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1. Introduction 
The twin global challenges of climate change and energy security require a transition to more 
sustainable and just energy systems. This entails fundamental shifts in how energy is produced, 
distributed, and used (Newell 2021). Community initiatives for renewable energy have been 
highlighted as a strategy to contribute toward these goals while providing a broad range of social and 
economic benefits to local communities and enabling citizen participation in the energy transition 
(e.g., Walker and Devine-Wright 2008; Seyfang et al. 2013). Community energy is usually 
interpreted as an umbrella term encompassing various forms of renewable energy initiatives where 
communities are involved in both process and outcomes (Walker and Devine-Wright 2008), spanning 
a wide range of energy activities such as electricity and heat generation, energy efficiency measures, 
transport and mobility, and education and awareness-raising. These initiatives take different 
organisational and legal forms, including cooperatives, trusts, limited companies, and housing 
associations, as well as various kinds of partnerships with, for example, municipalities or businesses. 
Thus, community energy initiatives can be framed as a product of entanglements between actors from 
the community, state, and market sectors operating across multiple scales (Creamer et al. 2018).  
 
Since the early 1990s, the interest in community energy among scholars, policy-makers, and citizens 
has steadily increased, and community energy initiatives have played a major part in the diffusion of 
renewable energy in European countries such as Denmark (Gorroño-Albizu et al. 2019), Germany 
(Yildiz et al. 2015), the Netherlands (Oteman et al. 2014), and the UK (Wierling et al. 2018). The 
European Union has repeatedly emphasised the importance of including citizens in the energy 
transition, and the right of citizens to produce, consume, sell, and store renewable energy was recently 
legislated through the 2018 Clean Energy Package (European Commission 2019), including the 
Renewable Energy Directive (European Union Directive 2018/2001) and the Internal Electricity 
Market Directive (European Union Directive 2019/944). These directives aim to create an enabling 
framework and a level playing field for renewable and citizen energy communities, defined as 
collectives of actors who voluntarily join together to realise shared energy initiatives, such as 
generating, distributing, or storing energy (Palm 2021). The directives are currently being 
implemented into Swedish policy and legislation (Energimarknadsinspektionen 2020).  
 
Despite a well-developed renewable energy sector (Energimyndigheten 2021) and ambitions for a 
100% renewable electricity production in 2040 (Regeringskansliet n.d.), community energy remains 
a marginal phenomenon in Sweden. Also, research on community energy in Sweden is scarce, with 
a few notable exceptions (Mignon and Rüdinger 2016; Kooij et al. 2017; Magnusson and Palm 2019; 
Hewitt et al. 2019). These studies point to a more challenging institutional setting for community 
energy and fewer initiatives taken in Sweden than in other European countries. Explanations include 
the structure of the Swedish energy market and strong involvement of municipalities, limited support 
structures for community energy, and the fact that Sweden’s energy system is already almost fossil-
free, which might disincentive citizens motivated by climate change mitigation from engaging in 
energy initiatives (Magnusson and Palm 2019). Despite the unfavourable setting, around 140 
community energy initiatives in Sweden currently exist, of which the great majority are wind power 
cooperatives, followed by eco-villages and small-scale heating organisations (ibid.). Most wind 
power cooperatives are located in rural areas with a certain concentration along the west coast 
(Magnusson and Palm 2019; REScoop.eu 2022a). An overview of both active and discontinued wind 
power cooperatives in Sweden gives evidence of different collaboration structures between the 
cooperatives and municipal energy companies, pointing to the vital role these play in the emergence 
and development of community energy in Sweden. Sweden has a tradition of strong municipal 
autonomy in terms of self-governance, taxation rights, and planning monopolies, as well as 
responsibilities for the energy system and a history of ownership and operation of energy services 
(Gustafsson 1996; Khan 2003; Magnusson and Palm 2019). Thus, municipalities and municipal-
owned companies are key actors in the transition to a more sustainable energy system in Sweden 
(Palm and Fallde 2016). Ever since the 1987 Brundtland Report highlighted the role of cities in 
addressing the challenge of sustainable development (World Commission on Environment and 
Development 1987), there has been a wide consensus among researchers and policymakers on the 
importance of the local level in sustainability and energy governance. In line with this notion, 



12 

previous research has emphasised the importance of a supportive institutional setting and 
intermediary actors on the local level for the emergence and development of community energy 
initiatives (e.g., Hoppe et al. 2015; Mey et al. 2016; Schmid et al. 2020; Hargreaves et al. 2013).  
 
As previous studies of community energy in Sweden have been conducted on a national level, there 
is a lack of research engaging with the local contexts and actor constellations in which Swedish 
community energy initiatives are embedded. More specifically, there is a need to better understand 
the role of municipal energy companies as intermediaries for community energy initiatives and how 
the collaboration between the two enables and constrains the initiatives’ potential to emerge and 
develop. With this thesis, I hope to address this research gap by analysing the collaboration structures 
between wind power cooperatives and municipal energy companies and what implications these have 
on the emergence and development of energy cooperatives in general. Drawing on both primary and 
secondary data, I present an analysis of the contexts and collaboration structures in which wind power 
cooperatives and municipal energy companies are embedded and the implications this might have on 
the future of community energy in Sweden.        

1.1. Aim of the study 
In this thesis, I apply a multi-level governance perspective on the collaboration structures between wind 
power cooperatives and municipal energy companies in Sweden with the aim of creating a better 
understanding of how these impact the emergence and development of energy cooperatives in general. More 
specifically, I use the concept of modes of governance as an analytical tool to discern, describe, and 
conceptualise the various ways in which wind energy cooperatives and municipal energy companies 
collaborate. The study builds on previous studies of community energy in Sweden (Mignon and Rüdinger 
2016; Kooij et al. 2018; Magnusson and Palm 2019) while complementing their national scope with an 
analysis of contexts and collaboration structures on the municipal level. Further, as multi-level and modes of 
governance theories have been used for studies on community energy and grassroots initiatives conducted in 
other European countries (e.g., Hoppe et al. 2015; Markantoni 2016; Mey et al. 2016; Warbroek and Hoppe 
2017; Ehnert et al. 2018; Meister et al. 2020; Schmid et al. 2020), this perspective will allow me to draw 
relevant comparisons in a European context. 
 
The thesis is guided by a two-fold research question: 

1) How can collaboration structures between wind power cooperatives and municipal energy 
companies be conceptualised through the concept of modes of governance?  

 
 

2) What implications do these collaboration structures have on the emergence and development of 
wind power cooperatives in general? 

 
To answer these questions, I conducted a qualitative case study of four wind power cooperatives in Sweden 
exhibiting different types and levels of collaborations with municipal energy companies. The study develops 
in three consecutive steps. First, I describe and characterise the cases using an analytical framework 
presenting three ideal-types of collaboration structures, thus addressing the first research question. Second, I 
elaborate on and synthesise the findings through a cross-case analysis where I compare differences and 
similarities between the cases and position them in relation to the contexts in which they are situated as well 
as to earlier research and theory. Finally, I draw on the results of the cross-case analysis to discuss what 
implications various collaboration structures between wind power cooperatives and municipal energy 
companies have on the emergence and development of wind power cooperatives in general, thus addressing 
the second research question.  
 

1.2. Delimitations 
As this is a small, qualitative study based on a limited number of case studies, the thesis does not permit any 
definite or statistical conclusions to be drawn from the data. The aim is rather to contribute to a better 
understanding of the local contexts and collaboration structures in which Swedish wind power cooperatives 
are embedded. From a community energy perspective, the thesis is limited by its sole focus on wind power 
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cooperatives and municipal energy companies, thus not taking other forms of community energy or 
collaborations with other actors into account. Due to its restricted scope and local focus, the study is also 
positioned within a European context, with limited references to examples or research conducted outside 
Europe.  
 

1.3. Disposition 
In the following chapter, I give a brief account of the national institutional context in which the cases of the 
study are embedded, including an overview of the Swedish electricity sector and relevant legislation and 
policies. The background section is followed by a review of existing research related to the theme of the 
thesis. In chapter four, I describe the theoretical foundation of the thesis, and in chapter five, I introduce and 
discuss each of the empirical and analytical methods used for the study, including an analytical framework 
presenting three ideal-types of collaboration structures. In chapter six, I present and analyse the results of 
each case study using the analytical framework presented in the previous chapter, followed by a cross-case 
analysis where I compare and discuss the differences and similarities between the cases and position them in 
relation to earlier research and theory. Then follows a discussion where I draw on the results of the cross-
case analysis to discuss the implications various collaboration structures between wind power cooperatives 
and municipal energy companies have on the emergence and development of wind power cooperatives in 
general. Finally, I summarise the findings relating to each research question before discussing policy 
implications and avenues for future research.  
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2. Background 
This chapter presents a brief description of the national institutional context in which the cases are 
embedded, including an outline of the Swedish electricity sector and relevant legislation and policies. This 
overview provides a valuable backdrop for the study and allows me to position the results and analysis in 
relation to contextual factors common to all cases.  
 

2.1. The Swedish electricity sector 

2.1.1. A historical perspective 

The first Swedish municipal power plant was founded in Härnösand in 1885 (Hult et al. 1989), and the 
subsequent electrification of the country has contributed immensely to the raised living standard over the 
past century (Vesterberg 2020). Due to favourable biophysical conditions for hydropower, this was the 
dominating source of electricity in Sweden until the 1970s (Hult et al. 1989). While citizen cooperatives 
played a role in the emergence of hydropower plants in the late 1800s (Ståhl 2020), the state would soon 
step in as the main driver of the hydropower expansion as the plants grew in size and capacity (Hult et al. 
1989). This laid the foundation for a highly centralised and regulated electricity system that would dominate 
the Swedish electricity sector until the liberalisation of the energy market in 1996 (Kooij et al. 2018; Ståhl 
2020). While hydropower is still one of the main electricity sources in Sweden (Energimyndigheten 2021), 
nuclear energy has also played a significant role in the Swedish electricity sector since the first nuclear 
reactor was established in Oskarshamn in 1971 (Hult et al. 1989). The expansion of nuclear power in the 
1970s was also influenced by the oil crisis in 1973 that prompted countries to search for alternative and 
preferably domestic energy sources to increase energy security (Kooij et al. 2018). However, the expansion 
of nuclear power was met with fierce opposition from both political and civil society actors, culminating in 
a referendum on nuclear power in 1980 (Bladh 2020). In the referendum, a narrow majority voted for the 
proposition stipulating a slow phase-out of nuclear power combined with efforts to reduce energy 
consumption and increase research and development of renewable energy (ibid.). The 1990s and early 2000s 
saw a strong development of wind power, largely due to technological development, the introduction of 
various types of investment and production support in 1991, and the electricity certificate system established 
in 2003 (Wizelius 2010a; Magnusson and Palm 2019; Bladh 2020). A growing focus on reducing carbon 
emissions and the introduction of a carbon tax in Sweden in 1991 further increased the interest in renewable 
energy sources (Bladh 2020). 1996 saw a liberalisation of the energy market in the European Union, which 
allowed for new actors to enter the energy market and increased competition for customers and market 
shares (Kooij et al. 2018; Vesterberg 2020). The idea of deregulating the market was to stimulate efficiency 
across the energy system, enable customer flexibility, and lower energy prices through increased 
competition among actors. Through the reform, production and sales were separated from the transmission 
of electricity to spur competitive production and trade (Vansintjan 2015; Kooij et al. 2018). While the 
liberalisation led to a significant shift in ownership away from public energy companies to a handful of 
multinational actors that would dominate the energy sector, it also opened up opportunities for energy 
cooperatives to enter the market (Kooij et al. 2018). However, even after the liberalisation distribution of 
electricity has remained highly regulated, meaning that end consumers can freely choose electricity but not 
grid providers (Vesterberg 2020).  
 

2.1.2. Renewable energy expansion 

While wind power has grown significantly since the first wind turbine was established in Skåne in 1982, 
the Swedish electricity system is still dominated by hydro and nuclear power that, respectively, covers 39% 
of electricity production, followed by 12% from wind power, 10% from cogeneration, and 0,4% from solar 
power (Energimyndigheten 2021), meaning that the electricity sector is virtually fossil-free. Historically, 
the Swedish electricity sector has been characterised by stability and low prices (Vesterberg 2020). As the 
Swedish industrial and transport sectors are now moving towards increased electrification, the electricity 
consumption is expected to rise to 240-310 TWh by 2045 compared to current levels at around 140 TWh 
(Energimyndigheten 2020; Energiföretagen 2021a). In addition, the Swedish parliament decided to aim for 
100% renewable electricity production by 2040 as part of a cross-party energy agreement in 2016 
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(Energimyndigheten 2018). This entails a rapid expansion of renewable energy sources, where both on- and 
off-shore wind energy have been identified as key components with the expressed goal of expanding wind 
power equivalent to 100 TWh until the 2040s (Energimyndigheten and Naturvårdsverket 2021). However, 
shifting towards a 100% renewable electricity system entails both technological and political challenges, 
including distribution and storage of variable energy sources, securing land access and planning permits, 
and gaining legitimacy and social acceptance for production (Energimyndigheten 2018; Energimyndigheten 
and Naturvårdsverket 2021). Within wind power establishment, the trend currently points towards increased 
size and capacity of both turbines and wind farms (Svensk Vindenergi 2021; Energimyndigheten 2022).  
 

2.1.3. Market structure 

There are five main types of actors in the Swedish electricity market: producers, electricity trading 
companies, end consumers, the national grid operator Svenska kraftnät, and owners of the regional and local 
grids. The producers sell their electricity on the Nordic power market Nord Pool to electricity trading 
companies that, in turn, sell the electricity to end consumers, often through variable contracts. The electricity 
is distributed through the national grid owned and managed by state-owned Svenska kraftnät to transformer 
stations from where it is distributed to the end consumers by regional and local grids owned by various 
private and municipal companies (Vesterberg 2020). As electricity transmission across the country is 
limited, the Swedish electricity market is divided into four areas (SE) where price variations reflect 
bottlenecks in transmission capacity, from SE 1 in the north of Sweden to SE 4 in the south (ibid.). As 
electricity is continuously traded among the Nordic countries and between the Nordic countries and the rest 
of Europe, the Swedish electricity prices are affected both by wind and water conditions nationally and by 
events influencing prices in other countries (Energiföretagen 2021b). After more than a century of stable 
supply and low prices (Vesterberg 2020), electricity prices reached a record high in December 2021 in SE 
3 and SE 4 in the south of Sweden (Energiföretagen 2021c). 
 

2.1.4. Energy cooperatives as a market actor 

In Sweden, a cooperative does not represent a specific legal entity but rather a way to organise and run a 
business according to certain principles such as democratic governance and "one member, one vote" 
(Verksamt.se 2022). Thus, Swedish energy cooperatives span a range of different legal forms and business 
models. Most energy cooperatives are established as an economic association (ekonomisk förening) in which 
the members buy shares, but there are also examples of commercial enterprises such as limited companies 
or sole traders (Magnusson and Palm 2019). While some cooperatives sell all the electricity produced and 
distribute the income among the members as dividends, most cooperatives allow their members to buy a 
certain amount of the electricity produced at a fixed, and often favourable, price. This makes energy 
cooperatives a unique actor in the electricity market as they function as both producers and consumers. This 
dual role means that the cooperatives need to navigate costs and regulations associated with both production, 
distribution, and consumption of electricity. As some also have wind turbines and members located across 
different price areas, among which prices can differ significantly, this makes it difficult to develop business 
and pricing models that can withstand fluctuations in the market. Several cooperatives have also been forced 
to adapt their electricity and share prices as the market oscillates (see e.g., Västanvind 2022; SVEF 2021, 
2022). Depending on their business model, energy cooperatives are also dependent on various other actors 
for their operations, such as grid owners and balance responsibility parties, i.e. actors responsible for 
balancing the supply and demand of electricity in the national grid. Many cooperatives also contract energy 
companies to manage sales of shares and electricity, electricity contracts, and customer support, technical 
maintenance of the wind turbines, etc. For cooperatives using a business model that allows their members 
to buy electricity at a fixed price rather than receiving a dividend from the sales, members are frequently 
recommended not to purchase shares exceeding 80% of their electricity consumption, meaning that the 
cooperatives also need a partner supplying the additional electricity. As electricity consumption usually 
varies over the year, many cooperatives allocate the electricity produced according to a predefined 
consumption pattern (see e.g., Göteborg Energi 2022b; Gislaved Energi n.d.).  
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2.1.5. The role of municipalities and municipal energy companies 

Despite public ownership of energy infrastructure and trading services decreasing after the liberalisation in 
1996 (Kooij et al. 2018), municipal energy companies still play an important role in the Swedish energy 
system (Palm and Fallde 2016). For example, 129 of 170 companies owning and managing the regional and 
local grids are municipal-owned (IVA 2016), and there are currently over 400 municipal companies active 
in electricity, heating, and water management (SCB 2021). In addition to production, distribution, and sales 
of electricity, municipal energy companies frequently manage other public services such as district heating, 
fibre broadband, water and sewage management, waste disposal and treatment, and park and infrastructure 
management. Municipal-owned companies are positioned at the intersection of the market and public 
spheres as they are neither purely public bodies nor businesses, but rather hybrid organisations combining 
features of both organisational forms (Palm and Fallde 2016). As they are often run as limited companies, 
they are subjected to both the Swedish Local Government Act and the Companies Act (Bolagsverket 2021). 
Thus, municipal companies "fall between two sets of institutional rules, ending up in a dilemma in which 
they must simultaneously meet requirements based on both political and market logics" (Palm and Fallde 
2016, p. 6, see also Lundgren et al. 2016). Further, management of municipal companies is contingent on 
the elected city council, who serve as members of the company boards (Palm and Fallde 2016) and set 
directions for the company through articles of association and ownership directives (SKR 2021).  
 
Sweden has a tradition of strong municipal autonomy in terms of self-governance, taxation rights, and 
planning monopolies (Gustafsson 1996). Thus, municipalities play a role in the expansion of renewable 
energy sources as an issuer of building and, depending on the size and nature of the project, environmental 
permits (see e.g., the Swedish Planning and Building Act (SFS 2010:900) and the Environmental Code (SFS 
1998:808)). Further, there is an exception for wind power in the Environmental Code, which gives 
municipalities a veto over the establishment of wind power (SFS 1998:808, 16:4). This piece of legislation 
has been criticised by both industry and governmental actors (e.g., Svensk Vindenergi 2020; 
Energimyndigheten and Naturvårdsverket 2021) and was recently subject to an Official Report of the 
Swedish Government that proposed a reform of the legislation (SOU 2021:53).  
 

2.2. Policies and legislation influencing energy cooperatives 
There are several policies and tax rules that apply to and affect energy cooperatives. These include the 
electricity certificate system introduced in 2003 that subsidises renewable energy production per kWh. The 
system has been criticised for being deficient and disadvantaging smaller actors (see e.g., Unger Larson 
2019; Kriström and Johansson 2019) and will be phased out in 2035 (Regeringskansliet 2020). Another tax 
rule affecting energy cooperatives is the withholding tax that the cooperatives have been subjected to since 
2010 (Skatteverket 2011). While the Swedish Tax Agency so far has not claimed this tax in practice, the 
rule creates uncertainty for the cooperatives. A further tax rule frequently highlighted by energy 
cooperatives is the tax deduction for individual micro-producers of energy that some argue should be 
expanded to include energy cooperatives or other forms of collective ownership of energy production 
facilities (see e.g., Ericsson et al. 2020). This question has been subject to a governmental investigation 
(Regeringskansliet 2017) but has not resulted in a change of policy.  
 
Another policy with the potential to influence the conditions for energy cooperatives in Sweden is the 
Renewable Energy Directive (European Union Directive 2018/2001) and the Internal Electricity Market 
Directive (European Union Directive 2019/944), which are part of the Clean Energy Package launched by 
the EU in 2018 (European Commission 2019). Together, these directives legislate the right of citizens to 
produce, consume, sell, and store renewable energy and aim to create an enabling framework and a level 
playing field for renewable and citizen energy communities. These communities are defined as collectives 
of actors who voluntarily join together to realise shared energy initiatives, such as generating, distributing, 
or storing energy (Palm 2021). The Internal Electricity Market Directive stipulates that energy communities 
should be viewed as legal entities and that all legal and commercial barriers to the implementation of energy 
communities should be removed, including "disproportionate fees for internally consumed electricity, 
obligations to feed self-generated electricity to the energy system, and administrative burdens, such as the 
need for consumers who self-generate electricity and sell it to the system to comply with the requirements 
for suppliers, etc." (European Union Directive 2019/944, article 1 (42)). In 2020, the Swedish Energy 
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Markets Inspectorate published a proposal for implementing the directives into Swedish policy and 
legislation (Energimarknadsinspektionen 2020). The proposal outlines the content of a new law on energy 
communities, stipulating that an energy community should be formed by three or more natural or legal 
persons and be registered as an economic association. The purpose of the community should be to provide 
members with environmental, financial, or social benefits through engaging with production, distribution, 
consumption, aggregation, or storage of electricity or by offering EV charging, energy efficiency services, 
or other energy services, though not grid ownership (Palm 2021). The community should be open to new 
members, and members can leave at any time. The law does not compel existing energy cooperatives or 
other community energy projects to become energy communities (ibid.). The proposal was handed to the 
Swedish government in early 2020, after which it was sent out to referral bodies for comments. While 
several of the referral bodies were positive about the introduction of a law on energy communities and 
hopeful that it would make it easy to start and run such a community, some also criticised the proposed law 
for being vague and lacking incentives (ibid.). 
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3. Previous research 
This chapter presents an overview of existing research related to the topic of the thesis. The chapter begins 
with a discussion of the emergence of community energy and how it has been conceptualised before turning 
to research engaging with enabling and constraining factors for the development of community energy. An 
overview of research on community energy in Sweden concludes the chapter.  

3.1. What is community energy? 
Community energy is usually interpreted as an umbrella term encompassing various forms of energy 
initiatives where communities are involved in both process and outcomes (Walker and Devine-Wright 
2008), spanning a wide range of energy activities such as electricity and heat generation, energy efficiency 
measures, transport and mobility, and education and awareness-raising (Seyfang et al. 2013; Creamer et al. 
2017; BRIDGE 2019). These initiatives take different organisational and legal forms, including 
cooperatives, trusts, limited companies, and housing associations, as well as various kinds of partnerships 
with, for example, municipalities or businesses (Walker 2008; Goedkoop and Devine-Wright 2016; Gui and 
MacGill 2018; IRENA 2020; Hoppe et al. 2015; Mey et al. 2016; Warbroek and Hoppe 2017; Meister et al. 
2020; Schmid et al. 2020). Examples of projects that have been designated with the community energy label 
include wind, solar, and biogas cooperatives (e.g., Wirth 2014; Hicks and Ison 2018; Hewitt et al. 2019), 
eco-villages (Magnusson and Palm 2019), Transition Towns (van Veelen 2017), and campaigns for public 
and participatory ownership of energy infrastructure (Becker et al. 2017). 
 

3.1.1. The emergence of community energy 

Cooperative ownership within energy production has a long history in Europe, with the first known energy 
cooperative emerging in a remote village in northern Italy in 1894, followed in the coming decades by 
similar cooperatives across rural areas in Europe, especially in Italy, France, Germany, Austria, and Spain 
(Mori 2014; MacArthur and Tarhan 2022). Mostly small-scale enterprises relying on hydroelectric power, 
these cooperatives were often the first and only providers of electricity services in rural areas (ILO 2013). 
Up until the 1980s, most energy cooperatives were dedicated to providing electricity to underserved rural 
areas (MacArthur and Tarhan 2022; ILO 2013), but several concurring and interrelated trends in the 1970s 
and 1980s both enabled and triggered the emergence of a wider range of community energy initiatives 
(Kooij et al. 2018; Hewitt et al. 2019; MacArthur and Tarhan 2022). First, the oil crisis erupting in 1973 
raised concerns for energy security and prompted countries to search for alternative and preferably domestic 
energy sources (Kooij et al. 2018). This triggered different political responses across Europe. Countries 
such as Sweden and the Netherlands opted for a continued expansion of nuclear power despite strong public 
opposition (ibid.), while in Denmark, the crisis would eventually pave the way for rapid development of 
wind energy, largely driven by bottom-up social movements and aided by the introduction of policies such 
as ownership regulation, feed-in tariffs, and tax exemptions (Mey and Diesendorf 2018; Gorroño-Albizu et 
al. 2019). As later demonstrated by community energy research, these post-1973 developments would create 
very different institutional conditions for citizens to engage in the energy system. Second, and partly in 
response to the developments during the 1970s, increased awareness of environmental issues and their 
entanglement with energy spurred the growth of social movements demanding a transition away from fossil 
fuels and nuclear energy (MacArthur and Tarhan 2022), the latter given even more attention after the nuclear 
disasters in Harrisburg in 1979 and Chernobyl in 1986. The connection between energy and environmental 
issues was also given formal recognition by the release of the 1987 Brundtland Report on sustainable 
development (World Commission on Environment and Development 1987). A third trend enabling the 
emergence of community energy initiatives were the rapid advances in renewable energy technologies 
(MacArthur and Tarhan 2022), whose material features made it feasible to implement them on a small-scale 
and community level, thus enabling a more distributed energy system (Hoffman and High-Pippert 2005). 
Finally, the liberalisation of the electricity market in the European Union in 1996 completely changed the 
playing field for energy production within the union (Vansintjan 2015; Kooij et al. 2018). While the 
consequences of the liberalisation differed across countries, it generally facilitated the emergence of 
community energy initiatives as it allowed for private actors to enter the energy market and for consumers 
to freely choose electricity suppliers (Kooij et al. 2018; Magnusson and Palm 2019). However, in many 
countries, the liberalisation and ensuing integration of the electricity market also led to increased market 
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concentration (Jamasb and Pollitt 2005), with a handful of companies often emerging as the main players 
in electricity production (Bergek et al. 2013; Kooij et al. 2018), such as the "Big Four" in Germany (Yildiz 
2014) and the "Big Six" in the UK (Kattirtzi et al. 2021). Also, the Swedish electricity market would become 
dominated by a handful of multinational energy actors (Kooij et al. 2018). 
 

3.1.2. Political and policy responses 

In countries such as Denmark, Germany, and the UK, the shifts sketched our above encouraged policy-
makers to find ways to include communities and citizens in the transition to a more sustainable energy 
system, such as targeted policies and support schemes designed to promote the participation of communities 
in energy projects (Walker et al. 2010; Nolden 2013; Oteman et al. 2014; Markantoni 2016; Brummer 2018; 
Mey and Diesendorf 2018; Gorroño-Albizu et al. 2019; Hewitt et al. 2019). This facilitated the emergence 
of a wide range of citizen-driven energy projects and supported the proliferation and social acceptance of 
renewable energy (Yildiz et al. 2015; Warren and McFadyen 2010; Johansen and Emborg 2018; Bauwens 
and Devine-Wright 2018). In Germany, over 50% of the country’s installed onshore wind capacity was 
owned through citizen ownership models in 2010 (Oteman et al. 2014), with a total of 824 active energy 
cooperatives in 2018 (Wierling et al. 2018). Denmark reached its peak in 1999 with 931 energy cooperatives 
(ibid.), but even in 2016, 52% of the country’s installed wind capacity was owned through citizen ownership 
models (Gorroño-Albizu et al. 2019). While countries lacking similar policies and support schemes for 
community energy, such as Sweden, generally have seen fewer initiatives taken, there are still examples of 
people finding ways to navigate the more unfavourable conditions to launch energy initiatives (Kooij et al. 
2018; Magnusson and Palm 2019). This points to the importance of both top-down and bottom-up factors 
in explaining the emergence of community energy initiatives (e.g., Walker 2008; Bomberg and McEwan 
2012; Seyfang et al. 2013; Boon and Dieperink 2014; Wirth 2014; Martiskainen 2015; Mignon and Rüdinger 
2016; Bauwens et al. 2016; Kooij et al. 2018; Berka and Creamer 2018; Brummer 2018; Busch et al. 2019). 
Before returning to this topic, I will briefly discuss how the phenomenon of community energy has been 
conceptualised in research. 
 

3.1.3. Community energy as a concept 

While the history of community energy in the shape of electricity cooperatives is long, the academic interest 
in the phenomenon developed in tandem with the increased interest from policy-makers and the growing 
number of on the ground examples throughout the 1990s and early 2000s. While there are a handful of 
academic studies dating from the early years of the millennium (e.g., Bassam 2001; Leaney et al. 2001; 
Haralambopoulos and Polatidis 2003; Nigim et al. 2004; Hoffman and High-Pippert 2005), it was not until 
2007 that community energy as a research field took off (for a systematic overview of community energy 
literature, see Klein and Coffey 2016; Brummer 2018; Busch et al. 2019). Since then, the academic interest 
in community energy has grown into a rich field of research of both conceptual and empirical nature, though 
with a predominantly European focus. As the community energy phenomenon is a highly diverse and plural 
field, spanning a wide range of forms, sizes, structures, activities, ambitions, and actors, a clear definition 
of what the term does and should mean has "continually proved difficult to pin down" (Walker and Devine-
Wright 2008, p. 497). The term has also been deemed "slippery" and "problematic" (Seyfang et al. 2013), 
"vague" (Becker and Kunze 2014), "elastic" (Hoffman et al. 2013), and "contested" (Creamer et al. 2018). 
Still, many researchers have attempted at finding a working definition of community energy. In a seminal 
piece by Walker and Devine-Wright (2008), one of the most cited articles on community energy (Busch et 
al. 2019), the authors suggest that the meanings and practices of community energy initiatives can be 
mapped against two dimensions: first, "a process dimension concerned with who the project is developed 
and run by, who is involved and has influence", and second, "an outcome dimension concerned with how 
the outcomes of a project are spatially and socially distributed—in other words, who the project is for; who 
it is that benefits particularly in economic or social terms" (Walker and Devine-Wright 2008, p. 498). 
Echoing this understanding of the concept, Seyfang et al. (2013, p. 978) define community energy as "those 
projects where communities (of place or interest) exhibit a high degree of ownership and control, as well as 
benefiting collectively from the outcomes". The process-outcome dimensions are also used by Hicks and 
Ison (2018) in their discussion of "strong" or "weak" forms of community energy (Hicks and Ison 2018, p. 
532). This assessment is based on the level of community orientation in processes and outcomes, where 
stronger forms of community energy are regarded as informed by normative and social motivations over 
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individual economic gain, produce local benefits, and have little participation from business, government, 
or people elsewhere (Hicks and Ison 2018, p. 532). 
 

3.1.4. Community energy as an ideal 

The idea of an ideal form of community energy has been criticised for making normative assumptions about 
the inherent moral and ethical goodness of community energy (Creamer et al. 2018; Taylor Aiken 2014, 
2015), where the positive values associated with words like "local" and "community" are seen as self-
evident and unproblematic (Devine-Wright and Wiersma 2013). As Creamer et al. (2018, p. 4) put it, 
"simply adding the prefix "community" does not necessarily lead to just or democratic outcomes". Whilst 
appearing inclusive, communities can also be deeply exclusionary and marginalise those seen as not fitting 
(Walker et al. 2010; Walker 2011). Studies have found a range of socio-economic factors that influence 
participation in community energy initiatives, such as gender, income, education, and homeownership 
(Kalkbrenner and Roosen 2016; van Veelen and van der Horst 2018; Lazoroska et al. 2021). Several authors 
also highlight the complexity of the term community (e.g., Walker et al. 2010; Bomberg and McEwen 2012; 
van Veelen and Haggett 2017; Creamer et al. 2018), as it can be interpreted as referring to community as 
either actor, scale, place, network, process, or identity, each connoting certain meanings and expectations 
(Walker 2011). Further, Creamer et al. (2018, p. 1) mean that "the community" should not be seen as a fixed 
entity but rather as embedded in a wider context and "entangled with a diversity of actors and institutions 
operating at and across multiple scales".  
 

3.1.5. Motives for engaging with community energy 

The idea of an ideal form of community energy is also challenged by the heterogeneity of motives driving 
people to engage with community energy initiatives. Decisions to join a project are often guided by several 
incentives, and members within the same project can be driven by different and possibly diverging motives 
and desired outcomes (Bauwens 2016; Hicks and Ison 2018; Berka and Creamer 2018). These motives are 
often influenced by contextual factors as well as the organisation and orientation of the project, and can also 
change over time as projects develop (Bauwens 2016). Stated rationales often fall into one of the following 
categories: 
 

• Financial, either on an individual level as members are looking to lower their energy bills or receive 
dividends (Walker 2008; Kalkbrenner and Roosen 2015; Tarhan 2015; Hicks and Ison 2018) or on 
a community level as projects are looking to generate income for the local community, create job 
opportunities, and contribute to local regeneration (Walker 2008; Hicks and Ison 2018). 
 

• Environmental, such as concern for the climate, wish to help scale up renewable technologies, 
reduce energy use, and inspire more sustainable behaviours (Walker 2008; Becker and Kunze 2014; 
Kalkbrenner and Roosen 2015; Bauwens 2016; Hicks and Ison 2018). 
 

• Political, such as increased local, democratic, and transparent control over energy services, enabling 
citizen participation, increasing local self-sufficiency, and challenging oligopolistic market actors 
(Walker 2008; Becker and Kunze 2014; Hicks and Ison 2018; Campos and Marín-González 2020) 
 

• Social, such as community identity and a sense of belonging, interpersonal trust, social and civic 
gratification, community empowerment and a "do it yourself" spirit (Walker et al. 2010; Bomberg 
and McEwan 2012; Klein and Coffey 2016; Berka and Creamer 2018; Magnusson and Palm 2019). 
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3.2. Enabling and constraining factors for community energy 
development 

The literature has devoted much attention to the question of what enables and constrains the emergence and 
development of community energy in various contexts. Tarhan (2015) suggests that the development and 
success of community energy are influenced by numerous cultural, social, historical, economic, and political 
factors, which is also echoed by Yamamoto (2016). Research points to the importance and 
interdependencies of both top-down and bottom-up factors as well as factors both external and internal to 
the initiatives and their members. In the following section, I will elaborate on external factors relating to the 
institutional context in which the community energy initiatives are embedded as well as the internal factors 
of capacities and relationships.  
 

3.2.1. External factors – the institutional context 

Several authors emphasise the importance of the institutional context for the emergence and development 
of community energy (e.g., Wirth 2014; Oteman et al. 2014; Bauwens et al. 2016; Mignon and Rüdinger 
2016; Kooij et al. 2018; Magnusson and Palm 2019). As differences in institutional landscapes might help 
to explain how community energy has developed differently across countries, many of these studies take a 
comparative approach (e.g., Oteman et al. 2014; Mignon and Rüdinger 2016; Kooij et al. 2018). While a 
majority of these studies are conducted on a national level, there are also examples of scholars zooming in 
on the regional or local level (e.g., Wirth 2014; Warbroek and Hoppe 2017), often taking a multi-level 
governance perspective to study the institutional interactions between governmental levels (e.g., Schmid et 
al. 2020; Meister et al. 2020, see section 3.3. for an elaboration of the role of local governments). Further, 
the studies differ in how they interpret the institutional context and thus emphasise various institutional 
aspects. In determining the institutional space for community energy initiatives across Germany, Denmark, 
and the Netherlands, Oteman et al. (2014) analyse four dimensions of the respective energy sectors. These 
dimensions span actors and the coalitions and power relations they are involved in, formal and informal 
institutional rules, resources such as financial means and political influence, and the prevailing discourses 
on, for example, renewable and community energy (Oteman et al. 2014). The authors conclude that 
institutional arrangements can both constrain and enable community energy projects, highlighting a 
decentralisation of the political system and an alignment of discourses across government levels and actors 
as two of the most critical enabling factors for community energy (ibid.). In their examination of systemic 
factors impacting the deployment of energy cooperatives in Sweden, Germany, and France, Mignon and 
Rüdinger (2014) looked at market structures, infrastructure development, hard and soft institutional factors, 
and the presence of capabilities such as financial resources, knowledge, and experience among actors. The 
results show that the development of energy cooperatives is constrained by a lack of financial and 
knowledge infrastructures, an unfavourable institutional context that hinders their deployment, and a lack 
of institutionalisation of energy cooperatives, such as the absence of networks and legal frameworks needed 
to share knowledge and gain political influence (Mignon and Rüdinger 2014). In their comparison of the 
institutional context in Denmark, the Netherlands, and Sweden, Kooij et al. (2018) look at factors across 
material-economic, actor-institutional, and discursive dimensions, especially noting the role of energy 
market structures such as trade patterns and dependencies, dominant energy sources, and market regulations, 
the presence of fossil fuel or nuclear incumbents, and openness for alternative energy discourses. In addition 
to these and similar studies looking at the interplay between various institutional factors, there are also 
studies focusing on specific institutional features such as policy schemes and financial incentives. These 
studies emphasise the importance of factors such as top-down policy support (Markantoni 2016) and 
regulations (Inês et al. 2020) and the existence and design of financial incentives such as feed-in tariffs, 
targeted funding programs, and tax exemptions (Nolden 2013; Dóci and Gotchev 2016; Bauwens et al. 
2016).  
 
In addition to examining how the institutional setting influences community energy, several studies also 
address how community energy actors find innovative ways to navigate between institutional obstacles and 
opportunities. Mignon and Rüdinger (2016) demonstrate cooperatives’ ability to find unexpected solutions 
to challenges, such as initiating new collective investment models or building networks. Bauwens et al. 
(2016) echo the importance of collective action as a strategic response to unfavourable environments or to 
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exert political influence on the energy market, for example, by community energy groups coming together 
to form their own electricity trading companies.  

3.2.2. Internal factors – capacities, resources, and relationships 

In addition to external and institutional factors influencing the emergence and development of community 
energy initiatives, research also highlights the importance of internal factors such as capacities, resources, 
and relationships, especially in response to institutional obstacles. Capacities and resources such as a shared 
vision, knowledge of energy issues, strong leadership, a high degree of professionalism, and technical and 
management skills have been found to enable community energy initiatives, while a lack of these might 
constitute a barrier (Walker 2008; Bomberg and McEwan 2012; Tarhan 2015; Berka and Creamer 2018; 
Brummer 2018; Kooij et al. 2018). A lack of members willing to engage, for example, through becoming a 
board member, might also constitute a barrier to the development and survival of community energy projects 
(van Veelen 2018; Tarhan 2017). As capacities and engagement are often restricted to a few individuals, 
projects commonly have low resilience, making them vulnerable to unexpected events (Brummer 2018). 
Bomberg and McEwen (2012) note the need for individual members to be able to navigate challenges or for 
personal relationships that can contribute with knowledge and expertise and thus take the role of 
intermediary actors (Moss 2009; Hargreaves et al. 2013; Martiskainen 2017; Creamer et al. 2018; Berka 
and Creamer 2018). Moss (2009) describes intermediaries as actors positioned in between other actors or 
between actors and artefacts such as technology. From this position, they perform various kinds of 
"relational work" such as facilitating dialogue, providing guidance, bridging gaps, advocating reform, or 
pioneering novel forms of interaction (Moss 2009, p. 1481). In relation to community energy projects, 
intermediary actors can provide support and guidance that help them develop, navigate obstacles, become 
more resilient, and create change beyond the local scale (Creamer et al. 2018). This support can take the 
form of knowledge transfer and capacity building (Ruggiero et al. 2014), facilitation of networks between 
community energy groups, provision of tools, resources, and services such as legal or financial advice, 
management of funding programmes, or mediating with policymakers and energy companies (Hargreaves 
et al. 2013; Goedkoop and Devine-Wright 2016). Research suggests that these intermediary functions can 
be enacted by a wide range of organisations and individuals, including governmental and semi-
governmental actors (Hargreaves et al. 2013; Kivimaa 2014; Ruggiero et al. 2014; Creamer et al. 2018), 
non-governmental organisations (Hargreaves et al. 2013; Ruggiero et al. 2014), independent consultants 
(Hargreaves et al. 2013), interest and networking organisations (Parag and Janda 2014), and individuals 
involved in community energy projects themselves acting as intermediaries for others (Martiskainen 2017). 
 
While the need for strong internal capacities, relationships, and professionalisation is deemed by many as 
necessary for survival (e.g., Centgraf 2018; Hoppe and Warbroek 2021), others also suggest that the 
tendency toward professionalisation of community energy projects also threatens their legitimacy and 
transformative potential (e.g., Frantzeskaki et al. 2016; Holstenkamp and Kahla 2016; Kooij et al. 2018). 
Holstenkamp and Kahla (2016) note a concern among community energy actors that the increasing 
professionalisation of community energy leads to a decreased social acceptance of these initiatives. Kooij 
et al. (2018, p. 62) suggest that there is a need for community energy initiatives to professionalise and scale 
up in order to fit with existing market structures and support schemes, which risks both excluding initiatives 
that lack the capacities to do so and undermining the "identity and support base" of community energy. 
 

3.3. The role of local governments in community energy 
development 

The importance of local governments in the transition to more sustainable energy systems has been widely 
recognised in the literature (e.g., Bulkeley and Kern 2006; Kern and Alber 2009; Wade et al. 2013; Hawkey 
et al. 2016, Webb et al. 2016). Local governments are also frequently highlighted as playing an important 
role in the emergence and development of community energy (e.g., Hoppe et al. 2015; Mey et al. 2016; 
Warbroek and Hoppe 2017; Creamer et al. 2018; Meister et al. 2020; Schmid et al. 2020). As the scale of 
government closest to citizens and civil society actors, local governments are often framed as more 
accessible and sensitive to local needs compared with central government and in a better position to take 
both top-down policy and bottom-up drivers into consideration (Warbroek and Hoppe 2017; Creamer et al. 
2018). 
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3.3.1. Municipal support for community energy 

Decentralised and federalist political systems with greater autonomy for local governments have been noted 
as an enabling factor for community energy (Oteman et al. 2014; Schmid et al. 2020). Depending on what 
governance functions are devolved to the local level, regions and municipalities contribute to shaping the 
institutional setting in which community energy initiatives are embedded, for example, through land-use 
planning, strategies, policies and goals for the production and use of energy, and ownership of energy 
infrastructure and utility companies. In addition, there are numerous examples of municipalities taking a 
more active role in supporting various community energy projects, for example, by initiating or being 
members of initiatives such as energy cooperatives (Hoppe et al. 2015; Magnusson and Palm 2019; Meister 
et al. 2020; Schmid et al. 2020); acting as partners or intermediaries supporting projects with e.g., expertise, 
capacity building, and assistance with planning and permit processes (Hoppe et al. 2015; Warbroek and 
Hoppe 2017; Schmid et al. 2020; Meister 2020); providing financial support through subsidies (Hoppe et 
al. 2015; Warbroek and Hoppe 2017), co-finance (Creamer et al. 2018), or provision of loans or guarantees 
(Schmid et al. 2020; Meister 2020); providing land or roof space (Creamer et al. 2018; Schmid et al. 2020; 
Meister 2020); or mediating in local conflicts (Meister 2020). How local governments respond to the 
emergence of community energy varies significantly across countries and regions. For instance, Warbroek 
and Hoppe (2017) show that local governments in the Netherlands exhibit a high level of policy innovation 
and institutional adaptation through an interplay of both enabling and authoritative modes of governance, 
finding new and experimental ways to support community energy initiatives while maintaining a certain 
degree of control over their development. Mey et al. (2016, p. 40) identify six ways local governments can 
encourage community engagement in renewable energy, distinguishing between the roles of customers, 
educators and information providers, facilitators, innovators and participants, catalysts and supporters, and 
networkers and advocates. Meister et al. (2020) demonstrate that municipal support might redress some of 
the barriers experienced by energy cooperatives in Germany and Switzerland, but that this support is partly 
contingent on the municipalities being members of the cooperatives, emphasising that a high degree of 
interaction with municipalities are essential for the survival and success of energy cooperatives. In their 
study of successful local energy initiatives in the Netherlands, Hoppe et al. (2015, p. 1918) observe that 
many of these were initiated by public officials who "displayed active, engaged, and innovative forms of 
leadership". Examples of local authorities taking the lead in establishing community energy groups can also 
be found in Sweden, where engaged individuals within municipal energy companies took the initiative to 
start energy cooperatives as a way to "expand the opportunities for their customers to invest" in renewable 
energy production (Magnusson and Palm 2019, p. 8). To harness the possibilities of community energy, 
Avelino et al. (2014, p. 22) call for a shift in attitude from the state to view these initiatives as opportunities 
for "co-creating new formal arrangements that serve the public interest, rather than as ‘difficult’ exceptions" 
and as opportunities "for dialogue about and co-creation of new and improved regulation" which also require 
a greater willingness for community actors to be involved in policymaking.   
 

3.3.2. Motives for local governments to support community energy 

Rationales for local governments to engage with and support community energy are multiple. Schmid et al. 
(2020) noted that energy cooperatives and municipalities align in their ambition to support a sustainable 
energy transition. Further, the municipalities saw the energy cooperatives as a way to include local citizens 
and thus increase the legitimacy and social acceptance of renewable energy expansion as well as a possibility 
for new financing models (ibid.). In their survey of local governments in Australia, Mey et al. (2016) found 
that their main motives for collaborating with the community were supporting an active citizenry, enhancing 
their image, and meeting policy goals, the last point also noted by Herbes et al. (2017).  
 

3.3.3. The risk of dependency 

While the above examples demonstrate how municipalities can support and collaborate with community 
energy initiatives, they also point to the risk that the municipal support creates dependency relations which 
is noted by Healey (2015) and Schmid et al. (2020). In discussing the interaction between civil society 
initiatives and governments, Frantzeskaki et al. 2016 also highlight the difficulties for many civil society 
initiatives in balancing between independence from and involvement with governments, as well as the 
tensions that might arise as these initiatives are looking to scale up and face the dilemma of adapting to 
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dominant institutional logics or risk being left without of governmental support. The need for a certain 
degree of autonomy for community energy groups is also emphasised by Wade et al. (2013, p. 646), who 
mean that while partnerships between local governments and community energy groups increase the 
likelihood of a wider community engagement, "the method of engagement needs to be owned and co-
developed by the community organisations". In their discussion of co-ownership with municipalities or 
businesses, Magnusson and Palm (2019) acknowledge the risk that such ownership models might undermine 
the role of community energy as a challenger to the incumbent energy system, Still, they contend that 
citizens might be just as engaged even if they are not the initiator and that also mixed ownership structures 
contribute to a more diverse and decentralised energy system (Magnusson and Palm 2019). 
 
On a final note, while there is broad consensus on the key role of local governments for community energy, 
the manoeuvre space for local authorities to support and engage with community energy initiatives is 
constrained by the broader institutional context (Warbroek and Hoppe 2017), prompting several authors to 
express the need for greater attention to the interaction between different government levels (Magnusson 
and Palm 2019; Meister et al. 2020) as well as the importance of national policies for enabling local 
governments in their support of community energy (Mey et al. 2016).  
 

3.4. Community energy in Sweden 
As stated in the introduction, both research on and examples of community energy in Sweden remain scarce. 
Magnusson and Palm (2019) provide the so far only comprehensive overview and analysis of community 
energy in Sweden, and both Mignon and Rüdinger (2016) and Kooij et al. (2018) include Sweden in their 
cross-country comparisons of institutional settings for community energy. Lazoroska et al. (2021) engage 
with the role of gender for participation in Swedish solar energy communities, and Palm (2021) examines 
the Swedish Energy Market Inspectorate’s proposition for how to implement the directives on energy 
communities included in the EU’s Clean Energy Package (European Commission 2019) into Swedish 
policy. The attention to community energy in Swedish policy is reviewed by Robert and Gauthier (2019) in 
a report on how EU member states promote energy communities in their National Energy and Climate Plans. 
In 2020, Ståhl released a Swedish handbook for community energy published as part of the EU-backed 
project Co2mmunity. Further, there are a few examples of master thesis engaging with community energy 
in Sweden, including Lindfors (2013), Bohnert (2015), and Mattsson (2021).  
 
Many of these authors highlight Sweden as an interesting case for studying community energy as it exhibits 
many of the characteristics suggested as enabling factors for community energy: a high share of renewable 
energy (Energimyndigheten 2021) and ambitions for a 100% renewable electricity production in 2040 
(Regeringskansliet n.d.), a decentralised political system with strong municipal autonomy (Oteman et al. 
2014; Magnusson and Palm 2019), favourable biophysical conditions for renewable energy (Oteman et al. 
2014; Kooij et al. 2018), a tradition of cooperatives (Wirth 2014; Ståhl 2020), and generally positive attitude 
towards wind and solar power (Jönsson and Holmberg 2021). Still, community energy remains a marginal 
phenomenon in Sweden, suggesting that there are other factors at play in the development of community 
energy in Sweden (Mignon and Rüdinger 2016).  
 

3.4.1. The institutional context in Sweden 

Several authors mention that complex regulations, unfavourable tax rules, and a lack of long-term financial 
incentives constitute a barrier to community energy in Sweden (Mignon and Rüdinger 2016; Kooij et al. 
2018; Magnusson and Palm 2019). In addition, Sweden also lacks the targeted policy schemes that have 
enabled community energy in the UK (Walker et al. 2010; Seyfang et al. 2013; Markantoni 2016) or 
ownership regulations such as the Danish wind farm co-ownership scheme (Johansen and Emborg 2018). 
Mignon and Rüdinger (2016) also note a lack of institutionalised forums for support and knowledge 
transfers for energy cooperatives in Sweden, which, combined with complex regulations and planning and 
permit procedures, makes it hard for cooperatives to navigate the administrative system without support 
from intermediary actors. Further, the Swedish energy sector is characterised by a stable, affordable, and 
nearly fossil-free energy system built on large-scale, centralised hydro, nuclear power, and increasingly also 
wind power (Wizelius 2010a) and dominated by a handful of multinational energy actors, leaving little 
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space or incentives for community energy initiatives to enter the market (Kooij et al. 2018). Still, Kooij et 
al. (2018) note that the centralised energy system might motivate community energy actors looking to 
challenge market concentration. The fact that Sweden’s energy system is almost fossil-free and exhibits a 
high share of renewable energy might also disincentivise community energy. While Magnusson and Palm 
(2019) observed that environmental concerns and interest in renewable energy are one of the most common 
stated aims of community energy initiatives, they also suggest that the sense of urgency and drive to "take 
matters into their own hand", present in countries such as the Netherland, is missing in Sweden. Both 
Magnusson and Palm (2019) and Kooij et al. (2018) trace this back to the political culture in Sweden, where 
a strong welfare state and municipal autonomy have shaped a tradition where the state is seen as responsible 
for sustainability issues, and related policies and programmes are initiated and implemented in a top-down 
way. Kooij et al. (2018) suggest that this has contributed to an individualistic and passive understanding of 
citizenship, constraining collective action. Magnusson and Palm (2019) also observe that in Sweden, the 
local authorities take the initiative to engage citizens in energy rather than citizens taking the lead, which is 
demonstrated by the many energy cooperatives started by municipal energy companies. Kooij et al. (2018) 
also note a trend toward professionalisation of energy cooperatives partly aided by their close collaboration 
with municipal energy companies.  
 

3.4.2. Examples of community energy in Sweden 

Despite the somewhat "hostile" institutional setting (Magnusson and Palm 2019, p. 1), community energy 
still exists as a phenomenon in Sweden, driven by dedicated citizens and public officials. Ståhl (2020) notes 
that Sweden has a long history of cooperatives within the energy sectors, with the first hydropower 
cooperatives emerging in the late 1800s. With the expansion of an increasingly centralised energy system 
built on large-scale hydropower and nuclear production throughout the 1900s (Kooij et al. 2018; Ståhl 
2020), the interest in energy cooperatives dwindled. However, the 1990s and early 2000s saw a strong 
development of wind power cooperatives, partly due to favourable investment support and tax rules, 
technological development, and the liberalisation of the energy market, as well as a growing focus on 
reducing carbon emissions (Wizelius 2010a; Kooij et al. 2018; Magnusson and Palm 2019). The 
introduction of new tax regulations in 2009 slowed down this trend, and the heavily criticised (Mignon and 
Rüdinger 2016) electricity certificate system introduced in 2003 has not provided the long-term support that 
many energy cooperatives need (Magnusson and Palm 2019).  
 
In their overview of community energy in Sweden, Magnusson and Palm (2019) found around 140 active 
and 20 discontinued initiatives, where wind cooperatives were the most common form with 78 active ones, 
followed by 32 eco-villages and a smaller number of small-scale heating organisations, solar photovoltaic 
communities, and rural communities engaged in local energy production. These initiatives span a range of 
different organisational forms, with the cooperative economic association (ekonomisk förening), where 
members buy shares as the most common one, followed by non-profit associations (samfällighet), tenant-
owned apartments (bostadsrättsföreningar), non-profit organisations, and commercial enterprises such as 
limited companies or sole traders (Magnusson and Palm 2019). Most wind cooperatives are small, with 200-
300 members owning only one plant with an installed capacity between 125 kW and 20,000 kW, with the 
most common capacity being 600 kW (ibid.). While many cooperatives are concentrated in a specific 
locality, most welcome members from anywhere in Sweden (ibid.) and there are also examples of 
cooperatives owning several wind turbines at different locations (Wizelius 2010a.). Few new wind 
cooperatives have been established since 2009, and today, more attention is directed at individual micro-
production, such as household installation of solar panels (Palm 2018), although there are also several active 
solar power cooperatives (Lazoroska et al. 2021). The focus on individual installations and self-consumption 
is also noted in a report on how EU member states engage with energy communities in their National Energy 
and Climate Plans, where Sweden is given a red flag due to its lack of targets, measures, or strategies for 
energy communities and narrow focus on individual self-consumption (Robert and Gauthier 2019, p. 50-
52).  
 
While the influence of community energy initiatives on the Swedish energy system might be modest in 
quantitative terms, authors highlight their important contribution in terms of diversifying and decentralising 
ownership and acting as a source of inspiration (Magnusson and Palm 2019), but that a clear regulatory 
framework and supportive intermediary actors are needed to keep the community energy movement alive 
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(Mattsson 2021). The current implementation of the Clean Energy Package (European Commission 2019; 
Palm 2021), the protracted inquiry into a tax deduction for micro-producers (Regeringskansliet 2017), and 
the proliferation of new interest organisations promoting cooperative and customer-owned energy 
production (e.g., Solovindandelsföreningarna, see Ericsson et al. 2019; Solelkommisionen n.d.) point to an 
ongoing interest in community energy in Sweden.  
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4. Theoretical foundation 
The theoretical foundation of the study builds on theories on multi-level governance and governance modes. 
Multi-level governance is both a descriptive and normative concept, describing not just how modern 
governance is but also how it should be constituted (Hooghe and Marks 2003, p. 1). It illuminates how 
political power and processes are distributed both vertically across higher and lower levels of government 
and horizontally across multiple actors and institutions (Hooghe and Marks 2003). Within the context of 
sustainable development, multi-level governance has been highlighted as a way to make governance more 
effective, legitimate, and democratic as it fosters interaction between state, market, and civil society actors 
across territorial and jurisdictional scales (e.g., Betsill and Bulkeley 2006; Gupta 2007; Fenton and 
Gustafsson 2017). Further, it elucidates the emergence of new governance arrangements and the existence 
of multiple modes of governance, i.e. various ways of enacting governance in certain contexts. Within the 
frame of this thesis, the multi-level governance perspective allows me to study the collaboration structures 
between energy cooperatives and municipal companies as a form of governance arrangement in which both 
public and private actors participate in "solving societal problems or creating societal opportunities" 
Kooiman (2003, p. 4) while being sensitive to the broader institutional context in which these arrangements 
evolve. How are the partnerships between energy cooperatives and municipal companies influenced by the 
institutional setting in which they are situated, and how are they responding to opportunities and obstacles? 
In the following sections, these theoretical strands will be introduced and positioned in relation to the aim 
and empirical grounds of the study.  
 

4.1. The multi-level governance perspective 
The concept of multi-level governance was first introduced by Marks (1993) to understand some of the 
decision-making dynamics within the European Union (EU). It was developed in response to the increasing 
multi-level character of the political sphere. Seeking to both explain and promote this shift, Marks (1993, 
p. 392) conceptualised the idea of multi-level governance as a "system of continuous negotiation among 
nested governments at several territorial tiers – supranational, national, regional and local" that 
acknowledged the "existence of overlapping competencies among multiple levels of governments and the 
interaction of political actors across those levels" (Marks et al. 1996, p. 167). The multi-level governance 
perspective challenged state-centric approaches to political power in favour of a "reallocation of authority 
upwards, downwards, and sideways from central states" (Hooghe and Marks 2003, p. VI). The levels of the 
multi-level governance concept should be understood in both a territorial sense, as in a supranational, 
national, regional, and local level, where each level commands a certain degree of authority over the 
corresponding territory and the individuals there, and in a jurisdictional sense, where levels correspond to 
specific functions and the constituents interested in those functions (Piattoni 2009, p. 172). In other words, 
the idea of multi-level governance elucidates how power is distributed and negotiated both vertically across 
higher and lower levels of government and horizontally across multiple actors and institutions (Hooghe and 
Marks 2003). The governance aspect of the concept denotes a shift from government to governance as new 
patterns of interactions and configurations between state, market, and civil society actors emerged, triggered 
by, for example, globalisation, market deregulations, and the diffusion of new public-private partnerships 
and public management practices in many Western democracies (Rosenau and Czempiel 1992; Kooiman 
1993; Rhodes 1996; Peters and Pierre 1998). In the words of Kooiman (2003, p. 4), governing can be 
considered "as the totality of interactions, in which both public and private actors participate, aimed at 
solving societal problems or creating societal opportunities". From a multi-level governance perspective, 
these interactions flow across levels in both a horizontal and vertical direction, opening up new possibilities 
for actors to strategically intervene and negotiate for their interests at different levels and in different actor 
constellations.  
 

4.1.1. Multi-level governance for sustainable development 

The idea of multi-level governance is also salient within political and academic discussions on sustainable 
development (Lange et al. 2013), where environmental problems are increasingly understood as bound with 
social, economic, and technological issues and thus in need of policy coordination and integration across 
scales as well as a reconfiguration of roles and responsibilities for state, market, and civil sector actors 
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(Leroy and Arts 2006; Driessen et al. 2012). For example, multi-level governance has been highlighted as 
an important strategy for fulfilling the Sustainable Development Goals (Fenton and Gustafsson 2017; 
Meuleman 2019) and the Nationally Determined Contributions of the Paris Agreement (GIZ, UN-Habitat 
and ICLEI 2017). A multi-level perspective on sustainability governance has been argued to acknowledge 
how responsibilities and possibilities for solving sustainability issues are distributed both upwards to 
transnational networks and organisations, downwards to subnational governments, and outwards to non-
state actors such as citizens, communities, and businesses (Betsill and Bulkeley 2006). Further, a multi-
level approach is believed to make sustainability governance more legitimate as it allows for increased 
participation by non-state actors in governance processes (Gupta 2007). Research also suggests that the 
legitimacy of sustainability policy is strengthened by the devolution of governance to the local level as it 
brings deliberation, decision-making, and accountability closer to citizens (Fenton and Gustafsson 2017). 
Thus, the multi-level governance perspective has inspired a rich field of research on the role of non-state 
and subnational actors in sustainability and transition governance, highlighting new forms of governance 
arrangements between state, market, and civil society actors (e.g., Bulkeley and Betsill 2005; Betsill and 
Bulkeley 2006; Gupta 2007; Kern and Alber 2009; Jörgensen et al. 2015; Webb et al. 2016; Fenton and 
Gustafsson 2017; Ehnert et al. 2018). As this study aims to create a better understanding of the arrangements 
in which wind power cooperatives and municipal energy companies collaborate, this field of research 
provides an important starting point for the analysis. To operationalise the multi-level governance 
perspective, I will employ the concept of governance modes. 
 

4.2. Modes of governance 
A key theoretical concept derived from the multi-level governance perspective is the idea of different and 
co-existing modes of governance. While there is no universally accepted definition of modes of governance 
(Lange et al. 2013), the term is usually used to discern and discuss new patterns of interactions and 
configurations between state, market, and civil society actors that have emerged as governance is becoming 
increasingly dispersed among multiple levels, sectors, actors, and processes. Thus, the idea of various 
governance modes is employed to map how, where, and by whom governance is enacted in certain contexts. 
Piattoni (2009, p. 172) describe these modes as a diverse set of arrangements "among formally independent 
but functionally interdependent entities that stand in complex relations to one another and that, through 
coordination and negotiation, keep redefining the interrelations". The notion of governance as coordination 
is echoed by Lowndes and Skelcher (2008), who compare modes of governance with various ways to 
achieve and sustain coordination in political, social, and economic life, and Bulkeley and Kern (2006, p. 
2238), who draw on Stoker’s (2004, p. 22) definition of governance as "the processes that create the 
conditions for ordered rule and collective action within the political realm". Lange et al. (2013, p. 407) 
suggest that governance modes can be understood as "forms of realizing collective goals by means of 
collective action" that both encompass and are the outcome of complex and variable relations between 
political processes, institutional structures, and policy content (ibid, p. 410). Bäckstrand and Kronsell (2010, 
p. 34) align more explicitly with the multi-level governance perspective in their view of governance modes 
as "multi-actor governance arrangements that rely on a mix of hierarchical and non-hierarchical steering 
and collaboration between government, market and civil society actors". While these descriptions emphasise 
different features and organisations of governance, they all aim to capture the multi-actor and multi-scale 
arrangements that are involved in governance. As community energy initiatives have been framed as 
"products of entanglements between actors from the community, state, and market sector operating across 
multiple scales" (Creamer et al. 2018), the concept of modes of governance fits well as an analytical tool 
for disentangling these entanglements and thus support the aim of this study. Before discussing how the 
idea of governance modes has been employed in research on community energy, I will briefly recount how 
the concept has been operationalised in research on environmental and sustainability governance in general.  
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4.2.1. Operationalising modes of governance 

In the literature, there are numerous examples of frameworks and typologies of governance modes designed 
to differentiate and enable comparison between various archetypical modes of environmental and 
sustainability governance. Building on different understandings of what governance entails, these 
frameworks differ in the emphasis they place on various features of governance and how these are 
conceptualised and connected. However, several frameworks and typologies differentiate modes of 
governance built on the relationship between state and non-state actors in governance arrangements. 
Kooiman (2003; see also Arnouts et al. 2012) distinguishes between hierarchical governance, co-
governance, and self-governance. Hierarchical governance refers to governing by governmental actors with 
non-governmental actors in a subservient role. Co-governance indicates that governance is enacted by both 
governmental and non-governmental actors in collaborative modes, where beneficial outcomes only can be 
achieved if they work together. Self-governance entails the autonomous governance by non-governmental 
actors with governments at arm’s length. These modes are reiterated by Arnouts et al. (2012, p. 44), who 
expands on it by distinguishing between closed and open co-governance, where closed co-governance is 
characterised as a more restricted, structured, and fixed form of co-governing while open co-governance 
implies a more flexible and autonomous arrangement (see table 1).  
 
Table 1. Ideal-types of governance modes according to Arnouts et al. (2012) 
 

 
 
Hysing (2009, p. 649) also uses the role of the state as the distinguishing factor between various modes of 
governance in his proposed framework, suggesting that these can be placed along a continuum ranging from 
direct state intervention entailing hierarchical, authoritative command and control governance, to extensive 
societal autonomy where private and voluntary actors self-organise in networks capable of resisting state 
interference (see table 2). These modes are further differentiated through the dimensions of governing styles 
and instruments, the relationship between public and private actors, and policy levels. Interesting for this 
study is the second dimension which spans governance modes such as institutionalised private-public 
partnerships, facilitation and enabling of networks, and mutual dependency between networks of private 
and public actors (Hysing 2009).  
 
Table 2. Ideal-types of governance modes according to Hysing (2009) 
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Driessen et al. (2012) include also the role of market actors in their framework, using the roles of and 
relations between state, market, and civil society actors as the distinguishing factor between various modes 
of governance. Their ideal-type of governance modes spans from centralised or decentralised government 
to self-governance. Centralised and decentralised government modalities entail top-down governance by 
central or local governments where market and civil society actors are merely the recipients of governance 
initiatives. In between centralised and self-governance, we find public-private governance, where 
governance is enacted in collaboration between government and market actors, and interactive governance, 
where state, market, and civil society actors collaborate on equal terms. Lastly, self-governance denotes 
arrangements dominated by autonomous market and civil society actors primarily governing through private 
efforts and investments. Bulkeley and Kern (2006) take a somewhat different approach as their typology of 
modes of climate governance at the local level emerges from an empirical rather than theoretical stance. 
When analysing how local governments in Germany and the UK engaged with climate protection 
governance, they discerned four modes:  
 

• Self-governing, the capacity of local government to govern its own activities, relying on processes 
of organisational management. 
 

• Governing by provision, the shaping of practice through the delivery of particular forms of service 
and resource, accomplished through practical, material, and infrastructural means. 
 

• Governing by authority, the use of traditional forms of authority such as regulation and direction, 
which persist despite reforms, taking place through the use of sanction. 
 

• Governing through enabling, the role of local government in facilitating, coordinating, and 
encouraging action through partnerships with private- and voluntary sector agencies, and to various 
forms of community engagement, implemented through persuasion, argument and incentives.  

 

4.2.2. Modes of governance within community energy research 

While ideal typologies of governance modes such as the ones exemplified here provide valuable heuristics 
against which empirical modes can be compared, Lange et al. (2013) and others stress that in reality, 
governance modes are often far more complex and hybrid. However, they have proven valuable in empirical 
research on the role of local governments in facilitating community engagement in the energy transition 
(e.g., Mey et al. 2016; Warbroek and Hoppe 2017; Schmid et al. 2020). While these authors primarily draw 
on Bulkeley and Kern's (2006) enabling and authoritative modes of governance to discuss how local 
governments balance these in their governance and support of community energy (Warbroek and Hoppe 
2017; Schmid et al. 2020), Mey et al. (2016) also expand on this by presenting a typology of various ways 
that local governments engage with community energy. This typology distinguishes between the roles of 
customers, educators and information providers, facilitators, innovators and participants, catalysts and 
supporters, and networkers and advocates (Mey et al. 2016, p. 40).  
 
Though not explicitly related to community energy, another framework worth highlighting is the typology 
of modes of interactions between self-organised community initiatives and government bodies developed 
by Edelenbos et al. (2018). The authors found that community self-organisation initiatives are strongly 
embedded in governmental environments, which induce different modes of interaction that change over 
time and in response to actions. In turn, these modes of interaction influence the development of community 
self-organisation efforts. This framework intends to capture the two-way relationship between the actors as 
"both citizen initiatives and governmental actors exercise choice and autonomy about how to act in mutual 
relationships (Edelenbos et al. 2018, p. 55, see also Ostrander 2013). The framework (see figure 1) 
distinguishes between four ideal-type relationships mapped along the dimensions of positive or negative 
attitudes and passive or active behaviours. According to this typology, a stimulating relationship is one in 
which the actors exhibit positive attitudes but passive behaviours, suggesting that they are supportive of but 
not actively involved in each other's actions. Co-creation denotes a more active relationship with close 
collaborations between the actors. Avoidance is the mode where actors show both negative attitudes and 
passive behaviours, avoiding all forms of collaboration and interaction. Finally, co-destruction is 
characterised by negative attitudes and active behaviours, leading to active opposition from both sides.  
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Fig. 1. Typology of modes of interactions between self-organised community initiatives and government bodies. 
Source: Edelenbos et al. (2018). 
 

4.2.3. Co-production as an ideal-type of governance  

The idea that public bodies and citizens can unite in co-creative processes is also mirrored by the idea of 
co-production that has been highlighted as a desirable mode of governance, though not always referred to 
in those terms, within community energy studies (see e.g., Becker et al. 2017; D’Amico 2018). The concept 
of co-production has been described as the "process through which inputs used to produce a good or service 
are contributed by individuals who are not "in" the same organization", which implies that "citizens can 
play an active role in producing public goods and services of consequence to them" (Ostrom 1996, p. 1073). 
Transcending the dichotomy between public-private and consumer-producer, the concept has been used to 
capture the multiple ways that various non-state actors are involved in the provisioning of public services, 
such as energy (Becker et al. 2017). A more contemporary definition of co-production by Brandsen and 
Honingh (2015, p. 431) suggests that it can be seen as a "relationship between a paid employee of an 
organization and (groups of) individual citizens that requires a direct and active contribution from these 
citizens to the work of the organization" which in this context would translate to the contribution of energy 
cooperatives to the work of municipal energy companies. While several authors highlight that this 
"contribution" from citizens can take place on different levels and in various kinds of arrangements with 
citizens taking different roles in relation to public administration bodies (Brandsen and Pestoff 2006; 
Bovaird 2007; Brandsen and Honingh 2015), Brandsen and Pestoff (2006, p. 497) suggests that co-
production entails an arrangement "where citizens produce their own services at least in part". This is 
contrasted with, for example, co-governance and co-management, where citizens participate in the planning 
and delivery of services (ibid).  
 
In much of the literature on co-production, the concept carries a normative assumption, where the process 
of co-production is presented as a "grassroots strategy to secure political influence and access resources and 
services" (Mitlin 2008, p. 339), a way to increase organisational and institutional diversity (Goodwin 2019) 
and contribute to social inclusiveness and citizenship (Osborne and Strokosch 2013), and an alternative to 
the privatisation of public service provision (Calabrò 2011). In his discussion of micro-generation of energy 
on a household level, Watson (2004, pp. 1982-1983) introduces the related notion of co-provision, described 
as an arrangement where energy services are produced by a combination of energy companies and 
consumers, implying "an active consumer role in the development of energy systems, the delivery of energy 
services and the ownership and operation of these systems and services". Further, Watson (2004) suggests 
that this could foster a sense of shared responsibility needed to accelerate the shift towards a more 
sustainable energy system. The view of co-production arrangements as a way to enable citizens to take a 
new and more active role in energy provision and thus challenge the former dichotomy of consumer versus 
producer is also shared by Becker et al. (2017). In their review of citizen participation in the energy sectors 
in Hamburg and Berlin, Becker et al. (2017, p. 23) distinguish between three types of co-production, 
including a) co-production on a project-scale based on joint investments in renewable energy facilities, b) 
coproduction through formalised forms of participation within energy governance such as advisory boards, 
and c) co-production through co-owning as is common for energy cooperatives. Warbroek and Hoppe (2017, 
p. 4) also suggest that co-production is a key element for the future development of community energy 
initiatives and their potential to change the "socio-technical structure of the energy system in favor of 
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extended end-user involvement", as it most likely will remain a niche phenomenon dependent on facilitation 
and guidance by governments.  
 
Thus, the idea of co-production lands very close to the modes of interactive and co-governance described 
above, but with a focus on the role of citizens in the production and provisioning of services. As community 
energy initiatives are often cooperating with local governments in various ways, both in Sweden 
(Magnusson and Palm 2019) and in other countries (see e.g., Mey et al. 2016; Warbroek and Hoppe 2017; 
Hoppe et al. 2018; Schmid et al. 2020; Meister et al. 2020), the idea of co-production seems to fit well as 
both a descriptive and normative concept for studying these collaboration arrangements. Still, few scholars 
conceptualised these arrangements in terms of co-production, with a few notable exceptions (Watson 2004; 
Warbroek and Hoppe 2017; Becker et al. 2017; D’Amico 2018). Considering the emphasis placed on the 
role of local governments in supporting community energy and the role of community energy in supporting 
a democratic and legitimate energy transition, it points to the potential of co-production as an ideal-type of 
governance for community energy. By studying the collaboration structures between Swedish energy 
cooperatives and municipal companies as various modes of co-production, this thesis contributes to further 
developing this perspective on community energy.  
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5. Method and data collection 
In this study, I investigate and analyse the collaboration structures between wind power cooperatives and 
municipal energy companies with the intent of answering the research questions posed at the beginning of 
the thesis: 1) How can collaboration structures between wind power cooperatives and municipal energy 
companies be conceptualised through the concept of modes of governance?, and 2) What implications do 

these collaboration structures have on the emergence and development of wind power cooperatives in 

general? To answer these questions, I conducted a qualitative case study of four wind power cooperatives 
collaborating with municipal energy companies. The case studies draw on both primary and secondary 
sources where data from a series of semi-structured interviews are triangulated with secondary data through 
document analysis and a review of previous research. The empirical material is analysed using an analytical 
framework built on the typologies of governance modes described above and designed to discern and 
differentiate between various modes of governance emerging from the cases. The framework enables a 
conceptualisation of the collaboration structures between the cooperatives and companies and thus allows 
me to address the first research question. The case analyses are complemented with a cross-case analysis 
where I compare differences and similarities between the cases and position them in relation to the context 
in which they are situated as well as to earlier research and theory. The cross-case analysis is structured 
around five themes that capture common aspects emerging from the case analyses. The results of the cross-
case analysis are then synthesised to discuss what implications the collaboration structures between wind 
power cooperatives and municipal energy companies have on the emergence and development of wind 
power cooperatives in general, thus addressing the second research question.  
 
In the sections below, I introduce and discuss each of the empirical and analytical methods used for the 
study.  
 

5.1. Case study method 
According to Yin (2014, p. 2), case studies are the preferred method when the main research questions are 
"how" and "why" questions. Building on Yin’s work, Robson and McCartan (2016, p. 150) describe case 
study as a "strategy for doing research which involves an empirical investigation of a particular 
contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context using multiple sources of evidence". This is worth 
unpacking. The authors suggest that the case study can be understood as a strategy rather than a method, as 
it frequently depends on multiple methods for collecting empirical data and evidence. Further, Robson and 
McCartan (2016, p. 150-151) emphasise that case studies are particular in the sense that they study one of 
multiple specific phenomena in their social and physical context (ibid.). What is considered a case is very 
flexible, ranging from individuals to groups, institutions, neighbourhoods, innovations, decisions, 
programmes etc., and the same study can also engage with multiple cases (Robson and McCartan (2016, 
p.152-154). Cases are then usually selected based on their assumed similarity or differences. However, the 
particularity of case studies raises questions about their generalisation, even with multiple cases involved. 
Robson and McCartan (2016) contend that case studies are not concerned with statistical generalisation but 
rather analytical or theoretical generalisation, supported by patterns of data emerging from the cases. This 
position is shared by Yin (2014), who suggests that case studies are generalisable to theoretical rather than 
statistical propositions. This analytical or theoretical generalisation can be based either on a corroboration, 
modification, rejection, or advancement of the theoretical concepts that the study builds on or on new 
concepts that emerge during the study (ibid., p. 41). Regardless, the generalisation will be on a higher 
conceptual level than that of the specific case. As for data collection, Yin (2014) emphasises the importance 
of triangulating multiple sources of evidence converging on the same findings as it increases the validity 
and accuracy of the study.  
 
The case study strategy aligns well with the aim of this thesis as it rests on "how" questions formulated to 
create a better understanding of a specific phenomenon and the context in which it is embedded, namely the 
collaboration structures between energy cooperatives and municipal companies, and the implications these 
have on the emergence and development of energy cooperatives. To answer these questions, I employed a 
multiple case study design with four cases selected on the basis of their demonstrated differences. This 
enabled me to conduct a cross-case analysis comparing differences and similarities between the cases and 
position them in relation to the contexts in which the cases are situated as well as to earlier research and 
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theory. Further, the results emerging from this cross-case analysis allowed an analytical generalisation in 
relation to the research questions and theoretical concepts chosen for the study. The case studies were 
enabled by data triangulation from a series of semi-structured interviews, document analysis, and review of 
previous research.  
 

5.1.1. Selection of cases 

As the aim of this study is to better understand the different ways in which wind power cooperatives and 
municipal energy companies collaborate and the implications these have for the emergence and 
development of energy cooperatives, the cases were selected on the basis of their demonstrated differences. 
These differences were primarily related to two aspects. First, the type and level of collaboration between 
the cooperative and the company, for example, in terms of initiation of the cooperative and scope of support 
provided by the company, and second, the size and organisational structure of the cooperatives. To add 
further depth to the comparative analysis, I also chose to include three active and one discontinued 
cooperative. While the initial aim was to find cases located in or with strong connections to the same region 
to give more attention to the regional governmental level, this proved difficult. Thus, three of the cases are 
concentrated on the West Coast, while the energy cooperative Svensk Vindkraftkooperativ Ekonomisk 
Förening (SVEF) is collaborating with the municipal energy company Gislaved Energi located in the south-
west of Sweden and have wind turbines and members dispersed across the country. The cases are presented 
in table 3.  
 
Table 3. Overview of cases 
 
EC – energy cooperative 
MC – municipal company 
WT – wind turbine 

 
* These three cooperatives were initiated and managed by the same founder.  
** Sveriges Vindkraftkooperativ Ekonomisk Förening 
 

Name of EC Name of 
MC 

Founding 
year of EC 

Initiator  
of EC 

Active or 
discontinued 

Number of 
members, 
ca 

Number 
and 
capacity 
of WT 

Location  
of WT 

Varbergsvind Varberg 
Energi 

1998 MC Active 530 1,5 à 2000 
kW 

Varberg municipality 

Västanvind Göteborg 
Energi 

2010 MC Active 670 1 à 2300 
kW 

Dals-Eds municipality 

Lys-Vind, Si-
Vind, Sivik III* 

LEVA i 
Lysekil 

1995; 2000 EC Discontinued 500 in total 4 à 490–
750 kW 

Lysekil municipality 

SVEF** Gislaved 
Energi 

1998 EC Active 1950 10 à 800– 
2000 kW 

Ulricehamn, 
Kungsbacka, 
Simrishamn, 
Övertorneå, Gotland, 
Sölvesborg, Berg, and 
Aneby municipalities 

 

5.2. Qualitative interviews 
In order to gain insights into the collaboration structures between the energy cooperatives and the municipal 
companies, a series of qualitative interviews was conducted with representatives from each of the 
cooperatives and companies selected for the case studies. In addition, three independent experts with 
knowledge of the field were interviewed to obtain more general insights into the relationship between energy 
cooperatives and municipal companies and the larger context in which these operate. Qualitative interviews 
as a method were chosen because they allow the researcher to obtain information that would otherwise be 
unavailable or difficult to access (Gabor 2017), including facts, behaviours, beliefs, and attitudes (Robson 
and McCartan 2016). The qualitative interview has been described as a production site for knowledge that 
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is socially constructed in the interaction between interviewer and interviewee, a process that continues 
throughout the transcription, analysis, and reporting of the interview (Kvale and Brinkmann 2014, p. 77). 
This process reflects an ontological position that is concerned with the interviewees’ knowledge, 
understandings, interpretations, experiences, and interactions (Mason 2004), or, in other words, what they 
know, do, think, and feel (Robson and McCartan 2016, p. 286). Thus, qualitative interviews enable the 
collection of rich and illuminating data on facts, behaviours, beliefs, and attitudes within a certain context 
(ibid.). The contextuality of the qualitative interview is emphasised by Mason (2002, p. 62), who suggests 
that the qualitative interview method is built on the belief that knowledge is situated and contextual, meaning 
that the purpose of the interview is to bring into focus relevant contexts in order to produce situated 
knowledge. However, Kvale and Brinkmann (2014) also caution that the contextuality of the data generated 
through interviews means that it is sensitive to generalisation and translation to other contexts. Further, 
Brinkmann (2014) argues that these meanings that arise from this data are often multiple, perspectival, and 
contradictory and thus demand careful interpretation. While qualitative interviews are sometimes used as 
the only source of data, they are often triangulated with other methods to strengthen the validity of the 
results (Mason 2004; Robson and McCartan 2016).  
 

5.2.1. Structured and semi-structured interviews 

A distinction is commonly drawn between structured, semi-structured, and unstructured interviews. 
However, Brinkmann (2014, p. 285) suggests that this should rather be thought of as a continuum ranging 
from relatively structured to relatively unstructured interview formats. Somewhere in the middle of this 
continuum is the semi-structured interview, where the interviewer commonly uses an interview guide with 
certain topics to be covered during the interview but still has the freedom to modify, skip, or add questions 
and sequencing depending on the flow of the interview and the interviewees’ responses (Robson and 
McCartan 2016). As I was interested in learning about the interviewee’s own views on and experiences of 
the collaboration structures between the cooperatives and the municipal companies, the flexible and 
contextual nature of semi-structured interviews lent itself well to the purpose of the study. While the method 
demands caution in drawing conclusions from or making comparisons between interviews, the interviewee’s 
own understandings and interpretations of the collaboration structures were of great value for the analysis. 
Further, the interviews allowed me to explore the interviewees’ reasoning and rationales for choosing 
various strategies and their experiences in their respective contextual settings.  
 

5.2.2. Respondent and informant interviews 

Within qualitative interviewing, a further distinction can also be drawn between respondent and informant 
interviews (Gabor 2017). Respondents are individuals interviewed with the intent to collect data for research 
purposes, as the responses given by the respondent are the data that will be used to conduct an analysis 
(Sabee 2017). Informants are individuals interviewed to gain information and insights about a field that 
otherwise would be unavailable or difficult to access (Gabor 2017). The informant is chosen based on their 
knowledge of the field, and the data obtained through the interview will be used for background and context 
rather than the analysis. Thus, the role of the informant should not be confused with that of a respondent 
(ibid.). For the present study, I consider the interviews with representatives for the cooperatives and 
companies as respondent interviews as they were conducted to obtain data for the case analyses, while the 
interviews with independent experts can be considered informant interviews as these were conducted with 
the intent of gaining more general insights into the relationship between energy cooperatives and municipal 
companies and the larger context in which these operate. 
 

5.2.3. The interviews 

As semi-structured interviews are time-consuming in terms of preparation, execution, transcription, and 
analysis (Robson and McCartan 2016), the number of interviews was limited to 11. Interviews were 
conducted with representatives from each municipal energy company included in the case studies, i.e. 
Varberg Energi, Göteborg Energi, Gislaved Energi, and LEVA i Lysekil and thus functioned as respondent 
interviews. The study also draws on data from four respondent interviews with representatives of the wind 
power cooperatives conducted by Rikard Warlenius (2021) as part of the research project Grassroots 
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initiatives for energy transition – impacts, obstacles, and success factors. This data consisted of Warlenius’ 
recordings, transcripts, and notes from the interviews and was analysed in the same way as the other 
interview data. Three interviews with experts independent from the cooperatives and municipal companies 
were conducted by the author to gain additional contextual and background information for the study. These 
interviewees thus functioned as informants rather than respondents. The complete list of interviewees can 
be found in appendix 1.  
 
The interviews followed an interview guide with open-ended questions (Robson and McCartan 2016) that 
served as a checklist for topics to be covered during the interview. The interview guides were adapted 
depending on the role of the interviewee, what organisation the interviewee represented, and other 
contextual factors. Templates for the interview guides can be found in appendices 2 and 3. The questions 
were formulated to gain insights into the collaboration structures between the cooperatives and the 
municipal companies and how these were experienced and interpreted by the interviewees, and better 
understand the contexts in which these collaborations are embedded. However, as is common for semi-
structured interviews, questions and sequencing were modified, skipped, or added depending on the flow of 
the interview and the interviewees’ responses (Robson and McCartan 2016). The interviews lasted around 
one hour and were conducted individually using the video conferencing tool Zoom. The interviews were 
recorded provided permission from the participants. The recordings were then transcribed and used for the 
analysis. As the interviews were conducted in Swedish, quotes used for the analysis were translated by the 
author. 
 

5.3. Secondary sources 
The data from the interviews were complemented and triangulated with data from secondary sources, 
primarily analysis of relevant documents and other written sources as well as previous research. These 
sources included relevant legislation and policy documents on a national and EU level; governmental reports 
and investigations; governmental ownership directives for the municipal companies; the cooperatives’ 
organisational by-laws; and information from the cooperatives’ and companies’ websites. An overview of 
all secondary sources can be found in appendix 4. The results of the study were also placed in position to 
previous research to allow for a comparison with the outcomes of previous studies.  
 

5.4. Analytical framework  
In order to analyse the empirical material and enable a conceptualisation of the collaboration structures 
between the cooperatives and companies, I used an analytical framework designed to differentiate between 
various modes of collaboration. The framework is built on the typologies of governance modes presented 
in sections 4.2.1.–4.2.3., but adapted to the context and aim of the study. Used as a guide for the empirical 
analysis, the framework provided a tool for describing, conceptualising, and comparing the various 
collaboration structures present in the cases. The framework (see table 4) distinguishes between three modes 
of governance: governing by provision, co-production, and self-governance. As all three modes entail 
collaboration between citizens and public bodies in the production of services, they all embody elements of 
co-production but to different degrees, with the middle mode demonstrating the highest level of interaction 
and co-governance. The modes are further differentiated by the role of the municipal company vis-à-vis the 
energy cooperative, spanning initiator, enabler and administrator, the relationship between the cooperatives 
and the companies, ranging from dependency to co-dependency to autonomy, and the implications these 
various modes have for the cooperatives. I will now turn to explain each mode in more detail.  
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Table 4. Analytical framework for conceptualising the collaboration between energy cooperatives (EC) and 
municipal companies (MC).  

 

5.4.1. Governing by provision 

In this first mode, the municipal company takes the role of initiator of community energy initiatives. This 
frequently happens in connection to the establishment of wind farms, where the company invites local 
citizens to form a cooperative through which individuals can buy shares in a wind turbine. Thus, the 
company governs by provision, providing citizens with the support and resources needed to form and run 
an energy cooperative. Bulkeley and Kern (2006, p. 2242) describe governing by provision as "the shaping 
of practice through the delivery of particular forms of service and resource, accomplished through practical, 
material and infrastructural means". These "services and resources" can take the shape of securing financial 
investments, land access, and environmental and planning permits, navigating local opposition, managing 
construction and grid connection of wind turbines, and administrating distribution and sales of electricity. 
This mode of governance places the cooperatives in a relation of dependency on the company, as their 
opportunity to become engaged in community energy is conditional on the company’s will to initiate and 
facilitate such a cooperative.  
 

5.4.2. Co-production 

In this mode, energy cooperatives and municipal companies collaborate on relatively equal terms in co-

producing energy. This mode is similar to the co-governance model described by Kooiman (2003), or the 
co-creation mode suggested by Edelenbos et al. (2018), where governance is enacted by both governmental 
and non-governmental actors in collaborative modes. It also draws on Driessen et al.’s (2012) idea of 
interactive governance where state, market, and civil society actors collaborate on equal terms. Here, the 
municipal companies take the role of enabler, described by Bulkeley and Kern (2006, p. 2242) as "the role 
of local government in facilitating, coordinating and encouraging action through partnership with private- 
and voluntary sector agencies, and to various forms of community engagement". Thus, the municipal 
companies enable the energy cooperatives by supporting them with, for example, grid connection, general 
administration, energy market advice, and technical maintenance. In return, the cooperatives provide the 
companies with a steady and long-term customer base and the legitimacy and credibility of supporting 
community energy. Thus, the relationship between the cooperatives and the companies is one of co-
dependency and mutual benefits.  
 

5.4.3. Self-governance 

In this mode, the energy cooperatives are relatively autonomous vis-à-vis the energy companies and thus 
capable of self-governance. Self-governance has been described as arrangements where autonomous market 
and civil society actors self-organise in networks capable of governing through private efforts and 
investments and thus resisting state interference (Hysing 2009; Driessen et al. 2012). Here, the cooperatives 
are most often initiated by the members themselves, and they are frequently the sole owner of the wind 
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turbines. Thus, the role of municipal companies is reduced to that of an administrator, supporting the 
cooperatives with day-to-day administrative tasks related to, for example, sales and customer support. As 
the cooperatives are less dependent on the companies for their existence and operations, they are also in a 
position to choose which company to partner with, giving them more leverage and autonomy vis-à-vis the 
energy companies. However, as this mode also means that the cooperatives lack the municipal companies’ 
support in accessing land and securing permits for the establishment of wind turbines, navigating local 
opposition and shifts in the energy market, managing technical maintenance etc., it also places higher 
demands on the cooperatives’ internal capacities and resources which potentially makes them more 
vulnerable. If the cooperative lacks sufficient capacities or resources, it might not survive in this mode.  
 

5.4.4. Operationalising the framework  

The framework introduced above offers a tool to analyse the empirical material in order to discern, describe, 
and conceptualise the various ways in which energy cooperatives and municipal companies collaborate and 
thus contribute to answering the first research question. However, as is usually the case with typologies, it 
is a simplification of what in reality is usually much more complex and hybrid forms of collaborations. 
Thus, in reality, a partnership might be positioned somewhere between the various modes, as indicated by 
the arrow suggesting that the modalities are positioned along a continuum, or encompass elements from 
different modes. Still, the framework provides a valuable heuristic for analysing the empirical material 
collected for the four cases and thus helps to answer the first research question guiding the thesis.   
 

5.5. Cross-case analysis 
To address the second research question and draw general conclusions on the implications of various 
collaboration structures on the emergence and development of wind power cooperatives, the case analyses 
are complemented by a comparative cross-case analysis. Here, I elaborate on the findings by comparing 
differences and similarities between the cases and position them in relation to the contexts in which they are 
situated as well as to earlier research and theory. The cross-case analysis is structured around five themes 
that capture aspects emerging from the case analyses as relevant to all cases. The results of the cross-case 
analysis are then synthesised to discuss what implications the collaboration structures between wind power 
cooperatives and municipal energy companies have on the emergence and development of wind power 
cooperatives in general, thus addressing the second research question. While the results of the cross-case-
analysis does not permit a definite conclusion on the causal relationship between the collaboration structures 
and the emergence and development of wind power cooperatives, it allows me to discern and contextualise 
patterns of data emerging from the cases and thus support an analytical generalisation on a higher conceptual 
level than that of the specific cases. 
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6. Results and analysis 
In this chapter, I present and analyse the results of the four case studies: Varbergsvind and Varberg Energi; 
VästanVind and Göteborg Energi; the Lys-Vind, Si-Vind, and Sivik III cooperatives and LEVA i Lysekil, 
and SVEF and Gislaved Energi. Each case is introduced with a brief background of the case and a 
description of the collaboration structure between the two actors, followed by an analysis of the 
collaboration using the analytical framework presented in the methods section.  
 

6.1. Varbergsvind and Varberg Energi 

6.1.1. Case description 

Varberg municipality is located in Halland county on the southwest coast of Sweden. The municipality is 
the sole owner of Varberg Energi AB, a limited company responsible for electricity production and services, 
grid management, gas, district heating, broadband, and IT services. The company has roots in Varbergs 
Elverk that has managed energy provision in the municipality since 1937, and in 1991, Varberg Energi 
founded Sweden’s first wind farm. Since then, the company has been part of establishing a number of wind 
farms and is now the owner of or partner in seven wind farms located in Varberg, Falkenberg, and 
Kungsbacka municipalities. In connection with the establishment of three wind turbines in the Värö area in 
1998, Varberg Energi took the initiative to found an energy cooperative that could buy shares in one of the 
turbines. The cooperative, now named Varbergsvind, was set up as an economic association and once in 
place, it was transferred to its members. The cooperative would later expand as Varberg Energi invited them 
to buy parts of the Munkagård wind farm in 2006 and the Gummararåsen wind farm in 2010.  
 
Today, Varbergsvind is active and owner of one wind turbine in the Munkagård wind farm and 50% of a 
wind turbine in the Gummaråsen wind farm, both located in Varberg municipality. By the end of 2020, the 
cooperative had 467 members owning a total of 6050 shares. According to the cooperative’s by-laws, no 
member can own more than 700 shares. Each share costs 7000 SEK, which includes an equivalent share of 
the cooperative’s assets in the wind turbines, as well as the right to buy 1000 kWh/year for 21 öre per kWh. 
The kWh price covers taxes, the cost of electricity certificates, and a service fee intended to cover the 
cooperative’s operating costs and to build capital for future reinvestments. The cooperative is not 
distributing any dividends to its members. Presently, there are no more shares available, meaning that 
prospective members have to wait for current members to sell their shares. In addition to citizens, the 
cooperative also has local companies and tenant owner associations as members. The cooperative is open 
to members from all across the country though most of the members are either living in or have a connection 
to Varberg municipality. The cooperative is managed by a board elected at the annual general meeting and 
run in accordance with the cooperative’s by-laws decided by the members. According to its by-laws, the 
purpose of the cooperative is to "promote the economic interests of the members by providing wind power 
produced electricity, thereby promoting the members’ environmental interests and conservation" 
(Varbergsvind 2021), pointing to a dual focus on economic and environmental interests. A challenge 
highlighted by the cooperative’s representatives was how to rejuvenate the organisation as the average age 
of members is relatively high and the inflow of new members was low, making it difficult to find younger 
members willing to engage as board members. 
 
Varbergsvind is so far the only energy cooperative initiated by Varberg Energi, and the company is currently 
not looking into establishing new cooperatives, partly because they find the opportunities for expanding 
renewable electricity production facilities in the vicinity limited. However, they are still exploring ways to 
include individual customers in the energy transition by supporting households interested in installing solar 
panels and involving customers in flexibility solutions, for example, by using their solar panels or electric 
vehicles as batteries. As the company representative expressed it: 
 

"We invite the citizens in a different way, those who want to participate as a producer or as a part 

of the system. We do not see much opportunity in expanding electricity production [...] but rather 
look at what we can do together with the customers and use what we already have [...] So we are 

working with inclusion in other ways."  
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6.1.2. Collaboration structure 

The rationale for Varberg Energi to initiate the cooperative was both to tie up customers as members are 
required to contract the company as their energy provider and to popularise wind power by enabling 
participation (see also Wizelius 2010a). Initially, members joining the cooperative were primarily 
"enthusiasts" that wanted to "influence environmental issues". As the cooperative expanded, more members 
saw it as a business opportunity, and the cooperative also attracted local businesses that bought a larger 
number of shares. The cooperative also helped Varberg Energi to increase local acceptance, as expressed 
by one of the cooperative's representatives: 
 

"There was another important motive, to popularise wind power. To allow people living nearby the 

wind farm to buy shares and get, how should I put it, economic satisfaction from seeing the 

turbines." 
 
When the company established a wind farm in Gummaråsen, they even bought shares in the cooperative for 
some of the neighbours to stifle opposition. While this strategy for securing social acceptance would not be 
possible without Varbergsvind, the cooperative itself was not involved in this process as it was handled by 
Varberg Energi. Further, the cooperative did not have to engage in the process of accessing land, securing 
planning and environmental permits, and managing the construction as they took over the wind turbines 
once they were up and running.   
 
Since its initiation in 1998, Varberg Energi and Varbergsvind have had a close collaboration. Both of the 
cooperative's wind turbines are administered by Varberg Energi, who also acts as the balance responsibility 
party for the production. The wind turbine located in Gummaråsen wind farm is also managed in cooperation 
with the landowner who owns one of the other turbines in the farm. All earnings and expenses are shared 
between the owners according to their share in the farm. Members of Varbergsvind are required to be a 
customer of Varberg Energi, and as they are recommended to buy shares corresponding to 85% of their total 
electricity consumption, any additional electricity consumed by the members is bought from the company. 
The cooperative has signed a three-year contract with Varberg Energi for the complementary electricity 
provision. Varberg Energi also supports the cooperative with administrative and financial tasks such as 
accounting and managing members' registry, services for which the cooperative, according to one of its 
representatives, pays a "market-based price".  
 
There are also personal connections and overlaps between the cooperative and the company. One of the 
founding members of Varbergsvind has been active as a local politician and sat as chairman of the board 
for Varberg Energi during two terms of office before the cooperative was founded, and was due to their 
connections to the company and familiarity with the company's work within wind power contacted when 
Varbergsvind was initiated in 1998. Further, one of the current board members of Varbergsvind is the 
previous CEO of Varberg Energi and another board member, who has been part of the cooperative since the 
start, is a previous senior employee of the company. That this personal connection influenced the 
collaboration was illustrated by the company representative, who indicated that the board member 
functioned as a bridge between the cooperative and the company during their time at the Varberg Energi as 
they "sat on two chairs" which made dialogue and exchange "more natural". As this connection was lost 
when the board member left their role at the company, Varbergsvind was viewed more as any wind farm 
partner, and dialogue became less frequent. The company representative also suggested that the non-profit 
character of the cooperative and the fact that Varberg Energi has been the driving partner in the collaboration 
also has influenced this development:  
 

"Historically, it has been another collaboration, I think, as my predecessor owns shares in 

Varbergsvind and has been a member of the board and rather active. While for me, who came in 

later, it is a co-owner. Maybe it is an easier collaboration as they are used to us being the driving 
actor, so maybe the collaboration is more one of information compared to other companies [...] 

There are other dialogues and maybe less dialogue, to be honest. Maybe we should have a closer 

dialogue, and I think that we have had that historically as one person has sat on two chairs. [...] I 
think we have lost it a little, the dialogue, I mean. I think it was more natural when one person was 

driving it." 
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While the company representative expressed a fear that the cooperative felt overlooked, this view was not 
shared by Varbergsvind, who described the collaboration with Varberg Energi as "excellent", pointing to 
seemingly different expectations on the nature of a productive partnership.  
 
The possibilities to further expand wind power in Varberg are deemed limited. Reasons mentioned by the 
interviewees were lack of land access and the risk of interfering with neighbours as new wind farms need 
to be larger to secure profitability, as well as a negative attitude to wind power from the city council. Despite 
this, Varberg Energi is currently planning to build two new smaller wind turbines, but as they are interested 
in selling the whole production to a client for a fixed price, they are not planning to invite Varbergsvind to 
buy shares. This also suggests that the company does not see the opportunity to enable neighbours to buy 
shares in turbines through the Varbergsvind cooperative as critical for gaining local acceptance for the 
establishment. However, Varbergsvind did not express a clear wish to expand their business but instead 
focused on securing capital for reinvestment once the turbines need replacement or to be able to refund the 
members for their shares. This is done by investing parts of the service fee collected from the members in 
securities. These investments are managed by one of the cooperative's members. The cooperative also 
indicated the possibility to join forces with another partner for a future reinvestment, suggesting that they 
are not solely dependent on Varberg Energi for their future development.  
 

6.1.3. Analysis 

As the Varbergsvind cooperative was founded on the initiative by Varberg Energi, the collaboration was, at 
least initially, in the first mode of the analytical framework, governing by provision. Varberg Energi 
provided local citizens with the opportunity and the support and resources needed to form and run a wind 
power cooperative. This support took the shape of start-up measures such as taking the financial risks of 
investments, securing permits, navigating possible opposition from the local community, managing 
construction, and connecting to the grid, and ongoing operations connected to the distribution and sales of 
electricity, including balance responsibility. The cooperative's existence and possibility to promote its 
members' economic and environmental interests were thus conditional on the company's will to initiate and 
facilitate the collaboration, placing the cooperative in a relation of dependency on the company. Still, there 
are elements of co-dependency and mutual benefits here, as the company was dependent on citizens willing 
to get engaged and invest in shares for the initiative to succeed and produce the desired outcomes, in this 
case more customers and increased social acceptance for the wind turbines. With time, the collaboration has 
moved further to the right in the analytical framework, towards a mode of co-production or even self-

governance (see table 5), as the cooperative has grown more independent and the company is less involved. 
This shift is possibly also prompted by the weakened personal connection between the two actors. While 
the company and the cooperative expressed slightly differing views on the relationship, the longevity of the 
collaboration and historically strong personal ties indicates a mode of co-production and co-governance. 
However, there are tendencies in the collaboration structure pointing to a shift towards self-governance. 
First, the fact that Varberg Energi is not planning to include Varbergsvind as a partner in their ensuing wind 
power establishment indicated that they are no longer incentivised by the increased customer base and social 
legitimacy offered by the cooperative, which weakens the co-dependency and mutual benefits characterising 
the co-production mode. Second, the fact that Varbergsvind expressed an interest in partnering with other 
actors for a future reinvestment suggests that the cooperative is not dependent on Varberg Energi for its 
future development, pointing to a higher degree of autonomy and self-governance. As this third mode entails 
less support and engagement from the company, it puts greater demand on the cooperative's internal 
capacities and resources to survive and develop. Here, the cooperative has the advantage of having strong 
local organisations as members, as well as members with investment competence and experience from 
working in local politics and the energy sector. 
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Table 5. Collaboration structure between Varbergsvind and Varberg Energi.  
The collaboration structure between Varbergsvind and Varberg Energi has moved from a mode of governing by 
provision towards a mode of co-production, with some tendencies of a shift towards increased self-governance.  

 

6.2. VästanVind and Göteborg Energi 

6.2.1. Case description 

Göteborg municipality is the second-largest city in Sweden, located in the Västra Götaland county on the 
west coast of Sweden. The municipality is the sole owner of Göteborg Energi AB, a limited company 
responsible for electricity services such as production, trading, and grid management, gas services, district 
heating and cooling, electric vehicle charging points, and fibre optic networks. Göteborg Energi's roots can 
be traced back to the mid-1800s, and the company has been engaged in wind power since 1987, when they 
inaugurated their first wind turbine experiment Signhild (Göteborg Energi 2022a). The experiment was 
followed by several wind farm installations throughout the 1990s and early 2000s. In 2010, the company 
initiated the wind cooperative VästanVind "with the ambition of increasing the interest in wind power and 
renewable electricity" (Göteborg Energi 2022b). In 2011, Göteborg Energi was part of establishing a 21-
turbine wind farm at Töftedalsfjället in Dals-Ed municipality, of which the company owns ten turbines. One 
of the turbines was devoted to VästanVind, whose members initially owned 51% of the shares, with 
Göteborg Energi owning the remaining 49%. Since then, Göteborg Energi has successively sold their shares 
in the cooperative and recently sold their last ones, which means that the cooperative is now independently 
handling sales of shares. As there are presently no shares available, prospective members need to buy their 
shares directly from current members. 
 
VästanVind is still active and the owner of a 2.3MW turbine in the Töftedalsfjället wind farm. The 
VästanVind cooperative has a total 42 000 shares currently divided among ca 650 members. Each share 
gives the owner the right to buy 100 kWh of electricity per year at a price decided by the board. Due to 
changes in the Swedish electricity market, including decreased remunerations from the electricity certificate 
system and increased prices for electricity, the cooperative's board decided to increase this price from 23 to 
28 öre as of 1 March 2022 (VästanVind 2022). As the wind turbine is located in SE 3, the board has also 
decided to add an extra fee for members living in SE 4 as electricity prices during price spikes tend to be 
higher there than in SE 3. This fee was increased from 1.5 to 13 öre (ibid.). Around two-thirds of the 
electricity produced by the cooperative is sold to members, and one-third is sold on the open market to build 
capital for a future replacement of the turbine and secure the long-term value of the shares. The cooperative 
is presently not distributing any dividends to its members. VästanVind is open for both private and corporate 
members from all across the country though many are located in or around Gothenburg or Dals-Ed. That 
the shares correspond to a comparatively small amount of electricity makes it easier for smaller households 
to tailor their shareholding to their electricity consumption, and a considerable amount of the members live 
in apartments in central Gothenburg.  
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The cooperative is administered by a board elected at the annual general meeting and is run in accordance 
with the cooperative's by-laws. Two of the board members are representatives of Göteborg Energi. The 
board's current chairman was previously employed as an environmental strategist at Region Västra Götaland 
and involved in Power Väst, a platform for cooperation among wind power actors in the west of Sweden. 
One of the current board members is also active as director of the research platform Swedish Wind Power 
Technology Centre at Chalmers University of Technology. According to its by-laws, the purpose of the 
cooperative is to "promote the members' economic interest and interest in owning the means of production 
for renewable electricity as well as contribute to a sustainable society by promoting wind power 
establishment in West Sweden" (VästanVind 2018., p. 4). Further, the cooperative shall act to attract "people 
living close to the turbines as well as municipalities and local businesses" as members (ibid.).  
 
In addition to VästanVind, Göteborg Energi was also closely involved in the initiation and running of the 
wind cooperative Göteborgsvind nr 1, founded in 1992 and discontinued in 2019 (Göteborgsvind 2019). 
Further, the company has continuously explored and evaluated various cooperative forms to find new ways 
to include its customers in the energy transition, a process largely driven by one of the company's 
representatives on VästanVind's board. In 2018, Göteborg Energi established Sweden's then-largest solar 
park, where they included a form of cooperative ownership model where customers subscribed to solar 
panels. However, the interviewee from Göteborg Energi also highlighted the difficulties in finding 
cooperative models that are affordable and simple to understand, both due to external factors like 
unfavourable policies and regulations and internal factors such as a complex internal business system.  
 

6.2.2. Collaboration structure  

The rationales for Göteborg Energi to initiate VästanVind were multiple. The company wanted to enable 
citizens to be involved in and gain from renewable energy development and increase their interest in and 
knowledge of wind power. By inviting neighbours of the wind farm at Töftedalsfjället to buy shares in one 
of the turbines, the cooperative also contributed to strengthening the social acceptance of the establishment. 
As members of the cooperative are required to be customers of Göteborg Energi, the cooperative also 
offered a way to increase the company's customer base. Members are recommended to buy shares equivalent 
to 80% of their electricity consumption, and as Göteborg Energi acts as a balance responsibility party for 
the production, members buy their remaining electricity from them. Technically, VästanVind sells all of its 
electricity to Göteborg Energi, who distributes two-thirds to the cooperative's members according to their 
shares and a predefined allocation profile. The rest of the electricity produced by the cooperative is sold on 
the open market, and the profits are invested in securities by the cooperative. Göteborg Energi also acts as 
operations manager for the wind farm and provides VästanVind with administrative and customer support 
services, including invoicing, contracts, registration of the sales of shares, and certain communication to the 
members, such as newsletters. In their capacity as board members, Göteborg Energi also contributes with 
knowledge and advice, helping the cooperative navigate a complex and fluctuating electricity market. While 
the company interviewee stated that they do not offer the cooperative any subsidised deals but rather see 
them as an independent partner that needs to bear their own costs, they have an interest in supporting long-
term financial stability for the cooperative: 
 

"VästanVind's members are our customers, so to be frank, we have a common interest in making 

this as good and positive as possible for everyone. We have a common interest in everyone being 

happy and satisfied."  
 
In addition, one of Göteborg Energi's representatives on VästanVind's board also represents the cooperative 
in Solovindandelsföreningarna, a lobby organisation working for better conditions for energy cooperatives. 
This person has also researched cooperative ownership models on behalf of Göteborg Energi and expressed 
that they have their "heart within cooperative ownership". As Göteborg Energi initially owned 49% of the 
shares that they have continually sold off, the company has also been a key recruiter of new members for 
the cooperative. 
 
The interviewees from VästanVind and Göteborg Energi both highlighted how important it is for energy 
cooperatives to have an energy company partner that "backs them up". Still, they both also emphasised 
VästanVind's independence vis-à-vis Göteborg Energi. The company representative stressed that 
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VästanVind is free to terminate their contract with Göteborg Energi and choose another partner should they 
wish so, while the cooperative representative indicated a need to "mark their independence" from Göteborg 
Energi: 
 

"The board owns 100% of this turbine. So, we mark against Göteborg Energi in that sense, that we 

are not part of Göteborg Energi but [...] an independent organisation." 
 
However, the cooperative interviewee also described the company's representatives on the board as 
transparent and trustworthy and that the cooperative could question and negotiate certain matters without 
the risk of conflict: 
 

"When we work this closely with Göteborg Energi, we can question certain matters without turning 

into a conflict [...] I perceive their representatives as very transparent in their communication. They 
explain the problem and are open about that, so I feel rather comfortable with that dialogue, that 

they are not trying to swindle us."   
 

6.2.3. Analysis 

The collaboration structure between VästanVind and Göteborg Energi follows a similar development path 
to that of Varbergsvind and Varberg Energi. As the VästanVind cooperative was initiated by the company, 
their collaboration started in a governing by provision mode where the company provided members with 
the support and resources needed to form and run an energy cooperative. Like Varbergsvind, this placed 
VästanVind in a relation of dependency to Göteborg Energi as the mere existence of the cooperative and 
their members' opportunity to "own the means of production" and "contribute to a sustainable society" was 
contingent on the company creating such as opportunity. Still, as the initiative's success depended on citizens 
willing to get engaged and invest in shares, there are elements of co-dependency in the early stages of the 
collaboration. With time, and again similar to the previous case, the collaboration between VästanVind and 
Göteborg Energi has moved further to the right in the analytical framework towards a mode of co-production 
with certain tendencies of self-governance (see table 6), as the cooperative has grown more independent 
from the company and company has moved towards a role of enabler and administrator. The move towards 
greater autonomy for the cooperative is further confirmed by Göteborg Energi selling off their last shares 
and the need for both the company and the cooperative to emphasise VästanVind's independence from 
Göteborg Energi when interviewed. While this indicates that the collaboration could be moving towards a 
mode of self-governance, other tendencies rather point to the collaboration remaining in a mode of co-
production. In contrast with Varberg Energi, Göteborg Energi expressed a clear interest in continuing to 
facilitate various forms of cooperative models, suggesting that they see a greater value in and incentives for 
maintaining their partnership with VästanVind as this increases the company's credibility in their endeavour. 
The company's interest in supporting the cooperative is also demonstrated by the fact that a company 
employee is representing VästanVind in Solovindandelsföreningarna to lobby for the cooperative's interests 
and that the company is keeping their seats on the cooperative's board even though they no longer own any 
shares. This points to a greater engagement from Göteborg Energi in the cooperative's development and a 
higher degree of co-dependency and mutual interest in the cooperative's success. While the wish for 
Göteborg Energi to be involved in the governance of VästanVind entails greater support, this commitment 
also entails less autonomy for the cooperative. However, as the cooperative recognises the need for an 
energy company partner "to have your back” and perceives the relationship as one of transparency and trust, 
this is not necessarily something that the cooperative is striving for.  
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Table 6. Collaboration structure between VästanVind and Göteborg Energi.  
The collaboration structure between VästanVind and Göteborg Energi has moved from a mode of governing by 
provision towards a mode of co-production, with certain tendencies of self-governance and autonomy on behalf of 
the cooperative.  

 
 

6.3. Lys-Vind, Si-Vind, and Sivik III and LEVA i Lysekil  

6.3.1. Case description 

Lysekil is a small coastal municipality in Västra Götaland county on the west coast of Sweden, located on 
the south end of the Stångenäs peninsula in the Gullmarn fjord. Here, four wind turbines were established 
between 1995 and 2000, three of them owned by the energy cooperatives Lys-Vind, Si-Vind, and Sivik III, 
and the fourth by a limited company called Vind Invest i Lysekil AB. All cooperatives and the limited 
company were initiated and managed by the same founder, who also acted as chairman of the board of all 
three cooperatives and co-owner of the Vind Invest limited company. All four companies were discontinued 
in 2020. 
 
The first cooperative to be initiated was Lys-Vind, where production began in April 1995, followed by Si-
Vind in December of the same year (Vindstat 2012). The cooperatives resulted from the founder's interest 
in renewable energy and a will to take matters into their own hands. Together with a small group of people, 
the founder initiated a study circle to build their own wind turbine, erected on an island outside Lysekil. In 
the early 1990s, the founder invited another wind cooperative pioneer from Gotland to hold a lecture on 
larger wind turbines which inspired the initiation of the Lys-Vind energy cooperative and the establishment 
of a 500-kW wind turbine at a refuse dump in Lysekil in 1995. The Lys-Vind cooperative was established 
as a non-profit association, and the shares sold out in a couple of days. The success prompted the founder 
to apply for another building permit for a second 500 kW turbine in the same location. Later that year, the 
Si-Vind cooperative was established, this time as an economic association. After the liberalisation of the 
energy market in 1996, the Lys-Vind cooperative was also converted into an economic association. In 2000, 
two 750kW wind turbines were established in the same location, one owned by the economic association 
Sivik III and one by the Vind Invest limited company. As the municipal energy company, now named LEVA 
i Lysekil, owned the grid concession in the area, the cooperatives had to cooperate with the company to 
connect their turbines to the grid.  
 
While the first cooperative attracted mostly local wind power enthusiasts interested in "producing their own 
green energy", the second and especially third cooperative drew more members joining for economic 
reasons and more members from outside of Lysekil. There was a great interest in joining the cooperatives, 
with people reaching out also when all shares were sold out. As the municipality owned the land where the 
turbines were located, it bought shares in the cooperatives corresponding to the cost of the lease. In total, 
all three cooperatives had around 400–500 members and each member owned on average 8–10 shares 
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corresponding to 1000 kW. In contrast to the Varbergsvind and VästanVind cooperatives, the shares did not 
permit the purchase of a certain amount of kWh at a certain price. Members of the cooperatives were not 
required to be customers of a certain energy company but could freely choose what electricity supplier they 
wanted. All electricity produced by the cooperatives was sold on the market via an electricity trading 
company for a monthly average price. The income minus costs for operations and maintenance was 
distributed among the members as dividends. Depending on what electricity supplier and contract the 
members had chosen, they sometimes paid less per kWh for their electricity than what they received as 
dividends from their shares in the cooperatives. Still, the Swedish Tax Agency did not recognise the 
dividends as profit but rather as an expense reduction, meaning that the dividends were exempt from taxes. 
During the period that the cooperatives were running, the members gained 5–20% tax-free proceeds on their 
invested capital per year. The cooperatives initially sold their electricity to Fyrstad kraft, an energy company 
then co-owned by the Lysekil municipality, but eventually switched to another company that offered them 
a better deal.  
 
Each cooperative was managed by a board following the elected by-laws, where the stated purpose was to 
promote its members' environmental and economic interests (Lys-Vind, Si-Vind, and Sivik III, n.d.). In 
addition to the founder, who was elected as chairman of the board for all three cooperatives, each board also 
included a treasurer and a secretary. The board convened around 6–12 times per year, and an annual general 
meeting was arranged once a year. While the interest in attending the annual meetings was initially high, 
the engagement dwindled over the years, and the founder also testified to the challenge of finding people 
willing to engage as board members. Further, the founder stated that the boards never made a profit on their 
work but were instead ideologically driven: 
 

"There are cooperatives that are run more like businesses. We differed in that way, as we rather 

run it for ideological reasons. We did not make any profit ourselves. The board did hardly receive 

any remuneration, but everything went back to the members."  
 
In contrast to the Varbergsvind and VästanVind cooperatives, the Lysekil cooperatives handled everything 
from applying for building and environmental permits and the construction of the turbines to ongoing 
financial and member administration. For technical operations and maintenance of the turbines, the 
cooperatives had a service deal with a wind turbine company, but minor repair work was done by the 
founder. The founder expressed that they did not "perceive these tasks as too burdensome but rather fun".  
 
Already in the early 2000s, there were plans for a merger of the Lys-Vind, Si-Vind, and Sivik III 
cooperatives into one and to upgrade the three smaller turbines to one 3 MW turbine. Vind Invest also 
planned to switch their 750-kW turbine to a 3 MW turbine, and the initial intention was to have the two new 
larger turbines up and running before 2011 (Wizelius 2010a). After several attempts at obtaining a building 
permit from the municipality, the founder gave up. The costs for service rose as the turbines were getting 
older, and combined with low electricity prices around 2019-2020, it was hard to make ends meet for the 
cooperatives. When an interested buyer reached out, they decided to sell all four turbines, and the 
cooperatives were discontinued in 2020. While the founder mentioned low electricity prices, high service 
costs, and the challenge of finding people willing to engage as board members as contributing factors to the 
decision to sell the turbines, the determining factor was the rejected building permits. The founder suggested 
that the decision to deny the permits was politically driven and influenced by a general negative debate on 
wind power: 
 

"We never really got any clarifications from the municipality. From the political side, they claimed 

to want to build housing in this area, but it is impossible to build there [...] They were simply not 
willing to listen to our arguments [...] I think it came down to the political view, that they saw this 

with nuclear power as prevailing." 
 
When the new owners applied for a permit to replace some parts of the turbines and upgrade them from 500 
to 660 kW, the application was approved, which the founder commented by stating that "it is always hard 
to be a prophet in your own municipality". The cooperatives also attempted to establish wind turbines in 
other municipalities in and around Västra Götaland county, plans that fell both on technical factors such as 
deficit grid connections and local opposition. 
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6.3.1.1. LEVA i Lysekil 
Until their discontinuation, the Lysekil cooperatives contracted the municipally-owned limited company 
LEVA i Lysekil to manage the grid connection and transformer stations for their turbines. In addition to 
grid operations, LEVA i Lysekil is engaged in electricity production and services, district heating, water 
and sewage management, and park and road management. They own two wind turbines and a solar park in 
the municipality and support households interested in installing solar panels. When the company's solar park 
was established in 2020, the company included a cooperative model where customers could rent panels over 
ten years for a fixed electricity price of 70 öre per kWh. The rationale behind this cooperative model was 
partly to reduce their cash flow burden to enable more investments, partly to allow customers without their 
own roofs to become involved in solar electricity production. Now that they have this model worked out, 
the company is open to using it for future wind farm establishments but does not yet have any concrete plans 
for this and means that such an investment would not be contingent on a cooperative model for financing.   
 

6.3.2. Collaboration structure 

Compared to the Varbergsvind and VästanVind cooperatives, the Lysekil cooperatives had limited 
collaboration with the local municipal energy company. As the cooperatives had chosen a business model 
where members received the proceeds from the electricity production as dividends and their members were 
thus free to choose any electricity supplier they wanted, the Lys-Vind, Si-Vind, Sivik III cooperatives were 
not tied to LEVA i Lysekil in the same way as the Varbergsvind and VästanVind cooperatives. Instead, the 
cooperatives only contracted the company to manage grid connection and transformer stations. Still, the 
founder described the collaboration as "very positive" and found that the company "was always there" when 
they needed help. There was also a personal connection between the cooperatives and the company as the 
founder was elected as an alternate member of the company board for a couple of years in the late 90s and 
early 2000s. During this period, the founder awoke LEVA i Lysekil's interest in wind power which led to 
the company investing in two wind turbines themselves.  
 
While the founder of the cooperatives was satisfied with their collaboration with LEVA i Lysekil, the 
company representative expressed that they found their opportunities to support energy cooperatives limited 
due to the Swedish grid regulations:   
 

"We look at how we can help them within our very narrow frames. The costs for connecting a 
production facility are highly regulated [...] What we can do is take the time to discuss how they 

can best connect. That is the possibility we have as we have to keep within our legal frames. It is 

frustrating as we wanted to be of more help."  
 
Interviewer: "If you could think outside these frames, what do you see that would allow you to 

support them in another way?" 
 
"That would entail a change in the law, that you have a lower cost for connecting renewable 
electricity production. And that the cost is shifted to the consumer." 

 
Thus, the company had a positive view of the cooperatives and was keen on finding ways to help them even 
within their limited collaboration structure and narrow legal frames. The fact that the company had included 
a cooperative ownership model for their recent solar park establishment and was open to using this model 
also for future ventures points to a positive view of cooperative ownership in general.  
 
Besides the company representative criticising the grid regulations, neither interviewee expressed any 
dissatisfaction with their limited collaboration structure. The founder suggested that their choice of business 
model was more financially beneficial for the members and did not see any disadvantages with their relative 
independence from company partners: 
 

"That we have been independent, that has only been positive [...] We were not tied to anyone but 

could buy any turbines we wanted and got a good land agreement [...] As a member, you could 
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contract any electricity supplier you wanted. You could choose the best deal on the market. If you 
are tied to an electricity company, you are limited to what they offer."   

 

6.3.3. Analysis 

Considering the limited exchange between the Lysekil cooperatives and LEVA i Lysekil, the collaboration 
structure is clearly in a mode of self-governance (see table 7). The cooperatives demonstrate a high degree 
of autonomy in relation to the company, whose function in the collaboration is primarily as the owner of 
the local grid, meaning that it takes the role of an administrator rather than enabler or initiator. As this mode 
entails less support from the company, it puts higher demands on the internal capacity and resources of the 
cooperatives, making them more independent but also more vulnerable. This becomes clear when looking 
at the case of the Lysekil cooperatives. As they were initiated and run by the members themselves, with the 
founder taking a prominent role in the management of organisations and turbines, the cooperatives clearly 
had the capabilities and engagement needed to emerge, develop, and survive for more than two decades. 
The independence from company partners and strong engagement from the members were also in line with 
the cooperative's ideological core and "do it yourself" spirit. Still, the dependency on the capabilities and 
engagement of individual persons within the cooperatives makes them more vulnerable, as demonstrated by 
the difficulties in engaging new board members highlighted by the founder.  
 
The cooperatives' independence from company partners was also made possible by their choice of business 
model as they were not tied to an energy company in the same way as Varbergsvind or VästanVind. While 
this model might present fewer incentives for the energy company to support the cooperative as they do not 
benefit from an increased customer base or sales of complementary electricity, it also entails less 
administration which suggests that there are both pros and cons with this cooperative model from the 
perspective of an energy company partner. 
 
Table 7. Collaboration structure between the Lys-Vind, Si-Vind, Sivik III cooperatives and LEVA i Lysekil 
The collaboration structure between the now discontinued Lysekil cooperatives and the energy company LEVA i 
Lysekil was always in a mode of self-governance entailing high autonomy but limited support for the 
cooperatives. 
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6.4. SVEF and Gislaved Energi 

6.4.1. Case description 

Sveriges Vindkraftkooperativ Ekonomisk Förening (SVEF) was founded in 1998 as an economic 
association on the initiative by a group of people working within the wind power sector. In 2000, the 
cooperative bought its first production facility, a 660-kW turbine located in the Ventosum wind farm in 
Falkenberg. In contrast to most wind cooperatives, the idea behind SVEF was to scale up its business and 
recruit members from all across the country. By continuously expanding and upgrading its production 
facilities, the cooperative strives to be able to welcome everyone who wants to become a member and to 
ensure profitability and maintain the value of the members' shares over time. Since purchasing its first 
turbine in 2000, SVEF has expanded their production by either buying parts of or building its own wind 
farms in collaboration with various partners. Today, the cooperative owns 11 wind turbines across Sweden, 
with the most recent wind farm Trädet established in Ulricehamn in 2020. The cooperative also owns a solar 
park in Frillesås, inaugurated in 2021. Their goal is that none of the cooperative's wind turbines should be 
older than 7.5 years and to maintain an overproduction of electricity to ensure productivity and 
profitability.   
 
In May 2022, SVEF had 1950 members after selling out their available shares in SE 3 and SE 4, located in 
the south of Sweden, where electricity prices spiked during the autumn and winter of 2021. However, shares 
are still available for purchase in the other pricing areas, and the cooperative is continuously looking for 
opportunities to expand its production to issue more shares. A share is bought for 800 SEK, which gives the 
member the right to buy 100 kWh of electricity per year at a fixed price decided by the board. Due to large 
differences in electricity prices between the various pricing areas during autumn 2021, the board decided to 
introduce differentiated member prices across the different areas ranging from 25 öre/kWh in SE 1 and 2 in 
the north of Sweden to 35 öre/kWh in SE 4 (SVEF 2021). In addition to buying shares, SVEF also offers a 
hire-purchase model where members pay their shares in instalments for up to 20 years. As many of the 
cooperative's members have lowered their electricity consumption through energy efficiency measures and 
have more shares than they need, members are also given a 20 öre/kWh dividend for surplus shares. The 
cooperative is open for both natural and legal persons across the Nordics. To highlight their ambition to 
maintain the value of the members' shares, SVEF uses the brand Evig El (Eternal Electricity) to market the 
cooperative. The cooperative is managed by a board elected at the annual general meeting and is run in 
accordance with the cooperative's by-laws. According to the by-laws, the purpose of the cooperative is to 
promote its members' economic and environmental interests as well as electricity conservation (SVEF 
2020). SVEF is a member of the umbrella organisation Svensk Vindkraftförening where the secretary of the 
cooperative's board is also part of the editorial board for the organisation's member's magazine.  
 
Until 2014, SVEF collaborated with the municipal energy company Falkenberg Energi who acted as a 
balance responsibility partner, provided administrative services, and contributed to developing the 
cooperative's business model (Wizelius 2010b). As SVEF eventually became unsatisfied with the 
collaboration, they decided to look for another partner. Since 2015, the cooperative has been working with 
Gislaved Energi, a small energy company with 18 employees owned by Gislaved municipality, located in 
Jönköping county in the south of Sweden. Gislaved Energi is responsible for electricity services such as 
production, trading, and grid management, district heating, street lighting, electric vehicle charging points, 
and support for household solar panel installations. In addition to their partnership with SVEF, Gislaved 
Energi is also a co-owner of the Klämman Vind wind farm together with local landowners. Further, they 
are currently considering including a cooperative ownership model for a new solar and hydrogen project for 
the production and storage of electricity.  
 

6.4.2. Collaboration structure 

During the first years of SVEF's collaboration with Falkenberg Energi, the company's CEO also acted as 
secretary and finance manager of the cooperative. When this CEO stepped down and another took over, 
SVEF experienced that the company's interest in the cooperative dwindled. The company started to "see the 
cooperatives' members primarily as their customers" and refused to share information on, for example, how 
much complementary electricity the members bought. Thus, SVEF decided to find a new partner and 



50 

requested quotas from other energy companies, eventually teaming up with Gislaved Energi. Today, 
Gislaved Energi supports the cooperative with administrative and customer support services such as helping 
members buy, sell, and transfer shares, handling contracts and invoicing, and managing balance 
responsibility through a third party. Further, the company provides SVEF with analysis and advice related 
to sales and pricing. Members of SVEF must be customers of Gislaved Energi and buy any additional 
electricity not covered by their shares.  
 
Both SVEF and Gislaved Energi expressed that they are satisfied with the collaboration. Gislaved Energi 
motivated their partnership with the increased number of customers that it entailed and that it was an 
organisation that aligned with their values. The interviewee from SVEF said that they were "very, very 
happy" about the collaboration with Gislaved Energi:  
 

"With Gislaved Energi, the personal chemistry and environmental interest work fantastically. We 
have been together for six years, and they have never not answered my questions [...] We have truly 

found our home."   
 
The fact that Gislaved Energi is a small, municipal energy company was crucial to SVEF's decision to 
partner as their members did not want to buy electricity from "energy oligopolies" and that "if it said 
Vattenfall* on the invoices, our members would protest loudly and leave the cooperative". The fact that 
Gislaved Energi represents and contributes something that incumbent energy companies lack was also 
recognised by the company representative. However, the company occasionally experienced the need to 
motivate their role as a partner to SVEF as they were a small company without any geographical connection 
to the cooperative or their production facilities:  
 

"There is this Stockholmer looking to buy shares and "Gislaved Energi, what is that?". Then they 
look us up, and "what, it is located there, in the middle of the forest? Oh my. And it is small too". 

So that is a disadvantage, it can be somewhat challenging to get them on board, and yes, we are 

partners to SVEF for a reason that Fortum** might not have attained".  
 
The lack of embeddedness in a specific geographical location makes SVEF stand out among other energy 
cooperatives in Sweden. While this nationwide presence is necessary to expand and grow, the company 
representative suggested that this might be a drawback in terms of anchoring and gaining acceptance for 
their production.  
 
While the cooperative expressed nothing but satisfaction with the collaboration, the SVEF representative 
also made clear that they "did not belong" to an energy company but were free to leave Gislaved Energi 
should they wish so. The company representative indicated that SVEF would have preferred that Gislaved 
Energi also handle finance and marketing, but due to limited staff and capacities, this is currently not 
something that the company is capable of. The company interviewee also said that they were not always 
able to respond to the cooperative's ideas and wishes as they were limited by the system and modules that 
they used: 
 

"They [SVEF] often have ideas and want to change things from time to time [...] But we live in a 

reality where we have the systems we have, and the module we use is built as it is. We do not have 
that much leverage as a small client in this large collective of energy companies using this system. 

So, we need to make things work within the standard solutions offered by the system".  
  

 
 
* Vattenfall is one of the largest electricity companies in Sweden. 
** Fortum is one of the largest electricity providers in Sweden.   
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6.4.3. Analysis 

The fact that SVEF broke off with their previous partner and chose to team up with Gislaved Energi in 
competition with other energy companies points to a high degree of self-governance and autonomy. This 
places the collaboration structure between SVEF and Gislaved Energi in the third mode of the analytical 
framework (see table 8), where the company takes the role of administrator. While SVEF is dependent on 
an energy company partner to handle administration, customer support, and balance responsibility, they are 
not dependent on Gislaved Energi per se, which strengthens the cooperative’s autonomy. Similarly, while 
the collaboration with SVEF provides Gislaved Energi with a larger customer base and the credibility of 
supporting citizen participation in electricity production, the company does not have any historical or 
personal ties to the cooperative and is only obliged to keep up the cooperation as long as they find it valuable. 
This weakens the co-dependency characterising the co-production mode, making the two actors more like 
business partners and giving their collaboration a more professional character compared to the Varbergsvind 
and VästanVind cases. While SVEF and Gislaved Energi have a mutual interest in the success of the 
cooperative, and both interviewees emphasised the importance of shared values, the collaboration is also 
contingent on the business opportunity it offers the two actors. This mutual independence is also 
strengthened by the fact that SVEF is not dependent on Gislaved Energi for expanding their production 
facilities but manages everything from applying for permits and gaining local acceptance to handling 
construction and grid access on their own or together with other partners. Likewise, Gislaved Energi is not 
dependent on the cooperative for securing financing or local acceptance for their electricity production.  
 
As noted above, the self-governance mode puts higher demands on the internal capacities and resources of 
the cooperative. Here, SVEF has a clear advantage in its size, expansion strategy, and comparatively more 
professional and business-like approach, making it an attractive partner to energy companies and wind 
power projectors. Further, it reduces the financial risks for the cooperative’s members as it continuously 
upgrades its production facilities and maintains an overproduction of electricity to ensure profitability.  
 
Table 8. Collaboration structure between SVEF and Gislaved Energi 
The collaboration structure between SVEF and Gislaved Energi displays a high degree of self-governance and 
autonomy for the cooperative with the energy company taking the role of administrator. 
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6.5. Cross-case analysis 
The results presented above point to the importance of municipal energy companies for the emergence and 
development of energy cooperatives, but also to the variations in collaboration structures between the two 
actors. The findings indicate both differences and similarities between the various cases in terms of how 
and why wind power cooperatives and municipal energy companies collaborate, making it possible to 
discern different modes of collaboration which, in turn, position the cooperatives and companies in different 
roles and states of dependency in relation to each other. In the following section, I further elaborate on the 
findings through a cross-case analysis where I compare and discuss differences and similarities between the 
cases and position them in relation to the contexts in which they are situated as well as to earlier research 
and theory. The cross-case analysis is structured around five themes that capture aspects emerging from the 
case analyses as relevant to all cases. These themes are: contextual factors; capacities and resources; 
professionalisation and scale; personal ties, and mutual benefits and interests. 
 

6.5.1. Contextual factors 

In line with previous research of community energy in Sweden (e.g., Mignon and Rüdinger 2016; Kooij et 
al. 2018; Magnusson and Palm 2019), the results confirm the importance of contextual factors such as 
market structure and fluctuations, policies and tax rules, and local opposition from both political and public 
actors. These factors set the conditions and manoeuvre space for both the wind power cooperatives and 
municipal energy companies, influencing the formation and development of their collaboration in several 
ways. First, the structure of the Swedish electricity market, where production and sales but not the 
transmission of electricity is deregulated, makes energy cooperatives dependent on grid owners for 
connecting their production facilities to the grid. While there are examples of cooperatives owning parts of 
the local grid, most of the regional and local grids are owned by private or public energy companies. Further, 
most cooperatives need a partner to support them with trading and balance responsibility as the cooperatives 
rarely have the capacity to manage this themselves. Second, the liberalisation of the electricity market also 
forced municipal energy companies to compete over customers on the same terms as private, often large–
scale and multinational actors. This compels them to find new ways to attract and keep customers and create 
incentives to initiate or team up with energy cooperatives. Third, unfavourable and unpredictable subsidies 
and tax rules such as high connection costs, the deficit electricity certificate system, the lingering risk of the 
withholding tax, and the lack of tax deductions create unfavourable and uncertain conditions both for the 
energy cooperatives themselves and for energy companies looking to initiate or support cooperative 
ownership models. Fourth, the autonomy of municipal governments in terms of planning monopoly and 
municipal veto on wind power make wind power expansion in general more sensitive to local opposition 
from political and public actors. While the cases of Varbergsvind and VästanVind confirm previous research 
highlighting the role that energy cooperatives can play in mitigating public opposition (e.g., Yildiz et al. 
2015; Warren and McFadyen 2010; Johansen and Emborg 2018; Bauwens and Patrick Devine-Wright 
2018), energy cooperatives and municipal energy companies rarely have the resources to fight political 
opposition with legal or lobby means, as demonstrated by case of the Lysekil cooperatives. The fact that 
municipal companies are governed by a political board also places them in an awkward position to resist 
political decisions. However, that one of Göteborg Energi's representatives on the VästanVind board also 
lobbies for the cooperative's interest as part of the interest organisation Solovindandelsföreningarna points 
to the willingness and possibility for municipal energy companies to influence the wider political and 
institutional context. That the incentives and manoeuvre space for municipal companies to support and 
engage with energy cooperatives are constrained by the broader institutional and legal context is in line with 
previous research looking at the role of local authorities in enabling community energy (e.g., Mey et al. 
2016; Warbroek and Hoppe 2017; Magnusson and Palm 2019; Meister et al. 2020).  
 

6.5.2. Capacities and resources  

This study confirms previous research highlighting the importance of internal factors such as capacities and 
resources among the cooperative's members (e.g., Walker 2008; Bomberg and McEwan 2012; Tarhan 2015; 
Berka and Creamer 2018; Brummer 2018; Kooij et al. 2018). Considering the financial risks that buying 
shares and running an energy cooperative in a complex and fluctuating electricity market entails, the survival 
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and success of cooperatives require either a high degree of internal knowledge and capacities or partners 
that can contribute with advice and guidance. The dilemma between either having the internal capacity to 
navigate the market or needing to procure these services was highlighted by one of the interviewees: 
 

"As a cooperative owner, you suddenly need to be as good as Vattenfall* on hedging electricity 

prices or just have a guess at it. Or you need to pay a huge sum to someone who does it for you and 

says they are good at it but might not be." 
 
The need for internal capacities and resources becomes more crucial the closer to the self-governance mode 
the collaboration structure between the cooperative and the company comes, as this entails less support and 
engagement from the company. This is also demonstrated by the two cases firmly positioned within the self-
governance mode, SVEF and the Lysekil cooperatives. Both the SVEF and Lysekil cooperatives have had 
limited collaborations with their energy company partners compared to the Varbergsvind and VästanVind 
cooperatives, managing many operations on their own or in collaboration with other partners of their choice. 
While this puts greater demand on the personal capacities and dedication of individual members, it also 
gives them greater autonomy vis-à-vis their partners. In the case of SVEF, their autonomy and self-
governance are strengthened by their size, expansion strategy, and comparatively more professional and 
business-like approach, making them less vulnerable to market fluctuations or changes in political majorities 
and company leadership. In the case of the Lysekil cooperatives, their autonomy and self-governance were 
strengthened by their choice of business model, as they were not tied to a specific energy company in the 
same way as the other cooperatives in the study.  
 
While the Varbergsvind and VästanVind cooperatives have a closer collaboration with their company 
partners, entailing less demand on the internal capacities and resources of the cooperative, they still 
demonstrate a high degree of knowledge and skills. Both cooperatives have board members that are 
currently or previously involved in the wind power sector, and in the case of Varbergsvind, several board 
members have been active in local politics and as employees of Varberg Energi. This could indicate both 
that people seeking to engage in energy cooperatives already have an interest in and knowledge about energy 
issues, and that this interest and knowledge is necessary for the cooperative to survive. The Varbergsvind 
and VästanVind cooperatives are also independently investing proceeds from the production or member 
fees in securities to secure capital for future reinvestments, an undertaking requiring certain knowledge and 
skills. Further, regardless of the level or quality of company partnerships, simply being a board member of 
an energy cooperative demands time and dedication in terms of board and annual meetings, accounting, 
communication with members, and similar tasks. This is demonstrated by the difficulties expressed by 
several cooperatives in finding new people willing to engage on the board, a problem also noted by other 
studies on community energy (e.g., van Veelen 2018; Tarhan 2017). 
  

6.5.3. Professionalisation and scale 

The need for internal capacities and resources to survive and flourish is in line with a more general tendency 
toward the professionalisation of energy cooperatives, as noted by several interviewees and highlighted in 
earlier research (e.g., Holstenkamp and Kahla 2016; Kooij et al. 2018). Several of the interviewees for this 
study suggested that more large-scale and professionalised cooperatives, with production facilities spread 
out across the country and the ability to procure any services and resources needed, are better suited to 
handle financial risks and ensure cost-efficiency. One of the experts interviewed for the study suggested 
that: 
 

"Either you keep it very small-scale so that you have full control over your investments, or you must 

become large enough to be a professional owner of your production facilities. [...] To run a number 

of wind turbines is not a leisure activity [...] There are financial risks. You invest a lot of money, 

and then you need to be of a certain size to handle those risks." 
 

 
 
* Vattenfall is one of the largest electricity companies in Sweden. 
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Both Holstenkamp and Kahla (2016) and Kooij et al. (2018) suggest that a move towards professionalisation 
and scaling up might threaten the legitimacy and identity of community energy, and undermine their 
transformative potential, a claim that was both confirmed and nuanced by the results of this study. While 
Kooij et al. (2018) suggest that in Sweden, the professionalisation of energy cooperatives is aided by their 
close collaboration with municipal energy companies, the case of SVEF shows that professionalising and 
scaling up can also act as a strategy to become more independent and autonomous vis-à-vis energy 
companies. The fact that a municipal energy company partner, as in the case of VästanVind and Göteborg 
Energi, can contribute with market advice and lobbying support also indicates that these partnerships might 
allow the cooperatives to resist professionalisation and lower the threshold for members to become engaged 
even if they lack the knowledge and skills necessary to navigate a complex electricity market. Further, SVEF 
sees their partnership with Gislaved Energi as a way to challenge the "oligopolistic" electricity market in 
Sweden, suggesting that collaborating with small-scale public companies might strengthen rather than 
undermine their transformative potential. However, and as exemplified by the Lysekil cooperatives, some 
energy cooperatives are driven by a "do it yourself" spirit and a will to maintain a higher degree of 
independence from corporate partners. While the Lysekil cooperatives attempted to expand their production 
facilities both in and outside of Lysekil, they did not have as strong a growth strategy as SVEF and stated 
that they wanted to run the cooperatives for "ideological reasons" rather than "like a business". The lack of 
professionalisation and scale was partly compensated for by the dedication and skills of the founder, 
allowing the cooperatives to stay true to their ideological core and maintain independence from corporate 
partners while making them more dependent on the time and engagement of individual members.  
  

6.5.4. Personal ties 

Another factor that stands out among the results is the presence of personal ties between the energy 
cooperatives and energy companies, notable both for the cooperatives initiated by energy companies, 
Varbergsvind and VästanVind, and for the SVEF and Lysekil cooperatives, which were initiated 
independently. This confirms earlier research emphasising the importance of personal relationships and 
intermediary actors for the emergence and development of community energy (e.g., Bomberg and McEwen 
2012; Hargreaves et al. 2013; Martiskainen 2017). Examples of personal ties present in the cases studied 
here are employees of the municipal companies acting as members of the energy cooperative's boards, either 
in the capacity of shareholder, as was the case for Varbergsvind, or as a representative of the company, as 
demonstrated by VästanVind. In contrast, the founder of the Lysekil cooperatives acted as a member of the 
board for the municipal energy company. While the empirical material collected for this study does not 
permit a conclusion on the role that these personal relationships played in the emergence of the cooperatives, 
the case of Varbergsvind shows that the loss of personal ties between the cooperative and Varberg Energi 
affected their collaboration. Further, the results of the study indicate that a productive collaboration is partly 
dependent on the engagement and interest of individuals, as demonstrated by Göteborg Energi's 
representative on the VästanVind board, who has their "heart within cooperative ownership" and devote 
time both inside and outside of the company to research and lobby for cooperative ownership models.  
 

6.5.5. Mutual benefits and interests 

A fourth aspect emerging from the results is the role of mutual interests and benefits. While this aspect is 
crucial for productive collaborations across all governance modes, it is especially salient within the co-
production mode as this relies on actors working together on equal terms (see Arnouts et al. 2012; Driessen 
et al. 2012). The co-production mode also entails mutual dependency (Hysing 2009), which relies on both 
partners having a stake in the collaboration and thus a mutual interest in its success. The results of the study 
show a multiplicity of reasons for municipal energy companies to engage with energy cooperatives, which 
is in line with earlier research looking at municipal support for community energy (e.g., Mey et al. 2016; 
Schmid et al. 2020). For the companies included in this study, key rationales for initiating or engaging with 
energy cooperatives were attracting and keeping customers and increasing the legitimacy and social 
acceptance of wind power establishments. Additionally, LEVA i Lysekil and Gislaved Energi mentioned 
that they saw cooperative ownership models as a way to finance investments in renewable technology. All 
four energy companies interviewed for this study expressed various altruistic motives for supporting energy 
cooperatives, such as sharing their values or wanting to enable citizens to participate in the energy transition, 
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however, these were never the sole reason behind the collaborations. This points to a need for the companies 
to gain more from the partnership than the mere goodwill of supporting community energy in order for the 
collaboration to be productive and satisfactory for both parties in the long run. This is, for example, indicated 
by the differences in engagement between Varberg Energi and Göteborg Energi. Where the latter expressed 
a clear intent to continue initiating and supporting cooperative ownership models and have two 
representatives on the VästanVind board, Varberg Energi no longer has any personal ties to the 
Varbergsvind cooperative and did not express an interest in future ventures into cooperative ownership 
models. The importance of mutual interests for a productive collaboration is also illustrated by SVEF's move 
from Falkenberg Energi to Gislaved Energi, as the cooperative experienced that Falkenberg Energi 
prioritised their own rather than the mutual interests of the two actors.  
 
While the need for mutual interests and benefits seems to be a key component of a productive collaboration, 
this also constitutes a risk for the energy cooperatives as it makes them dependent on the energy company 
seeing a business angel in the partnership. Several of the interviewees for this study suggested that energy 
companies initiating cooperatives to increase social acceptance for a wind farm establishment can lose 
incentives for supporting the cooperative once the wind farm is up and running, emphasising the need for 
long-term mutual interests. As one interviewee expressed it: 
 

"That is definitely a risk, that the cooperatives become a sort of, well, a doormat for the projects to 

come through. But then you can just throw them out." 
 
One of the company representatives also suggested that the company's interest in collaborating with energy 
cooperatives comes down to profitability and finding a balance between the income generated by the 
collaboration and the administrative burden it entails, especially as few energy companies have business 
systems adapted to cooperative models: 
 

"Say that a cooperative would come to us and say, "hi, we are 100 members that own a solar farm 

together, do you want to be our electricity trading company?". If it were as it is today [...] that we 

do not have a solution for that, I would not say yes. It might have been easier if we had a complete 
concept, but if not, it would be too administratively burdensome for us."     

 
While the business model that Varbergsvind, VästanVind, and SVEF have chosen, where the cooperatives 
are both producers and consumers of electricity, entails increased income for the company as they can sell 
complementary electricity to the members, it also requires more administration compared to the Lysekil 
cooperatives that act only as producers. This suggests that there are pros and cons to different cooperative 
business models from the perspective of the company. The lack of targeted business systems facilitating 
energy companies looking to support also smaller cooperatives was confirmed by one of the experts 
interviewed for the study: 
 

"These small cooperatives that we want to see [...] require the development of administrative 

services that enable them to be run cost-efficiently. That is a problem today, that it is very expensive 
to administer small cooperatives. I think it is crucial that you create a market for these services [...] 

We need to move into the app world, with other technical solutions than those created for traditional 

electricity trading, that can handle also small cooperatives."  
 
This points to a need for facilitating and mainstreaming the collaboration between energy companies and 
cooperatives through targeted technological and business system solutions, which, due to the unfavourable 
institutional setting for and marginal existence of energy cooperatives, might not be a priority for energy 
companies or business developers.  
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6.6. Discussion 
In this section, I will synthesise the results of the cross-case analysis to discuss what implications the 
collaboration structures between wind power cooperatives and municipal energy companies have on the 
emergence and development of wind power cooperatives in general, thus addressing the second research 
question. The section starts with a general reflection on the relationship between wind power cooperatives 
and municipal energy companies, followed by a discussion of the future direction of cooperative ownership 
in the energy sector. The section ends by a discussion of the connection between different collaboration 
structures and the emergence and development of wind power cooperatives. 
 

6.6.1. The relationship between wind power cooperatives and municipal 

energy companies 

The results of the study confirm the observation made by Kooij et al. (2018) and Magnusson and Palm 
(2019) that municipal energy companies historically have played an important role in the emergence of 
wind power cooperatives, and that they continue to play a key role in their survival and development. The 
need for energy cooperatives to collaborate with energy companies is largely due to the structure of the 
Swedish electricity market which makes energy cooperatives dependent on external partners for certain 
operations such as connecting their production facilities to the grid, acting as a balance responsibility 
partner, and selling the electricity to the end consumer. Which operations the cooperative needs support 
with depend on their choice of business model and their internal capacities and resources, but the complexity 
and regulations of the market make it virtually impossible for energy cooperatives to emerge and develop 
completely autonomous of energy companies. While support for grid connection is dependent on who owns 
the grid and transformers closest to the cooperative's production facilities, in theory, energy cooperatives 
are free to choose what other services to outsource and to whom, regardless of if they were founded by an 
energy company or not. However, as the cooperatives need to contract and pay for any services provided, 
their possibilities to do so are conditional on their financial capacity and the willingness of the company to 
initiate a collaboration.  
 
As discussed above, a productive collaboration between energy cooperatives and energy companies is 
largely contingent on the presence of mutual interests between the two actors. In practice, the possibility for 
energy cooperatives to freely choose what company to partner with is thus dependent on what interests the 
companies see in the partnership. These interests are influenced by an interplay of internal and external 
factors, including the size and business model of the cooperative, the company's business system, 
administrative capacity, and preference for cooperative ownership models, possible personal and historical 
ties between the two actors, and institutional aspects such as policies and tax rules. The results of this study 
suggest that the company's interests in initiating or collaborating with energy cooperatives often come down 
to a balancing between costs and benefits, where the company weighs the social and financial returns against 
the administrative burden of the collaboration. While several of the energy companies included in this study 
expressed altruistic motives for initiating or supporting cooperatives, they also need to ensure profitability. 
As one of the expert interviewees expressed it: 
 

"As there are so few cooperatives, the market for the energy companies is very small [...] There are 

many companies that say no. If you live in a place where there is a municipal energy company, you 
cannot be sure that they will say yes to administering an organisation like this, as it simply might 

be unprofitable for them to do so." 
 
In deciding to initiate or help to administer an energy cooperative, municipal energy companies' public 
ownership and political ownership directives also play in. While the above reasoning also holds true for 
private enterprises, municipal energy companies operate under different conditions as they are positioned 
at the intersection of the market and public spheres and thus need to act according to both political and 
market logic (Palm and Fallde 2016). While they do not have the same profit requirements as most private 
companies, their ownership directives often stipulate that they should be operated on a "business-like 
ground", "achieve an optimal use of common resources", and "contribute to the development of a sustainable 
society" (see e.g., Gislaved municipality 2020). Further, any decisions of financial or strategic importance 
need to be anchored with the company's political board, which is usually looking to act in the municipality's 
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best interests and maintain the citizens' trust ahead of the next election. Thus, any interactions with energy 
cooperatives need to be in line with their ownership directives and possibly approved by the board.   
 
The cases of SVEF and the Lysekil cooperatives show that balancing costs and benefits in choosing a partner 
also holds true for energy cooperatives, again emphasising the importance of mutual interests and benefits 
between the two actors. For SVEF, their choice of partner was based on the public ownership and small 
scale of Gislaved Energi, as they did not want to collaborate with an "oligopolistic" actor, while the Lysekil 
cooperatives selected their trading partner based on what was most profitable for them. As SVEF and the 
Lysekil cooperatives were the only cooperatives included in the study that had switched company partners, 
the empirical material does not permit a conclusion on the bargaining power of cooperatives of various 
scales and business models. However, large-scale and professionalised cooperatives like SVEF likely have 
an advantage over smaller cooperatives as their number of members and expansion strategy makes them an 
attractive partner for energy companies looking to increase their customer base and income.  
 
To further elaborate on the role that municipal energy companies play for the emergence and development 
of wind power cooperatives in general, I now turn to discuss the future direction of cooperative ownership 
in the energy sector at large.    
 

6.6.2. The future of cooperative ownership in the energy sector 

While two of the energy companies included in the study, Göteborg Energi and LEVA i Lysekil, have 
included cooperative ownership models for recent solar farm establishments, none of the energy companies 
were currently considering new wind power cooperatives. Varberg Energi is the only energy company in 
the study with concrete plans for future wind turbine establishment, but as they want to sell the production 
to a single client for a fixed price, selling parts of the production to Varbergsvind or initiating a new 
cooperative was not considered an option. Several interviewees also mentioned that the rapid technological 
development of wind power and the increased size of turbines necessitates large-scale wind farm 
establishments to ensure profitability, making it more challenging for smaller actors such as municipal 
energy companies or energy cooperatives to secure capital and land access. As one of the expert 
interviewees expressed it: 
 

"The size of the turbines has outgrown the sizes that used to be interesting for cooperatives. In the 

early 90s, you could buy a turbine at 200 kW for a reasonable price, a mass-produced product that 

worked. Since a couple of years back, these manufacturers have been making much bigger turbines, 
so the segment with turbines with an effect of a couple of hundred kW is rather thin. Normally, they 

are not as profitable as the larger projects, which is also why the wind power industry has become 

so large-scale."  
 
Another of the expert interviewees also highlighted the marginal effect that cooperative wind power 
cooperatives could have considered the projected need for wind power expansion:  
 

"The wind power sector has taken an investment decision to deliver 50 TWh within one to two years. 

How much of that will be cooperative? Sure, in permit processes, it is nice to talk about the 
possibility of cooperative ownership instead of sending the electricity to Germany [...] So, in one 

way, it sounds good, but it will never come up to those volumes. The interest in cooperative wind 

power is simply not big enough." 
 
The unfavourable and uncertain policy landscape for energy cooperatives and lack of tailored business 
system solutions might also constitute a barrier for energy companies to take the role of initiator or enabler 
of cooperative ownership models. Still, both Göteborg Energi, LEVA i Lysekil, and Gislaved Energi 
expressed an openness to exploring cooperative ownership models for future solar or hydrogen 
establishments, and Varberg Energi was also looking into ways of involving their customers in flexibility 
solutions. This demonstrates a willingness from the energy companies to find ways to enable their customers 
to participate in and gain from the transition to a more renewable and sustainable energy system, even if it 
is not in the shape of wind power or other forms of cooperatives. As solar power demands less land and 
usually stirs less local opposition, citizens and municipal energy companies interested in initiating or 
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supporting cooperative ownership will likely focus their attention on solar rather than wind power, which is 
in line with the observation made by Magnusson and Palm (2019). As one of the experts interviewed for 
this study put it: 
 

"There are rarely good conditions for wind power, but I can easily say that in every municipality in 

this country, you will find a lot of areas for building solar farms. And many of these will not happen 

if not the cooperatives can build them. They will be too small and demand too much engagement as 
you need to talk to a lot of small landowners to make it happen. Cooperatives are very well suited 

to do that job." 
 
Regardless of energy source, the results of this study indicate that while cooperative ownership still has a 
role to play in the expansion of renewable energy, it will likely remain a niche phenomenon whose 
emergence and survival is dependent on facilitation and guidance by governments, confirming the 
conclusion drawn by Warbroek and Hoppe (2017). This further emphasises the need for productive and 
supportive collaboration structures between energy cooperatives and public bodies and the importance of a 
favourable institutional landscape. For example, the study suggests that more favourable tax rules and 
targeted business system solutions would facilitate energy companies looking to initiate or support energy 
cooperatives. Here, the implementation of the EU directives on energy communities into Swedish legislation 
might be conducive to creating a legal framework and policy incentives supporting both citizens and 
companies interested in co-producing community energy.  
 

6.6.3. Connection to the collaboration structures 

So, what conclusion can be drawn on which collaboration structure is most supportive of the emergence and 
development of wind power cooperatives? The results of the study suggest that this depends on several 
factors, such as who initiated the cooperative, the size and level of professionalisation of the cooperative, 
what business model it has chosen, and what capacities and resources it possesses. In the emergence of wind 
power cooperatives, the case studies indicate that both the first and second mode of governance can be 
conducive depending on if the initiative for the cooperative comes from the energy company or the members 
themselves. In the first mode, governing by provision, the emergence of the cooperative is contingent on the 
company taking the role of initiator, encouraging citizens to become members, and providing them with the 
support and resources needed to take over and run the cooperative. If the initiative for the cooperative comes 
from the members themselves, their emergence is rather favoured by a collaboration in the second mode, 
co-production, where the company takes the role of enabler, supporting the cooperative with tasks such as 
grid connection, administration, and maintenance in return for benefits like more customers and increased 
credibility. While the Lysekil cooperatives demonstrate that it is possible for energy cooperatives to emerge 
and survive also in the third mode, self-governance, where support from company partners is limited, the 
results of the study suggest that this is the exception rather than the rule. Instead, the third mode seems to 
be more common in later stages of the cooperative’s development. Further, the results indicate that 
cooperatives that were initiated by energy companies and thus started off in the first mode, usually move 
further to the right in the analytical framework, towards a mode of co-production or even self-governance, 
as the cooperative grows more independent and the company becomes less involved. As the self-governance 
mode entails less support and engagement from the company, the closer the collaboration structure comes 
to the right end of the analytical framework, the greater the demand on the capacities and resources of the 
cooperative and its members. While the Lysekil cooperatives show that this need can be met by the 
dedication and skills of individual members, the general trend rather points towards a professionalisation 
and scaling up of cooperatives as demonstrated by SVEF. For cooperatives not looking to size up or devote 
more time and energy in the running of the cooperative, the co-production mode, characterised by mutual 
dependency and benefits, seems to be the most fitting. This entails a relative independence of the cooperative 
compared to the first mode, but still greater support and engagement from the company compared to the 
third mode, as the middle mode relies on both partners having a stake in the collaboration and thus a mutual 
interest in its success. However, the cases of Varbergsvind and VästanVind show that this mode also can be 
sensitive to the dedication of individual employees or personal ties to the company, again pointing to the 
need for long-term mutual interests to ensure a stable and supportive collaboration over time.  
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To sum up, the results of this study suggest that a productive and supportive collaboration structure between 
energy cooperatives and energy companies is characterised by principles of co-production such as co-
governance, co-dependency, and mutual benefits, as well as an alignment of the interests, needs, and 
capacities of the two actors. In turn, the conditions for such a collaboration depend on an interplay of internal 
and external factors such as personal ties between the actors, the engagement of individual members or 
employees, and institutional aspects such as policies and tax rules. Further, the future emergence and 
development of wind power cooperatives will also be influenced by more general trends within wind power 
development in Sweden, which are currently pointing away from the small-scale projects and local 
ownership that characterise existing wind power cooperatives. Instead, prospects for cooperative ownership 
and co-production of renewable energy are geared towards solar power, hydrogen, and flexibility solutions.  
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7. Conclusion 
This thesis was guided by a two-fold research question: 1) How can collaboration structures between wind 

power cooperatives and municipal energy companies be conceptualised through the concept of modes of 

governance?, and 2) What implications do these collaboration structures have on the emergence and 
development of wind power cooperatives in general? To answer these questions, I conducted a qualitative 
case study of four wind power cooperatives in Sweden exhibiting different types and levels of collaborations 
with municipal energy companies. The cases were analysed using an analytical framework derived from 
theories on modes of governance and designed to differentiate between various modes of collaboration. 
Distinguishing between three different collaborative modes, governing by provision, co-production, and 
self-governance, the framework provided a tool for analysing the empirical material collected for each case 
in order to discern, describe, and conceptualise the collaboration structures between the energy cooperatives 
and energy companies. Through a cross-case analysis, I compared the differences and similarities between 
the cases and positioned them in relation to earlier research and theory before discussing how these 
collaboration structures impact the emergence and development of energy cooperatives. Here, I summarise 
the findings relating to each research question before discussing policy implications and avenues for future 
research.  
 

7.1. How can collaboration structures between wind power 
cooperatives and municipal energy companies be 
conceptualised through the concept of modes of governance? 

The results of the analysis indicated both differences and similarities between the various cases in terms of 
how and why wind power cooperatives and municipal energy companies collaborate. By using the analytical 
framework developed for the study, it was possible to discern different modes of collaboration, positioning 
the cooperatives and companies in different roles and states of dependency in relation to each other. Further, 
the findings demonstrate that the collaboration structures between the cooperatives and companies are not 
static but rather change over time due to internal and external factors such as personal ties between the two 
actors, the capacity and engagement of specific individuals, and changes in policies and market structures. 
The Varbergsvind and VästanVind cases both demonstrated collaboration structures that began in a mode 
of governing by provision where the energy company took the role of initiator that provided local citizens 
with the opportunity to form a wind energy cooperative. This placed the cooperative in a relation of 
dependency on the company as its mere existence is contingent on the company's will to initiate and facilitate 
such a cooperative. However, there are still elements of co-dependency in this mode, as the company is 
dependent on the citizens' willingness to engage and invest for the initiative to succeed and fulfil the 
company's motives for initiating the cooperative. With time, both the Varbergsvind and VästanVind cases 
eventually moved towards a mode of co-production or even self-governance as the cooperatives became 
more independent and the role of the companies was reduced to that of an enabler or administrator. In the 
case of Varbergsvind, this move was further prompted by weakened personal ties to Varberg Energi and a 
diminishing interest in cooperative ownership models. In contrast, VästanVind exhibits stronger bonds with 
Göteborg Energi, as the company keeps two representatives on the cooperative's board and lobbies for 
VästanVind's interests as part of the Solovindandelsföreningarna interest organisation, placing the 
collaboration more firmly in a mode of co-production.  
 
Both the Lysekil and the SVEF cooperatives demonstrated a higher degree of autonomy and independence 
vis-à-vis their energy company partners, positioning them in a mode of self-governance. The cooperatives 
were initiated by the members themselves, who also take a larger role in managing the cooperatives 
compared to Varbergsvind and VästanVind, thus reducing the role of the companies to that of an 
administrator. In the case of SVEF and Gislaved Energi, this entails day-to-day tasks related to sales and 
customer support, while the collaboration between the Lysekil cooperatives and LEVA i Lysekil was limited 
to grid operations and informal support. Further, while SVEF's independence is strengthened by its large 
scale, extensive expansion strategy, and professional approach, the autonomy of the Lysekil cooperatives 
was mostly ascribed to their choice of business model and "do it yourself" spirit. Still, both cases 
demonstrate that the self-governance mode entails greater independence for the cooperatives but also puts 
greater demand on their internal capacities and resources.   
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The above summary of the findings shows that the collaboration structures between wind power 
cooperatives and municipal energy companies can be fruitfully conceptualised using an analytical 
framework built on the concept of modes of governance. Thus, it answers the first of the thesis' two research 
questions, asking how collaboration structures between wind power cooperatives and municipal energy 
companies can be conceptualised through the concept of modes of governance.   
 

7.2. What implications do these collaboration structures have on 
the emergence and development of wind power cooperatives 
in general? 

As for the second research question, the results of the study confirm the observation made in previous 
research that municipal energy companies historically have played an important role in the emergence of 
wind power cooperatives, and continue to play a key role in their survival and development. The structure 
of the Swedish energy market makes energy cooperatives dependent on external partners such as municipal 
energy companies for their existence. However, the incentives and manoeuvre space for energy companies 
to support and engage with energy cooperatives are currently constrained by both internal and external 
factors. These factors include an unfavourable and uncertain policy landscape, a lack of tailored business 
system solutions, and a general trend within wind power development towards large-scale projects, making 
it harder for cooperatives and municipal energy companies to compete with other actors for land and capital. 
While municipal energy companies usually do not have the same profit requirements as private companies, 
they still need to fulfil their political ownership directives. These directives often stipulate that the 
companies should be operated on a business-like ground, which means that the companies need to ensure 
profitability when collaborating with energy cooperatives. Here, smaller and less professional organisations 
might be disadvantaged as most energy companies currently lack technological and business systems to 
support smaller cooperatives in a cost-efficient way. While the study points to a receding development of 
wind power cooperatives, it revealed a willingness among municipal energy companies to explore 
cooperative ownership models within solar and hydrogen power and find new ways to enable citizen 
participation in the energy transition through various flexibility solutions. This suggests that the possibilities 
for municipal energy companies to support cooperative ownership within renewable energy come down to 
technological and policy support rather than interest.  
 
As for which collaboration structure is most supportive of the emergence and development of wind power 
cooperatives, the results of the study suggests that it depends on who initiated the cooperative, the size and 
level of professionalisation of the cooperative, what business model it has chosen, and what capacities and 
resources it possesses. The first mode, where the energy company takes the role of initiator, is important in 
order to engage citizens not previously interested in or aware of the possibility to engage with community 
energy. If the initiative comes from the members themselves, the second or third modes are more fitting. As 
the third mode gives the cooperative greater autonomy but places higher demands on its internal resources 
and capacities, cooperatives not interested in professionalising or devoting more time to run the cooperative 
are best positioned in the co-production mode that relies on long-term mutual interests and benefits between 
the two actors.  
 

7.3. Policy implications 
The results of the study have several implications for policy-makers interested in supporting citizens and 
companies looking to engage in energy cooperatives. First, and most obvious, the implementation of the EU 
directives on energy communities has the potential to create a legal framework for energy cooperatives and 
thus spur the introduction of enabling policies and support programs. Further, it can increase the diffusion 
of knowledge and best practice that can inspire and incentivise the formation of cooperatives. Second, there 
is a need to remove unfavourable costs and tax rules such as high costs for connecting to the grid and the 
lingering withholding tax, as well as to introduce financial incentives such as a tax exemption similar to that 
offered to individual micro-producers. As the decreasing compensation from the electricity certificate 
system has hit some energy cooperatives hard, there is also a need to consider introducing other financial 
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incentives such as feed-in tariffs or targeted funding programs. Finally, there is a clear need for targeted 
business system tools facilitating the collaboration between energy companies and cooperatives, to enable 
also smaller cooperatives to be administered in a smooth and cost-efficient way. While this is a task for 
innovative business developers rather than policy-makers, a more favourable policy landscape and clear 
legal frameworks for energy cooperatives could help create a market for these types of services.    
 

7.4. Future research 
The results of this study point out several interesting avenues for future research. First, the analytical 
framework presented here could be used for studying collaboration structures between other actors involved 
in community energy, such as the collaboration between solar energy cooperatives and energy companies 
or between tenant-owner associations and housing companies. Another avenue for future research is to 
investigate other ways municipal energy companies can support citizen participation in the energy 
transition, such as introducing other cooperative ownership models and co-owning schemes or involving 
citizens in flexibility solutions. Further, future research could also look into how the implementation of the 
EU directives on energy communities affects the collaboration structures between different actors involved 
in community energy.  
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10. Appendices 

10.1.  Appendix 1: List of interviewees 
 

Role of interviewee Respondent of 
informant interview 

Interviewer Date of interview 

Founder of the Lys-Vind, Si-Vind, Sivik III cooperatives Respondent Warlenius 12 November 2021 

Board member of VästanVind Respondent Warlenius 16 November 2021 

Board member of SVEF Respondent Warlenius 29 November 2021 

Representatives of Varbergsvind Respondent Warlenius 22 November 2021 

Representative of LEVA i Lysekil Respondent Nettelbladt 23 February 2022 

Representative of Varberg Energi Respondent Nettelbladt 24 February 2022 

Representative of Göteborg Energi Respondent Nettelbladt 28 February 2022 

Representative of Gislaved Energi Respondent Nettelbladt 7 March 2022 

Independent expert, representative  
of wind energy interest organisation 

Informant Nettelbladt 15 March 2022 

Independent expert, employee of public body and 
member of a wind power cooperative 

Informant Nettelbladt 15 March 2022 

Independent expert, representative  
of solar energy interest organisation  
and chairman of the board of a wind power cooperative 

Informant Nettelbladt 22 March 2022 

Founder of the Lys-Vind, Si-Vind,  
Sivik III cooperatives 

Respondent, 
complementary 
interview 

Nettelbladt 7 April 2022 
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10.2.  Appendix 2: Template for interview guide for energy 
company representatives (in Swedish) 

• Berätta om din roll.  
 

• Hur jobbar ni med omställningen till ett förnybart energisystem?  
 

• Vilka upplever ni är de största möjligheterna respektive utmaningarna med omställningen till ett 
förnybart energisystem? 
 

• Hur skulle ni beskriva er roll i och bidrag till det lokala samhället?  
 

• Hur skulle ni beskriva ert samarbete med kommunen och kommunpolitikerna? Vilka möjligheter 
och utmaningar har ni som kommunalt ägt bolag jämfört med privata? 
 

• Hur skulle ni beskriva ert samarbete med kooperativ x? Vilka utmaningar och möjligheter ser ni 
med det samarbetet? Hur bedömer ni att kooperativet ser på samarbetet? 
 

• Varför valde ni möjliggöra för medborgarna att bli andelsägare i vindkraft?*  
 

• Vilka för- och nackdelar ser ni med den kooperativa ägarformen? 
 

• Hur skulle ni beskriva er relation till kunder och lokalinvånare i övrigt? Ser ni något behov av att 
inkludera dem i beslut och processer som rör er verksamhet? 
 

• Samarbetar ni med några andra lokala aktörer såsom företag eller organisationer? 
 

• Hur skulle ni beskriva den lokala bilden av och debatten om förnybar energi? Har det någon 
påverkan på er verksamhet? 

 
• Har ni några planer på ytterligare etablering av förnybar energi? Hur ser ni på möjligheten att 

erbjuda ytterligare andelsägande för 
lokalinvånarna?                                                                                                                                    
                                            

• Vilka policyändringar på lokal, nationell eller EU-nivå ser skulle kunna underlätta för er 
verksamhet? Bedömer du att implementeringen av EU:s Ren energi-direktiv som bland annat 
lyfter fram "medborgarenergigemenskaper" kommer att påverka er verksamhet?* 

  

 
 
 
* Only included for those cases where the energy company had initiated the energy cooperative. 
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10.3.  Appendix 3: Template for interview guide for independent 
experts (in Swedish) 

• Berätta om din roll.  
 

• Vilken roll ser du att vindkraftskooperativ har spelat för utvecklingen av vindkraft i Sverige?  
 

• Vilka ser du är de största möjligheterna med andelsägande / kooperativa ägarformer? 
 

• Vilka ser du som de största utmaningarna för vindkraftskooperativ i dag? 
 

• Vilka regler och riktlinjer som skatteregler, lagstiftning, planerings- och tillståndsprocesser etc. 
bedömer du ha störst inverkan på möjligheterna för vindkraftskooperativ att verka och utvecklas? 
Vilka policyändringar hade du helst velat se på nationell eller lokal nivå? 
 

• Vilken roll ser du att kommuner och kommunala elbolag spelar för utvecklingen av 
vindkraftskooperativ? 
 

• Många vindkraftskooperativ har i dag en nära relation ett kommunala elbolaget, exempelvis att 
det kommunala elbolaget varit med och initierat kooperativet, är delägare eller driftansvarig. 
Vilka möjligheter och utmaningar innebär det?  
 

• Vilka andra aktörer på lokal, nationell och internationell nivå bedömer du ha inverkan på 
vindkraftskooperativens möjligheter att verka och utvecklas? Exempelvis nätverk och 
lobbyorganisationer, myndigheter, näringslivsaktörer etc. 

 
• Vilken roll tror du att vindkraftskooperativ och liknande initiativ kan spela för omställningen till 

100% förnybar elektricitet? Kommer de att vara en aktör i framtidens energisystem?  
 

• Ser du att det finns andra sätt som man skulle kunna öka medborgarnas inflytande i beslut och 
processer som rör energi på?    
 

• Bedömer du att implementeringen av EU:s Ren energi-direktiv som bland annat lyfter fram 
"medborgarenergigemenskaper" kommer att påverka framtiden för vindkraftskooperativ i 
Sverige? 
 

• Bedömer du att den politiska debatten om framtidens energisystem och vinterns höga energipriser 
kommer att påverka bilden av förnybar energi och kooperativa ägarformer? 

  



80 

10.4.  Appendix 4: List of secondary sources 
 

Type of 
document 

Name of document Year Source 

Organisational 
by-laws 

Stadgar för 
Varbergsvind 
ekonomisk förening 

2021 Varbergsvind (2021). Stadgar för Varbergsvind ekonomisk förening. 
Available at: http://www.varbergsvind.se/wp-
content/uploads/2022/03/Stadgar-2021-06-13.pdf 

Organisational 
by-laws 

Stadgar för VästanVind 
Vindkraftskooperativ 

2018 VästanVind (2018). Stadgar för VästanVind Vindkraftskooperativ. 
Available at: http://www.vastanvind.se/wp-
content/uploads/2018/06/Stadgar-V%C3%A4stanVind-2018.pdf 

Organisational 
by-laws 

Lys-Vind, Si-Vind & 
Sivik III (n.d.). Stadgar 
för XXX kooperativ 
ekonomisk förening.  

 
 
n.d.  

Lys-Vind, Si-Vind & Sivik III (n.d.). Stadgar för XXX kooperativ 
ekonomisk förening.  

Organisational 
by-laws 

Stadgar för Sveriges 
Vindkraftkooperativ 
Ekonomisk Förening 

2020 SVEF (2020). Stadgar för Sveriges Vindkraftkooperativ Ekonomisk 
Förening. Available at: 
http://media.svef.nu/2020/01/SVEF_Stadgar_20190511_20200101.pdf 

Website Varbergsvind 2022 varbergsvind.se 

Website VästanVind 2022 vastanvind.se 

Website SVEF 2022 svef.nu 

Website Varberg Energi 2022 varbergenergi.se 

Website Göteborg Energi 2022 goteborgenergi.se 

Website LEVA i Lysekil 2022 levailysekil.se 

Website Gislaved Energi 2022 gislavedenergi.se 

Articles of 
association 

Bolagsordning för 
Varberg Energi AB 

2020 Varberg municipality (2020). Bolagsordning för Varberg Energi AB. 
Available at: 
https://varberg.se/download/18.3932947d16fd6f11a88b2b96/15803973
52437/Bolagsordning%20f%C3%B6r%20Varberg%20Energi%20AB.pd
f 

Articles of 
association 

Bolagsordning för 
Göteborg Energi AB 

2021 Göteborg municipality (2021). Bolagsordning för Göteborg Energi AB. 
Available at: 
https://www5.goteborg.se/prod/Stadsledningskontoret/LIS/Verksamhets
handbok/Forfattn.nsf//8A2F8E18AF0D1AEAC1257B980042BCA7/$File
/C12574360024D6C7WEBVC9D388.pdf?OpenElement 

Articles of 
association 

Bolagsordning för LEVA 
i Lysekil AB 

2020 Lysekil municipality (2020). Bolagsordning för LEVA i Lysekil AB. 
Available at: 
https://www.lysekil.se/download/18.544fe15217036c0a0a466062/1582
273909176/LEVA%20I%20Lysekil%20AB%20bolagsordning%202020.
pdf 

Articles of 
association 

Bolagsordning för 
Gislaved Energi 
Koncern Aktiebolag 

2020 Gislaved municipality (2020). Bolagsordning för Gislaved Energi 
Koncern Aktiebolag. Available at: 
https://www.gislaved.se/download/18.1c213cf117963d19a562ebc8/162
2189380986/Bolagsordning%20f%C3%B6r%20Gislaved%20Energi%2
0Koncern%20AB,%20daterad%20den%2017%20april%202020.pdf  

Ownership 
directives 

Ägardirektiv för Varberg 
Energi AB 

2020 Varberg municipality (2020). Ägardirektiv för Varberg Energi AB. 
Available at: 
https://varberg.se/download/18.1c9cef7717ba76d0b1443623/16311996
34634/%C3%84gardirektiv%20f%C3%B6r%20Varberg%20Energi%20
AB.pdf 

Ownership 
directives 

Ägardirektiv Göteborg 
Energi AB 

2020 Göteborg municipality (2020). Ägardirektiv Göteborg Energi AB. 
Available at: 
https://www5.goteborg.se/prod/Stadsledningskontoret/LIS/Verksamhets
handbok/Forfattn.nsf//9EE542D483383628C1257B42004CB83D/$File/
WEBVBQ422M.pdf?OpenElement 
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Type of 
document 

Name of document Year Source 

Ownership 
directives 

Särskilt ägardirektiv för 
Leva i Lysekil AB - 
koncernen 

2020 Lysekil municipality (2020). Särskilt ägardirektiv för Leva i Lysekil AB - 
koncernen. Available at: 
https://www.lysekil.se/download/18.544fe15217036c0a0a466063/1582
273943567/LEVA%20i%20Lysekil%20AB%20%C3%A4gardirektiv%20
2020.pdf 

Ownership 
directives 

Specifika ägardirektiv - 
Gislaved Energi 
Koncern AB - GEKAB 

2020 Gislaved municipality (2020). Specifika ägardirektiv - Gislaved Energi 
Koncern AB - GEKAB. Available at: 
https://www.gislaved.se/download/18.1c213cf117963d19a562ebcd/162
2189412586/Specifika%20%C3%A4gardirektiv%20-
%20Gislaved%20Energi%20Koncern%20AB,%20daterad%20den%203
1%20mars%202021.pdf 

Legislation and 
policy 

The Environmental 
Code 

1998 SFS 1998:808. The Environmental Code.  

Legislation and 
policy 

The Swedish Planning 
and Building Act 

2010 SFS 2010:900. The Swedish Planning and Building Act.  

Legislation and 
policy 

The Swedish Local 
Government Act 

2017 SFS 2017:725. The Swedish Local Government Act. 

Legislation and 
policy 

The Swedish 
Companies Act 

2005 SFS 2005:551. The Swedish Companies Act 

Legislation and 
policy 

Regeringens 
proposition 2020/21:16 
Elcertifikat – stoppregel 
och kontrollstation 2019 

2020 Regeringskansliet (2020). Regeringens proposition 2020/21:16 
Elcertifikat – stoppregel och kontrollstation 2019. Available at: 
https://www.regeringen.se/4a7a9f/contentassets/39112e158bbb48809e
05fa56c28f1bca/elcertifikat--stoppregel-och-kontrollstation-2019-prop.-
20202116 

Legislation and 
policy 

Uttagsbeskattning av 
vindkraftkooperativ - 
beräkning av 
marknadspris 

2011 Skatteverket (2011). Uttagsbeskattning av vindkraftkooperativ - 
beräkning av marknadspris. Available at: https://www4.skatteverket.se 
/rattsligvagledning/337821.html 

Governmental 
investigations 
and reports 

Ren energi inom EU - 
Ett genomförande av 
fem rättsakter - Ei 
R2020:02 

2020 Energimarknadsinspektionen (2020). Ren energi inom EU - Ett 
genomförande av fem rättsakter - Ei R2020:02. Available at 
https://ei.se/om-oss/publikationer/ 
publikationer/rapporter-och-pm/2020/ren-energi-inom-eu---ett-
genomforande-av-fem-rattsakter---ei-r202002 

Governmental 
investigations 
and reports 

Nationell strategi för en 
hållbar vindkraft.  

2021 Energimyndigheten & Naturvårdsverket (2021). Nationell strategi för en 
hållbar vindkraft. Available at: https://energimyndigheten.a-
w2m.se/Home.mvc?ResourceId=183601  

Governmental 
investigations 
and reports 

Promemoria: Utredning 
av vissa frågor som rör 
skattereduktion för 
mikroproduktion av 
förnybar el och 
elcertifikat. 

2017 Regeringskansliet (2017). Promemoria: Utredning av vissa frågor som 
rör skattereduktion för mikroproduktion av förnybar el och elcertifikat, 
M2017/02099/Ee, 2017–08–31. 

Governmental 
investigations 
and reports 

Nationell strategi för en 
hållbar vindkraft.  

2021 Energimyndigheten & Naturvårdsverket. Nationell strategi för en hållbar 
vindkraft. 2021. Available at: https://energimyndigheten.a-
w2m.se/Home.mvc?ResourceId=183601  

Governmental 
investigations 
and reports 

SOU 2021:53 En 
rättssäker 
vindkraftsprövning 

2021 SOU 2021:53 (2021). En rättssäker vindkraftsprövning. Stockholm: 
Elanders Sverige. Available at 
https://www.regeringen.se/49e6a7/contentassets/8b16a30f6de3468ab6
fa640ebb23851f/en-rattssaker-vindkraftsprovning-sou-202153. 

Governmental 
investigations 
and reports 

Åtgärder för lokal nytta 
vid 
vindkraftsetableringar: 
Underlag till Nationell 
strategi för en hållbar 
vindkraftsutbyggnad 

2021 Energimyndigheten (2021). Åtgärder för lokal nytta vid 
vindkraftsetableringar: Underlag till Nationell strategi för en hållbar 
vindkraftsutbyggnad. Available at: 
http://www.energimyndigheten.se/globalassets/fornybart/strategi-for-
hallbar-vindkraftsutbyggnad/atgarder-for-lokal-nytta-vid-
vindkraftsetableringar_20210218.pdf 
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Type of 
document 

Name of document Year Source 

Governmental 
investigations 
and reports 

Lokal nytta vid 
vindkraftsetableringar 

2020 Västra Götalandsregionen (2020). Lokal nytta vid 
vindkraftsetableringar. Available at: https://mellanarkiv-
offentlig.vgregion.se/alfresco/s/archive/stream/public/v1/source/availabl
e/SOFIA/MN8499-1665204818-
51/SURROGATE/Lokal%20nytta%20Rapport%202020-04-
21%20V2.pdf 

EU directives Clean energy for all 
Europeans package 

2019 European Commission (2019a). Clean Energy for All Europeans. 
Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg. 

EU directives Renewable Energy 
Directive (European 
Union Directive 
2018/2001) 

2018 European Union (2018). Directive (EU) 2018/2001. European 
Parliament and Council Directive (EU). 2018/2001 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 11 December 2018 on the Promotion 
of the Use of Energy from Renewable Sources. European Union: 
Brussels, Belgium, 2018; Volume 2021. 

EU directives Internal Electricity 
Market Directive 
(European Union 
Directive 2019/944) 

2019 European Union (2019). Directive (EU). 2019/944. European 
Parliament and Council of the European Union Directive (EU). 
2019/944 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 June 
2019 on Common Rules for the Internal Market for Electricity and 
Amending Directive 2012/27/EU (Recast). European Union: Brussels, 
Belgium, 2019; Volume 2021. 

 
 
 

  



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


