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Jakob R. Müller f, Jörg Radtke g, Judith Rognli h 

 

Abstract: Transformation of energy systems is influencing economic policy agendas all over 

the world, particularly so in industrialized countries. In this process, Germany has taken a 

pioneering role. Technical innovations, institutional frameworks, and business models 

established there are of interest for other countries trying to achieve broader use of renewable 

energies. Energy cooperatives have been an important building block of the energy transition 

in Germany, though their practical importance is neither quantitatively nor qualitatively 

reflected in the academic literature. Drawing on recently collected data, this paper presents an 

overview of German energy cooperatives in terms of their (1) organization, (2) membership, 

and (3) financing. We then review theories from economics and the social sciences that, on 

various levels, have been used to analyze cooperatives in other fields or other forms of 

community-driven organization. We discuss how these theories could be applied for a better 

understanding of energy cooperatives, derive a preliminary research agenda and assess the 

scope for interdisciplinary work among economists, sociologists, and other related disciplines.  
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1. Introduction 

All over the world, the sought after transition of the energy sector towards greater deployment 

of renewable energy sources and de-carbonization is driving change in economic and 

environmental policy [1]. Against this background, different strategies such as large scale, 

centralized projects as well as small scale, decentralized projects are being pursued to achieve 

better diffusion of renewable energies. In this regard, especially industrialized countries are 

making efforts to promote decentralized energy supply concepts [2; 3; 4]. 

This general characterization of renewable energy deployment efforts particularly fits the case 

of Germany, where political measures have been laying a path toward development of a 

multi-faceted renewable energy sector with various technologies in use at different scales. A 

prominent example is the feed-in tariff system, which is based on the real generation costs of 

a specific technology and guarantees investment security for generators of green electricity 

for a time scale of up to 20 years [5]. Investment security ensured through the feed-in tariff 

system, improving technical aspects of renewable energy use, and a trend towards 

decentralization of energy supply have also allowed the entrance of new actors and business 

models in the German energy sector. In other words, technical and political change has been 

accompanied by changes in social institutions. Prominent among the groups of new actors are 

(family) farms and citizens, and business models often build on consumer participation and 

ownership, especially in the context of decentralized energy supply [6; 7; 8]. 

Within this context of new actors entering the market as investors and new emerging business 

models, energy cooperatives have gained particular attention, as they combine common 

economic goals with social and cultural factors, such as voluntary and open membership and 

considerable co-determination rights for their members through democratic organization and 

member control, features that seem to be particularly compatible with sustainability aspects 

characteristic of renewable energy projects [9].  

This particular focus on energy cooperatives has been reflected by a dynamic growth of 

cooperative organizations within the German renewable energy sector. Over the last ten years, 

more than 800 energy cooperatives have been newly founded in Germany (see section 2.1). 

Until now, however, research on energy cooperatives has been relatively rare, especially in 

Germany. The few existing studies are focused on practitioners’ problems and rarely build on 

existing theoretical foundations. The present paper attempts to address this gap by providing 

an overview of the phenomenon from the organizational and member perspectives, drawing 
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on recent data that include registration data from cooperatives, a member survey, and publicly 

available balance sheets. We also present various theoretical approaches that could be useful 

for shedding light on the development of energy cooperatives in Germany.  

The paper is structured as follows. In section two, the recent growth of energy cooperatives in 

Germany is described, a typology of energy cooperatives is presented, and cooperatives are 

distinguished from other forms of renewable-energy projects involving citizen participation. 

Further emphasis is put on financial characteristics and membership structures to introduce 

the reader to the topic from different viewpoints. The third section looks at the literature, 

starting with a governance perspective from transaction cost economics, which is then 

deepened via a discussion of recent work in behavioral economics, followed by a sub-section 

presenting the structural view. Here, the role of cooperative market power in non-competitive 

markets is stressed, followed by a section that looks at the role of consumers. Next, by 

looking at participation, conflict, and trust in (energy) cooperatives, we shift the focus from an 

economic to a sociological one. In a concluding section, we synthesize the literature in light of 

the empirical data analyzed and derive a research agenda for the field of renewable energy 

cooperatives in Germany.  

 

2. The Status Quo of Renewable Energy Cooperatives in Germany 

Empirical analysis is an important part of research on energy cooperatives in Germany, and 

topics such as growth, finance, or member characteristics have been addressed through 

various surveys. Before presenting our own empirical insights, we provide a brief, general 

overview on models of financial citizen participation in Germany. 

 

2.1. Models of Financial Citizen Participation in Renewable Energy Initiatives in 

Germany 

Community energy initiatives are multifaceted, and a diversity of ownership models exists 

concerning how to put them into practice. Projects can be either completely owned by the 

community or developed in co-ownership with the private or public sectors [10; 11; 12]. 

Patterns of ownership are determined by project initiators and managers [13], who themselves 

operate within the boundaries set by legal forms, financing schemes, and available equity 

capital [14]. In the following, differences between ownership models are explained in greater 

detail. 
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The proliferation of ownership options for citizen participation schemes in Germany has been 

discussed in a recent study by Holstenkamp and Degenhart, who use a financial approach 

focusing on equity capital and voting rights to distinguish between citizen participation 

schemes in a proper sense (community ownership) from mere financial participation. Apart 

from cooperatives, two ownership models are of importance. The most widely used structures 

are limited partnerships with a limited liability company as general partner (Gesellschaft mit 

beschraenkter Haftung & Compagnie Kommanditgesellschaft, abbreviated as GmbH & Co. 

KG) and civil partnerships (Gesellschaft bürgerlichen Rechts or GbR) [15]. 

In the first projects that were put into practice in Germany, choice of specific legal form was 

driven mainly by questions of liability and distribution of project risk [14; 16]. An answer was 

found in the GmbH & Co. KG structure, which merged two traditional legal forms: the private 

limited liability company and a general partnership. In this model, a developer of a limited 

liability company establishes a limited partnership for investors, and the GmbH takes on the 

“full partnership” role (with unlimited liability). Typically, the GmbH & Co. KG allows 

simplified management structures, separating management, consisting of project-initiating 

investors, from further investors. Furthermore, measured by return on equity after taxes, it can 

also provide possible tax advantages for investors over other organizational forms, depending 

on the personal income and tax parameters of investors [17]. These two aspects made the 

GmbH & Co. KG structure highly successful, and it became a preferred model for citizen-

owned wind parks (so-called “Bürgerwindparks”) in Germany [17; 18]. Another popular 

business model, particularly for small- to medium-scale local community solar PV projects, is 

the arrangement of a solar association as a trustee who establishes a GbR. A disadvantage 

here is the direct liability of the partners, which has made it feasible only for smaller projects 

[16]. 

Considering the recent trend towards energy cooperatives, the cooperative model possesses 

advantages that tend to influence the decisions of initiators. The crucial question of liability is 

solved by the cooperative model as well. Partners are generally not liable individually, which 

also makes the model attractive for larger projects [19]. Some key differences between a 

GmbH & Co. KG and a cooperative can be found in the purpose of their establishment and 

governance structures. For example, the cooperative model is linked explicitly to the 

promotion of its member’s goals, which generally also include social principles and values 

that go beyond profit maximization, including collaboration, social responsibility, in-company 
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democracy, communal self-help, and the provision of quasi-public goods [20]. Here, 

cooperatives can fill a significant gap, as discussed in the cooperative literature [21].  

Summing up, cooperatives are not the only relevant business model for financial citizen 

participation within the energy sector in Germany, but they are the organizational form that 

has become the most relevant regarding active participation in local energy policy. In the 

following, empirical data on energy cooperatives in Germany is presented. First, we review 

approaches used to classify them. Then, following one of the approaches, we present 

descriptive statistics on the growth of registered renewable energy cooperatives in Germany. 

 

2.2. Classification and Growth of Energy Cooperatives in Germany 

2.2.1. Existing Classifications 

A theoretically-informed typology of energy cooperatives in the German context and beyond 

– as a basis for theory-building [22] – is generally missing from the literature. The same can 

be said about establishing a link to general classifications and typologies of cooperatives 

according to strategic orientation, or ownership and control rights [23; 24]. Moreover, only a 

few studies have tried to classify energy cooperatives in Germany so far. Flieger and 

Klemisch draw a historical distinction between electricity cooperatives of the first phase of 

rural electrification in Germany and recently founded wind and photovoltaic energy 

cooperatives, bioenergy villages, national green electricity traders, and energy consumer 

cooperatives. For their classification, at least three attributes are implicitly used: energy-sector 

value chain, technologies in use, and age of cooperatives [25]. Klemisch and Maron use a 

typology by Flieger and suggest a separation of energy cooperatives along the energy-industry 

value chain [26]. These existing classifications lack, however, an empirical grounding and are 

not well-integrated into any theoretical framework. 

In the following, (1) technology, (2) level of value addition, (3) historical development, and 

(4) regional distribution are used as criteria for describing German energy cooperatives. The 

first two criteria are important especially for the economic analysis presented in section 3, 

whereas the latter two form the basis for political-economy, institutional, or evolutionary 

explanations. Data are drawn from a database of energy cooperatives in Germany, 

continuously updated and maintained by two of the authors [27], which builds on entries in 

electronic cooperative registries and information available on the internet. 

 



 
5 

 

2.2.2. Classification based on the Value Chain Approach and Technology 

The value chain of an organization consists of primary and secondary functions, which are 

separated by streams of inputs and outputs [28]. According to the value chain approach, 

energy cooperatives are defined as organizations with the legal form of a cooperative that 

conduct their business activities along the energy industry value chain. Adapting Porter’s 

corporate value chain concept to the energy sector, we distinguish between cooperatives 

according to their primary activities – generation/production, distribution/transmission, or 

trading – in the following way: 

 Generation/production (n = 635): Cooperatives that are classified as generation 

cooperatives possess power generation facilities or hold investments in companies that 

operate them. Generation in this case means not only of electricity but also heat. 

 Distribution/transmission (n = 198): Cooperatives that operate local electricity grids or 

local district heating networks are grouped as distribution cooperatives. Often these 

cooperatives also have generation facilities, but the network infrastructure is central to 

their business model and, thus, we group them together as distribution cooperatives. 

 Trading (n = 40): We classify as trading cooperatives those that primarily generate a 

spread by buying and selling energy (or energy resources). Cooperatives that sell the 

energy they generate are grouped as generation cooperatives, even if they are also 

traders. 

The technology-in-use classification is useful for further differentiating within the large group 

of generation cooperatives. With a few exceptions, most German energy cooperatives use 

renewable energy technologies that are promoted by the German feed-in-tariff system in 

accordance with the Renewable Energy Sources Act (EEG). Overall, power generation from 

renewable energy sources is dominated by electricity from windmills (7.9%), biomass (6.8%), 

photovoltaics (4.5%), and hydro power (3.4%) [29]. Most cooperatives are engaged in power 

generation using photovoltaics (495) followed by biomass (200) and wind (76). Hydro power 

(29) as well as solar thermal and geothermal power production (8) play a minor role. It is 

important to mention that many cooperatives use more than one power production technology, 

and only 29 cooperatives are engaged in fossil-fuel technologies.  

Activity has been mainly focused on photovoltaics because the technology is fairly simple, 

and it is easy to scale production-plant size according to available space. Often roofs of public 

buildings, such as schools or town halls, are used to install solar panels. Municipalities, 

churches, and other organizations are more likely to provide roofs to cooperatives as 
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compared to investor-oriented firms, and numerous cooperatives have occupied this niche 

market. In contrast, generation of electricity from windmills is not very common among 

cooperatives. Reasons are the greater risks and higher upfront investments involved; also, 

competition for land with other investors is fierce.  

 

2.2.3. Classification based on historical Development 

Cooperatives in the energy sector are not a new phenomenon. As opposed to the US 

experience [30; 31], however, German cooperatives in the energy sector have not received 

much attention in the academic literature. With more than 6,000 firms, electricity cooperatives 

– mainly rural distribution cooperatives – were the second largest group within the German 

rural cooperative association in 1930 [32]. Around 40 of these old electricity cooperatives 

survived concentration processes which followed the 1920s and reached a peak in the 1930s, 

and they continued through the liberalization of electricity markets in 1998. The following 

Fig. 1. displays the number of newly formed energy cooperatives over the past 35 years.  

 

 

Fig. 1. Number of newly Formed Energy Cooperatives in Germany in the Years 1980-2013. 

(Source: authors’ design) 
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It can be seen that few energy cooperatives were formed in the years 1970-1985. Mostly these 

were energy-supply cooperatives for member-supply and biomass cooperatives that processed 

biomass for energy generation. In the period that followed – 1985 to the mid-1990s – was 

dominated by small pilot projects pioneering in generation of electricity from renewable 

sources. The cooperative as an organizational form in the energy sector started to re-emerge 

with the rise of renewable-energy generation cooperatives and so-called bioenergy villages in 

the second half of the 2000s. The peak in growth in 2011 could indicate a saturation effect. 

Currently, cooperatives are facing difficulties in developing new business models, and the 

current number of 907 cooperatives may grow at a slower pace in the coming years. Further 

development especially hinges on concrete changes being made in the legal framework, as 

The Renewable Energy Sources Act is currently under revision. 

 

2.2.4. Classification based on regional Development 

Energy cooperatives concentrate in certain areas. Bavaria is the federal state with the largest 

number of them, followed by Baden-Württemberg, and Lower Saxony. This distribution is 

partly mirrored in the capacity of renewable-energy installations. It also is a result of diffusion 

processes and regional spillover effects. In some regions, renewable energy initiatives have 

attracted imitators. This has resulted in some spatial clustering of energy cooperatives, 

sometimes actively fostered by umbrella organizations. The cooperative association of the 

Weser Ems region has, for instance, actively promoted and supported the foundation of 

cooperatives in the region; meanwhile, the Agrokraft GmbH has sold the franchise-like 

Friedrich-Wilhelm Raiffeisen Energie concept.  

At the same time, as shown in Table 1, founding dynamics differ across federal states. Baden-

Württemberg and Bavaria have both shown similar growth in absolute terms in 2009-2011, 

but strongly differ before and after those years. Energy cooperatives are almost absent from 

some parts of Eastern Germany, which may be explained by the negative historical legacy of 

forced collectivization under the former socialist regime as well as lower disposable income 

and wealth. 
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Table 1. Regional Distribution by Years of Formation of Existing Energy Cooperatives in 

Germany. (Source: authors’ design) 

Period/ Year -1959 

1960 

- 

1979 

1980 

- 

1990 

1991 

- 

1997 

1998 

- 

2005 

2006 

- 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total 

Federal State                         

Baden-Württemberg 3 1 1 0 1 4 21 28 45 27 26 157 

Bayern 28 5 1 1 9 10 22 28 43 55 48 250 

Berlin 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 5 2 9 21 

Brandenburg 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 1 4 4 14 

Bremen 0 0 0 0 0 2     1 2   5 

Hamburg 0 0 0 0 1 0     1   2 4 

Hessen 1 0 0 0 0 5 3 12 13 23 14 71 

Mecklenburg-

Vorpommern 0 0 0 0 0 0   2 8 3 3 16 

Niedersachsen 2 6 0 2 3 19 21 17 26 16 14 126 

Nordrhein-Westfalen 5 1 0 0 1 5 12 20 21 13 11 89 

Rheinland-Pfalz 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 5 14 8 35 

Saarland 0 0 0 0 0 0   2 2 1 3 8 

Sachsen 0 0 0 2 0 3 2 2 4 6 2 21 

Sachsen-Anhalt 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 4 4 4 3 21 

Schleswig-Holstein 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 7 8 13 4 36 

Thüringen 1 0 0 0 0 1   3 7 7 14 33 

Total 41 14 2 6 16 55 92 132 194 190 165 907 

 

The numbers presented in this section provided a general overview of recent developments of 

renewable energy cooperatives. In the following, we seek to deepen the empirical analysis and 

provide insights on financial and membership characteristics. 

 

2.3. Financial Characteristics 

A detailed analysis of the economic development of energy cooperatives over time is missing 

from the literature as previous research has largely neglected financial issues and is based on 

small samples [19]. The following economic analysis of energy cooperatives attempts to fill 

this gap by evaluating a large number of German renewable energy cooperatives and 

analyzing their published financial statements for the period 2010-2012, focusing on 
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renewable energy generation cooperatives, which represent the largest group in the sector (see 

section 2.1.) [33].1 

The development of capital provides a general picture of the financial power and growth rates 

of organizations. Fig. 2. displays the amount of capital that was allocated by generation 

cooperatives between 2010 and 2012. The majority of these firms are relatively small. In 

2010, 69% of surveyed cooperatives each disposed of capital of up to one million Euros. In 

2012, this group covered 65% of surveyed cooperatives. Furthermore, a slight growth of 

larger renewable energy generation cooperatives can be observed up until 2012. The number 

of surveyed energy cooperatives that disposed of more than two million Euros capital 

increased from 14% in 2010 to 20% in 2012. Accordingly, the number of energy cooperatives 

that disposed of capital of up to two million Euros decreased from 86% in 2010 to 80% in 

2012. Consequently, it is likely that either existing energy cooperatives have raised more 

capital in order to increase project sizes throughout the observed years or that newly 

initialized projects have started with higher investment volumes. Yet very large energy 

cooperatives, those with a capital of more than five million Euros, remain an exception. 

 

 

Fig. 2. Capital of German Energy Generation Cooperatives in 2010-2012. (Based on [33]) 

 

In line with slightly growing investment volumes for new projects and the expansion of 

activity fields of established cooperatives, the number of members has risen as well. In 2010, 

                                                 
1 The assessment was conducted by one of the authors in 2013/2014. More details on the data and further results 
are available in a discussion paper [33]. 
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about 62% of surveyed renewable energy generation cooperatives had between 3 and 100 

members, around 23% had between 101 and 200 members and 15% of surveyed renewable 

energy generation cooperatives had more than 200 members. In 2012, the share of energy 

cooperatives with 100-200 members increased to 30%, whereas the share of surveyed 

renewable energy generation cooperatives with 3 to 100 members decreased to 50%. 

Meanwhile, the share of surveyed energy cooperatives with more than 200 members slightly 

rose to 19%.  

Growing memberships may indicate that capital growth of German renewable energy 

cooperatives is primarily based on equity financed from members’ shares. As displayed in 

Fig. 3., surveyed energy cooperatives had relatively high equity ratios. Furthermore, equity 

ratios remained stable throughout the observation period. In 2010 as well as in 2012, 60% of 

surveyed generation cooperatives had an equity ratio between 31% and 100%. Respectively, 

40% of surveyed cooperatives had an equity ratio up to 30% in 2010 and 2012. 

 

 

Fig. 3. Equity Ratios of Energy Generation Cooperatives in 2010-2012. (Based on [33]) 

 

Against the background of the presented empirical results, three claims can be made. First, 

renewable energy generation cooperatives are small to medium-sized organizations. Second, 

high equity ratios are in line with fundamental cooperative principles. By collecting equity 

from their members, cooperatives realize member support and provide them with services 

[34]. Nevertheless, additional capital is needed to realize projects. This is mainly provided by 

loans from cooperative banks [19]. Third, the shift towards higher capital rates, high 
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membership numbers and stable equity ratios indicates that despite of growing investment 

volumes, financial requirements are still met to a great extent by members. 

 

2.4. Member Characteristics  

Besides the presented survey on developments in the cooperative sector in general and 

financial characteristics in particular, a closer look at member characteristics may reveal 

significant distinctions that can help us to better understand the success of renewable energy 

cooperatives in Germany. The following survey presents key characteristics of the social 

structure of cooperative members as well as their preferences regarding organizational 

aspects.2 

 

2.4.1. Social Structure 

In terms of age, the majority of cooperative members are older than 35 years of age, with 47% 

being 35 to 55, another 42% being older than 55 and only 12% younger than 35. Regarding 

gender distributions among energy cooperative members, we found that an overwhelming 

majority of energy cooperative members are men, representing 80%. 

Concerning educational backgrounds and income structures of involved individuals, further 

statistics are striking. The majority of energy cooperative members are university graduates 

(51%). Consequently, higher income groups are overrepresented: 71% have an individual 

monthly gross income over 2,500 Euros, 17.5 % have a monthly gross income of 1,500 to 

2,500 Euros, and the remaining 11.5 % have gross income of less than 1,500 Euros per month. 

 

2.4.1. Organizational aspects and member perceptions 

Data on the motives of participating members reveal a strong preference for democracy in 

organizational issues and regarding social issues. We found that 77% of the interviewees 

attribute democratic characteristics to energy cooperatives. Reasons given for this perception 

were the one-person-one-vote principle as well as the chance to participate, even with small 

investments. 

Although the interviewed cooperative members seem to appreciate the democratic character 

of energy cooperatives, their degree of active participation in organizational meetings and 

decision-making processes is middling, as only 28% are permanently present at organizational 

                                                 
2 The survey was conducted by one of the authors in 2012. It is based on 2,826 respondents from 80 community-
energy initiatives. Out of these 1,872 people are members of energy cooperatives from all over Germany and 
from all renewable energy sectors (solar, wind, biomass). More results and background are available in [35].  
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meetings and another 24% are present frequently. Although 50% claim to participate actively 

in discussions and express themselves in meetings, a majority (76%) never initiates any ideas 

for further developing the cooperative, rather delegating this operative task to the executive 

committee. A reason for this seeming discrepancy might be that 96% of the interviewed 

members feel well informed with regard to their energy cooperative’s organizational and 

operative issues. 

Participation in an energy cooperative also led to significant attitude changes towards broader 

issues in the energy sector. According to a query where several answers were possible, 42% 

of members came to believe that a decentralized energy supply is a considerable alternative to 

centralized energy infrastructures after joining the cooperative. Furthermore, 41% support the 

further deployment of local community initiatives and 36% demand more citizen 

participation. 

These empirical insights reveal, first, a dominance of middle-aged men with academic 

degrees to be investors in renewable-energy cooperatives. A reason for this might be that, 

although energy cooperatives have comparatively low requirements for financial 

participation, the required amounts for membership pose in some cases an obstacle for 

individuals with restricted financial budgets. Consequently, individuals having an academic 

degree, who generally dispose of higher incomes, are overrepresented. Second, the ongoing 

growth of energy cooperatives seems to be induced by preferences of initiators for a high 

degree of participation, support for further deployment of renewable energy, and support for 

the decentralization of energy supply, rather than concerns about supply security, as the 

infrastructural conditions for rural energy supply through conventional energy suppliers are 

already given [36]. 

 

3. Theoretical Perspectives on Energy Cooperatives in Germany 

The objective of this section is to review the literature that may help to advance our 

understanding of energy cooperatives. Besides approaches already being used in the analysis 

of cooperatives in (agricultural) economics, we also look at some promising new approaches 

from behavioral economics and the sociological literature. 

 

3.1. Energy Cooperatives from an Economics Perspective 

From an economics perspective, energy cooperatives are distinct in many ways. Cooperatives 

do not have the objective of maximizing profits, as is typically assumed for the firm in 
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microeconomics. As an alternative to markets and hierarchies, they are consequently subject 

to different transaction costs. More than in investor-oriented firms, member behavior may be 

driven by concerns of fairness or other-regarding preferences. From a structural perspective, 

cooperatives have effects on market structures that differ from investor-oriented firms. Also, 

customers of energy cooperatives may have motivations that go beyond purchasing cheap 

electricity. The following sub-sections will address these issues in more detail. 

 

3.1.1. The energy cooperative as an organizational form: A transaction cost approach 

Fundamental analysis on governance and the theory of the firm dates back to the seminal 

work of Ronald Coase (1937), who was the first to note that using market mechanisms 

involves costs other than production costs. He showed that it is sometimes cost-efficient to 

execute transactions within a hierarchical organization, that is, not using market mechanisms. 

The costs of using market mechanisms for an economic exchange, later termed transaction 

costs, stem primarily from efforts to acquire information on prices and (potential) trading 

partners, to negotiate and to conclude contracts, and to monitor agreements. Additional costs 

result from modifying and enforcing contracts [37]. Building on Coase’s work, his analytical 

approach for determining the size of a company and regarding the analysis of operational 

coordination mechanisms has been continually developed. The properties of a transaction – 

specificity, uncertainty, and frequency – determine its transaction costs and, with a transaction 

cost minimizing agent, result in a governance structure that is optimally adapted to these 

properties. Within this context, a central role is played by specificity, which describes the 

possibility of an alternative use of assets and can lead to the so-called lock-in effect: an 

exchange-based dependency which can be exploited opportunistically by one of the exchange 

parties through the appropriation of relationship-specific rents. Consequently, concerns 

regarding the possible appropriation of returns usually play a crucial role in the assessment of 

the efficiency of a given governance structure for an economic exchange [38]. 

Within this typology of transaction costs and governance structures, cooperatives in general, 

and consequently also energy cooperatives, are classified as hybrids within the spectrum of 

coordination mechanisms, ranging from market to hierarchical organization. On the one hand, 

members pool some, but not all, of their qualifications and resources in the cooperative 

enterprise’s business. The use of the market is limited or even absent; hierarchy dominates. 

On the other hand, members of a cooperative remain economically independent, and they can 

use their qualifications and resources for other tasks, mostly for market transactions. To sum 
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up, the cooperative association possesses features that provide benefits in terms of integrating 

transactions into a collective organization while allowing independence of other operational 

aspects. However, this equilibrium is revocable, as a cooperative can lead up to the creation of 

a merged firm, if the characteristics of the underlying economic exchange call for more 

hierarchical organization (e.g., in cases of high specificity and high uncertainty), or can lead 

up to the dissolution of a cooperative, if the benefits of independence loom large. 

Cooperatives are often formed to economize on information costs or avoid opportunistic 

behavior and “hold-up” in the presence of specific investments [39].  

Although the field of energy cooperatives knows a variety of dimensions and forms, in 

practice several regularities can be identified that show in exemplary manner the hybrid 

character of energy cooperatives. The cooperative association is systematically oriented 

towards organizing activities through coordination and cooperation of involved actors (mostly 

private individuals). Consequently, fundamental operational decisions such as investments are 

undertaken jointly. A second feature is the pooling of resources and competencies, through 

which advantages can be generated from extended market shares, transfer of competencies, 

and sharing of scarce resources. Furthermore, the involvement of multiple parties and their 

resources offers risk-sharing possibilities. The pooling of resources and risk-sharing features 

are particularly relevant for citizens involved in generation cooperatives. Here, members can 

participate actively within local energy policy, without bearing extensive economic risks. 

However, contractual incompleteness within the institutional setting of relational contracting 

as a regulating measure for the relationships among the involved parties can induce 

opportunistic behavior, resulting in significant risks that are likely to remain in a cooperative 

organization [40]. 

Besides the menace of opportunistic behavior, a number of other disadvantages, resulting 

from shared property rights, constrain the organization of economic exchanges in a 

cooperative association. Departing from the analysis of cooperatives in the agricultural sector, 

problems devolving from the division of residual claims and control rights have become 

known as the (1) Free Rider, (2) Horizon, (3) Portfolio, (4) Control, and (5) Influence Cost 

problems, the relevance of which is explained in the following paragraphs. 

In the context of cooperatives, the Free Rider problem refers to scenarios where gains from 

cooperative action are accessed by individuals who do not participate in or contribute equally 

to the organization in comparison to other members. For example, new members receive the 

same patronage and residual rights as old members who have contributed over much longer 
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periods. The Horizon Problem describes divergences between a participant’s residual claims 

to her net income and the productive life cycle of her investment. This is caused by a lack of 

transferability of residual claimant rights and can lead to underinvestment in research and 

development or other intangible assets. Like the Horizon Problem, the Portfolio Problem also 

stems from the tied nature of equity in the cooperative. More specifically, changes in interests 

or risk attitudes of an investor cannot be immediately adjusted for within the cooperative, as 

wide agreement among members must be reached first. Such coordination problems of 

democratic governance, typical for cooperatives, represent the core of the Control and the 

Influence Cost Problems. The Control Problem is similar to the fundamental principal–agent 

problem set but is, in the context of cooperatives, further compounded by a lack of external 

competitive market pressures to discipline involved parties, particularly the executing 

managers of a cooperative. Finally, Influence Costs are incumbent on all organizations where 

decisions affect wealth distribution among members. They are greater, the more variable 

members interests and potential gains are [41; 42].  

For energy cooperatives, the Control and Influence Cost Problems are of particular 

importance. In general, it can be assumed that parties joining a cooperative have common 

interests. However, a detailed analysis may reveal that conflicting issues and heterogeneity 

potentially exist. Assuming that members of an energy cooperative have different institutional 

backgrounds (e.g. energy-consuming private individuals and resource-providing farmers in a 

bioenergy cooperative), it can be conjectured that conflicts may arise concerning the trade-off 

between what price to pay for input materials (e.g. energy crops) that represent an income 

only to some of the involved parties (e.g. farmers for the case of energy crops) and the 

residual claims of all involved parties on the net income of the cooperative, which is reduced 

by high prices for input materials. That is why, in practice, such a constellation of actors can 

rarely, if ever, be found organized within a single cooperative. Other relevant fields where 

such problems are even further aggravated are urban energy cooperatives [43, 44].  

To conclude, members of a cooperative might undertake efforts and bear costs to influence 

and control operative decisions, therewith reducing the transaction-cost efficiency of a hybrid 

organization. Especially in bio-energy cooperatives – where infrastructures at various stages 

are characterized by a complex value-addition process, including the energetic exploitation of 

raw materials and distribution of production output and waste – this problem may give rise to 

more hierarchical organization. In contrast, solar energy cooperatives are less prone to these 

problems, since the underlying technology does not rely on socially complex production 
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processes and, therefore, typically does not involve parties with heterogeneous interests. 

Consequently, the democratic organization of energy cooperatives and co-determination 

rights assigned to all members can generate extensive organizational costs, which may restrict 

their operational decision-making and management [44]. 

The findings of this sub-section have been gathered to provide a rationale for choosing a 

cooperative as an organizational form within the energy sector, given the assumptions of 

standard neoclassical economics. However, recent findings question this framework; 

consequently, the next sub-section is dedicated to the topic of behavioral economics, applying 

some findings of this field to several questions within cooperative analysis.  

 

3.1.2. A Behavioral Economics Approach to Energy Cooperatives 

Over the last three decades, insights from Behavioral Economics have challenged many of the 

assumptions underlying the model of homo economicus prevalent in Neoclassical Economics. 

Often through using psychological and economic experiments, humans have been shown to 

conditionally act cooperatively and to reciprocate behavior, to be loss averse rather than risk 

averse, and to act in contradiction with utility-maximizing behavior and full rationality more 

generally [45; 46; 47]. 

Experimental Economics, supported by evidence from Neuroeconomics [48], has furthered 

our understanding that in particular contexts – for instance when actors are socially proximate 

or market pressure is absent – decision-making processes of parties involved in an economic 

exchange can be influenced by preferences for fairness, reciprocity and other behavioral 

patterns that deviate from the assumptions of the standard economic approach depicted by the 

hypothetical figure of homo economicus [49].  

In cooperatives, as economic institutions whose initiators are typically individuals living in 

geographical proximity, where relations among involved parties are characterized by social 

proximity, and whose inter-firm rights of co-determination are based on a democratic 

principle rather than on voting schemes proportionate to equity, member behavior is often 

better characterized by the so-called cooperative spirit than the homo economicus model [39]. 

It is likely that concerns regarding fairness are important behavioral drivers in cooperative 

organizations, especially in comparison to investor-oriented firms, and it is, thus, surprising 

that virtually no behavioral research exists drawing on members of cooperatives as a subject 

pool, although potentially interesting and deviating behavioral patterns may be manifold.  
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First, experimental findings show that democratic institutions, such as those present in a 

cooperative association, affect the level of cooperation of parties involved in an economic 

exchange. Given a decision or policy, the level of cooperation is higher when decisions are 

made democratically by involved parties, whereas the same decision or policy imposed 

undemocratically through another mechanism does not induce similar levels of cooperation 

[50]. This is in accordance with the premise regarding the endogenous formation of 

preferences which states that economic institutions may affect preferences through their direct 

influences on situational construal, forms and structure of reward and incentive schemes, the 

evolution of norms, and task-related learning, as well as their indirect effects on processes of 

cultural transmission [51].  

Second, the comparably higher willingness to cooperate and the existence of fairness 

preferences seem to also affect the individual contributions of parties involved in a 

cooperative. The fundamental proposition from institutional economics’ Incomplete Contract 

Theory, that shared property rights lead to inefficiencies and underinvestment in the presence 

of incomplete contracts, is contradicted by experimental findings. Here, fairness preferences 

of some actors in a heterogeneous set of involved parties can act as an enforcement device 

that complements explicit incentives enforced by the courts such that joint ownership induces 

the most efficient ownership structure, as shown by high and efficient levels of investment 

under joint ownership in investment games [52]. These experimental findings can be 

explained as follows: First, cooperative members endowed with social preferences (e.g. 

fairness and reciprocity) are more likely to engage in mutual monitoring (of given levels of 

personal costs and benefits) which may prevent uncooperative members from appropriating 

rents from economic exchange. In other words, monitoring reduces the inequity among 

involved parties. What is more, cooperative members with a concern for fairness are less 

likely to act opportunistically. They can be best described as “conditional cooperators” who 

reciprocate the behavior of others, therewith reducing inequity, which may include 

uncooperative behavior as a means of punishing non-cooperators and restoring equality 

among involved parties in a cooperative [53]. 

These more general insights from behavioral economics are also of specific interest in the 

context of energy cooperatives. Here as well members typically originate from a common 

region and, in setting up the organization, require involvement of a wide set of actors in the 

enterprise’s activities. Social proximity and, therefore, social preferences are likely to play an 

important role in determining behavior – at least for some members. These effects, fostering 
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cooperative behavior, are further intensified by the fact that initiators of energy cooperatives 

often consciously decide in favor of the organizational form of a cooperative in order to play 

an active role in local energy policy. In this, their decision-making process tends not to be 

solely determined by monetary payoff considerations but is rather also influenced by civic 

virtues (see also section 2.4) which, in turn, foster cooperative behavior. 

To date, fairly little is known about behavior in cooperative organizations. More specifically, 

in spite of the wide range of behavioral economics applications drawing on subjects from 

business environments [e.g. 54], to our knowledge, cooperative members have not yet been 

subjected to experimental work. This is even more surprising if one looks into the 

mushrooming experimental literature seeking to extend the experimental subject pool beyond 

easily available students in all kinds of field studies [55; 56; 57]. Accessing members and 

managers of cooperatives for behavioral research is, thus, a promising task for future studies 

in order to be deal with questions that, thus far, could not be addressed with standard 

economics, such as cooperatives as an organizational form as seen from an incomplete 

contract perspective. 

 

3.1.3. Cooperative pricing under imperfect competition 

In recent years, Comparative Economic Organization and Transaction Cost Economics have 

played a dominant role in the development of cooperative theory. They have been successful 

in explaining why cooperatives are formed and under what conditions they can outperform 

investor-oriented firms (see section 3.1.1. and [58]). In the past, structural approaches rooted 

in industrial organization have also investigated what kinds of functions cooperatives perform 

for the economy as a whole [59; 60; 61; 62] More specifically, this strand of literature has 

looked into the role of cooperatives under conditions of imperfect competition. With upstream 

market power of processors and retailers prevalent in agricultural markets, this question also 

has received much recent attention from regulators and policy makers who often want to 

know what kinds of benefits cooperatives can create for the economy and society as a whole 

[63]. This has resulted in a small revival of empirical work based on this so-called 

competitive yardstick school of cooperative thought in agricultural economics, which argues 

that regional prices and prices investor-oriented firms have to pay are driven up [64; 65; 66]. 

Market power imbalances not only exist on markets for agricultural produce but also on those 

for electrical power, which are highly concentrated in most European countries. Although the 

shares of the largest four companies in Germany – Vattenfall, EnBW, RWE, and E.ON – are 
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decreasing through an influx of small-scale renewable energy generation, the “big four” still 

account for more than 80% of the retail market share [67]. In a recent study, the German 

competition authority has described these market structures as oligopolistic [68].  

It would, thus, be quite revealing to mimic the work of agricultural economists by 

investigating the effect of cooperative market share on prices, either within regions of a state 

[64] or across member states and time [65]. One challenge will be to construct panel datasets 

that allow identification of the respective effect [65]. 

 

3.1.4. Quality uncertainty and consumer demand for electricity from cooperatives 

There is some indication that the German transition towards a sustainable energy system is, at 

least to some extent, driven by consumers [69]. Today, at least 10 % of all households in 

Germany voluntarily opt for electricity tariffs entirely based on renewable energies [70], 

typically also involving price premiums which have been the subject of a mounting literature 

on stated and revealed preferences of consumers with regard to sustainable consumption and 

“green energy” in Germany and elsewhere [71; 72; 73]. 

Similar to organic or fair-trade food or, as in George Akerlof’s famous example, used cars 

[74], it is often not easy to distinguish quality differentials for a good when information on its 

characteristics is costly. As a result, adverse selection – a process where low-quality suppliers 

have an incentive to enter the market and, as a consequence of decreasing prices, drive out 

high-quality suppliers – may take place, ultimately bearing the risk of a complete market 

collapse. This can be especially true if aspects of the production process are an essential factor 

in consumer valuation for a good and, as in the case of household electricity, the good reaches 

the consumer in a homogeneous quality, independent of the particular supplier chosen. Put 

differently, renewable energy is a credence good; its consumption does not yield information 

on the production process, creating risks of adverse selection and fraud on the supplier’s side.  

As predicted by theory [74], this situation has resulted in various forms of transparency 

initiative, signaling, or guarantees on the supplier’s side. Providers of renewable energy spend 

much of their marketing budgets on elaborating how exactly the electricity they sell is 

produced, seeking to establish trustful relationships with consumers. Some large utilities in 

Germany promise to customers that they are establishing new renewable energy production 

capacities and that, for reasons of transparency, they do not engage in trading of renewable 

energy certificates at the stock exchange.  
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With respect to cooperatives, information asymmetries have mostly been investigated on the 

supply side. In rural finance or dairy processing, costs of locally available information can in 

many cases be reduced by integrating transactions into more hierarchical organizational 

forms, ultimately resulting in the identity of owners, producers, and processors [39]. The same 

applies to the energy sector, where much of the costly regulation of electric utilities in fully 

integrated markets can be avoided, especially in rural areas where energy cooperatives have 

been successful historically [43; 69]. Today, with unbundled electricity markets in Germany, 

the traditional cooperative model of user-owner identity is not fully applicable anymore. 

Greenpeace Energy, Germany’s largest electricity cooperative, supplies renewable energy to 

more than 100,000 customers but, in sharp contrast to agricultural cooperatives, where user-

owner identity is typically 100%, has only about 23,000 members. In other words, the vast 

majority of the users are neither members nor owners of the cooperative. These empirical 

realities also call for advancing cooperative theory [69]. 

A first step in this direction has been taken by Sagebiel et al., who investigate consumer 

preferences for electricity produced by cooperatives independent of the survey respondent’s 

membership status [75]. The authors conduct a Choice Experiment in which they distinguish 

between attributes of electricity contracts by focusing on the governance characteristics of 

suppliers. They do not find strong support for an increased willingness to pay for electricity 

from cooperatives. Rather, renewable energy and price seem to dominate respondent decision 

making. Yet, more research is needed to further substantiate these claims and to learn more 

about the motivations of customers to purchase energy from renewable energy cooperatives 

rather than from investor-oriented corporate suppliers with otherwise comparable features. 

 

3.2. Energy Cooperatives in the Social Sciences 

From a social-science perspective, energy cooperatives are first and foremost understood as 

social entities, characterized by multiple social relationships featuring individual and 

collective actions. Social scientists can employ a number of different perspectives in order to 

investigate energy cooperatives as social phenomena:  

On the macro level, energy cooperatives can be considered as societal and network actors 

embedded in social and environmental movements [76; 77]. Energy cooperatives can, for 

example, be viewed as actors in the energy transition and the social-ecological transition 

movement. 
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The meso level comprises inter-organizational processes. Here, energy cooperatives are 

recognized as actors of collective action. Different theoretical approaches, such as social 

psychology, socio-economics and socio-ethics, have been applied to study processes of 

decision making, participation, cooperation, strategies, discourses, ideas and visions in 

traditional cooperatives which might serve as future topics for discussion of energy 

cooperatives [78; 79]. 

In the following, however, we will focus on the micro level. Here, social scientists are 

concerned with inter-personal relations and behavior. Focusing on the micro level has two 

particular advantages. First of all, it allows relevant aspects of community building to be 

plausibly analyzed. Secondly, links to existing and on-going empirical observations can be 

made. We highlight three distinct micro-level phenomena: participation, conflict and trust. 

Analysis informed by these theoretical concepts is crucial for deepening the understanding of 

social behavior and relationships in general and energy cooperatives as social entities in 

particular, as they have received different forms of attention in the existing literature. 

 

3.2.1. Perspectives on Participation and Civic Engagement 

Participation and civic engagement are challenging research areas in the social sciences, 

especially in democracy theory and in studies focusing on community energy. In various 

ways, social processes and practices in and between energy cooperatives as well as other 

forms of community energy, affect principles of participation, engagement, collaboration, and 

citizen involvement. These are crucial in the debate on civil society and participation and 

include (1) political and social participation in the context of planning renewable energy 

plants through formal and informal participation practices [80], (2) financial and collaborative 

participation through membership in cooperatives with respect to organizational and internal 

participation practices [81], and (3) communicative and deliberative consensus dialogues, 

often known as participation through discourse [82].  

The “classical” way of classifying the level of citizen involvement in participatory processes 

has been provided by Arnstein’s “ladder of participation” [83]. Although originally developed 

for assessing degrees of citizen participation in public administrative processes, such 

approaches have also been extended to community energy initiatives with the aim of 

classifying levels of involvement of various in- and outside stakeholder groups. A challenging 

task will be to further develop the linear and hierarchical character of the model and to 
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integrate more horizontally oriented frameworks for analyzing community-energy initiatives, 

for instance from a social-learning perspective [84]. 

Regarding the discussion on the lack of legitimacy and shortcomings of representative 

democracy, new forms of citizen involvement are seen as a way to re-vitalize democracy [85; 

86]. Decisions made in energy cooperatives resulting from collective action processes may 

find greater societal acceptance, and may form broader consensus, than decisions made by 

investor-oriented firms [87]. Yet, as in other forms of non-profit sector organization, a lack of 

legitimization and representation may arise from access barriers set up by an organization to 

control membership composition and to grant access only to a selected few. On the other 

hand, energy cooperatives typically allow for broad participation of local citizens, are open 

and accountable, and do not discriminate against small investors. Although they lack the 

formal representation, legitimization, and control of public utilities, with these properties they 

have the potential to achieve a similar status. Further, participation and inclusion cannot only 

be reached through membership. As laid down in the International Co-operative Alliance 

(ICA) principles, the cooperative enterprise should share concern for the community. 

Consequently, it has the ability to build bonding social capital in local networks of diverse 

actors, therewith generating benefits beyond the immediate boundaries of the organization. 

Two important aspects of participation are thus crucial. First, the institutions formally 

governing a cooperative define the level of democratic control and possibilities for 

participatory processes within it. Second, and more informally, practices in a cooperative 

enterprise may spill over to the public, affecting both members and external stakeholders, 

while creating a network and (hopefully positive) experiences with participatory and 

democratic practices. 

 

3.2.2. Conflict in Energy Cooperatives 

Conflict is one of the key phenomena in the social sciences. It is seen as a mechanism 

inherent to social life and is deeply embedded in its social context [88; 89; 90]. Conflict 

within organizations can be broadly defined as the “perception of incompatibility between 

values, needs, interests or actions” [91] between individuals or groups. There is no integrative, 

overarching theory of conflict in cooperative organizations, and very little attention has been 
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paid to conflict within energy cooperatives. Therefore, we highlight some theoretical 

assumptions that can function as a starting point for further analysis.3 

A fundamental assumption of conflict theory is the notion that conflict supports change [89]. 

According to Pondy [88], conflict in an organization can have positive or negative effects on 

its productivity, stability, and adaptability, depending on a variety of factors. Since energy 

cooperatives in Germany frequently face legislative changes which require flexibility and 

adaptation, the impact of conflict on such organizations as a whole can be seen as decisive for 

their future. This assumption is supported by cooperative scholars, who regard the flexibility 

and adaptability of cooperatives as central for their survival in a constantly changing 

economic and political environment [93; 94; 95].  

Conflict theory illustrates that negative outcomes of conflict are especially triggered if norms 

and values are at stake [96]. Taking this into account, it seems vital to pay attention to the role 

values play in energy cooperatives. The importance of a “cooperative spirit” and clearly 

defined member value strategies for a cooperative’s success has been extensively discussed in 

the history of cooperative theory [97; 98]. Empirical studies show that individual definitions 

of cooperative spirit can vary even within cooperatives [99]. It has also been shown that 

founding members of energy cooperatives pursue a wide range of motivations which might be 

informed by underlying values that may be different from those of newer members [36]. 

However, neither the ways that values form a part of these different motivations nor the ways 

in which values are at stake in conflict within energy cooperatives have been investigated in 

depth. 

Regarding conflict causes, studies show that cooperatives struggle with a number of very 

different issues over time (see section 3.1.1. and [40]). While in the founding phase conflicts 

of interest and conflicts pertaining to values underlying a cooperative’s strategy might be 

more pronounced [95], issues regarding codetermination and agency, goals and appropriate 

governance approaches might be more relevant in later stages [100; 101; 102].  

Although there is also some work available on dispute-resolution mechanisms [103], 

empirical research on conflict in cooperatives mostly focuses on cooperative governance (see 

e.g. [104]). Findings suggest that conflict in cooperatives is more complex than, for example, 

in work organizations and, therefore, requires very particular management approaches [98]. 

Reasons for this include the diverse backgrounds and motivations of cooperative members 

                                                 
3 Although we focus on intra-organizational conflict, energy cooperatives can also be examined as social actors 
in local and national conflicts over resources [92], as well as in other inter-organizational conflicts with other 
civil society actors, local administrations, regional cooperative associations, and other stakeholders. 
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[102], complex relationships among members based on member values [105], as well as the 

democratic nature of cooperatives, which makes conflict more pronounced and potentially 

more varied in them than in hierarchical organizations [106; 107]. Darr [106] illustrates how 

conflict can strengthen or weaken democratic structures within cooperatives. Cooperative 

structures can also lead to suppression of conflict or to sudden outbursts of it. Conflict may be 

suppressed because fear of losing face is evoked at the thought of voicing opinions in large 

meetings or because parties feel that voicing their opinions could put social relationships at 

stake [108]. Cooperatives therefore need to implement measures to facilitate conflict in 

advance or during board meetings, establishing small group discussions, self-audits or 

anonymous dispute-resolution mechanisms [108]. 

This brief review illustrates that the analysis of conflict not only can help to inform 

management strategies but also provides a lens through which we can learn more about the 

social dynamics and organizational development of energy cooperatives in general. While we 

can gain some insight into potential fields of conflict by drawing from existing literature on 

cooperatives in general and energy cooperatives in particular, we know very little about the 

causes, types, involved parties and other particularities of conflict in energy cooperatives, the 

social and cultural factors influencing conflict as well as the utilization and evolution of 

formal and informal resolution mechanisms. Empirical research is needed in order to better 

understand the nature of conflict and its potential impacts on the particular social structures of 

energy cooperatives as well as their organization. 

 

3.2.3. Trust in Energy Cooperatives 

Another aspect which is relevant to social relationships in organizations in general and in 

cooperative organizations in particular is trust [109]. Consequently, investigation of trust may, 

for instance, contribute to better understanding of the potential advantages of energy 

cooperatives in contrast to other forms of citizen-participation schemes and corporate projects 

for renewable energy. It may also provide some explanations for recent trends in the energy 

cooperative sector. 

Trust is seen as a highly problematic but recurrent feature of social relationships [110] and 

multiple definitions are in use [111; 112]. It has been claimed that trust provides a range of 

benefits and is seen as being essential to stable relationships, vital for maintenance of 

cooperation, fundamental for any exchange and necessary for even the most routine of 
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everyday interactions [110]. Referring to its benefits, trust has also been related to social 

capital as having impact on the organizational effectiveness or productive activity [113; 114].  

Since the 1990s, the concept of trust has been increasingly recognized by sociological theories 

as well as economists and management scholars [109]. Consequently, a large body of 

literature has developed that theorizes and empirically validates its various impacts. Luhmann 

[115] was one of the first to provide a theoretical approach to this concept. He understood 

trust as a function that reduces social complexity by going beyond available information and 

generalizing expectations of behavior so as to replace missing information with a sense of an 

internally guaranteed security [115].  

Up until now, little attention has been given to the role of trust in the context of energy 

cooperatives. Walker et al. [116] analyzed the concept in relation to the development of 

community renewable energy, problematizing the view that trust is a characteristic of the 

community approach as well as a project outcome which builds social capital. Their findings 

suggest that, although trust is one key component of the necessary conditions for a successful 

community energy project, it is not universally ensured solely by the community label but is 

rather dependent on the social dynamics of a project and what the actual community involved 

consists of [116]. 

However, substantial research has been conducted on the significance of trust in traditional 

cooperative organizations (e.g. agricultural cooperatives). Study findings have emphasized 

that trust plays a crucial role as, for example, a mechanism of control and coordination in 

processes of governance [112; 113; 117]. In this vein, Borgen [117] suggests that trust based 

on identification can mitigate the agency problem – an issue that applies especially to larger 

organizations and relates to the separation of ownership and control [118]. 

In the spirit of the open membership principle, the size of some energy cooperatives in 

Germany quickly increased after establishment, with the largest ones now comprising several 

thousand members (e.g. Greenpeace Energy with about 23,000 members) [119]. It has been 

argued that consequences from increased size may include higher complexity and 

heterogeneity and social ties becoming weakened [118]. If trust is a vital mechanism for the 

efficient coordination and operation of large memberships, sources of trust in energy 

cooperatives might be worth investigating and supporting.  

It can be assumed that forthcoming changes in the German Renewable Energy Sources Act 

and their potential implications for citizen-owned renewable energy projects could lead to 

increased professionalization in the energy cooperative sector. This might entail mergers of 
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established organizations, thus leading to the creation of larger units with the aforementioned 

challenges. 

A detailed review of the existing literature on trust and cooperatives may help to better inform 

the emerging energy cooperative sector about strategies for mitigating governance problems 

and enhancing efficiency. Empirical research is necessary to test the findings and assumptions 

already generated regarding the traditional cooperative sector by comparing them with 

renewable energy cooperatives. 

 

4. Discussion and Conclusions 

To better understand organizational changes in the German energy sector, energy 

cooperatives should be investigated thoroughly, since they represent a synthesis of 

technological and social change. As the phenomenon is particularly complex, an analysis 

from a variety of scientific disciplines is appropriate. The aim of this paper has been to 

respond to this task by combining an empirical overview of German energy cooperatives with 

theories that may be potentially useful as starting points for further empirical and theoretical 

analysis.  

As little is known about behavior in cooperative organizations, we have identified several 

tasks for further research for economists and social scientists. Experimental work could 

provide insights on the (endogenous) formation of other-regarding preferences within 

cooperatives. It is still an open question whether cooperatives attract particularly (socially) 

cooperative members, whether member distributional preferences are transformed by 

membership, or whether both processes are at work simultaneously. This methodologically 

challenging question could perhaps be best answered by carefully designed experiments and 

interview-based empirical research. Shedding light on this question could also help to explain 

why cooperatives exist, although they are not considered to be efficient from an incomplete 

contract point of view. Along these lines, transaction cost economics also offers potentially 

useful explanations for the (co-)existence of cooperatives with investor-oriented firms. 

Integrating findings from behavioral economics with transaction cost theory could be 

promising, and some initial steps in this direction have already been taken [44]. 

Another challenge is the question of cooperative pricing under imperfect competition. 

Agricultural marketing cooperatives typically organize the processing and selling of produce 

that is supplied to them by independent farmers. Most energy cooperatives, however, organize 

generation (i.e., production) from pooled capital. In addition, markets for renewable energies 
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are highly regulated, which may also impact price movements. To distinguish cooperative 

energy marketing and trading from generation and to identify their respective effects on prices 

and competition both theoretically and empirically is a challenging task. Yet, it may also be 

rewarding to revisit the classical works on cooperative pricing under imperfect competition, in 

order to find out more about the effects of cooperatives on the economic energy system as a 

whole. Likewise, the role of consumers in driving growth of renewable energy cooperatives 

remains largely unexplored. Although some exploratory research exists in this direction [75], 

it is still very much an open question whether the many customers of renewable energy 

cooperatives are willing to pay price premiums for the type of good they purchase (i.e., for 

electricity from renewable sources), whether they are paying for the way the good is produced 

(i.e., for consumer-controlled and democratically organized production), or whether these two 

things interact. 

For the social sciences, we have sought to demonstrate how theories of participation, trust, 

and conflict may illuminate our understanding of energy cooperatives as social phenomena at 

the micro level. Participation and civic engagement are essential preconditions for activating 

social capital and for achieving vital communities. In the end, we believe that these factors are 

decisive for determining success or failure of cooperatives. Investigating conflict can also 

contribute to understanding the nature of social relationships within cooperatives and their 

development as a whole. Such research is likely to have practical implications for the 

successful management of energy cooperatives as well. Trust creates social ties and cohesion. 

Further exploring the role of trust in energy cooperatives may lead to better understanding of 

inter-personal commitments therein. This can help to mitigate governance problems and 

enhance project efficiency. Integrating such sociological perspectives with the experimental 

economics approaches mentioned above could be promising. Trust games are one possible 

avenue for such research. In the future, it will also be important to put more emphasis on the 

role of policies, such as the Renewable Energy Sources Act. Our paper has not exhaustively 

discussed these issues. Reviewing political science theory could be one way to extend this 

discussion. Likewise, work in social, environmental, and consumer psychology, with a special 

emphasis on evaluating the potential of inter- and trans-disciplinary work, could also broaden 

the perspective that we have taken here.  

 

Acknowledgements 



 
28 

 

Özgür Yildiz gratefully acknowledges financial support from the Volkswagen Foundation for 

the research project "Infrastrukturelle Anpassungsleistungen an die Anforderungen der 

Energiewende und des Klimawandels: Eine institutionen- und verhaltensökonomische 

Analyse von Umsetzungskonzepten und ihrer Steuerungsinstrumente". 

Jens Rommel and Jakob R. Müller gratefully acknowledge financial support received from 

DZ Bank-Stiftung for the “ENERGENO” project. 

Sarah Debor gratefully acknowledges financial support within the scholarship program of the 

Heinrich Böll Stiftung. 

Lars Holstenkamp gratefully acknowledges financial support through the European Regional 

Development Fund (ERDF) and Federal State of Lower Saxony within the project 

“Innovation-Incubator”. 

Jörg Radtke gratefully acknowledges Kellner & Stoll – Stiftung für Klima und Umwelt and 

Stiftung der Universität Bremen for financial support. 

Judith Rognli gratefully acknowledges financial support within the program BWPLUS (State 

of Baden-Württemberg/KIT) for the research project “BENERKON”. 

Finally, all authors would like to thank Cristopher T. Hank, PhD (Humboldt Universität zu 

Berlin) for proof reading the article. 

 

References 

[1] Jäger-Waldau A, Szabó M, Scarlat N, Monforti-Ferrario F. Renewable electricity in Eu-

rope. Renew Sustain Energy Rev; 15 (8): 3703–3716. 

[2] Karger CR, Hennings W. Sustainability evaluation of decentralized electricity generation. 

Renew Sustain Energy Rev; 13 (3): 583–593. 

[3] Pepermans G, Driesen J, Haeseldonckx D, Belmans R, D’haeseleer W. Distributed gene-

ration: definition, benefits and issues. Energy Policy; 33 (6): 787–798. 

[4] Bohn D. Decentralised energy systems: state of the art and potentials. Int J of Energy 

Technol and Policy; 3 (1/2): 1–11. 

[5] Haas R, Panzer C, Resch G, Ragwitz M, Reece G, Held A. A historical review of 

promotion strategies for electricity from renewable energy sources in EU countries. Renew 

Sustain Energy Rev; 15 (2): 1003–1034. 

[6] Mosher JN, Corscadden KW. Agriculture's contribution to the renewable energy sector: 

Policy and economics – Do they add up? Renew Sustain Energy Rev; 16 (6): 4157–4164. 



 
29 

 

[7] Richter M. Utilities’ business models for renewable energy: A review. Renew Sustain 

Energy Rev; 16 (5): 2483–2493. 

[8] Yildiz Ö. Financing renewable energy infrastructures via financial citizen participation – 

The case of Germany. Renew Energy 2014, 68: 677-685. 

[9] Viardot E. The role of cooperatives in overcoming the barriers to adoption of renewable 

energy. Energy Policy; 63: 756–764. 

[10] Walker G, Devine-Wright P. Community renewable energy: What should it mean? 

Energy Policy 2008; 36 (2): 497–500. 

[11] Musall FD, Kuik O. Local acceptance of renewable energy—A case study from southeast 

Germany. Energy Policy 2011; 39 (6): 3252–3260. 

[12] Warren CR, McFadyen M. Does community ownership affect public attitudes to wind 

energy? A case study from south-west Scotland. Land Use Policy 2010; 27 (2): 204–213. 

[13] Walker G. What are the barriers and incentives for community-owned means of energy 

production and use? Energy Policy 2008; 36 (12): 4401–4405. 

[14] Enzensberger N, Fichtner W, Rentz O. Financing renewable energy projects via closed-

end funds – a German case study. Renew Energy 2003; 28 (13): 2023–2036. 

[15] Holstenkamp L, Degenhart H. Citizen Participation Schemes for Renewable Energies. A 

Definition from a Financial Economics Point of View. Working Paper Series in Business and 

Law No. 13. Lüneburg, Germany: Leuphana University Lüneburg; 2013. 

[16] Mautz R, Byzio A, Rosenbaum W. Auf dem Weg zur Energiewende Die Entwicklung 

der Stromproduktion aus erneuerbaren Energien in Deutschland. Göttingen: 

Universitätsverlag Göttingen; 2008. 

[17] Bolinger M. Community Wind Power Ownership Schemes in Europe and their 

Relevance to the United States. Berkeley, Ca.: Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory; 2001. 

[18] Breukers S, Wolsink M. Wind power implementation in changing institutional 

landscapes: An international comparison. Energy Policy 2007; 35 (5): 2737–2750. 

[19] Deutscher Genossenschafts- und Raiffeisenverband e.V (DGRV). 

Energiegenossenschaften – Ergebnisse der Umfrage des DGRV und seiner Mitgliedsverbände 

2013. Berlin: DGRV; 2013. 

[20] Flieger B. Energiegenossenschaften. Eine klimaverantwortliche, bürgernahe 

Energiewirtschaft ist möglich. In: Elsen S, editor. Ökosoziale Transformation – Solidarische 

Ökonomie und die Gestaltung des Gemeinwesens. Neu-Ulm: AG SPAK Bücher, 2011, p. 

315–338. 



 
30 

 

[21] Spear R. The Co-operative Advantage. Ann Public Coop Econ 2000; 71 (4): 507–523. 

[22] Doty DH, Glick WH. Typologies as a Unique Form of Theory Building – Toward 

Improved Understanding and Modeling. Acad Manag Rev 1994; 19 (2): 230–251 

[23] Engelhardt WW. Classification and Typologies of Cooperatives. In: Dülfer E, editor. 

International Handbook of Cooperative Organizations. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht; 

1994, p. 100–106. 

[24] Chaddad FR, Cook ML. Understanding New Cooperative Models – An Ownership-

Control Rights Typology. Rev Agric Econ 2004; 26 (3):348–360. 

[25] Flieger B, Klemisch H. Eine andere Energiewirtschaft ist möglich – Pionierfunktion 

neuer Energiegenossenschaften. Constraste 2008; 25 (285): 7. 

[26] Klemisch H, Maron H. Genossenschaftliche Lösungsansätze zur Sicherung der 

kommunalen Daseinsvorsorge. Zeitschrift für das gesamte Genossenschaftswesen (ZfgG) 

2010; 60 (1):3–13. 

[27] Holstenkamp L, Müller JR. Zum Stand von Energiegenossenschaften in Deutschland – 

Ein statistischer Überblick zum 31.12.2012. Working Paper Series in Business and Law No. 

14. Lüneburg, Germany: Leuphana University Lüneburg; 2013.  

[28] Porter ME. Competitive advantage – creating and sustaining superior performance. New 

York: Free Press; 1998. 

[29] AG Energiebilanzen. AGEB. URL: http://www.ag-energiebilanzen.de/ (accessed on 

02.02.2014). 

[30] Wolman P: The New Deal for Electricity in the United States, 1930-1950. In: Barnes DF, 

editor. The challenge of rural electrification – Strategies for developing countries. Wash-

ington, DC: RFF Press; 2007, p. 259–292. 

[31] Yadoo A, Cruickshank H. The value of cooperatives in rural electrification. Energy 

Policy 2010; 38 (6): 2941–2947. 

[32] Faust H. Geschichte der Genossenschaftsbewegung. 3rd ed., Frankfurt/Main: Fritz 

Knapp; 1977. 

[33] Debor, S. The Socio-Economic Power of Renewable Energy Production Cooperatives in 

Germany. Results of an Empirical Assessment. Wuppertal Papers Nr. 187. Wuppertal: 

Wuppertal Institute for Climate, Environment and Energy; 2014. 

[34] Zerche J., Schmale I., Blome-Drees, J. Einführung in die Genossenschaftslehre. 

München: Oldenbourg; 1998. 

[35] Radtke J. Die Energiewende in Deutschland und die Partizipation der Bürger - BBE 



 
31 

 

Newsletter 02/2014. Berlin: Bundesnetzwerk Bürgerschaftliches Engagement e.V., 2014. 

[36] Klemisch H. Energiegenossenschaften als regionale Antwort auf den Klimawandel. In: 

Schröder C, Walk H, editors. Genossenschaften und Klimaschutz – Akteure für 

zukunftsfähige, solidarische Städte. Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien; 2014, p. 149–166. 

[37] Coase RH. The Nature of the Firm. Economica 1937; 4 (16): 386–405. 

[38] Williamson OE. The Economic Institutions of Capitalism – Firms, Markets, Relational 

Contracting. 1st ed. New York: The Free Press; 1985. 

[39] Bonus H. The Cooperative Association as a Business Enterprise: A Study in the 

Economics of Transactions. J Inst Theor Econ, 1986; 142 (2): 310–339. 

[40] Ménard C. The Economics of Hybrid Organizations. J Inst Theor Econ, 2004; 160: 345–

376. 

[41] Cook ML. The Future of U.S. Agricultural Cooperatives: A Neo-Institutional Approach. 

Amer J Agr Econ, 1995; 77 (5):1153–1159. 

[42] Sykuta ME, Cook ML. A New Institutional Economics Approach to Contracts and 

Cooperatives. Amer J Agr Econ, 2001; 83 (5): 1273–1279. 

[43] Hansmann H. The ownership of enterprise. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of 

Harvard University Press, 1996. 

[44] Yildiz Ö. Energiegenossenschaften in Deutschland – Bestandsentwicklung und 

institutionenökonomische Analyse. Zeitschrift für das gesamte Genossenschaftswesen, 2013; 

63 (3): 173-185. 

[45] Thaler R. The Winner’s Curse: Paradoxes and Anomalies of Economic Life. Princeton 

University Press, Princeton, 1994. 

[46] Kahneman D. Thinking, Fast and Slow. New York: Macmillan; 2011. 

[47] Ariely D. Predictably Irrational. The Hidden Forces That Shape Our Decisions. New 

York: Harper Collins; 2009.  

[48] Fehr E, Rangel A. Neuroeconomic Foundations of Economic Choice: Recent Advances. 

J Econ Persp, 2011; 25 (4): 3-30. 

[49] Fehr E, Schmidt KM. A Theory of Fairness, Competition and Cooperation. Q J Econ, 

1999; 114 (3): 817-868. 

[50] Dal Bó P, Foster A, Putterman L. Institutions and Behavior: Experimental Evidence on 

the Effects of Democracy. Amer Econ Rev, 2010; 100 (5): 2205–2229.  

[51] Bowles S. Endogenous Preferences: The Cultural Consequences of Markets and other 

Economic Institutions. J Econ Lit, 1998; 36 (1): 75–111. 



 
32 

 

[52] Fehr E, Kremhelmer S, Schmidt KM. Fairness and the Optimal Allocation of Ownership 

Rights. Econ J, 2008; 118 (531): 1262-1284. 

[53] Ben-Ner A, Ellman M. The contributions of behavioural economics to understanding and 

advancing the sustainability of worker cooperatives. J Entrep Organ Divers, 2013; 2 (1): 75–

100. 

[54] Montmarquette C, Rullière J-L, Villeval M-C, Zeiliger R. Redesigning Teams and 

Incentives in a Merger: An Experiment with Managers and Students. Manag Sci, 2004; 50 

(10): 1379-1389. 

[55] Henrich J, Boyd R, Bowles S, Camerer C, Fehr E, Gintis H. Foundations of Human 

Sociality: Economic Experiments and Ethnographic Evidence from Fifteen Small-Scale 

Societies. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2004. 

[56] Viceisza A. Treating the Field as a Lab: A Basic Guide to Conducting Economic 

Experiments for Policymaking. Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research 

Institute; 2012. 

[57] Harrison G, List J. Field Experiments. J Econ Lit, 2004; 42 (4): 1009-1055. 

[58] Valentinov V. Why are cooperatives important in agriculture? An organizational 

economics perspective. J Inst Econ, 2007; 3 (1): 55-69. 

[59] Chamberlin EH. Theory of Monopolistic Competition. Cambridge: Harvard University 

Press; 1933. 

[60] Cotterill RW. Agricultural Cooperatives: A Unified Theory of Pricing, Finance, and 

Investment. In: Royer JS, editor. Cooperative Theory: New Approaches. Washington D.C.: 

US Department of Agriculture, 1987, pp. 171–258. 

[61] Sexton RJ. Cooperatives and the Forces Shaping Agricultural Marketing. Am J Agr 

Econ, 1986; 68 (5): 1167–1171. 

[62] LeVay C. Agricultural Cooperative Theory: A Review. J Agr Econ, 1983; 34 (1): 1–44. 

[63] Bijman J, Iliopoulos C, Poppe KJ, Gijselinckx C, Hagedorn K, Hanisch M et al. Support 

for Farmers' Cooperatives – Final Report. Wageningen, The Netherlands: Wageningen 

University; 2012. 

[64] Milford AB. The Pro-Competitive Effect of Coffee Cooperatives in Chiapas, Mexico. J 

Agr Food Indust Organ, 2012; 10 (1): 1-27. 

[65] Hanisch M, Rommel J, Müller M. The Cooperative Yardstick Revisited: Panel Evidence 

from the European Dairy Sectors. J Agr Food Indust Organ, 2013; 11 (1): 151-162. 



 
33 

 

[66] Pennerstorfer D, Weiss CR. Product Quality in the Agri-Food Chain: Do Cooperatives 

Offer High-Quality Wine? Eur Rev Agr Econ, 2013; 40 (1): 143-162. 

[67] Schiffer HW. Wettbewerb und Preise auf dem Strommarkt. Wirtschaftsdienst, 2011; 91 

(4): 284-286. 

[68] Bundeskartellamt. Sektoruntersuchung Stromerzeugung und -großhandel. Bonn: 

Bundeskartellamt, 2011. 

[69] Müller J, Rommel J. Is There a Future Role for Urban Electricity Cooperatives? The case 

of Greenpeace Energy. In: Ramos-Martín J, Giampietro M, Ulgiati S, Bukkens SGF, editors. 

Can We Break the Addiction to Fossil Energy? Proceedings of the 7th Biennial International 

Workshop Advances in Energy Studies Barcelona, Spain 19–21 October 2010. Barcelona: 

Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, 2011, p. 185-195. 

[70] Mattes A, Wittenberg E. „Nur wenige wechseln den Stromanbieter": Sechs Fragen an 

Anselm Mattes. DIW Wochenbericht, 2012; 79 (7): 10. 

[71] Achtnicht M. Do environmental benefits matter? Evidence from a choice experiment 

among house owners in Germany. Ecol Econ, 2011; 70 (11): 2191-2200. 

[72] Borchers AM., Duke JM., Parsons GA. Does willingness to pay for green energy differ 

by source? Energy Policy, 2007; 35 (6): 3327-3334. 

[73] Rommel K, Meyerhoff J. Empirische Analyse des Wechselverhaltens von Stromkunden. 

Was hält Stromkunden davon ab, zu Ökostromanbietern zu wechseln? Zeitschrift für 

Energiewirtschaft, 2009; 33 (1): 74-82. 

[74] Akerlof GA. The Market for "Lemons": Quality Uncertainty and the Market Mechanism. 

Q J Econ, 1970; 84 (3): 488–500. 

[75] Sagebiel J, Müller J, Rommel J. Are Consumers Willing to Pay More for Electricity from 

Cooperatives? Results from an Online Choice Experiment in Germany. Energy Res Soc Sci, 

doi: 10.1016/j.erss.2014.04.003. 

[76] Walker G. The role for “community” in carbon governance. Wiley Interdiscip Rev Clim 

Chang, 2011; 2 (5): 777–782. 

[77] Walker G, Cass N. Carbon reduction, “the public” and renewable energy: engaging with 

socio-technical configurations. Area, 2007; 39 (4): 458-469. 

[78] Cass N, Walker G, Devine-Wright P. Good Neighbours, Public Relations and Bribes: 

The Politics and Perceptions of Community Benefit Provision in Renewable Energy 

Development in the UK. J Environ Policy Plan, 2010; 12 (3): 255-275. 



 
34 

 

[79] Park JJ. Fostering community energy and equal opportunities between communities. 

Local Environ: Int J Justice Sustain, 2012; 17 (4): 387-408. 

[80] Webler T, Kastenholz H, Renn O. Public participation in impact assessment: a social 

learning perspective. Environ Impact Asses, 1995; 15 (5): 443-463. 

[81] Fast S. A Habermasian analysis of local renewable energy deliberations. J Rural Stud, 

2013; 30: 86-98. 

[82] Rothschild J, Whitt JA. The cooperative workplace: Potentials and dilemmas of 

organizational democracy and participation. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1986. 

[83] Arnstein SR. A Ladder Of Citizen Participation. J Am Inst Planners, 1969; 35 (4): 216-

224. 

[84] Collins K, Ison R. Jumping off Arnstein’s ladder: social learning as a new policy 

paradigm for climate change adaptation. Environ Policy Gov, 2009; 19 (6): 358-373. 

[85] Bentley .T, Everyday democracy: why we get the politicians we deserve. London: 

Demos, 2005. 

[86] Ginsborg P. The politics of everyday life: making choices, changing lives. New Haven; 

London: Yale University Press, 2005. 

[87] Rosanvallon P. Democratic legitimacy impartiality, reflexivity, proximity. Princeton: 

Princeton University Press, 2011. 

[88] Pondy LR. Organizational Conflict: Concepts and Models: Adm Sci Q, 1967; 12 (2): 

296-320. 

[89] Coser LA. Social Conflict and the Theory of Social Change: The Br Jof Sociol, 1957; 

8(3): 197-207. 

[90] Barley SR. Contextualizing Conflict: Notes on the Anthropology of Disputes and 

Negotiations. In: Bazerman MH, Lewicki RJ, Sheppard BH, editors. Handbook of negotiation 

research. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, 1991, p. 165-199. 

[91] Zarankin TG. A New Look at Conflict Styles: Goal Orientation and Outcome 

Preferences: Int J of Confl Manag, 2008; 19(2): 167-184. 

[92] Scheffran J. Energiekonflikte, Klimawandel und nachhaltige Entwicklung, In: Imbusch 

P, Zoll R, editors. Friedens- und Konfliktforschung: Eine Einführung. Wiesbaden: 5th ed., VS 

Verl. für Sozialwiss., 2010, p. 333–352. 

[93] Balnave N, Patmore G. Rochdale Consumer Co-operatives in Australia: Decline and 

Survival: Bus Hist, 2012; 54(6): 986-1003. 



 
35 

 

[94] Ekberg E. Confronting three revolutions: Western European consumer co-operatives and 

their divergent development, 1950–2008. Bus Hist, 2012; 54(6): 1004-1021. 

[95] Theurl T. Genossenschaftliche Kooperationen: Trends und Zukunftsfelder, In: Theurl T, 

Raiffeisenverband Südtirol, editors, Genossenschaften auf dem Weg in die Zukunft: 

Wissenschaftliches Symposium, Bozen 12. November 2010. Aachen: Shaker-Verlag, 2011, p. 

71-90. 

[96] Ayub N, Jehn K. When Diversity Helps Performance: Effects of Diversity on Conflict 

and Performance in Workgroups. Intern J of Confl Manag, 2014; 25(2): Forthcoming. 

[97] Daudi P, Sotto R. European Cooperations in Transition - The Metamorphosis of Homo 

Cooperativus. Scand J of Manag Stud, 1986; 3 (1): 65-85. 

[98] Bonus H. Das Selbstverständnis moderner Genossenschaften: Rückbindung von 

Kreditgenossenschaften an ihre Mitglieder. Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1994. 

[99] Schröder C. Neue Formen städtischer Solidarität: Das Beispiel Genossenschaften. In: 

Schröder C, Walk H, editors. Genossenschaften und Klimaschutz. Akteure für zukunftsfähige, 

solidarische Städte. Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien, 2014, p. 73-92. 

[100] Stumberger R. Zwischen Mitarbeiterdemokratie und Markt - Die Industriekooperative 

Mondragon. Zeitschrift für das gesamte Genossenschaftswesen, 2003; 53(3): 221-227. 

[101] Hernandez S. Striving for Control: Democracy and Oligarchy at a Mexican 

Cooperative. Econ and Ind Democr, 2006; 27(1): 105-135. 

[102] Cornforth C, Thomas A, Lewis J, Spear R. Developing successful worker co-operatives. 

London: Sage Publications, 1988. 

[103] Hoffmann EA. Dispute Resolution in a Worker Cooperative: Formal Procedures and 

Procedural Justice. Law and Soc Rev, 2005; 39 (1): 51-82. 

[104] Mojtahed D. Conflict Management of Cooperative Organizations in Contemporary Iran: 

A Review Analysis. Publ Organ Rev, 2007; 7 (2): 163-180. 

[105] Beckmann V. Interessen, Zielfindung und Entwicklungspfade in 

Agrargenossenschaften, In: Hagedorn K, editor. Agrargenossenschaften: Mitgliederinteressen 

und ökonomische Perspektiven. Berlin: Institut für Genossenschaftswesen Berlin, 1997, p. 11-

32. 

[106] Darr A. Conflict and Conflict Resolution in a Cooperative: The Case of the Nir Taxi 

Station. Hum Relat, 1999; 52(3): 279-301. 

[107] Darr A, Lewin AC. Democratic Justice Regimes in Work Organizations: The Case of 

Israeli Taxi Cooperatives. Econ and Ind Democr 2001; 22 (3): 383-405. 



 
36 

 

[108] Davis P. The Governance of Co-operatives Under Competitive Conditions: Issues, 

Processes and Culture. Corp Gov, 2001; 1(4): 28-39 

[109] Hansen MH, Morrow Jr JL, Batista JC. The impact of trust on cooperative membership 

retention, performance, and satisfaction: an exploratory study. Int Food Agribus Manag Rev, 

2002; 5 (1): 41-59. 

[110] Misztal BA. Trust in modern societies: the search for the bases of social order. 

Cambridge: U.K.: Polity Press; 1996. 

[111] Cornforth C. The Governance of Cooperatives and Mutual Associations: A Paradox 

Perspective. Ann Public Coop Econ, 2004; 75 (1): 11-32. 

[112] Österberg P, Nilsson J. Members’ perception of their participation in the governance of 

cooperatives: the key to trust and commitment in agricultural cooperatives. Agribus, 2009; 25 

(2): 181-197. 

[113] Putnam RD. Bowling Alone: America’s Declining Social Capital. J Democr, 1995; 6 

(1): 65-78. 

[114] Coleman JS. Social capital in the creation of human capital. Am J Sociol, 1988; 94: 95-

120. 

[115] Luhmann N. Trust and Power: Two Works. Chichester: Wiley; 1979. 

[116] Walker G, Devine-Wright P, Hunter S, High H, Evans B. Trust and community: 

Exploring the meanings, contexts and dynamics of community renewable energy. Energy 

Policy, 2009; 38 (6): 2655-2663. 

[117] Borgen SO. Identification as a trust-generating mechanism in cooperatives. Ann Public 

Coop Econ, 2001; 72 (2): 209-229. 

[118] Nilsson J. Organisational principles for co-operative firms. Scand J Man, 2001; 17 (3): 

329-356. 

[119] Greenpeace Energy eG. URL: http://www.greenpeace-energy.de/genossenschaft.html 

(accessed on 31.03.2014). 

http://www.greenpeace-energy.de/genossenschaft.html

