people fulfilling tasks and organizing systems that provide energy or the benefits from selling it. 

Usually, these tasks are provided by specialized companies. Instead of using their services, people 

become authors of this domain giving them more responsibility, but also more freedom (Rindova et 

al., 2009). 

3.4 The role of leadership and followership  
Whether a participant is considered a leader or a follower depends on their behaviour (Uhl-Bien et 

al., 2014). Thus, leadership and followership are no behaviours, but describe the role an individual 

takes within a project based on their behaviour. Consequently, this study takes a role-based view. 

According to Malavé & Piñango (2012) leadership is an attribute of entrepreneurs. This study 

conceptualized leadership as fulfilling the four major leadership functions Drescher et al. (2014) 

present. Every leadership function is assigned at least one behaviour. The first function ς information 

search and structuring ς is about acquiring and evaluating information. In a certain sense, the leader 

takes up information from the environment and presents the relevant pieces to the rest of the group. 

The second function ς information use in problem-solving ς puts plans central. The leaders have to 

identify needs and communicate to the members how they plan to react on these needs. This also 
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involves a proportion of sense-making and goal-setting. The third function ς managing personnel 

resources ς entails developing and motivating group members. This can included coaching and 

empowering. The fourth function ς managing material resources ς focusses on obtaining, allocating, 

maintaining, using and monitoring these resources.  

Not all of these leadership functions have to be performed by one person. Shared leadership is 

defined as άǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎέ (Drescher et al., 2014, 

p.775). It is dynamic. So, the degree of contribution of individual group members can vary across the 

group and in time. Some members can perform all four functions, while others perform none and 

vice versa, depending on the time and the expertise or role that is needed. Shared leadership also 

means that all members can influence each other and share the authority. Over time the team also 

develops shared knowledge and routines (Drescher et al., 2014).  

Without followership there is no leadership. This study describes άŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀǎ ŀ ǊƻƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŀ set 

ƻŦ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎ ƻǊ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊŀƭ ǎǘȅƭŜǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƻǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎέ (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014, p. 89). As a 

consequence, taking up behaviours of the others can makes followers leaders and vice versa. In this 

study followers are participants that less actively engage in the entrepreneurial behaviours 

mentioned above and prefer to be subordinate. This does not mean that they are inactive, but rather 

that they need someone to initiate and guide their actions. Although they are less visible, followers 

make an important contribution to the group. Through joining and supporting the organization they 

ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ Lƴ ǘƛƳŜǎ ƻŦ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŀ pool of knowledge, 

resources and opinions that leaders can tap into. Most importantly for sharing organizations 

however, every follower increases the impact, and the amount and type of pooled resources of the 

organization.  

3.5 Life cycle model to describe processes  
άOrganizational change is defined as a difference in form, quality, or state over time in an 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ŝƴǘƛǘȅέ (Van de Ven, 2007, p.196). In this study the entities of interest were the 

community energy projects and how they changed over time. According to Van de Ven (2007), 

change in one entity ς in this study the project ς 

follows a prescribed path of change that can be 

illustrated by a life cycle model.  

This model describes a natural progression of 

four stages or phases (compare Figure 6). Each 

stage builds on the previous stage and thus 

ΨǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǘȅΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻǊŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ 

content of each stage is άǇǊŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜŘ 

by an institutional, natural, or logical program 

ǇǊŜŦƛƎǳǊŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎȅŎƭŜέ (Van de 

Ven, 2007, p. 203). Although the environment and 

other entities may influence the entity of interest, 

ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ ΨǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘǊƛǾŜǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ makes 

the entity adapt to it. 

 

Stage 4 

(Terminate) 

Stage 1 

(Start-up) 

Stage 2 

(Grow) 

Stage 3 

(Harvest) 

Figure 6- Life cyccle model based on Van de Ven (2007) 
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4 Organization of the projects  
This chapter describes the organization of the projects. In the first section (4.1) every case is 

described individually with a focus on the features important for the sharing economy. The next 

section (4.2) highlights the most prominent similarities across the cases ς the life cycle of community 

energy projects. The third and last section (4.3) compares the three cases on features relevant to 

answering the research questions.  

4.1 Case descriptions  
This section introduces the cases along the organizational features relevant to the sharing economy 

ŀƴŘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜǎΩ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎΦ The role of trust as an organizational feature is 

not included in the case descriptions, because Chapter 6 deals with it on more detail. The purpose of 

the case descriptions was to clarify the ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ǘƻ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ 

(Gibbert et al.,2008; Yin, 1999). Table 10 provides summaries of the case descriptions. The 

information related to the background and context of each case is displayed in Appendix H. 

Not all types of actors were present or equally relevant to all cases. Table 9 provides and 

overview of how this study defines the different types of actors and for which of the cases they were 

relevant. The relevancy of a type of actor was usually related to the organization. Dorpsmolen 

Reduzum was a foundation. Consequently, it had no members like the projects in Nuremberg and 

Schneeren.  

Table 9 - 5ŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ό± ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ΨǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘΩ ŀƴŘ · ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ΨƛǊǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘΩύ 

Type of actor Definition Dorpsmolen 
Reduzum 

CHPP 
Nuremberg 

Nahwärme 
Schneeren 

Participant 
Person who joins or supports a 
project 

V V V 

Shareholder/ 
Certificate-holder 

Participants who co-owns the 
installation and has the right on 
profit. 

(V)
2
 V V 

Member 
Participant who is registered as a 
member of an association or 
cooperative 

X V V 

Board member 
Participant who takes up the formal 
role of a board member 

V X V 

Advisory board 
member 

Elected member supporting the 
board in decision-making 

X X V 

User 
Member who receives energy for use 
at home 

X V V 

Villager 
Inhabitant of the villages where the 
installations were placed 

V X V 

                                                           
2
 At the time of interviewing the organization did not have certificate-holders anymore, because the certificates and the 

associated profit had been paid back latest ten years after founding.  
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Table 10 - Summary of the case descriptions 

 Dorpsmolen Reduzum CHPP Nuremberg Nahwärme Schneeren 

General information 

Formal 
organization 

Foundation (stichting) Owners association 
(Eigentümergemeinschaft) 

Cooperative (Genossenschaft) 

Number and unit 
of participants 

About 1,500 inhabitants of the villages Reduzum, 
Friens and Idaerd 

20 households 55 individual members and 50 premises to be heated 
(users) 

Year of founding 1994 2012 2009 

Technology 

Wind turbine produced electricity, which is sold to 
the grid; repair and maintenance outsourced 
 

Combined heat and power plant (CHPP) 
produced electricity, which was sold to the 
grid, and excess heat, which was used to heat 
ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ Ƙƻmes; repair and 
maintenance outsourced 

Combined heat and power plant (CHPP) produced 
electricity, which was sold by Biogas GbR, and excess 
ƘŜŀǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŜŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ƘƻƳŜǎΤ ǊŜǇŀƛǊ 
and maintenance partly outsourced 

Context and history (compare Appendix H) 

Founders 
±ƛƭƭŀƎŜǊǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƎǊƻǳǇΩ Initiated by developer of homes Villagers who wanted to develop a local district heating 

network 

Motivation of 
founders 

Environment, sustainable technology and transition, 
autonomy, quality of life, learning 

Financial, partly environmental Using excess heat of biogas installation (environmental), 
convenient heating method, interest in technology 

Local community 

Three Dutch villages with a lively tradition of working 
groups and a notable feeling of community; 
Participants knew each other from other spheres of 
life: friends, neighbours, family, sports etc. 

City neighbourhood in Nuremberg (Germany), 
in which members largely did not know each 
other before 2012; contact mainly based on 
friendly neighbourship 

The 1,400 soul village of Schneeren in the German 
countryside with a notable feeling of community; 
Participants knew each other from other spheres of life: 
friends, neighbours, family, sports, clubs etc. 

History 
Prior to installing the wind turbine, the villages had a 
common history and established ways of elf-
governance with a council and working groups. 

The participants did not know each other 
before moving in in 2012. A binding contract 
prescribed the organization. 

Most members knew each other prior to installing the 
district heating system. There was a local conflict 
around the biogas installation. 

General organization features 

Participants 
All inhabitants of the three villages Each household connected to the CHPP was a 

member of the owners association 
Members of the cooperative 

Created use value 
Increased quality of life through investment in 
infrastructure and energy saving measures; profit for 
certificate-holders; positive image of the village 

Heat, hot water, profit from electricity, 
environmental benefits 

Heat supply that was more convenient, cheaper and 
safer than conventional methods; possibility for green 
investment; autonomy; use of excess heat 

Representation or 
board 

Eight board members represent the foundation and 
hold decision-making power; daily board consists of 
chairman, secretary and treasurer; additional board 

Two elected representatives as the voice of 
the owners association without decision-
making power 

Board consisting of first, second and third chairperson; 
they make plans, prepare decisions and take care of the 
technical part (maintenance and service); advisory 
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members with  more flexible roles board consists of three members and supports decision-
making; together they hold the decision-making power, 
but need sufficient votes for decisions 

Activities 
Personal contact in daily life; yearly energy meeting 
with topics of interest; organizing collective solar 
panel purchase 

Annual meeting as main activity; occasional 
informal meetings in the yard; interested 
members collect information 

Annual meeting; open days; celebrating new building 
phases; personal contact in daily life 

Communication 

Monthly board meetings and e-mail contact; 
personal contact and local newspaper to keep in 
touch with inhabitants; board preferred to give well-
prepared answers to avoid rumours ; maintain 
contact with external parties through media, 
meetings and e-mail 

Mailing list; informal meetings in the yard; 
annual meetings 

Personal contact; annual meetings and occasional e-
mails; board members are in touch through personal 
contact, meetings, e-mail and telephone 

Relation with 
external parties 

Board was in touch with the municipality, the 
province and the national policy level about the 
permit for the new wind turbine; regular visits to 
other communities to give presentations; attending 
local meetings for information and inspiration; 
publicity through media 

Limited to contracted firms and sources of 
information 

Engaging with partner for setting up and managing the 
project: contracting firms, tax advisors, Biogas GbR; 
regarding permits they were in touch with the village 
council and the municipality; general public is informed 
through the media 

General organizational features (excluding the role of trust) 

Pooling of 
resources 

Investment capital from selling certificates; board 
members shared their time, skills and knowledge; 
individual villagers shared their knowledge and skills 

Financial resources in the form of initial 
investment, running costs and investments in 
improvements 

Shares as investment capital; board members shared 
their time, skills and knowledge; participants supported 
them when necessary with time, knowledge and 
resources; access to users land for placing pipes 

Ownership and 
access 

The foundation owned the installation. In the first 
ten years of existence villagers held shares of the 
installation. Only these villagers had access to 
profits. Theoretically, every inhabitant had access to 
the improved facilities. 

Every household owned 1/20 of the CHPP and 
the yard and had equal access to heat, warm 
water and profits; sharing of risks 

Members co-owned cooperative through shares These 
were returned when members leave the organization. 
Only users had access to heat; no sharing of risks 

Distribution of 
rights and decision-
making 

Every inhabitant could buy certificates, voice their 
opinions, ask for sponsoring a project and join the 
board. The board was responsible for the daily 
running and decision-making. They discussed plans, 
ideas and decisions internally and sometimes voted 
on them. They communicated plans and ideas to the 
villagers and checked acceptability.  

Every household had the same rights in form 
of an equal vote and equal access to benefits 
and the responsibility to cover their share of 
the costs in advance. Voting depended on the 
gravity of the decision (100% majority or 
simple majority) and took place once a year 
at the annual meeting. 

Every participant had the same rights in form of an 
equal vote, the right to join the board and access to 
benefits depending on their status. The board was 
responsible for daily operations and participants 
delegated part of their decision-rights to the board. 
Important decisions were made by vote at the annual 
meeting.  
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4.1.1 Dorpsmolen Reduzum  

Stichting Dorpsmolen Reduzum 

was a foundation built on the 

cooperation between the Frisian 

villages Reduzum, Friens and 

Idaerd. It had owned a wind 

turbine of 225kW since 1994 

(compare Figure 7 for location). 

The turbine produced yearly 

between 450.000 and 500.000 

kWh, which were sold back to the 

grid. At the time of interviewing 

they planned to replace the first 

wind turbine with a new one to 

increase profits and omit rising 

maintenance costs. However, the 

province was reluctant to give a permit for the new wind turbine and the foundation already thought 

about alternatives. Additionally, the foundation ran solar panels on the roofs of the local school and 

sport facilities.  Together they yielded between 8.000 and 10.000 kWh a year. The profit of both the 

solar panels and the wind turbine was used to improve the quality of life within the villages, i.e. to 

ensure that local infrastructures and facilities were sustained or adapted, or ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ΨƎǊŜŜƴΩ 

investments, that is purchasing solar panels for the local school (Stichting Dorpsmolen Reduzum, 

2015a). Apart from owning and managing renewable energy installations, the foundation also 

assisted the inhabitants in the collective purchase of solar panels for private homes. They organized 

meetings concerning energy and gave their advice on energy-related issues when consulted.  

 Overall, the foundation and the villages as a whole were early adapters of renewable energy 

technology and energy saving technology. A wind turbine for a village was a new thing in the early 

флǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎƻƭŀǊ ǇŀƴŜƭǎ ƘŀŘ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ōŜŜƴ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘΦ bƻǿŀŘŀȅǎ ǎƻƭŀǊ 

panels seem to be mainstream commodities, but when the idea came up in 2002 solar panels were 

still a niche phenomenon in the Netherlands.  

To sum up, the organization relied on community cohesion. The village considered the wind turbine a 

tool to strengthen the local community through investing in various local projects. Apart from that, 

the participants shared knowledge, skills and values. Although having a board pointed at a formal 

structure, still informal decision-making mechanisms, such as the board deciding, but asking villagers 

for their opinions in informal settings, was an important part of the organization. 

4.1.1.1 General organizational features  

Stichting Dorpsmolen Reduzum ǿŀǎ ŀ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŎ 

sense. In this case there were two different kinds of participants: the board members, who ran the 

foundation, and the villagers ς some 550 households. All villagers could profit from the investments 

into the local infrastructure and were ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘΩǎ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

ideas. Only those villagers who had bought certificates got a return on their investment. However, all 

certificates had been paid back within the first ten years. Consequently, no villager held certificates 

anymore at the time of interviewing. 

Figure 7 - Location of the wind turbine of Dorpsmolen Reduzum with respect 
to the three villages benefitting from it (Dorpsmolen Reduzum, 2015b) 
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The foundation created value for its participants in different ways. Which value was most 

important for whom depended on the individual. 1) Apart from increasing the quality of life in the 

villages through investment in local facilities, the activity of the foundation contributed to the 

ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΩ ƛƳŀƎŜ ŀǎ ŀ ŦǊƻƴǘ-runner in sustainable technologies and self-administration. 2) The 

certificate-holders had the possibility to make a green and/or responsible investment. 3) All villagers 

who used the sustained or improved facilities profited directly from it. 4) Individual board members 

were motivated to join the board by personal interests in social, technological and/or environmental 

improvement. Some individual board members valued their commitment to the foundation, because 

it made it easier to integrate into village life and because it offered the opportunity to learn, like how 

to engage with policy-makers. In addition, some of the board members valued that they could 

discuss and explore ideas in a safe environment  

The board was central to the functioning of the foundation. At the time of interviewing the 

board consisted of eight people. They met regularly about once a month to discuss current activities 

and developments. The daily board ς chairman, secretary and treasurer ς was supported by five 

additional board members ς the so called ΨƳƻƭŜƴŀŀǊǎΩ. Not only did they manage technical and 

financial issues around the wind turbine and solar panels, but they also maintained contact with 

external parties. Since the actual reparation and maintenance was outsourced, the board focused on 

ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ 

the villages the profit was invested. Either the board came up with ideas as on how to use the money 

ƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǎǇƻǊǘǎΩ Ŏƭǳōǎ ŀǎƪŜŘ Ŧƻr financial support. Apart from that they worked 

on plans for the future of the foundation, such as the replacement of the current wind turbine or 

setting up the cooperative. Although they formed the nucleus of activity within the foundation and 

they felt responsible, they actively sought for the opinion of the other villagers. In the 22 years of 

operation the functioning and composition of the board had not changed much apart from adapting 

to changes in society such as the use of internet and social media. Overall, the board sought to 

bundle a variety of skills and knowledge, for example technical and networking, and when expanding 

the board in 2015 they looked for representatives of all three villages. Both the chairman and the 

treasurer wished to resign from their posts as soon as they placed the new turbine or a viable 

alternative. They were two founding fathers still active in the board and would like to hand the lead 

over to the younger generation. This change might lead to a change to the organization as a whole, 

but certainly would challenge the remaining board members to take over the fields of expertise of 

the leaving board members. 

The foundation knew five different realms of communication. First, communication within 

the board mainly took place during monthly meetings and via e-mail. Second, the board 

communicated with external parties in different ways. Authorities were approached in meetings and 

via letters and e-mails. On the other hand, they tried to get publicity through appearing in 

newspapers, through tv-interviews, their website and Twitter. Third, both the board members and 

the villagers valued person contact in their daily lives. Apart from these informal encounters there 

were few occasions for more official activities. In addition to the yearly energy meeting organized by 

the board, they also organized information events for the collective solar panel purchase on request. 

Further, the board attended meetings of the village council when applicable. When the board 

collected money for both wind turbines they preferred to visit people at their homes to inform them 

instead of spreading the information in an impersonal manner. Villagers actively sought for advice or 

approach the board with requests, for example to organize another possibility to collectively 

purchase solar panels. The board as well asked specific villagers for help and advice, for example they 
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approached a notary when they were setting up the cooperative. To avoid rumours and unmet 

expectations, the board preferred to investigate and explore possibilities thoroughly before 

announcing decisions publicly or asking the villagers for their opinion on new plans. Fourth, the paid 

regular visits to other communities to give tips on how to set up and run a similar organization. Fifth, 

the board attended local meetings on different topics. Although these meetings were sometimes not 

directly related to the foundation, they hoped to get useful information or inspiration from it 

4.1.1.2 Pooling of resources 

In addition to the pooling of financial capital for both wind turbines in the form of certificate, the 

villages also pooled their skills and knowledge. Perhaps this practice was most evident from the 

board, but also villagers without a board function, such as the notary, were willing to share their skills 

and knowledge for the benefit of the organization. Naturally, any volunteer engagement, such as a 

board function, takes time. However, the pooling of time was not evenly distributed among the 

participants and not even within the board.  

4.1.1.3 Ownership and access 

The foundation owned the wind turbine. Consequently, it was the foundation that bore the financial 

risks. However, some villagers felt a kind of attachment to the turbine or saw it as the icon of the 

village. Theoretically, every inhabitant had access to the investments the foundation had made in the 

villages. Practically however, it depended on them whether they made use of the facilities. Only the 

certificate-holders had the right to get their investment and an interest back after the agreed time. 

4.1.1.4 Distribution of rights and decision -making  

Every villager was entitled to buy certificates and to voice their views and opinions on the activities of 

the foundation. The opinions of the certificate holders and non-certificate holders counted equally. 

In case someone from outside the three villages bought certificates, they had rights on the interest, 

but their voice would not be taken into consideration. Additionally, every villager could request 

money for improving the quality of life in the villages. Whether the sum was granted was up to the 

ōƻŀǊŘΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴΦ DŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-power lay with the board, but especially for big 

changes such as the replacement of the turbine they did not have any interest in overruling the 

ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎΩ ǿƛǎƘŜs. Interested villagers were free to join the board, but no elections took place.  

There were three different types of decisions the foundation needed to make. First, within 

the board decisions, plans and ideas were discussed between all board members and everybody had 

the same rights. In general, they followed a similar procedure every time. When someone came up 

with a new idea it was discussed immediately during the meeting. If they decided to proceed, they 

developed a plan of action and divided the tasks. If more information was needed to proceed, they 

collected it and present it at the next meeting. This might include that in the meanwhile they had 

discussed the issue with other villagers or one another. Second, the board decided about how to use 

the profit. Usually, villagers asked for money for a local facility. In the next meeting the board 

discussed if there was money available and if the investment would serve the general interest of the 

three villages. Third, ideas and plans cultivated within the board were only communicated to the 

villagers when enough information had been collected and the ideas seemed feasible. Mostly, the 

board tried to check the local acceptance of such ideas, for example the replacement of the wind 

turbine, at the yearly village meeting and through placing an announcement in the local village 

newspaper. The villagers then had the chance to react on the announcement. This usually happened 

through personal contact. 
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4.1.2 CHPP Nuremberg  

In Nuremberg (Germany) a group of 20 households jointly owned and ran a combined heat and 

power plant (CHPP). The private homes had been delivered with a system for heating and hot water 

from the CHPP in 2012. The households had committed to their CHPP for 10 years, which is the 

approximate life span of this technology. After that the participants have to decide on how to 

arrange their warm water supply and heating. Installing an alternative to CHPP might be difficult, 

because there was no space calculated in the architecture for heating facilities per house. Apart from 

sharing the CHPP and its output, the participants also jointly owned a yard. They outsourced 

maintenance, service and management of both. 

The CHPP burned gas to generate electricity (compare Figure 8 for a schematic summary of 

this paragraph). The installation used excess heat for hot water, which is kept at a constant 

temperature, i.e. is it operated a base load. Each house was connected to the CHPP via water pipes. 

Through these pipes hot water was pumped to the homes where it heated up another water cycle 

for distribution in each house. In the basement of each of the houses, a water tank buffered around 

150l of hot water. A device measured the heat difference between ingoing and outgoing heat. Based 

on this value, they distributed the gas bill among the households. If the base load was insufficient to 

meet peak demands, the CHPP could generate extra heat with a booster. They sold the generated 

electricity back to the grid and each household arranged their own electricity supply. The earnings 

were saved and used for investments, paying for maintenance and service and possibly a new CHPP 

after the first contract ends. Because of investmenǘ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ŀōƻǳǘ ϵслΣллл ŦƻǊ ŀ /Itt ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ 

that its efficiency increases through adding houses, it is a common practice to share the installation. 

 
Figure 8- Sketch of how a CHPP works 

The participants were organized in an owners association (Eigentümergemeinschaft; compare Figure 

9). The membership of this association was a pre-condition for buying a property. The owners 

association was the one entitled to make decisions and investments. Every summer the owners got 

together during the annual meeting. This was the only moment when decisions could be made 

through voting. In practice, much of the management of the common facilities in the yard and issues 

around the CHPP were outsourced to a property management firm. They organized the annual 

meetings, arranged bills and collected monthly contributions from the participants to cover running 

expenses. The final responsibility for the costs lay with the participants and they were free to discuss 

their wishes and complaints with the property managers. Together with the commitment to the 

CHPP, the participants had a fixed contract with a maintenance firm until 2017. Additionally, they 
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hired an expert to help them optimizing the CHPP, because the running of the CHPP and the 

adjustments to make it energy efficient are the responsibility of the owners association. 

 

 

The technical and organizational complexity, which the running of a CHPP required, surprised the 

participants. They assumed that it would work with minimal need for adjustments and experiments 

to find the right temperature for the base load. In the beginning they were also surprised by their gas 

bills, because the properties were all built according to a low energy standard. Because they were 

responsible for running the CHPP and paying the gas bills, they decided to take action. They hired - in 

addition to the maintenance company - an expert who helped them to adjust the temperature. 

 

In the organization of this case money played a central role. The members shared the costs for the 

CHPP equally, but the energy costs were split according to use. In addition, they outsourced as much 

as possible of the running of the organization and the CHPP.  

4.1.2.1 General organization features  

Each became a member of the owners association automatically. Before moving to the houses the 

participants had not known each other, so the community consisted of a random mix of people. 

However, they probably had similar motives for moving to the neighbourhood: expected savings on 

the energy bills and to some extent environmental concern. Other households in the neighbourhood 

could connect to the CHPP. However, this was technically complicated and required investment.  

The CHPP generated electricity and warm water at the same time. Its value was based on a 

technically efficient combination of both processes. Consequently, it should generate savings on the 

energy bills compared to conventional heating system. If the participants had decided to also use the 

generated energy, they would have had additionally saved the difference between the lower selling 

ǇǊƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǳǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǇǊƛŎŜǎΦ CƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŀ /Itt ǎƘƻǳƭŘ 

generate might have played a role in the decision to share a CHPP. 

The ownerǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ the annual meeting. Each year the elected two 

representatives from among the members to be the voice of the association. Their task was to 

bundle and forward complaints to the property management, usually through e-mail contact. 

Further, they did not have any special decision-making power or influence on the organization. When 

Figure 9 - Organization of the owners association 
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participates pursued a certain interest, like for example placing a fence around the premises or 

improving the CHPP, some of them took the initiative. This meant that they looked for information 

on the internet, talked to expert and maintenance firm in the case of the CHPP and talked to other 

neighbours. Apart form that the relations to external parties were limited. 

The main communication channel was a mailing list. In the beginning the participants used a 

google platform to communicate and upload documents. After some time, however, they switched 

to e-mail, because not everyone visited the platform. E-mails were used to update each other on 

latest developments - for example when one of the participants spoke to the expert - or to voice 

complaints. Additionally, in the past the participants organized informal meetings in the yard to 

discuss matters of interest. Even though they could not decide through e-mail communication and 

informal meetings, they help to prepare definite decision-making at the annual meetings.  

4.1.2.2 Pooling of resources 

Each household paid for the resources in equal shares. This included the initial investment costs of 

the CHPP, investments in the improvement and running costs. They used the savings from selling the 

electricity to pay for the running costs in addition to a contribution every household made per month 

to cover running costs and their electricity bills.  

4.1.2.3 Ownership and access 

The households co-owned both the CHPP and the common facilities in the yard in equal shares. Every 

household had equal access to the outputs. First, they had an equal share of the saving from selling 

electricity. Second, it was ensured that they all have access to warm water and heat at any time. If 

the demand on heat and warm water was higher than the base load, the booster was started. 

However, at the end every household paid a separate energy bill depending on their use. 

4.1.2.4 Distribution of rights and decision -making  

Rights and responsibilities were given per household. First, all households had the right to heat and 

warm water at any time. Second, every household had one vote at the annual meeting. If the 

household was not represented however, they were assumed to agree with the majority. Third, 

every household could put discussion point on the agenda of the annual meeting and had the right to 

complain. All households were required to cover their share of the costs in advance. If a household 

was unable to pay, the participants had to find a regulation to pay the collective bill anyway.  

Decisions could only be made on the annual meeting. Apart from the fixed annual meetings it 

was possible to request the property management to arrange an extraordinary meeting. As this 

generated additional costs, the participants avoided it. Discussion points had to be sent to the 

property management before the meeting. All decisions on the agenda needed to be voted on. Some 

decisions, like investing in a new CHPP after 10 years or deciding to collectively use the generating 

electricity themselves, required unanimity. Others - usually smaller and less costly decisions - 

required a simple majority. If a decision could not be made during the annual meeting, they usually 

postponed it to the next annual meeting. Therefore, participants with specific interest prepared 

meetings through collecting information and talking about their ideas with other participants prior to 

the annual meetings. This increased the chance of getting a majority vote. The elected 

representatives did not have any additional influence on decision-making. 

4.1.3 Nahwärme Schneeren  

Nahwärme Schneeren (Local District Heating Schneeren) was a cooperative supplying its members 

with local district heating in Schneeren, a village in the German Region of Hannover. The heat was 
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both used for heating the homes as well as warming water for domestic use. A CHPP (combined heat 

and power plant) supplied 50 buildings with hot water generated from excess heat from a local 

biogas installation. The installation principally worked exactly like the one described in Nuremberg, 

only the distance between the CHPP and the heated buildings was larger. In addition, a separate 

system was added to store heat for peak-times and to ensure sufficient supply in times of outage or 

maintenance. The biogas installation has been generating electricity since 2005 at the fringe of the 

village. Three local farmers ran the Biogas GbR (Biogas BGB company), who owns and manages the 

biogas installation. They invested in the installation and the gross of the substrate originated from 

their farming activities. The installation met resistance of some villagers and led to a conflict driven 

by the protestors. Because the installation financed itself through electricity generation, the Biogas 

GbR was able to offer their excess heat to anyone willing to use it for free.  

This opportunity has been exploited by Nahwärme Schneeren since 2009. Between its 

foundation in October 2009 and 2013 the district heating has been expanded step-wise to its present 

maximum capacity of 50 premises. This is equivalent to 12.300 m3 of heated volume or a yearly 

saving of 153,000 ƭƛǘǊŜǎ ƻŦ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ŦǳŜƭ ƻƛƭ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊΦ ! ǘƻǘŀƭ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ϵ мΣнƳ Ƙŀǎ 

been made until now. It consisted of the mandatory deposit which every member had to make in the 

form of shares, bank loans and subsidies. After the loans are paid back ς which is expected to be 

within ten years ς the members can decide what to do in the new financial situation.  

The cooperative had an elected board and advisory board. The board consisted of three 

members, who were crucial in setting up the organization, although the interviewees described the 

first chairperson as key figure. The board members were responsible for operating and managing the 

district heating system. They were supported in decision-making by an advisory board. At the annual 

meeting the board informed the members about the past year and puts major decisions to vote. 

Irrespective of the number of shares, every member had one vote at the annual meeting. Financial 

profit could be divided according to the number of shares or energy use.  

Nahwärme Schneeren lay in between the first two cases regarding the organization. It had a fair 

proportion of money, because the members had to pool it in order to be part of the organization. 

Further, the users paid for the energy they use. However, not all activities were mediated through 

money. The board decided to perform part of the maintenance and optimization themselves. In 

addition, to a certain extend the decision-making of the board was informal and based on trust and 

they divided tasks informally. 

4.1.3.1 General organizational features  

The cooperative had 55 participants and connected 50 buildings to the grid. The connected 

participants were energy users. The remaining five participants either only had a share in the 

cooperative and were not connected or in some cases two people in one household bought shares. 

Only inhabitants of Schneeren living close to the pipes could be connected and become users. 

Generally, the participants knew one another, because they were neighbours, friends, family or 

acquaintances of one another.  

Participants mentioned six different types of value created by their membership. 1) The users 

benefitted financially through lower prices per kWh of heat and lower maintenance costs compared 

to using conventional heating methods such as oil, gas and wood. Additionally, they enjoyed 

guaranteed fixed prices as opposed to fluctuating oil and gas prices. 2) Because oil and gas 

installations were made redundant, the users decreased sources of risk at home. 3) The users 

described district heating as convenient, especially compared to the relatively common use of wood 
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from own land. 4) The participants generally valued that the excess heat of the biogas installation 

was used. Linked to this was the environmental value of the system, which replaced the use of fossil 

fuels and wood. 5) Participants had the chance to make a green investment. 6) A cooperative offers a 

certain degree of independence from large suppliers and self-governance to the participants. 

Because every participant probably had a different motivation to join, they valued different types of 

benefits more strongly than others. 

The board and the advisory board consisted of three elected members each. The 

composition of the board has not changed since the foundation, but in the advisory board one 

member was replaced. The first chairperson of the board, the initiator, was the key person of the 

organization. He was responsible for external correspondence and finance. Together with the second 

chairperson, they took technical decisions and worked on optimizing the installation. Additionally, 

users could contact the second chairperson for technical support. The third chairperson took notes. 

Apart from that she was involved in decision-making if it was not purely technical and represents the 

female view. All three board members have known each other since their childhood and the second 

and third chairperson still lived in Schneeren. The three members of the advisory board supported 

the board in decision-making through offering their opinions and expertise. Thus, they were less 

concerned with daily operation, apart from one member who occasionally helped with technical 

support.  

The participants saw each other at the annual meeting. Except for this regular occasion, the 

cooperative also presented itself to interested participants and other visitors during open days and 

celebrated its foundation and the start of a new building phase. In addition, the participants 

encountered each other in their daily lives.  

The internal communication relied on face-to-face contact. Before the foundation the board 

used flyers, personal contact and an information event to inform people about their plans and invite 

them to join. Later, the communication was mainly carried out at the annual meetings, an occasional 

e-mail newsletter and personal contact in the village and while reading the meters. External 

communication was usually organized and picked up by the first chairperson.  

The cooperative mainly engaged with parties that were necessary to set-up and manage the 

district heating system. As already mentioned, Biogas GbR was an important partner. In addition, 

they were in touch with contracting firms for building and maintenance and their tax advisor. If 

permits and political debates were concerned, they had to deal with the village council and the 

municipality, both for filing applications and showing them the project. Especially before and during 

the formalization the cooperative union had been important in assuring third parties that the 

organization met the requirements. Further, they were in touch with several similar initiatives to 

share experiences and information. The general public was informed through local newspaper 

articles about updates, the conflict around the biogas installation and visits of politicians.  

4.1.3.2 Pooling of resources 

Pooling money as investment capital in the form of shares was obligatory for all members. Users 

ǿŜǊŜ ƻōƭƛƎŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŦƛǾŜ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ϵпрлΣ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ 

wanted. In addition, users granted the cooperative the right to access their land to place pipes to 

other houses, if the route via private land proved less expensive and easier than via public land. 

Participants who were members of the board or the advisory board had to pool time, knowledge and 

skills. Apart from them, also other participants and sometimes even non-participants obliged them 

with a helping hand, advice or personal connections.  
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4.1.3.3 Ownership and access 

Holding shares of the cooperative made the members the owners of the installation. They could ask 

their shares back or sell them together with their houses. They then only bore the financial risk of 

refurbishing their homes to use district heat. These costs lay - depending on the present equipment - 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ϵрлл ŀƴŘ ϵнΣрлл όtǊŜǳƎǎŎƘŀǘΣ нлмлύΦ The rest - the CHPP, the pipes and the transmission 

stations - were the responsibility of the cooperative. All participants had access to profit. Users 

additionally had the right to heat supply according to their needs.  

4.1.3.4 Distribution of rights and decisio n-making  

The statutes fixed the rights of every participant. Generally, every participant had one vote 

regardless of the number of their shares or if they were users. Additionally, every participant had the 

right to join the board or advisory board if elected, the right to information, and to voice opinions, 

concerns and suggestions. For operational decisions and small decisions however, the participants 

delegated some of their decision-rights to the board members. Important decisions such as 

introducing a new building phase or how to divide profits were voted on and discussed at the annual 

meeting by the present participants. Prior to the annual meetings, the board prepared the topics to 

vote on and discussed these with the advisory board. 

4.2 The life cycle of  a community energy project  
As can be seen in Figure 10 all cases follow a similar pattern of three phases in time. The phases are 

linked to the life cycle of the chosen technology. In the first phase ς the setting-up phase - someone 

comes up with the idea of establishing a project. Usually a group of people or an organizer makes 

plans and collects information. This culminates in the founding of an organization and the placing of 

the installation, whose life cycle begins. In Reduzum and Schneeren, the board carried out these 

activities, while in Nuremberg the house developer played this role. In the next phase ς the running 

phase - it is all about running the organization and managing the installation. In Reduzum this meant 

for the board to stay in touch with the villagers, to keep an eye on the wind turbine and to decide 

how to spend the generated profit. In Nuremberg this was the phase where the developer gave the 

responsibility over the installation to the members. From then on they had to find out with the help 

ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǾŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ /IttΩs technical deficiencies and how to improve 

decision-making within the organization. In Schneeren the distinction between the first and the 

second phase was less sharp, because the installation was set up in three building phases. After 

finalizing the third, the organization definitely entered the running phase. For the board this meant 

to focus on optimizing the installation technically, to look after the administration and to provide an 

emergency service for the users. At some point the installation wears out and plans have to be made 

for the future in the end-of-life phase. At the time of the interviews, Dorpsmolen Reduzum was in 

this phase. In their case the plans for a new wind turbine became more concrete and they only had 

to wait for a permit from the provincial government. In addition, they were also thinking about 

alternatives for replacing the wind turbine, because it was unclear whether they will get a permit or 

not. Also in Nuremberg and Schneeren the participants were speculating about the future, but not as 

concretely, because they expected the installations to run for at least five more years. All three cases 

mentioned three general possibilities to continue. Either they continue exactly as they did before 

only with a new piece of equipment. This way, they end up in the replacing phase, an alternative to 

the setting-up phase. The difference is that when replacing the projects has to make fewer changes 

and does not have to convince potential participants that the technology is reliable. Another 

possibility is that they expand their installation or plan other significant changes. This way the cycle 
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starts anew from the setting-up phase. The plans of Dorpsmolen Reduzum to replace the wind 

turbine with a larger one and to use the electricity within the villages fall under this category, 

because it involves the founding of a cooperative in addition to the existing foundation. Ultimately, a 

project can also decide to stop, which leads to its end. 

 

Figure 10- Basic time line of community energy projects with the cases positioned as during the time of the interviews 

4.3 Case comparison based on technology, motives and local 

circumstances  
¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ 

main features shaping the organization during the setting-up phase. In this phase the organizations 

have proven to be products of the boundaries of the technologies, of the local circumstances and of 

the motives, preferences and assumptions of the ones in charge. Apart from that, external factors, 

for example policy and subsidies, might have played a role, but were not subject to this study. 

4.3.1 Technology  

Technology shaped the organizations through the types of outputs and the physical requirements of 

the latter. It mainly influenced whether only co-access or also co-ownership was suitable. In 

Reduzum the wind turbine generated electricity - a product which does not have to be consumed 

locally and is thus ideal for generating profit. As a result, it was not the technology, which 

determined how the output could be shared, but what the money was spent on. This profit was 

invested into the village regardless how much the certificate-holders would profit from it. The 

examples mentioned by the interviewee included both public goods, like LED street lighting and the 

school bus, and goods, like the solar panels on the roof of the sports facility, which could only be 

accessed when being part of an organization ς so called club goods. Because the aim of the 
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organization was to created public or club goods with the profit, it made sense to merely grant 

access to the outputs instead of co-ownership.  

In Nuremberg and Schneeren they used the same technology. A CHPP for a local district 

heating system produces heat, which has to be used locally, because of heat and pressure loss over 

longer distances. In both cases one had to be physically connected to the system to use the heat, 

which made it an excludable good. Further, the number of households that could be connected to 

the grid was finite because of limited heat capacity. Consequently, the heat from the CHPP was a 

private good. From this perspective it made sense to share ownership and to have an organization in 

which members have votes, in this case a cooperative or owners association.  

4.3.2 Motives  

Different motives lay the foundation for the three organizations. In Reduzum various motives played 

a role ranging from contributing to the development of sustainable technology and transition over 

autonomy to personal goals such as learning and integrating into village life. However, the 

ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ Ǝƻŀƭ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΥ  

ά{ƻ ŀƭƭ ώenergy-]saving [measures] or investments, which increase the quality of life in the 

ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΣ ŀǊŜ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇǊƻŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƴŘ ǘǳǊōƛƴŜΦέ3 Interviewee 1, Dorpsmolen 

Reduzum 

Overall, their motives were rather altruistic, which was one reason to opt for a foundation instead of 

a cooperative: 

ά¸ŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǿŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƛǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜΣ 

ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǾƻǘƛƴƎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ .ŀŎƪ ǘƘŜƴ ǿŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŀŦǊŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘƛƴƪΥ ΨbƻΣ ǿŜ 

can ask for a higher interŜǎǘ ƻǊ ǿŜ ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƳƻƴŜȅ ōŀŎƪΦέ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ 

ǘƘƛǎΦ {ƻ ǿŜ ŘƛŘ ƛǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅΦέ4 Interviewee 3, Dorpsmolen Reduzum 

At the moment of interviewing, the board planned to sell the energy from the new turbine to the 

inhabitants directly. For this new activity they had already set up a cooperative. Using the energy 

instead of selling it influenced the preference for a legal form. 

 CHPP Nuremberg presented a different set of motives. The participants of CHPP Nuremberg 

were motivated to join, because they expected an environmentally friendly technology to save 

energy costs. The financial focus can explain why many activities were outsourced or as Interviewee 

6 from Nuremberg put it: 

ά!ǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Řŀȅ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦέ5 Interviewee 6, CHPP 

Nuremberg 

As opposed to Nuremberg, in Schneeren at least two members felt capable to take care of the 

technical part. Because of that and because they enjoyed optimizing the installation, they did as 

much as possible by themselves instead of outsourcing it. Even though Interviewee 11 believed that 

technical knowledge was not necessarily a pre-condition, they saw its benefits: 

                                                           
3
 Dus eigenlijk allemaal besparende of investeringen die de leefbaarheid bevorderen in het dorp worden gefinancierd met 

de inkomsten van de windturbine. 
4
 Ja, en toen hebben wij er een stichting van gemaakt. Om die reden dat als je coöperatie hebt dan hebben de leden 

stemǊŜŎƘǘΦ ¢ƻŜƴ ǿŀǊŜƴ ǿŜ ŜŜƴ ōŜŜǘƧŜ ōŀƴƎ Ǿŀƴ Řŀǘ ƳŜƴǎŜƴ ŘŀŎƘǘŜƴΥ άƴŜŜΣ ǿŜ ƪǳƴƴŜƴ ǿŜƭ ƳŜŜǊ ǊŜƴǘŜ ǾǊŀƎŜƴ ƻŦ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭŜƴ 
ƭƛŜǾŜǊ ǿŀǘ ƎŜƭŘ ǘŜǊǳƎΦέ 5ŀǘ ƳƻŜǘŜƴ ǿŜ ŀŦōƭƻƪƪŜƴΦ 5ǳǎ Řŀǘ ƘŜōōŜƴ ǿŜ Řŀƴ Ȋƻ ƎŜŘŀŀƴΦέ 
5
 Letzen Endes ist es eine Gemeinschaft, die auf Wirtschaftlichkeit beruht. 
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ά.ǳǘ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎΣ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƳŀȅōŜ Ŏŀƴ ƭŜŀǊƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƻǇŜǎ 

more easily. That you can speak to the firms at eye level after some time. That then you see 

potential to optimize yourself. We additionally have optimized things inside the installation 

ƻǳǊǎŜƭǾŜǎΦέ6 

In addition to the personal motives of these board members, the founders promoted the project, 

because the technology offered a reliable, cheap and convenient source of heat. !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ άώf]irst 

of all the use [of the excess heat] as such brought peace to the village. This has always been the 

!ŎƘƛƭƭŜǎΩ ƘŜŜƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ώōƛƻƎŀǎϐ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ Lǘ has always been a point of attack, which you cannot 

ŘŜƴȅέ7 (Interviewee 11, Nahwärme Schneeren). This aspect of using the excess heat of the biogas 

ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƭƻǎŜƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ƘŜŀǘƛƴƎΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ άώōϐŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ 

heat is released to the air, like earlier, and dissipates [it is better that] the heat is used to heat homes. 

Maybe he ώǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎƘŀƛǊǇŜǊǎƻƴϐ Ŏŀƴ ǘŜƭƭ ȅƻǳ ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ƻƛƭ ƻǊ Ǝŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŀǾŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅέ8 

(Interviewee 7, Nahwäme Schneeren).  

4.3.3 Local circumst ances 

The local circumstances, i.e. the type of the local community and the common history of the 

participants, differ across the cases. Dorpsmolen Reduzum and CHPP Nuremberg form two extremes 

in this comparison. The foundation in Reduzum was a product of ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΩǎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƭŦ-

governance. It was common in the area to have a village council with several working groups around 

an issue of interest. The foundation grew out of such a working group. Principally, it continued to 

work in a similar fashion, but without having to constantly report back to the village council. 

Interviewee 3 from Reduzum reported on this topic:  

ά¸ƻǳ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ ǘǿƻ 

associations. This way you get a lot of inǘŜǊŎƘŀƴƎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƻƴŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΦέ9  

ά9ǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛǘΣ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅΦ bƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǳǎΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƘǳǊŎƘ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ 

ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ώƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜϐΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŀƭǎƻ ǿŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΦέ10 

Many villagers knew each other and the board valued personal contact to stay in touch with the 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ǘƻƻƪ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǊǎΩ 

opinions into account in decision-making. Maybe this approach helped to create the feeling of 

collective ownership, which Interviewee 4 talked about: 

ά.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ ά.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƴŘ ǘǳǊōƛƴŜ ƛǎ ƻǳǊǎέΣ 

you then say. A bit chauvinistic, but you consider this wind turbine like a bit of property, a part 

of yƻǳǊǎŜƭŦΣ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΦ ¸ƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΦέ11 

                                                           
6
 Aber es hat natürlich schon einen Vorteil, dass man den Background hat, dass man sich vielleicht leichter einarbeiten 

kann. Dass man auch mit den Firmen aus Augenhöhe sprechen kann nach einer gewissen Zeit. Dann auch nochmal selber 
Optimierungspotentiale sieht. Wir haben auch selber innen in der Anlage nochmal Sachen optimiert 
7
 Frieden im Dorf hat vor allen Dingen überhaupt die Nutzung gebracht. Das war immer so die Achillesferse von der Anlage. 

Das war immer so ein Angriffspunkt, den man auch nicht abstreiten konnte. 
8
 Bevor die Wärme, so wie es zuerst war, in die Luft geblasen wird und verpufft. Oder die Wärme wird genutzt um die 

Häuser zu heizen. Da kann dir [the first chairperson] vielleicht sagen, wie viel Öl die dadurch einsparen oder Gas. 
9
 Men is gewend om met een vereniging mee te denken en soms zit je dan bij twee verenigingen in het bestuur. Op die 
ƳŀƴƛŜǊ ƪǊƛƧƎ ƧŜ Řŀƴ ƻƴŘŜǊƭƛƴƎ ǘƻŎƘ ǿŜƭ ǾŜŜƭ ǳƛǘǿƛǎǎŜƭƛƴƎΦέ 
10

 Iedereen die is dat wel gewend eigenlijk. Niet alleen van ons maar ook de kerk die doet van dat soort zaken [investing in 
the village]. En dorpsbelangen willen ook gewoon iets bijdragen. 
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CHPP Nuremberg stood in contrast to the well-embedded organization in Reduzum. Here, the 

organizational structure was determined prior to knowing the future members. Consequently, the 

developer had not taken into account how this specific community functioned and which knowledge 

and skills might be tapped into. Instead, the structure had been set-up in a manner that the members 

had to do as little as possible and that contracting firms took over management and maintenance of 

the installation. The fact that the members did not know each other was accounted for through 

granting every household an equal vote based on their equal ownership. One interviewee stated that 

the motive to save costs determined and justified the current organizational structure: 

ά!ǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Řŀȅ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ 

ǎŀȅΥ Ψ²Ŝ Řƻ ƛǘΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜ ƭƛƪŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘΦΩ ¸ƻǳ ƭƛǾŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǘ ǊŀƴŘƻƳ 

and you dƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ώǇŜǊǎƻƴϐΦ ώΧϐ 9ǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅΣ ƛǘ 

is a forced community, not a chosen one. Because of that it has to be safeguarded juridical, 

ƭŜƎŀƭƭȅΦέ12 Interviewee 6, CHPP Nuremberg 

While in Reduzum social links between people in a well-functioning village structure shaped the 

organization, CHPP Nuremberg relied on money as a main means of exchange. In Schneeren the local 

circumstances were similar to those in Reduzum, although no self-governance structure had 

previously been in place. The prospective members, all villagers as in Reduzum, mostly knew each 

other personally, which was valued by the participants:  

ά¸ƻǳ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ƪƴƻǿ ƻƴŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΦ ¸ƻǳ ǎŜŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

nearly every day, I do not want to say that, but often. This is better than if the place of office 

ǿŜǊŜ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ bŜǳǎǘŀŘǘ ƻǊ IŀƴƴƻǾŜǊΦέ13 Interviewee 7, Nahwärme Schneeren  

On the other hand, the members of Nahwärme Schneeren were co-owners like the ones in 

Nuremberg. Consequently, money-based exchanges played a role next to the fact that people knew 

each other well, which it had in common with Dorpsmolen Reduzum. Consequently, both projects 

could replace money-based exchanges with trust-based ones. Further, Interviewee 10 from 

Schneeren pointed at a specific reason for preferring a cooperative:  

άL ŦŜŜƭ ƛƴ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƛŦ L ƘŀŘ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ǘƘŜ ƻǿƴŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƛƻƎŀǎ 

ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘΣ ǳƴŦƻǊǘǳƴŀǘŜƭȅΦέ14  

This statement alludes to the conflict about the biogas installation and the fact that some suffered 

from externalities. The interviewees generally perceived a cooperative to distribute costs and 

benefits fairly, which might have been a driver to adopt this legal form. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
11

 Want het dorp ziet dit gebeuren als hun eigen project. Want de molen is van ons, zeg je dan. Wat chauvinistisch maar 
men ziet deze molen een beetje wel als een stukje eigendom, een stukje van jezelf, een stukje van het dorp. Daar wil je dan 
met elkaar van profiteren. 
12

 Letzen Endes ist es eine Gemeinschaft, die auf Wirtschaftlichkeit beruht. Es ist nicht eine Gemeinschaft, wo man sagt: 
α²ƛǊ ƳŀŎƘŜƴ ŘŀǎǎΣ ǿŜƛƭ ǿƛǊ ǳƴǎ ŀƭƭŜ ǎƻ ƎŜǊƴ ƘŀōŜƴΦϦ aŀƴ ǿƻƘƴǘ Ƙŀƭǘ ȊǳŦŅƭƭƛƎ ƴŜōŜƴŜƛƴŀƴŘŜǊ ǳƴŘ Ƴŀƴ Ƙŀǘ Ƨŀ ŀǳŎƘ ƴƛŎƘǘ 
bewusst sich entschiŜŘŜƴ  ƻŘŜǊ ƴŜōŜƴ ŘŜƳ ǳƴŘ ŘŜƳ Ȋǳ ǿƻƘƴŜƴΦ ώΧϐ 9ǎ ƛǎǘ Ƨŀ ƭŜǘȊǘŜƴ 9ƴŘŜǎ ŜƛƴŜ ŜǊȊǿǳƴƎŜƴŜ DŜƳŜƛƴǎŎƘŀŦǘΣ 
keine gewählte. Deswegen muss es juristisch, rechtlich gesichert sein. 
13

 Man kennt sich ja und man kann sich seine Meinung sagen. Man sieht sich ja fast jeden Tag, will ich nicht sagen, aber oft. 
Das ist schon besser als wenn der Sitz irgendwo in Neustadt wäre oder Hannover. 
14

 Ich fühle mich besser aufgehoben in der Nahwärmegenossenschaft als wenn ich jetzt an den Biogasbetreiber bezahlen 
müsste. Es ist leider so. 
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4.4 Conclusion  
To sum up, the three projects had a basic time line, linked to their technologies, in common with one 

another. This life-cycle model distinguished three main phases: setting-up; running; and end-of-life 

phase. The foundation for the organization of all three was laid during the setting-up phase or even 

before. This chapter identified three main factors shaping the organization: technology; motives; and 

local circumstances. In Reduzum altruistic motives and the wish to create public or club goods 

promoted the choice of a foundation as legal entity. The fact that people largely knew each other 

and that the region had a history of self-governance, made it easier to for the organization to rely on 

personal contact. Both in Nuremberg and Schneeren heat was physically distributed. Because the 

projects shared a private good, they opted for co-ownership. For CHPP Nuremberg money-based 

ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƛƴƎ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ŦƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƳƻǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŀ 

common history best. Although Nahwärme Schneeren also ǊŜƭƛŜŘ ƻƴ ƳƻƴŜȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

common history and social cohesion made it easier to integrate non-monetary governing 

mechanisms.  

5  0ÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓȭ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒÓ ÉÎ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÅÎÅÒÇÙ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔÓ  
This section describes the behaviours the interviewees reported on and uses these to compare the 

cases.  

Figure 11 shows the behaviours per phase of community energy projects for the two main types of 

agents ς leaders and followers. Appendix G presents a full overview of all second order codes 

including their definitions and categories with definitions. In Appendix I the reader can find an 

overview of the number of first order codes per category. These numbers were used as a rough 

indication during the comparison, but were by no means a numeric analysis. Note that the text uses 

bold letters to emphasize that it refers to a second order code ς that is a behaviour ς and italics to 

highlight the categories of behaviours.  

Behaviour naturally needs actors. In the three cases it soon became evident that there is a 

clear distinction in level of activity and types of behaviours the participants showed. They can be 

roughly split into two groups. First, the ones who are taking responsibility within the organization. 

They are the ones performing the necessary tasks and talk to other members. Their behaviour 

reminds ƻŦ 9ƴǎƭŜȅ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ όнллсύ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƻƴ ƻŦ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇΥ άLeadership is the process of influencing 

others to understand and agree about what needs to be done and how it can be done effectively, and 

the process of facilitating individual and collective efforts to accomplish a shared objective (Yukl, 

нллнύΦέ Interviewee 11 from Schneeren emphasizes the practical part of leadership: άŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƛǘ ƛǎ 

taking care, organizing and a little ŀŘǾŀƴŎƛƴƎ ώƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘϐΦέ15 On the other hand we have a group 

of people who rely on others to be active- the followers.  

As can be seen from  

Figure 11, behaviours of both followers and leaders can vary in the three life-cycle stages of a 

project. This especially counts for the behaviours closely related to the status of the project. For 

example it makes little sense to mobilize other people to join the project when it has already 

reached its maximum number of members. Therefore, this behaviour is usually found in the setting-

up phase. Other behaviours such as being up-to-date or engaging with external parties came back in 

ŀƭƭ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ǾŜǊǘƛŎŀƭ ōƻȄŜǎ ƛƴ  

                                                           
15

 Am Ende ist es halt ein Kümmern, Organisieren auch ein bisschen Voranbringen. 
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Figure 11. Not all behaviours can be assigned clearly to either followers or leaders. These can 

be found in the middle of the figure. The following sections present each behaviour depicted in 

Figure 11 separately, per type of agent, and compare the cases with the use of the categories, i.e. 

specification of the behaviours.  

 
 

 

 

Figure 11- Behaviours - that is second order codes - of leaders and followers in the three phases of community energy 
projects 

5.1 Followers hip behaviours  
There were four behaviours that mostly belonged to followers. The most basic one (compare Figure 

12) was relying on others to be active. This happened in three different ways, that is rely on others 

to be active has three categories. In the cases in which every member had decision-rights (CHPP 

Nuremberg and Schneeren) members could delegate these rights to others. However, this was only 

done in Schneeren and not in Nuremberg. Next to that, there is a less formalized way to rely on 

others - giving room. This behaviour was only reported in Reduzum and Schneeren, where the boards 

took care of the daily tasks. In Reduzum one interviewee described it as a way of supporting the 

board:  

ά¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ƘŜƭǇ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦŦŜǊ to the foundation is approving and giving them room to develop 

plans and to develop further plans.έ16 Interviewee 4, Dorpsmolen Reduzum 

                                                           
16

 De enige hulp die de mensen in het dorp aan de molenstichting geven is een fiatteren en hun ruimte geven om plannen 
te ontwikkelen en verdere plannen te ontwikkelen 
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The third way to rely on the leaders stemmed from the attitude that the members do not care. 

Strictly speaking, this is expressing an attitude of retreating from the organization. Although this 

attitude was mostly reported on in Nuremberg, it interviewees from Schneeren mentioned it to be a 

motivation for people to be inactive.   

 
Figure 12- Overview of follower behaviours and their categories 

Before being part of the projects, the followers interpreted joining and/or supporting it as seizing an 

opportunity. Which of the three opportunities they could seize depended on the technology and the 

type of organization around it. The first opportunity, using energy, was only applicable to Nahwärme 

Schneeren and CHPP Nuremberg, because in these cases the members actually consumed the heat. 

However, the interviewees in Nuremberg did not frame joining the projects as seizing an 

opportunity. The second opportunity, making a green investment, was only applicable to Dorpsmolen 

Reduzum and Schneeren, where participants bought shares of the projects and expected returns. 

Based on the numbers of first order codes, I assumed that getting energy was a more important 

motive for people to become a member than making a green investment. This observation is in line 

with the ratio between users and non-ǳǎŜǊǎ ƻŦ bŀƘǿŅǊƳŜ {ŎƘƴŜŜǊŜƴΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ 

opportunity, getting investment, was only applicable to Dorpsmolen Reduzum. As it referred to the 

Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ ŀǎƪ ŦƻǊ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƴŘ ǘǳǊōƛƴŜΩǎ 

profits, it fitted into the running phase, where most profit was made. 

In Schneeren some interviewees interpreted participating as taking a risk. On the one hand 

there were the followers who made an investment into the shares and/or the refurbishing of the 

heating system of their homes. On the other hand, the leaders also took a risk when making 

assumptions during planning, for example about the costs or the number of members needed. This 

code was not reported in Reduzum and Nuremberg, but it seemed reasonable to assume that some 

of the participants also perceived joining the organization or taking a part in planning as risky. 

Generally, the followers were inactive in the running phase apart from some single cases of 

mobilizing others, giving opinions and when asked for a favour. Some keep up-to-date though. In the 

cases three different ways of doing so have been reported. Reading about the developments, plans 
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and amount of generated electricity was only reported in Reduzum. There, the board communicated 

news through the local newspaper. In Nuremberg and Schneeren the annual members meetings 

were reported as source of information for followers. The third form of being up to date was asking. 

Again, this was only mentioned in Reduzum, where a face-to-face exchange of information and 

opinions was an important part of the organization. 

 This study did not generate specific data about the end-of-life phase and the future phase at 

hand, because only Dorpsmolen Reduzum had entered the end-of-life phase already. It seems safe to 

assume though, that in these phases the followers are generally more altert to news and more active 

when it comes to giving their opinions. In case new participants need to be recuited or current 

participants need to decide whether to remain in the organizaiton or not, probably the behaviours of 

mobilizing and risk taking play a more important role again compared to the running phase.  

5.2 Leadership behaviours  
[ŜŀŘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎΩ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǇŀǊǘǎΦ This section divides the behaviours of leaders into 

three different types (compareFigure 13 for an overview and structure of the section). First, it 

describes the most general behaviours or overarching behaviours. Second, it categorizes the 

behaviours Ƴƻǎǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴǘƻ 5ǊŜǎŎƘŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ όнлмпύ ŦƻǳǊ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

Ultimately, it presents additional behaviours which were typical for the leaders, but did not 

necessarily express leadership. 
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Figure 13- Overview of leadership behaviours (behaviours in bold) 

5.2.1 Overarching behaviours  

Leaders were the active counterpart of followers. Figure 14 depicts the three overarching behaviours 

leaders engage in. Leaders took responsibility for and within the projects. They either took it, 

because they wanted to advance the project as a whole or because they had personal motives to do 

so. A third category was made up of quotes in which people explicitly did not want to take 

responsibility. From the ratio between a more altruistic motivation and a personal motivation I 

derived which one was more important in which case. In all three cases the interviewees reported 
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leaders to take responsibility for the projects, but no personal gain was reported in Reduzum. 

Therefore, I conclude that in Reduzum the board was driven by the wish to improve the community 

or even broader as Interviewee 2 puts it: άώΧϐ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ǿƻǊƭŘέ17. Similar 

counts for Schneeren where the majority of quotes were about leaders wanting to advance the 

project instead of their personal interests. In Nuremberg the motivation for taking responsibility 

seemed to be out of personal interest. This motive was mentioned nearly four times as often as 

doing it for the project. The fact that Interviewee 5 considered the CHPP his property was a driver for 

him to get active: 

άL ǎŜŜ ƛǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘƛǎΥ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀƴ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƻǾŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊ ŀƎŀƛƴΣ 

because I simply say that it clearly is my property. If I do not take care of it, nobody takes care 

ƻŦ ƛǘΦέ18 

Only in Nuremberg the interviewees expressed 

that people explicitly did not want to be 

responsible. Both interviewees mentioned that the 

main reason was that these people were either 

not interested in the issue or do not perceive the 

problem as pressing enough to take action.  

Leaders performed two overarching types 

of activities: planning and managing. Planning - 

making concrete plans about how to put ideas into 

practice - was generally reported to take place 

before and in the beginning of a new technological 

cycle, that is before and during the setting-up 

phase and in the end-of-life phase. In between, in 

the running phase, managing what had been set-up already and daily operations were more 

prominent. The numbers of times which both behaviours were reported reflect how much is 

outsourced in a project. In Schneeren the board performed many tasks. Consequently, the number of 

quotes belonging to these behaviours was high. In Nuremberg on the other hand, the participants 

outsourced many activities and did not take part in the planning of the project, which can be seen 

back in the number of quotes. Reduzum lay in between these extremes, both in terms of outsourcing 

and numbers of quotes. 

5.2.2 Behaviours belonging to th e four leadership functions  

As mentioned earlier, Drescher et al. (2014) distinguish four major leadership functions, which I 

found back in the cases as well. In the following I categorize behaviours of leaders from the cases 

along these four leadership functions.Figure 15 gives an overview of the four leadership functions 

and corresponding behaviours with their categories 

(1) Information search and strucutring - First of all, leaders search and structure information. This 

leadership function was reflected in two behaviours ς collecting information and acquiring 

knowledge and discussing ideas and plans internally. Collecting information had four different 

categories reflecting how the leaders collect information and acquire knowledge. The first way was 

                                                           
17

 Dan draag je dan toch nog iets aan bij aan de duurzame wereld 
18

 Aber ich sehe es so: ich habe keine andere Möglichkeit als das immer wieder einzufordern, weil ich einfach sage, es ist 
ganz klar mein Eigentum. Wenn ich mich nicht drum kümmere, kümmert sich keiner drum. 
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responsibility 

Project 
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Planning Managing 

Figure 14- Overview of the overarching behaviours and their 
categories 
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through experimenting, which was reported on in both Reduzum and Nuremberg. Experiments could 

be either intellectual or physical exploration of the world. One interviewee mentioned how they 

experiment physically with their CHPP: 

ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘǊȅ ƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǳƳƳŜǊΦ .ǳǘ ƴƻōƻŘȅ Ƙŀǎ 

told us about it yet. We had to find out ourselves that you can switch off a CHPP during 

ǎǳƳƳŜǊΦέ19 Interviewee 5, CHPP Nuremberg 

 

Figure 15- Overview of the behaviours belonging to the four leadership functions and their categories 

In any case, the projects hoped for insights in new opportunities and ways to deal with a problem 

from experimenting. The second way of collecting information was idea networking. Again, it was 

only reported in Reduzum and Schneere as a way to stimulate new ideas. More concretely this meant 

that the leaders engaged with individuals from both inside and outside the project with different 

views and backgrounds. The third way was through observing, ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŜƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ collect 

information and ideas. It was reported on in all three cases and slightly more frequently than the 

first two ways. In both Reduzum and Schneeren the leaders observed other projects to learn from 

them. In Nuremberg, it was mainly about observing the own installation to learn how to improve it. 
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This was also done in Schneeren, where the board optimized the installation themselves. The fourth 

way ς collecting practical information ς was reported most frequently in all cases. Leaders άώΧϐ ŎŀǘŎƘ 

up on it, they google on the internet, they talk to peopleέ20 (Interviewee 5, CHPP Nuremberg). Usually 

this happened in a down to earth manner around questions like How to ask for a permit? or Which 

conditions do we need to fulfil if we want to become a cooperative? Consequently, it was reported far 

more frequently in Reduzum and Schneeren than in Nuremberg, because the leaders had to decide 

more for themselves in the starting-up phase and in Reduzum also in the end-of-life phase. 

 The information the leaders had collected was then carried on within the project. This 

comprised structuring the information, which is the second part of the first leadership function. The 

corresponding behaviour of leaders to structuring is discussing plans and ideas internally. This 

behaviour had four different categories giving more insight into how it is done and who is involved 

when assigning meaning to information. First, leaders gave information, for example on the status of 

a permit or a talk to an expert. It was mentioned in all three cases. Strictly speaking however, it is not 

a discussion, but a one way exchange of information. In the second way of discussing ideas and plans 

only board members were involved. As a consequence, it was not applicable for Nuremberg. Usually 

the boards exchanged views, opinions and information and jointly came to a conclusion or plan of 

action. Interviewee 1 from Reduzum illustrated how this typically happened during a board meeting: 

ά²Ŝ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƎŜǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ƻƴŎŜ ŀ ƳƻƴǘƘΦ ²Ŝ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ŀƴ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ƛƴ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƘŀƛǊƳŀƴ 

gives a talk and we have a number of points [on the agenda]: What is the status? Do we have 

to apply for a subsidy? What can we do already now? During the meeting all points on the 

agenda will be addressed and if it is necessary, actions will be taken, that somebody needs to 

look somethƛƴƎ ǳǇ ƻǊ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŀǘΦέ21 

Discussions within the board were mentioned twice as often in Reduzum as in Schneeren. When 

comparing the content of the quotes, it became evident that this was because the board in Reduzum 

decided on how to spend the profit. In addition, the timing of the interviews might have had an 

influence. While Schneeren was in the running phase, in which they needed to take relatively little 

decisions, in Reduzum they were working on getting a new wind turbine and thinking about possible 

alternatives. This made more meetings necessary than in Schneeren. Third, the by far mostly 

reported way of discussing was followers sharing their opinions with the leaders (, which makes it a 

follower behaviour as well as a leader behaviour). It occurred twice as often in Reduzum and 

Schneeren and was less prominent in Nuremberg. In all three cases the opinions supported decision-

making. In Reduzum the board was entitled to make decisions on their own, because they were no 

ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǘƻ ŀŎǘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ 

ǿƛǎƘŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎΩ opinions helped them to decide in line with the 

community, even though they did not have a voting system in place. In Nuremberg, where decisions 

could only be made once a year and were subject to voting, exchanging opinions helped the leaders 

to prepare decisions and this way to more effectively make use of scarce moments to make 

decisions. In Schneeren followers had the chance to give their opinions at any time outside or during 

the annual meetings. However, the opinions had a less important role for decision-making than in 

Reduzum, presumably, because Nahwärme Schneeren had a voting mechanism in place. 
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  The fourth category encompassed statements in which it became evident that an idea or plan 

was not discussed internally. This happened most often in Nuremberg, where no mechanism was in 

place that encouraged discussion, leading to people, the leaders, stimulating a discussion when they 

believe it to be necessary of people acting without prior consultation of other members. Although 

the board in Reduzum valued the opinions of participants highly, they were not obliged to discuss 

every decision with them. In one instance ς when founding an energy cooperative in anticipation of 

the new wind turbine - they did so without even informing the village. Also in Schneeren the board 

was allowed to take decisions without prior consultation, but this was restricted to operational 

decisions.  

(2) Using information in problem-solving - According to Drescher et al. (2014)using information in 

problem-solving means that the identify needs, develop plans and communicate them to their 

members. Planning, which has been mentioned earlier as an overarching activity of leaders belongs 

to this leadership function. In addition, the behaviours identifying and pursuing opportunities and 

persistence were part of using information in problem-solving (compare second column in Figure 

15). The first one, identifying and pursuing opportunities, had three categories referring to the 

source of the opportunity. The first category describes pain, that is a problem which could be solved 

through value creation. It was mentioned in Reduzum and Schneeren. In both cases, the board 

decided or thought about ways to use something, like a bad internet connection in Reduzum or the 

excess heat in Schneeren, which the local community perceived as a problem to make profit out of it. 

The board of Dorpsmolen Reduzum in addition had the privilege to decide whether they wanted to 

ǎǇŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƴŘ ǘǳǊōƛƴŜΩǎ ǇǊƻŦƛǘ ƻƴ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ the second source of 

opportunity ς use of profit ς which was only applicable to Reduzum. Here, the board members 

reported that they kept their eyes and ears open for possibilities to spend the profit in line with the 

philosophy of improving village life and promoting sustainability. One example was the board 

encouraging and supporting the villagers in purchasing solar panels, when they realized that solar 

panels were inexpensive because of a subsidy. The third source of opportunity, called future and 

expansion, was about making plans for the future. Only Dorpsmolen Reduzum and Nahwärme 

Schneeren reported to do so. Because Dorpsmolen Reduzum was in the end-of-life phase at the time 

of the interviews, plans for continuing the project were concrete already. Nahwärme Schneeren was 

in the running phase and not yet thinking about the future concretely. Interviewee 10 from 

Schneeren gives a reason for it:  

α¸ƻǳ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ōƛƻƎŀǎ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎΦ 

Whether you can takŜ ƛǘ ƻǾŜǊΣ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘΦέ22 

Also in Reduzum I noticed that leaders preferred to make concrete plans when they knew about the 

circumstances and possibilities of the time. 

The second leader behaviour is only applicable to Reduzum, because only the interviewees of 

this case talked about persistence. The board members showed entrepreneurial spirit in dealing with 

ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǇŜǊƳƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǿƛƴŘ ǘǳǊōƛƴŜΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ άώΧϐ keep their high spirits and assume 

ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎΦέ23 (Interviewee 1, Dorpsmolen Reduzum) and thought of alternatives and 

new opportunities to replace the technology. In Schneeren on the other hand, persistence was not 
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 Man muss dann erstmal überhaupt sehen, wenn die Biogasanlage nicht mehr da ist, was da überhaupt passieren soll. Ob 

man das denn übernehmen kann, so einen kleinen gewissen Teil. 
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 ώΧϐ blijven gewoon positief gemutst en gaan er vanuit dat het succes heeft 
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necessary, because there were no such obstacles and in Nuremberg they continued, because they 

were bound to a contract, not because of a certain attitude.  

(3) Managing personnel resources ς This leadership function had three behaviours (compareFigure 

15) - mobilizing and sharing knowledge, skills and resources. They mobilized in three different ways. 

First, and most frequently reported on in Schneeren in the starting-up phase, they convinced people 

of their standpoint, who had had a different view before. Especially in Schneeren, this resulted in 

villagers becoming users. In Nuremberg leaders convinced others of their standpoint in the running 

phase to increase the chance of a majority at the annual meeting. Second, leaders, but also some 

followers, attracted non-participants to join or support the project. Unlike convincing attracting 

refers to getting like-minded people on board or as Interviewee 11 from Schneeren put it: ά¢ƘŜǊŜ 

always needs ǘƻ Ǝƻ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ LŘŜŀƭƛǎƳ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘΦέ24 Attracting was mentioned more often in Reduzum 

and Schneeren than in Nuremberg. A possible reason for this might be that these two projects were 

more ideologically driven than CHPP Nuremberg. In Schneeren the board mobilized through 

convincing in the starting-up phase, but shifted towards attracting in the running phase, because 

sharing similar ideals made managing easier. Third, leaders inspired. Interviewee 4 from Reduzum 

saw it as follows: ά¸ƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǿƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ Ǉǳǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘǊŀŎƪΦέ25 Because 

inspiring has an ideological component, it made sense that it was only reported in Schneeren and 

Reduzum. 

Once people were mobilized, they could be a source of knowledge, skills and resources. 

Sharing these is the second behaviour associated with managing personnel resources. Naturally, 

both leaders and follower were engaged in this behaviour, but the leaders were the ones giving more 

frequently due to their position in the project. Overall, interviewees reported this behaviour only 

once in Nuremberg. Likely, they shared less than in the other two cases, because they outsourced 

many activities. Sharing had three categories depending on what was shared ς knowledge, skills or 

resources. The first category ς sharing knowledge ς was the only one mentioned in all cases. 

Dorpsmolen Reduzum stood out with the highest number. The gross of the quotes was about the 

board sharing their knowledge and experience of the purchase of solar panels. Sharing skills made up 

the second category. The interviewees from both Reduzum and Schneeren reported on it. The 

difference between sharing knowledge and sharing skills was that in the former information is 

conveyed orally, while in the latter the ones who share applied the knowledge themselves. Sharing 

resources- the third category ς on the other hand referred to either giving time, access to land or 

physical resources such as machinery. Although all leaders gave time to the project, other types of 

sharing resources were mentioned only in Schneeren. Overall, participants seemed to share more 

skills and resources in Schneeren than in Reduzum. A possible explanation lies in the different types 

of technologies and the different DIY-attitudes regarding optimizing and maintaining the installation. 

A CHPP offers more possibilities for improvement and optimization than a wind turbine. Together 

with a high willingness to do that by oneself, like I found in Schneeren, it seemed natural that the 

participants shared more skills and resources than in Reduzum. 

(4) Managing material resources - The fourth and last leadership function concerns leaders managing 

material resources. In all three projects the leaders tried to do so through increasing the created 

value (compare fourth column in Figure 15). Throughout the interview I identified seven different 

ways to get more out of the installation or organization after it had been set-up. Unlike the 
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categories of the previous leader behaviours, the categories of this behaviour are presented per case 

for a better overview. In Reduzum the leaders tried to increase the created value through effectively 

organize the task division and through changing the organization after the new wind turbine would 

be placed. Their main drive was to increase the social value, which was in in line with their motive to 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΩ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΦ Lƴ bǳǊŜƳōŜǊƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ increase the created value 

in two ways. On the one hand, they changed the organization through adding informal meetings and 

tasks to the organizational structure. On the other hand, and more importantly, they tried to 

overcome the obstacle of an inefficient CHPP through making it efficient. Even though there was no 

technical problem in Schneeren, also here the most important way to increase the created value was 

to make the technology more efficient. As only project they also tried to increase their positive 

environmental impact, that is saving fossil fuels, and to use tax regulations to increase the financial 

benefits. In addition, they were the only project which had the potential to have some more 

participants.  

5.2.3 Additional behaviours  

/ƭƻǎŜƭȅ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ƻǳǘǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŘŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ DIY-attitude (do it yourself-

attitude) ς the first one of the additional behaviours (compare Figure 16). This attitude guided 

decisions throughout all life cycle stages. The interviewees stated three different reasons for doing 

so: authoring, out of necessity and to replace services usually performed by firms. In addition, they 

talked about the opposite of a DIY-attitude ς outsource ς which forms the fourth category. Authoring 

means that the leaders were motivated to do it by themselves in order to establish a new way of 

άŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎέΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŀƴ 

alternative way to organize heat 

supply. For the boards in both 

Reduzum and Schneeren this was one 

reason to take action. In contrast, in 

Nuremberg the leaders reported to 

take responsibility out of necessity - 

that is because they felt that 

otherwise nobody would do it. 

Replacing as a category was only 

mentioned in Schneeren. This 

ƳŀǘŎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ōƻŀǊŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ 

interest in the technology and 

optimizing it themselves and the fact 

that they planned and managed a lot 

by themselves. On the other hand, 

there was the category of 

outsourcing, which interviewees in 

both Reduzum and Nuremberg talked 

about. In Reduzum it referred to outsourcing the repair and maintenance of the wind turbine. In 

Nuremberg outsourcing was mentioned more frequently, probably because the participants 

outsource more activities like repair, maintenance, optimization and management. 

 A step-by-step approach is another behaviour that was present during the entire life cycle. 

More precisely, it was only reported on in Reduzum and Schneeren, but not in Nuremberg. The code 

comprises three categories giving the reason for choosing a step-by-step approach. First, the 

DIY-attitude 

Authoring 

Neccessity 

Replacing 

Outsourcing 

Step-by-
step 

approach 

Overview 

Pilot 

Uncertain 
future 

Engaging 
with 

external 
parties 

Politics 

Business 

Networking 

Publicity 

Education 

Learning 

1st order 

2nd order 

Facts and 
skills 

Other 
situation 

NOT 

Figure 16- Overview of additional behaviours and their categories 



  

54 
 

participants in Reduzum and Schneeren felt the need to get an overview to ensure that the 

organization grows with its tasks. Second, the project in Schneeren considered the first building 

phase as a pilot from which they could learn and which they could use to convince others of the 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭΦ ¢ƘƛǊŘΣ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ ŎŀǎŜǎ ŀ ǎǘŜǇǿƛǎŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƳŀŘŜ ƛǘ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ 

with an uncertain future as this interviewee illustrated: 

άώΧϐ ǘƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǿŀƛǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎΦ .ǳǘ L ŀǎǎǳƳŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōƛƻƎŀǎ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

will remain working or that it will be replaced. I do not think about it now, what will 

ƘŀǇǇŜƴΦέ26 (Interviewee 10, Nahwärme Schneeren) 

Overall, the step-by-step approach played a more important role in Schneeren than in Reduzum. This 

can be seen back in the number of quotes. On the other hand, the technical development in three 

building phases in Schneeren reflects a stepwise approach in itself.  

 Leaders also had to engage with external parties ŀǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘƛƳŜǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ 

life cycle. Based on the interviews I identified five reasons for engaging with external parties. The 

reasons were linked to both the type of parties whom the leaders were in touch with and the life 

cycle phases. The first reason to engage with external parties was to deal with politics - that is to 

attend and organize meetings with politicians and to deal with permits and subsidies. This was 

especially relevant during the starting-up phase and the end-of-life phase, in which the active 

members needed to find out which institutional framework applied to their installation and how to 

deal with it. Consequently, only in Reduzum and Schneeren this facet of engaging with external 

parties was mentioned. In Reduzum it was mainly about arranging the permits for a new wind 

turbine in the end-of-life stage and in Schneeren the interviewees reported on the starting-up phase. 

In Nuremberg the members did not set-up the installation and organization themselves, so they were 

not involved in dealing with politics. The second type of external parties was business partners. It 

referred to dealing with parties the projects had under contract, like for example the expert CHPP 

Nuremberg hired to optimize the installation or the construction companies working for Nahwärme 

Schneeren. In Reduzum the interviewees did not mention doing business as a reason to engage with 

external parties, but I am convinced that they dealt with business partners when placing the wind 

turbine and will do so as soon as they get the permit for a new one. Dorpsmolen Reduzum however ς 

as only one of the three cases ς took part in networking activities. Interviewee 3 from Reduzum 

described their reasons for attending various events in the region as follows: 

ά²Ŝ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΣ ōǳǘ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ 

ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿƘƻ ƪƴƻǿǎΣ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘΦέ27 

On the one hand the board in Reduzum kept their eyes and ears open for new opportunities. This 

matched their constant search for ideas on how to spend the profit of the wind turbine. On the other 

hand, they used networking with politicians to increase political support for their new wind turbine. 

The fourth reason for engaging with external parties ς to increase publicity - again was only reported 

on in Reduzum. Through a higher visibility of the project in the (social) media they hoped to increase 

pressure on the provincial government to give the permit for the new wind turbine. The fifth reason 

to engage with external parties was to educate other projects about the process of setting-up and 
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 ώΧϐ Řŀƴƴ Ƴǳǎǎ Ƴŀƴ ŀōǿŀǊǘŜƴΣ ǿŀǎ ǇŀǎǎƛŜǊǘΦ ŀōŜǊ ƛŎƘ ƎŜƎŜƴ Ƴŀƭ ŘŀǾƻƴ ŀǳǎΣ Řŀǎǎ ŘƛŜ .ƛƻƎŀǎŀƴŀƭŀƎŜ ǎǘŜƘŜƴ ōƭŜƛōǘ oder 

dass es da einen Nachfolger geben wird. Da mache ich mir jetzt keine Gedanken, was da so passiert. 
27

 Naar verschillende overleggen gaan we dan en daar zijn ze dan met verschillende dingen bezig maar dan moet je dan 
toch even bij zijn want wie weet kunnen we weer wat opsteken. 
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running the project and future users of the technology. It was practiced in both Reduzum and 

Schneeren. In both projects the interviewees reported that they wanted to give others the possibility 

to learn from their experiences, as Interviewee 10 from Schneeren points out: 

ά²ƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƳŀƪŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƳ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƭȅΦ LŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŜƳōǊŀŎŜ it, you do not 

know. What they make of it is their concern.έ28 

In Nuremberg the members did not engage in education activities. Presumably, this was either due to 

the fact that they outsourced many activities or because the participants would like to do as little as 

possible regarding the project.  

Leaders were the active ones, the ones who exposed themselves to challenges and new 

experiences. Therefore, it was them who reported learning. Overall, the least statements about 

learning were made in Nuremberg and the most in Reduzum. A reason for this might be that in 

Nuremberg there were little possibilities for learning, because many activities were outsourced, 

while in Reduzum two interviewees reported that they joined the board to learn. Learning had five 

categories reflecting on the type of insight. The first one described first order learning, that is 

detecting and correcting errors, but not changing the way one thinks. It is opposed to the second 

type of insight ς second order learning, where people questioned and adapted their way of thinking, 

their beliefs and assumptions. While first order learning was only reported in Reduzum and 

Schneeren, second order learning was mentioned in all three cases. Interviewee 5 from Nuremberg 

summarized his learning experience as follows: 

ά²Ƙŀǘ L ƘŀǾŜ ƭŜŀǊƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƴŎƛƭŜ ŀƭƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ нл ώǇŜƻǇƭŜϐΦ !ƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ 

with this combination of both [organization and CHPP] you have a very complex structure. 

And to be dependent on 20 others gives you more complexity on top of that. This is really my 

ƭŜǎǎƻƴ ƭŜŀǊƴǘΦέ29 

The third type of insights was about learning facts and skills. Compared to the above mentioned first 

and second order learning, it is far more practical. It was mentioned most often by interviewees of 

Dorpsmolen Reduzum, which might be due to the fact that learning was a motivation of some board 

members to join (nearly all relevant statements were made by board members who were motivated 

to join by learning). Another practical type of insight was transferring what had been learnt at the 

project to other situations. Interviewee 3 from Reduzum described one example: 

ά²ƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀ ƘƻǳǎŜΦ Iƻǿ Ŏŀƴ L ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜ ƛǘ ōŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ do I need to consider? 

And you have experienced a lot of thingy with the wind turbine and they come back at other 

ǇƭŀŎŜǎΣ ǘƻƻΦέ30 

This type of learning happened unknowingly and because άώȅϐƻǳ ƎǊƻǿ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘ ώǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘϐΦ ¸ƻǳ 

ŀǊŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǳƴŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƭȅέ31 (Interviewee 3, Dorpsmolen Reduzum). 

                                                           
28

 Wenn man Erfahrungen gemacht hat, man kann sie gerne weitergeben. Ob diese jenen das annehmen, weiß man nicht. 

Was sie daraus machen, ist ihr Problem. 
29

 Was ich gelernt habe ist, dass es nicht einfach ist, um mit 20 alle Interesse unter einen Hut zu bekommen. Und auch diese 

Kombination aus beiden ein sehr komplexes Konstrukt zu haben. Und auf 20 andere angewiesen zu sein, dass man 
Komplexität reinkriegt.  Das ist wirklich eine lesson learnt von mir. 
30

 Als je een huis bouwt. Hoe kan ik het nou het handigste financieren en waar moet ik allemaal rekening mee houden? En 

je hebt ook heel veel dingen meegemaakt met de molen en die komen op andere plekken ook weer terug. 
31

 Je groeit erin mee. Je gebruikt het onbewust. 
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Only the interviewees in Nuremberg mentioned that they did not learn, i.e. that the situation in the 

project was similar to the one in their job or that the project was perceived as minor, which made 

learning unnecessary. This goes hand in hand with the finding that overall, hardly any learning was 

reported in Nuremberg. 

5.3 Changes in behaviour  
The previous sections established that behaviour evolved with the nature of the tasks of the life-cycle 

stages of projects. From ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎ ƛǎ 

ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΦ /Itt bǳǊŜƳōŜǊƎ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾƛŘŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

leaders and followers is permeable. In Reduzum and Schneeren on the other hand, the divide 

between followers and leaders consolidated itself over time. This section summarizes the reasons the 

interviewees gave for this observation.  

All three cases had in common that people started or entered the organization with certain 

motives and expectations. At a for each case natural point in time they evaluated whether their 

ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ƳŜǘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ ǎƻ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ΨǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΩΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

expectations. Table 11 gives and overview of all motives and expectations, when they were 

evaluated against the outcomes and what this meant for the projects.  

Table 11 - Overview of elements relevant to the evaluation of expectations and its consequences per case 

 Motives and expectations Point(s) of 
evaluation 

Result of evaluation Consequence of 
evaluation 

Dorpsmolen 
Reduzum 

1. Invest in quality of life 
2. Support sustainable 

development 
3. Reliable green 

investment 
4. Personal learning and 

integration  

Constant  exchange 
of opinions 
 
 
Asking villagers to 
invest in second 
wind turbine 

Board and villagers 
are satisfied and 
proud 
 
Villagers show their 
approval through 
investing twice as 
much as expected 

Growth in trust in 
organization observed 
 
Keeping the 
foundation as it is 

CHPP 
Nuremberg 

1. Saving energy and 
thus money 

2. Saving energy and 
thus being 
environmentally 
friendly 

About two years 
after moving in 

The bills were higher 
than expected 

Members who 
perceive the negative 
evaluation as severe 
and believe that they 
have to find a solution 
themselves got active  
 
Introduction of 
informal elements 

Nahwärme 
Schneeren 

1. Reliable, cheap and 
convenient method of 
heating 

2. Use of excess heat 
from Biogas GbR 

First winter of first 
building phase 

Technically feasible 
 
Demonstrated to 
potential users that it 
works 

Developing plans for 
second building phase 
 
Growth in trust in 
organization and 
technology 

If the expectations were met, they largely felt that no changes were needed and that no change in 

behaviour or the organization was necessary. This was the case in Reduzum and Schneeren. Overall 

the performance of the two projects was evaluated positively. In Schneeren the users were satisfied 

with the system and άώǘϐƘŜǊŜ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜέ32 (Interviewee 7, Nahwärme 

                                                           
32

 Da haben wir keine negativen Sachen. 
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Schneeren). Further, they approved of the board and thought that άώǊϐŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀŦŦƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

people, we are well served both iƴ ǘƘŜ ōƛƻƎŀǎ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ƘŜŀǘƛƴƎέ33 (Interviewee 8, 

Nahwärme Schneeren). Also in Reduzum there have been little changes in the organization for the 

last 22 years. With questions about change the interviewees often turned to the composition of the 

board. They identified a new composition as a source of change as well as changes in the world 

around us such as digitalization. In both cases change was not perceived necessary. As a result the 

leaders felt reassured in their previous behaviour and the followers continued to rely on them. The 

following quote illustrates that the followers did not feel a need to take leadership functions, 

because they were satisfied: 

άaƻǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻƴŜ Ƙŀǎ ǘŀƭƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŀƛŘΥ Ψ¸ƻǳ ŀǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ǿŜƭƭΤ Ƨǳǎǘ ƭŜŀǾŜ ƛǎ [as it is]. I do 

ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƴƻǿΦέ34Interviewee 9, Nahwärme Schneeren 

Lƴ wŜŘǳȊǳƳ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƭƻƻƪ ōŀŎƪ ƻƴ ŀ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ нн ȅŜŀǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 
trust consolidated their role as leaders even outside the project: 

άhƴƭȅΣ ǿƘŀǘ we see now is that the village council is a little less active, fewer ideas. Now they 
ǎǘŀǊǘ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǳǎΦ ΨhǿΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǿŜƭƭΩΦ .ǳǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŜ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ƎŜt better 
known than the people from the village council. We have been working on things for 20 years 
already and then you are just a little bit more approachable. But it is mainly built on the trust 
ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƛǎŜǎ ǿŜ ƪŜǇǘΦέ35 Interviewee 3, Dorpsmolen Reduzum 

To sum up, little changes were made both in Dorpsmolen Reduzum and Nahwärme Schneeren, 

because άώǿϐƘŀǘ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΚ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǎǘŀȅǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀƴȅǿŀȅΦέ36 (Interviewee 

10, Nahwärme Schneeren) and because άȅŜǎΣ ƛǘ ǿƻǊƪǎΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘƛƴƎέ37 

(Interviewee 3, Dorpsmolen Reduzum). 

LŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿere not met ς like in Nuremberg - they wished for change. 

Depending on how urgent or important they perceived the shortcomings of the project, they were 

willing to take action themselves or they reconciled with the facts. The participants soon discovered 

that their expectations of a cheap energy source were not met: 

 ά!ǘ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǿŜ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƛŘΥ ΨǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ /Itt ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ 

ŦŀƴǘŀǎǘƛŎΦΩ bƻōƻŘȅ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŎŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƛǘΦ ώΧϐ ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊ Ǉǳǘ ƛǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ 

switched it ƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƛŘΥ Ψ¢ƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƎƻΦΩ ²ƛǘƘ ƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ŎŀƳŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ ŜƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΣ 

ōǳǘ ƘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǇŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǝŀǎ ōƛƭƭ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƳƻƴǘƘΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǿŜ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ƛŘŜŀ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƛŘΥ ΨhƻǇǎΣ ǘƘŜ 

ōƛƭƭǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ƘƛƎƘΦΩ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǿŜ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎΧ ǿŜ ƘŀŘ ƻther 

problems.38έ Interviewee 5, CHPP Nuremberg 

                                                           
33

 In der Beziehung, was die Bestückung mit Personal und Leuten anbelangt, da sind wir sowohl in der Biogasanlage als auch 
im Nahwärmenetz gut bedient. 
34

 Die meisten, die man angesprochen hat meinten: "Ihr macht das ganz gut; lasst mal. Ich hab da grad keine Zeit für. 
35

 Alleen wat we nu merken dat dorpsbelangen is wat minder actief, minder ideeën. Nou beginnen ze bij ons te komen. Oh, 
dat gaat niet goed. Maar we blijken wat dat betreft bekender te zijn dan de mensen die met dorpsbelang zitten. Wij zitten 
er al 20 jaar met dingen en dat ben je gewoon net even beter aanspreekbaar. Maar dat in de hoofdzaak gebouwd op een 
stuk vertrouwen en dingen die we waargŜƳŀŀƪǘ ƘŜōōŜƴΦέ 
36

 Was will man da auch ganz groß ändern? Weil es bleibt ja sowieso immer das gleiche. Man versucht jetzt nur noch mehr 
zu optimieren. Immer noch ein bisschen einen Schritt weiter zu gehen, was man so noch machen könnte. 
37

 Ja, het werkt. Dat is het belangrijkste. 
38

 ½ǳŜǊǎǘ ǎƛƴŘ ǿƛǊ Ƨŀ ƎŜǎǘŀǊǘŜǘ ǳƴŘ ƘŀōŜƴ ƎŜǎŀƎǘΥ αǿƛǊ ƘŀōŜƴ Řŀǎ ƎŜƛƭǎǘŜ .I[² ŘŜǊ ²Ŝƭǘ ǳƴŘ ŀƭƭŜǎ ƛǎǘ ǎǳǇŜǊΦά YŜƛƴŜǊ Ƙŀǘ ŘŀǊŀƴ 
ƎŜŘŀŎƘǘΣ Řŀǎǎ Ƴŀƴ ǎƛŎƘ ŘŀǊǳƳ ƪǸƳƳŜǊƴ ƳǳǎǎΦά 
ώΧϐ.ŀǳǘǊŅƎŜǊ Ƙŀǘ ǳƴǎ Řŀǎ Řŀ ƘƛƴƎŜǎǘŜƭƭǘΣ Ŝǎ ŀƴƎŜǎŎƘŀƭǘŜǘ ǳƴŘ ƎŜǎŀƎǘΥ αIƛŜǊ Ƙŀōǘ ƛƘǊ ŜǎΦά 5ŀƳƛǘ ǿŀǊ Řŀǎ ¢ƘŜƳŀ ŦǸǊ ŘŜƴ 
Bauträger zu Ende, aber der zahlt ja auch nicht die Gasrechnung jeden Monat. Und dann sind wir irgendwann auf die Idee 
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Despite agreeing that the problem was a technical one, they could not easily agree on measures to 

solve it. The first plan to suit the developer was not carried out. Finally, they contented themselves 

with hiring an expert to run tests. Also for this and any further decisions, participants were needed 

who collected information, talked to other participants and talked to external parties. The drive to 

ǎǇŜƴŘ ǘƛƳŜ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŜƳƳŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻn of the gravity of the problem, their 

expectations and the feeling that the owners themselves were responsible: 

 ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƻǇƛŎǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŜΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƻǇƛŎǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

do not interest the people at all und then they ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀŎǘƛǾŜΦέ39 Interviewee 6, CHPP 

Nuremberg 

άhŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅΥ Ψ²Ŝ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƴƻǿΦΩ .ǳǘ L ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ 

ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ώǇŜƻǇƭŜϐ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜ ƛǘ ŀǎ ǳǊƎŜƴǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ Χ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǿŀƛǘΦ Lt is not 

dramatic enough, so ǘƻ ǎǇŜŀƪΣ ǘƻ Χ ƛǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀƴƴƻȅƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ǿƘƻ ŎŀǊŜǎΚ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ 

ǿƻǊǎŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΣ ƭŜǘΩǎ Ǉǳǘ ƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀȅΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪΥ Ψ²ŜƭƭΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ hYΦΩά40 Interviewee 6, 

CHPP Nuremberg 

All in all, in Nuremberg there were two ways of reacting to the problems with the CHPP. Either 

participants perceived the problem as severe enough and were interested in solving it ς then they 

took leadership functions ς or they reconciled with the fact that their bills were higher than expected 

ς then they remained inactive.  

¢ƻ ǎǳƳ ǳǇΣ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ leadership/followership 

behaviour (compare Figure 17). A positive 

evaluation ς like in Reduzum and Schneeren - 

reinforced the present behaviour and thus 

organizational structures. Because of the 

positive evaluation no need for change was 

sensed and consequently not executed. So, 

the leaders and followers maintained their 

roles. In Nuremberg the performance was 

collectively evaluated as negative. How 

negative it was perceived depended on the 

individual. The individuals who were 

bothered by the problems and wished 

improvement were the ones taking action, 

thus changing their behaviour. This in turn 

led to a change in the organization or, more 

precisely, an addition to the static 

organizational structure through informal 

elements. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
ƎŜƪƻƳƳŜƴ ǳƴŘ ƘŀōŜƴ ƎŜǎŀƎǘΥ α¦ǇǎΣ ŘƛŜ wŜŎƘƴǳƴƎŜƴ ǎƛƴŘ Ƨŀ ǎƻ ƘƻŎƘΦά ¦ƴŘ Řŀƴƴ ŦƛƴƎŜƴ ǿƛr an, zu überlegen. Die ersten 
ȊǿŜƛ WŀƘǊŜ ǿŀǊŜƴ ΧƘŀǘǘŜƴ ǿƛǊ ƴƻŎƘ ŀƴŘŜǊŜ tǊƻōƭŜƳŜΦ 
39

 Es gibt Themen, die manche Leute interessieren und dann sind die dann aktiv. Und es gibt Themen, die die Leute 
überhaupt nicht interessieren und dann sind sie nicht aktiv. 
40

 aŀƴ ƪŀƴƴ ƴŀǘǸǊƭƛŎƘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾ ǿŜǊŘŜƴ ǳƴŘ ǎŀƎŜƴΥ α²ƛǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƛŜǊŜƴ Řŀ ƧŜǘȊǘ ǿŀǎάΦ !ōŜǊ ƛŎƘ ƎƭŀǳōŜΣ ōŜƛ ŘŜƴ ƳŜƛǎǘŜƴ ōǊŜƴƴǘ 
Ŝǎ ŜƛƴŦŀŎƘ ƴƛŎƘǘ ǳƴǘŜǊ ŘŜƴ bŅƎŜƭΣ ŀƭǎ Řŀǎ ǎƛŜ Řŀƴƴ ŘŀΧ Řŀƴƴ ǿŀǊǘŜƴ ǎƛŜ Ƙŀƭǘ ƭƛŜōŜǊΦ 5ŀǎ 5ǊŀƳŀ ǎƻ Ȋǳ ǎŀƎŜƴ ƛǎǘ ƘƛŜǊ ƴƛŎƘǘ ƎǊƻǖ 
genug um ƘƛŜǊΧƛǎǘ ŀǳŎƘ ǿƛǊƪƭƛŎƘ ƴƛŎƘǘΦ 9ǎ ƴŜǊǾǘ ƘŀƭǘΣ ŀōŜǊ ǿŀǎ ǎƻƭƭΩǎΦ 9ǎ Ǝƛōǘ ǎŎƘƭƛƳƳŜǊŜ tǊƻōƭŜƳŜΣ ǎŀƎŜƴ ǿƛǊ Ƴŀƭ ǎƻΦ ¦ƴŘ 
Řŀƴƴ ŘŜƴƪǎǘ ŘǳΥ άbŀƧŀΣ  Ǉŀǎǎǘ ǎŎƘƻƴΦέ 

Maintain 

status quo 

and support 

organization Expectations 

and motives 

to join or 

support 

organization  

Change 

behaviour 

and/or 

organization 

Evaluation Consequences  

Evaluating outcome 

against 

expectations 

Individual 

behaviour and 

organization 
Figure 17- The effect of evaluating outcomes against 
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5.4 Conclusion  
In all three cases the level of activity and types of behaviours were closely linked to the technological 

life cycle of their installation. Naturally, the level of activity was highest when many decisions needed 

to be made, that is in the starting-up phase; in the end-of-life phase; and when technical problems 

arose. Overall, the leaders showed more entrepreneurial behaviours than the followers. However, 

the commitment of the followers is instrumental to the organizations functioning and thus to being 

entrepreneurial collectively. Without sufficient followers there is no community energy project. 

Another difference in levels of activity in leaders was due to the amount of activities outsourced and 

mechanism to keep the leaders active when the technology itself asked for little attention. Based on 

this, CHPP Nuremberg distinguished itself due to its high degree of outsourcing. Nahwärme 

Schneeren was special on the other hand, because the leaders performed a lot of activities 

themselves. Dorpsmolen Reduzum in turn, relied partly on outsourcing, but differentiated itself 

through keeping the board members busy when deciding how to spend the profit. However, the 

distinction between leaders and followers did not have to remain static. In Nuremberg dissatisfaction 

with the status quo led to some individuals performing leadership functions, thereby blurring the line 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎΦ .ƻǘƘ ŀ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǳǊƎŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ 

expectations triggered leadership in this case. On the other hand, in Reduzum and Schneeren the 

ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎ ǿŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǊƛƎƛŘΦ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ 

ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŜǘΣ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƴƻǘ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ŀ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ 

change their behaviour. Therefore, the division between leaders and followers remained unaltered.  

6 The role of trust ÉÎ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔȭÓ ÌÅÁÄÅÒÓÈÉÐȾÆÏÌÌÏ×ÅÒÓÈÉÐ 

behaviour  
This chapter addresses the third research question that brings together the concepts of organization 

and participŀƴǘǎΩ behaviour. Throughout the research the data pointed at trust as an organizational 

feature that influences ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǘǊǳǎǘ ŘƛǾŜǊƎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 

plan, but after all, this study followed a grounded theory methodology, which means that it was 

suited to discover unanticipated turns. This unexpected turn is subject to this chapter. 

6.1 Expectations and types of trust  
In addition to the two types of trust ς interpersonal and social trust ς as proposed by Walker et al. 

(2010) and Avelino et al. (2014), this study identified a third type of trust ς trust in technology. Here, 

the trustee is the type of technology as a whole or the specific installation of a project. Because the 

trustee is not a person, its benevolence and integrity are inappropriate concepts to explain the level 

of trust is experiences. Instead, ability becomes more relevant, so that the question the trustors pose 

ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ƛǎΥ ΨIs this technology working reliably and ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ ƳŜŜǘ ƻǳǊ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΚΩ How the three 

types of trust developed in the three cases is presented in Section 6.2. Now, three instead of two 

ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ŀŘŘ ǳǇ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳŜǘ όŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ aŀȅŜǊ 

Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ рΦо ŦƻǊ Ƴotives and expectations). If the combination of 

expectations and trust is higher than the trust-expectation threshold prospective, participants were 

willing to engage in the risk-taking behaviours described in Section 6.3.  
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6.2  Observed developments of the types of trus t 
 summarizes how the three types of trust developed. In Reduzum the interviewees reported 

interpersonal trust to be relatively high in the setting-up phase already, because the founders were 

well-known in the village and people approached them with ideas and questions. Through their long 

commitment to the board and the fact that they kept their promises, the interpersonal trust grew 

further. A similar development has been observed for social trust. The foundation has its root in the 

working group structure of the village, a strucuture which has been relied upon by the villagers since 

the 1980s. The technology on the other hand had too roof itself first. Nowadays, άώΧϐ wŜŘǳȊǳƳ ƛǎ 

ŦŀƳƻǳǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƴŘ ǘǳǊōƛƴŜΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǿƘȅ wŜŘǳȊǳƳ Ǝƻǘ ŦŀƳƻǳǎέ41 (Interviewee 2, Dorpsmolen 

Reduzum), but in the early days it άōŀŎƪ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƴŜǿέ42 (Interviewee 2, Dorpsmolen 

Reduzum). The increase in trust in both the technology and the organization can be seen back in the 

increase willingness of the villagers to buy certificates and thus to support the new wind turbine. 

In Nuremberg the members moved to one complex and shared a CHPP without previously 

knowing each other. The legally binding contract was a substitute for the lack of interpersonal trust, 

because άώIϐƻǿ ŜƭǎŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ƛǘΚ ¸ƻǳ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜέ43 (Interviewee 6, CHPP 

Nuremberg). Over the years people got to know each other better and consequently personal trust 

increased. In the beginning the members were confident that their CHPP working well and trust in it 

was high. After two years they discovered that the technology did not work as expected and that the 

organization was unfit to address the challenges. This led to a decrease in both the social trust and 

the trust in technology.  

 Similar to Reduzum, people know one another in Schneeren. Consequently, the interpersonal 

trust is expected to be high and possibly even increasing, because they got to know each other better 

through the project. Both the social trust and the trust in technology were initially low, because they 

had to prove themselves in the eyes of the villagers. When this happened after the first building 

phase, the level of social trust and trust in technology remained high. Also within the board and the 

advisory board interpersonal trust was high in the beginning and they άƎƻǘ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘŀǎƪέ44 

(Interviewee 9, Nahwärme Schneeren). 

In my opinion, the trusting relationship between the followers and the leaders in Schneeren 

and Reduzum enabled the board members to create value for themselves through their role as 

leaders. This may be that they considered their commitment as a platform to promote alternative 

technologies like Interviewee 2 from Reduzum:  

άLŦ ƴƻōƻŘȅ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ŀ ǿƛƴŘ ǘǳǊōƛƴŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀŘǾŀƴŎƛƴƎΦ Lƴ Ƴȅ 

opinion that as a society you need to look for alternative energy sources, because you see the 

climate changing and that it cannot go on like this anymore. That is what I like about 

something like that. Then you are contributing to a sustainable world. That is important for 

ƳŜΦέ 45 

  

                                                           
41

 ώΧϐ Reduzum staat wel erom bekend met de molen. Daardoor is Reduzum wel bekend geworden. 
42

 Toen was iedereen nog een beetje zo van toen was het nog vrij nieuw. 
43

Wie soll man es sonst machen? Man kennt die Leute ja nicht. 
44

 Doch, also man wächst zusammen mit dieser Aufgabe 

45
 Als niemand een windmolen plaatst dan gaat die ontwikkeling in de techniek ook niet verder. Ik ben wel van mening waar 

je als gemeenschap op zoek moeten naar alternatieve energiebronnen want je merkt wel dat het klimaat verandert en dat 
dat eigenlijk niet door kan blijven gaan. Dat vind ik dan wel weer leuk aan zoiets. Dan draag je dan toch nog iets aan bij aan 
de duurzame wereld. Dat vind ik belangrijk. 
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Table 12- The development of the three types of trust per case 

Case Type of trust Development  Example (Interviewee) 

Dorpsmolen 
Reduzum Interpersonal 

 We have been working on things for 20 years and then 
you are simply a bit more approachable. But this is mainly 
built on trust and promises we have made true.

46
 (3) 

Social  

 They have set up [a structure with working groups] in the 

end of the 80s, because back then nothing worked 

ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΦ ώΧϐ .ǳǘ ǿŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴg 

ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘŀƪŜ ƛǘ ƻƴŜ ǎǘŜǇ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊΧ ŀǘ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ Ǉƻƛƴǘ 

they become independent.
47

 (3) 

Technology 

 I think that in the beginning when the wind turbine was 

ǎŜǘ ǳǇΧ .ŀŎƪ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƴŜǿ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅΦ bƻǿ L 

ǎŜŜΧ ōŀŎƪ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ money and now 

ŀƎŀƛƴΧ ǘƘŀǘ ƴƻǿ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ 

got and they know that it has been paid back and that it 

went well. So now they trust it more.
48

 (2) 

CHPP 
Nuremberg Interpersonal 

 I believe that most [people]: you know one another a bit 
better und you know, how to judge one another. To most 
of them you have a friendly relationship, I would say.

49
 (6) 

Social  

 The problem is that in the end you can do something only 
once a year. Then it always takes a year until something 
happens. Then you have time to collect and then it takes 
even more time until something is done. Although, this 
does not concern the owners association, but rather the 
housing management, which maybe has been inert.

50
 (6)  

Technology 

 At first we started and said: Ψ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ /Itt ƛƴ 
ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŦŀƴǘŀǎǘƛŎΦΩ bƻōƻŘȅ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƻŦ 
ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŎŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƛǘΦ ώΧϐ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǿŜ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ 
ƛŘŜŀ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƛŘΥ ΨhƻǇǎΣ ǘƘŜ ōƛƭƭǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ƘƛƎƘΦΩ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ 
we started thinking.

51
 (5) 

Nahwärme 
Schneeren Interpersonal 

 Eventually, it is a matter of trust for both sides. Of course, 
you know one another in such a village.

52
 (11)  

 

Social  
 

Of course you had to talk a lot during the first building 

phase, convincing people and so on. Then the people had 

to see how it works. During the second building phase it 

ǿŀǎ hYΧ ¢ƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ǳǎΥ ΨL ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ƧƻƛƴΦΩ
53

 (11) Technology 
 

                                                           
46 Wij zitten er al 20 jaar met dingen en dat ben je gewoon net even beter aanspreekbaar. Maar dat in de hoofdzaak  gebouwd op een stuk 
vertrouwen en dingen die we waargemaakt hebben. 
47 ½Ŝ ƘŜōōŜƴ ŘŜ ǿŜǊƪ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǳǊ ƛǎ ŜǊ ŜƛƴŘ ƧŀǊŜƴ ул ƻǇƎŜȊŜǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻŜƴ ƭƛŜǇ ƘŜǘ ǾƻƻǊ ƎŜŜƴ ƳŜǘŜǊ ƘƛŜǊ ƛƴ ƘŜǘ ŘƻǊǇΦ ώΧϐaŀŀǊ ǿŜ ƘŜōōŜn ook 
ǿŜǊƪƎǊƻŜǇŜƴ ŘƛŜ Ǝŀŀƴ ŞŞƴ ǎǘŀǇ ǾŜǊŘŜǊΧŘƛŜ ƛǎ ƻǇ ŜŜƴ ōŜǇŀŀƭŘ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ ƻƻƪ ȊŜƭŦǎǘŀƴŘƛƎ ƎŜǿƻǊŘŜƴΦ 
48

 Ik denk wel dat toen in het beƎƛƴ ŘŜ ƳƻƭŜƴ ƪǿŀƳΧ ¢ƻŜƴ ǿŀǎ ƛŜŘŜǊŜŜƴ ƴƻƎ ŜŜƴ ōŜŜǘƧŜ Ȋƻ Ǿŀƴ ǘƻŜƴ ǿŀǎ ƘŜǘ ƴƻƎ ǾǊƛƧ 
ƴƛŜǳǿΦ Lƪ ȊƛŜƴ ƴǳ ǿŜƭΧ ǘƻŜƴ ƘŜōōŜƴ ȊŜ ƻƻƪ ƎŜƭŘ ƻǇƎŜƘŀŀƭŘ Ŝƴ ƴǳ ǿŜƭ ǿŞŞǊΧ Řŀǘ ƘŜǘ ƴǳ ƎŜǿƻƻƴ makkelijker gaat. Dat mensen 
zoiets hebben van OK ze weten wat ze daarvoor gekregen hebben en ze weten dat het vorige ook uitgekeerd is en dat het goed gegaan is. 
Dus nu hebben ze er meer vertrouwen in., 
49 Lƪ ŘŜƴƪ ǿŜƭ Řŀǘ ǘƻŜƴ ƛƴ ƘŜǘ ōŜƎƛƴ ŘŜ ƳƻƭŜƴ ƪǿŀƳΧ ¢ƻŜƴ ǿŀǎ ƛŜŘŜǊŜŜƴ ƴƻƎ ŜŜƴ ōŜŜǘƧŜ Ȋƻ Ǿŀƴ ǘƻŜƴ ǿŀǎ ƘŜǘ ƴƻƎ ǾǊƛƧ ƴƛŜǳǿΦ Lƪ ȊƛŜƴ nu 
ǿŜƭΧ ǘƻŜƴ ƘŜōōŜƴ ȊŜ ƻƻƪ ƎŜƭŘ ƻǇƎŜƘŀŀƭŘ Ŝƴ ƴǳ ǿŜƭ ǿŞŞǊΧ Řŀǘ ƘŜǘ ƴǳ ƎŜǿƻƻƴ ƳŀƪƪŜƭƛƧƪŜǊ ƎŀŀǘΦ 5ŀǘ ƳŜƴǎŜƴ ȊƻƛŜǘǎ ƘŜōōŜƴ Ǿŀƴ hY ȊŜ 
weten wat ze daarvoor gekregen hebben en ze weten dat het vorige ook uitgekeerd is en dat het goed gegaan is. Dus nu hebben ze er 
meer vertrouwen in. 
50 Das Problem ist, dass wir uns letzten Endes nur einmal im Jahr was machen kann. Es dauert dann immer ein Jahr bis dann wirklich was 
passiert. Dann hat man Zeit das zu sammeln und dann dauert es nochmal mehr, bis wirklich was gemacht ist. Wobei das weniger die 
Miteigentümergemeinschaft betrifft als die Hausverwaltung die da vielleicht träge war. 
51 ½ǳŜǊǎǘ ǎƛƴŘ ǿƛǊ Ƨŀ ƎŜǎǘŀǊǘŜǘ ǳƴŘ ƘŀōŜƴ ƎŜǎŀƎǘΥ αǿƛǊ ƘŀōŜƴ Řŀǎ ƎŜƛƭǎǘŜ .IY² ŘŜǊ ²Ŝƭǘ ǳƴŘ ŀƭƭŜǎ ƛǎǘ ǎǳǇŜǊΦά YŜƛƴŜǊ Ƙŀǘ ŘŀǊŀƴ ƎŜdacht, dass 
man sich ŘŀǊǳƳ ƪǸƳƳŜǊƴ ƳǳǎǎΦ ώΧϐ ¦ƴŘ Řŀƴƴ ǎƛƴŘ ǿƛǊ ƛǊƎŜƴŘǿŀƴƴ ŀǳŦ ŘƛŜ LŘŜŜ ƎŜƪƻƳƳŜƴ ǳƴŘ ƘŀōŜƴ ƎŜǎŀƎǘΥ Ϧ¦ǇǎΣ ŘƛŜ wŜŎƘƴǳƴƎŜƴ ǎƛƴŘ 
ja so hoch." Und dann fingen wir an, zu überlegen. 
52 Am Ende ist es für beide Seiten eine Vertrauenssache. Natürlich, in so einem Dorf, man kennt sich. 
53 Da musste man natürlich im ersten Bauabschnitt viel reden, Überzeugungsarbeite leisten und so was. dann mussten die Leute erstmal 
sehen, wie es funktioniert. Im zweiten Bauabschnitt ging das schon eigentlich...Man kommt dann zu uns: "Ich würde auch gerne 
mitmachen." 
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For others the freedom of making operational decisions allowed them to practice a hobby, like 

Interviewee 11 from Schneeren describes: 

 άhŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴƧƻȅ ƛǘΦ hǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘΣ ώΧϐ ǘƻ Ǌǳƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΦέ54 

All in all, the presence of trust prior to the project made it possible to assign a role to it as governing 

mechanism in Reduzum and Schneeren. In Nuremberg they did not know in how far interpersonal 

trust would develop and so they replaced it by legal structures. Although the development of trust 

did not have such a grave impact in these projects as in Nuremberg, it still led to a growth of the 

projects. In Reduzum the willingness to buy a certificate grew, while in Schneeren they got more 

members. 

6.3 Comparison of risk taking behaviours   
Examples of trusting behaviour or their absence were seen back in the behaviour of the followers in 

the data. Table 13 compares the numbers of first order codes per second order code which is 

associated with trust. The numbers are not a means for a quantitative comparison, but give an 

indication of the importance or absence of trust in the respective casesΣ ƛΦŜΦ ΨнΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

interviewees made two statements belonging to the category in question.  

Table 13 - Comparison of number of quotes per second order code related to trust 

2
nd

 order 
code 

Categories  
 

Type of trust Reduzum Nuremberg Schneeren  

Relying on 
others to be 
active 
 

Delegating decision-
rights 

Social an 
interpersonal 

Not 
applicable 

- 5 

Giving room Interpersonal  2 - 1 

5ƻƴΩǘ ŎŀǊŜ Not applicable - 3 1 

Seize 
opportunity 

Energy  
Technology and 
social 

Not 
applicable 

- 4 

Green investment 
Technology and 
social 

1 
Not 
applicable 

1 

Getting investment Not applicable 1 
Not 
applicable 

Not 
applicable 

Taking a risk 
Investment  

Technology and 
social 

- - 2 

Planning  Not applicable - - 2 

Nahwärme Schneeren scores high in trust - in terms of numbers - compared to the other two cases. I 

had the impression that in Schneeren trust is valued highly, because four out of five interviewees 

explicitly mentioned it to be important. Because the board was given some room to decide, it is 

possible for them to optimize the system themselves. The third chairperson enjoys solving conflicts 

using trust, or the fact that she is well-known, as capital:  

άL ƎǊŜǿ ǳǇ ƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ L ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǉǳƛǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ǿƘƻ live in the surroundings and I know, 

Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǘǊŜŀǘ ǘƘŜƳΦ !ƴŘ ƛŦ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ŜƴǘŜǊǎΣ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǿŀȅΦ 

                                                           
54

 aŀƴ Ƴǳǎǎ Řŀ ŀǳŎƘ {Ǉŀǖ ŘǊŀƴ ƘŀōŜƴ ŀǳŦ ƧŜŘŜƴ CŀƭƭΦ hŘŜǊ ŀǳŎƘ ōŜǊŜƛǘ ǎŜƛƴΣ ώΧϐ ŘƛŜǎŜƴ bƻǘŘƛŜƴǎǘ ƳƛǘȊǳƳŀŎƘŜƴΦ 
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¸ƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘΦ ²Ƙȅ ƻƴŜ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀŘ ōƻƻƪǎ ƻŦ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΦ {ƻ L ǎŀƛŘΥ Ψ²ŜƭƭΣ ǘƘŜƴ 

L ǿƛƭƭ Řƻ ƛǘΦΩ tŜƻǇƭŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƪƴƻǿ meΦά55 Interviewee 9, Nahwärme Schneeren 

At some point the board realized that operating and making decisions based on trust and tolerance is 

ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜΣ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŀŘƳƛǘǘƛƴƎ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƳƻƴŜȅΩǎ ǎŀƪŜΦ 

As a consequence, they stopped to admit people when they felt that their motives are financial, 

which in their eyes threatens the development towards a trust and tolerance-based organization.  

The high degree of trust in Schneeren made sense, when comparing to Dorpsmolen 

Reduzum, because in Schneeren they shared ownership in addition to access. Further, in Schneeren 

ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ 

needed to engage in trusting behaviour, i.e. joining the organization, paying a deposit and/or 

refurbish their heat supply. Every member had the right to vote. Giving up some of these rights was a 

trusting behaviour. In Reduzum, the participants did not need to engage in trusting behaviour to 

ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƛƴvestments in the village. A proportion of the participants - the former 

and possibly the future certificate-holders - likely engaged in trusting behaviours when paying for the 

certificates, but at the time of interviewing there were no such participants. At any time, none of the 

participants had voting rights and therefore could not delegate them. Instead, they expressed their 

ǘǊǳǎǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ǊƻƻƳΦ ¢ƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘ ǘƻƻƪ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǘƻ 

account through engaging in a constant dialogue. They felt responsible for the money people had 

invested in the wind turbine:  

ά²ƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇƭŀŎŜŘΣ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ƳƻƴŜȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƴŘ 

turbine. Of course, you want that they get their money back. So you have to see to that you 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ ƛǘ ǿŜƭƭΦ ά56 (Interviewee 2, Dorpsmolen Reduzum)  

In both Reduzum and Schneeren, trust had been present before the projects were founded. In 

Schneeren this was mainly interpersonal trust between the participants, members and board alike: 

ά¸ƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ƻƴŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΦ .ȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜ L ƪƴŜǿ фл ǘƻ фр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ {ƻ ƛǘ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘǊǳǎǘΦ Lǘ 

does play a role. If a stranger did it, I do not know how people would have reacted. If the 

ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ƻǊ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎΦέ57 Interviewee 11, Nahwärme Schneeren 

Similar was reported by Dorpsmolen Reduzum for the founding phase. The founders were well-

known in the village and people approached them. Also social trust was present, because the 

organizational structure was similar to the one whiŎƘ ƘŀŘ ǇǊƻǾŜƴ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΩǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ 

groups.  

Nahwärme Schneeren and CHPP Nuremberg were similar to each other, because they were 

ōƻǘƘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΦ Lƴ bǳǊŜƳōŜǊƎ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘǊǳǎǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ 

integrated into the organizational structure as a governing mechanism. In fact, the risk taking 

                                                           
55

 Ich bin hier aufgewachsen und ich kenne die Macken von den Leuten, die hier in der Nähe wohnen und weiß, wie man 
die zu nehmen hat. Und wenn man von außen hier reinkommt, hat man das vielleicht nicht so. Man kennt auch die 
Hintergründe nicht. Warum der eine auf den andern nicht so gut zu sprechen ist. Da habe ich gesagt: "Mensch, dann mache 
ich das." Mich kennen die Leute hier auch noch eher. 
56

 als hij er komt mensen gevraagd of zij geld willen investeren in die molen. Je wilt wel natuurlijk dat ze dat geld weer 
terugkrijgen. Dus je moet zorgen dat je dat goed georganiseerd heb. 
57

 Man kennt sich. Im Großen und Ganzen sind es ja zu 90 oder 95% Leute, die ich schon kannte. Das ist halt auf 
Vertrauensbasis. Das spielt auch noch mit. Wenn jetzt jemand ganz Fremdes das machen würde, man weiß nicht, wie man 
dann reagieren würde. Ob man dann noch mehr Vorteil erwarten würde finanzieller Art oder wie auch immer.  
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behaviours were not mentioned by the interviewees. The assumption at the setting-up of the 

organization probably was that the neighbours do not know each other and that it is better not to 

assume that they will trust each other. Instead, every household got one vote, no matter what has to 

be decided on. Even though interpersonal trust was growing, the organizational structure prevented 

that members gave others room to decide for them or even to delegate their decision-making rights. 

aŀȅōŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ƭŀŎƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /IttΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ όŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ΨŘƻ ƴƻǘ 

ŎŀǊŜΩύΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ŀ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŘƛǎǘǊǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŀǇǇƻƛƴǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

technology triggered the ones who cared to take action and to add elements to the official 

organization. 

Additionally, every prospective participant had to decide whether the degree of trust is 

sufficient to join the organization. In both Reduzum and Schneeren, it has been observed that when 

the technology and/or the organizational structure had been in place for some time and met the 

expectations, the perceived risk decreased. This means that the trust in organizational structure and 

technology had increased, while the need for a high degree of trust decreased, because the 

organization and technology had become more predictable. This in turn increased the willingness of 

potential participants to join or support the organization, even though they have not themselves 

experienced the cycle. Therefore, for them the proportion of cognition-based trust is expected to be 

higher than for the first participants. 

In Schneeren and Reduzum, most (potential) participants knew one another or at least a 

proportion of the other participants. Consequently, affect-based trust is high in case a positive 

emotional relationship was present. It is also to be assumed that in case people do not know each 

other personally, cognition-based trust can be increased through collecting information about each 

other through other villagers. In these two cases the trust towards the (prospective) board as leaders 

is most relevant. This situation was not given in Nuremberg and the initial interpersonal trust could 

have only been based on cognition-based trust. 

6.4 Conclusion  
This chapter identified trust as an important organizational feature, its components and how they 

changed over time in the cases. Three types of trust ς interpersonal trust, social trust and trust in 

technology ς added up to one degree of trust. Prospective participants asked themselves whether 

they sufficiently trust the project to meet their expectations. If so, they were likely to engage in risk 

taking behaviour, i.e. joining or supporting the project. If not, they did not join or support the project. 

People who already were participants also had certain expectations and a degree of trust that the 

project will be able to live up to them in the future. If they felt that the degree of trust was sufficient, 

they stayed in the project and kept on doing what they had been doing. So if all went well, trust re-

ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜŘ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ wŜŘǳȊǳƳ ŀƴŘ 

Schneeren, where all three degrees of trust had been rising since the foundation of the project. 

When the participants had been disappointed by the project - like in Nuremberg - the degree of 

social trust and trust in technology decreased. As discussed earlier, in CHPP Nuremberg change came 

about. Some participants decided to take action, because they were dissatisfied with the current 

situation. The decrease in trust offers an explanation for the change in behaviour. To sum up, 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǘǊǳǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳŜǘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǊŜ-enforced the current situation or 

triggered change in behaviour. 
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7 -ÏÄÅÌ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÒÕÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓȭ 

ÌÅÁÄÅÒÓÈÉÐȾÆÏÌÌÏ×ÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈÏÕÔ Á ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ ÌÉÆÅ 

cycle  
This chapter comprises the integration of the previously discussed findings into one model on the 

relationship between trust ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ leadership/followership behaviour throughout a 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜΦ Figure 18 depicts the model graphically. The rest of this chapter guides the reader 

through the model.  

 

Figure 18 - Model on the ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇκŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎƘƛǇ behaviours ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜ 

7.1 Relation ship  between the trust -expectation threshold and behavioural 

change 
Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ as a leader or follower is determined by their 

satisfaction with the project and whether they believe that they will continue to be satisfied. A 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ operationalize the intangible concept of trust. The key 

component here is the trust-expectation threshold (see Figure 18). It combines what a participant 

ŜȄǇŜŎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǳǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

The trust in this ability comprises the trustworthiness of other participants, especially the leaders, 

the organization of a project and the technology itself. The riskier a project seems to the participant, 

the more trust in the project is needed to make them join or support it. On the other hand, every 

participant forms expectations about a project. The higher these expectations are, but also the 

higher the perceived risk, the higher the threshold. Above this threshold a participant trusts that the 

project will meet their expectations. They join the project or stay in it. Consequently, a participant 

does not perceive change as necessary. On an individual level the participant will not change their 
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leadership/followership behaviour. On a collective level, that is when the majority of the participants 

trust that the project is able to deliver, it re-enforces the status quo. As a result, the division between 

leaders and follower becomes rigid and the organization remains unaltered. On the contrary, when 

the level of trust is below this threshold for a significantly long time, a participant will not join or 

support the project. If they are in the project already they have three options. First, they leave the 

project if possible. Second, they reconcile with the fact that the project does not deliver, especially 

when they cannot leave. Third, they change their leadership/followership behaviour while staying in 

the project, i.e. former followers might engage in behaviours typical for leaders and/or former 

leaders might reduce the amount or intensity of activities for the project. In any case, the division 

between leaders and follower can get blurred. As a consequence, the organization of the project can 

change. The impact of the change depends on the number of dissatisfied participants and the 

possibilities they see to bring about change.  

7.2 Variation o f the degree of trust throughout  a ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ life -cycle 
¢ƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳŜǘ όŦǊƻƳ ƴƻǿ ƻƴ ΨŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘΩύ 

differs during the three life-cycle phases of a community energy project. In the setting-up phase a 

group of leaders initiates a project. Usually an organization is founded, which places an installation. 

Naturally, the perceived risk is high in this phase and depends on the novelty of both technology and 

organization to the individual. People with a lower trust-expectation threshold are more likely to join 

or support the organization than those with a higher one. During the running phase the degree of 

trust rises, because the participants have made experiences with one another, the organization and 

the technology. Individuals who previously perceived joining as too risky might join the project as 

late-ŎƻƳŜǊǎΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƻǿŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ǌƛǎƪ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ-of-life phase 

the degree of trust drops again (see Figure 18). It marks a point, where the participants decide how 

ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜΦ Iƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǉǳƛŎƪƭȅ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ǊƛǎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ future plans. If 

they plan to continue in a similar manner and to replace the installation with a new one, less trust is 

needed than when they plan on changes in the organization or opt for another type of technology. In 

this case, the degree of trust is expected to be similar to the one in the starting-phase. A third option 

is to discontinue the project. Here, the concepts of trust and expectation become irrelevant. 

 Problems of any kind can cause disruptions in the development of the degree of trust and the 

perceived risk (see phase 2 Figure 18). Technical failure; mismanagement; delayed permits; local 

resistance are just a few possible causes. When they occur, the degree of trust is at risk of dropping. 

Individuals whose trust-expectations threshold is higher than their degree of trust towards the 

project are prone to behavioural changes if the disruption is perceived serious enough and over a 

sufficiently long time.  

8  Discussion 
¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ƛƴ ǘƘǊŜŜ 

examples of community energy projects. In the following I discuss its methodology, its contribution 

to literature and its implications for practice. 

8.1 Methodological discussion and limitations  
The need for this study stemmed from a lack of theory in the field of value-creating behaviour and its 

organizational context in sharing organizations. Therefore, I chose an inductive approach with 

interviews as main data source. This chapter presents the methodological discussion and limitations. 
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First, it presents how the initial research path changed and eventually led to the concept of trust.  

Second, it discusses which methodological choices limited the initial research path and which 

supported the alternative research path.  

8.1.1 Changes of the research path 

This first section elaborates on how and why this study diverged from the initial concepts and the 

initial research plan. It starts off with a focus on explaining how the data changed my 

conceptualization of ownership (Section 8.1.1.1). This is followed by an explanation on how and why 

the study diverged from the initial research plan (Section 8.1.1.2).  

8.1.1.1 Re-thinking the concept of ownership  

The level of ownership over the installation in the three cases did not correspond to the perceived 

ownership the inteǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘΦ ²ƘŜƴ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ .ŜƭƪΩǎ όнлмпύ ǾƛŜǿΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ 

Dorpsmolen Reduzum should not have felt a sense of ownership over the wind turbine, because they 

were only co-accessing the benefits. Curiously, the feeling of ownership seemed to be strong in the 

village: 

ά.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ Ψ.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƴŘ ǘǳǊōƛƴŜ ƛǎ ƻǳǊǎΩΣ 

you then say. A bit chauvinistic, but you consider this wind turbine a little like your property, a 

part of yourself, a part of the viƭƭŀƎŜΦ ¸ƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΦέ58 Interviewee 4, 

Dorpsmolen Reduzum 

On the contrary, the participants of Nahwärme Schneeren seemed to be less attached to their 

installation, even though they shared ownership. In comparison to Dorpsmolen Reduzum and CHPP 

Nuremberg, where Interviewee 5 expressed that άώΧϐƛǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƛǎ Ƴȅ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅέ59, Nahwärme 

Schneeren showed the lowest degree of perceived ownership.  

ά¢ƘŜ ǇƛǇŜǎ ōŜƭƻƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǿƴŜǊΦ L ŀƳ ŀ 

membeǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜΦ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƛǘ ōŜƭƻƴƎǎ ǘƻ ƳŜΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ L ǎŀȅΥ άIŜǊŜΣ 

ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƭƭ ƳƛƴŜΣ ƴƻΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘǊǳŜΦΩ ά60 , Interviewee 9, Nahwärme Schneeren  

This comparison supports the claim of Bardhi & Eckhardt (2012) that perceived ownership does not 

equal actual ownership. Instead, they classify different types of access along six dimensions. The 

three dimensions that might shed light on the observed differences are temporality, market 

mediation and political consumerism. The length of commitment to the organization or temporality 

might have favoured a feeling of ownership in Reduzum: 22 years are significantly longer than seven 

or four years, so people had more time to get attached to the wind turbine. The importance of 

market mediation could have led to the different perceptions in Reduzum and Schneeren. While 

market mechanisms played a subordinated role in Reduzum ς also because it was a foundation ς 

they were more significant in Schneeren, where the users paid for the energy. In addition, I noticed 

more political consumerism ς the striving for autonomy and a pro-community position ς in Reduzum. 

In Schneeren and Nuremberg the motives were more of a practical nature. Another possible reason 

                                                           
58

 Want het dorp ziet dit gebeuren als hun eigen project. Want de molen is van ons, zeg je dan. Wat chauvinistisch maar 
men ziet deze molen een beetje wel als een stukje eigendom, een stukje van jezelf, een stukje van het dorp. Daar wil je dan 
met elkaar van profiteren. 
59

 ώΧϐ Ŝǎ ƛǎǘ ƎŀƴȊ ƪƭŀǊ ƳŜƛƴ 9ƛƎŜƴǘǳƳ 
60

 α5ƛŜ [ŜƛǘǳƴƎŜƴ ƎŜƘǀǊŜƴ ŘŜǊ bŀƘǿŅǊƳŜƎŜƴƻǎǎŜƴǎŎƘŀŦǘ ǳƴŘ Řŀǎ ƛǎǘ ŘƛŜ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΣ Řŀǎ ƛǎǘ ŘŜǊ 9ƛƎŜƴǘǸƳŜǊΦ LŎƘ ōƛƴ Řŀ 
aƛǘƎƭƛŜŘ ƛƴ ŘƛŜǎŜǊ DŜƴƻǎǎŜƴǎŎƘŀŦǘΦ 5ŜǎƘŀƭō ƎŜƘǀǊǘ ƳƛǊ Řŀ ǾƛŜƭƭŜƛŎƘǘ Ŝƛƴ ¢Ŝƛƭ ŘŀǾƻƴΦ !ōŜǊ Řŀǎ ƛŎƘ ƧŜǘȊǘ ǎŀƎŜΥ  αIƛŜǊΣ Řŀǎ ƛǎǘ 
jetzt alles meinǎΣ Řŀǎ ƴƛŎƘǘΦά 
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that the wind turbine was rather perceived as property than the CHPP in Schneeren could be its 

Ǿƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΦ tƻǎǎƛōƭȅΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘ 

that becomes a part of your village visually than one that is hidden in a building and under the 

ground. 

8.1.1.2 Divergence from initial research design  

Next to changing my conceptualization of ownership, the data suggested to redirect the research 

ǇŀǘƘΦ !ƴǎǿŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

behaviour and organization proved difficult. The original research design proposed to analyze the 

relationship between ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ behaviour and organization through changes in either of them and 

effects on the other. The difficulty of this approach was to detect these changes in the data. While I 

ƘŀŘ Řŀǘŀ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ƛƴ bǳǊŜƳōŜǊƎΣ ƛǘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜƳ 

to do so in an enabling fashion. The interviewees described the voting mechanism, yearly meetings 

and the outsourcing of management as hindering the less active members to get interested and the 

active members to work effectively. Because the structure was legally binding, the active members 

had to work their way around it and t make the best out of it. 

In Dorpsmolen Reduzum and Nahwärme Schneeren changes were not considered necessary, 

because the majority of participants seemed satisfied. On the other hand, in both cases age - or the 

transition from one phase to the next - was mentioned as a natural source of change as van de Ven 

(2007) emphasizes. In all three cases the changes - whether reported on directly, indirectly or as 

learning - did not influence a change in the organizational structure over time, i.e. when describing 

the organization shortly after its foundation and at the time of interviewing would have yielded a 

similar description based on the available data. Behaviour on the other hand appeared to be closely 

linked to the temporal developments and the phase of the technological cycle the project was in. As 

a consequence, the proposed method to look for changes in the organizational structure and linking 

these to changes in behaviour was not as fruitful as expected. 

The lack of data on change and processes in at least two cases posed a challenge in answering 

the question about the relationship between organization and behaviour. Instead of working with 

what I perceived to be thin evidence, I decided to focus on the concept of trust, which I believed to 

be most promising out of all the paths I could have taken from the data. The methodological choices 

that supported or limited this direction are subject to the next section.  

8.1.2 Reflection on how the choice of method limited and supported the research path  

This section goes into detail about supportive and limiting elements of the methodology. The limiting 

elements mainly refer to possible reasons why the study did not follow the initial research path, 

while the supportive elements describe which methodological elements allowed to answer the 

research question after all. 

8.1.2.1 Limiting elements  

This section first discusses Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ΨƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿƛƴƎΩ ŀǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ 

study. Then it turns to two general limitations of the methodology, i.e. those which are not linked to 

the change of the research path. 

The main explanation why the initial research approach did not yield the expected data is the 

choice of interviewing as data collection method. Three points of discussion arise around the 

question of which type of knowledge interviews can produce. First, Van de Ven (2007) not only 

mentions age as a source of change, but also immediate factors that influence the perception of 

change. From this point of view, an interviewee would more likely report on change if it was a more 
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recent phenomenon. In addition, in old organizations like Dorpsmolen Reduzum, it is likely that 

people not only forget, but that they simply have not been present from the very beginning and can 

only rŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ On the other hand, these interviewees are the ones who 

are expected to report on behavioural changes more easily, because the memory is fresh. 

Consequently, how people describe processes and change depends on whom you ask and when.  

Second and linked to the previous point, the more radical change is perceived to be, the 

easier it is to identify for the interviewee. In Nuremberg, the interviewees had an easier time 

reporting on changes, because change was linked to events and sudden realizations. In the other two 

cases change was less obvious, because it took place gradually during temporal developments and 

the technological cycle or as Interviewee 3 from Reduzum puts it about learning: ά¸ƻǳ ƎǊƻǿ ŀƭƻƴƎ 

ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘ ώǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘϐΦ ¸ƻǳ ŀǊŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǳƴŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƭȅέΦ61 From this realization ς that change has not 

necessarily to be explicitly noted by the participants ς I started to look for a topic in data which 

appeared to be subject to change in all three cases and which was considered important enough to 

be mentioned by the majority of the interviewees. This brought me to discussing the role of trust in 

the project, which I had identified as an organizational feature prior to data collection.  

Third, from the process-based view on entrepreneurship I gather that different forms of 

observations would have been preferred over or a vital addition to interviewing. Especially when 

identifying entrepreneurial behaviour and defining its scope, observations are less prone to be 

influenced by what the interviewee believes to be relevant. On the other hand, observations create 

new challenges about when, how long and what to observe and thus have other sources of bias. Van 

de Ven (2007) presents longitudinal studies as preferred form. In this case, the researcher is less 

dependent on the interviewees recognizing, remembering and reporting on change, which is 

especially useful when it is difficult to detect. I tried to imitate this advantage during the interviews 

ōȅ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ŦƻǊ Ψƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻƭŘ ŘŀȅǎΩ ŀƴd encouraging the interviewees 

to give examples. When combining the two points ς observations and a longitudinal design ς one 

quickly arrives at a time consuming study with data collection at at least three points in time ς one 

for each life-cycle phase - which definitely was beyond the time frame of this study 

In addition to the previously discussed points, interviewing for data collection raised three 

other issues, which are less relevant to the change of research path. The first one addresses the 

comparability of the data across cases. Although this study did not attempt to compare the cases 

numerically, I used the numbers of quotes per category of a behaviour as an indication for how 

prominent the aspect was in a case. CHPP Nuremberg had only two interviewees compared to four 

or five in the other cases. In addition, as opposed to the other two cases, there was no secondary 

data available for CHPP Nuremberg. As a consequence, it took relatively more time for this case to 

clarify technical aspects. This could have skewed the comparison.  

Even more relevant is the difference in focus during the interviews. Because the cases were 

in different phases of their life-cycle, different issues seemed relevant to them. In Reduzum for 

example, the interviewees came back to the discussion on their relation to politics, because in the 

end-of-life stage they were preparing the transition to start the cycle anew. However, interviewing 

the cases at different stages also strengthened the insights, because it reduces the effect of 

retrospective sense making when people report on ongoing instead of past events.  

Third, when the focus of this study evolved during data collection, the focus of each case and 

even between some of the interviews within a case was inconsistent. In a larger data set, this point 

would weigh less. However, the limited set of three allowed more details. More cases in turn would 
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 Je groeit erin mee. Je gebruikt het onbewust. 
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have brought more insights, but also more questions at the same time. Through selecting extreme 

cases and one case between these extremes, I tried to cover the largest range of cases possible and 

thus improved generalizability. Moreover, adding another interviewee from Reduzum allowed to 

cover the emerging topic on leader- and followership, and shŜŘ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊΩǎ 

perspective, which came up after analyzing the second case and was integrated into the third one.  

8.1.2.2 Supportive elements 

Although interviews might not have been the ideal choice to analyze processes, as part of a grounded 

theory methodology they proved valuable. Sticking to the grounded theory methodology ς that is 

letting previous interviews determine the focus of the next interview instead of following a 

prescribed path ς allowed this study to diverge from the initial path, but still generated knowledge 

relevant to the research question. The methodology is not primarily concerned with focussing on the 

elements of interest, but emphasizes the importance of context (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). In this 

research the interview questions on the element of interest - How did the organization/the 

behaviour change? How does this change relate to one another? - were unsuccessful. The questions 

on the context and personal interpretations - In how far is this typical for this region? What works 

well? Why did you join? ς on the other hand allowed trust to emerge as focus of this study. Without 

these questions, I would have missed trust as key concept to this study.  

Further, this research followed the process of first and second order coding as proposed by 

Gioia et al. (2013) for arriving the types of behaviours as presented in Chapter 5. The analysis of the 

role of trust came only after this process had been finished, even though I recognized trust as a 

potentially interesting concept during first order coding of the first case already. The process of first 

and second order coding supported the divergence from the initial research plan, because first order 

coding and the #-codes (compare Section 2.2.3.1) allowed a quick access to the statements relevant 

to trust. Instead of being overwhelmed by the original data, I focussed on the first order codes that 

could be relevant to trust and started filtering the original data from there. Additionally, Gioia et al. 

(2013) are also concerned about Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǊǊƻǿ ŀ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ƻŦ 

ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻǊŘŜǊ ŎƻŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎŀǎŜΩǎ ŎƻŘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ 

entrepreneurship as theoretical lens for behaviour (compare Section 3.3.1). Ultimately, iteration 

betwŜŜƴ ŀƭƭ ŎŀǎŜΩǎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻǊŘŜǊ ŎƻŘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 

followers. This all still fitted within the initial research trajectory.  

 

To sum up, with the form of interviewing this study applied ς at one point in time and selecting 

projects at different stages of their life-cycle ς is was difficult to measure change in organizational 

structure and behaviour. Eventually, this study made use of the data that this form of interviewing 

actually could produce. Although I did not deliberately ask for trust when interviewing the first two 

cases, it naturally emerged from the data. Thereby this study used the potential of grounded theory 

and of the coding strategy proposed by Gioia et al. (2013). 

8.2 Contributions to literature  
The propoǎŜŘ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇκŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎƘƛǇ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ŀ 

projects life-cycle contributes to literature threefold. First, Section 8.2.1 positions the concepts of 

entrepreneurial behaviour of leaders and followers and the three types of trust in the literature on 

community energy and sustainable transition. The second section (8.2.2) emphasizes that the 

technology determines how sharing can take place and how this impacts leadership/followership 
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behaviour. Finally, Section 8.2.3 addresses the question if organization influences behaviour or vice-

versa. 

8.2.1  Community energy and sustainable transition  

Community energy is considered an integral part of a sustainable energy transition (e.g. Allen et al., 

2012; Dóci et al., 2015; Verbong  & Geels, 2012; Wirth, 2014). Community ownership ς as a means to 

increase acceptance of the new technologies - increases the chance that renewable technologies can 

be embedded in society which is necessary to realize decentral energy generation and a mix of 

different sources (Walker, 2007; Wirth, 2014). Among the enablers of or pre-conditions to 

community energy projects several authors have identified the need for άŘƻŜǊǎέ (Allen et al., 2012), 

an άŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊƛŀƭ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƻǊ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎƘŀƳǇƛƻƴέ (Haggett et al., 2013) and άƭƻŎŀƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ 

ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜέ (Walker, 2007). These are the people taking leadership within the community. From 

this perspective my findings with a clear division in behaviours of leaders and followers seem 

consequential.  

This study contributes to the discussion on trust in the community energy literature. The 

study states that trust can be used as a governing mechanism if present, and that it increases during 

the project in case of success. This is ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ !ǾŜƭƛƴƻ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ όнлмпύ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭƪŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ όнлмлύ 

view that trust is both a pre-condition and an outcome of community energy projects. Trust has been 

discussed as something present or absent (Avelino et al., 2014) and has been closely linked to 

cohesion of the local community (Walker et al., 2010). Although the authors also report on two 

different types of trust (interpersonal trust and social trust), they stayed superficial in their analysis 

when looking at the differences between these types. This study not only introduced trust in 

technology as third type, but also showed that the three types of trust, although related, do not 

necessarily have to develop into one direction within one project. Nor are they all three necessary for 

a project to start, because trust changes in a continuum. The lack of trust on the other hand, 

triggered a change in behaviour which in turn led to changes in the organization. Therefore, I would 

like to add to Avelino et al. (2014) and Walker et al. (2010) that trust is not only a pre-condition and 

an outcome, but is also a part of the processes within community energy project. 

When the community energy literature talks about individuals, they talk about leaders, 

policy-makers and entrepreneurs in the traditional sense. The authors tend to forget that many 

projects would not be technically or economically feasible without a critical mass of supporters or 

users, i.e. that when looked at a project as a whole it acts entrepreneurial, even though the followers 

do not on an individual level. The recent work of Kalkbrenner & Roosen (2016) forms an exception. 

They link trust to a sense of community identity which in turn increases the willingness to participate.  

To some extend also the literature on social acceptance (e.g. Musall & Kuik, 2011; Warren et al., 

2010) deals with trust when talking about these individuals as a community. To be fair, some of the 

differences in looking at trust stem from the definition of community energy projects. If in a case - as 

described for example in Goedkoop & Devine-Wright (2016) - ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ Ψcommunity 

energyΩ to describe a project in which no local participation is necessary apart from acceptance, 

there is also little need to discuss the trust (potential) followers feel towards a project and its leaders.  

When looking at these leaders from an emancipatory lens like Rindova et al. (2009) do, the 

link between community energy and entrepreneurship gets an additional meaning. A community 

energy project has certain characteristics similar to a new venture, but there is more to it than 

making profit. So choosing entrepreneurship as theoretical lens for this study makes sense. Rindova 

et al. (2009, p.477) define entrepreneuring them άŀǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƴŜǿ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭΣ 

ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƻǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎέΦ 
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For them entrepreneuring consists of three core elements: seeking autonomy, authoring and making 

declarations. These three topics are part of a transition towards a more sustainable energy market 

(e.g. Dóci et al., 2015; Kunze & Becker, 2015). Seeking autonomy, something explicitly mentioned by 

community energy literature as a motivation, refers to as overcoming or removing perceived 

constraints in the environment. It is similar, although broader, than pursuing opportunities in existing 

entrepreneurship literature. Authoring refers to creating new rules of how to engage with key 

resource providers which reflect the desire for change and the fact that the organizational 

arrangements are designed to preserve the emancipatory potential. The question for the participants 

here is how to act relative to the existing system. The liberalization of the European energy market 

made this question disputable in the first place (Verbong & Geels, 2010). The fact that conventional 

energy companies adapt to the new development shows that not only the projects need to think 

about their relationship to the existing system, but the existing players do so as well (Dóci et al., 

2015). Making declarations about intended change is a tool to mobilize support and generate change 

effectǎΦ Lǘ ǎŜǊǾŜǎ ǘƻ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛon of the value of the project. 

Even though there is an intersection between community energy literature and entrepreneurship 

literature, I would like to remark that it does not apply to all community energy projects. CHPP 

Nuremberg represents projects with a focus on economics. Here, autonomy is a means to save 

energy and thus money, authoring is reduced to the minimum and declarations are not made public. 

Consequently, their contribution to a sustainable development in energy supply is rather a by-

product than a goal in itself.  

8.2.2 Sharing economy  

Literature on the sharing economy mentions energy as an example, but it prefers to pick other 

examples for deeper investigation, like sharing of cars (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012), phone minutes 

(Lamberton & Rose, 2012) and digital files (Belk, 2014; John, 2013). In these and other frequently 

used examples the shared objects can either be passed on to somebody else or their content is 

simply multiplied as in the case of digital files. The main difference between these and sharing an 

energy installation is that an installation has a permanent location and - especially in the case of heat 

- has practical physical limits to sharing.  

On the other hand, Dentoni et al. (2015) gathered insights into the relationship between 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊƛŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ CƻƻŘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

cases, sharing was also linked to one or several physical locations - plots of land - and geographical 

limitations - delivering. The authors came up with a set of hypotheses for the relationship between 

consumer behaviour and organizational elements. Even though my and their cases are seemingly 

similar, it has proven difficult for me to form similar hypotheses. On the one hand, this might be due 

to differences in theoretical sensitivity and methodology, such as a sample size of 53 versus one of 3. 

On the other hand, it points at a discussion point relevant when making statements of the 

applicability of the findings for the sharing economy: In how far does it matter what you share? 

What you share seems to influence the division between leaders and followers and what 

they can do. Dentoni et al. (2015, p.8) describe that άώǎϐƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘ ƻǇportunities for 

value creation exploited by consumers in AFNs[Alternative Food Networks] entail: procurement of 

new food, storage and distribution of food, organizing events for sharing food knowledge and seeking 

new ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΦέ Common sense tells that many of these activities can be performed without 

specialized knowledge or resources and I would assume that helping hands are generally welcome. In 

addition, many of them are related to seasons and harvesting times and therefore need to be 

performed at least once per year. Based on the impression I got from the activities, I assume that in 
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Alternative Food Networks it is easier for people to get involved. Consequently, the division between 

leaders and followers is probably less prominent and followers are more likely to show 

entrepreneurial behaviours.   

In the cases of this study I observed that technology was the main determinant for how 

sharing takes place in three different ways. FirstΣ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ Ψǘƻƻ 

complicateŘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ operations. This led to outsourcing of repair, maintenance and optimization. 

Alternatively, only technically interested people or those with a strong intrinsic motivation emerged 

as leaders. Second, with a range of ten to twenty years technological cycles were rather long. In 

addition, most of the time ς during the running phase - no activity was needed or consisted of 

administration and routine operations. Consequently, a project only needs one or two hands full of 

people. The rest of the participants are merely needed for the impact and efficiency. Third, energy as 

the output of the installation is difficult to engage with. People do not experience energy as such, but 

the services - in the form of light or heat - it provides (van Vliet et al., 2005).  

To sum up, based on this brief comparison it does seem to matter what is shared and which 

requirements the shared object has. Not only does it seem to influence in how far people are willing 

and feel able to engage in activities, but it also determines factors shaping the organization such as 

how many people are necessary to keep the organization running. This links directly to the division 

between leaders and followers and challenges the notion that more entrepreneurial behaviour in a 

sharing organization is better. The cases of this study have shown that the organizations are perfectly 

capable of creating the desired value with only a few active participants. The question remains how 

the selection of active members takes place. Is it there intrinsic entrepreneurial drive or their affinity 

with technology? And in how far do ideals, motives and skills play a role? 

8.2.3 4ÈÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÁÎÄ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓȭ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒ 

This study assumed that there is a relationship between organization and behaviour. In the setting-

up phase there must be, because an organization does not come about out of nothing. Here, the 

attitudes and behaviours of the active ones shape the organization. As can be seen from the analysis 

on behaviour (Chapter 5), change in entrepreneurial behaviour through joining or supporting the 

project mainly occurred in the leaders. The question is whether these were people who have a 

natural pre-disposition to being more entrepreneurial and are therefore more attracted to leadership 

positions than the rest of the participants. If so, it weakens the claim that organizational structures 

can shape entrepreneurial behaviour. A substantial body of literature discusses the natural pre-

disposition of people to become entrepreneurs and how they differ from other economic actors in 

their personality, cognition and personal network (e.g. Dyer et al., 2008; Malavé & Piñango, 2012; 

Watson, 2007). The data from this study does not offer enough evidence to support or reject this 

claim. What I did notice however, is that in Schneeren and Reduzum the boards as a whole acted as 

entrepreneurial team, while I would not describe all individual board members as entrepreneurs. So 

ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ Ƨƻƛƴ ŀ ōƻŀǊŘ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ǘƘŀƴ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ǘŜƴdency to act as an 

entrepreneur. At least in the case of community energy, the interviewees reported on personal 

motives to join such as the wish to promote renewable technology, learning, enjoying talking to 

people and interest in technology. From their perspective the activities of a board were a good tool 

ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƎƻŀƭǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ǿŜǊŜ ŘǊŀǿƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊƛŀƭ 

ǎƛŘŜΩ ƻŦ ŀ ōƻŀǊŘΦ  

All in all, this study emphasized the role of trust ς one of the organizational features of the 

sharing economy ς when looking into the question on the relationship between organizational 

structures and individual behaviours in community energy projects. On the one hand, the lack of 
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sufficient trust initiated change in behaviour, especially in individuals taking up leadership functions. 

A sufficient degree of trust in turn re-enforced the status quo. The role of technology here was not 

only to take the role of a trustee, but also to provide the scene for when trust is needed most. 

Consequently, it played a role in determining when behavioural change was most likely to occur. 

From this point of view, I would argue that the organizational features can influence individual 

behaviours. On the other hand, trust is also a product of human interaction and of a project being 

embedded in local customs and structures. From this point of view, it seems consequential to 

position trust ς at least interpersonal and social trust ς as a product of behaviour, even though the 

relevant behaviour might have been exhibited in the context of a community energy project. 

Consequentially, the relation between organizational structures in the form of trust and participants 

behaviour is bidirectional.  

8.3 Implications for practice  
This study generated findings relevant to accelerate a sustainable transition in the realm of energy 

production. aŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜΣ 

because that is the relevant entrepreneurial entity.  

Policy-makers and organizers/leaders of community energy projects can help to increase the 

impact of these projects on a sustainability transition. The Netherlands and Germany have a 

reduction of carbon emissions on their political agendas. Thus more renewable energy sources, 

which require small-scale and decentralized application, are necessary in both countries. Less carbon 

emission per energy unit can be achieved by increasing the number of participants per project to a 

maximum and/or through increasing the number of projects. In addition to the ΨŎŀǊōƻƴ ǎƛŘŜΩ ƻŦ 

sustainability, supporting value-creating behaviours of prosumers in sharing organizations benefits 

the non-monetary values. Sharing offers an alternative to the traditional market economy. If 

practiced locally, it enables people to integrŀǘŜ ΨǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŦƻǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ 

community and notion of local identity into how they design their project. 

Community energy projects profit from a high degree of trust. When a project is in the 

starting-up phase, the trust of potential participants is most relevant. Later, attracting new members 

becomes less important and the projects have to use trust as a tool wisely. Maintaining a high degree 

during the entire life-cycle helps projects to be more resilient in the face of problems. 

8.3.1 Trust of potential participants  

A high degree of trust makes it more likely that people join a project in the first place. On the one 

hand, there is a desire to have as many participants per project as possible to make maximal use of 

the created value and the environmental benefit. This is the primary of the organizers. On the other 

hand, more projects ς ideally with the maximal number of participants ς would benefit the 

integration of renewable energy technologies into the current system with the potential to trigger a 

sustainability transition. Because more projects create benefits for society, policy-makers should 

focus on creating favourable conditions. Since the degree of trust consists of three components, I will 

discuss them one by one. Note that the recommendations can be applied to other types of sharing 

organizations as long as it they are organizes similar to community energy projects. 

 

Interpersonal trust ς First of all, the organizers have to decide in how far interpersonal trust can and 

should play a role in the project. If it does not match the desired values or if does not make sense to 

include for other reasons, organizers should not try to force it. In case the local circumstances allow it 

to be included, leaders can organize events for getting to know each other. Alternatively, 
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interpersonal trust could be used as a selection criterion for admittance to the organization. In this 

case it is more likely that similar participants are selected, because similarity is a predictor of 

interpersonal trust. Such a selection process might however stand in the way of reaching the 

maximum number of participants and has thus to be used carefully.  

Social trust ς Policy-makers can help to increase social trust through making best-practice cases 

visible and the information easily accessible to potential projects. For example, Nahwärme 

Schneeren reported that visits to similar projects and studying material on their organization helped 

to figure out which organizational structure would suit them best. The role of policy-makers could be 

to support the best-practice projects in organizing information events and guidelines for future 

projects. The organizers on the other hand can strengthen social trust through using their local 

knowledge. This refers to using existing organizational structures as part of their project, as 

Dorpsmolen Reduzum did when informing the village through the local newspaper. Further, it refers 

to partly copying organizational structures that have proven themselves in the community. Again, 

Dorpsmolen Reduzum serves as a good example, because they placed their organization in the 

tradition of the village council and working groups. To use the full potential of a local community it is 

important to have a leading team with different types of knowledge and backgrounds.  

Trust in technology ς Supporting best-practice projects and making them more visible would not only 

benefit social trust, but also the trust in technology. When people see that an installation worked 

elsewhere and under which conditions, it is easier to communicate that it will do so in their project, 

too. In addition to this task of policy-makers, leaders could increase the trust in technology through 

getting (potential) participants in touch with their installation. Schneeren has done so exemplarily. 

Not only did they visit other organizations to learn about the technology and organization, but they 

also arranged open days for their members at the installation.  

8.3.2 Trust of current participants  

When a project passes the setting-up phase trust plays a role in overcoming crises. Organizers 

cultivate a high degree of trust by showing and reminding participants which part of the project 

function well, or in other words strengthening the types of trust that is not related to the crisis. For 

example, in times of technical troubles the trust in technology is likely to decrease. Now leaders can 

strengthen the interpersonal trust through demonstrating their commitment and using the 

mechanisms the organization offers them. 

 A high degree of trust re-enforces the status quo. This bears the danger that the project does 

not adequately adapt to a changing environment or does not consider alternatives in the end-of-life 

phase. In the end, either could lead to dissatisfaction and a crisis of the project. Dorpsmolen 

Reduzum made an example of how to deal with it. Not only did they gradually replace the formal 

leaders to introduce new ideas and ways of thinking, but they also focussed on the values they 

wanted to create. The last point is especially relevant, because it allowed them develop alternative 

ideas on which installation would suit these values best and how to organize themselves effectively. 

What if the degree of trust decreases so that the project is in danger of collapsing? A project 

should be created in a way that it is flexible and can react to such a situation, i.e. it should allow 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇκŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎƘƛǇ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎ ŀƴŘ the organization. Only this way a 

project can address the challenges that new technologies and new forms of organizing energy supply 

bring about. This flexibility could take the shape of a periodical revision of the organization and 

possibility to jointly decide how to proceed or contracts that the participants specify together on the 

go and based on their experience. This all could help to prevent a stalemate like in CHPP Nuremberg.  
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9 Conclusions and recommendations for further research  
This chapter summarizes the results into a section on conclusions (9.1) and presents 

recommendations for further research (Section 9.2). 

9.1 Conclusions 
The ultimate finding of this study summarizes its key findings - that is the answers to the three 

research questions - into one proposed model on the degree of trust and its influence on 

particƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ life-cycle. The degree of trust is made up of three 

components ς interpersonal trust, social trust and trust in technology - which add up to each other in 

ŀ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ ǎǳƳ ƛǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŜŀŎƘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ 

/ƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅΣ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǘǊǳǎǘ-expectation 

threshold. Its outcome is risk taking behaviour, i.e. joining or staying in a project. If the degree of 

trust is higher than the trust-expectation threshold, potential participants are likely to join. For 

current participants the status quo is re-enforced. If the degree of trust is below the trust-

expectations threshold for long enough, participants are likely to change their 

leadership/followership behaviour. As a consequence, also the organization can change.  

 With this model the study added to the insights about the role of trust in community energy 

projects. It showed that it is important as well, to consider what is shared and its requirements on 

the sharing organization, and that behaviour and organization likely influence one another 

throughout the life-cycle of a project.  

Community energy projects unite two recent developments ς changes in the way energy is 

produced and who can do it, and the sharing economy. The projects use alternative technologies, 

which only have become profitable in the last 30 years. In addition, they profit from the liberalization 

of the European energy market. Now, decentral energy production is technically feasible and 

traditional energy providers increasingly integrate it. Being an energy co-provider has never been 

easier. At the same time, the need for these co-providers has never been more pressing. In the face 

of climate change and big economic actors still moving away from fossil-based energy sources 

hesitantly, hopes are on the small-scales producers to initiate a sustainability transition. Community 

energy projects empower consumers to boycott the current system and to set standards for 

alternative ways of organizing energy production. Their rise can raise awareness, promote green 

consumption and encourage other citizens to experiment with alternatives to consumption as well. 

Community energy projects are a form of social innovation that makes use of technological 

innovation. How community energy is organized makes it innovative and thus a powerful tool for 

society to reach a sustainability transition. Sharing ς a principle that has become popular in other 

domains of life ς allows people and the communities around them to create more value for 

themselves and for others than they would have on their own. In addition to monetary value and the 

value of decrease carbon emƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎŎŀƭŜ Ŏŀƴ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ΨǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΩΦ 

What these externalities are depends on what the community wants and is willing to work for.  

Policy-makers and organizers/leaders of community energy projects can help to increase the 

impact of these projects on a sustainability transition. A high degree of trust not only makes potential 

participants more likely to join, but also ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǘǊƻǳōƭŜ. Policy-

makers can increase the level of social trust and trust in technology through supporting best-practice 

projects and making them visible to other projects. Leaders on the other hand have to decide 

whether fostering interpersonal trust serves their desired values. To increase the trust in technology 

they can get the (potential) participants in touch with their installation or visit installations of other 
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projects. They also have the chance to enhance social trust through embedding the project into 

organizational structures that have proven themselves in the community. On the other hand, leaders 

should watch out to  keep in mind which values the project should create instead of prioritizing ΨǿƘŀǘ 

Ƙŀǎ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ǿŜƭƭ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎΩΦ CƻǊ ƭƻƴƎ-standing projects change is inevitable. Thus, it should 

be anticipated leading to organizational structures which allow changes. 

9.2 Recommendations for further research  
To increase the value community energy projects ς and the sharing economy in general ς have for a 

sustainability transition, I suggest three main areas for further research. First, the interplay between 

the three types of trust and their importance relative to one another are an interesting area for 

future study. More insights into which type is most important under which circumstances and thus 

which measures are most promising to support a project be would be valuable. An addition case in 

an urban setting might have shed more light on the role of interpersonal trust and the influence of a 

well-developed local community, which I recognized in Dorpsmolen Reduzum and Nahwärme 

Schneeren, but not in CHPP Nuremberg. On the contrary, a case which resembled the situation of 

CHPP Nuremberg with a high degree of co-ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǊƛǎƪǎΣ ōǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ Ψƴƻǘ-only for-

profitΩ ƳŜƴǘŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘΦ Lǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŘŜŜǇŜǊ ƛƴǘƻ 

changes and the enabling and restricting features of the organization and how financial motives link 

to trust. 

 Second, for the practical implications of this study a deeper investigation into the 

relationship between ownership and perceived ownership, and its relation to trust would be useful. 

The first guiding question would be if it makes a difference for the level of trust if the participants 

actually co-ƻǿƴ ƻǊ ΨƻƴƭȅΩ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜ ownership over the installation. In addition, the data from 

Nuremberg suggests that at least for selected individuals actual ownership can be a driver to take up 

leadership. It follows, that co-ƻǿƴƛƴƎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ ǘƘǊƻugh mobilizing 

previously inactive members. Both insights can help policy-makers and organizers of community 

energy projects to select the appropriate form of formal organization ς either it supports actual 

ownership in the form of co-ownership or it highlights co-access and possibly additional perceived 

ownership. Thus, choosing the right formal organization can increase the success of projects 

ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƳƻǊŜ resilient. 

 Third, the discussion on the effect of the shared object(s) on the sharing organization 

brought up several questions (compare Section 8.2.2). First of all, it highlighted that if we want to 

make statements about the sharing economy in general, we need to be cautious about the 

limitations the shared object imposes. Alternatively, combining insights from cases that share very 

different objects can help to generalize findings and to make their application to a broader set of 

cases more feasible. This requires more studies that look into different types of sharing and how 

behaviour and organization interrelate there. For an impact on sustainability transition cases which 

ŀǊŜ Ψƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŦƛǘΩ ŀǊŜ ƻŦ Ƴƻǎǘ ǾŀƭǳŜΦ 

 

All in all, sharing as practiced in community energy projects not only benefits the environment, but 

can also make local communities more autonomous and foster a sense of belonging and social 

cohesion. Thus, it is a dynamic field of research worth investigating if we want to contribute to a 

sustainable development. 
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Appendix A ɀ Interview guides  
 

The following table has been the header to all interview guides 

Activity:  

Date:  

Case:  

Place:  

People involved:  

  

  

What am I learning? 
 
 

 

How does this case/interview differ from the last 
one? 
 

 

  

General observations:  

  

  

  

 

Dorpsmolen Reduzum ɀ English 

Introduction (5 minutes) 

- Introduce yourself: Student at Wageningen University, Master thesis about local energy 

generation and the sharing economy 

- Make sure that the seating arrangement are acceptable/comfortable 

- Ask if there are specific time constrains  

- Duration of the interview: 45 ς 60 minutes 

- Reason why the interviewee was selected: participant of a Dutch community energy project, 

specific function within the project or recommendation of other participants; people in practice 

are the ones who know best 

- Discuss if interviewee wants to be identified by name 

- Recording: ask for permission and explain that the recordings will only be used for the thesis  

- Mention the global structure: I will ask questions, interviewee will speak most of the time, there 

is no right or wrong 

- Ask if the interviewee still has any questions, and if not: start. 

  

Opening questions 

- CƻǊ Ƙƻǿ ƭƻƴƎ ƘŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ōŜŜƴ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴΧΚ 

- CƻǊ Ƙƻǿ ƭƻƴƎ ƘŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ΧΚ 

- Why did you join? 

- Refer back to some relevant information (for example youtube videos of an event) in which the 

interviewee has participated. Ask something about it. 

 

Schedule: 
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The questions (45 minutes) 

hΥ Iƻǿ ƛǎ Χ όƴŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘύ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘΚ κIƻǿ Řƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ Χ όƴŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘύ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ 

themselves? 

Aspects: key data (=textbook answer; legal form of organization, number of 

participants, membership fee, composition of committees/boards, type of 

installation, motives to establish the project, origin of the idea to establish the 

project) 

Explicitly probe for: 

 Relationship between board and participants, conditions for being an eligible 

participants, ownership over installations, pay for performance/energy through 

membership fee, which outputs (energy, money, indirect benefits) are divided and 

how, sharing of knowledge, skills and values, representation of participants in boards 

and committees, allocation of decision rights, responsibilities/roles of all 

participants/of distinct participants (formal/informal?), plans of 

expansion/continuation, volunteering vs. paid 

O: (You said ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΧ ύ Iƻǿ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŀǘκǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦΧ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

years? And what has been constant over time? 

  Why do you think it has (not) changed? 

Aspects: formalization, external forces (policy, subsidy, local resistance), composition 

of participants 

B: What are you doing within the project/(name of the project)? 

Aspects: formal roles/tasks of the interviewee, decisions they make, informal 

activities; activities/events in which the interviewee participates and what they do 

during the activities 

B: Is there anything that you do differently regarding the activities of the project now than before 

or after you just had joined the project? If so, can you give examples of what you have learnt? 

ĄL Ŏŀƴ ƎƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ άŎƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜέ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ proofs difficult 

Aspects: efficiency and effectiveness in completing tasks, other participants and 

external stakeholders, problem-solving 

5ƻƳŜƴƛŎƻΩǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻōƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊƛŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎΥ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ 

innovation, ability to coordinate complex processes 

.Υ Lƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ȅƻǳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ Χ ώōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊϐΚ 
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Aspects: values, (special event in) private life, expectations, external forces (policy, 

ǎǳōǎƛŘȅΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜύΣ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΣ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΣ 

learning 

h.Υ Lƴ Ƙƻǿ ŦŀǊ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ όǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴύ Χ 

[behaviour]? Can you give examples of how this happened? 

Aspects: degree of formality, decision-making, rights, division of tasks, regulation of 

access/ownershipΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ Χ 

OB: Do you believe that it might be the other way around - that the behaviour of participants led 

to changes in the structure of the project? If so, can you give examples of how this happened? 

Aspects: degree of formality and manifestation of rules, key figures, decision-making, 

ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎκƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΧ 

P: Think back to the time when there was no talk about the project yet. What has changed since 

then? 

Aspects: energy efficiency, financial efficiency, effects on the community, effects on 

personal life,  

P: What do you think about the changes overall? (Do you like/dislike them?) 

Aspects: comparison to promised situation/other reference values/own expectations Ą 

image (community and own), quality of life/attractiveness of local community, financial gain, 

activities, behaviour of other participant, fairness of getting and giving 

P: What do you like about the project and what do you dislike?  

Aspects: their role and engagement, organization, social, environmental or economic impact, 

otƘŜǊǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ 

tΥ Iƻǿ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜκŘƛǎƭƛƪŜΧ (fill in what they mentioned)?/Can you tell me more about why 

ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜκŘƛǎƭƛƪŜΧ(fill in what they mentioned)? 

 Aspects: improvement/positive development of the to the interviewee relevant criteria; 

deterioration/negative development of the to the interviewee relevant criteria 

tΥ ό¸ƻǳ ǎŀƛŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΧ ώǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴϐύ Iŀǎ ȅƻǳǊ ǾƛŜǿ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜΚ LŦ ǎƻ 

how? 

Aspects: values, attitudes, expectations, personal insights 

OP: In how far do you think that (the changes in) the organization(al structure) and (the changes in) 

your perception of the project relate to one another? 

Aspects: scope of the project, decision-making, access/ownership rights, which 

outputs (energy, money, indirect benefits) are divided and how, sharing of 

knowledge, skills and values, representation of members in boards and committees, 
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allocation of decision rights, responsibilities/roles of all participants/of distinct 

participants (formal/informal?) 

BP: Dƻ ȅƻǳ ǎŜŜ ŀƴȅ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ όǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴύ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ 

and (the change of) your view on the project? If so what kind of relationship? 

Aspects: pleasure, frustration, (changed) expectations 

Ending (5 minutes) 

- Introduce last question of the interview  

- !ǎƪ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴǎκǘƻǇƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳŜ ǳǇΦ άLǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ 

ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎκǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ŀŘŘΚέ 

- ά!ǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴȅ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ȅƻǳǊ ǎƛŘŜΚέ 

- ά¢Ƙŀƴƪ ȅƻǳέ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƻŎƻƭŀǘŜ 

- Keep the option open for asking for clarifications  

- Offer to e-mail the transcripts 
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Dorpsmolen Reduzum - Dutch  

Introductie (5minuten) 

- Student Wageningen, afstudeerscriptie over lokale energie opwekking, onderdeel van onderzoek 

naar de sharing economy 
- Zitten jullie goed? 

- Gok dat het 45-60 minuten duurt 

- Vragen naar tijdbeperking 

- Ik wilde een interview met jou omdat je zelf betrokken bent; praktijk weet het beste 

- Wil je met naam geïdentificeerd worden? Anders organisatie en aanduiding van functie 

- Opname ok? 

- LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ǾŜǊŘŜŜƭŘ ƛƴ ŘǊƛŜ ǘƘŜƳŀΩǎΥ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛŜΣ ǿŀǘ ƳŜƴǎŜƴ ǇǊŜŎƛŜǎ ōƛƴƴŜƴ ŘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛŜ ŘƻŜƴ 

en wat jij ervan vindt 

- Mocht er iets zijn waarop je niet wilt antwoorden dan hoeft dat niet  

- Ik ga dus vragen stellen; Duits; Jij de meeste tijd aan het woord; geen goede en foute 

antwoorden  

- Zijn er nog vragen? 

 

Warming-up 

- Hoe lang woon je hier al? 

- IƻŜ ƭŀƴƎ ōŜƴ ƧŜ ŀƭ ƭƛŘ ǾŀƴΧΚ 

- Waarom ben je toen lid geworden? 

- Mogelijke vragen over verkregen materiaal 

 

Vragenlijst (45 minuten) 

O: IƻŜ ƛǎΧ ƛƴ ƎǊƻǾŜ ƭƛƧƴŜƴ ƎŜƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŜǊŘΚ  

Aspects: key data (=textbook answers: stichting, coöperatie etc., aantal leden, 

jaarlijkse contributie, samenstelling van het bestuur en werkgroepen, representatie 

van leden, technologie, reden op het project te starten, wie met het idee kwam) 

Expliciet navragen:  

Voorbeeld: Hoe nemen jullie besluiten? 

Relatie bestuur-leden, wie mag lid worden, eigenaar van de installatie, hoe word voor de 

energie betaald (relatie met jaarlijkse contributie), voordelen/opbrengst (output) voor leden 

(energie, geld, profiteren indirect), verdelen van de voordelen, delen van kennis, vaardigheden 

en waarden, wie beslist waarover, taken en verantwoordelijkheden van deelnemers met en 

zonder functie (formeel/informeel), plannen om uit te breiden, vrijwilligers vs. betaald 

O: Hoe is de organisatie met de tijd veranderd? Wat is juist constant gebleven? 

Aspects: het clubje kreeg een formele organisatie (cooperatie), external forces (beleid, 

subsidie, tegenstand van de bevolking), veranderde compositie van leden (key figures, 

trekpaarden, meerderheid, motivatie)  
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hΥ ²ŀŀǊƻƳ ƛǎ ǾƻƭƎŜƴǎ ƧƻǳΧƴƛŜǘ ǾŜǊŀƴŘŜǊŘΚ  

Aspects: hoefde niet/wilden niet, mocht/kon niet van buiten 

.Υ ²ŀǘ ŘƻŜ ƧƛƧ ōƛƴƴƴŜƴΧΚ  

Aspects: formele rollen en taken, beschrijving van formele taak, beslissingen die interviewee 

maakt, informele activiteiten, activiteiten/events waar de interviewee aan mee doet en wat 

er gedaan word 

B: Is er iets wat je nu anders doet dan toen of voordat je bij de stichting begon? Kan je voorbeelden 

noemen van welke vaardigheden je verder hebt kunnen ontwikkeld binnen de stichting?  

Ąvoorbeeld met koken en boodschappen doen?  

Aspects: efficiëntie en effectiviteit m.b.t. te taken, andere leden en externe 

stakeholders, oplossen van problemen 

5ƻƳŜƴƛŎƻΩǎ ǾƻƻǊǎǘŜƭ ōŜǘǊŜŦǘ ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊǎƘƛǇΥ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾƛǘŜƛǘΣ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛŜΣ ǾŀŀǊŘƛƎƘŜƛŘ ƻƳ 

complexe processen te besturen 

.Υ ²ŀŀǊƻƳ ƛǎ Χ ώōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊϐ ǾƻƭƎŜƴǎ Ƨƻǳ ǾŜǊŀƴŘŜǊŘΚκ²ŀŀǊƻƳ ŘƻŜ ƧŜΧ ώŀŎǘǾƛǘƛȅϐ ƴǳ ŀƴŘŜǊǎΚ  

Aspects: warden, (bijzondere gebeurtenissen in) privé leven, verwachtingen, external 

forces (beleid, subsidie, politieke stemming), zicht op het project, gedrag van anderen, 

organizatie, leerprocess  

OB: In hoe verre denk je dat de structuur van de stichting de (veranderiƴƎŜƴ ƛƴύ Χ ώōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊϐ 

hebben beinvloed? Kan je een voorbeeld geven van hoe dat is gebeurd?  

Aspects: formeel/informeel, besluitvorming, rechten, takenverdeling, regelen van 

ŀŎŎŜǎǎκƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ ǾŜǊŀƴǘǿƻƻǊŘŜǊƭƛƧƪƘŜŘŜƴ Χ 

OB: Denk je dat het misschien andersom is: dat het gedrag van de deelnemers de organisatie van 

van het project heeft veranderd? Zo ja, heb je daar misschien een voorbeeld van?  

Aspects: grad van formaliteit en hoe nauw regels worden bevolgt, key figures, 

besluitvorming, regelen van ŀŎŎŜǎǎκƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΧ 

tΥ !ƭǎ ƧŜ ǘŜǊǳƎ ŘŜƴƪǘ ŀŀƴ ŘŜ ǘƛƧŘ ŀƭǎ ŜǊ ƴƻƎ ƎŜŜƴ ǎǇǊŀŀƪ ǿŀǎ ǾŀƴΧ ²ŀǘ ƛǎ ŜǊ ǎƛƴŘǎŘƛŜƴ ǾŜǊŀƴŘŜǊŘΚ  

Aspects: energie efficiëntie, financiële aspecten, effecten op de gemeenschap/de buurt/het 

dorp, effecten op privé leven, external forces (beleid, subsidie, politieke stemming) 

P: Wat vind je van de veranderingen? (Positief/negatief) 

Aspects: vergeleken met wat er werd beloofd/verwacht/andere projecten Ą imago (eigen en 

gemeenschap), leefbaarheid/aantrekkelijkheid van de buurt/dorp, financiële opbrengsten, 

activiteiten, gedrag van anderen, eerlijke verhouding tussen geven en nemen 

optioneel 
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P: En in het algemeen? Wat vind je geslaagd en wat minder geslaagd aan het project?  

Aspects: interviewees rol en betrokkenheid, organisatie, impact (sociaal, economisch en 

milieu), gedrag van anderen, vergeleken met wat er werd beloofd/verwacht/andere projecten 

Ą imago (eigen en gemeenschap), leefbaarheid/aantrekkelijkheid van de buurt/dorp, 

financiële opbrengsten, activiteiten, gedrag van anderen, eerlijke verhouding tussen geven en 

nemen 

tΥ ²ŀŀǊƻƳ ǾƛƴŘ ƧŜ Χ όƳƛƴŘŜǊύ ƎŜǎƭŀŀƎŘΚκ Yŀƴ ƧŜ ƳŜ ƳŜŜǊ ǾŜǊǘŜƭƭŜƴ ƻǾŜǊ ǿŀŀǊƻƳ ƧŜ Řƛǘ 

(minder) geslaagd vindt?  

Aspects: verbeteringen/achteruitgang van wat de interviewee belangrijk vind,  

tΥ ό9ŜǊŘŜǊ ȊŜƛ ƧŜ Řŀǘ Χ ώperception]) Is je zicht hierop gedurende de tijd veranderd? Zo ja, wanneer 

en hoe? 

Aspects: warden, houding, verwachtingen, persoonlijk inzicht 

OP: In hoe verred denk je dat de (veranderingen in de) structuur van de organisatie en (de 

veranderingen in) jouw zicht op het project met elkaar samen hangen?  

Aspects: omvang van het project, besluitvorming, voordelen/opbrengst (output) voor leden 

(energie, geld, profiteren indirect), verdelen van de voordelen, delen van kennis, vaardigheden 

en waarden, wie beslist waarover, taken en verantwoordelijkheden van deelnemers met en 

zonder functie (formeel/informeel) 

BP: Zie je een samenhang tussen de verandering in hoe je dingen voor en met de stichting doet en 

(hoe) je zicht op de stichting (is veranderd)? Zo ja, kan je dat verder toelichten?  

Aspects:plezier, frustratie, (veranderde) verwachtingen 

Einde (5 minuten) 

- Kondig laatste vraag aan 

- Is er nog iets waarvan je denk dat het belangrijk is maar waar we het nog niet 

over hebben gehad?  

- Heb je nog andere vragen of opmerkingen? 

- Als ik erachter kom dat ik informatie mis, zou ik dan mogen bellen? 

- Uitgetypt interview opsturen? Ą mailadres?  

Bedanken en chocolaatje
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CHPP Nuremberg ɀ German  

Einleitung (5 Minuten) 

- Studentin Wageningen, Meisterarbeit mit dem Thema zusammen Energie erzeugen, Teil 

eines Projekts über die Ökonomie des Teilens  
- Ungefähr 45 Minuten 

- Müssen Sie eher weg? 

- Interview mit Ihnen weil Sie selbst an einem Projekt beteiligt sind und Sie es somit am besten 

wissen 

- Aufnehmen ok? 

- Interview ist in drei Themas unterteilt: Organisation, was Leute eigentlich tun, wenn wie 

zusammen Energie erzeugen und Ihre Meinung  

- Falls Sie auf irgendwas nicht antworten wollen dann ist das in Ordnung 

- Manchmal stelle ich Fragen, auf die Sie keine Antwort wissen; ich kann sie dann anders 

formulieren. Es kann aber auch sein, dass diese Frage nicht so gut auf Ihre Situation zutrifft 

Ą Fragebogen auch für Projekte wo sie relevant sind 

- Ich stelle Fragen, das heißt, dass Sie die meiste Zeit reden. Es gibt kein richtig und kein falsch.  

- Haben Sie jetzt noch Fragen? 

 

Warming-up 

- Wie lang wohnen Sie schon in Ihrem jetzigen Haus? 

- Warum haben Sie sich dafür entschieden? 

-  

Fragen (45 Minuten) 

O: Wie organisieren Sie und Ihre Nachbarn sich in Bezug auf das Blockheizkraftwerk? 

Aspects: Geschichte; als irgendwas registriert?; Anzahl Haushalte und Menschne, wer 

ist aktiv?, gemeinsame Unternehmungen; Beziehung zu den Nachbarn außerhalb der 

Blockheizkraftwerksache 

Wie funktioniert das Blockheizkraftwerk?, outputs (Elektrizität, Wärme, Geld, andere 

Voteile?); sicher stellen, dass Angebot und Nachfrage stimmen 

Verteilen der outputs, finanzielle Aspekte; Verträge;  

Entscheidungen treffen (Pläne und Ideen); Verantwortung; Vertretung der Nachbarn 

(Wahlen?); feste Regeln; Freiwillige oder bezahlt? 

 Parteien außerhalb des Nachbarkreises 

Zukunftspläne: erweitern, fortsetzen; neue Ideen und Möglichkeiten, Informationen 

sammeln 

Probleme und ihre Lösungen als Beispiel  
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O: Wie hat sich die Organisation mit der Zeit verändert? Und was ist gleich geblieben? 

Aspects: registriert; äußere Einwirkungen (Politik, Fördergelder, Widerstand) neue Nachbarn 

(wichtige Leute, Mehrheit, Motivation)  

hΥ ²ŀǊǳƳ ŘŜƴƪŜƴ {ƛŜΣ Ƙŀǘ ǎƛŎƘΧ ǾŜǊŅƴŘŜǊǘκƴƛŎƘǘ ǾŜǊŅƴŘŜǊǘΚ  

Aspects: wollten nicht, mussten nicht, durften nicht, konnten nicht 

 

.Υ ²ŀǎ ƳŀŎƘŜƴ {ƛŜ ƛƴƴŜǊƘŀƭō ΧΚ  

Aspects: offizielle Rolle/Aufgabe, Entscheidungen, an denen Sie beteiligt waren; 

Aktivitäten, an denen Sie teilnehmen 

 

P: Was gefällt Ihnen an der Zusammenarbeit mit den Nachbarn? Was läuft Ihrer Meinung nach 

nicht so gut? 

Aspects: Ihre Beteiligung/Rolle; Organisation; sozialer, Umwelt oder wirtschaftliche 

Auswirkungen; Verhalten andere Teilnehmer; Image (selbst und Viertel); Attraktivität 

der Viertels; faires Verhältnis zwischen Geben und Nehmen; rentabel   

²ƛŜǎƻ ƎŜŦŅƭƭǘ LƘƴŜƴ Χ  (fill in what they mentioned) nicht?/Können Sie mir mehr darüber erzählen?  

Aspects: Verbesserung/positive Entwicklung relevanter Kriterien; 

Verschlechterung/negative Entwicklung relevanter Kriterien  

 

tΥ ό±ƻǊƘƛƴ ƳŜƛƴǘŜƴ {ƛŜΣ ŘŀǎǎΧΦώǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴϐύ Ƙŀǘ ǎƛŎƘ LƘǊŜ {ƛŎƘǘ ŀǳŦ ŘƛŜ ½ǳǎŀƳƳŜƴŀǊōŜƛǘ ƛƳ [ŀǳŦŜ 

der Zeit verändert? Falls ja, wann und warum? 

Aspects: Werte, eigene Haltung, Erwartungen, persönliche Einsichten 

  

OP: In wie weit hängt die (Veränderung in der) die Organisation der Nachbarn mit Ihrer Meinung 

über die Zusammenarbeit zusammen? 

Aspects: Ausmaßen der Zusammenarbeit, Wie Entscheidungen gefällt werden, was man 

davor hat (Energie, Geld, andere Vorteile), gerechte VErteilung, Wissen und Können teilen, 

wer entscheidet was, wer hat welche Verantwortung (mit und ohne offizielle Rollen)  

 

B: Tun Sie irgendetwas anders bezüglich der Dingen, die sich auf das Blokheizkraftwerk beziehen, 

seitdem Sie hier wohnen? Falls ja, können Sie mir Beispiele nennen? 

Was haben Sie gelernt? 
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Aspects: effizient arbeiten; komplexe Prozesse koordinieren  

Beziehung zu außenstehenden Parteien, Kommunikation 

Probleme lösen, innovative, improvisieren, Kreativität, nicht aufgeben  

Ideen für Veränderungen Ą wie entstehen die und wie entwickeln sie sich? Ą Beispiel 

.Υ ²ŀǊǳƳ Ƙŀǘ ǎƛŎƘ Χ ώōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊϐ LƘǊŜǊ aŜƛƴǳƴƎ ƴŀŎƘ ƴƛŎƘǘ ǾŜǊŅƴŘŜǊǘΚκ²ŀǊǳƳ ƳŀŎƘŜƴ {ƛŜΧ 

[actvitiy] jetzt anders?  

Aspects: Werte, (besondere Ereignisse im) Privatleben, Erwartungen, außenstehende 

Parteien (Politik, Fördergelder, Widerstand), Meinung zur Zusammenarbeit/zum 

Projekt, Verhalten andere Teilnehmer, Organisation, Lernen  

OB: Was glauben Sie, in wie weit hat wie Sie sich als Nachbarn organisieren Einfluss darauf, dass 

Sie Dinge anders tun/darauf wie andere Dingen anders tun? Haben Sie vielleicht ein Beispiel? 

Aspects: formeel/informeel, besluitvorming, rechten, takenverdeling, regelen van 

ŀŎŎŜǎǎκƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ ǾŜǊŀƴǘǿƻƻǊŘŜǊƭƛƧƪƘŜŘŜƴ Χ 

OB: Ist es Ihrer Meinung nach vielleicht anders herum? Dass das Verhalten der Teilnehmer 

beeinflusst, wie sie sich organisieren? 

Aspects: wie formal es zugeht, wie genau die Regeln befolgt werden, key figure, 

ŜƴǘǎŎƘŜƛŘŜƴΣ ŀŎŎŜǎǎκƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΧ  

BP: Sehen Sie vielleicht einen Zusammenhang zwischen Ihrer Meinung über die Zusammenarbeit 

und wie Sie Dinge für die Gemeinschaft tun? Oder was Sie gelernt haben?  

Aspects: Spaß, frustriert, (veränderte) Erwartungen 

 

Ende (5 Minuten) 

- Letzte Frage ankündigen 

- Haben wir etwas Ihrer Meinung nach wichtiges nicht besprochen?  

- Haben Sie noch Fragen oder Anmerkungen? 

- Darf ich Sie nochmal anrufen, falls ich sehe, dass mir Informationen fehlen? 

- Wie es weitergeht: Ich werde diese Gespräch relativ wörtlich aufschreiben und schauen, welche 

Themen ich finde. Das vergleiche ich dann mit einem ziemlich anderen Projekt in Holland. Wollen 

Sie eine Kopie dieses Interviews haben oder es nochmal durchschauen? Das Interview selbst wird 

nicht veröffentlicht. Wenn Sie einverstanden sind, dann nehme ich zwei, drei Zitate für meine 

Masterarbeit. Wenn Sie das nicht möchten, dann ist das auch in Ordnung 

- Wollen Sie namentlich erwähnt werden? 

- Masterarbeit zuschicken? 

- E-Mail? 

- Bedanken
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Nahwärme Schneeren - German 

Einleitung (5 Minuten) 

- Studentin Wageningen, Masterarbeit mit dem Thema zusammen Energie erzeugen, Teil eines 

Projekts über die Ökonomie des Teilens  
- Ungefähr 45 Minuten 

- Müssen Sie eher weg? 

- Interview mit Ihnen weil Sie selbst an einem Projekt beteiligt sind und Sie es somit am besten 

wissen 

- Aufnehmen ok? 

- Interview ist in drei Themas unterteilt: Organisation, was Leute eigentlich tun, wenn wie 

zusammen Energie erzeugen und Ihre Meinung  

- Falls Sie auf irgendwas nicht antworten wollen dann ist das in Ordnung 

- Manchmal stelle ich Fragen, auf die Sie keine Antwort wissen; ich kann sie dann anders 

formulieren. Es kann aber auch sein, dass diese Frage nicht so gut auf Ihre Situation zutrifft 

Ą Fragebogen auch für Projekte wo sie relevant sind 

- Ich stelle Fragen, das heißt, dass Sie die meiste Zeit reden. Es gibt kein richtig und kein falsch.  

- Haben Sie jetzt noch Fragen? 

 

Warming-up 

- Warum haben Sie sich dafür entschieden? 
- Was ist anders, wenn man Wärme von einer Genossenschaft bekommt und nicht von den 

Stadtwerken? 

- Was ist der beste Begriff um zu beschreiben wer Sie sind: Kunde, Vorsitzender, Teilnehmer, 

{ŎƘǊƛŦǘŦǸƘǊŜǊΣ {ŎƘŀǘȊƳŜƛǎǘŜǊΧΚ 

Fragen (45 Minuten) 

O: Wie ist die Genossenschaft organisiert? 

Aspects: Geschichte und Anfangszeit; als irgendwas registriert?; Anzahl Haushalte 

und Menschen, wer ist aktiv?, gemeinsame Unternehmungen; Beziehung zu den 

anderen Teilnehmern 

Wie funktioniert das System?, outputs (Elektrizität, Wärme, Geld, andere Voteile?); 

sicher stellen, dass Angebot und Nachfrage stimmen; Verantwortung für Technik 

Verteilen der outputs, finanzielle Aspekte; Verträge 

Entscheidungen treffen (Pläne und Ideen); Verantwortung; Vertretung der Teilnehmer 

(Wahlen?); feste Regeln; Freiwillige oder bezahlt? 

Was passiert auf den Jahresversammlungen? 

Wie funktioniert der Vorstand? Wissen und Können anderer miteinbeziehen 
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 Parteien außerhalb des Organisation (Betriebe, ähnliche Projekte, Verwaltung und 

Politik) 

Zukunftspläne: erweitern, fortsetzen; neue Ideen und Möglichkeiten, Informationen 

sammeln 

Ideen Ą wie entstehen die und wie entwickeln sie sich? Ą Beispiel 

Wie sammeln Sie Informationen und Meinungen für Entscheidungen? Beispiel aus 

der Anfangszeit und später (z.B. wie haben Sie festgestellt, dass genug Interesse 

besteht? Woher wussten Sie, wie viele Teilnehmer Interesse hatten. Wie haben Sie 

sich für die technischen Aspekte entschieden 

Probleme und ihre Lösungen als Beispiel  

 

O: Wie hat sich die Organisation mit der Zeit verändert? Und was ist gleich geblieben? 

Aspects: registriert; äußere Einwirkungen (Politik, Fördergelder, Widerstand); Erweiterungen; 

technisch 

hΥ ²ŀǊǳƳ ŘŜƴƪŜƴ {ƛŜΣ Ƙŀǘ ǎƛŎƘΧ ǾŜǊŅƴŘŜǊǘκƴƛŎƘǘ ǾŜǊŅƴŘŜǊǘΚ  

Aspects: wollten nicht, mussten nicht, durften nicht, konnten nicht 

 

.Υ ²ŀǎ ƳŀŎƘŜƴ {ƛŜ ƛƴƴŜǊƘŀƭō ΧΚ  

Aspects: offizielle Rolle/Aufgabe, Entscheidungen, an denen Sie beteiligt waren; 

Aktivitäten, an denen Sie teilnehmen 

Č War das schon immer so? 

 

P: Was gefällt Ihnen am Nahwärmenetzt? Was läuft Ihrer Meinung nach nicht so gut? 

Aspects: Ihre Beteiligung/Rolle; Organisation; sozialer, Umwelt oder wirtschaftliche 

Auswirkungen; Verhalten andere Teilnehmer; Image (selbst und Dorf); Attraktivität 

des Dorfes; rentabel; technisch 

²ƛŜǎƻ ƎŜŦŅƭƭǘ LƘƴŜƴ Χ  (fill in what they mentioned) nicht?/Können Sie mir mehr darüber erzählen?  

Aspects: Verbesserung/positive Entwicklung relevanter Kriterien; 

Verschlechterung/negative Entwicklung relevanter Kriterien  

 

tΥ ό±ƻǊƘƛƴ ƳŜƛƴǘŜƴ {ƛŜΣ ŘŀǎǎΧΦώperception]) hat sich Ihre Sicht auf das Nahwärmenetz im Laufe der 

Zeit verändert? Falls ja, wann und warum? 
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Aspects: Werte, eigene Haltung, Erwartungen, persönliche Einsichten, Widerstand im Dorf 

  

OP: In wie fern hängt Ihre Meinung damit zusammen, wie die Genossenschaft organisiert ist?   

Aspects: Ausmaßen der Zusammenarbeit, wie Entscheidungen gefällt werden, was man davor 

hat (Energie, Geld, andere Vorteile), gerechte Verteilung, Wissen und Können teilen, wer 

entscheidet was, wer hat welche Verantwortung (mit und ohne offizielle Rollen)  

 

B: Tun Sie irgendetwas anders bezüglich der Dingen, die sich auf das Nahwärmenetz beziehen, 

seitdem Sie hier dabei sind? Falls ja, können Sie mir Beispiele nennen? 

Č Was haben Sie gelernt?/ Was hat sich im Laufe der Zeit bewährt oder gerade nicht 

bewährt? 

Aspects: effizient arbeiten; komplexe Prozesse koordinieren  

Beziehung zu außenstehenden Parteien, Kommunikation 

Stichworte: innovativer, Probleme besser lösen, Kontakte knüpfen und pflegen, 

Kommunikation innerhalb der Genossenschaft, Komplexität managen 

.Υ ²ŀǊǳƳ Ƙŀǘ ǎƛŎƘ Χ ώōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊϐ LƘǊŜǊ aŜƛƴǳƴƎ ƴŀŎƘ ƴƛŎƘǘ ǾŜǊŅƴŘŜǊǘΚκ²ŀǊǳƳ ƳŀŎƘŜƴ {ƛŜΧ 

[actvitiy] jetzt anders?  

Aspects: Werte, (besondere Ereignisse im) Privatleben, Erwartungen, außenstehende 

Parteien (Politik, Fördergelder, Widerstand), Meinung zur Zusammenarbeit/zum 

Projekt, Verhalten andere Teilnehmer, Organisation, Lernen  

OB: Was glauben Sie, in wie weit hat wie Sie sich als Genossenschaft organisieren Einfluss darauf, 

dass Sie Dinge anders tun/darauf wie andere Dingen anders tun? Haben Sie vielleicht ein Beispiel? 

Apsects: 

Networking, opportunities and information 

In wie weit suchen Sie nach neuen Möglichkeiten für die Genossenschaft? Hilft Ihre 

wƻƭƭŜ ŀƭǎΧ LƘƴŜƴ ŘŀōŜƛ όǳƳ Řŀǎ ǸōŜǊƘŀǳǇǘ ŀƴȊǳƎŜƘŜƴύΚ Ą Beispiel 

Tauschen Sie manchmal Erfahrung mit anderen Organisationen aus oder Besuchen 

Sie Veranstaltungen? Ą Beispiel 

Leadership 

Was sind die Vor- und Nachteile von einem Vorstand, in dem sich die Besetzung nicht 

oft verändert? (Ą Zusammenspiel, Wissen, Vertrauen, Ansprechpartner sein, 

Wortführer unterstützen) 
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(Unterstützen die Kunden die Genossenschaft? Wie engagieren sie sich und was sind 

Ihrer Meinung nach die Motive? 

Die Genossenschaft ist wie ein kleiner Energieproduzent wo die Kunde direkt für Ihren 

Verbrauch zahlen. Glauben Sie, dass das beeinflusst, wie Teilnehmer sich verhalten? 

Z.B. dass sie nicht helfen wollen, weil sie schließlich bezahlt haben 

h.Υ Lƴ ǿƛŜ ǿŜƛǘ ŘŜƴƪŜƴ {ƛŜΣ ŘŀǎǎΧ όƪŜȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴύ 9ƛƴŦƭǳǎǎ ŘŀǊŀǳŦ ƎŜƘŀōǘ ƘŀǘΣ wie die Genossenschaft 
sich organisiert? / Oder anders gefragt, würde etwas anders sein, wenn jemand anders sie oder ihn 
ersetzen würde? 

Aspects: Erfahrung, Position im Dorf, Wissen, Zeit, andere persönliche Qualitäten, Geld  

Alternative: Wir sind ja hier in Schneeren. Glauben Sie, dass das einen Einfluss darauf hat, wie Sie 
sich organisieren? Wie ticken die Leute hier diesbezüglich?  

Aspects:  Dorf, man kennt sich, sozialer Zusammenhalt, Konflikte um die 

Biogasanlage, Vertrauen 

 

BP: Sehen Sie vielleicht einen Zusammenhang zwischen Ihrer Meinung über die Zusammenarbeit 

und wie Sie Dinge für die Genossenschaft tun? Oder was Sie gelernt haben?  

Aspects: Spaß, frustriert, (veränderte) Erwartungen 

 

Ende (5 Minuten) 

- Letzte Frage ankündigen 

- Haben wir etwas Ihrer Meinung nach Wichtiges nicht besprochen?  

- Haben Sie noch Fragen oder Anmerkungen? 

- Darf ich Sie nochmal anrufen, falls ich sehe, dass mir Informationen fehlen? 

- Wie es weitergeht: Ich werde diese Gespräch relativ wörtlich aufschreiben und schauen, welche 

Themen ich finde. Das vergleiche ich dann mit einem ziemlich anderen Projekt in Holland. Wollen 

Sie eine Kopie dieses Interviews haben oder es nochmal durchschauen? Das Interview selbst wird 

nicht veröffentlicht. Wenn Sie einverstanden sind, dann nehme ich zwei, drei Zitate für meine 

Masterarbeit. Wenn Sie das nicht möchten, dann ist das auch in Ordnung 

- Wollen Sie namentlich erwähnt werden? 

- Masterarbeit zuschicken? 

- E-Mail? 

- Bedanken 
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Appendix B ɀ Interview blue prints  

Dorpsmolen Reduzum  

D1: Which organizational elements of the sharing economy are typical in local alternative 

energy projects? 

Objective: Finding out how the project is organized/which practices exist in the project 

Iƻǿ ƛǎ Χ όƴŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘύ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘΚ κIƻǿ Řƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ Χ όƴŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘύ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ 

themselves? 

Aspects: key data (=textbook answer; legal form of organization, number of 

participants, membership fee, composition of committees/boards, type of 

installation, motives to establish the project, origin of the idea to establish the 

project), conditions for being an eligible member, ownership over installations, pay 

for performance/energy through membership fee, which outputs (energy, money, 

indirect benefits) are divided and how, sharing of knowledge, skills and values, 

representation of participants in boards and committees, allocation of decision rights, 

responsibilities/roles of all participants/of distinct participants (formal/informal?), 

plans of expansion/continuation 

D2: Which behaviours do participants show related to community energy projects? 

Objective 1: Investigating which activities the participant is engaged in within the project 

What are you doing within the project/(name of the project)? 

Aspects: formal roles/tasks of the interviewee, decisions they make, informal 

activities, activities/events in which the interviewee participates and what they do 

during the activities 

Objective 2: Finding out which behaviours have changed due to the participation in the 

project and how 

Is there anything that you do differently regarding the activities of the project now than before or 

after you just had joined the project? If so, can you give examples of what you have learnt? 

ĄL Ŏŀƴ ƎƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ άŎƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜέ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƻŦǎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ 

Aspects: efficiency and effectiveness in completing tasks, other participants and 

external stakeholders, problem-solving 

5ƻƳŜƴƛŎƻΩǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻōƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊƛŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎΥ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ 

innovation, ability to coordinate complex processes 

Objective 3: Finding out why these behaviours have changed over time 

Lƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ȅƻǳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ Χ ώōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊϐΚ 
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Aspects: values, (special event in) private life, expectations, external forces (policy, 

subsidy, local resistance), perception of project, ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΣ ƻǊƎŀƴization, 

learning 

D3: How do participants evaluate the performance of their respective community energy 

project? 

Objective 1: Finding out which part of the project they are evaluating 

Think back to the time when there was no talk about the project yet. What has changed since 

then? 

Aspects: energy efficiency, financial efficiency, effects on the community, effects on 

personal life  

Objective 2: Finding out what their evaluation criteria are 

What do you think about the changes overall? (Do you like/dislike them?) 

Aspects: comparison to promised situation/other reference values/own expectations 

Ą image (community and own), quality of life/attractiveness of local community, 

financial gain, activities, behaviour of other participant, fairness of getting and giving 

Objective 3: find out what they evaluate positively and what negatively 

What do you like about the project and what do you dislike?  

Aspects: their role and engagement, organization, social, environmental or economic 

impact, otheǊǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ 

Objective 4: find out why they evaluate things positively/negatively 

Iƻǿ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜκŘƛǎƭƛƪŜΧ (fill in what they mentioned)?/Can you tell me more about why 

ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜκŘƛǎƭƛƪŜΧ(fill in what they mentioned)? 

Aspects: improvement/positive development of the to the interviewee relevant 

criteria; deterioration/negative development of the to the interviewee relevant 

criteria 

R1: What is the relationship between organizational elements of the sharing economy and 

ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜhaviours? 

Objective 1: Finding out whether the interviewee believes that the organizational elements 

have influenced their behaviour and if so how 

Lƴ Ƙƻǿ ŦŀǊ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ όǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴύ Χ 

[behaviour]? Can you give examples of how this happened? 

Aspects: degree of formality, decision-making, rights, division of tasks, regulation of 

ŀŎŎŜǎǎκƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ Χ 
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hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ нΥ CƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 

behaviour has influenced the organizational elements of the project and if so how 

Do you believe that it might be the other way around - that the behaviour of participants led to 

changes in the structure of the project? If so, can you give examples of how this happened? 

Aspects: degree of formality and manifestation of rules, key figures, decision-making, 

ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎκƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΧ 

R2: What is the relationship between the organizational elements of the community energy 

projects and their subjective ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ όŀǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

projects? 

Objective 1: Finding out which organizational elements changed over time and why 

ό¸ƻǳ ǎŀƛŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΧ ύ Iƻǿ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŀǘκǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦΧ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΚ 

And what has been constant over time?  

Aspects: reasons, formalization, external forces (policy, subsidy, local resistance), 

composition of participants 

Objective 2: Finding out whether the subjective performance changed over time and how 

ό¸ƻǳ ǎŀƛŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΧ ώǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴϐύ Iŀǎ ȅƻǳǊ ǾƛŜǿ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜΚ LŦ ǎƻ 

how? 

Aspects: values, attitudes, expectations, personal insights 

Objective 3: Finding out whether the interviewee perceives a causal relationship between the 

changes in subjective performance and changes in organizational elements 

In how far do you think that (the changes in) the organization(al structure) and (the changes in) 

your perception of the project relate to one another? 

Aspects: scope of the project, decision-making, access/ownership rights, which 

outputs (energy, money, indirect benefits) are divided and how, sharing of 

knowledge, skills and values, representation of participants in boards and 

committees, allocation of decision rights, responsibilities/roles of all participants/of 

distinct participants (formal/informal?) 

wоΥ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ όŀǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎipants)? 

Objective 1: Finding out whether the subjective performance changed over time and how 

Compare R2 

hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ нΥ CƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ 
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Compare D2 

Objective 3: Finding out whether the interviewee perceives a causal relationship between the 

changes in subjective performance and changes in behaviour 

5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǎŜŜ ŀƴȅ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ όǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴύ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

(the change of) your view on the project? If so what kind of relationship? 

Aspects: pleasure, frustration, (changed) expectations
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CHPP Nuremberg 

D1: Which organizational elements of the sharing economy are typical in local alternative 

energy projects? 

Objective: Finding out how the project is organized/which practices exist in the project 

Iƻǿ ƛǎ Χ όƴŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘύ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘΚ κIƻǿ Řƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ Χ όƴŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘύ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ 

themselves? 

Aspects: history, reasons for joining, registration of some forms, number of 

households, who are the participants? Ą who is active?, other joint activities, 

relationship of participants outside the project 

How technology works, which outputs (energy, money, indirect benefits), mechanisms 

to arrange the fit between demand and supply 

Division of outputs, financial arrangements, contracts, which inputs and how 

organized? 

Decision-making (plans and ideas), responsibilities and roles of participants, 

representation of participants, presence of procedures, volunteers? 

Relation to external stakeholders 

Plans of expansion/continuation, searching for ideas and opportunities 

Problem and how it has been solved as one example, collecting information 

D2: Which behaviours do participants show related to community energy projects? 

Objective 1: Investigating which activities the participant is engaged in within the project 

What are you doing within the project/(name of the project)? 

Aspects: formal roles/tasks of the interviewee, decisions they make, informal 

activities, activities/events in which the interviewee participates and what they do 

during the activities 

Objective 2: Finding out which behaviours have changed due to the participation in the 

project and how 

Is there anything that you do differently regarding the activities of the project now than before or 

after you just had joined the project? If so, can you give examples of what you have learnt? 

Aspects: efficiency and effectiveness in completing tasks, coordination of complex 

processes 

Relation to external stakeholders, communication 
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Problem-solving, innovation, improvising, creativity, not giving up 

Ideas for change Ą how do they come about and how do they develop? Example 

Objective 3: Finding out why these behaviours have changed over time 

Lƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ȅƻǳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ Χ ώōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊϐΚ 

Aspects: values, (special event in) private life, expectations, external forces (policy, 

ǎǳōǎƛŘȅΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜύΣ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ōŜhaviour, organization, 

learning 

D3: How do participants evaluate the performance of their respective community energy 

project? 

Objective 1: find out what they evaluate positively and what negatively 

What do you like about the project and what do you dislike?  

Aspects: their role and engagement, organization, social, environmental or economic 

ƛƳǇŀŎǘΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎ ŀƴŘ actions 

Objective 2: find out why they evaluate things positively/negatively 

Iƻǿ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜκŘƛǎƭƛƪŜΧ (fill in what they mentioned)?/Can you tell me more about why 

ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜκŘƛǎƭƛƪŜΧ(fill in what they mentioned)? 

Aspects: improvement/positive development of the to the interviewee relevant 

criteria; deterioration/negative development of the to the interviewee relevant 

criteria 

R1: What is the relationship between organizational elements of the sharing economy and 

ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎΚ 

Objective 1: Finding out whether the interviewee believes that the organizational elements 

have influenced their behaviour and if so how 

Lƴ Ƙƻǿ ŦŀǊ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ όǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴύ Χ 

[behaviour]? Can you give examples of how this happened? 

Aspects: degree of formality, decision-making, rights, division of tasks, regulation of 

ŀŎŎŜǎǎκƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ Χ 

hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ нΥ CƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 

behaviour has influenced the organizational elements of the project and if so how 

Do you believe that it might be the other way around - that the behaviour of participants led to 

changes in the structure of the project? If so, can you give examples of how this happened? 
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Aspects: degree of formality and manifestation of rules, key figures, decision-making, 

ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎκƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΧ 

R2: What is the relationship between the organizational elements of the community energy 

projects and their subjective performance (as expressŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

projects? 

Objective 1: Finding out which organizational elements changed over time and why 

ό¸ƻǳ ǎŀƛŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΧ ύ Iƻǿ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŀǘκǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦΧ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΚ 

And what has been constant over time?  

Aspects: reasons, formalization, external forces (policy, subsidy, local resistance), 

composition of participants 

Objective 2: Finding out whether the subjective performance changed over time and how 

ό¸ƻǳ ǎŀƛŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΧ ώǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴϐύ Iŀǎ ȅƻǳǊ ǾƛŜǿ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜΚ LŦ ǎƻ 

how? 

Aspects: values, attitudes, expectations, personal insights 

Objective 3: Finding out whether the interviewee perceives a causal relationship between the 

changes in subjective performance and changes in organizational elements 

In how far do you think that (the changes in) the organization(al structure) and (the changes in) 

your perception of the project relate to one another? 

Aspects: scope of the project, decision-making, access/ownership rights, which 

outputs (energy, money, indirect benefits) are divided and how, sharing of 

knowledge, skills and values, representation of participants in boards and 

committees, allocation of decision rights, responsibilities/roles of all participants/of 

distinct participants (formal/informal?) 

wоΥ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ όŀǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎipants)? 

Objective 1: Finding out whether the subjective performance changed over time and how 

Compare R2 

hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ нΥ CƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ 

Compare D2 

Objective 3: Finding out whether the interviewee perceives a causal relationship between the 

changes in subjective performance and changes in behaviour 

5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǎŜŜ ŀƴȅ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ όǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴύ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

(the change of) your view on the project? If so what kind of relationship? 

Aspects: pleasure, frustration, (changed) expectations
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Nahwärme Schneeren  

D1: Which organizational elements of the sharing economy are typical in local alternative 

energy projects? 

Objective: Finding out how the project is organized/which practices exist in the project 

Iƻǿ ƛǎ Χ όƴŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘύ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘΚ κIƻǿ Řƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ Χ όƴŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘύ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ 

themselves? 

Aspects: history, reasons for joining, registration of some forms, number of 

households, who are the participants? Ą who is active?, other joint activities, 

relationship of participants outside the project 

Division of outputs, financial arrangements, contracts, which inputs and how 

organized? 

Decision-making (plans and ideas), responsibilities and roles of participants, 

representation of participants, presence of procedures, volunteers? 

Working of the board/leadership 

Annual meeting 

Relation to external stakeholders(firms, similar projects, administration and policy) 

Plans of expansion/continuation, searching for ideas and opportunities 

How ideas form and get shaped: example 

Problem and how it has been solved as one example, collecting information 

D2: Which behaviours do participants show related to community energy projects? 

Objective 1: Investigating which activities the participant is engaged in within the project 

What are you doing within the project/(name of the project)? 

Aspects: formal roles/tasks of the interviewee, decisions they make, informal 

activities, activities/events in which the interviewee participates and what they do 

during the activities 

Objective 2: Finding out which behaviours have changed due to the participation in the 

project and how 

Is there anything that you do differently regarding the activities of the project now than before or 

after you just had joined the project? If so, can you give examples of what you have learnt? 

Aspects: efficiency and effectiveness in completing tasks, coordination of complex 

processes 
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Relation to external stakeholders, communication 

Problem-solving, innovation, improvising, creativity, not giving up 

Objective 3: Finding out why these behaviours have changed over time 

Lƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ȅƻǳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ Χ ώōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊϐκ ǿƘȅ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪΧ ώōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊϐ Ƙŀǎ 

been constant? 

Aspects: values, (special event in) private life, expectations, external forces (policy, 

ǎǳōǎƛŘȅΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜύΣ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ōŜhaviour, organization, 

learning 

D3: How do participants evaluate the performance of their respective community energy 

project? 

Objective 1: find out what they evaluate positively and what negatively 

What do you like about the project and what do you dislike?  

Aspects: their role and engagement, organization, social, environmental or economic 

ƛƳǇŀŎǘΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ 

Objective 2: find out why they evaluate things positively/negatively 

Iƻǿ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜκŘƛǎƭƛƪŜΧ (fill in what they mentioned)?/Can you tell me more about why 

ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜκŘƛǎƭƛƪŜΧ(fill in what they mentioned)? 

Aspects: improvement/positive development of the to the interviewee relevant 

criteria; deterioration/negative development of the to the interviewee relevant 

criteria 

 

R1: What is the relationship between organizational elements of the sharing economy and 

ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎΚ 

Objective 1: Finding out whether the interviewee believes that the organizational elements 

have influenced their behaviour and if so how 

Lƴ Ƙƻǿ ŦŀǊ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ όǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴύ Χ 

[behaviour]? Can you give examples of how this happened? 

Aspects: 

Networking, opportunities and information 

In how far are you actively searching for new opportunities for the cooperative? Does 

your formal/informal role help you with it? 

Do you engage in exchanging experiences or local activities on for example energy? 
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Leadership 

What are the advantages and disadvantages of having a board with little change in 

personnel? (leadership: team-work, expertise, trust, participants know whom to talk 

to, support of single leader) 

(Are there other participants supporting the cooperative? What do they do and why 

do you think they do it?) ς leadership among participants 

Does the fact that the cooperative works like a small-scale energy supplier (pay for 

exactly the amount you have used) influence how people behave? For example that 

they do not bother much with helping out when needed 

hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ нΥ CƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 

behaviour has influenced the organizational elements of the project and if so how 

In how far do you ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΧ όƪŜȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴύ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘΚκ ²ƻǳƭŘ 
ƛǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ƭƻǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƛŦΧ όƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴύ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƭŀŎŜΚ 

  Aspects: experience, position in village, knowledge, time, personal qualities, money 

Alternative: How does the fact that we are in Schneeren influence the way the project is 
organized? How are the people here like? 

Aspects: village, knowing each other, social cohesion, trust, conflict about 

externalities 

R2: What is the relationship between the organizational elements of the community energy 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ όŀǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

projects? 

Objective 1: Finding out which organizational elements changed over time and why 

ό¸ƻǳ ǎŀƛŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΧ ύ Iƻǿ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŀǘκǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦΧ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΚ 

And what has been constant over time?  

Aspects: reasons, formalization, external forces (policy, subsidy, local resistance), 

composition of participants 

Objective 2: Finding out whether the subjective performance changed over time and how 

ό¸ƻǳ ǎŀƛŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΧ ώǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴϐύ Iŀǎ ȅƻǳǊ ǾƛŜǿ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜΚ LŦ ǎƻ 

how?  

Aspects: values, attitudes, expectations, personal insights 

Objective 3: Finding out whether the interviewee perceives a causal relationship between the  

In how far does the change relate to how the project is organized?  

Aspects: scope of the project, decision-making, access/ownership rights, which outputs (energy, 

money, indirect benefits) are divided and how, sharing of knowledge, skills and values, representation 
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of participants in boards and committees, allocation of decision rights, responsibilities/roles of all 

participants/of distinct participants (formal/informal?) 

 

R3: What is the relationship betweeƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ όŀǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎύΚ 

Objective 1: Finding out whether the subjective performance changed over time and how 

Compare R2 

hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ нΥ CƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜΩǎ ōehaviour changed over time and how 

Compare D2 

Objective 3: Finding out whether the interviewee perceives a causal relationship between the 

changes in subjective performance and changes in behaviour 

Do you see any relationship between (the change in) how yoǳ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

(the change of) your view on the project? If so what kind of relationship? 

Aspects: pleasure, frustration, (changed) expectations 
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Appendix C ɀ Practices of community energy per organizational 

element  

                                                           
62

 copied from Grandori & Furnari, 2008, p.467 

Type of 
element 

Principles of 
behaviour

62
  

Practices  Source 

Market 

άLƴŦǳǎƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ 
powered  
incentives and 
capacity of  
coordinating 
action with 
minimal 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴέ 

Membership fee or buying shares/certificates Blokhuis et al., 2012 

Participants pay for energy they use  

Division of profit based on the financial input 
the participants provided 

Blokhuis et al., 2012 

Outsourcing of installation and maintenance of 
equipment 

Blokhuis et al., 2012; 
Grandori & Furnari,2008 

Bureaucratic  

άLƴŦǳǎƛƴƎ 
predictability, 
transparency and 
ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅέ 

Formalization of roles   

Transparent conditions for membership  

Presence of procedures which are followed  Grandori & Furnari,2008 

Democratic 

άLƴŦǳǎƛƴƎ ǾƻƛŎŜ 
and fairness, 
integrating 
different 
judgements and 
ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎέ 

ΨhƴŜ ǾƻƛŎŜ ǇŜǊ ƘŜŀŘΩ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎ Avelino et al., 2014; 
Dentoni et al., 2015; 
Kunze & Becker, 2015  

Fair distribution of costs and outputs Belk, 2007; Boon & 
Dieprink, 2014; Kunze & 
Becker, 2015¸ 
Wüstenhagen et al., 
2007 

Participants have the right to be elected for a 
representative function 

Viardot, 2013 

Checking acceptability (of plans) with affected 
internal parties  

Case: Dorpsmolen 
Reduzum 

Communitarian 

άLƴŦǳǎƛƴƎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ 
and cohesion, 
homogenizing 
judgements and 
ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎέ 

Informal decision-making based on trust  

Informal division of tasks and roles  

Sharing of knowledge, skills and values Avelino et al., 2014; 
Haggett et al., 2013; Rae 
& Bradley, 2012 

Community energy interpreted as a vehicle to 
strengthen the (attractiveness of the) local 
community 

Bomberg & McEwen, 
2012; Kunze & Becker, 
2015 
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Appendix D ɀ Initial case collection  
Project Technology/service

/activities 
Legal 
organizational 
structure 

Ownership Distributed output Main motivation Contact  Website How I got 
there 

Thermo Bello 
BV  

Warm water Limited 
Liability 
Company 

Residents of the 
neighbourhood 
own the energy 
company 

Warm water to connected 
buildings 

Part of the neighbourhood 
EVA-Lanxmeer which 
focusses on autonomy and 
community 

Director; e-mail 
through website  

http://www.the
rmobello.nl/ 
 

Blokhuis et 
al., 2012 

Duurzaam 
Hoonhorst 

Energy saving, 
solar, bio gas, 
energy from wood 
waste, organizing 
activities  

Foundation 
Stichting 
Duurzaam 
Hoonhorst 

Foundation owns 
the panels 

Unclear, the panels seem to 
be for private use Ą 
participants get electricity 

Environmental, 
community 

Contact form on 
website 

http://www.du
urzaamhoonhor
st.nl/  

Bioenergie
dag Oost-
Nederland 
2014 

Zon op Noord Solar  Cooperative  Profit Economic E-Mail through 
website 

http://www.zon
opnoord.nl/ 

Blokhuis et 
al., 2012 

BoerENBuur Solar Cooperative Joint investment 
(farmer and 
neighbour) to place 
ǇŀƴŜƭǎ ƻƴ ŦŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ 
roofs 

Farmer and neighbour use 
electricity; after 25 years the 
panels go to the farmer 

Unclear, might depend on 
specific groups, part of 
other partnership with 
farmers (for example 
food) 

E-Mail through 
website 

http://www.boe
rzoektbuur.nl/e
nergie-van-
boerenbuur/ 

Blokhuis et 
al., 2012 

Energieco 
öperatie 
Udenhout 

Solar, wind Cooperative Residents of 
Udenhout, 
businesses and 
organizations 
operating in there 
can invest  

Profit partly goes to 
members and is partly 
invested in the own 
installation;  profit from 
jointly investing in own 
panels or energy saving 

Economic, environmental, 
community 

E-Mail through 
website 

http://ecudenh
out.nl/  

Google 
ΨŜƴŜǊƎƛŜŎƻ
ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛŜΩ 

Watt nu 
(Bussum) 

Solar on (all) 
buildings with flat 
roofs in Bussum 

Cooperative Residents Bussum Profit for investors, 
electricity for the owner of 
the roof 

Seems economic E-mail through 
website 

http://www.wat
tnu.org/  

Google 
ΨŜƴŜǊƎƛŜŎƻ
ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛŜΩ 

Friese 
Dorpsmolens 
(association 
of Frisian 
villages 
owning a 
wind turbine)  

Wind Unclear Residents, 
businesses and 
other investors 
from various 
villages 
 

Investment goes back, but 
profit is re-invested into the 
local community 

Unclear, I suspect survival 
and quality of life for the 
communities 

E-mail via specific 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ 

  

http://ecudenhout.nl/
http://ecudenhout.nl/
http://www.wattnu.org/
http://www.wattnu.org/
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Appendix E ɀ Contact Log 
Project/organisation Location Website  Contact method and answer Date and place of interview How I got there 

Greenchoice (expert) - https://www.greenchoice.nl/  Called and mailed  with expert: contact provided through 
customer service (failed telephone interview) / negative 

Telephone interview failed 
three times 

Partner of Zon op 
Noord 

Valleinergie (pilot) Ede/Wageni
ngen 

http://valleienergie.nl/http://va
lleienergie.nl/  

Mailed contact person obtained from using the contact 
form on website (26.11.2015)/ positive 

04.12.2015, Wageningen Google 
ΨŜƴŜǊƎƛŜŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛŜΩ 

ZECK Bennekom (pilot) Wageningen
/Bennekom 

http://www.vanhouwelingen.e
u/zeck/  

Mailed contact person; contact provided through 
interviewee from Valleienergie (30.11.2015)/positive 

04.12.2015, Wageningen Via contact in 
ValleiEnergie 

Buurkracht (expert) - https://www.buurkracht.nl/  Called general number/positive 03.12.2015, telephone  

Zon op Noord Amsterdam  http://www.zonopnoord.nl/  Mailed (02.12.2015; 14.12.2015)/ no reaction - Blokhuis et al., 2012 

Dorpsmolen Reduzum Reduzum http://www.dorpsmolen-
reduzum.nl/  

Mailed (02.12.2015; 14.12.2015)/ called (16.12.2015) 
/positive 

09.01.2016, Reduzum and 
18.03.2016, telephone 

DƻƻƎƭŜ ΨCǊƛŜǎŜ 
ŘƻǊǇǎƳƻƭŜƴΩ 

Wageningen op Zon Wageningen http://wageningenopzon.nl/ 
 

Mailed (10.12.2015; 14.12.2015)/no reaction -  Via pilots 

Henricushoeve (part of 
BoerEnBuur) 
 

Beneden 
Leeuwen 

http://www.henricushoeve.net
/energie/  

Called (11.12.2015)/ mailed (11.12.2015)/ negative -  BoerEnBuur website 

Dorpsmolen Pingjum Pingjum http://www.dorppingjum.nl/do
rpsmolen/  

Mailed (14.12.2015)/ positive -  DƻƻƎƭŜ ΨCǊƛŜǎŜ 
ŘƻǊǇǎƳƻƭŜƴΩ 

Thermo Bello Culemborg http://www.thermobello.nl/   Mailed (14.12.2015)/ negative -  Blokhuis et al., 2012 

De blije big (part of 
BoerEnBuur) 

Eindhoven http://www.deblijebig.nl/pages
/sub/38264/zonnepanelen_ene
rgie.html  

Mailed (14.12.2015)/ no reaction -  BoerEnBuur website 

9Yh .ƻǊŘŜǊƛƧ ǘΩIŜƭŘŜǊ Winterswijk http://www.heldervarken.com/  Mailed (14.12.2015)/ no reaction -  BoerEnBuur website 

Bergen Energie Egmond aan 
den Hoef 

http://bergenenergie.nl/  Mailed (14.12.2015)/ no reaction -  Tip of a friend 

Aarde-werk de Stegge 
(part of BoerEnBuur) 

Winterswijk-
Kotten 

http://www.aarde-
werkdestegge.nl/ 

Mailed (14.12.2015)/ no reaction -  BoerEnBuur website 

CHPP Nuremberg Nuremberg - Called family friend  (20.01.2016)/positive 07.02.2016/10.02.2016, 
telephone interviews 

Contact person is a 
family friend 

Nahwärme Schneeren Schneeren - Called familie friend (20.02.2016) 14.03-23.03.2016, 
Schneeren 

Contact person is a 
family friend 

Zonnepark Tiel Tiel http://evhb.nl/waar-zijn-
we/duiven-
gansewoirt/inschrijven  

Called family member of friend (16.02.2016), who got me 
in touch with actual contact person from Energie van 
Hollansche Bodem (22.02.2016)/ no reaction 

-  Tipped by a friend 
while looking for a 
cooperative 

N-Ergie (expert) Nuremberg https://www.n-ergie.de/  Called expert (09.03.2016)  Via family friend 

https://www.greenchoice.nl/
http://valleienergie.nl/http:/valleienergie.nl/
http://valleienergie.nl/http:/valleienergie.nl/
http://www.vanhouwelingen.eu/zeck/
http://www.vanhouwelingen.eu/zeck/
https://www.buurkracht.nl/
http://www.zonopnoord.nl/
http://www.dorpsmolen-reduzum.nl/
http://www.dorpsmolen-reduzum.nl/
http://wageningenopzon.nl/
http://www.henricushoeve.net/energie/
http://www.henricushoeve.net/energie/
http://www.dorppingjum.nl/dorpsmolen/
http://www.dorppingjum.nl/dorpsmolen/
http://www.thermobello.nl/
http://www.deblijebig.nl/pages/sub/38264/zonnepanelen_energie.html
http://www.deblijebig.nl/pages/sub/38264/zonnepanelen_energie.html
http://www.deblijebig.nl/pages/sub/38264/zonnepanelen_energie.html
http://www.heldervarken.com/
http://bergenenergie.nl/
http://www.aarde-werkdestegge.nl/
http://www.aarde-werkdestegge.nl/
http://evhb.nl/waar-zijn-we/duiven-gansewoirt/inschrijven
http://evhb.nl/waar-zijn-we/duiven-gansewoirt/inschrijven
http://evhb.nl/waar-zijn-we/duiven-gansewoirt/inschrijven
https://www.n-ergie.de/
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Appendix F ɀ First order codes per second order code  

Dorpsmolen Reduzum  

1st order code Categories (number of 
first order codes) 

2nd order code 

- Delegating decision-
rights 

Relying on others to be 
active 

het dorp geeft zijn fiat aan de molenstichting en geeft ruimte om plannen te ontwikkelen/the villagers approve and give 
the board the space to develop new plans Giving room (2) 

men zegt: ga maar door/people say: continue 

- 5ƻƴΩǘ ŎŀǊŜ  

- Energy  

Seizing opportunity groen investeren/green investment Green investment (1) 

beslissingen over verzoeken van investeringen in het dorp/decisions on investments in the village Getting investment (1) 

- Investment 
Taking a risk 

je moet mensen in het bestuur die iets durven/you need people in the board who dare to do it Planning (1) 

de molengrope zet in de dorpskrant wat de stand van zaken is, wat de molen heeft opgeleverd/the board informs the 
village about current deveopments and energy production 

Reading (2) 

Being up to date 
de betrokkenheid veranderte toen de molen niet meer nieuw was/the interest decreased after the turbine wasn't new 

- Meeting  

mensen vragen over status/people ask about the status Asking (2) 

men sprak met elkaar/you talked to one another (in the village) 

meer betrokken door functie/more involved through function Project (3) 

Taking responsibility 
verantwoorderlijkheid met molen/responsibility around wind turbine 

- Personal  

- NOT 

enquête nieuwe windturbine/survey new wind turbine - 

Planning (10) 

organiseren en besturen van inkoopacties panelen/organizing and managing joint purchasing of solar panels (2) 

toezeggingen verzamelen/collecting investment money 

plannen voor toekomst maken/making plans for the future 

agenda langslopen tijdens vergadering/check the points on the agenda during a meeting 

toen ging het makkelijk/back then (first wind turbine) planning was easy 

bang dat mensen meer geld vragen als ze stemrecht hebben/fear that people will ask for more moeny if they can vote 

langs de deuren geweest voor de nieuwe molen/visited people at home to collect money for the new turbine 






























































