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1 BACKGROUND  
1.1 Concepts and research questions  

SONNET (Social Innovation in Energy Transitions) brings diverse groups together to 
make sense of how social innovation can bring about a more sustainable energy sector 
in Europe. The project aims to co-create a rich understanding of the diversity, processes, 
contributions, successes and future potentials of social innovation in the energy sector 
(SIE). We define SIE as a combination of ideas, objects and/or actions that change social 
relations and involve new ways of doing, thinking and/or organising energy. For 
example, organising under cooperative principles to generate renewable energy.  

As part of this work, we make use of an embedded case study approach to build a better 
understanding of the development of diverse SIE-fields (e.g. participatory incubation 
and experimentation, framings against specific energy pathways, local electricity 
exchange) and their SIE over time. Our research questions that frame the case study 
work are:  

• How do SIEs and SIE-fields emerge, develop and institutionalise over time? 

• How do SIE-field-actors and other field-actors interact with the 'outside' institutional 
environment and thereby co-shape the SIE-field over time?  

• What are the enabling and impeding factors for SIE-field-actors and other field-
actors to conduct institutional work and change the ‘outside’ institutional 
environment? 

An SIE-field is an arena that includes a specific SIE as well as SIE-field-actors working 
on it and other field-actors enabling and/or impeding it. In this arena/space these actors 
take one another and their actions into account and have a shared (but not necessarily 
consensual) understanding of an SIE and of their relationship to other actors. They 
recognise (but do not necessarily follow) shared norms, beliefs and rules. SIE-fields are 
often not homogenous but are composed of actors with diverse and contradictory aims 
and interests.  

For example, the UK cooperative energy field includes SIE-initiatives and SIE-field-
actors (e.g. Brighton Energy Co-op, Cooperative UK, Community Energy England, UK 
Government, City of Brighton), who have a shared understanding of an SIE, which exists 
as ‘organising under cooperative principles to generate renewable energy’. 

There are three intertwined yet distinct empirical foci that frame the case study work. 
The foci are:  

• Emergence, development and institutionalisation of SIE and SIE-field over time 

• SIE-field-actors’ and other field-actors’ interactions with the ‘outside’ institutional 
environment 
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• Enabling and impeding factors for SIE-field-actors and other field-actors to conduct 
institutional work.  

These foci are visualised in Figure 1 below (black = ‘outside’ institutional environment; 
blue = SIE-field and its SIE and actors; orange = change/ maintain processes).  

 

 
 

Figure 1: Summary of overall visual conceptual map  

Emergence, development and institutionalisation of SIE and SIE-field over time 

Diverse SIE initiatives (and other SIE-field-actors) work on SIE and interact with other 
field-actors (who enable and/or impede the same SIE) within an SIE-field over time. SIE-
field-actors (who work on SIE) and other field-actors (who enable and/or impede SIE) 
are actors within the SIE-field. These actors take one another and their activities into 
account and have a shared (but not necessarily consensual) understanding of an SIE and 
of their relationship to one another.  

Over time, SIE-field-actors’ and other field-actors’ patterns of activities can become 
more and more held in place, and practically taken for granted within an SIE-field. Actors 
can start to recognise (but not necessarily follow) shared norms, beliefs and rules.  

The main focus in this part is on the emergence and development of SIE within an SIE-
field as well as the development of SIE-initiatives, SIE-field-actors and other field-
actors. We want to empirically identify how actors manifest around specific SIE and 
develop collectives (e.g. informal and formal alliances/networks/collaborations) and 
shared (but not necessarily consensual) narratives and activities (and associated norms, 
beliefs and values) over time. We are also interested in understanding what is ‘socially 
innovative’, by specifying the ideas, objects and actions these actors and collectives are 
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working on within an SIE-field, and how these demonstrate a change in social relations 
and new ways of doing, organising and thinking. 

SIE-field-actors’ and other field-actors’ interactions with the ‘outside’ institutional 
environment 

The SIE-field (and its actors) are nested within an ‘outside’ institutional environment 
linked to an energy system. This environment is constituted by formal and informal 
institutions that shape the activities of SIE-field-actors and other field-actors within the 
SIE-field. Although energy systems consist of a wide range of institutionalised rules, 
norms, and beliefs, these institutions have been object to profound changes over the past 
decade. These changes are due to manifold developments and can be grounded in field 
events and contestations, inter-field interactions, external shocks and societal trends.  

The main focus is on the interactions of SIE, SIE-field-actors and other field-actors with 
the ‘outside’ institutional environment, thereby co-shaping the SIE and its SIE-field and 
potentially creating institutional changes or maintaining the existing environment. We 
are interested in the ‘outside’ institutional environment that ‘surrounds’ and ‘penetrates’ 
the SIE-field. We want to understand how dominant institutions (regulative, normative 
and cultural-cognitive elements) within the ‘outside’ institutional environment influence 
the emergence and development of SIE (i.e. their social relations and patterns of doing, 
organising and thinking) within an SIE-field.  

To understand how SIE-field-actors and other field-actors interact with the ‘outside’ 
institutional environment, we also need to identify and examine field events and 
contestations, inter-field interactions of SIE-fields and external shocks and societal 
trends. We are interested in how these events, contestations, relations, shocks and 
trends influence SIE-field developments and ‘outside’ institutional environments, as 
they co-shape each other over time. A particular focus is on political and policy 
developments.  

Enabling and impeding factors for SIE-field-actors and other field-actors to conduct 
institutional work 

SIE-initiatives, other SIE-field-actors, and other field-actors perform institutional work. 
This means they engage in creating, maintaining and transforming institutions to be able 
to work on, enable and/or impede SIE developments. Not all of the actors might be able 
to conduct this work (e.g. depending on skills, capacities, intentions and resources). 
There might be factors that can support or hinder institutional work. Some of the work 
conducted might have intentional or unintentional effects. Institutional changes can 
occur if institutional work and its activities appear to be more and more legitimate over 
time while previously institutionalised practices become eroded.  

The main focus is on studying the practices of institutional work conducted by SIE-field-
actors and other field-actors, in particular, aiming to understand the factors that allow 
(or not) for these activities to be performed. We examine why, how, when and where 
actors work at creating, maintaining and transforming institutions. This then enables us 
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to build an understanding of the different forms of institutional work, types of work 
conducted (boundary work, strategy work, etc.), actors who are engaged (or not) in this 
work, and enabling and impeding factors to be able to conduct this work.  

Drawing attention to the practices rather than purely accomplishments of institutional 
work allow for an investigation of intended effects but also unintended consequences, 
i.e. success as well as failure, winners and losers, and acts of resistance and 
transformation. This then enables us to study how SIE-field-actors and other field-actors 
potentially contribute to institutional changes and/or maintain existing ‘outside’ 
institutional environments. 

See deliverable 1.2 and 3.1 for more information about key terms and concepts.  

1.2 Embedded, multiple case study approach   

In SONNET, we have identified eighteen clustered SIEs that together with SIE-field-
actors and other field-actors make up the SIE-fields (for more detail see D1.1 and D1.2). 
To be able to study the SIE-fields in-depth and compare them, we have first delineated 
the national context as important factor in the development and emergence of SIE and 
have included a diverse mix of country contexts (FR, DE, CH, PL, UK, BE/NL). We then 
developed a SIE-typology (see deliverable D1.1) and identified SIE clusters (see 
deliverable D1.2), and selected six SIE-fields for further investigation. The selection of 
SIE-fields was grounded in a purposive sample including the following selection criteria: 
1) recognisability and prevalence of SIE-fields in each national context (i.e. SIE-fields 
had to be empirically recognisable in each SONNET country); 2) full coverage of 
interactions and manifestations that have been identified for the SIE-typology in WP1 
(e.g. cooperative/doing and conflict/thinking); and 3) practical considerations including 
synergies with other SONNET work and building upon consortium expertise, relations 
in the field and interests of country teams. The following six SIE-fields have been 
selected in different national contexts: 

 

Circle: Cooperative organisation models for renewable energy; Triangle: Framings 
against fossil fuel energy pathways; Square: Local electricity exchange; Star: City level 
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competition for sustainable energy; Rectangle: Participatory incubation and 
experimentation; Half Moon: Financial und subsidy mechanisms for renewable energy. 

Figure 2: Illustration of SONNET’s embedded, multiple case study applied, including national context 

In Switzerland, we have produced case study reports for the following SIE-fields: 1) City-
level competitions for sustainable energy, 2) local electricity exchange and 3) 
cooperative organisational models for renewable energy 

See deliverable 3.1 for more information about SONNET’s embedded case study 
approach. 
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2 INTRODUCTION TO SIE-FIELDS AND SIE-INITIATIVES 
STUDIED IN SWITZERLAND 

In Switzerland, we have examined the following SIE-fields: Local electricity exchange, 
cooperative organisational models for renewable energy, and city-level competition for 
sustainable energy.  

In local electricity exchange (LEE) we cover the complex development and 
institutionalisation process of models of local energy production, distribution, and 
exchange as a social innovation process in energy. It includes new ways of thinking, 
doing and organising local electricity exchange and is embedded in the broader 
discussion of prosumerism, decentralisation, future energy systems and energy market 
reforms (Brown et al.,2020, Halle et al.,2020). Temporally, main developments before 
2014 are taken into account, which helped set the stage for the emergence of the SIE-
field. The emergence and institutionalisation of the SIE-field from 2014 to 2019, and the 
digitalisation of the SIE-field from 2019 onwards starts with photovoltaic developments 
in a system of cost-covering feed-in compensation in the end of the 2000s towards 
developments and trails in digital technologies such as blockchain and peer-to-peer 
(P2P) trading.  

In Switzerland, as in other countries, photovoltaics became the leading local energy 
production technology. While installing photovoltaics and producing electricity, 
different SIE initiatives emerged, testing and developing new schemes for local 
distribution and trading in a partly liberalised energy market. These initiatives originate 
from different backgrounds and are driven by different mind-sets and incentives. They 
include actors form civil society, from the real estate sector, business, and the energy 
sector. A key development for the SIE-field in Switzerland was the institutionalisation 
of ZEV (Zusammenschluss zum Eigenverbrauch) as an organisational model but also as 
a legal entity responsible for a self-consumption community. More specifically, this 
regulation allows self-consumption of solar power beyond the building or property 
boundary. Most of the identified SIE initiatives apply this model in various settings.  

To determine what constitutes a cooperative organisational model, we rely on the 
cooperative principles provided by the European federation of renewable energy 
cooperatives (REScoop) and by the International Co-operative Alliance (ICA) 
respectively. These principles include i) concern for community, ii) voluntary and open 
membership, iii) democratic governance of the undertaking, and iv) autonomy and 
independence. At the organisational level, the cooperative principles can be 
implemented through a legal cooperative statute. However, what principles are 
represented in a cooperative statute varies from one country to another. Also, 
organisations with other statutes can adopt the cooperative principles without having a 
cooperative status.  

In Switzerland, cooperative organisational models which correspond to these 
characteristics can be delimited among others by their legal form. In particular, 
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cooperatives (Genossenschaften) have long been codified as a legal form for person-
based corporations, thereby ensuring voluntary and open membership and democratic 
governance under Swiss law (OR Art. 828-926). In addition to this predestined form, 
other legal forms such as clubs, limited liability companies or, in some cases, joint-stock 
companies may also comply with the above criteria. Nevertheless, most of the identified 
organisations in Switzerland comply with the legal form of a cooperative. These energy 
cooperatives provide the organisational form for citizens to jointly finance, build and 
run photovoltaic facilities and sometimes small hydroelectric power plants (other 
renewable energy technologies are only scarcely used). They thus imply a shift in the 
role of citizens vis-à-vis the incumbent energy system from passive consumers and 
voters to active prosumers which are engaged in investment decision-making at the level 
of individual facility projects. The development of this SIE-field has been strongly driven 
by changes in federal energy policy. Only recently, energy cooperatives have begun to 
organise beyond their local environments and find a common voice.  

In the SIE-field city-level competitions for sustainable energy, we consider diverse 
formats in which participants strive to rank themselves, gain or win something in order 
to foster sustainable energy pathways. There are different formats of competition being 
considered, namely, competition “between cities” and competition “within cities”. These 
formats can address changes within the city administration (e.g. in “between city 
competitions”) or target changes of individual behaviour (e.g. in “within city” 
competitions, which take place within the city between different stakeholder groups). 
What links these formats is that they apply a competitive approach to promote and 
mainstream sustainable energy consumption and production pathways. Our broad 
understanding of competition includes games, voluntary comparisons, rankings, 
benchmarking, etc. and does not necessarily imply defeating others. Participants can 
strive to gain an award or label or win goods (money/prices/lower costs) but also 
recognition, a feeling of empowerment, opportunities for marketing or for creating 
political capital, and fun. 

In Switzerland, the examined SIE-field’s development has for a long time been strongly 
influenced by a key initiative, the EnergieStadt label, due to support and involvement 
from the federal government. This initiative turned out to be highly institutionalised and 
well adopted in Switzerland, leaving little space for other competitive formats between 
cities to arise outside the label’s framework. However, while the key initiative set the 
scene for the SIE-field of city-level competition for sustainable energy to unfold, further 
competitive formats were then developed, particularly in the “within cities format” 
which were either directly triggered by SIE-field-actors like working groups and 
municipal commissions, or indirectly benefitted from the existing tools and mechanisms 
of the EnergieStadt label. 

Table 1 summarises and gives an overview of the three SIE-fields under study in 
Switzerland. 
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Table 1 Overview SIE-field, SIE and SIE-initiative examined in Switzerland 

Name of SIE-
field 

Description of SIE-field & key SIE-
boundaries in country context 
 

Definitions of SIE-
field 

In which 
other 
SONNET 
countries 
are they 
being 
studied 

Local 
electricity 
exchange 

Local electricity exchange as a broader 
field allows the inclusion of some of the 
innovative approaches that aim to match 
local renewable energy generation with 
local consumption. This results in new 
business models and new forms of 
collaborations that also allow people to 
engage in energy transitions. The SIE 
includes rather established models such as 
self-consumption communities, micro-
grids but also more experimental set-ups 
such as peer-to-peer trading schemes or 
other forms of (virtual) platforms changing 
social relations in energy. The aims of the 
initiatives and other activities related to 
local electricity exchange is to involve 
further parts of society in the energy 
transition by creating space for new types 
of actor collectives with new solution-
based ideas to contribute to 
decentralisation and the emergence of 
local electricity markets. 

Multi-actor 
collectives (i.e. 
including multiple 
non-traditional 
energy players) 
experimenting with 
and implementing 
novel financial, 
institutional, 
technical (digital) 
and business model 
innovations to 
enable grid-
connected local/ 
regional renewable 
energy exchange 
(must include 
production, 
consumption and 
distribution (and 
sometimes even 
trading) 

UK, France 

Cooperative 
organisational 
models for 
renewable 
energy 

With Renewable Energy Cooperatives we 
refer to organisational models through 
which citizens jointly own means of and 
participate in renewable energy 
production. Primarily, RECs aim to finance 
and operate renewable energy power 
plants but can also have other goals such 
as to sensitize local actors to the potential 
of local renewable energy and energy 
savings. 
Boundaries are defined by the legal form of 
cooperatives, but also include clubs, 
limited liability companies, or in some 
cases, joint-stock companies, which 
conform to cooperative principles, like 
open and voluntary membership and 
democratic governance. 

Organisational 
models based on 
cooperative 
principles that allow 
owning means of 
and producing 
renewable energy 

Germany, 
France 

City-level 
competition 
for 
sustainable 
energy 

We refer to diverse formats in which 
participants strive to rank themselves, gain 
or win something in order to foster 
sustainable energy pathways. There are 
different formats of competition being 
considered, namely, competition “between 
cities” and competition “within cities”. 
These formats can address changes within 

City-level energy 
competitions 
formats where 
participants strive to 
rank themselves, 
gain or win 
something that 
focus on particular 

Germany, 
France 
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the city administration (e.g. in “between 
city competitions”) or target changes of 
individual behaviour (e.g. in “within city” 
competitions, which take place within the 
city between different stakeholder groups). 
What links these formats is that they apply 
a competitive approach to promote and 
mainstream sustainable energy 
consumption and production pathways. 
Our broad understanding of competition 
includes games, voluntary comparisons, 
rankings, benchmarking, etc. and does not 
necessarily imply defeating others. 
Participants can strive to gain an award or 
label or win goods (money/prices/lower 
costs) but also recognition, a feeling of 
empowerment, opportunities for 
marketing or for creating political capital, 
and fun. 
 

local energy topics 
(e.g. energy savings) 
contributing to 
specific energy 
pathways. 

 

The structure of this report is as follows. Section 3 will provide an overview of the 
national energy system and the policies that have governed the energy transition in 
Switzerland. In section 4, the research methods used for conducting the case studies will 
be described. The full case studies conducted in Switzerland will be found in section 6. 
Section 6 will provide summaries answering the research questions for each of the SIE-
fields under study. The full cases studies can be found in the appendix.  
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3 BRIEF INTRODUCTION TO THE SWISS ENERGY SECTOR 
RELEVANT FOR SIE 

This section briefly outlines the Swiss energy sector, in particular, the national energy 
system, the governance of the energy system, major energy policy changes, and social 
and cultural changes linked to the energy sector. Rather than providing an in-depth 
outline, the purpose of this section is to highlight key aspects and changes that are 
relevant for SIE. It provides a context for reading the three case study reports (see 
appendix 1).  

3.1 Description of national energy system & governance 
of energy system  

Switzerland has one of the most pronounced federal systems worldwide, where the 
cantons (states) and the municipalities (the lowest administrative level) have 
extraordinary autonomy. This is also reflected in the energy system and policy, 
positioning cities and municipalities as key players in the energy transition, both in 
terms of their leeway and their capacity for autonomous activities. With this, the 
principle of subsidiarity—that only those tasks that exceed the capacities of the lower 
level should be carried out at a more central, superordinate level (Linder, 2005)—is 
deeply ingrained in Switzerland's political culture. 

The historically decentralised energy governance also continues to be reflected in the 
structure of the energy system. As already mentioned, in 2017, around 650 electricity 
providers were active despite ongoing consolidation. Among these utilities, however, 
there are major differences. Many of them supply only a single municipality with 
electricity, more than half of them have 10 or fewer employees (Interviewee 9) and 
around 70% have no generation capacity of their own. On the other hand, others, such 
as Alpiq, BKW, Axpo, CKW, ewz, or Repower, are large companies, which supply regional 
and sometimes supra-cantonal areas and own and operate most of Switzerland’s 
electricity generation capacity (Verhoog and Finger, 2016). And although the energy 
utilities are largely owned by the cantons and municipalities (around 89% of the capital 
stock, SFOE, 2018), there are again major differences in the public corporate governance 
of these organisations, with some acting as part of the municipal administration to 
others being independent public or private companies with majority public sector 
holdings (Mühlemeier, 2018).  

Whilst Swiss electricity production is close to carbon free, the Swiss system continues 
to substantially rely on nuclear energy (35.2 % of total electricity production) though it 
has been a point of contention in political discourse over the years and a phase out has 
now been agreed upon. While the share of CO2 intensive energy sources is low—with a 
majority of electricity being produced by hydro power (56.4 %)—the share of new 
renewables such as wind and solar power remains small (4.2 %) (SFOE, 2020). 
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Constitutionalising Energy Policy and the Start of the Action Programme Energy 2000 

Energy policy was only incorporated in the Swiss constitution in 1990, in the political 
climate following the Chernobyl nuclear accident in 1986 and the publishing of the 
Brundtland report in 1987. The federal government also introduced the first energy 
programme, namely the Action Programme Energy 2000. This programme aimed to 
achieve quantified targets in the ‘rational use of energy’ and ‘use of renewable energies’ 
within 10 years. To achieve these targets, the programme was built on three pillars: the 
first pillar consisted of legal measures; the second pillar was made up of conflict 
resolution groups for contentious topics like the disposal of radioactive waste and an 
energy politics dialogue group to help ensure the programme’s long-term success; the 
third pillar, focused on coordinating voluntary and communicative measures involving 
various public and private actors (Balthasar, 2000). The programme also had financial 
backing and was able to shape the energy pathway on the national level. In 2001, Energy 
2000 came to an end and was replaced with the more wide-reaching EnergieSchweiz 
programme. 

Market Liberalisation and the Electricity Supply Act 

Following the efforts of the European Union and its member states to open their 
electricity markets in the 1990s, the Swiss government also pursued the goal of 
liberalising the Swiss electricity system and linking it to the European market (Sager, 
2014). However, the Electricity Market Act, intended to achieve this objective, was 
rejected in a referendum in 2002. Only later, in 2007, the new Electricity Supply Act 
foresaw a gradual opening and provided that from 2009 onwards large consumers 
(annual consumption of more than 100 MWh) could choose their electricity supplier. 
Small consumers, on the other hand, remain in the territorial monopolies of individual 
energy suppliers and thus cannot switch to another supplier of their choice. The 
complete opening of the market, including for small consumers, has been repeatedly 
postponed, but is now planned again for the coming years (in April 2020 the Federal 
Council decided in favour of adapting a new law by 2021). This situation has had a 
substantial effect on the SIE-field under study. 

The KEV Scheme  

After the partial liberalisation of the electricity market, the “feed-in at cost 
remuneration” scheme, or KEV scheme, was introduced. This feed-in tariff created high 
investment security for new renewable energy facilities, which led to an expectation that 
a new market for decentralised energy technologies and local electricity would emerge. 
The scheme was financed by a politically determined grid surcharge per consumed kWh 
(initially CHF 0.006 / kWh, today CHF 0.023 / kWh). Consequently, the available 
financial resources were limited from the outset and due to a high number of projects 
applying for KEV financing, a long waiting list soon developed. Although the grid 
surcharge was repeatedly increased, almost 40,000 projects (or 2,000 MW of projected 
capacity respectively) (Verhoog and Finger, 2016) had accumulated on this waiting list 
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by 2015. However, by 2012 it was already unlikely for new projects to ever receive KEV 
funding. In 2014, a new instrument was introduced to reduce the waiting list for KEV 
subsidy: The one-off investment grants which provide a single investment contribution 
of up to 30% for small plants (<30 kW) as an alternative to KEV support. Furthermore, 
the right to self-consumption of self-generated electricity was explicitly granted. 

From Energy Perspectives 2035 to the Energy Strategy 2050 

The Energy Perspectives 2035 and the Energy Strategy 2050 have provided long-term 
visions for energy policy in Switzerland and have shaped the laws and instruments as 
well as the direction of the energy transition. Since the 1970s, the federal government 
has periodically prepared Energy Perspectives which outline possible pathways to a 
more sustainable energy policy. In 2007, Energy Perspectives 2035 were published, 
which served for informing future energy law. After the nuclear reactor accident in 
Fukushima in 2011, the Energy Strategy 2050 was implemented. This federal Energy 
Strategy stipulates the phasing out of nuclear power and the expansion of electricity 
generation from hydropower to 37,400 GWh and from other renewables to 11,400 GWh 
by 2035 (for reference: net electricity production in 2019 was around 67,800 GWh, 
SFOE, 2020). 

 

3.2 Major historical energy policy changes  

Swiss energy policy has been shaped by a few long-term strategies (Energy Perspectives 
2035 and Energy strategy 2050), governed by the interaction of a few laws, and further 
regulated by a number of instruments, measures and programmes: 

Energy Act, 1990: The first Energy Act came into force in 1999 and set a regulatory 
foundation for energy policy after being incorporated into the constitution in 1990. 
Amendments that followed were critical in shaping energy policy. 

EnergieSchweiz, 2000: EnergieSchweiz was the federal programme that replaced the 
previous Energy 2000 programme. EnergieSchweiz continued to pursue goals in energy 
efficiency and the promotion of renewable energy. With the programme came more 
funding, the successful measures and projects of Energy 2000 were continued, and the 
scope of the programme was extended. 

Electricity Supply Act, 2007: The act regulates the electricity market in terms of 
responsibilities of basic supply, management of contracts, non-discriminatory network 
access, and monitors network usage charges and electricity tariffs. With the Electricity 
Supply Act came the partial liberalisation of the electricity market  

KEV Scheme, 2009: The introduction of this feed-in tariff was important in creating 
capacities for renewable energy development but was not financially viable over a longer 
period of time and was therefore discontinued. It played a critical role in the path of the 
energy transition. 
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First Amendment of Energy Act, 2013: These amendments aimed at coordinating 
different measures and regulations to better implement the national energy strategy and 
to reform the KEV system towards direct marketing of locally produced electricity. 

New Energy Law, 2018: The new Energy Law anchored the Energy Strategy 2050 in law 
and made important changes to regulations of self-consumption communities by 
introducing Zusammenschluss zum Eigenverbrauch (ZEV), as a legal entity responsible 
for a self-consumption community. 

 

3.3 Key cultural and social developments  

The following points are key in understanding key cultural and social developments 
around energy and energy transitions in Switzerland: 

- Due to Switzerland’s direct democracy, a lot of cultural and social developments are 
rather well reflected in policy outcomes. Switzerland also has a long tradition of 
consensus-oriented policymaking. For instance, through the “Vernehmlassungsprozess,” 
different stakeholders and experts around a specific issue participate in the 
policymaking process: When preparing any amendment to existing regulations, the 
cantons, political parties and interested parties (especially associations) are invited by 
the Federal Council to submit their comments. This is done by the competent body 
(usually the competent federal department) publishing a preliminary draft and an 
explanatory report. The preliminary draft and the explanatory report are often not 
prepared by the government or the responsible office itself, but by an expert commission 
appointed by the government. Such an expert commission consists of experts from the 
areas affected by the draft. This becomes an iterative process of consensus finding.  

- Local self-help in the form of cooperatives has existed for centuries in Switzerland and 
have historically emerged in times of economic hardship and when the quality of service 
has been poor or inadequate. They are therefore a quintessential part of the social fibre 
which have carried through time. Today, cooperatives continue to emerge and operate 
with an interest in investing in better futures by engaging in various broad sustainability 
questions beyond only energy. 

- Energy transitions in the Swiss context have most prominently reflected public attitudes 
around nuclear energy. Key regulative changes in the Swiss energy transition have been 
reactions to global nuclear accidents which shocked the public (nationally and 
internationally). 

- Energy topics were also generally seen as a rather technical field with little involvement 
from people beyond those who were intrinsically interested. This is even the case with 
energy cooperatives: Although they aim to make citizens more autonomous in their 
energy production, only small niches of people with an interest and a base knowledge 
take interest. It is only in more recent years that society has more widely become 
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involved in energy topics through movements like Fridays for Future, though by taking 
an interest in climate action more broadly. With this, there seems to be a cultural shift 
towards greater citizen involvement (beyond voting). 
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4 METHODOLOGY   
4.1 Researcher’s relations to the cases   

The ZHAW researchers have previously conducted research into energy cooperatives, 
self-consumption communities and regional transition initiatives in Switzerland. They 
have therefore had existing relationships with cooperatives, intermediary organisations, 
public authorities and projects. In the case of energy cooperatives, the researcher draws 
on established relationships of field-actors developed in a previous PhD project. In the 
case of SIE-field city-level competitions for sustainable energy, a former ZHAW college 
became a field-actor and could work as a gatekeeper. Finally, in the SIE-field local 
electricity exchange ZHAW could draw on established contacts and from a related 
research project. Beyond the proximity some researchers had to the interviewees, it is 
worth considering the position of the researcher and their potential role in the fields 
through their own research. Other researchers experienced more distance, as they had 
not worked in the SIE-field before. To balance the approach, it was helpful to have the 
interviews led by one researcher, who tended to feel more proximity to the interviewees, 
and have a second researcher that focused particularly on more critical engagement. 
This was important in finding a balance between proximity and distance, but also being 
mindful of normativity. Due to the language barriers within Switzerland, it was 
challenging to be mindful to include initiatives and actors from non-German speaking 
initiatives, as local resources are not always translated into the three primary spoken 
languages in Switzerland (German, French and Italian).  

 

4.2 Short description of methods  

4.2.1 Document review  

SONNET makes use of an embedded case study approach, aiming to describe SIE-fields 
using diverse units of analysis. The main unit of analysis is the SIE-field, whereas the 
subunits of analysis are made up of SIE-initiatives and SIE-field-actors, who work on 
SIE, and other field-actors, who intentionally and/or unintentionally enable and/or 
impede SIEs within a SIE-field, and SIE. The context refers to the ‘outside’ institutional 
environment linked to the SIE-field (wider socio-political, social-economic and socio-
cultural context), seeing that SIE-fields are nested within larger encompassing context. 
We have drawn on the innovation history approach to co-construct the emergence and 
development of a SIE-field which includes a SIE, SIE-initiatives. SIE-field-actors, and 
other field-actors). This history has been co-created by case study researchers through 
document reviews, and SIE-field-actors and other field-actors through interviews. In 
addition, we have taken inspiration from the critical turning points approach to examine 
critical instances and processes where SIE-field-actors and other field-actors have 
conducted institutional work to create, maintain and/or transform institutions. SONNET 
gathers data through conducting in-depth interviews, analysing documents and carrying 
out participant observation across the three embedded case studies in each national 
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context. These three methods are being used to enable data enrichment and 
triangulation. The situation due to COVID-19 made it impossible to conduct face-to-face 
participant observation. We therefore carried out additional interviews and reviewed 
more documents. In addition, we joined online events conducted by SIE-field-actors. The 
three methods are detailed in more depth within the following three sections. The 
fieldwork was carried out between November 2020 and January 2021.  

Before conducting interviews, we began our desk-based research by constructing a very 
rough timeline based on key regulatory changes that occurred. Once the SIE initiatives 
considered were collected, we reviewed documents relevant to these. Normative and 
cultural changes were difficult to identify in documents at first. Using information from 
the in-depth interviews, we revisited key documents and further researched reports that 
were considered relevant based on what we learned through the interviews. Documents 
reviewed were of primary nature (e.g. laws, regulations, guidelines) and of secondary 
nature (e.g. reports, evaluations, academic papers). 

4.2.2 In-depth interviews  

Once a list of all perceived relevant actors was created, interviewees were contacted 
following an agreed upon procedure. All participants were given an information sheet 
about the project and asked to sign a consent form. Almost all interviews took place 
online on the video communication platform Zoom. Having video calls was useful for 
participant observations but it was not expected of participants to turn on their camera. 
Unless otherwise specified, the interviews were audio-recorded. All interviews lasted 
roughly from 30min to 1h30min. The interviews were semi-structured, meaning the 
researchers followed an interview guide but asked open questions which allowed 
interviewees to contribute what they saw as relevant and therefore also allowed space 
for the interview to take different routes than expected. 

4.2.3 Participant observation  

Participant observations could not be conducted as planed due to the covid-19 pandemic. 
However, ZHAW researcher could participate in various project meetings of the 
Erlenmatt Ost project in Basel relevant for two SIE-fields to study (cooperative 
organisational models for renewable energy and local electricity exchange). In these 
meetings, the role of the ADEV cooperative in addition to the challenges of implementing 
solutions for local electricity exchange have been observed and compared with results 
from the interviews and the grey literature studied. In addition, ZHAW could participate 
in a workshop of the association of independent producers in Switzerland (VESE). There, 
the researcher took part as an outside observer and noted observations, particularly on 
the context and how the discussion in the meeting developed from start to finish.  
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4.3 Description of analysis  

Our research on the three SIE-fields consists of i) a pre-study in which we analysed the 
existing literature to prepare the initiative  and interviewees selection and ii) a main 
study in which interviews with SIE-field-actors and other field-actors and (if possible) 
the participant observation have been conducted.  

As part of the pre-study, we conducted literature studies, desktop research and 
participated in different events. In a first step, we did a review of the existing academic 
literature, complemented by a review of grey literature. In a second step, these different 
sources were analysed along the main research questions, identifying key (policy) 
events, creating rough actor maps, an initial flowchart detailing the development of the 
field, and a list of potential interview partners. 

In the main study, between 6 to 10 interviews were considered per case study.1  

The interviews lasted between 30 min and 1.5 hours. All were recorded and most were 
subsequently transcribed and consolidated with the other documents (reports, press 
releases and other publicly available documents) in a database. In the data analysis, we 
could draw on more than 150 pages of interview data and other documents for each SIE-
field. 

Once most data were collected, we began the process of analysis. This process was 
however not linear. Once an interview was conducted, it was coded using the MaxQDA 
coding tool. The codes were assigned using (but not relying on) the deductive codes 
developed by the SONNET team. Since participant observations seemed to generally be 
of lower quality due to covid-limitations, more emphasis was placed on the content from 
in-depth interviews. The process that followed was rather iterative, where parts of case 
studies were written, certain gaps or further questions were identified and addressed to 
interviewees. In this process, additional documents that had not been included in the 
review before were also identified and added to the analysis. 

 

 

1 Due to overlap of actors, some interviews were analysed for two case studies. In these cases, it 
was a challenge to disentangle the information relevant for each SIE-field. This was the case for 
interviews in the SIE-field cooperative organisational models and local electricity exchange: 
Cooperatives often build self-consumption communities, and self-consumption communities are 
those interested and capable of participating in local electricity exchange. For this, it helped to 
have a second look at these interviews specifically from each field’s perspective and get back to 
the interviewee when it was felt that one question was asked (or answered) in a way that was 
much more relevant to one field than the other. 
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4.4 Reflections on overall methodology  

Overall, the researchers found that knowing a considerable number of SIE-field-actors 
that were interviewed beforehand helped in the preparation of the interview. During the 
interviews this was helpful in asking more specific questions and engaging the 
interviewees even more specifically in their fields of work.  

In the Swiss case, it was also difficult to differentiate between SIE-field-actors and other 
field-actors at times across all SIE-fields. Some actors were being interviewed as SIE-
representatives but also played a role in local administrations and in policymaking 
processes. This made it particularly hard to differentiate whether they were speaking at 
times as a member of an initiative, or an ‘other’ field-actor.  

Throughout the research, many of the key events and turning points defined for the Swiss 
case related to regulative changes, which are institutionally also the easiest to identify. 
Due to limited resources, it was at times difficult to grasp the full scope of institutional 
work different field-actors were engaged in more detail.  

As SIE-field were coordinated with partner countries, there were some difficulties in 
defining the SIE-field boundaries in a way that would ensure some comparability would 
be possible between the different countries. In the Swiss case, this caused difficulties in 
defining the SIE-field by agreed upon boundaries, versus what was empirically found in 
the SIE-field. This is true for the case of city level competitions, for example, where 
based on the interviews, the SIE-field boundaries seemed rather well defined by the label 
itself, which was not the case in other countries.  
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5 SUMMARY OF EACH CASE STUDY REPORT: THREE SIE-
FIELDS AND THEIR SIE-INITIATIVES  

The full research reports of the three SIE-fields and their SIE-initiatives studied in 
Switzerland can be found in the appendix 1: Three case study reports. This section 
provides three summaries of each SIE-field through answering the major and minor 
research questions that have guided the empirical work (see background section and 
deliverable 3.1).  

5.1 Case study 1: Local Electricity Exchange 

In Switzerland, a new organisational model was introduced, known as ZEV, which 
changed how local electricity exchanges could take place. When a ZEV is formed, a new 
legal entity replaces the local utility and becomes responsible for energy supply, 
metering, and organising a community of end-consumers. This model therefore enables 
actors to invest in privately owned supply and distribution infrastructure to sell locally 
produced electricity to tenants of nearby properties.  

Figure 3 Depiction of a ZEV according to the existing regulations (Source: EnergieSchweiz, 2019) 

 

This organisational model changed social relations and increased the participation of 
civil society in the energy transition. Currently, this SIE is further developed through 
P2P pilot projects towards local trading solutions. 
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5.1.1 How have the SIE and SIE-field emerged, developed and 
institutionalised over time?  

5.1.1.1 Reflections on the main research question (based on answering the 
minor ones)  

In Switzerland, ideas and intentions of local electricity exchange existed and were also 
technically possible before the relevant regulations were put in place. Regulatory 
conditions, however, were extremely instrumental and indicate where clear phases of 
change occurred in the SIE-field. In Phase 1, we consider the emergence of the SIE-field 
to be closely linked with the system of cost-covering feed-in tariffs in place up to 2014. 
Problems with the cost-covering feed-in tariff system led to a revision of regulations, 
where in Phase 2, the SIE-field took shape with an explicit regulation on self-
consumption. In Phase 3, regulations were further expanded, allowing for the 
institutionalisation of local electricity exchange by introducing new actors to the SIE-
field through the ZEV organisation, allowing for self-consumption and energy production 
and distribution across properties. In Phase 4, a clear shift to focus on digital innovations 
through peer-to-peer trading and experimental projects in using blockchain technology 
and testing virtual solutions emerged, leading to a potential contestation of existing SIE-
field boundaries. 

5.1.1.2 What are the relevant SIE-field-actors and other field-actors within the 
SIE-field and what are their roles within the SIE-field? How have these 
changed over time? 

The relevant SIE-field-actors and other field-actors within the SIE-field and their roles 
are described and summarised in the Table 2 below. Of key importance is the ZEV 
organisation which can be formed by a housing cooperative or another actor from the 
housing sector. The importance of these roles changes over time. While at the beginning 
policy, federal administration and associations were important for establishing and 
changing institutions, later on roles 1-5 were important to implement projects of local 
electricity exchange.  
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Table 2 Identified SIE-field-actors and their roles (own depiction, based on interviews)

 

5.1.1.3 What are relevant activities, aims/goals and narratives that have been 
developed and manifested by SIE-field-actors and/or other field-actors 
within the SIE-field over time? 

Narratives in the SIE-field of local electricity exchange (as well as other as in other SIE-
fields) are shaped by the shared understanding that more investment in solar-PV in 
particular is needed in order to achieve the Energy Strategy 2050. To do so, the narrative 
moved away from the KEV system, which used feed-in-tariffs as its primary instrument 
to incentivise greater investments in renewable energy. Then, with the overall increase 
of investment in solar-PV, discussions around self-consumption arose and became about 
the idea of creating self-consumption community with the aim of enabling local 
electricity exchange as a way of making investing in the production of renewable energy 
more attractive. One goal of many actors in the SIE-field is to change regulations around 
ZEVs in order to make their implementation easier.  

5.1.1.4 What types of interactions/relations exist between SIE-field-actors 
and/or other field-actors? What types of informal and formal alliances, 
networks, collaborations have existed (and possibly still do)? 

The currently developed interactions/relations between SIE-field-actors and/or other 
field-actors are described in Table 2 (5.1.1.2). In the interviews, key associations such as 
Swissolar and the Federal Department of Energy were mentioned as key networks for 
information exchange, organisation and realisation of key activities. At the boundaries 
of the SIE-field cooperation between universities and innovative DSOs have been 



 
 

D3.2. Report on the findings on examining SIE-fields and their SIE-initiatives 25 
 

reported as important collaborations in order to realise new concepts such as P2P 
trading with blockchain. 

5.1.1.5 How can the interactions/ relations between SIE-field-actors and/or 
other field-actors be characterised (e.g., cooperation, exchange, 
competition and conflict)? How have they changed over time? 

In the SIE-field of local electricity exchange, the contestation between incumbents such 
as utilities and DSOs and the new actors such as cooperatives and new firms is of key 
interests. The relationship between these SIE-field-actors changed over time. While in 
the beginning it was rather cooperative and some DSOs worked together with new actors 
in testing new forms of local energy exchange, the relationship later on became more 
diverse including some DSOs defending the formation of ZEVs and others developing new 
services for these customer groups. In Phase 3, however, a division of labour occurred 
where DSOs focused on providing solutions for ZEVs on the existing building stock, and 
new actor focused on providing solutions for new established housing projects or 
districts. However, contestation between actors might continue to focus on areas such 
as the regulations of the distribution grid (access, use, financing mechanism) as well as 
the transfer of grid infrastructural elements towards ZEVs (c.f. Table 3).  

Table 3 Relationships and contestation between incumbents and new actors in the 4 phases of the field 
development (own depiction, based on interviews) 
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5.1.1.6 What is ‘socially innovative’ about the SIE (including SIE-initiatives 
and/or SIE-field-actors)? How and to what extent do which ideas, 
objects and/or actions demonstrate a change in social relations and 
new ways of doing, thinking and/or organising energy? 

In Switzerland, a new organisational model was introduced, known as ZEV, which 
changed how local electricity exchanges could take place. When a ZEV is formed, a new 
legal entity replaces the local utility and becomes responsible for energy supply, 
metering, and organising a community of end-consumers. This model therefore enables 
actors to invest in privately owned supply and distribution infrastructure to sell locally 
produced electricity to tenants of nearby properties. The introduction of the ZEV 
organisational model changed social relations and supported the diffusion of decentral 
renewable technologies in the housing sector. While end-consumers especially in multi-
party buildings and districts had problems investing in solar plants and consuming 
locally produced electricity due to split incentives, risks and uncertainties (Lang et al., 
2015), with the ZEV regulations there was a legal option to build up distributed self-
consumption in broader areas then just one house. On one side, self-consumption 
communities evolve building on the active role of tenants in investing, producing and 
finally also distributing electricity in, for example, districts of housing cooperatives. On 
the other side, intermediary actors such as real estate companies or pension funds 
started to be active in local electricity exchange while creating ZEV organisations. Real 
estate companies are forced to achieve common sustainability goals (in terms of 
requirements for awarding processes of property land from the state, and requirements 
in terms of building standards) and thus building up ZEV organisations to sell and 
distribute energy to their tenants. While many tenants were neither interested in local 
electricity production nor in buying local renewable energy before, with the introduction 
of the ZEV organisation a lever was created to accelerate investments in solar-PV and to 
increase distribution of locally produced energy (c.f. Interview 9 and 7). In other words, 
these new social relations between real estate organisations and tenants improved the 
conditions for activating broader parts of the society in the energy transition and 
implementing solutions for local energy production and distribution (Lang et al., 2015).  

At the boundaries of the field these new social relations are further developed in pilot 
projects in Switzerland. For example, P2P electricity trading is at an early stage of 
development and have been tested in the Quartierstrom project. While P2P is 
characterised by technological change (e.g. blockchain technology) it may lead to a 
reconfiguration of social relations as people directly trade electricity among each other 
within a ZEV organisation at a local level. However, as this innovation has only been 
tested in sandbox settings, the further uptake and diffusion in Switzerland is unclear. 

5.1.1.7 How has the SIE developed over time (and space)? 

Firstly, the SIE, the ZEV organisational model, was tested in pilot projects by pioneers. 
Second, as regulative changes took place, more mainstream actors from the real estate 
and housing sector applied the SIE in the realisation of bigger districts and to a lesser 
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extent in the established building stock. Third, the realisation of a P2P and blockchain 
pilot project potentially will extend the ZEV organisational model towards new form of 
local electricity exchange and trading.  

The distribution of solar electricity across property boundaries became an accepted 
option (Interview 5). Until 2019 more than 3079 ZEV projects in various forms have been 
realised in Switzerland. Housing cooperatives and real estate companies as well as 
pension funds started to regularly deploy the ZEV model. These SIE-field-actors 
developed know-how in funding ZEV organisations and in distributing energy to tenants. 
In addition, strategic cooperation with specific service providers emerged as these 
actors provided metering and billing solutions, as an example, for certain housing 
cooperatives (Interview 1). 

5.1.1.8 How/to what extent do narratives and activities by SIE-field-actors and 
other field-actors refer to power issues and include ambitions to 
improve them? 

For a long time, asymmetrical power relations between SIE-field-actors (particularly 
pioneers trying to build self-consumption communities) and DSOs impeded SIE-field 
development. This is because DSOs have a lot of power over the grid infrastructure and 
management of electricity bills. This means that there was little incentive for them to 
cooperate in the SIE-field. 

“There definitely wasn’t much interest from [the DSO’s] perspective. Here we’re talking 
about the governing sphere. They’re just used to how things are. We’re technically seen 
as customers but really, we’re just ‘takers’. We come to them and have no chance of 
doing things differently. They can do what they want, and we have to accept it. At this 
monopoly area, there’s not a lot of interest in change. It’s rather seen as a disruptive 
factor” (Interviewee 6) 

Power to mobilise resources for local electricity exchange has generally been limited 
based on the regulative frameworks in place. However, pioneers in early years of the 
SIE-field formation and actors pushing the boundaries for trading today have been able 
to effect change in existing institutions which in turn have enabled SIE to become part 
of the mainstream.  

Once self-consumption communities could be formed, it allowed for tenants to have 
power with their landlords to achieve their collective goal of keeping electricity costs 
low by managing self-consumption in multi-party houses and districts. 
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5.1.1.9 What have been (shared) narratives, activities, knowledge, learnt 
lessons, etc. between alliances/networks/collaborations of SIE-field-
actors and/or other field-actors? How have they been reproduced, 
adopted and replicated in the SIE-field? To which extent they been 
legitimised and/or contested by several actors within the SIE-field? 
Have there been any key changes over time? 

Information and knowledge exchange took place in the SIE field i) through the 
presentation of results of pilot projects at conferences and the participation of field-
actors in the policymaking process (“Vernehmlassungsprozess”) and ii) the cooperation 
of the Swiss Federal Office of Energy and the SIE field-actors and networks in crafting 
guideline reports on best practices in realizing projects of local electricity exchange.  

First, best practices and further developments and solutions are currently discussed 
within the community of the SIE-field-actors. Most of them are ideas of new applications 
of ZEVs or propositions for regulative changes towards new entrepreneurial 
opportunities of local electricity exchange. These ideas and propositions are presented 
in conferences or communicated with politicians in the policymaking process through 
Vernehmlassungsprozesse. 

Second, guideline reports have been created by key associations of the SIE-field and 
financed by the Swiss Federal Office of Energy. The crafting of guidelines and 
information on best practices for project implementation have been of importance in 
two periods of SIE-field formation: i) the explicit mentioning of self-consumption in the 
Energy Act in 2014 and the introduction of the ZEV organisation and the further changes 
of the Energy Act in 2018 (Energie Zukunft Schweiz 2015, EnergieSchweiz 2019). In both 
situation, association such as Swissolar or the Association of the Swiss Energy Provider 
(VSE) were involved to provide know-how, tools and juristically recommendations 
including descriptions of actor roles, tools for the calculation of the economic feasibility 
as well as check lists for project realisation in order to facilitate the adoption of projects 
in the SIE-field. However, by providing these guidelines these associations shape the 
norms and the code of conduct to realise projects of local electricity exchange. 

To conclude, the starting point were regulative changes, which triggered new types of 
energy related activities. These then led to new types of social relations and roles (ZEV 
organisations) and a SIE-field-actor community which develop further institutional 
structures (guidelines of best practices, vision of new forms of electricity exchange). 
These then led to further activities like new pilot projects leading again to lobbying and 
regulative changes over time. 
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5.1.2 How do SIE-field-actors and other field-actor interact with 
the ‘outside’ institutional environment and thereby co-shape 
the SIE-field over time?  

5.1.2.1 Which institutions (regulative, normative, cultural-cognitive) within the 
‘outside’ institutional environment have shaped (including enabled/ 
impeded) SIEs and its SIE-fields (and how)? 

Switzerland’s energy sector and the housing sector provides an institutional setting 
which paves the development of the emerging paths of local electricity exchange. Key 
regulative institutions are the Energy Act, the Electricity Supply Act and the Tenant Law. 

First, the Energy Act regulates the framework conditions of the energy industry at 
national level. Its aim is to ensure an adequate, diversified, secure, economical and 
environmentally compatible energy supply in Switzerland. The Energy Act is important 
for the SIE-field, as the law regulates market- and grid financing rules as well as 
metering regulations. In the current legislation, the energy market is partly liberalised, 
meaning that end-consumers cannot select their energy supplier in the market and new 
distribution and supply business models have to cope with many barriers. Over time, the 
energy act was adapted in terms of self-consumption, possibilities of local distribution, 
metering and billing, and the formation of the ZEV organisational model impeding the 
field development. 

Second, the Electricity Supply Act regulates the electricity market in terms of 
responsibilities of basic supply, management of contracts, non-discriminatory network 
access, and monitors network usage charges and electricity tariffs. It is important for 
the SIE-field as the law still defines the responsibilities of the ZEV organisation in terms 
of basic energy supply in addition to the market access and the relationship of the ZEV 
organisation with the DSO.  

Third, the Tenant Law regulates the rights and duties of the tenants and the contractual 
relationship with the landlords. It is important for the field as it defines the rights of the 
tenants in the ZEV organisation as well as the processes how a ZEV organisation can be 
founded. 

If ZEV organisations for example are founded with tenants, rent protection regulations, 
the Energy Act and the Energy Supply Act apply, since tenants are both energy consumers 
and tenants at the same time. This means that local energy distribution and exchange 
projects in Switzerland have to be in accordance with several different legal areas, which 
in turn influences the development of the SIE-field. In addition to that, the SIE-field is 
impacted by market liberalisation and the grid financing and ownership rules, 
regulations, which are elaborated in the Energy Act and Energy Supply Act. The 
profitability of such projects is determined by how the grid infrastructure elements such 
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as cables or transformers are transferred to ZEV organisation in addition to how much 
grid fee those engaging in self-consumption have to pay. 

In addition, these regulations also influence the future directions of the SIE-field as the 
use of the local distribution grids and selecting a supplier for end-customers is currently 
not allowed, influencing new concepts such as peer-to peer trading or virtual ZEVs.  

5.1.2.2 What are the key events, external shocks, trends and inter-field 
interactions that enable/ impede SIEs and its SIE-fields (now and in the 
past)? 

The following events, external shocks, trends and inter-field interactions have enabled/ 
impeded SIEs and its SIE-field: 

Key events: 

• Change of support programme of renewables: since its introduction in 2009, the KEV 
system was politically contested, as its core mechanism, the feed-in tariff, did not fit 
into the existing norms and beliefs of the political system (e.g. liberal and market 
orientation of most of the political parties). Subsequently, a move towards a more 
market-oriented funding and the de-facto removal of the option to receive KEV 
support after 2012 led to a decline in the number of solar installations. In this 
situation, further policy changes around the Energy Act and the Electricity Supply 
Act have been realised in order to promote renewables through indirect subventions.  

• Orientation of the real estate and housing sector towards sustainability: 
Sustainability goals in terms of requirements for awarding processes of property 
land from the state and requirements in terms of current building standards, pushed 
real estate actors such as pension funds to realize projects of local energy 
distributions and self-consumption. The entry of these actor accelerated the field 
development in terms of realized projects as well (lobbying) power. 

Trends: 

• Market liberalisation: Liberalisation has been a particularly contentious topic and 
therefore, a slow-moving process. While self-consumption has been made explicit in 
existing regulations, the trend of market liberalisation might influence the build-up 
of ZEVs in different ways. 

• Decentralisation and use of local products: One of the interviewees (Interviewee 9) 
also mentioned the overall trend of regionalisation, which might also drive self-
consumption and ZEV diffusion as Swiss end-consumers get interested in 
sustainability questions.   

Field-interactions: 
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• Energy- and ICT-field interactions: While the diffusion of decentral production and 
storage technologies enabled local energy production, ICT were also instrumental to 
realize projects of local electricity exchange in terms of metering and billing as well 
as control solutions. 

5.1.2.3 How (if so) have the SIEs and their SIE-fields and ‘outside’ institutional 
environment been shaped by these events, external shocks, trends and 
inter-field interactions (now and in the past)?  

Please refer to question 5.1.2.2. 

5.1.2.4 What have been the most important alliances/networks/collaborations 
SIE-field-actors and/or other field-actors that emerged from these 
events, shocks, trends, and inter-field interactions (when, how and for 
what reasons)?  

Due to the regulative changes in 2018 and new issues at the intersection of housing and 
energy law, the association of the real estate owners (HEV), the tenants' association 
(SMV), the solar-PV association Swissolar and the Association of Swiss Electricity 
Companies VSE worked together to clarify the internal foundation and organisation of 
ZEVs as well as its relationship with the DSOs. This included suggestions of contracts of 
ZEV organisations with tenants, principles for metering, billing and the calculation of 
the internal electricity prize for, checklist for the communication and coordination with 
the local DSO. These recommendations were published in guideline reports and led to a 
rather standardised approach of the foundation and realisation of ZEVs. 

5.1.2.5 How have the SIE-fields co-evolved with the policy context (if so) (and 
what was the relative importance of the urban, regional, national and 
European level)? 

Since its introduction in 2009, the KEV system was politically contested, as its core 
mechanism, the feed-in tariff, did not fit with the existing norms and beliefs of the Swiss 
political system. Subsequently, a move towards a more market-oriented funding and the 
de-facto removal of the option to receive KEV support after 2012 led to a decline in the 
number of solar installations. In this situation, further policy changes around the Energy 
Act and the Electricity Supply Act were realised in order to promote renewables through 
indirect subventions through the promotion of self-consumptions. Later on, billing and 
metering solutions were available and there was interest in the housing sector in new 
solutions, which were then provided by the ZEV organisational model. With this, the SIE-
fields co-evolved with the national policy context while the regional and European level 
had less impact. 
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5.1.2.6 How are which power relations (such as inequality, exclusion, 
oppression, exploitation, injustice) being transformed and/or 
reproduced by the SIE-phenomenon under study? (and vice versa – 
how are SIEs enabled and impeded by power relations?) 

For a long time, asymmetrical power relations between SIE-field-actors (particularly 
pioneers trying to build self-consumption communities) and DSOs influenced the SIE-
field development. This is because DSOs have a lot of power over the grid infrastructure 
and management of electricity bills. This means that there was little incentive for them 
to cooperate within the SIE-field. However, since ZEVs are an established solution in the 
Swiss energy system this relation changed, and DSO also started to provide services for 
ZEVs (see question 5.1.1.5) 

As a result of the increasing discussions around self-consumption, discussion on the 
inequality of grid financing emerged. As ZEVs pay less gird fees (due to self-
consumption) different DSO questioned the solidarity of ZEV organisation. In addition, 
ZEV organisation have access to the free market and thus profit form better electricity 
prices in comparison to normal end consumers. This could raise questions of exclusions 
for those that are not part of a ZEV and cannot form one. 

5.1.2.7 Reflections on the main research question (base on answering the 
minor ones)  

No further reflections. 

5.1.3 What are the enabling and impeding factors for the SIE-field-
actors and other field-actors to conduct institutional work 
and change the ‘outside’ institutional environment?  

5.1.3.1 Who is involved in conducting institutional work (and who is not, and 
why not)? Which actors benefit from this work (or not)?  

Politicians and stakeholders: Politicians with important roles in firms and associations 
of the SIE-field (e.g. Swissolar) have been involved in key commissions and working 
groups of the parliament as well as in the Vernehmlassungsverfahren of the Energy Act 
and could therefore shape key regulative institutions. Especially actors from the housing 
sector as well as ZEV service providers (the new actors) benefit from this work. 

Research institutes: There are research groups with an interest in (technical) 
innovations, which are closely linked to activities within the SIE-field. As their practices 
suppose a different regulatory environment, they work at transforming regulative 
institutions, but also cultural cognitive institutions by challenging “how things ought to 
be”. 
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Distribution system operators often conduct institutional work that could impede 
activities in the SIE-field by engaging in practices that protect their interests of being 
the sole distributors. Overall, they are an actor group that does not benefit from 
institutional work conducted by politicians that over time has opened up the possibilities 
for self-consumption and electricity exchange. 

Housing cooperatives and real estate firms, conduct institutional work by engaging 
with self-consumption concepts and forming new ZEVs. Their institutional work targets 
mainly informal institutions by shaping new practices into becoming the norm. 

 

5.1.3.2 How, why, and where do SIE-field-actors and/or other field-actors 
conduct activities linked to creating, maintaining and transforming 
institutions?  

In this SIE-field, as the technical capacities already exist, SIE-field-actors are especially 
interested in creating and transforming formal institutions, which would allow for 
innovative practices to evolve and for informal institutions to eventually follow. As 
formal institutions are currently hindering development, there is little space to change 
informal institutions, which shape norms and beliefs around local electricity exchange. 

When regulations were not clearly specified around self-consumption, it was important 
to create institutions, which decreased ambiguity. The creation of ZEV as an 
organisational model not only clarified the terms of self-consumption, but also created 
the legal entity ZEV enabling self-consumption communities to form. Here, the 
distinction can be made between ‘the creation’ of ZEV, as an accomplishment bound in 
space and time, and ‘creating’ ZEVs, as an ongoing institutionalisation practice, further 
embedding the model across the country. 

Research institutes testing pilot projects around local electricity exchange using new 
technologies such as blockchain and P2P-trading platforms undermine the core 
assumption that existing grid infrastructure cannot be used for direct trading and 
distribution solutions. While their ideas cannot be fully implemented due to regulative 
constrains, their activities work towards transforming these institutions, by, for 
example, challenging the general understanding that the DSO is needed in order to use 
its network.  

Utilities and DSOs are particularly interested in activities related to maintaining 
existing formal institutions. Through the Energy Strategy 2050 and partial liberalisation 
of the energy market, there is a fear of incumbents of becoming obsolete. They are 
therefore interested in maintaining the status quo and impeding innovations which 
would diminish their role in the Swiss energy system.  
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5.1.3.3 What have been the most important activities linked to creating, 
maintaining and transforming institutions? Outline these activities 
through describing 2-4 examples.  

The described activities are not necessarily the most important activities but rather 
display the diversity of activities that can be found linked to creating, maintaining, and 
transforming institutions 

Example 1 The framing and naming process of the emergent SIE-field started with the 
term self-consumption community (EVG) which has colloquially been accepted as an 
umbrella term for shared solar production. In 2014, the term was officially mentioned 
for the first time in a parliamentary motion by Jürg Grossen, a key actor in the SIE-field, 
and subsequently became the standard term. However, as the term had no legal 
relevance, institutional work was continued and Zusammenschluss zum Eigenverbrauch, 
ZEV, was introduced as a more narrowly defined legal term. These communication 
activities were important to create an identity of the SIE-field and also to create 
legitimacy and influence other more formal institutions such as the collective 
expectation of the field-actors.  

Example 2 Revisions of the Energy Act: In the process of the changes in the Energy Act 
between 2013 and 2018, key politicians with important roles in firms and associations 
of the SIE-field were involved in key commissions and working groups of the 
parliament as well as in the Vernehmlassungsverfahren of the Energy Act and could 
therefore play a role in transforming key regulative institutions. 

Example 3 Guideline reports have been created by key associations of the SIE-field and 
financed by the Swiss Federal Office of Energy. The crafting of guidelines and 
information on best practices for project implementation have been of importance in 
two periods of SIE-field formation: i) the explicit mentioning of self-consumption in the 
Energy Act in 2014, and ii) the introduction of the ZEV organisation and the further 
changes of the Energy Act in 2018 (Energie Zukunft Schweiz 2015, EnergieSchweiz 2019). 
In both situations, associations such as Swissolar or the association of the swiss energy 
provider (VSE) were involved in providing know-how, tools and juristic 
recommendations, including descriptions of actor roles, tools for the calculation of the 
economic feasibility as well as checklists for project realisation in order to facilitate the 
adoption of projects in the SIE-field. By providing these guidelines, these associations 
helped shape institutional change by creating norms and the code of conduct to realise 
projects of local electricity exchange. In the SIE-field, their work was important in 
supporting new formal institutions by creating informal ones. Most significant 
regulatory changes occurred in 2018 and since then, codes of conduct and guideline 
reports have played an important role in maintaining new informal institutions.  

Example 4 Pilot projects and experiments have been important to develop best 
practices and know-how on founding and operating ZEVs in addition to new schemes like 
P2P trading involving blockchain technology (e.g. Quartierstrom project to test P2P 
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trading in a ZEV). These activities tend to work towards transforming formal institutions 
by shaping new practices that are not allowed in the current legal environment.  

5.1.3.4 What forms do these activities linked to maintaining, creating and 
transforming institutions take (i.e. emotion work, boundary work, 
strategy work, practice work and/or values work)? Link back to the 2-4 
examples  

Example 1 Creating shared understandings and naming concepts and phenomena 
involved a lot of ‘idea work’ around communicating the different names and frames of 
the principles of self-consumption communities and local electricity exchange. It also 
required ‘discursive work’, as the discursively attributed meaning of the term “self-
consumption community” led to the concept being used in an official parliamentary 
hearing and therefore gaining recognition and legitimacy.  

Example 2 The process for revising federal laws like the Energy Act takes a lot of 
different forms of work beyond institutional work. It especially involved ‘boundary 
work’, as policymakers and different stakeholder groups strategically expanded the 
boundaries by for instance, first making self-consumption a legal entity, and later 
expanding its legal borders to adjacent houses and across train tracks. Establishing ZEV 
as a legal entity also meant some ‘interaction work’, as it redefined the roles of 
established actors by introducing ZEV as a new actor. In addition, it included some 
‘emotion work’ and ‘value work’ for actors interested in expanding self-consumption 
principles. For early SIE initiatives like the housing cooperative Rossfeld, establishing a 
self-consumption community was based on ‘value work’, as doing so was in line with 
their shared commitment in building a more sustainable future. Lobbying, for example, 
can take ‘emotion work’ in convincing other actors to sway the process in the lobbyist’s 
favour.  

Example 3 The drafting of code of conducts and guideline reports by different 
associations like Swissolar shaped the interpretation and general understanding of the 
new regulations, and involved ‘discursive work’ and ‘meaning work’. By interpreting 
what the regulations mean for different actor groups, these associations are doing 
important ‘meaning work’. It is also a discursive practice, which, by shaping meaning 
also shapes social constructions in how different actors engage with the new regulations 
and with each other. In addition, it also included ‘boundary work’, as actors from the 
housing and energy sector worked together in shaping guidelines for the emerging SIE-
field. 

Example 4 Pilot projects and experiments like the SIE initiative Quartierstrom 
Walenstadt involve ‘practice work’, where actors like universities strive for their 
practices (i.e. new ways of conceptualising self-consumption and electricity exchange) 
to gain recognition within existing formal institutions.   
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5.1.3.5 What factors have enabled and/or impeded institutional work? E.g. 
Resources, learnt lessons and competences connected to 
actors/alliances/networks/collaborations. Link back to the 2-4 examples 

Enabling factors: 

• The policy system and the policy process: Switzerland is a consensus-oriented 
democracy, therefore the deliberative Vernehmlassungsprozess and other forms of 
participation in policymaking facilitated the institutional work of the SIE-field-actors 
in changing regulative institutions (Example 2) 

• The role of the Swiss Federal Office of Energy: The SFOE strongly supported the 
development of the SIE-field by financing pilot projects, guideline reports and market 
studies. The institutional work on informal institutions such as the procedures of 
founding a ZEV organisation or implementing a self-consumptions project in addition 
to practical experience with new solutions (using blockchain technology like in SIE 
initiative Quartierstrom) would not have been possible without the support of the 
SFOE (Interviewee 2) (Example 3 & 4) 

• Interests of the housing sector and fast entry of new actors in the SIE-field: Due to 
the development of the SIE-field, there was a fast build-up of an actor community 
which had extended the already existing associations and actors in the SIE-field of 
renewable energy; especially the entry of actors of the real estate and housing sector 
increased the relevance and (lobbying) power within the SIE-field (Interview 1) 
(Example 2 & 3) 

• Acceptance of self-consumptions and local electricity exchanges in Swiss society: 
While at the beginning the local electricity exchange was rather an experimental 
approach to implement elements of direct marketing in a partly liberalised energy 
market, the further development of the SIE-field showed that the population society 
supported the approach (Interviewee 5) (Example 1 & 4) 

Next to the enabling factors there were also impeding factor of institutional work 
mentioned in the interviews and documents analysed: 

• Existing regulations: Current legislation of a partly liberalised energy market still 
puts incumbent actors at an advantage and limits the space of action for the SIE field-
actors (Example 2) 

• Grid access and grid financing rules: The distribution grid cannot be used for the 
exchange and distribution of locally produced electricity. In addition to that ZEVs 
have to buy parts of the distribution grid if they want to use it for local distribution.  
While these regulations are currently contested, there are strong forces to keep the 
status quo  

• Resistance of Incumbents: DSOs and local utilities in Switzerland tried to impede ZEV 
projects, especially in the second phase of development 
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• Competing ideas and visions for the future development of the SIE field: SIE-field-
actors are not united by coordinated visions. Some prefer the current path while 
others prefer more radical changes of the current status (grid access, role of DSO 
practice model, stronger support of renewables) 

5.1.3.6 What have been intended and unintended effects (i.e. contributions) 
derived from conducting institutional work? What influence have they 
had on SIE-field and ‘outside’ institutional environments? Link back to 
the 2-4 examples 

Based on the regulative changes and the subsequent development and diffusion of the 
ZEV organisational model, the following intended and unintended effects as well as 
contradictions in the energy sector emerged: 

Discussion on grid deployment and future grid tariff: ZEVs try to optimise electricity 
consumption from the distribution grid. This means that as this model is diffused, an 
increasing number of end consumers pay less grid fees which finance the distribution 
grid. In effect, an unintended discussion on the future of grid tariffs emerges in 
Switzerland 

Subsidies for renewable energy technologies: Through the ZEV regulation, solar plants 
are indirectly subsidised as plant owners i) have to pay less grid fees, ii) have access to 
secure costumers (see also next point), and iii) have access to the free energy market, 
leading to lower energy purchasing costs. However, since direct subsidies are reduced, 
plants are not designed to feed as much energy as possible into the grid, but rather just 
to optimise self-consumption in a district/neighbourhood leading to the discussion of 
changing the current incentives (e.g. to increase the feed-in-tariff) 

Future of ZEV in liberalised market: By developing ZEVs, tenants get locked in to a local 
supplier (the ZEV organisation) in a partly liberalised market. If the energy market 
would be fully liberalised there might problems and the existing paths of local electricity 
supply might be abandoned, as end consumer might have the right then to choose their 
energy supplier 

5.1.3.7 Reflections on the main research question (based on answering the 
minor ones)  

No further reflections. 
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5.2 Case study 2: Cooperative Organisational Models for 
Renewable Energy 

5.2.1 How have the SIE and SIE-field emerged, developed and 
institutionalised over time?  

5.2.1.1 What are the relevant SIE-field-actors and other field-actors within the 
SIE-field and what are their roles within the SIE-field? How have these 
changed over time? 

The following actor map outlines the different relevant actors in this SIE-field and how 
they relate to other actors. 

Table 4 : Actor map for SIE-field cooperative organisational models for renewable energy 

Actor name Type of actor  SHORT DESCRIPTION OF MAIN ROLE, 
AIM, EXAMPLE OF MAIN ACTIVITY 

RELATIONS TO 
OTHER ACTORS  

ADEV SIE-initiative 

Oldest “new” energy cooperative 

Aims at producing energy as decentral as 
possible where it is used for lighting, 
household electricity, heat and electro 
mobility 

Builds and operates solar power plants, 
small hydroelectric power plants, wind 
energy plants as well as central heating 
plants and local heating grids 

Knowledge 
exchange  

Optima Solar 
Schweiz 

SIE-initiative 

Cooperative federation of three Optima 
Solar cooperatives 

Aims at facilitating the energy transition 
for everyone throughout Switzerland 
according to a uniform and successful 
model and at increasing the proportion of 
PV electricity in the grid 

Providing advice, 
providing 
administrative 
services  

VSE Field actor 
Sector association of Swiss electricity 
companies  

Networking, 
lobbying, 
knowledge 
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Platform for representation of interests of 
the Swiss electricity sector. Engagement 
for reliable national and international 
framework conditions, a positive image of 
electricity and a secure, marketable, 
competitive, sustainable and innovative 
electricity supply. 

exchange for 
energy suppliers, 
only limited 
relation to 
energy 
cooperatives 
(except “old” 
grid-operating 
cooperatives) 

CooperativeSuisse 
(new SENS) 

Field actor – 
enable  

Platform for social entrepreneurship 
Switzerland 

Aims at promoting enterprises that 
credibly place their social impact and not 
primarily profit in the centre; supporting 
the issue with scientific data and giving 
the topic more publicity and visibility on a 
political level. Main activities: Creating 
publicity; network; start-up and 
innovation 

Networking, 
introducing 
element of social 
entrepreneurship 

idée coopérative 
Field actor – 
enable  

Competence centre for cooperative 
model 

Providing data and knowledge on 
cooperative model; networking of 
fragmented cooperatives, political interest 
representation for cooperative model 

Networking, 
Knowledge 
Exchange 

ASEC 
SIE-field-
actor – 
intermediary  

Association functioning as network 
organisation in the field of citizen energy 
in Switzerland 

Represent all the initiatives that define 
themselves or that we classify under 
citizen energy; organized first energy 
citizen day in French-speaking 
Switzerland in 2018 

Networking, 
political 
advocacy, 
increase visibility 
of initiatives 

Albert-Koechlin 
Stiftung (energy 

SIE-field-
actor – 
intermediary  

Programme of foundation ‘Albert-
Koechlin’ to support foundation of many 
locally anchored energy cooperatives in 

Financial support 
and know-how 
support; 
Knowledge-
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cooperatives 
programme= 

Central Switzerland that function as seed 
for local energy transition developments 

Conceptional support in the foundation 
phase; financial contribution to the first 
plant; consulting by a specialist; exchange 
of knowledge 

exchange, 
networking,  

SSES 
Field actor – 
enable  

Swiss Association for Solar Energy, 
organisation for the interests of producers 
and consumers of solar power 

Aiming at promotion of the use of 
renewable energies, especially solar-PV 

Publication of the specialist journal 
"Erneuerbare Energien"; info evenings on 
the subject of "Does my system work 
properly" System checks for solar system; 
forumE- an energy transition online forum 
for questions about renewable energies; 
information and advice 

Umbrella 
organisation of 
the VESE, 
pioneer in calling 
for energy 
transition  

Swissolar 
Field actor – 
enable  

Swiss Solar Energy Association represents 
the Swiss solar industry, i.e. all companies 
and institutions of the solar industry as 
well as organisations that support the 
concerns of the solar industry 

Spokesperson for political sector interests 
and service organisation in the fields of 
joint advertising, information, education 
and quality assurance 

No direct 
relation, political 
engagement and 
services for solar 
technology 

SES 
Field actor – 
enable  

Foundation for a smart, environmentally, 
and humane energy policy 

Aims at efficient use of energy and the 
promotion and use of renewable energy 
sources. Showing ways to detach 
Switzerland from the disastrous 
dependence on a fossil-nuclear energy 
supply 

No direct 
relation, political 
engagement for 
renewable 
energies and 
energy efficiency, 
organisation of 
events 
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Political engagement (but act 
independently and in a politically neutral 
manner and exclusively common good 
oriented). Contact and exchange with 
authorities, politics, economy, science, 
media and citizens 

VESE 
SIE-field-
actor – 
intermediary 

Association for independent power 
producers 

Aims at public and political advocacy for 
decentralised, independent energy 
production, networking and support of 
members 

Consulting, elaboration of studies and 
manuals, organisation of expert events, 
statements in consultation procedures 

Networking (bi-
annual 
conferences), 
knowledge 
exchange, 
providing advice, 
joint activities, 
lobbying 

 

5.2.1.2 What are relevant activities, aims/goals and narratives that have been 
developed and manifested by SIE-field-actors and/or other field-actors 
within the SIE-field over time? 

Narratives, aims and goals of cooperative organisational models in Switzerland have 
changed a lot over time. The first cooperatives were involved in early rural 
electrification efforts from 1895 to 1925. Their main aim, therefore, was to supply the 
population with electricity at a low-cost. With the anti-nuclear movements from 1985 to 
2000, a wave of new cooperatives emerged with a strong political motivation to move 
away from nuclear power and invest in renewable energy that remains in the hands of 
citizens. However, the strong emphasis on the social innovation of energy cooperatives 
as citizen participation has undergone a change in recent years. Particularly, the motives 
of protesting nuclear power plants and of political participation seem to have somewhat 
eased in recent years. Rather pragmatically, the most important motive today is often 
simply the expansion of renewable energies in the form of PV or in some cases small 
scale hydro power plants. By financing, constructing, and operating PV facilities, the 
energy cooperatives in this field are mainly pursuing goals related to the energy 
transition, still with a focus on phasing out nuclear energy and reducing CO2 emissions.  
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5.2.1.3 What types of interactions/ relations exist between SIE-field-actors 
and/or other field-actors? What types of informal and formal alliances, 
networks, collaborations have existed (and possibly still do)? 

Some other field-actors, like Swissolar and SES (see 5.2.1.1 for details), have no direct 
relation to the SIE-field and SIE-field-actors per se, but their activities have enabled SIE-
field-actors to operate and encourage interactions between them. There are various 
organisations that exist in this SIE-field, which support interactions between different 
SIE-field-actors and between new cooperatives directly.  

To give an example, the Albert Koechlin Foundation, launched a program to promote 
energy cooperatives in Central Switzerland. The program aims to establish and develop 
as many locally based energy cooperatives as possible in Central Switzerland. To this 
end, the program provides basic materials for the formal procedures needed when 
setting up cooperatives, provides financial support for the costs of foundation, and 
promotes the exchange between existing energy cooperatives through annual meetings. 
It was partially due to this programme that the downward trend in the number of new 
companies founded each year came to a halt in 2018 and that, for the first time since 
2012, more energy cooperatives were founded than in the previous year. 

Intermediaries – like VESE, ASEC, CooperativeSuisse, and idee cooperative – are active 
in creating space for knowledge exchange and networking to take place. VESE, for 
example, supports public and political advocacy for decentralised, independent energy 
production. It provides a platform and supports its members by providing advice, 
organising joint activities, lobbying, and through bi-annual networking conferences. The 
interactions and collaborations are key, as they bring together activities around the 
cooperative principle, renewable energy production and consumption more generally 
and more specifically production and consumption of solar-PV,  and the energy transition 
away from fossil-fuels on a political level, which shape this SIE-field.  

5.2.1.4 How can the interactions/ relations between SIE-field-actors and/or 
other field-actors be characterised (e.g., cooperation, exchange, 
competition and conflict)? How have they changed over time? 

The concept of cooperation is evidently key to the SIE itself. Cooperative organisational 
models for renewable energy are identified by the following principles i) concern for 
community, ii) voluntary and open membership, iii) democratic governance of the 
undertaking, and iv) autonomy and independence, where members of a cooperative 
primarily cooperate. While SIE-field-actors cooperate between each other, their 
relationship is mainly characterised by exchange. 
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5.2.1.5 What is ‘socially innovative’ about the SIE (including SIE-initiatives 
and/or SIE-field-actors)? How and to what extent do which ideas, 
objects and/or actions demonstrate a change in social relations and 
new ways of doing, thinking and/or organising energy? 

In the case of the Swiss energy cooperatives, the social innovation is first and foremost 
a fall back to existing, well-known solutions or ways of doing which have already proven 
their worth in other areas. After all, cooperative models have been used in Switzerland 
for centuries to tackle problems bottom up at a local level, and have emerged within civil 
society. In the energy sector, too, cooperatives have shown their suitability for supplying 
electricity to rural areas for a long time. However, in the course of the anti-nuclear 
protest movement from the 1970s onwards and the emerging climate and sustainability 
debate, new problem perceptions have emerged, for which the cooperative model has 
been employed as a solution. Against this backdrop, the socially innovative nature of 
new energy cooperatives lies in both the content and the form of these new problem 
perceptions and proposed solutions. 

When it comes to the form, it must be emphasised, that among the almost 200 newly 
established energy cooperatives, not merely the use of the cooperative model in a new 
problem field is to be understood as a social innovation. Rather, it is also innovative that 
the cooperative model was applied in a problem area which is not characterised by 
individual economic needs but by broader societal and ecological challenges. With this 
perspective, it is thus less the cooperation in local activities which qualifies as social 
innovation, but rather the fact that such cooperation was not primarily applied to 
address local common good issues, but broader, even global challenges. This idea is well 
illustrated with the concept "think global, act local". When it comes to the specific 
content, aspects of social innovation appeared in the area of the goals and activities of 
energy cooperatives. From the point of view of the energy cooperatives, it was the 
confrontation with the incumbent energy system about the construction of new nuclear 
power plants which led to a problem perception of a democracy deficit (i.e. lack of citizen 
control in essential questions of energy supply). This was to be counteracted by 
opportunities for direct participation in investment decisions via the cooperatives and 
by simultaneously promoting renewable energies. The central social innovation is 
therefore a shift of the concept of citizenship when it comes to energy policy that is a 
change of social relations from voters and passive consumers to prosumers who actively 
co-shape developments in the energy system. 

5.2.1.6 How has the SIE developed over time (and space)? 

Cooperative organisational models have always been innovative in the time they are 
emerge in and arguably emerge and evolve in reaction to current events. For instance, 
ensuring energy supply and doing so at a low cost through the cooperative model was 
innovative for the time. The anti-nuclear movement gave new cooperatives a new 
motivation and the principles of concern for citizens, democratic governance, autonomy, 
and independence came to the forefront as ideals. These ideals shaped how the SIE 
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developed away from ensuring electricity and towards ensuring that the energy source 
was renewable. In further developments, the SIE focused on PV more specifically and 
the ideas behind the SIE became more economically motivated and less about ideals. 

5.2.1.7 How/ to what extent do narratives and activities by SIE-field-actors and 
other field-actors refer to power issues and include ambitions to 
improve them? 

With respect to the examined case, a first issue of power concern the social innovation 
of energy cooperatives itself, namely the shift in the role of citizens towards active co-
creators and investment decision-makers in the energy system, which can be understood 
as empowerment (power to). Although citizens already hold considerable power in the 
Swiss system due to extensive direct-democratic institutions, participation in a 
cooperative gives them the opportunity to participate in shaping their own energy 
environment on a level previously reserved for actors in the energy system and at best 
only indirectly under the control of citizens. However, it should be noted that only a 
small part of the population is active in energy cooperatives and therefore 
representativeness of public majority opinion cannot be necessarily claimed.  

Another important aspect concerning power relations is the strong dependence of energy 
cooperatives on energy suppliers, resulting from electricity market regulation and the 
territorial monopolies in supply. Hence, the success of energy cooperatives strongly 
depends on the prices at which the generated electricity is purchased by the energy 
suppliers. This can be both an enabling or hindering relationship, depending on whether 
the remuneration renders a viable operation of PV facilities practically impossible or 
make it attractive to do so. This strong dependency represents a form of power over 
others. With the advent of self-consumption models, this dependency weakens as the 
cooperatives can negotiate conditions and conclude contracts directly with their 
customers. However, the dependency on energy suppliers persists.  

Finally, a form of 'power with' (power to achieve goals collectively) can be found in the 
networking of the energy cooperatives in the “Association of Independent Energy 
Producers” VESE. This has given them more power to influence policymaking processes, 
which they did not have before as very fragmented actors. The formation of intermediary 
actors also creates a means of tackling the dependencies on energy suppliers (as power 
over issue) described above. This is achieved, for instance, by VESE publicly presenting 
the differences in remunerations paid by the suppliers, negotiating with larger energy 
suppliers, or informing energy cooperatives about new rights and obligations under new 
energy regulations (e.g., who must pay for meter costs).  



 
 

D3.2. Report on the findings on examining SIE-fields and their SIE-initiatives 45 
 

5.2.1.8 What have been (shared) narratives, activities, knowledge, learnt 
lessons, etc. between alliances/networks/collaborations of SIE-field-
actors and/or other field-actors? How have they been reproduced, 
adopted and replicated in the SIE-field? To which extent they been 
legitimised and/or contested by several actors within the SIE-field? 
Have there been any key changes over time? 

Different networks built through the above-mentioned actors (5.2.1.1 and 5.2.1.3), have 
all been operating in the same institutional environment with a shared interest in 
enacting changes in energy policy at the federal level. Changes in the years between 2012 
and 2014 led to developments among the existing cooperatives which resulted in strong 
acceleration of the formation of intermediary organisations. The deterioration of 
conditions after 2012 showed the high impact of federal-level legislation on the business 
environment of energy cooperatives and thus revealed the increased need to bring 
cooperatives’ interests and concerns into the federal legislative process. At this point, 
however, the field of energy cooperatives was highly fragmented and rather 
characterised by many small local or at most regional “fields" without a national field 
of energy cooperatives emerging with mutual perception and communication beyond the 
regional level. Intermediary organisations therefore played an important bridging role 
and helped to reproduce narratives of cooperatives at the federal level. 

 

 

5.2.2 How do SIE-field-actors and other field-actor interact with 
the ‘outside’ institutional environment and thereby co-shape 
the SIE-field over time?  

 

5.2.2.1 Which institutions (regulative, normative, cultural-cognitive) within the 
‘outside’ institutional environment have shaped (including enabled/ 
impeded) SIEs and its SIE-fields (and how)? 

Normative and cultural-cognitive institutions 

In the Swiss case, the adoption of the cooperative model to promote renewable energies 
is no coincidence. Switzerland has a long tradition of organising economic activities in 
the form of cooperatives especially in the agricultural sector. Cooperative-like entities 
and their subsequent regulations date back to the Early Middle Ages and are even 
considered to be connected to the formation of Swiss municipalities.  
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“Historically, cooperatives have emerged in Switzerland whenever there has been 
economic hardship, poor quality or lack of service, for instance when there was 
insufficient food 150 years ago, when small farmers could not receive loans 100 years 
ago, or when the housing market has overheated in recent decades” (Interviewee 5).  

That also means that the cooperative model is well embedded in Swiss society with 
various implications on institutional norms, value systems and the legitimacy of roles 
and economic activities in different sectors such as housing, agriculture, retail trade and 
banking. As a result, around 9,000-10,000 cooperatives are active today (Aeschbacher 
and Liechtsteiner, 2014), jointly accounting for 17-18 % of the Swiss GDP (Interviewee 
5). The reliance on the cooperative model can therefore be understood as a cultural, 
normative institution in that cooperatives are used to address societal problems by 
citizens acting on their own initiative.  

Regulative Institutions 

The multi-level governance character of the Swiss energy policy and system has major 
implications for the energy cooperatives as part of the ‘outside’ institutional 
environment. The constitutionalisation of energy policy as tasked to the federal 
government after 1990, has not been tantamount to a complete shift of energy policy to 
the federal level as the cantons and municipalities retain substantial powers and 
responsibilities (Sager, 2014). It is against this background that municipalities are key 
local actors for energy cooperatives. In about half of the energy cooperatives, a 
municipality is a member itself. Often it is municipal politicians who helped to establish 
the cooperatives, and one third of the energy cooperatives were even initiated by 
municipalities or actors from the municipality (Rivas et al., 2018). Due to their autonomy 
and leeway for own energy policy in the Swiss federal system, municipalities can 
financially support energy cooperatives (Meister et al., 2020). In individual cases, 
municipal policies were even created to bridge the uncertainty which had long 
surrounded the Swiss feed-in tariff scheme KEV, thus directly supporting energy 
cooperatives (Schmid et al., 2020). 

Features of the Swiss energy system (as discussed in 3.1) have significant implications 
for energy cooperatives. Certainly, the decentralised and small-scale character of energy 
system has the potential advantage that energy cooperatives may easier gain access to 
energy suppliers as they operate on similar spatial scales. However, the relationships 
between energy cooperatives and (local) energy suppliers are diverse and sometimes 
conflictual. Usually, such conflicts are about various specific aspects of the framework 
conditions that the energy suppliers provide for new actors such as energy cooperatives 
(e.g. metering costs, purchase price for electricity fed into the grid, provision of contact 
persons). 

It is not fully clear which conditions shape these relationships as no clear pattern 
emerges between capacities, governance, ownership structure of individual energy 
suppliers on one side and the nature of their relationship to the cooperative on the other. 
A sole conceivable tendency is that it is mostly medium-sized energy supplier that 
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struggle in dealing with emerging actors and new participation models in the energy 
sector. The smaller ones are very customer-oriented and flexible, and the large ones have 
sufficient capacity to adapt quickly to new situations. The medium-sized ones, on the 
other hand, seem to have a tendency towards more rigid processes (Interviewee 9). 
However, this thesis requires further research. 

In combination, these features of the ‘outside’ institutional environment resulted in the 
fact that the field of energy cooperative has long been strongly fragmented in the sense 
that the individual cooperatives had predominantly a local focus while not collaborating, 
networking, or even communicating at a superordinate, especially national level. This is 
due to the fact that, apart from certain nationally determined framework conditions, 
decisive conditions for the business environment of energy cooperatives such as 
municipal support or the relationship to the energy suppliers are set at the local level. 

5.2.2.2 What are the key events, external shocks, trends and inter-field 
interactions that enable/ impede SIEs and its SIE-fields (now and in the 
past)? 

Key Policy Events: Two key changes in the field of Swiss energy cooperatives in the last 
15 years have been marked by developments in federal energy policy. These were, firstly 
the introduction of the “Feed-in remuneration at cost” scheme (KEV) in 2008, which 
allowed for economically viable and long-term secure business models, and secondly, 
the subsequent de-facto discontinuation of the option to receive this support for new 
installations in 2012. The introduction of the KEV scheme created protected spaces in 
which the newly founded energy cooperatives could establish themselves and develop 
the required knowledge and organisational capacities. The removal of these protected 
spaces for future installations then led to a new dynamic in the field in the sense as the 
newly founded cooperatives began to develop their business models (e.g., cooperative 
models with energy suppliers, self-consumption models) as well as new intermediary 
organisations and networks. These events have first been enabling factors and later 
impeding factors. 

Trends: The increased cooperation can then be understood as a third key change in the 
field. In contrast to the former two, it emerged out of the field itself while still being 
contingent upon these previous policy changes, at least partially. It was only through 
increased cooperation and the emergence of intermediary actors that a more coherent 
national field emerged from 2015 onwards.  

External Shocks: The SIE-field has also been strongly structured by external shocks. 
First, the 1986 Chernobyl nuclear reactor accident brought the anti-nuclear movement 
to life, which shaped the SIE-field. The 2011 reactor accident in Fukushima, was also an 
external shock, which together with the institutional environment (the KEV scheme) 
allowed for the number of cooperatives to increase, thus, acting as enabling factors.  
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5.2.2.3 How (if so) have the SIEs and their SIE-fields and ‘outside’ institutional 
environment been shaped by these events, external shocks, trends and 
inter-field interactions (now and in the past)?  

In 1998, the first Swiss energy act came into force based on the constitutionalisation of 
energy policy in 1990 described above. Furthermore, following the efforts of the 
European Union and its member states to open their electricity markets in the 1990s, 
the Swiss government also pursued the goal of liberalising the Swiss electricity system 
and linking it to the European market (Sager, 2014). However, the Electricity Market 
Act, which intended to achieve this objective, was rejected in a referendum in 2002. Only 
later, in 2007, a new act foresaw a gradual opening and provided that since 2009 large 
consumers (annual consumption of more than 100 MWh) could choose their electricity 
supplier.  

After 2012, the number of newly founded energy cooperatives sharply dropped due to 
changing support conditions. The KEV scheme was financed by a politically determined 
grid surcharge per consumed kWh (initially CHF 0.006/kWh, today CHF 0.023/kWh). 
Consequently, the available financial resources were limited from the outset and due to 
a high number of projects applying for KEV financing, a long waiting list soon developed 
(see Figure 1, p. 9). Although the grid surcharge was repeatedly increased, almost 
40,000 projects (or 2,000 MW of projected capacity respectively) had accumulated on 
this waiting list by 2015(Verhoog and Finger, 2016). However, by 2012 it was already 
unlikely for new projects to ever receive KEV funding, leaving the energy cooperatives 
with high uncertainty about the long-term economic viability of their business models. 
2012 therefore constitutes a critical turning point in the field’s recent development. 
Nevertheless, the number of new cooperatives did not fall to zero, though significantly 
fewer new energy cooperatives were founded after 2012.  

External shocks had a great effect on both the SIE-field and the outside institutional 
environment. It was not until the 1973 oil crisis, the emerging climate and sustainability 
debates (e.g., Brundtland Report 1987), and the Chernobyl reactor accident that the 
energy sector became increasingly governed and regulated at the federal level. A direct 
link can therefore be drawn between the occurrence of external shocks and changes in 
regulations at the federal level.  

5.2.2.4 What have been the most important alliances/networks/collaborations 
SIE-field-actors and/or other field-actors that emerged from these 
events, shocks, trends, and inter-field interactions (when, how and for 
what reasons)?  

The starting point for the field of new renewable energy cooperatives in Switzerland is 
linked to the following: 1) the long-lasting struggle over nuclear power starting in the 
1960s, 2) the successful protest movements against the planned nuclear power plant in 
Kaiseraugst in the 1970’s and 1980’s, and 3) the Chernobyl nuclear accident in 1986. The 
first new energy cooperative founded in these years was ADEV in 1985. ADEV became an 
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important SIE-field-actor that coordinates knowledge exchange and has realised a large 
number of lighthouse projects for the Swiss energy system. 

The trend of increased cooperation and emergence of intermediary actors led to the 
emergence of a more coherent national field. The establishment of the Association of 
Independent Energy Producers VESE, which emerged as a result of this trend, can be 
currently seen as the main association for energy cooperatives.  

5.2.2.5 How have the SIE-fields co-evolved with the policy context (if so) (and 
what was the relative importance of the urban, regional, national and 
European level)? 

Distinguishing between the local or regional level and the national level is helpful to 
better understand the constellation of actors in the field of energy cooperatives. Most 
energy cooperatives have a local (or at most regional) focus, with municipalities and 
local energy suppliers standing out as key actors (Schmid et al., 2020). For a long time, 
the newly founded energy cooperatives were highly fragmented. Therefore, it has long 
been difficult to discern a nationally coherent field, in the sense that the actors mutually 
acknowledge each other and display some sort of interaction. It has only been in the last 
couple of years (since 2015) that intermediary actors have started to emerge to drive 
forward the institutionalisation of the field beyond the local level. Until today, no unitary 
and nationally operating intermediary actor has emerged that exclusively represents and 
organises the energy cooperatives, which distinguished the Swiss case from other 
countries (cf. Vernay and Sebi, 2020). Rather, numerous intermediary organisations 
have formed that represent different scopes or aspects of energy cooperatives, with 
some focusing only on a certain region, others focusing on the cooperative form (but not 
the energy aspect), and others focusing on solar-PV (but not the cooperative aspect). 

Although important conditions for the development of the field of energy cooperatives 
are to be attributed to the local area, it is also strongly affected by changes in energy 
policy at the federal level. The introduction of the “Feed-in remuneration at cost” scheme 
(KEV) in 2009 created high investment security for new renewable energy facilities and 
thus made it possible for the energy cooperatives to plan long-term. This policy 
instrument has been key to the many new foundations of energy cooperatives by creating 
a protected niche for the foundation process and the build-up of organisational and 
knowledge resources. Subsequently, it was also the de-facto removal of the option to 
receive KEV support after 2012 which led to a decline in the number of new foundations. 

This may be understood as a shift of the enabling conditions for energy cooperatives 
from the federal to the local level when it comes to policy support. When KEV support 
was no longer an option, it was primarily support from municipalities or municipally 
owned energy suppliers which provided the conditions for the successful development 
of individual cooperatives. In some cases, support instruments for renewable energies 
were explicitly introduced as part of municipal energy policy in order to bridge the gap 
left by the KEV, for instance a municipal feed-in tariff scheme or investment 
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contributions (Schmid et al., 2020). This can be understood as a case of multi-level 
reinforcement in which different levels of governance support complement each other 
(Schreurs and Tiberghien, 2007). Yet, the federal level remains central in determining 
the general conditions under which the energy cooperatives operate, especially by 
regulating the tariffs the energy suppliers are required to pay for electricity fed into the 
grid and by continuing efforts to promote photovoltaics through subsidies. Municipal 
policy can then have an enabling effect within these framework conditions, sometimes 
through compensating for shortcomings in energy policy of superior levels (Schmid et 
al., 2020) 

Particularly in recent years, energy cooperatives have started to become increasingly 
engaged in policymaking processes at the federal level. This has been primarily achieved 
through the establishment of the Association of Independent Energy Producers (VESE) 
which participates in consultation processes for new legislation, but also through 
individual cooperatives voicing their opinions and suggestions in policy processes. 

5.2.2.6 How are which power relations (such as inequality, exclusion, 
oppression, exploitation, injustice) being transformed and/or 
reproduced by the SIE-phenomenon under study? (and vice versa – 
how are SIEs enabled and impeded by power relations?) 

The SIE-phenomenon under study aims to address inequality, injustice and exclusion 
through the cooperative organisational model. Remembering the principles of 
cooperative models emphasised by REScoop and the International Cooperative Alliance, 
namely, i) concern for community, ii) voluntary and open membership, iii) democratic 
governance of the undertaking, and iv) autonomy and independence, practices of 
cooperatives by intent alone are geared towards addressing and transforming 
asymmetric power relations.  

In early cooperatives, efforts to electrify rural areas and supplying energy at a low cost 
can be seen as inclusive practices. This practice has transformed previous systems and 
institutions, which excluded rural areas from the narrative of ‘national development’. 
During the anti-nuclear movement, the SIE-phenomenon enabled citizens to practice 
agency and push against the existing established practice of relying on nuclear energy 
and later fossil fuels more generally.  

Finally, as previously mentioned, the networking of energy cooperatives in the 
“Association of Independent Energy Producers” VESE has given cooperatives more 
agency to influence policymaking processes, which, as fragmented actors, they did not 
have. The formation of intermediary actors also creates a means to tackle the 
dependencies on energy suppliers, working towards transforming this power relation. 
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5.2.2.7 Reflections on the main research question (base on answering the 
minor ones)  

No further reflections.  

5.2.3 What are the enabling and impeding factors for the SIE-field-
actors and other field-actors to conduct institutional work 
and change the ‘outside’ institutional environment?  

5.2.3.1 How, why, and where do SIE-field-actors and/or other field-actors 
conduct activities linked to creating, maintaining and transforming 
institutions?  

Other field-actors were active in creating regulative institutions which promoted 
investments and development of renewable energy capacities. These instruments 
include the “financing of additional cost” (MKF) scheme in 2005, the “feed-in 
remuneration at cost” (KEV) scheme, and subsequently – though with less impact – the 
introduction to “one-off investment grants”. At their introduction, these instruments 
were great enabling factors for SIE-field development. When regulations changed, the 
removal of the mentioned subsidies became an impeding factor and affected SIE-field 
development unfavourably as the number of new cooperatives drastically dropped.  

Based on the cultural and socio-political context through which cooperatives emerged, 
their proposition (historically) has been to create immediate and easy access to 
electricity for citizens and at the least increase representation of citizens in decision-
making on energy related issues. While these goals were mainly symbolic, from 2005 
onwards these new cooperatives arguably played a role in transforming normative 
institutions by keeping the organisational form of cooperatives and detaching them to a 
certain degree from their original values and meanings, as they began to focus on 
actively going beyond such symbolic contributions and to increase PV capacity 
“noticeably in quantitative terms” (Interviewee 4, Interviewee 7). 

While cooperatives shared similar objectives across the country, one cannot speak of a 
unified national field under which all energy cooperatives operate. Cooperatives 
operated in local context and at times became key players, partially depending how 
closely they worked with municipalities. Intermediaries were therefore important 
enabling institutions which helped SIE-field development by creating associations which 
closely linked to the objectives of cooperatives (without being exclusively created for 
cooperatives). Such intermediaries played an interesting role: At the federal level, they 
work towards transforming (regulative) institutions by being part of legislative 
processes and representing cooperative’s interests. At the same time, they are important 
in maintaining (normative) institutions between cooperatives, by reproducing beliefs 
of self-help and through their involvement in policymaking, reproduce the idea of 
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citizens (or members of cooperatives at the least) being part of the decision-making 
process beyond just voting. 

5.2.3.2 Who is involved in conducting institutional work (and who is not)? 
Which actors benefit from this work (or not)?  

Institutional work in the field of energy cooperatives mainly occurs in two ways: first, 
by serving as examples and role models with their business activities, thus attempting 
to change institutions on how to do and organize energy. One example is through the 
cooperative members’ engagement in the construction, financing and management of 
photovoltaic facilities. Second, through joint advocacy of representatives of cooperatives 
and of intermediary organizations in energy policymaking processes at the federal level, 
attempting to change formal institutions. 

In the first form, in terms of business activities, only a part of (the members of) energy 
cooperatives are directly involved in institutional work, in the sense that they 
deliberately seek to redefine the cultural institutions related to the role of citizens vis-
a-vis the energy system—from consumers to prosumers—by setting an example of this 
themselves. Often their aim is simply to build more PV systems, and a resulting change 
in the role of citizens is at best a side effect. Hence, whether engagement in the business 
activities of the cooperatives can be considered institutional work depends on their goals 
and ambitions to actually serve as an example or role model for increased citizen 
participation, and not necessarily only on the activity itself.  

It seems not entirely conclusive why some cooperatives have more far-reaching 
ambitions than others, or, in other words, what the factors are for some cooperatives 
and their members to engage in institutional work in the sense that they attempt to 
influence cultural institutions by means of serving as an example. An attempt to answer 
this question could be that older cooperatives, which mainly emerged as part of the anti-
nuclear movement, have a stronger political self-image and thus also pursue such 
ambitions of a deliberate change in the conception of citizenship whereas newer ones 
are mainly concerned with a quantifiable and measurable increase in PV capacity. This 
might still imply changes in the role of citizenship.  

Furthermore, through the emergence of intermediary organisations, networking and 
interest representation have recently become dominant forms of institutional work that 
SIE field-actors are engaged in, thus concretely addressing institutional-regulatory 
conditions. 

 



 
 

D3.2. Report on the findings on examining SIE-fields and their SIE-initiatives 53 
 

5.2.3.3 What have been the most important activities linked to creating, 
maintaining and transforming institutions? Outline these activities 
through describing 2-4 examples.  

Example 1 The anti-nuclear movement: The anti-nuclear movement was important in 
the emergence of the SIE-field as it created enabling conditions for ‘new’ cooperatives 
to emerge with the goal of reducing dependence on nuclear energy. Example 2, on ADEV 
(the oldest of the ‘new’ cooperatives) is interesting in is closely linked to this example 
but is looked at separately, as its practices especially in maintaining institutions goes 
beyond the anti-nuclear movement. 

Example 2 Founding of ADEV: While the number of new cooperatives and their collective 
activities (within each cooperative but also the sum of their fragmented activities in the 
SIE-field) are crucial for SIE-field development and should be acknowledged accordingly, 
the founding of ADEV will be used for illustrative purposes, but also because they 
conduct a lot of institutional work beyond simply functioning as a cooperative. To this 
day, ADEV has realised a large number of lighthouse projects for the Swiss energy 
system. Decentralised energy production from renewable energies and efficient local 
consumption continue to be among their main concerns. However, unlike the vast 
majority of other energy cooperatives, ADEV is not only active in the PV sector but also 
constructs and operates small hydroelectric power plants, wind turbines, central heating 
plants and local heating networks and operates such infrastructure for third parties. In 
terms of its organisational structure, ADEV has undergone significant developments 
since its foundation and differs considerably from other energy cooperatives. It has 
founded several subsidiaries focusing on the various energy sectors (ADEV 
Wasserkraftwerk AG, ADEV Solarstrom AG, ADEV Windkraft AG and ADEV Ökowärme 
AG). 

Example 3 The KEV scheme: The introduction of the “Feed-in remuneration at cost” 
scheme (KEV) in 2009 was key in creating the conditions for institutional work to take 
place and played a role in enabling SIE-field development. The KEV scheme created the 
conditions for high investment security for new renewable energy facilities and thus 
made it possible for the energy cooperatives to plan long-term. This policy instrument 
has been key to the many new foundations of energy cooperatives by creating a protected 
space for the foundation process and the build-up of organisational and knowledge 
resources. Subsequently, it was also the de-facto removal of the option to receive KEV 
support after 2012 which led to a decline in the number of new foundations, impeding 
SIE-field development. 

Example 4 Founding of VESE: In 2015, the “Association of Independent Energy 
Producers” (VESE) was founded as a sub-group of the “Swiss Association for Solar 
Energy” (SSES). Today, it embodies the most important interest group for energy 
cooperatives in Switzerland when it comes to the intermediaries energy cooperatives 
are a member of. VESE its foundation has therefore been a key enabling factor. By 
providing support in technical, administrative, and legal matters and promoting the 
exchange of experience among its members, VESE engages in practices that constitute 
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institutional work on many levels. Moreover, it advocates for better framework 
conditions of decentralised, independent energy production at the federal political level 
and vis-à-vis energy producers (Interviewee 7). In this respect, a key activity is the 
formulation of statements in the consultation procedures2 on new energy legislation at 
the federal level. Finally, VESE organises bi-annual conferences which aim to transfer 
knowledge and exchange experience among its members.  

5.2.3.4 What forms do these activities linked to maintaining, creating and 
transforming institutions take (i.e. emotion work, boundary work, 
strategy work, practice work and/or values work)? Link back to the 2-4 
examples  

Example 1 In the formation of the SIE-field, specifically from 1985 onwards, a lot of 
work was conducted by the movement itself. With nuclear reactor accidents as catalysts, 
the movement conducted a lot of emotion work to reach the wider population on the 
dangers of nuclear energy. This also required discursive work. In a very direct way, 
weaving the narrative from the fear of dependence on nuclear and lack of choice in 
renouncing that electricity comes from nuclear energy, to citizens taking matters into 
their own hand through cooperative models to become more autonomous in their energy 
choices requires discursive work. The effects of this work can be seen throughout the 
discourse on energy policy: Until recent years, the discourse was never about climate 
and much more about energy; ‘less nuclear’ and ‘more renewable’. Lastly, a lot of value 
work was conducted by the newly established cooperatives, in embedding the clear anti-
nuclear values in the cooperatives’ practices.  

Example 2 The work of ADEV has changed over the years. In its foundation, as many 
other cooperatives, ADEV was involved in discursive work and value work. Over time, 
as they established as a professionalised organisation, it can be said that they are 
involved in boundary work within their organisation, as they actively expanded their 
activities and have founded various subsidiaries. This boundary work may extend beyond 
the organisation and perhaps challenge the boundaries of the field, through its 
investments beyond just PV. Though the SIE-field per se includes cooperatives focusing 
on other renewables, the actors in the SIE-field themselves tend to focus on the role of 
PV and so, ADEV’s work with other forms of renewables may at the least be questioning 
this focus. 

 

2 “The consultation procedure is the stage during the pre-legislative process in which endeavours of the federal 
government of considerable political, financial, economic, ecological, social or cultural significance are scrutinised for 
their factual accuracy, feasibility and acceptance. To this end, the proposal is submitted to the cantons, the parties 
represented in the federal assembly, the umbrella organisations of the municipalities, cities and mountain regions, the 
umbrella organisations of the business community and other interested parties in individual cases” (Federal Council, 
2020). 
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Example 3 As a policy instrument, the KEV scheme itself is not per se conducting 
institutional work but is closely linked to institutional work being conducted, as the 
scheme enabled cooperatives to mobilise resources easily.  

Example 4 As an intermediary involved in many different types of activities, VESE’s 
practices involve many forms of work. First, VESE conducts interaction work. Through 
the association, the way that cooperatives interact with policymakers for example, has 
been reconfigured, as their voices are now better represented through the intermediary. 
Through its ongoing support (e.g. technical, administrative), VESE engages in practice 
work. In addition, by creating the space for exchanges to take place where different 
cooperatives can share experiences, cooperatives can engage in idea work.  

 

5.2.3.5 What factors have enabled and/or impeded institutional work? E.g. 
Resources, learnt lessons and competences connected to 
actorsalliances/networks/collaborations. Link back to the 2-4 examples 

Example 1 The anti-nuclear movement and specifically the desire to take action to reduce 
dependence on nuclear also served as justification for investing in more renewable energy. As 
described above, the anti-nuclear movement greatly shaped cultural-cognitive and normative 
institutions by embedding the anti-nuclear narrative in society.  

Example 2 ADEV enabled institutional work by building technical competences for example, 
which are widely shared. 

Example 3 The availability of resources played a crucial role in SIE-field development, as 
founding a new cooperative was associated with high costs and a lot of voluntary work. Federal 
policies, therefore, could easily have an enabling or impeding effect on the field and on single 
initiatives. The introduction of the KEV-related subsidies acted as a great enabling factor for 
the emergence of new cooperatives. The de facto removal of KEV on the other hand, slowed the 
SIE-field development by a lot. New policies around self-consumption and local electricity 
exchange, however, are leading to more cooperatives emerging. As to this day a lot of 
cooperatives-related work is done on a voluntary basis, local electricity exchange is creating 
new financial resources, making the cooperative model more financially viable. Since 
cooperatives  as to this day, a lot of the cooperatives-related work is done on a voluntary basis.  

Example 4 VESE has created a network of cooperatives, where know-how is exchanged through 
VESE and between cooperatives, which enables them to be empowered by learning from each 
other and try different activities. The arguably greater enabling factor is VESE’s involvement in 
the legislative process, which could greatly expand the possible activities in cooperatives and 
as mentioned in Example 3, make cooperatives more financially viable. 
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5.2.3.6 What have been intended and unintended effects (i.e. contributions) 
derived from conducting institutional work? What influence have they 
had on SIE-field and ‘outside’ institutional environments? Link back to 
the 2-4 examples 

Example 1 Since the anti-nuclear movement, the dependence on nuclear energy has 
decreased and a phase out was voted on in 2017. Though it may not have been fully 
intended, the movement ended up shaping the cooperatives’ goals to not only focus on 
anti-nuclear goals but to actively invest in renewable energy. During this process, the 
cooperatives’ work has also lost its highly political motivation while also being involved 
in policymaking processes through VESE for instance (see Example 4). 

Example 2 It is unclear whether ADEV intended to expand its activities the way they 
have when the cooperative was first established. The cooperative has however had an 
impact on the SIE-field and has been able to position itself as a key player in the SIE-
field. One can assume by considering their expansive activities and lighthouse projects, 
that their contributions were intended. 

Example 3 The intention of the KEV scheme was evidently to promote investment in 
renewable energy. The growth in the SIE-field of cooperative organisational models 
under the scheme may however have been unintentional. Equally, the crashing effect of 
its discontinuation may not have been foreseen. This has however shaped the need for 
other policy measures in the ‘outside’ institutional environment. 

Example 4 It is a clear that VESE has direct and intended effect on the outside 
institutional environment as the association represents cooperatives’ interests in energy 
policymaking at the federal level. Since the association is involved at the federal level, 
its contributions could reach far beyond cooperatives and independent energy producers.  

5.2.3.7 Reflections on the main research question (base on answering the 
minor ones)  

No further reflections. 
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5.3 Case study 3: City-level competition for sustainable 
energy 

5.3.1 How have the SIE and SIE-field emerged, developed and 
institutionalised over time?  

5.3.1.1 Reflections on the main research question (base on answering the 
minor ones)  

In the SIE-field of city level competitions for sustainable energy we include diverse 
formats in which participants strive to rank themselves, gain or win something in order 
to foster sustainable energy pathways. There are different formats of competition being 
considered, namely, competition “between cities” and competition “within cities”. These 
formats can address new ways of doing within the city administration (e.g. in “between 
city competitions”) or target changes of individual behaviour (e.g. in “within city” 
competitions, which take place within the city between different stakeholder groups). 
In the case of Switzerland, the SIE-field has been primarily shaped and defined by 
“between city” competitions. Competitions in the “within cities” format have been very 
fragmented and are not very institutionalised. 

It is therefore noteworthy that from the outset the SIE-field in this case was heavily 
shaped by a key initiative, the EnergieStadt label, and for a long time the initiative 
shaped changes within city administrations and therefore the SIE-field boundaries. 
Hence, the development of the SIE-field was not convergent, with many small initiatives 
gradually moving towards a more integrated SIE-field through increasing cooperation. 
It can rather be described as sequential and nested, with the activities of one initiative 
(in the between cities format) co-creating the structures for the emergence of further 
activities (especially in the within cities format). Thus, within cities initiatives were 
only in more recent years somewhat institutionalised by having these formats be regular 
deployed by some cities in Switzerland to foster behaviour change of citizen. 

SIE-field emergence and institutionalisation can be summarised as follows: 
Emergence of the SIE-field can be traced to the emergence of the initiative EnergieStadt 
in the late 1980s. The initiative was then embedded into the federal Action Programme 
Energy 2000 and converted into a highly institutionalised, process-oriented label. In this 
phase, a catalogue was also created, from which cities could define the types of activities 
they would commit themselves to. Different activities are worth varying amounts of 
points, which cities could collect to achieve enough points for certification. These 
activities were then assessed in an audit process, redefined after four years, and 
reassessed in a re-audit.  

In the next phase, the label became part of the European Energy Award and thus, 
competition between cities were extrapolated to an international level. In addition, the 
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programme of the EnergieStadt label itself expanded and new initiatives emerged under 
the label, like the EnergieStadt label Gold, and within cities competitions between energy 
schools (Energieschulen) and certification for districts (2000-Watt Areal). With changing 
federal regulations, socio-political context, and changes within the label structure itself, 
the boundaries of the SIE-field may be changing to include other competitive formats 
that operate in the climate and health sphere and are often organised by non-city 
(corporate) actors. These developments will be explained more closely in the question 
that follow. 

5.3.1.2 What are the relevant SIE-field-actors and other field-actors within the 
SIE-field and what are their roles within the SIE-field? How have these 
changed over time? 

As the SIE-field city-level competitions for sustainable energy has been quite stable over 
time, the roles of many SIE-field-actors have not changed significantly over time. 
However, with more “within cities” competitions emerging in in the past few years, 
there may be new actor groups emerging that could change the dynamics between 
current groups. The most important actors are highlighted in what follows. 

First, the association Trägerverein of the EnergieStadt label is responsible for managing 
the label, including key activities like deciding which measures are part of the catalogue 
and which are not. Their role has only started to change since 2019. With the withdrawal 
from the programme EnergieSchweiz for Municipalities, for instance, the label will be 
fully financed through the association.  

Second, local administrations act as both SIE-field-actors and other field-actors. As SIE-
field-actors, they compete with other municipalities, especially to be certified for the 
EnergieStadt label. However, as local administrations choose the path of their local 
energy policy, they may either enable or impede the SIE within their municipality. 

Third, EnergieStadt consultants are important SIE-field-actors as they provide vital 
assistance to local administrations in drawing up a commitment for certification that 
matches each municipalities’ strengths and capacities. They also diffuse know-how 
between the different municipalities they consult and can therefore be important agents, 
not only in helping municipalities be effective participants in competitions, but also in 
sharing ideas of within city competitions that local administrations could organise 
within their municipalities. 

Citizens are important SIE-field-actors, especially as participants in small challenges or 
competitions around energy taking place within their cities. These challenges are usually 
geared at awareness raising and behavioural change. 

The most important other field-actor is the Swiss federal government and its associated 
programmes, which were key in the emergence of the SIE-field. First, the federal 
government was important in anchoring energy policy in the constitution in 1990. The 
Swiss Federal Office of Energy (SFOE) was key in developing programmes around 
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energy, which also enabled the emergence of the SIE-field city-level competitions for 
sustainable energy. With this, the Aktionsprogramm Energie 2000 and later 
EnergieSchweiz were important other field-actors in providing capacities and 
institutional structures under which SIE-field activities could take place. 

In the SIE-field of city-level competitions for sustainable energy, there is also a 
discussion as to whether private companies and NGOs operate as SIE-field-actors or not. 
On one hand, they organise competitions for sustainable energy, which inspire SIE-field-
actors (like local administrations) to organise similar competitions or inspire citizens to 
change their energy behaviour. On the other, SIE-field-actors do not consider these 
organisations to be operating in the same SIE-field. This may however be changing, 
especially in the within cities format of competition. 

5.3.1.3 What are relevant activities, aims/goals and narratives that have been 
developed and manifested by SIE-field-actors and/or other field-actors 
within the SIE-field over time? 

In terms of goals, the management association Trägerverein EnergieStadt pursues the 
following goals in municipalities and cities: 

• “Ongoing energy policy assessment—as a management and controlling instrument 
creating publicity for the city 

• Introduction of the management and quality aspect into the municipal energy and 
climate policy with a tailor-made package of measures and a controlling and 
reporting system. 

• Concretising of the concerns of initiatives in the field of sustainable development, 
such as Agenda 21, or in the field of climate policy, such as the Climate Alliance or 
the Covenant of Mayors. 

• Implementation of the objectives of the EnergieSchweiz Programme and the 
Energy Strategy 2050, as well as cantonal energy strategies at municipal level, 
within the framework of a sustainable process with long-term impact. 

• Orientation guide for municipalities that are on the way to the 2000-watt society 
and intend to initiate corresponding measures.” 

 (Trägerverein EnergieStadt, 2016, p. 4, own translation) 

Activities for achieving these goals are extremely broad but processes for how to go 
about doing things are clearly laid out through the management cycle of the EnergieStadt 
label(see Figure 4). The main activities relating to competition depend on the measures 
that municipalities agree to fulfil, which are selected from the label catalogue. 
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Figure 4: Management-Cycle of EnergieStadt (adopted from Trägerverein EnergieStadt, 2016, p. 7, own 
translation) 
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debate in 2017 on the Energy Strategy 2050. The EnergieStadt label considered itself to 
be a non-political programme but became increasingly politicised through the debates. 
As the label had been instrumental in incentivising local energy policy, it took centre 
stage in national energy debates and municipalities positioned themselves either in 
favour or against the label, thus shaping narratives in the SIE-field.  

Narratives around citizen involvement in the SIE-field have also been changing. At the 
emergence of the SIE-field, citizen were not considered to be relevant actors in energy 
policy discussions (unlike in other SIE-fields, see 5.2 cooperative organisational 
models). The shared understanding around competition was that cities would compete 
against each other as motivation to engage in local energy policy. It is only in more 
recent years that local governments began to support local competitions around energy, 
which predominantly focus on awareness raising and changing energy behaviours.  

5.3.1.4 What types of interactions/ relations exist between SIE-field-actors 
and/or other field-actors? What types of informal and formal alliances, 
networks, collaborations have existed (and possibly still do)? 

Interactions in the SIE-field primarily happen through the Trägerverein EnergieStadt. 
The Trägerverein is the main communication channel, which connects local 
municipalities, EnergieSchweiz for Municipalities (the federal programme the label has 
been part of) and EnergieStadt consultants. There is a clear understanding of the roles 
of different actor groups and their formats and points of interaction. Other initiatives 
like Energie Regionen (energy regions) have also created formal networks between 
municipalities that mainly depend on each other.  

Within city competitions have operated quite distantly from the more established SIE-
field-actor groups. They potentially have connections to city administrations in the 
places they take place, though this could not be confirmed in our research. “Within city” 
competitions like Spiel Energie for example, was organised outside of the label structure 
but with full knowledge of the label and was presented as a best practice case and 
included in an EnergieStadt special issue. It is therefore difficult to identify the more 
fragmented interactions between less institutionalised within city initiatives and 
established actors in the between cities format. 

5.3.1.5 How can the interactions/ relations between SIE-field-actors and/or 
other field-actors be characterised (e.g., cooperation, exchange, 
competition and conflict)? How have they changed over time? 

The main framework under which the SIE-field operates, namely the EnergieStadt label, 
set out to engage cities to participate through competition: Seeing that other cities have 
been certified by the label encourages other cities to compete to be certified as well, or 
even go beyond certification to achieve the EnergieStadt Gold label. Through interviews, 
it became clear that cities that pursue the EnergieStadt Gold label generally do it not 
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only to compare themselves to other cities, but also to beat their own previous 
performance. 

While competition was used as an important motivating factor to participate in the label, 
once cities and municipalities became part of the label, they primarily relate to each 
other through cooperation. This is also evident through the different SIE initiatives that 
have emerged under the umbrella of the EnergieStadt label which are characterised by 
varying levels of competition and cooperation. The SIE initiative Energy Regions, for 
example, is highly cooperative but is still part of the SIE-field of city-level competitions 
for sustainable energy, as actors involved operate with the same goals in mind as SIE-
field-actors, and recognise each other to be working in the same SIE-field. The SIE-field 
boundaries are therefore also heavily shaped by what actors understand to be the SIE-
field boundaries and are not neatly drawn around competition. 

5.3.1.6 What is ‘socially innovative’ about the SIE (including SIE-initiatives 
and/or SIE-field-actors)? How and to what extent do which ideas, 
objects and/or actions demonstrate a change in social relations and 
new ways of doing, thinking and/or organising energy? 

In SONNET, we define SIE as ‘a combination of ideas, objects and/or actions that change 
social relations and involve new ways of doing, thinking and/or organising energy’. 
Through the EnergieStadt label, how different cities and municipalities relate to each 
other was reshaped around activities in local energy politics. Since the way they interact 
was institutionalised, little structural changes have happened over the past 20 years, 
which would have changed this. What is innovative about it, however, is its process 
orientation and its cyclical way of organising competitions for sustainable energy (see 
Figure 4, 5.3.1.3). Cities that have attained the label undergo a re-audit process every 
four years to ensure that their activities continue to fulfil the label’s requirements and 
also set new goals for the coming four years. With this, the label association itself 
continuously adapts the label catalogue of measures in order to include new activities 
that have become more relevant and exclude other activities that over time have become 
standard practice. This process is itself a SIE, which ensures that municipalities develop 
local energy policy and continue to organise innovatively around energy. 

5.3.1.7 How has the SIE developed over time (and space)? 

Information on how the SIE-field emerged, developed and institutionalised can be found 
in 5.3.1.1. This question therefore looks at how the SIE itself has developed over time. As 
mentioned, SIE-field boundaries are strongly shaped by the EnergieStadt initiative, an 
initiative that has not changed much over time, leading to development and growth of 
the SIE-field to be consistent over time. The SIE at the emergence of the SIE-field seemed 
to be about organising activities for sustainable energy in local administrations around 
competitions between municipalities. However, as interactions between participants of 
the EnergieStadt label revolved more around cooperation, the SIE started to be more 
about having an ongoing quality management cycle and thus, being “competitive” meant 
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being as socially and technically innovative in energy as possible by continuously 
updating their own goals and activities. In 5.3.1.6 the SIE itself has therefore been 
identified as the iterative mechanism of reassessments that the label has developed over 
time, which enable further innovations.  

5.3.1.8 How/ to what extent do narratives and activities by SIE-field-actors and 
other field-actors refer to power issues and include ambitions to 
improve them? 

The issue of power is not directly addressed by SIE-field-actors and other field-actors in 
interviews. It should be emphasised that the label is a voluntary programme with the 
aim of having as many cities and municipalities participate as possible, making the label 
a primarily inclusive initiative. There is therefore an implicit ambition to improve power 
issues to a certain degree. As the Swiss political culture is built on consensus-forming 
practices, it may be less of an actual ambition to address power relations and simply 
part of Swiss cultural norms and values. To take a critical stand, this may also be due to 
‘bubble behaviour,’ where the SIE-field mainly functions on participation of an umbrella 
organisation and participating SIE-actors may therefore not be aware of who may be 
excluded simply by choosing to not be part of the label. 

5.3.1.9 What have been (shared) narratives, activities, knowledge, learnt 
lessons, etc. between alliances/networks/collaborations of SIE-field-
actors and/or other field-actors? How have they been reproduced, 
adopted and replicated in the SIE-field? To which extent have they 
been legitimised and/or contested by several actors within the SIE-
field? Have there been any key changes over time (if so)? 

In Switzerland, narratives around in the SIE-field are generally shared between SIE-
field-actors. Under the umbrella of the EnergieStadt label, there are mechanisms in place 
for knowledge sharing. For instance, all participating municipalities are part of the 
managing association of EnergieStadt and use this space to share experiences. In 
addition, energy consultants play an active role in diffusing knowledge between 
different municipalities, which further reproduces narratives and shapes how activities 
are replicated across municipalities. Since the label is such an institutionalised 
organisation, activities that occur outside of the EnergieStadt label framework still 
depend on the capacities built by the label and often associate themselves with the label 
(see Spiel Energie, for example). Since its establishment, activities from the label have 
set up mechanisms with repeated patterns (the management cycle for example) which 
have been seen as highly desirable by SIE-field-actors. It should also be noted that the 
reason the label has so much legitimacy within the SIE-field to the extent where it 
actively shapes the SIE-field boundaries is because of its integration into federal 
programmes, which have been key in providing the financial means for the label to 
operate. 
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5.3.2 How do SIE-field-actors and other field-actor interact with 
the ‘outside’ institutional environment and thereby co-shape 
the SIE-field over time?  

5.3.2.1 Which institutions (regulative, normative, cultural-cognitive) within the 
‘outside’ institutional environment have shaped (including enabled/ 
impeded) SIEs and its SIE-fields (and how)? 

In SONNET, we differentiate between regulative, normative, and cultural cognitive 
institutions that might shape the development of the SIE-field. Regulative institutions 
encompass laws, rules, standards, and policies; normative institutions are norms and 
value systems; and cultural cognitive institutions include conceptions of reality, binding 
expectations as well as common beliefs. 

The development of the SIE-field can be understood as a continuous chain of 
institutionalisation, in the course of which municipal sustainable energy pathways and 
the related formats of competition emerged and developed. The first link in this chain of 
institutionalisation was that the mechanisms of the EnergieStadt label were formalised 
and established as a central instrument of a federal programme to advance the energy 
transition. This was done in the sense of standardisation (regulative) but also in the 
sense of a normative institutional change (‘how ought to be done), as potentials for 
municipal activity were increasingly recognised and as the label became the standard 
mean to advance these activities (“to advance local energy policy, one uses the 
EnergieStadt label”).   

The second link in the chain was the institutionalisation of energy (transition) policy in 
municipal structures as such, which may be considered as an effect of the label, i.e. the 
SIE-field activities. First of all, the widespread use of the label helped to create an 
expectation that municipalities should be active in energy transition, thus following and 
adopting broader cultural institutions on how public problems ought to be address 
(cultural institution). However, the key element in this link of institutionalisation 
(understood as tacitly or explicitly agreed upon rules constraining or enabling activities 
of actors that provide stability and meaning to social life) was that the establishment 
and development of energy (transition) policy in municipalities no longer depended 
solely on individuals who were driving the cause as the label required formal embedding 
of energy policy in municipal processes. This includes the creation of new commissions 
or working groups on energy issues within the municipalities as well as new networks 
with relevant actors (e.g. other municipal departments, energy providers, local 
initiatives) inside and outside the administration, the development of comprehensive 
energy concepts and strategies and regular agenda-setting through the re-audit process 
(regulative). In addition to this, there is the pressure of expectations that resulted from 
the periodic exchange with the EnergieStadt consultants (normative):  
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"Throughout the whole EnergieStadt process we had certain pressures [in the 
development of a municipal energy strategy] because we had stipulated this process. 
Also, [the advisor of EnergieStadt] looked over your shoulder and may have said 'the 
action plan states that you are creating an energy concept'. Please implement this'" 
(Interviewee 3).  

The third link in the institutionalisation chain of the SIE-field was the transfer of the 
energy city concept to other areas and scales, for instance to regions, districts, and to 
other countries. This can be understood as a further institutionalisation of the norm to 
consider voluntary labels and related processes as a probable means of promoting the 
energy transition (normative, cultural).  

While the second and third institutional link of the field was characterised by 
formalisation, standardisation and subsequent scaling of the label concept, the fourth 
phase is marked by the softening of previously established processes and content, i.e. 
the blending and overlapping of the established, energy-related institutions with other 
themes and formats. This includes new concepts for the problem perception, e.g. that 
the energy issue should be understood more integrally as a climate issue or that it should 
be mixed with smart city issues (cultural), new expectations, e.g. on citizen 
participation (normative), and new formats that function independently of the label, 
but continue to be based on the regulatory (capacities in the municipal administration) 
and normative (use of labels, voluntary) institutions created. 

5.3.2.2 What are the key events, external shocks, trends and inter-field 
interactions that enable/ impede SIEs and its SIE-fields (now and in the 
past) 

Policy trends in this SIE-field can be followed along the federal programmes and 
strategies that were put in place. For instance, the Action Programme Energy 2000 was 
significant in setting the path for energy policy. Then, this was replaced by 
EnergieSchweiz, with programmes like EnergieSchweiz for Municipalities. Currently, the 
main framework that is setting the trend for energy policy is the Energy Strategy 2050. 

Within this field, there was first the trend to focus on competitions between cities, such 
as attaining the EnergieStadt label. Since there are now 461 cities certified as energy 
cities, the trend is following a more inward focus on within city competitions organised 
by various actors, which at times are not currently considered to be SIE-field-actors. 
With this, there is also a much newer trend that takes the role of citizens into account 
by acknowledging the important role of behaviour changes in following a path towards 
sustainable energy. 

As the SIE-field is highly institutionalised through the EnergieStadt label, we look at key 
events and trends that have primarily enabled the emergence of the EnergieStadt label 
and thus, the emergence of the SIE-field in Switzerland. In the interviews, participants 
generally felt that the label was great in promoting competition between municipalities 
and cities in a positive and motivating way. Key events and trends that were mentioned 
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in interviews therefore enabled the emergence of the SIE-field through support for the 
label and continue enabling the EnergieStadt label’s predominant role in the SIE-field.  

The following key events have enabled SIE-field development: 

• Embedding of EnergieStadt initiative in Aktionsprogramm Energie 2000 

• European Energy Award was founded 

• End of EnergieSchweiz for Municipalities programme 

• Energy Strategy 2050 comes into force 

• Reorganisation of EnergieStadt label 

Due to the role of the label within the SIE-field, however, it is worth reflecting to what 
extent other SIE-initiatives, which may not emerge under the umbrella organisation of 
the EnergieStadt label and were not supported by the label, have been enabled or 
impeded by the label. It is difficult to identify SIEs and SIE initiatives that the wider 
label organisation has impeded, since the lack of recognition within the SIE-field (which 
is mainly governed by the label), and therefore lack of support, may have stifled the 
emergence to begin with (see reflections on power, 5.1.2.6).  

5.3.2.3 How (if so) have the SIEs and their SIE-fields and ‘outside’ institutional 
environment been shaped by these events, external shocks, trends and 
inter-field interactions (now and in the past)?  

Beyond fostering competition between municipalities and promoting this model within 
cities as well, the SIE-field was quintessential in shaping local energy policy by providing 
a roadmap for development through the measures cities agreed to implement in order to 
gain points. One measures in the label catalogue that is worth a lot of points is creating 
an energy strategy for the municipality, if they had not done so already. The SIE-field of 
city level competitions for sustainable energy, therefore, went far beyond the initial 
proposition of the EnergieStadt label. Through its role in anchoring local energy policy 
in municipalities, the EnergieStadt label (and with this, the SIE-field) played an enabling 
role for other SIE-fields studied in SONNET (e.g. SIE field cooperative organisational 
models for renewable energy). Another measure from the EnergieStadt catalogue 
municipalities may choose to incorporate is about “supporting sustainable projects in 
the areas of efficiency, renewable energy and climate protection financially” 
(EnergieStadt Catalogue, own translation, 2016). While these measures do not concern 
cooperatives directly, cooperatives are in many cases directly supported by 
municipalities through loans, the benevolent purchase of green energy, membership fees 
in cooperatives and the provision of roof-space for free (see 5.2).  

As the measures in the EnergieStadt catalogue are very broad in order to enable 
municipalities to impact directionality of their sustainable energy pathway, there are 
many different ways in which the presence of cooperative organisational models for 
renewable energy can help municipalities achieve points to become energy cities. Due to 
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the EnergieStadt label’s reflexive nature, it is generally possible for SIEs (of any SIE-
field) to be enabled by being incorporated into the label as a possible measure in the 
catalogue. These rather supportive structures of inter-field interactions have therefore 
shaped all the studied SIE-fields, which in turn have collectively played a role in shaping 
federal energy policy and strategies.  

5.3.2.4 What have been the most important alliances/networks/collaborations 
SIE-field-actors and/or other field-actors that emerged from these 
events, shocks, trends, and inter-field interactions (when, how and for 
what reasons)?  

In this SIE-field, the Trägerverein EnergieStadt is the most important organisation which 
brings together all municipalities participating in the EnergieStadt label. As many 
municipalities are very small, they depend on cooperation with others and thus 
initiatives like EnergieRegionen have emerged, where municipalities of a specific region 
set common goals, support each other, and cooperate to achieve them. Such networks, 
however, have not emerged from events, shocks, and trends, but rather from the 
characteristically Swiss circumstance of many municipalities being too small and thus 
not having the means to enable SIEs on their own. As citizen integration and behaviour 
change became a trend, networking and informational exchanges about “within cities” 
formats may increasingly gain importance as well. However, as indicated before, current 
initiative in the “within cities” format in Switzerland are isolated and not very 
institutionalised.  

5.3.2.5 How have the SIE-fields co-evolved with the policy context (if so) (and 
what was the relative importance of the urban, regional, national and 
European level)? 

In the Swiss case, the SIE-field can be seen as emerging out of the national energy policy 
context, with most significant activities being coordinated and shaped through 
municipal policy agenda and extrapolated to the European level. 

For the SIE-field (and its SIE) of city-level competition for sustainable energy in 
Switzerland, federalism is the most important element of the 'outside' institutional 
environment. This applies not only to the formal state structures and processes of 
federalism but also to informal ideas about how collective issues are to be solved, taking 
local identities into account. In fact, the principle of subsidiarity—that only those tasks 
that exceed the capacities of the lower level should be carried out at a more central, 
superordinate level (Linder, 2005) is deeply ingrained in Switzerland's political culture. 
Accordingly, Dardanelli (2013) “quintessentially Swiss belief that 'local' decision making 
is in principle always preferable to 'distant' decision making” (p. 256) and recognises a 
mythical role of federalism in Swiss politics.  
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This is reflected in the formal institutions of Swiss federalism, where the constitution 
stipulates that all policy areas that are not explicitly delegated to the federal level fall 
within the competence of the cantons and municipalities. Even in areas where the federal 
level has authority, the shaping and implementation of policies generally remains of 
federal nature. Typically, the federal government only issues framework legislations, 
which are then specified and implemented in the individual cantons and municipalities 
(Sager et al., 2014).  

This means that subnational actors are usually not only implementing actors but are 
themselves involved in policymaking. This is not only underpinned by the allocation of 
competencies, but also by their own capacities. The municipalities and cantons enjoy 
extensive fiscal independence (Strebel, 2011) and the municipalities alone provide about 
45% of civil servants and are responsible for about 30% of total public expenditures 
(Geser, 2004).  

Despite this significant role, the 2202 Swiss municipalities (FSO, 2020) are on average 
very small and are therefore often dependent on inter-municipal cooperation or cantonal 
support while they are also embedded in a culture of strong local identity and regional 
competition (e.g. regional taxes). Cooperating and competing at the same time – or 
"coopetition" – is thus an important feature of the Swiss institutional context. These 
aspects have a strong influence on the “between cities” competitions and how 
competitive formats evolve and what factors can explain the diffusions and the success 
of the EnergieStadt label. After all, the label relies as much on cooperation as it relies on 
competition. It is geared towards independent elaboration of own municipal energy 
policy, while at the same time promoting cooperation between municipalities through 
knowledge exchange. It thus reflects existing institutions of autonomy and cooperation 
between municipalities in Switzerland in general as well as with respect to energy. In 
accordance with the subsidiarity principle, energy supply has long been the 
responsibility of the municipalities, while a significant involvement of the federal 
government is a relatively new development. This continues to be reflected in the design 
of the energy system itself, with many municipalities owning their own energy supply 
company—whether as part of the municipal administration or as private companies with 
a majority stake held by the municipality. This constitutes an additional factor that 
increases the leeway and thus the relevance of municipalities in sustainable energy 
pathways and in supporting how new competitions and challenges are introduced within 
cities (e.g. with strong support of the local municipalities).  

Against this background, the political institutions have a decisive influence on the 
configuration and development of the examined SIE-field. Firstly, they lay the 
foundation for the importance that municipalities and cities have in shaping sustainable 
energy pathways through energy policy based on their capacity and leeway for action. 
Secondly, the structuring of the SIE-field, especially with reference to the EnergieStadt 
label, follows the idea that the federal level provides certain supportive framework 
conditions, but that specific design and implementation takes place locally and on a 
voluntary basis. This may also help explain why competitions within cities and 
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municipalities are not standardised and thus, difficult to identify and map out outside of 
the EnergieStadt label. 

5.3.2.6 How are which power relations (such as inequality, exclusion, 
oppression, exploitation, injustice) being transformed and/or 
reproduced by the SIE-phenomenon under study? (and vice versa – 
how are SIEs enabled and impeded by power relations?) 

In SONNET, power is broadly understood as the relational and structural (in)capacity of 
actors to mobilise resources and institutions to achieve a goal. Power relations in SIE 
refer to a) actors having different kinds/levels of power to mobilise SIE-related 
resources and/or to achieve SIE-related goals (including (in)equality and in/exclusion) 
and b) actors having power over others in SIE-related processes (including dependency, 
oppression and exploitation), and c) actors having power with other actors to achieve 
collective (SIE-related) goals. 

In the SIE-field of city-level competitions for sustainable energy, competition motivates 
actors to achieve a common goal, namely, for cities to engage in energy politics in the 
between cities format, and for different actor groups (like citizens or schools) to engage 
in changing their energy behaviour in the within cities format. We see SIE-field-actors 
as having power with other SIE-field-actors. A good example of this, is the SIE initiative 
Energie Regionen, where cities or municipalities cooperate to be certified as an energy 
region. 

When speaking of power over, we speak of “dependency,” as no forms of oppression and 
exploitation were identified within the boundaries of the SIE-field. Due to 
asymmetrically structured power, the institutional embeddedness of the EnergieStadt 
label through mechanisms like the management cycle, cities and municipalities depend 
on resources and visibility gained through the label to propel their local activities and 
competitions in sustainable energy. Spiel Energie, for instance, relied on the label for 
justifying the establishment of the initiative to some degree. At the same time, it is 
important to acknowledge that the Trägerverein has shown great reflexivity in its ability 
to adapt to changing cultural relations in society (for example, climate movements 
gaining more agency). Starting from 2020, for example, climate measures are included 
in the catalogue. This reflexivity, however, can arguably interpreted as incremental 
change as a continuing maintenance of power over municipal actors. 

As has been mentioned, the SIE-field of city-level competitions for sustainable energy is 
highly institutionalised in the case of Switzerland. We therefore see power relations 
between different actor groups to a certain degree as asymmetrically structured: Actors 
at the federal level, for instance, have a lot of power to mobilise resources. Having power 
to embed the EnergieStadt label into the Energy 2000 Action Programme, supported the 
initiative with financial, organisational, and political capital. Establishing the 
Trägerverein gave the association agency to manage the label and decide on which 
measures are included and which are excluded in the label catalogue. As all certified 
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energy cities are members of the Trägerverein, this kind of power could be understood 
as power with cities in establishing common goals. At the same time, as cities and 
municipalities that are not yet part of the label are excluded from this process, the 
Trägerverein may be seen as having some power over pathways of local energy policies. 
As cities that are part of the label may make decisions to include activities from their 
own cities in the catalogue, different pathways of cities that are not yet participating in 
the label may get excluded. This could potentially help explain why comparatively few 
concrete examples of competitions within cities were identified in this study. 
Considering these power relations, the following questions arise: Do these smaller 
competitions even exist? If not, why not? If they do exist, why are they not more elevated 
in the SIE-field? 

It should be emphasised that the label is a fully voluntary programme with the aim of 
having as many cities and municipalities participate as possible, making the label a 
primarily inclusive initiative. Though municipalities may depend to a certain degree on 
the Trägerverein, having EnergieStadt consultants support municipalities in drawing up 
their plan to achieve certification, shows that the label plays an immense enabling role 
(power to).   

5.3.3 What are the enabling and impeding factors for the SIE-field-
actors and other field-actors to conduct institutional work 
and change the ‘outside’ institutional environment?  

5.3.3.1 How, why, and where do SIE-field-actors and/or other field-actors 
conduct activities linked to creating, maintaining and transforming 
institutions?  

In SONNET, institutional work is understood as activities of field-actors, including SIE-
initiatives that aim to create, maintain, and transform institutions. Based on Lawerence 
et al. (2009), we consider the importance of practices over accomplishments. In the SIE-
field of city-level competitions for sustainable energy in Switzerland, practices of 
creating and maintaining institutions can be identified, though very few to no practices 
can be identified aimed at transforming institutions. 

In the SIE-field of city-level competitions of sustainable energy in Switzerland, practices 
of four collectives of SIE-field-actors are worth noting: First political actors at the 
federal level, second, members of the Trägerverein (the managing association of the 
EnergieStadt label), third, local administrations at the municipal and city level, and 
fourth, EnergieStadt consultants. 

By embedding the EnergieStadt initiative into the larger Energy 2000 programme, 
practices of federal actors can be understood as “overtly political work,” in creating 
institutions by reconstructing the rules under which the EnergieStadt initiative operates: 
Instead of continuing to function as a consultation service for cities, the initiative was 
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reconfigured into a label with a flexible but clear path to certification. While this 
reconfiguration process was “shaped” by conscious actions from actors at the federal 
level together with the environmental organisations responsible for the initial initiative, 
less conscious but arguably equally impactful institutional work was done in shaping 
practices of local energy politics around the rules and norms set by the EnergieStadt 
label. Due to the concept of receiving recognition by being certified as an EnergieStadt, 
the practice of competing was institutionalised and became central in maintaining the 
boundaries of the SIE-field, by competitive practices being reproduced. The institutional 
work around maintaining practices of competing is evident when looking at different 
initiatives that have emerged in the SIE-field like the EnergieStadt Gold label, where 
ambitious municipalities that have already been certified intend to further maintain 
competitive practices to continue shaping energy politics towards sustainable pathways.  

The Trägerverein EnergieStadt is arguably the most instrumental collective of actors in 
maintaining institutions, as it was explicitly created to manage the EnergieStadt label 
by being responsible for the management cycle (see Figure 1, p. 16) and maintaining the 
catalogue of possible measures cities can choose to pursue to become certified. Based on 
the monetary resources and source of knowledge and experience the label has to offer, 
the label acts as an enabling factor for cities and municipalities to follow sustainable 
energy pathways by implementing measures prescribed by the label catalogue 
(reproducing practices) and thus, creating and maintaining institutions in their own 
cities. For example, one long-term measure outlined in the label catalogue is to create a 
municipal energy strategy (i.e. the practice of creating institutions for embedding local 
energy politics), which cities will do with the guidance of knowledgeable actors (both 
collectives like the Trägerverein but also individuals like energy city consultants). These 
actors’ practices shape and are shaped by institutions like the organisational structure 
of the Trägerverein, the management cycle and the specific certification measures within 
the catalogue. 

While the Trägerverein maintains governance practices of the label, it is important to 
recognise that actors behave rather reflexively. As changing meanings and norms may 
be affecting the boundaries of the SIE-field to adopt a broader vision on climate, the 
Trägerverein has been conducting institutional work to maintain its position as a 
management body of the label and thus to a large degree the SIE-field. For example, 
since 2020, the label catalogue includes climate adoption measures that go beyond just 
energy. As practices in the SIE-field had been strongly structured around energy, these 
measures show the ability of the Trägerverein to adapt to changing meanings while 
maintaining institutions around governance practices as well as competing practices. 

Through participating in the label process, local municipalities create institutions 
through for example energy strategies, roadmaps for local energy policy, specific local 
support programs, and regulations for renewable energy. 

With this, there is little empirical evidence of practices that aim to transform 
institutions in the SIE-field of city-level competitions for sustainable energy, as no 
alternative practices have been legitimised enough to undergo an institutionalisation 
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processes that would erode the institutionalisation processes of the EnergieStadt label. 
While competitive formats outside the boundaries of the SIE-field (like competitions by 
MyBluePlanet, and research institute initiatives like Social Power) function to a certain 
degree under different norms and organisations than initiatives within the SIE-field, 
they still depend on the capacities that cities have created by shaping their local energy 
policy around the institutionalised practices of competition. 

5.3.3.2 Who is involved in conducting institutional work (and who is not)? 
Which actors benefit from this work (or not)? How does this shape the 
SIE-field?  

The actors involved in conducting institutional work are described in 5.3.3.1.  

5.3.3.3 What have been the most important activities linked to creating, 
maintaining and transforming institutions? Outline these activities 
through describing 2-4 examples 

Two activities that were very important and both relate to the EnergieStadt label. While 
it is important to reiterate that the label does not define the SIE-field, considering two 
main activities linked to the label help understand the prevalence of the EnergieStadt 
label in the SIE-field, and how it became an instrument for shaping the SIE-field. 

Example 1 The embedding of the EnergieStadt initiative into the federal Action 
Programme 2000 as well as its reorganising into a label show the process of creating 
institutions in the SIE-field through overtly political activities.  

Example 2 The establishment of the association Trägerverein EnergieStadt is another 
example of creating a formal institution. The association was tasked with managing the 
label and in doing so, took on several roles and established the management cycle of the 
label, which is important in maintaining the institutions within the label’s umbrella 
organisation. The management cycle allows for the situation in individual cities to be 
continuously reassessed and adapted accordingly, ensuring that cities maintain their 
energy city certification. The management cycle also means continuous reassessment of 
the label catalogue and of the Trägerverein itself. By reassessing how things are done 
within the association, the association also maintains the institutions which guarantee 
its role in the SIE-field. Lastly, the label catalogue is rather open and gives cities the 
opportunity to follow different paths and accordingly invest in creating new institutions 
in their own cities and municipalities as they see fit in order to achieve their local energy 
policy goals as well as certification as an energy city.  

Example 3 Integrating the EnergieStadt label into the European Energy Award can be 
understood as a mechanism of maintaining the institution of the EnergieStadt label 
itself. By becoming part of a larger programme at EU level, the EnergieStadt label further 
consolidated its place in the SIE-field on the national level.  
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It should be noted that changes in the institutional environment of the label together 
with small activities from small actors are causing the SIE-field boundaries to potentially 
shift. This general instability could pose an opportunity for transforming informal 
institutions in particular. However, there is no key activity that can be pointed to, as it 
is to a certain degree speculation based on interview responses around the pathway the 
SIE-field may or may not be taking.  

5.3.3.4 What forms do these activities linked to maintaining, creating and 
transforming institutions take (i.e. emotion work, boundary work, 
strategy work, practice work and/or values work)? Link back to the 2-4 
examples  

Example 1 By embedding the EnerigeStadt initiative in a federal programme, actors were 
mainly engaged in ‘boundary work’. This activity redefined the role of the label within 
an emerging SIE-field by setting it up as the main instrument for city-level competitions 
in sustainable energy to occur, thus shaping the boundaries of the SIE-field. By 
reorganising the EnergieStadt initiative into a label, federal actors and members of the 
initiative were also engaged in ‘meaning work’, which reshaped constructed meanings 
of what the initiative is and how it works. 

Example 2 The Trägerverein conducts a lot of ‘strategy work’ within its role as the 
managing association of the label. The members of the association (which includes the 
certified cities and those in the process of being certified) set common strategies and 
goals for the label organisation as whole.  

At the same time, the ‘strategy work’ is an explicit activity that municipalities can do as 
participants of the label. Municipalities can for instance gain points for certification by 
developing an energy strategy, if they had not done so yet.  

Establishing the management cycle of the Trägerverein can be understood as ‘practice 
work’, as it sets out for specific practices to be accepted and recognised in the SIE-field 
beyond simply having established routines. Lastly, the association conducts ‘cultural 
work’ by adapting to changing social conditions and trends. This is clear from the 
changes made to the label catalogue. For example, as climate change and sustainability 
has become more important in civil society, the label has adapted to include climate-
specific measures in the catalogue. 

Example 3 For the label to be integrated into the European Energy Award more 
‘boundary work’ was conducted by extending its goals and mechanisms to the European 
level, while at the same time agreeing to conform to standards set within the European 
Energy Award. 
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5.3.3.5 What factors have enabled and/or impeded institutional work? E.g. 
Resources, learnt lessons and competences connected to 
actors/alliances/networks/collaborations. Link back to the 2-4 examples 

First, the early embedding of the EnergieStadt initiative in governmental structures and 
subsequent governmental support was key in enabling SIE-field-actors to reconfigure 
the initiative into a label and thus, setting the overarching rules and norms by which the 
SIE-field would primarily be governed.  

Second, it was equally important that the formalisation of this label meant the path to 
certification was clear but flexible enough for it to not become a uniform panacea; this 
applies both to the work in individual municipalities and to the configuration of the label 
content itself. This goes hand in hand with the fact that in the SIE-field the voluntary 
nature of participation in the initiatives is emphasised, thus strengthening the self-
reliance of the participating municipalities. The measures that participating 
municipalities must take to be certified are a clear enabling factor for city 
administrations to engage in local energy policy and further enable competitions within 
their municipalities. Apart from the formal regulation of responsibilities and capacities, 
the leeway for municipalities to take action for own institutional work also depends on 
local conditions. For example, having their own energy supplier may be decisive in 
whether resources can be mobilised through it (enabling SIE development) or not 
(impeding SIE development). 

Third, an additional important enabling factor is the coopetition structures between 
municipalities, which the SIE-field has helped to establish and that in turn are conducive 
to further institutional work within the SIE-field. The structure of the Trägerverein with 
its meetings of participating cities enabled the formation of ‘coopetive’ structures, which 
should themselves be understood as a form of institutional work, as they shape 
normative and cultural institutions that explain how municipalities interact with each 
other. For instance, coopetition enables more exchanges of experiences and best 
practices between municipalities to take place by practicing cooperation. At the same 
time, the competitive practices that have emerged through the labelling practice enables 
cities and municipalities to do better than others and thus be more innovative. 

Fourth, while the EnergieStadt label's framework creates capacities for enabling city-
level competitions for sustainable energy pathways as described above, it is possible that 
certain SIE initiatives, which try to establish themselves independent of the label, are 
seeing the label as an impeding factor. By not being part of the label, they may not have 
access to the same resources as initiatives that the label either directly or indirectly 
supports. City administrations themselves that participate in the label may therefore 
also play a role in either enabling or impeding institutional work from actors which may 
or may not contribute to achieving a city’s own label-related goals. In addition, cities 
that do not wish to participate in the EnergieStadt label, may also see its institutions as 
an impeding factor, as they do not benefit from the same knowledge exchange and are 
not part of decision-making processes within the Trägerverein, thus, contributing to a 
lesser extent to institutional work in the SIE-field.  
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Finally, the broad scope of the SIE-field, with many participating municipalities, is both 
an enabling and an impeding factor. On the one hand, this broadness enables small steps 
to be taken in many places, but on the other hand, it can lead to a certain inertia and 
thus offer little incentive to particularly innovative and progressive municipalities. The 
emergence of new SIE initiatives, such as the EnergieStadt Gold label under the umbrella 
of the EnergieStadt label, counters this trade-off by focusing on the work of such high 
performing municipalities. 

5.3.3.6 What have been intended and unintended effects (i.e. contributions) 
derived from conducting institutional work? What influence have they 
had on SIE-field and ‘outside’ institutional environments? Link back to 
the 2-4 examples 

Example 1 The embedding of the EnergieStadt initiative into a federal programme 
required institutional work from federal policymakers, who played a role in 
restructuring the initiative around competition, rather than having it be a consulting 
service. The ‘outside’ institutional environments and other field-actors therefore played 
a big role in shaping the emergence of the SIE-field of city level competitions for 
sustainable development.  

Example 2 The Trägerverein EnergieStadt took on the role as the management 
association and implementing competitions through the process for attaining the label 
and creating rewards for achieving them. Later we see the EnergieStadt label, though 
intended to function around competition, actually relying on supportive structures, as 
the municipalities seemed to gain more from cooperation than competition once they 
became part of the label. At the core, however, the goal of the EnergieStadt label is to 
get as many municipalities as possible actively engaged in local energy policy. Having 
achieved this (an intended effect of the label), it shaped the federal agenda on energy 
policy, as more municipalities become willing to engage in their energy transition. 

Example 3 Integrating the label in the European Energy Award had the intended 
consequence that the work of the EnergieStadt label is validated beyond the national 
context and other European countries (particularly newcomers) can learn from the 
EnergieStadt label’s best practices. It could however be said that it has the less intended 
consequence of needing to follow the rules and guidelines set at the European level, 
which can influence the path the EnergieStadt label takes by insisting on certain 
measures being included in the catalogue, for instance. 
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7 APPENDIX: THREE CASE STUDY REPORTS  
Each case study has the following structure:  

• Key insights  

• Introduction to the SIE-field  

• Timeline of the development of the SIE-field  

• Historical account of the emergence and development of the SIE-field  

• Conceptual boxes (blue boxes) 

• SIE-initiatives (other boxes)  

• Recommendations for our city partners, national and EU policymakers and SIE 
practitioner  

• List of references  

• Description of methodology  

• More detail SIE-field timeline  

 

Three case study reports – just need to be copied in 
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